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Reference No.: MM-A Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option A

Natural recovery - no action

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost—-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-B Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option B

Augment natural reproduction through captive breeding (as a
source of eggs or young), fostering and related techniques

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions

B. Technical feasibility
Basic lack of understanding of breeding biology relating to

captive breeding; highly speculative and would probably require
extensive research at great cost and time

C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits

High cost for marginal return



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

None

Recommendation

Reject

Comments

!Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-A Attorney/Client Communication

Date:

9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential

Evaluation of Restoration Options

Species Marbled Murrelet

Option c

Stabilize eroded beach/supratidal habitats used by nesting birds

Application of Criteria

A.

The results of any actual or planned response actions

Technical feasibility

Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost—-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-D Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option D

Mariculture of shellfish to supplement prey base

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additicnal injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
T. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

“J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-E Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option E

Provide artificial nest sites/substrates to enhance productivity
or redirect nest activities to alternative sites

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions

B. Technical feasibility

Based on present understanding of nest site selections, if you
already have sufficient nesting habitat, (i.e., a strand of old
trees) it cannot be augmented by artificial nest sites; under
current conditions no reason to suspect that nest sites are not
limited in oil spill area

C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or eccsystems!

Recommendation

Reject

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-F Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option F (grouped with G & H)

Acquire nesting habitats and colony sites

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-G Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option G (grouped with F & H)

Protect watershed areas necessary to maintain water quality and
habitats that sustain the avian prey base

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-H Attorney/Client Communication

Date:

9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential

Evaluation of Restoration Options

Species Marbled Murrelet

Option H (grouped with F & G)

Restrict logging on timbered slopes, streamsides, and coastal
perimeters that serve as nesting/resting habitats

Application of Criteria

A.

The results of any actual or planned response actions

Technical feasibility

Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost—~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-I Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option I

Restrict hunting and reduce illegal "taking" of eggs and adult
birds

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-J Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option J

Eliminate introduced predators (e.g., foxes) from islands that
are or were important for ground-nesting birds

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-K Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option K

Restrict near-shore gillnet fisheries to minimize conflicts with
bird populations

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-L Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option L

Eliminate high-seas gillnet fisheries and the resulting inciden-
tal mortality to birds

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost—-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-M Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option M

Acquire stopover/wintering habitats in the Pacific flyway

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost—-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review ?

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-N Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option N

Protect wetland habitats important to migratory birds, nationally
and internationally

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits




F. Cost—~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-O Attorney/Client Communication

Date:

9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential

Evaluation of Restoration Options

Species Marbled Murrelet

Option 0

Minimize disturbance from tourists, fishermen, researchers, and
others through public education and law enforcement

Application of Criteria

A.

The results of any actual or planned response actions

Technical feasibility

Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

!Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-P Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option P

Conduct long-term research/monitoring program on bird popula-
tions, ecology, and prey

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-Q Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option Q (new)

Enhance productivity through manipulation/social facilitation

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-R Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option R (new)

Re~establish abandoned colonies and establish new colonies

Application of Criteria

A, The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

!Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: MM-S Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Marbled Murrelet
Option S (new)

Eliminate contaminated prey

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits




F. Cost~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



R PG

Reference No.: HS-A Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option A

Natural recovery - no action

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-B Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option B

Supplement winter-season foods for stressed animals feeding in
intertidal habitats (e.g., deer)

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
N/A
B. Technical feasibility

Questionable; methodology is largely untested and logistically
- very difficult, especially during the crucial winter season

C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

Dangerous for workers

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits

Too expensive to produce and distribute prey over sufficient area
to be effective



F. Cost-~effectiveness

Exorbitant per seal

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Food supplements could benefit non-target species

Recommendation

Reject

Comments

Goal is to restore habitat, not artificially supplement prey for
one species

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-C Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option C

Translocations to augment populations within and outside of oil-
spill area

Application of Criteria
A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
Oiled seals returned to PWS with a tremendously high mortality

(after release) rate and at great risk of injury to other popula-
tion

B. Technical feasibility

Results very disappointing in terms of survivor ratio being very
low; issue is whether habitat can sustain seals; source popula-
tion unlike California for potential colonization

C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

Always great disease potential when you have translocation;

potential impacts on source through loss of donor individuals to
that population; also may reduce natural spreading

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

If mortality is high, cost-effectiveness is low; needs further
study

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

May require permit through Marine Mammal Protection Act

I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)
management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

Reject

Comments

Get memorandum from Kathy Frost (expert comments)

Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-D Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option D (grouped with E,F & G)

Preserve foraging habitats (e.g., mussel beds and eelgrass)

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Pctential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-E Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option E (grouped with D,F & G)

Acquire/protect habitats in uplands (e.g., old-growth forest),
and along streamsides and coastal perimeter

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-F Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option F (grouped with D,E & G)

Acquire/protect Coastal habitats such as haulout/rookery sites,
whale "rubbing" beaches, etc.

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

!Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-G Attorney/Client Communication

Date:

9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential

Evaluation of Restoration Options

Species Harbor Seal

Option G (grouped with D,E & F)

Establish new wildlife refuges, sanctuaries, and viewing areas

Application of Criteria

A.

The results of any actual or planned response actions

Technical feasibility

Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost—-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-H Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option H

Reduce marine debris and expand stranding/entanglement rescue
operations

Application of Criteria

A, The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

multiple resources

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-I Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option I

Eliminate high-sea gillnet fisheries and the resulting incidental
mortality to marine mammals

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

!Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-J Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option J

Reduce incidental loss of marine mammals by buying back limited-
entry gillnet permits

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits

Enormous cost with little biological benefit. (see Strand memo)



F. Cost-effectiveness

o He Consistgpcyuwitp applicablg;feqepélﬁgpﬂéﬁtate;lqwg,and;hiy%%-

~.policdies

I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)
management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

Reject

Comments

See Strand NMFS memo

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.

AL -



Reference No.: HS-K Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option K (grouped with L & M)
Reduce human-use impacts/conflicts through management changes

(e.g., through management changes (e.g., fishing and trapping
restrictions)

Application of Criteria

A, The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

!Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-L Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option L (grouped with K & M)

Restrict/eliminate legal harvest of marine/terrestrial mammals

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost~effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

!Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-M Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option M (grouped with K & L)

Minimize harassment and illegal shooting of marine mammals
through education and law enforcement

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS~N Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option N

Establish international wildlife rehabilitation/public education
center

Application of Criteria
A. The results of any actual or planned response actions

Results from release of rehabilitated seals were very disappoint-
ing

B. Technical feasibility

C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems'

Recommendation

Does not appear to contribute directly to the injuries from EVOS;
will not be considered further in this context

Comments

Some form of public education center could contribute to other
restoration measures; (considered under multiple resources)

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-0 Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10~11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option o}

Conduct long-term monitoring/research program on mammal popula-
tions and ecology

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions
B. Technical feasibility
C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)

management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

further review

Comments

INot from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



Reference No.: HS-P Attorney/Client Communication
Date: 9/10-11/91 Attorney Work Product
Privileged/Confidential
Evaluation of Restoration Options
Species Harbor Seal
Option P

Eliminate sources of contaminated prey

Application of Criteria

A. The results of any actual or planned response actions

B. Technical feasibility

C. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed
actions to the expected benefits



F. Cost-effectiveness

H. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

I. Acquisition of equivalent land for public (federal/state)
management, where restoration, rehabilitation, and/or other
replacement of land is not possible

J. Degree to which proposed actions benefit more than one
species, communities, or ecosystems!

Recommendation

N/A

Comments

'Not from NRDA regulations as currently proposed.



RV~

July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 1 Archaeology Resource Protection

SUBOPTION: A - Site Steward Program

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable; other restoration options or clean-up work may have
adverse effects on archaeological resources due to possibility of
increased vandalism, thus project would lessen those adverse
effects;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; these resources are not restorable, but continuing
damage can be lessened and/or stopped;

C. Technical Feasibility
Favorable;
D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

Favorable; minimal risk; volunteers will face risks normally
associated with travel in boats and small aircraft; Karen suggested
using a range to indicate risk involved, such as minimal or high;
Ray stated that this project provides the Natives more peace of
mind with regards to their past, which would have a definite affect
on mental health; John stated this is true but is not sure it fits
in the comments section; Sandy stated that he touched upon this
issue in the text;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; a portion of funds used to implement this sub-option
will go directly into local economies in the spill area; Karen
stated a high amount of benefit can be obtained for a relatively
low cost by using locals;

F. Cost-effectiveness



Favorable; significantly less expensive than hiring full-time staff
to accomplish the same work;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable; Carol raised the question of injury to the resource;
Chris asked if the potential for vandalism was greater when the
sites rare identified to volunteers, and felt that the additional
small risk should be mentioned; Karen put minimal under favorable
to cover this point; Ray stated that by adequately supervising and
training, this risk will be mitigated;

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

Favorable; the volunteers’ appreciation for cultural resources

should be enhanced;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Unfavorable; only benefits one resource/service;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; project has already begun and must continue for several
years to have a positive effect;

RECOMMENDATION:

Sandy felt that none of these were in a negative vein. RPWG
unanimously recommended that this go forward with concurrence to
Sandy’s comment that no criteria were negative.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 1 Archaeology Resource Protection

SUBOPTION: B - Increase the field presence of management agencies

within the affected area to provide greater
protection for archaeological sites and artifacts

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable; more clean-up work may need to occur at some oiled
sites;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; more ‘official’ personnel will help slow looting, etc...

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable; Carol stated law enforcement has inherent risk; however,
this is minimal.

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness
Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable; Ray asked if there are any penalties associated with
doing the enforcement;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed



action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;

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

Unfavorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable; field presence will help in other option as well;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; looting rate has escalated since spill

RECOMMENDATION:

Karen recommended going forward with this option; RPWG concurred.
Comments:

Of all the field presence suboptions this has the greatest focus.

Sandy suggested this option could be combined with site
stewardship;



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 1 - Archaeology Resource Protection

SUBOPTION: C - Expand public education efforts

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Not applicable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; education will decrease tendency to loot and vandalize;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Ncone;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; often educational programs are an extremely efficient
method of accomplishing things and have long-term benefits;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.






July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No. :
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 2 -

SUBOPTION: A - Intensify management of fish and shellfish -those
with exsiting management plans

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. BEffects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable; 1low; potential added risk to fishermen by shortened

seasons;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable;

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

Unfavorable; if the management activities are extended beyond EVOS

recovery;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:
RPWG recommended favorable.

Comments:




July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 2

SUBOPTION: B - Intensify management of species

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; more data collection will be required;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable; low; species with low population size could be affected



by some sampling techniques;

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

Unfavorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:
RPWG recommended favorable;

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No. :
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 4 - Reduce disturbance at marine bird colonies and

marine mammal haul-out sites and rubbing beaches

SUBOPTION: A - Educate tour- and charter-boat operators about
the need for, and ways to, decrease
disturbance near sensitive marine bird and
mammal use areas.

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; may be an important companion to feasibility studies

which involve decoys or other activities which would be disturbed

by the public;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; good compliance could be accomplished by some public
relations work; example: fisherman at Barrens;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed



action, including long~-term and indirect impacts.

Low;

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

Favorable; education provides better understanding of resource;

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

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year
Favorable; Chris suggested leaving this as favorable until ranking
is done;

RECOMMENDATION:

RPWG has decided this will become a component of Option 33, the
comprehensive education program. Official evaluation table is

found under Option 33.

comments:




July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:

EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 4
SUBOPTION: B -~ Increase the field presence of Trustee agencies to
provide greater enforcement of Federal and State laws designed to
reduce disturbance

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable; especially when law enforcement is linked to other
resources and services;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable; minimal risks;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unfavorable; locations were scattered; however, if combined with
protection of other resources, it may be a cost effective action;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown; until additional information is received;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies
Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable; low

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

Unfavorable; no enhancement expected;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one
resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year
Urgency is unknown; John stated it would relate to the severity of
the injury to the resource;

RECOMMENDATION:

Karen recommended that if combined with other law enforcement
needs, this suboption should go ahead. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1¢9%2 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 5 - Reduce harvest by redirecting sport fishing

pressure

SUBOPTION: B - Use public education to encourage conservation for
sport-fishing.

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; best if done with 5A;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

None;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; difficult to get anglers to accept and adopt catch and

release;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable; only cost effective if combined with other educational

options;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable; low

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

Favorable; enhances understanding

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unfavorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Karen recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.
Comments:

Combine with 1C, 4A, 5B, 7A into 33



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 6 - Designate a portion of the Chugach National Forest

as a National Recreation Area or Wilderness

SUBOPTION: A - Designate the Nellie-Juan College Fjord Wilderness
study Areaza as Wilderness
EVALUATION CRITERIA
A, Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable; ANILCA specifically allows for some "actions" within
wilderness;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable; congressional action provides for favorable management
of injured resources and services;
C. Technical Feasibility
Favorable; requires act of Congress;
D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
None, except mental health;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



e

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

Je. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable; highly favorable when protection of natural habitat and
services is important;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unknown; process is already underway;

RECOMMENDATION:
Ray recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE HNo.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 6 - Designate a portion of the Chugach Natiocnal Forest

as a National Recreation Area or Wilderness

SUBOPTION:B - Designate a portion of the Chugach National Forest
in the Prince William Sound area as a Natiomal
Recreation Area
EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable; careful siting and development of restoration facilities
will be necessary to ensure this option does not cause adverse
affects;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; for recreation

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; requires congressional action

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

Favorable; low;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; helps design and control development in an area

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
peolicies

Favorable; requires congressional action

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed



action, inciuding long-term and indirect impacts.
Favorable; low; doing the action carefully will ensure there isn’t

additional injury; enabling legislation would guide the development
to ensure avoidance of conflict

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

Favorable; a national recreation area will primarily enhance the

service

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

Favorable; helps define the parameters for management within a

national forest; NRA inherently maintains the landscape which also

potentially provides benefit to multiple species and other

services;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unknown; not important under the current management strategy;

RECOMMENDATION:
Ray recommended that this option move ahead. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE HNo.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 7 =- Increase management in parks, refuges and forests
SUBOPTION: A - Educate public about minimizing their impacts on
recovering resources
EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Unknown; this could be accomplished by Option 33;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; moderate;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable; minimal;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the propesed acticns
to the expected benefits

Unknown;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable:

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;



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

Favorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one
resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unfavorable; not necessary although some public education needs to
begin promptly;

RECOMMENDATION:

RPWG decided this will become a component of Option 33, the
comprehensive education program. Official evaluation table is
found under Option 33.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 7 - Increase management in parks, refuges and forests

SUBOPTION: B - Increase the field presence of management agencies
within the affected area
EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; if new designations or regulations are made;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; depending on the above;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the propesed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unfavorable;






July 21, 1992 REFERENCE NoO.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 8 - - Restrict or eliminate legal harvest of marine and
terrestrial mammals and sea ducks

SUBOPTION: A - Temporarily restrict or close harvests of injured
species in the o0il spill area

Note: cCathy’s evaluation sheet was divided for several species.

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; along with 8B;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable, for harlequin ducks; all other species unknown because
not enough is known on the subsistence harvest; a closure would
help river otters; harvest information patchy for some species;
however, it is potentially beneficial;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable; minimal

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable, if benefits are realized;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;



H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable; subsistence harvest has potential injury for short term;

Chris suggested differentiating what needs to be done state vs.
federal regarding bag limits as it applies to subsistence;

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

Favorable; low degree for some species;

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

Unfavorable; each implementation action only benefits a single

service or resource;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unknown; has already been started for Harlequin Ducks and River

Otters in certain areas; others unknown;

RECOMMENDATION:

Cathy recommended variable by species. RPWG recommends carrying
forward.

Comments:

Tatitlek has reduced their take of harbor seals due to concern for
meat and population.




O ly 21, 1992 .2
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 8 - Restrict or el° ° te "~ :gal t E ‘ 1d
terrestrial mammals and sea ducks

SUBOPTION: B - Encourage voluntary reductions of subsistence,
commercial and sport harvest levels

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actionmns
Unknown;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favor ~le;

C. Technical Feasibilif -

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Low; problems to people whose diets consist primarily of
subsistence foods;

E. The relatic sh:_ € 2 i cos of he propose¢ actions

to the expected benefits )

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the propocsed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable; potential for short-term adverse affects on subsistence
opportunities through voluntary closure;

I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or
service
Favorable; .

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

Favorable; multiple species but each implementation action
only benefits a single resource or service;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unknown;

RECOMMENDATION:
Karen recommends carrying forward. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:

EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 9 - Minimize incidental take of marine birds by

commercial fisheries

EUBOPTION: A -

Note: No form available; this option deleted;

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Effects of other response or restoration actions

Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Technical Feasibility

Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Cost-effectiveness

Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



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

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

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 9 - Minimize incidental take of marine birds by

commercial fisheries

SUBOPTION: B - Develop new technology or strategies for reducing
encounters

EVALUATION CRITERIA
a. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Unknown; possible conflict with redirecting commercial fisheries;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; if the incidental catch is determined to be significant;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; has been implemented in other areas;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown; could help resource but hamper fisheries

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



S

Unfavorable; could damage commercial fisheries;

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

Unknown;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable; could benefit multiple bird species

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; need long lead time to document extent of problem first

RECOMMENDATION:
Karen Oakley’s recommendation is favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 10 - Preservation of archaeological sites and artifacts

SUBOPTION:

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Unfavorable; other response actions could lead to additional injury
including looting and vandalism; however, this project would lessen
those effects;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable; these resources are not fully restorable, but continuing
injury can be lessened or stopped;
C. Technical Feasibility
Favorable;
D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable; low; archaeologists will face risks normally associated
with their field work;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits
Favorable;
F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable, over the long run;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies
Favorable:

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable; no potential for additional injury if done by competent
- people using state of the art approaches;

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

Favorable; develops increased knowledge and appreciation of the

resource;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Unfavorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year
Favorable; project delay could result in additional injury;
RECOMMENDATION:

Sandy recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 11
SUBOPTION: A - Supplement fry production using such methods as egg
boxes and net pens for fry rearing

B - Improve access to spawning areas (e.g., fish
passes, remove instream barriers)

C - Improve spawning and rearing habitat (e.g., create
spawning channels, add woody debris, improve
substrates, lake fertilization, reduce siltation

rates)
EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and szfety

Favorable; none;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and



policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable; low; small construction impacts, potential overloading

early marine stage carrying capacity;

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

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

K. Importance cof starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:
RPWG recommended favorable.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 12 - Creation of new recreation facilities through
replacement or construction

SUBOPTION: A

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; siting should be complimentary;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; potential to enhance recovery;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown; over the long-term, it would be beneficial; some census
information is being gathered by the Forest Service this summer;

F. Cost~effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long~term and indirect impacts.

Favorable - long term; unfavorable - short term; could be short-
term injury of archaeological sites; increased recreation could
cause additional injury to other resources; careful siting is



imperative;

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

Favorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service
Unfavorable; only benefits one resource or service; John stated
that if you make the distinction between different recreational
forms, it would be marked favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; planning and site information is important to avoid
sensitive areas;

RECOMMENDATION:
Ray recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.
Comments:

12B is not materially different from 12A so was not drafted as
different.



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 13 - Eliminate sources of persistent contamination from
oiled mussel beds

SUBOPTION:

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A, Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; not applicable or no anticipated effects;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; particularly for higher vertebrates (birds/otters)

C. Technical Feasibility

Unknown; still unproven;

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

Favorable; low; risks are minimal for workers;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable; obtain required permits from DEC and ADF&G;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unfavorable; for NEPA review, some injury may be involved with



stripping;

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

Favorable; has potential toc help restore higher vertebrates

(birds/otters) :

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; critical to define extent of contamination in first
year;

RECOMMENDATION:
John recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 14 - Accelerate Recovery of Upper Intertidal Zone

SUBOPTION:

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Unknown; other clean-up and Option 13 may have an adverse affect
locally;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Unknown; most proposed techniques are unproven;

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

Favorable; low; risks are minimal for workers

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown; although unknown, potential is significant in either
direction depending on the implementation action;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable; permits obtained from DEC, ADF&G;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable; not likely; not easily quantified;
I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or
service

Unknown; Mark suggested that some legal guidance may be needed for
what is meant by "enhance" in the settlement. John stated that the
settlement language should be adopted for RPWG use. Enhance means
beyond pre-spill conditions. All prior options may need to be
revisited to determine how enhance was interpreted.

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

Favorable; potential is there that many intertidal organisms will
be enhanced;
K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; delay will prolong intertidal recovery;

RECOMMENDATION:
John recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE RNo.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 15 - Supplement intertidal substrates for spawning
herring

SUBOPTION:
Note: Ken Chalk ~ add 13b
EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

cC. Technical Feasibility

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

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

F. Cost-effectiveness

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



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

J. Degree to which propased action benefits more than one
resource or service

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:

Comments:



July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No. :

EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 15

SUBOPTION: A -~ Supplement herring spawning substrate

Note:

Need to re-write and evaluate

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Effects of other response or restoration actions

Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Technical Feasibility

Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Cost-effectiveness

Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



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

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

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:@
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 16 - Test feasibility of enhancing murre productivity
SUBOPTION: A - Test the .feasibility of enhancing murre
productivity through increased social stimuli
SUBOPTION: B - Test the feasibility of improving the physical
characteristics of nest sites to increase murre
productivity
EVALUATION CRITERIA
a. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable; other education and enforcement options would be
compatible to minimize disturbance;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; good potential but not proven in Alaska;

C. Technical Feasibility
Favorable;
D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

Unfavorable; dangerous work;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown; good, if it works;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable; probably good;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;



—a ->tential for additic =~ =~ -y resulting from the op¢ l
stion, including lor _ and indirect impacts.

Favorable; adverse long-term effects are unlikely; some potential
for short-term effects;

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

Unfavorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Unfavorable; closely targeted to murres;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year
Favorable; species was severely inji 2d 1d opportunity is lost
once synchronizing is begun;

--—<OMMENDATION:

Karen rec 21 osle. RFP _ concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 16 - Test feasibility of enhancing murre productivity
SUBOPTION: C - Test the feasibility of reducing predators at
depleted murre colonies
Note: 16C becomes 17B
EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Unknown; techniques exist but may not be practical; difficulty with
public relations;

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

Unfavorable; dangerous work;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown; good, if it works;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable; research use of poison

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unfavorable; short-term adverse effects to predators and



scavengers;

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

Unfavorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service
Favorable;
K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; species was severely injured and opportunity is lost
once synchronizing is begun;

RECOMMENDATION:

Karen recommended favorable; RPWG recommendation withheld until
more information is received on technical feasibility;

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 17 -

SUBOPTION: A - Eliminate introduced foxes from islands important
to nesting marine birds

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Unfavorable; dangerous work;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; great increase of birds;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown; registering poisons would be expensive

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable; additional registering of toxicants would improve

ability to eradicate foxes;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Unfavorable; other species may be poisoned or trapped;

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

Favorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable; multiple bird species;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable but not necessary;

RECOMMENDATION:
Carol recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 18 - Replace fisheries harvest opportunities by
establishing alternative salmon runs

SUBOPTION: A - Establish additional hatchery runs

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; would compliment redirecting commercial fishing
pressure;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; some questions about maintaining temporal separation;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits

Unknown; would depend on timing and alternative;

F. Cost—~effectiveness

Unknown; market value will change this greatly;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Unfavorable; especially related to straying, genetics, disease,
competition;

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

Unknown;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:

RPWG recommended withholding recommendation until additional
technical information is received.

Comments:




July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 18 - Replace fisheries harvest opportunities by

establishing alternative salmon runs

SUBOPTION: B ~ Transplant hatchery reared fish to depleted areas

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; specifically tied to Options 11 and 15, which would open
new areas;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;
C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; hatchery runs may lose their fitness/heartiness over the
years;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits

Unknown; currently don’t have enough information to understand this
relationship; natural recolonization may be hampered;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;



H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unfavorable;
I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or
service

Favorable; placing fish in vacant areas;

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

Favorable; putting more energy into system may benefit ecosystem;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:

RPWG recommended withholding recommendation until additional
technical information is received.

Comments:




July 22, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 18 - Replace fisheries harvest opportunities by

establishing alternative salmon runs

SUBOPTION: C - Use wild egg takes from non-injured streams to
establish new runs

EVALUATION CRITERIA

a. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

cC. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable; none;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown; further information needed;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Unfavorable; competition possible in early marine stage; disease;
genetic diversity;

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

Favorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;
K. Importance of starting the project within the next year
RECOMMENDATION:

RPWG recommended favorable.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 19 - Update and expand the state’s anadromous stream

catalogue
SUBOPTION:
EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; survey information would be helpful in TC decisions on
habitat acquisition;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;
C. Technical Feasibkbility

Favorable; could entail surveying large areas;

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

Favorable; low; entails field surveys with helicopters

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected hbenefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable; will require some cooperative management;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable; low potential for additional injury;

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

Unfavorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Chris recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 20 - Coordinate state and federal management areas
throughout the spill

SUBOPTION: A - Amend AK Coastal Management Act

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A, Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Unknown; existing regulations need to be assessed;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable; low

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown; implementation costs unknown;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consisfency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable; implementation could require modification of existing
management policies;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;



I. Degree to which propocsed action enhances the resource or

service
Favorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Chris recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 20 - Coordinate state and federal management areas
throughout the spill
SUBOPTION: B - Amend State/Féderal Management Plans
Note: Add 22E

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable, but applies only to public lands;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; requires large scale cooperation;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; relatively low cost option;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies
Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable;

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

Favorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Chris recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 20 - Coordinate state and federal management areas
throughout the spill
SUBOPTION: C - Legislative aétion to designate management area
Note: 014 20C deleted; the new 20C is old 29

EVALUATION CRITERIA

a. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Unknown; possible local agency jurisdiction problems; potential for
too much beauracracy;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable; none;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unfavorable; extended costs with legislative actions;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unfavorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Unknown; could conflict with previous protective legislation (e.qg.
ANILCA) ;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable;

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

Favorable;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service
Favorable;
K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:

Chris recommended deleting. RPWG concurred.

Comments:

Based on unknown technical feasibility and the likelihood that it

would have to go through extended legislative process, opportunity
for implementing this is uncertain.



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 21 - Acquire tidelands

SUBOPTION: A - Acgquisition of fee title to privately or
municipally owned tidelands

SUBOPTION: B - Enhance protection of privately or municipally
owned tidelands without acquisition of fee title

Note: 21A&B become part of 37

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; could be combined with other acquisition options;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; recovery enhanced in only a few areas - most tidelands

are public;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; in applicable areas;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;



H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;
I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or
service

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; imminent threat to Valdez Duck Flats and Homer Spit
suggests that acquisition protection begin immediately;

RECOMMENDATION:
Chris recommended favorable but low priority. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 22 - Designate protected marine areas

SUBOPTION: A - Designate new Alaska state parks
Note: Moved to Option 6, add 27A&B
EVALUATION CRITERIA
Aa. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; could be combined with other acquisition options;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; for recreation but not resources;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; funds for agency management of areas will be necessary;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable and unfavorable; variable - additional public use could
injure resources or refocus pressures;



I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or

service
Favorable;
J- Degree to which propeosed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Unfavorable; only targeting recreational services;

K. Importance of starting the project within thg,next year
Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:

Chris recommended favorable and site parks away from injured
resources. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 22 - Designate protected marine areas
SUBOPTION: B - Designate new ADF&G special areas

EVALUATION CRITERIA
a. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; could be combined with acquisition options;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; done on a regular basis;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits

Favorable; will have to designate management funds;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;’



I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or

service
Favorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable; special areas are focused on more than one resource;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Chris recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 22 - Designate protected marine areas

SUBOPTION: C - Designate national marine sanctuaries

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable; designation of a marine sanctuary can be complimentary
to the restoration of many marine resources;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable; coordinated management and research for marine areas
should enhance the opportunity for recovery;
c. Technical Feasibility
Favorable; establishment of a marine sanctuary is technically
feasible; currently the governor’s office has expressed opposition
to establishing a marine sanctuary;
D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable; none anticipated;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits
Favorable; typically, marine sanctuaries are funded by
congressional appropriation and should have little to no effect on
use of restoration funds;
F. Cost-~effectiveness
Favorable; if a marine sanctuary is designated, funding may come

through congressional appropriation; thus, little to no impact
would be made on settlement funds;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies



Favorable; by definition, the program is consistent with federal
law;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Sandy recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



R

July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No. :

EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 22 - Designate protected marine areas

SUBOPTION: D - Designate national estuarine reserves

Note:

27A&B becomes 22D
EVALUATION CRITERIA

Effects of other response or restoration actions

Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Technical Feasibility

Potential effects of the action on human health and safety

The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
tc the expected benefits

Cost-effectiveness

Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Potential for additional injury resulting from the propcsed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



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

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

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

RECOMMENDATION:

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE Neo.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 23 - Acquire marine bird and mammal habitats

SUBOPTION: A - Acquisition of fee title to privately owned marine
mammal and bird habitats

SUBOPTION: B - Enhance protection of privately owned coastal
habitats without acquisition of fee title

Note: 23A moved to 37 (acquire fee title); 23B moved to 38 (acquire

non-fee protection)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

a. Effects of other respcnse or restoration actions

Favorable; could be combined with other acquisition options;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; (suboption A may take longer to implement than B)

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the precposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; (incorporating into already existing management

structure, but may need additional funding for management)

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies



Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable; but some potential injury to some services through more

restrictive regulations (some activities 1like hunting etc... may
still occur depending on the mandates of the refuge)

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

Favorable; (although ownership may change the duration of enhanced

protection)

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource Or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
RPWG recommended favorable;

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No. :
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 24 - Acquire and protect inholdings within state and
federal areas

SBUBOPTION: A - Acquisition of fee title to inholdings

SUBOPTION: B - Enhance protection of inholdings without
acquisition of fee title

Note: 24A moved to 37; 24B moved to 38;

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; suboption A may take longer than B to implement;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies



Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable; potential exists ‘for impact on services;

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

Favorable; more so for suboption A than B;

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
RPWG recommended favorable.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 25 - Acquire upland forests and watersheds

SUBOPTION: A - Acquisition of fee title to privately owned uplands
SUBOPTION: B - Enhance protection of privately or municipally
owned tidelands without acquisition of fee title

Note: 25A moved to 37; 25B moved to 38;

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; could combine with other acquisition options;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; suboption A may take longer than B;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;



H. Potential »>r 1iditional injury resulting from the proposed

action, 1cluding mg-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable; potential exists for impact on services;

I. Det 2e to i i 1 o
service

Favorable; more so for suboption A than B.

J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than
resource or service ‘

Favorable;
K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECO! NI
RPWG recommen d favorab:

Comments:

or

one



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No. :
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 26 - Extend buffer strips adjacent to anadromous streams

SUBOPTION: A - Acquisition of fee title to buffer strips
SUBOPTION: B - Expand anadromous stream buffers without
acquisition of fee title ‘

Note: 26A combined into 25A and moved to 37; 26B moved to 38;
EVALUATION CRITERIA
Aa. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Unfavorable for A; favorable for B; A should be combined with other
acquisition options to become favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; additional funding for increased management may be
needed;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable; if suboption A were included it might be unfavorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies
Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed



action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;
I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or
service

Favorable; provides enhanced protection;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one
resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:

Chris recommended favorable - should be combined with other
acquisition options. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE HNo.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 26 - Extend buffer strips adjacent to anadromous streams

SUBOPTION: C - amend State Forest Practices act

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Unknown; variable, since reopening act to amendment could result in
undesirable changes;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; highly contentious issue;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actiocns

to the expected benefits

Favorable; low-cost option;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unknown; variable;



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

Unknown; if successful, would enhance protection and could allow

for refocused management;

J. Degree to which propodsed action benefits more than one
resource or service

Favorable; if amendment is favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unfavorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Chris recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No. :
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 28 - Acquire access to sport-fishing recreational areas

SUBOPTION: A - Acquisition of fee title

SUBOPTION: B - Acquire access without purchase of fee title

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; could be combined with other acquisition options;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Unknown; variable - increased access could either injure resources
or refocus use;

I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or
service
Favorable;

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

Unfavorable; primary focus on sport/recreational uses;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:

Chris recommend favorable, but site access points so as to minimize
pressures on injured resources. RPWG concurred.

Comments:

Suboption C will be evaluated once the write up is received.



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 27 - Designate and protect "benchmark" monitoring sites

SUBOPTION: A - Designate national estuarine research reserve site

Note: 27A will be combined with 22

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; NERRS allows for recreation activity, as well as added
protection measures;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; 18 or 19 have been established since the inception of
the program;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; cost would not be very much; additional funding for
research may be included;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;






July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 27 - Designate and protect "benchmark' monitoring sites

SUBOPTION: B - Designate research natural area(s)
Note: 27B moved to 22

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
peolicies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed



action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
John recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 27 - Designate and protect '"benchmark' monitoring sites

SUBOPTION: C - Selection of Long-term Ecological Research Site(s)

Note: 27C will be left as an existing Suboption in 27
EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; compatible with monitoring

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; NSF would not require matching funds in addition to what

is provided;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.



Favorable;

I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the 1 source or
service
Unfavorable; do not 1;

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

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
John recommended favorable. RPWG concurred and combined with 22.

¢

ren stated LTER’s primary functions are to : stigat irch.



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 25 =- Establish or extend buffer zones for nesting birds

SUBOPTION: A - Recommend implementation of special agency
management practices

Note: 29A moved to 20C
EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;



I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or

service
Favorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits meore than cne

resource oOr service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Carol recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No. :
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 30 - Test subsistence foods for hydrocarbon
contamination

SUBOPTION:

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; goes hand in hand with the education option;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

D. Potential effects of the action on human health and safety
Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. COnsisfency with applicable federal and state laws and
policies

Favorable;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unfavorable; increased subsistence harvest could hamper the
recovery of some species;



I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or

service
Unfavorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource oOr service

Unfavorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; decreased subsistence use is a continuing injury.

RECOMMENDATION:
Karen recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 31 - Develop comprehensive restoration monitoring
program

SUBOPTION:

EVALUATION CRITERIA
a. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Favorable; no affects contemplated;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable; can‘t do without monitoring restoration;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable; techniques are available;

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

Favorable; none; risks are minimal;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable; permits are available from DEC, ADF&G;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;



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

Unfavorable; can’t measure efficacy of restoration without
monitoring;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable; if designed properly;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable; opportunities would be 1lost if monitoring is not
implemented next year;

RECOMMENDATION:
John recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 32 - Endow a fund to support restoration activities

SEUBOPTION:

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A, Effects of other response or restoration actions

Unknown; depends on how the endowment is set up and administered;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Unknown; sounds easy but may not be;

D. Potential effects of the action on human heaith and safety
Favorable;
E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions

to the expected benefits

Favorable;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Unknown;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unfavorable; may delay other critical restoration activities;



I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the resource or

service
Favorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Favorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
RPWG recommended favorable.
Comments:

This option will be forwarded to the Endowment Working Group for
review.



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS
OPTION: 33 - Develop integrated public information and education

program

SUBOPTION: A - Develop program to provide and distribute up-dated
information, and educational products

Note: 2Aadd 1Cc,4A,5B,7A to 33A

EVALUATION CRITERIA

A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Favorable;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery
Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Favorable; may be difficult to get anglers to adopt catch and

release; education programs are often cost effective and have long-
term benefits;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Favorable;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Favorable;






July 21, 15952 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 34 - Establish a marine environmental institute

SUBOPTION:

EVALUATION CRITERIA
a. Effects of other response or restoration actions

Unknown;

B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

C. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and

policies
Favorable;
H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed

action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Favorable;



I. Degree to which proposed action enhances the rescurce or

service
Favorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one

resource or service

Favorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unfavorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
Art recommended favorable. RPWG concurred.

Comments:



July 21, 1992 REFERENCE No.:
EVALUATION OF RESTORATION OPTIONS/SUBOPTIONS

OPTION: 35 -

SUBOPTION: A - Replacement of archaeological artifacts

EVALUATION CRITERIA
A. Effects of other response or restoration actions
Unfavorable; could promote additional looting that is trying to be
decreased by other options;
B. Potential to improve the rate or degree of recovery

Favorable;

c. Technical Feasibility

Favorable;

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

Favorable;

E. The relationship of the expected costs of the proposed actions
to the expected benefits

Unknown;

F. Cost-effectiveness

Unknown;

G. Consistency with applicable federal and state 1laws and
policies

Unknown;

H. Potential for additional injury resulting from the proposed
action, including long-term and indirect impacts.

Unfavorable; could increase incidents of looting because people may



perceive the opportunity for profiteering;

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

Favorable;
J. Degree to which proposed action benefits more than one
resource or service

Unfavorable;

K. Importance of starting the project within the next year

Unfavorable;

RECOMMENDATION:
RPWG recommended reject.

Comments:



October 1, 1992 Author: Sanford Rabinowitch

OPTION #1 Archaeology Resource Protection
*H < { 1age nt of Uses
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES Archaeological sites and
artifacts
SUMMARY
Summary should not sound like a specific project. Karen doesn’t

think the carbon 14 procedure belongs in this option; should be
captured in Option 10.

SUBOPTION A - Site Seward Program

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

Should state that people have expressed interest to be brought in.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

iANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

The information under additional/new legislation or regulatory
actions should be standardized. Should note only what is needed to
implement option. Legislation needed may be a new option. New
suboption could be to amend CERCLA to include archaeoclogical
resources.

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

This 1is a specific project which is spill-wide. The cost
represents one year. Need to decide if cost is annual or life span
of the project. Karen stated the first year’s cost may be greater
because it changes from one year to the next. John stated we may
want to have cost estimates for the 1life of the plan. This
suboption appears to be for the life of the settlement. Sandy
stated the reason this was increased by the Trustees is because
they were convinced there was vandalism. Sandy questioned when is
restoration achieved if vandalism decreases. Carol stated Dave has
added some other budget categories and we should be uniform with
those.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS
June 9, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge
SUBOPTION B - Increase the field presence of management agencies

within the affected area to provide dreater protection for
archaeological sites and artifacts.

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES Archaeological sites and artifacts
DESCRIPTION

There are three other suboptions which focus on field presences.
Karen felt they should be combined.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Ray suggested adding state and federal to the statement on hiring
and equipping additional staff.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

Chris suggested mentioning DNR’s role. Sandy suggested that the
Trustees look into training for appropriate state employees.



MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

Ray suggested mentioning that this suboption specifically supports
the stewardship program. Karen asked if site stewards have the
ability to make arrests. Sandy stated that they do not because
they would put themselves at risk.

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

Sandy stated that there is a project budget for this suboption.
The cost includes training for having the ability to make arrests.
Karen did the FTE by area and not agency. Karen requested a list
of all the managers that need to be included.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS
June 9, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge
SUBOPTION C -~ Expand public education efforts

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES Archaeological sites and artifacts

DESCRIPTION



IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECCVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS
October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge
OPTION 4 - Reduce disturbance at marine bird colonies and marine

mammal haul-out sites and rubbing beaches.
APPROACH CATEGORY Management of Human Uses

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES Common and thick-~billed murres,
harlequin ducks, sea otters, harbor seals and killer whales.



SUMMARY

SUBOPTION A
TARGET RESGOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE
Need to speak with Cathy Frost regarding haulout.

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS
Should be expanded to at least what was in the last one.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED



CITATIONS

October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

SUBOPTION B 1Increase the field presence of Trustee agencies to
provide greater enforcement of Federal and State laws designed to
reduced disturbance.

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
Chris recommended calling the troopers for additional information.

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION 4
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION C - Establish or expand designated buffer zones to
reduce disturbance at marine mammal haul-out sites and rubbing
beaches and at breeding colonies of marine birds.

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES
DESCRIPTION
This suboption establishes buffer zones through regulation.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT
Unknown

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS



MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



O¢ »oSber 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION 5
LOA( CATE!( Y
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES
SUMMARY
SUBOPTION B - Use public education to encourage conservation for
sport~-fishing.
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES
DESCRIPTION
Salmon was added.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLA! ID USES OR MANAG] INT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS



MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

Costs would need to be increased for user group involvement. Costs
include expanding existing educational tools.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Ray Thompson

OPTION 6 - Designate a Portion of the Chugach National Forest as
a National Recreation Area or Wilderness

APPROACH CATEGORY Management of Human Uses

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION A - Designate the Nellie Juan-College Fjord Wilderness

Study Area as Wilderness.

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

Ray suggested separating areas that have some status and those that

don’t and expanding this option to include both Park Service and

Forest Service.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Sandy recommended adding "EVOS Trustee Council to recommend

movement on appropriate legislation."®

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Ray Thompson

OPTION 6

APPROACH CATEGORY

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION B - Designate a portion of the Chugach National Forest in
the Prince William Sound area as a National Recreation Area.
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

Sandy stated that Katmai is a park and not a monument.
IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Sandy suggested working up language stating that it is better to
enhance than to hinder. Karen stated adding something regarding
the direction of the enabling legislation that would highlight the
need. Ray suggested adding some of the comments under a category

of enabling legislation. Carol suggested deleting agquaculture.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY
Karen suggested deleting the first sentence.
PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

Chris suggested putting something under the management plan that
would include other allowed uses.

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY
Should be NRA not wilderness in the first sentence.

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS



RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS
Doesn’t have any input back yet on costs.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION 7
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

Sandy suggested adding artifacts. Karen recommended deleting 7A
and combining with the comprehensive education option.

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION A
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES
Sandy suggested adding artifacts.

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION 7
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION B
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

TMPLEMENTATTION ACTTONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS



REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Catherine Berg

OPTION 8

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

Chris suggested stating that state and private land is managed by
Fish and Game. Sandy stated the summary was excessively long and
should be summarized down.

SUBOPTION A
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Fish and Game does not close or 1limit, but the State Boards of
Games and Fish does.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMED} . UNDER __ [STING LAV._

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT
TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE
INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

NOAA/NMFS would be involved related to harbor seals. Chris
suggested changing injured species to sea ducks rather than
harlequin ducks.

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION 8
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION B

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

It was suggested to change the title to encourage voluntary
reductions of subsistence, commercial and sport harvest levels
(drop educate public). Carol suggested adding sea ducks to the
title. Karen stated the greatest benefit will come from the
subsistence aspect and proposed changing the title. John suggested
broadening out a few of the sections.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO TMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS
Should be state and private lands.

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Ken Chalk

OPTION 9 -~ Minimize incidental take of marine birds by
commercial fisheries.

APPROACH CATEGORY Management of Human Uses

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES Marine birds

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Mark suggested the following three phases: 1) with available

information develop a population modeling exercise, 2) develop

experimentation of what would work and the cost 3) might include an
EIS as an implementation action. Carol suggested using the first

three actions as phases and the remainder as bullets.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

ETIS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Oakley

OPTION 9 - Minimize incidental take of marine
commercial fisheries.

APPROACH CATEGORY Management of Human Uses

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES Marine birds

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

birds

by



REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

Mark suggested rethinking what the cost would be for the research
advisory council.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Sanford P. Rabinowitch

OPTION 10 - Preservation of archaeological sites and artifacts
APPROACH CATEGORY Manipulation of Resources

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES Archaeological sites and
artifacts

SUMMARY

Some editing is necessary to the examples of what needs to be done.
SUBOPTION

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE
Karen suggested discussing examples of the type of erosion work
that might need to be done. John suggested these could be added
under implementation actions.

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS
Sentence needs to be completed.

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

Mark stated that the peer review system used previously could also
be used now.

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author:

OPTION 11
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS
RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT
TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE
INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS
OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE
LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEARNS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS



REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Ray Thompson

OPTION 12
APPROACH CATEGORY Manipulation of Resources
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES
DESCRIPTION

Karen suggested discussing the perception that recreation was
damaged rather than a general discussion of the oil spill injury.
Some examples could go under potential for improvement. Karen also
suggested working on the cultural resources statement because of
the controversy. Karen also suggested adding more information on
backcountry sites. Chris suggested reflecting construction as
enhancement and not restoration. Ray will scale this option to
small development and opportunities.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Mark suggested clarifying what vendors include. Karen suggested
stating that the first two paragraphs should be under the
relationship teo other options and is also covered under the
education/information campaign. Karen suggested adding "coordinate
with education based programs to develop a recreational guide."
Chris suggested emphasizing consideration of site. Karen suggested
discussing restoring vegetation around backcountry sites.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

Chris suggested that restoring vegetation could be discussed under
the management heading.

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY



POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: John Strand

OPTION 13 - Eliminate sources of persistent contamination from
mussel beds.

APPROACH CATEGORY Manipulation of resources

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

Option 13 title changed to above. Needs a summary for the revised

title. Option 15 will be replace, rehabilitate or supplement

spawning substrates important for intertidal and subtidal species.

This will provide some of the data but not all the data to

determine possible linkages of oiled mussel beds to harlequin

ducks, oystercatchers, Jjuvenile sea otters, juvenile and adult

river otters, and other organisms.

SUBOPTION

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Carol suggested adding a third implementation action.
TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

John will see if the time can be accelerated.

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

Mark suggested explaining the concept of stripping. John further
suggested adding that this technique is being done this summer.
PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS



RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS
Eliminate first sentence.

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

30 to 50 sites in PWS and another 5 sites in the remainder of the
oiled area. Mark suggested footnoting that these are estimated
costs for the stripping technigque and other approaches.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: John Strand

OPTION 14 - Accelerate Recovery of Upper Intertidal Zone
APPROACH CATEGORY Manipulation of Resources
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

Chris stated that Options 13 and 14 read like project proposals and
there has been criticism of this in the past. John will attempt to
make this more generic and give some possible examples so that it
doesn’t appear to be a pre-conceived project. John will also add
a component on the ecological importance of Fucus in the upper
intertidal zone. Mark pointed out that this is not a feasibility
study as was stated.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Carol suggested adding assess the need as 1.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS



OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS
May require permits from Fish and Game for plant transport.

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author:

OPTION 15 - Replace, rehabilitate or supplement spawning
substrates important for intertidal and subtidal species.

APPROACH CATEGORY

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS



REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION 16 - Restore Murre Productivity

APPROACH CATEGORY Manipulation of Resources

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES Common Murres

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION A - Test the feasibility of enhancing murre productivity
through increased social stimuli.

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES Common Murres

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

Mark stated there are two potential risks 1) action not working and
2) doing damage.

INDIRECT EFFECTS
Ray suggested examining the effects of equipment on other species
or predators.

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

Ray stated some type of NEPA document might have to be written
showing the impacts.

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION
APPROACH CATEGORY

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION B - Test the feasibility of improving the physical
characteristics of nest sites to increase murre
productivity.

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES Common and thick-billed murres

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Karen suggested adding that if this is successful, there needs to
be a management plan developed for implementing this option on a
broader scale. Carol stated that Bob Spies feels chick transplant
should be added back into this option.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE
INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge

OPTION 17
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION B - Test +the feasibility of reducing predators
depleted murre colonies.

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES Common and thick-billed murres

DESCRIPTION

Previously 16C.

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

at

John stated that shooting is not a viable option; Karen will expand

this section.

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

NEPA Compliance - Ray stated that on controversial issues,
decisions have to be made on the activity. USFWS permit needed for
predator removal.

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author: Karen Klinge/Carol Gorbics

OPTION 17 - Increase productivity and survival of marine birds
through predator control

APPROACH CATEGORY Manipulation of Resources

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES Marine Birds

SUMMARY

Carol stated there is incredible potential for increasing bird
populations. Chris stated that this option reads too much like a
project.

SUBOPTION
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author:

OPTION 23A

APPROACH CATEGORY

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION

Acquire marine bird and mammal habitats
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

In order to provide protection from water based disturbances
cooperation with other agencies (probably state) would need to be
gained. Some dispute about the ownership of near-shore waters
needs to be settled.

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE
INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author:

OPTION 23b
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION See 23a and 21.
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS



REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author:

OPTION 24 Acquire and protect inholdings within state and
federal areas (new title )

APPROACH CATEGORY

INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION
TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS

OTHER OPTIOWS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS



MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

CITATIONS



October 1, 1992 Author:

OPTION 25 Acqguire upland forests and watersheds
APPROACH CATEGORY
INJURED RESOURCES AND SERVICES

SUMMARY

SUBOPTION Both A and B

TARGET RESOURCES AND SERVICES

DESCRIPTION

This option deals with private areas that may be adjacent to
undesignated federal or state lands (like BLM or state undesignated
lands) or parcels within private land that may be offered for
acquisition (and then we could decide if it goes to State or
Federal and under whose management).

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS

Karen suggested we need some statement of the need to assess what
protection 1is appropriate for the acquired 1land and which

management agency is most appropriate.

TIME NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT

MEANS TO IMPROVE RECOVERY

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT UNDER EXISTING LAWS

RELATIONSHIPS WITH EXISTING/PLANNED USES OR MANAGEMENT

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY

POTENTIAL TO IMPROVE RECOVERY OF ENHANCE THE RESOURCE/SERVICE

INDIRECT EFFECTS

RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER EVOS RESPONSE/RESTORATION ACTIONS




OTHER OPTIONS THAT COULD ACHIEVE THIS SAME OBJECTIVE

LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

MEANS TO EVALUATE SUCCESS

REPRESENTATIVE COSTS

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED

Need to expand this to reflect some of the information in the
supplement to the framework document.

CITATIONS



C e X Wi~
i Ef';‘ w¥aﬁ§

o e , g9 o PR P
"RESOURCE OR SERVICE: Sukbéa\ = DATE: S5 Se¢pl 7<

oo ke ) OPTIONS RATING :

CRITERIA 1SA

'léﬁ'Potential to improve the rate or degree
of'recovery

“718 Potential to prevent further
deqradatlon or decline

i;i Technlcal feasibility

3., Deglee to which propoused acllion
beneflts more than one resource or service

Degree to which proposed action
enhances the resource or service

5:f.Eotent1al for NO additional injury to:
_ija{’other target or nontarget resources

ﬁfbflother target or nontarget services

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

- 7ﬁ; The relationship of the expected costs
|.of the proposed action to the expected
'beneflts

,?.8 .Will the restoration opportunity be
“:lost -1f implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

Publlc Comments

@?¥0ﬂ5 ;c @u@hate 04 #LB lbnﬁ,

TICQMMENTS:

'Q o2 NG \/a‘f




(Q&szaa/ckfgauﬁh,Fm%uﬁkﬁ wdﬁnﬂu4~fam&%w¢,>

| ‘RESOURCE OR SERVICE: Wi ldernas— DATE :
ST OPTIONS RATING 7/2/7'7’

20,22 |3
CRITERIA v |y

‘lA Potentlal to improve the rate or degree F\H
' of recovery &

,lB ‘Potential to prevent further A
'degradatlon or decline ﬂ

'ggf Technlcal feasibility

3:» Degree to which proposed action
beneflts more than one resource or service

enhances the resource or service

"Botential for NO additional injury to:
’%fa;.OLher target or nontarget resources

ﬁpbﬂﬁother target or nontarget services

:| 6. Potential effects of the action on

4 Degree to which proposed action LL
:1‘human health and safety H

.7&5 The relationship of the expected costs

of the proposed action to the expected Aq F1
benefits

8;" Will the restoration opportunity be J w@
lost 'if implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

9.'"Public Comments

: COMMENTS

: 2) wmanent Yo %C\Vé’@é
®MW{5’N9WM4L“”XM/ e

(fﬂ\ﬁLﬁQ> O/il\ QL{{‘\L’/ 7[@ @7@?@0@ xt\i chwe‘//

éLﬁ’@)S LOLL W) (@3 S\OY) o; Lu édfﬂ(:))

T Gy



RESOURCE/SERVICE: DATE:
PN JOlZ’L Zé 58
L TRACKING CRITERIA 2a | el 130 | 165 | 15c 1Y b

8., Degree to which proposed action
enhances the resource or service

4' Wlll the restoration opportunity Y . $J N\j;
Zbe lost if implementation of the Y 7 \ \} N \} !
eoptlon is delayed? '

'f;OhZ.Publlc comments

“COMMENTS -
@UA\QSS M.Q(\'l S e jnmin 17 \(\/‘\/\«



ey

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

\ RESOURCE OR SERVICE:f&wLeYe Salmen DATE: 28 Au; 72
Lo OPTIONS RATING C
oo &7, ’ -
L CRITERIA 20 |Nobd 18alite | 1% j9 Shy | A6 | 3138
. -"'l'é."iPo'tential to improve the rate or degree |_H _ ol r_/‘___H 1M Lo L L r"]
Yot zecovery | [ Ty (v i L |t
2 Technical feasibility . o . : i ,
S M| H Ho| W H oW

=
=

cAsE Evmancarenr L " " L A g - h\
Nosn .Potential for NO additional injury to: H H /‘/l H M

* other target or nontarget resources

H
L
H
H

¢ 3) &
WO W ey

* other target or nontarget services 1 H= H | H L M
“ 6. Potential effects of the action on ‘ - ) ,
““f)l human health and safety }7[ H \‘\ \’l |+ H’ H o H H

Z.. The relationship of the expected costs .

| df the proposed action to the expected H H m
- <\ Henefits
.. COMMENTS:

MM M ML

@m‘xgé r&su}L_s &= \ﬂc.we l:eeﬂ Mﬂ)-@\(ﬁ 7@/ J‘"vCL 5Lf¢,/ajvm oad H’IfmGﬁMﬁnL O7L qQ iﬁﬁcf“EQ ‘95[1 S}‘ock bu!zm

c}mF'\:caLB \77 mnvco) Sishurtes :

@i"hvssbnmz -LLM nereesed L’)cwleéﬁo— t maga. amznl' thvu’ be Used L@ Fééwc(' CG”“”\V”G—( Ff3L?f¢és FQ'LQ/

. ‘:. Mnm L\WU(€5 vu\n/c,ia i ‘l'{.l Cuf/"z/‘!‘L C‘%;,”Gki{igl

.L?JQ..&SSUM{ ok \enduse ‘fm’;'f‘t"S et bewn core & in fﬂfm'ﬂ"ﬂ 3”/”0&35



boRISW/W““?W"

Evaluation of Options by Resource

i PR e
Resource or Service / Restoration Option ‘

Sea otter

4.0 Redyce disturbance at marine bégg_colonies and mammal haulout + g3 $%z;é;:%§“tyﬂidi“ﬁz§ Jbiib‘ﬂe
; - -
criteria: |1a/| 1b 2|34 |5alsb 6|7 )J/q’ Mw@éo 4.(;(, (écccene

L {H M |1 [g&/|No | 5b: affected resources are tourism, commercial fishing, and Ara é (g%é i{/ /(“Qﬁ (°f —Mi
L
ad e |

recreation.

8.1 te

orarily rés@rict/close

Criteria: |1a | TH 3 5a }b\& 78 i

\ii 4
)
&w )QZ)VT'L ‘\é M H (L |H L 7[No | 5b: affected ource is subsistence hunting.
LLm L
11
4

i

Ketg

; sea ot

[

| 4
& ‘/Vc,v./c S0

8.2 educate public to voluntarily restrlcl hairvest (sport,
5al 5b| 6 | 7 | 8

Criteria: {1a | 1bj 2 | 3

Jﬂf"p‘) ML (&0 M |H M No | 5b: this option includes voluntary restrictions on subsistence
hunting.
L l (%

13.0 Eliminate cil from mussel beds

——

- : n
la - wae pesorm (g amact ey

Criteria: |1a 1b/2 314 ) 5al5bj 61 7]|8
4 <

H Q(H) H (L (M {H }{ H la: Linkage is unproven; therefore this rating is_scmewhat v
7 speculative. 5a: potentially, the .es themselves could be .
H- adversely affected. ' ’@&&L\?( >" U M M (:M )
g . s L,k Musseds 4 P "/ . a%
.3 (v

—
Date Printled: 09/08/92 ﬂ*“ﬁ&’ﬁf/£§

Legend: H = High; M = Medium; L = Low; N/A = Not applicable; Unk = Unknoun;




- gt (usomiinc W{w /»wvwé C@LJLJ



Evaluation of Options by Resource

Resource or Service

Restoration Option

Sea otters

40.0 Special Designations

Criteria: [1a | 1b

3

4

S5a

5bi 6

L iL

Legend: H = High; M = Medium; L = Low; N/A = Not applicable; Unk = Unknown;

L
M

L

L

%& H

14
M

No

5>

Management tool sought is ability to regulate boat traffic, etc
near haul-outs and areas. 5b: affected services are
commercial fishing, tourism, and recreation.

Date Printed:

09/08/92



e
N
Fo

./ RESOURCE OR SERVICE: Sea oHer Y
/' OPTIONS RATING

DATE: .20 Au‘«f e

CRITERIA 718 |S | 13 " |z,

A

L

H
P43

- :

_T-lqlﬂgiential to improve the rate or degree
-J|-of. recovery

»

2;;3Technica1 feaéibility

] 3. begree to which proposed action
i benefits more than one resource or service

.4} Measurement of results

”ngbetential for NO additional injury to:
.. .* other target or nontarget resources

l

S = = B B e B I B D N
R EE A RS

:
1

..' % other target or nontarget services

,;,61:.Pbtential effects of the action on
Il hiiman” haal+h anA c:'Foi-’y

Yl 7. The relationship of the expected costs
z‘ofﬁthe'proposed action to the expected

H-k
H
H
H
m._.
=N
4
1 bénefits .

Free s i g1 | | L

™~ =i |v=
I = R = NN

=
ad

" COMMENTS :
N SR

R See ﬂALB‘umL foqua ﬂOCAQ - LOLB%L /s d@/?ﬁﬂ%
-3.2’0’022 @HCQF/UQ]/;/ /um/f\(/)/ c// &E \7/4(}«*/ é@g@/)q]\(cq — Vess@[ J,S[V,Lc,,,ﬂ__@

Com ne/dcx\ 66\"\6




s
bl

b I{éjgou.RCE/SERVICE: Sea Ot

DATE: & /ﬁuvot =

TRACKING CRITERIA

Yo,

&b

13

2oy

.ﬁ;:.Degree to which proposed action
~knhances the resource or service

No

No

Yes

19." Will the restoration opportunity
»be lost if implementation of the
“option is delayed?

B S T s Y

No

No

Vo

No

No

E}Q; Public comments

“COMMENTS :




<
RESOURCE OR SERVICE: WJ/A

DATE: ’7/3 72”

OPTIONS RATING

CRITERIA

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

1B. Potential to prevent further
degradation or decline

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 services

7
Ag%

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

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

9. Public Comments

COMMENTS:

TR %f (wfw‘d

T Unken; iy TLfE4 it
S Sve % & Coonom Nﬁﬁ -
- /,,6/ ‘




-REszRCE OR SERVICE: ﬁrvwfo¥ky DATE: 2 quf vz
A OPTIONS RATING

D, P 7
[L// &Jﬁé'/é 8% %

NIz

CRITERIA Ka

1A Potentlal to improve the rate or degree P%
lof recovery

ilB Potentlal to prevent further
~degradat10n or decline

|30

o i}Technlcal feasibilit | |
LR v H By nr.
13' Degree to which proposed action l_ f{ 4 [+ l}
-ﬁbeneflts more than one resource or service 1

f4 Degree to which proposed action P4 L [ L/
Zenhahces the resource or service ' )
%ﬁjf¢Potent1al for NO additional injury to: ¥4 pﬂ H \%
.. .wdy ‘'other target or nontarget resources C}

¥ o ! |

-3 }?ether target or nontarget services M P* )% M\
gé;f Potential effects of the action cn \¥

?human health and safety H‘ ﬁ

‘ﬁ7 The relationship of the expected costs
|0t the proposed action td the expected

-
S
—
=<

Ebeneflts
=8 Wlll the restoration opportunity be Y ™~ kﬁ?
“lost 1f implementation is delayed? (Y/N) j /

ﬁ9 Publlc Comments

COMMENTS /
Ou}er wSUme ‘Hnal‘ u»a_, (&*“e\*% WO\/A Le S\')c/l‘ ‘l"(’fﬁ’i&; 1’»'{7 'J: n’/t’./ Cevie 5‘60‘ /065 i" Ser7 €, t’V)(J’Vfd”"'j"

w@% L PT B wFe (Tn oo, Torry oy



, - rece® \[fo ’
RESOURCE OR SERVICE: ﬁ’mé&/@%ﬁé& L@C’CCOU"JV/ recceat’en DATE: ¢ Se/ﬂi 72
AR OPTIONS RATING

CRITERIA N7

"lA Potentlal to improve the rate or degree
of’ recovery

:'lB Potentlal to prevent further
’degradatlon or decline

2.? Technlcal feasibility

behefits more than one resource or service

‘435'Degree to which proposed action

H
BEEﬁDégree to which proposed action H H

éhhances the resource or service LG )4
jsiw-Potential for NO additional injury to: H )4
‘j;ﬁa: other target or nontarget resources
b.‘other target or nontarget services L L
‘ Potentlal effects of the action on (! 14
human health and safety T

The relationship of the expected costs VFD

of ‘the proposed action to the expected Pq
:beneflts

’8 Wlll the restoration opportunity be ?565 NF)
lost if implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

.E‘9w Publlc Comments

“COMMENTS

C@s bn)éss ﬂmm/nmlz %foéaﬁ
@g% e sk



RESOURCE OR SERVICE: ch,u,b o~ CMWW W OPTIONS RATING DATE:

CRITERIA 57 b |7

.1A Potentlal to improve the rate or degree .WF
Df recovery :

~1B Potentlal to prevent further N/H
?ﬂegradatlon or decline

:2 Technlcal feasibility

Degree to which proposed action

sbeneflts more than one recsmnrre Ar carvice L - M
- Degree to which proposed action N/A !
lenhances the resource or service A

}5.} Potentlal for NO additional injury to: ‘H§ H
L ‘other target or nontar _:t resources

ffbl~pther target or nontarget gervices H’ H

'96 P Coatd L effects of the action on
fhuman health and sai :y H #

ﬁ7 The relationship of the expec . :d costs
jof the proposed action to the expected

;beneflts

?8 Wlll the restoration opportunity be Y4
flOSt'lf implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

'19 é Publlc Comments

COMMENTS'

@ % 1%“ % (""(‘CL—W\Hd X ASSUmV) o 1"""1‘7""&75/ JON'O‘S or OM—}/ A—Z(/@l?i’lé arees,
Sl Use s5@) 6bhwh o Bb L.







7 fefedial
/rdw‘a& g

\454M
s o Mm@« -
s = /“’*‘/;w»f %

- e fohlh fo fut o
b -



' RESOURCE OR SERVICE: ﬂfj@a/‘)auini{rﬁﬂé DATE: 27 Ay 12
R \ OPTIONS RATING
S 2o - 77, 334

CRITERIA h 3¢

L L

;:fifwPotential to improve the rate or degree
|.9f recovery

MY .

12? 5Technical feasibility

i A

‘3; .Degree to which proposed action
beneflts more than one resource or service

A

;@@j MeemmeemETr—r e s
. ENHANCEMENT

e ”Si: ‘Potential for NO additional injury to:
o ¢ [P i% other target or nontarget resources

'ﬂ* other target or nontarget services

‘E;.“Potential effects of the action on

‘human health and safety

%“ ‘"The relationship of the expected costs
.|l of the proposed action to the expected
“l'benefits

X T F TR TR S
=

e jf' COMMENTS :

OSL o\ck bl Mb P/o\ja.\ﬁ\ we D "ujt r?ge RN GTATRN

. f { g PN .
\ ‘n*{ufjé a !'il!'lr‘fef Qan‘; @'ﬁ”gumi‘; "F '(’Vﬂuﬁ't’é) cn “6/‘0')

- @VM F pleabs woda rebally ok e



0

i RESOURCE/SERVICE: ﬂwmnpdﬁhmﬁz
LoE ¢

DATE: 27 AQ i

TRACKING CRITERIA

i7h

37,3¢

'“ f‘8§. Degree to which proposed action

ehhances the resource or service

’¥j§{v Will the restoration opportunity
i-|l be-lost if implementation of the
-6ption is delayed?

N

'ib} :Public comments

COMMENTS :

a7



R o, @!W{ et ‘(C lbl*/)
s E . ‘ ) ) -~ P S@ o
'/ RESOURCE OR SERVICE: F/’Gfu‘”-é e ) = DATE: 20 Ay 72~
o OPTIONS RATING Qt
CRITERIA 9 (17 =g ¥

l; Potentlal to improve the rate or degree
of recovery

Mo
W

f’L.ZQ; Technlcal feasibility

4 33, Degree to which proposed action
h beneflts more than one resource or service

S = wi I O e U B
— T |¥E |F | =X =

4 5 4«3“Measurement of results Ll L
:f {.5}: Potential for NO additional injury to: ﬁ H H
- - 3 ¥ other target or nontarget resources
Tt Z'
. . * other target or nontarget services L)L
5 i.GF' .Potential effects of the action on H L% H' i
g human health and safety ! 28 /

- The relationship of the expected costs
of ‘the proposed action to the expected L
hénefits

- ' COMMENTS:

X
=
‘\_

B

;m\&s; nolfom: 1’G QHQFO. }‘JOOS J‘c LQLléﬁz
S R N
_— recJy -¢ 15 [vroan€ Jf‘?] V




e
see i

RESOURCE/SERVICE:

DATE:

. TRACKING CRITERIA

z2 °%

32,38

"8. ' Degree to which proposed action

ﬂénhances the resource or service

‘9. Will the restoration opportunity

tbe lost if implementation of the

foption is delayed?

. T<

N

e

'10. Public comments

~COMMENTS :




?Jé Aﬁi ? QJZ g( ¢M 4’
* . RESOURCE OR SERVICE: (\/\OU‘ b< { &V‘)/&é’a v / DATE: g / w/ 74
R NS/RATI

g | OPTIO
CRITERIA ﬂ @ \ W/
il 1s.Potential to improve the rate or degree L
of recovery /bd(/ H /V\ M
2"7;' Technical feasibility 4‘0// lLr H H Z—f
‘ ,1?v,, i
A 3‘ Degree to which proposed action 71.7 L %[ H H’
,beneflts more than one resource or service |/feod
S A
; “||-4- Measurement of results Ao L} %{ L, Z~
A (&
T . i ) ) . . Mt 4 /
5. ~Potential for NO additional injury to: éﬁﬁ H
... * other target or nontarget resources éi* .
* other target or nontarget services [_ k% = Z_
A 5}5-'-Potentlal effects of the action on éJ [&' L¥ L}
human health and safety :
7 The relationship of the expected costs L.
1‘Of the proposed action to the expected é?i #{ /bl ég
o lI'benefits [
COMMENTS ‘\?\

B CLone = (4 > et e e iog $0¢ orh A&u%a%‘]
ﬁ‘/ W?MW D, 5 o =L g aut o ecosysTem
z%}ces 2
g oo, ol g DM@

[



 RESGURCE' OR SERVICE: filler whale DATE: Z Sept 7%
et OPTIONS RATING

CRITERIA

1A Potentlal to improve the rate or degree - Ey
of recovery N/K

=

>
-

‘\1B “Potential to p!1 /ent further rﬁ
degradatlon or decline

h? Technlcal feasibility

beneflts more than one resource or service

f3 Degree to which proposed action Pq
‘Z. ‘Degree to which proposed action L,

enhances the resource or service

iﬁr:klj-el tal f¢ NO additional injury . >: H -
. . ®:.other target or nontarget --~-~-~==-~--

ol
L
. , .h ‘: nther taraget or nontaradet cervicea %‘M %
H
M

6- POtentla__ e e b W de Wedd AN Wl dd LS QH
human health and safety :

;7 The relationship of the expected costs
Sof the proposed action to the expected r«
beneflts

Wlll the restoration opportunity be &
lost 1f implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

Publlc Comments

COMMENTS

O ﬂm assunes  H ()‘-e/\\*c‘\ Vo increased Yo \V/L/ue ] /
@f; M s a;.rne,,l-— J\n\v Laﬂ 2 a‘ a NLLM lGLL-OIA l’(m«. i3 /W ,6
;Zl more J'

t, Vurdenc L 4. wOJQS \a \Md re
\\&Q@Lg%hﬁr&m 5 .—JLL@ besches  cild  cga Vord o . s / :

vt'kur' us €, ’AM \Hds S\«\w1 La ("qL{%
‘/&ﬁ@o



A

" ‘BESOURCE OR SERVICE: ”9//?%?

.{beneflts

-COMMENTS :

O ’59/79;}(" or€ U/l\//)ﬁv«//) wa 0t “f\"’/)% Ge JQS’} “erq C/"LS\‘*&/XJ/‘W ,

OPTIONS RATING

DATE: & 5%{

*
: CRITERIA Koy /Fa SIA
lA.‘ Potentlal to improve the rate or degree u(f/ i/\(D Nw
of recovery )
1B " stential to prevent further @

degradatlon or decline

?2 Technlcal feasibility

o I
m |y

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

4.m Degree to which proposed action

©
~enhances the resource or service Pq, Pﬂ
:,é5f§fpetential for NO additional injury »>: }+ F‘ }+
- “a. other target or nontarget —---"—"---
}'ﬁ A ‘Athor tarrat A nArndbarandt AT A M ] L
zhuman health and safety Ti It '%
The relationship of the expected costs '(} 60

'jof the proposed action to the expected

'8 Wlll the restoration opportunity be kl N VB
1ost 1f implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

oL

9gf Publlc Comments

O(O‘rv O\Xﬁcm @/@‘ mjurd < c Jn/e(u‘
O )‘_’J'G’K\)a o ‘RL _U@u;f(, "VD,)(’@Q””J/)( N Q‘ Loy - CCUM H“&L
/

/e te . botevs
Tl G o Y v @
- //J Vh/nk) '/ !A 2 alvng Al IS en €770

7*'5),,.'%\~(nt (rgr_S@(% Cen(urrédr { 'q/ﬂ"/# r)~'/ au//(,(”/\/
\ n‘ri(n\/ exits

#o "

T~

&G
V.



'RESOURCE OR SERVICE: Harlegyin éuo}cs DATE: &7 /Afva 72
Iy . 6 OPTIONS RATING
- 20,22 . e
CRITERIA TARTIRE 34 2b 37, 3%
L i © (3) ,
1. Potential to improve the rate or degree '}40 Ad M) M- M M
of recovery Mt || WA - W i+
2.. Technical feasibility " ﬁﬂ eﬂk 0 Fﬁi i
|l 3. Degree to which proposed action » ; ;- 4 ;
.l '’ benefits more than one resource or service L L H H H H
;' éﬂf-%%esarement—cf—seeaéﬁs R Lo i
S EnmaNgemenT RLL = L
5{: Potential for NO additional injury to: H /4 34 }% H Fi
;. '* other target or nontarget resources a
o Al
i« "% other target or nontarget services M nq ¥4 M L &ﬂ
51" Potential effects of the action on [ H O B W B
¢ || human health and safety M bt il i i

7. The relationship of the expected costs Yﬂ
iy of .the proposed action to the expected

| benefits
;" COMMENTS:

.@'i‘:};n\*nc fV@SSUre is iow, bok b codd skl hee ma‘dwge f‘g&'t
R

:

o y \‘m\ , ‘Lcmf s o L \i o L 7(05\, ~~L§\/Q gaﬁ)unq
. @gaseg on J/(Q. )\QEAKLQSU ‘L{qrﬁé 0 )\uf el Vs e, :c C T (€‘ /L/ ) . ) .q é

SN ! t pply e (e e Sres “
i La)ou\é 'Ee m//&, a./ because Q"SL‘”C (V"/’) W{\JLJ O'ﬁ’/ “}/// [/ ’

@ :m)ﬂa‘cl’s e E{@M 6 | )
. Ne L N B//O 5 orec On %"vb)‘:'c/ \(’qc)j
: CWMere TS nm\\*Qé (5&4/&& (m\ Tf\a,f)r’?@(g N }

| .é ﬁisffaceéaﬁL (s SQL/ how2nts fOLLTC“K cechilies moke s “”L‘%§.



‘RESOURCE/SERVICE:

DATE:

TRACKING CRITERIA

VA

3b

29 %

3¢

37, 3%

8.:". Degree to which proposed action
enhances the resource or service

4 937. Will the restoration opportunity
“§ b& lost if implementation of the

\/:

option is delayed?

lﬁ;_ Public comments

" COMMENTS :




g'ﬁﬁﬁébﬁRCE OR SERVICE: Hmim, Swat

o
)

OPTIONS RATING

DATE: 27 Fv
57

g/' 2o, el
CRITERIA 4 Q 34
'.ﬁi Potentlal to improve the rate or degree H |} i
of trecovery pJ/A W H
22¢:;Techn1cal feasibility ! H i
__.vb Degree to which proposed action X |
v beneflts more than one resource or service L ¢ H
4&unnnn5mnﬁr Baracrsa
L L L

| ENHANCEMIENT

-é {5{ TPotential for NO additional injury to:
Tooo - % othe t Jet or nontarget resources

. * other target or nor irget services

@é;':Pbtential effe s of the action on
Jhar !l Lth Aand safety

. 7. . The relationship of the expected costs

of the proposed action to the expected
beneflts

b S I S = Il (o B S 8 B e’

=

. GOMMENTS:

J"(Ccm!Frm w&L rﬂozL fosbor (}g¢7yﬁ,q' Jdﬂp/fvan ;>§p01
ol o vesbeclins

) '(7'/" (;/ G oV
@ ’-k.,aé\/z.f "1’ Cru‘é e v/’i/ﬂ() ,_} 2 /7(/




“RESOURCE/SERVICE: DATE:

z92%

TRACKING CRITERIA 4 |8l g 36

8.i Degree to which proposed action
enhances the resource or service

. Wlll the restoration opportunity A@ o
be lost if implementation of the y ﬁ Y 7
‘option is delayed?

ttviQJ 'Public comments

‘ : .COIVMENTS

“0 Vecavse & l{/\ﬂ/ {'//lw‘*i% QC&"S&/JZ’ M‘LSM resul s <d> J{,WL—M CcéL




 RESOURCE/SERVICE:

DATE:

TRACKING CRITERIA

19

Zo, 7%
244

‘8-, fDégree to which proposed action

jenhiances the resource or service

ﬁ;fé,'?Wﬁll the restoration opportunity
|'be -lost if implementation of the
option is delayed?

Y

o

"

1’103 Public comments

“COMMENTS




. RﬁSQU§CE OR SERVICE:EZ%;%VA@? DATE: 23 /%7 Ve

S A%< OPTIONS RATING
EEEH . 7 Za;z
CRITERIA 2o | W 1419130 24 (373
(o 0}
il 1+ Potential to improve the rate or degree oML 'J___L o L | L
of “recover- o va e | M ' i le
i 2 Technical feasibility i H /€'> W 4|y
3. Degree to which proposed action e
I benefits more than one resource or service L m H # # B
4, ~ ; YA L.
_ EneaNGrtenT L L i L
5, - Potential for NO additional injury to: ¥ Hl )+ | H T
other tarc¢ : or nontarget resources
;. % other target or nontarget services M I+ H /V) L m
1, B . g
»~ Potential effects of tr action i |
Human hea. 1 ¢ . H H H Hlo# H H
f The relationship of the expected costs
of the proposed action to the expected M M m W’ f‘/] L L
benefits

. COMMENTS :



TN N

f?RéépURCE oR SERVICE: Colthrot troul

DATE: 28 Aug 72

Oi,de are O‘S.fUm/ﬁRj a //bj.gwq l:/)L b&(w@éﬂ vevs (mé M.L {/’r@\/ ’{Gr CTT o5 wb“ as (Copdr

\
v 20,1t - ~ -
CRITERIA Za | U )4 | 19] % 2% 57,5¢
1. Potential to improve the rate or degree _M- M H _L-;..__?’, - “é' L
of ‘recovery M|V U/A Ml L L L
20" Technical feasibility H H %é H }4 H+ H
3.; D':'egree to which proposed action 1 N ;
beneflts more than one resource or service L ’\/\ H H \’\ H
4-M~ S M i ‘
) L L
. - ENHANCEMENT L L L
5. . Potential for NO additional injury to: H H H H H H H
"# other target or nontarget resourc -
5 other taraet or nontarget services (\/T H N\ L M
. 6:'.'_.'Eotent:‘ L effects of tl action on ii 3 ; !
‘human health and safety H |H | H H H i _
74 ‘The relationship of the expected costs ) .
i of the proposed action to the expected (V\ T/\ "v\ M M L
|| benefits
’COMMENTS



- SalaAA:

RESOURCE/SERVICE:

DATE:

TRACKING CRITERIA

Lo

Xz
34, ¢

A6

37.3%

;ﬁegfee\g?\ggiegbgroggsédbiﬁ?ﬁggl_
ances the-~resgour orhservige

e T . .
5. "Will the restoration opportunity
be lost if implementation of the
option“is delayed?

b

\

ﬁjoigfppblic comments

“COMMENTS :




e €

ww
W bt
;RESOURCE OR SERVICE: Common [Murres /N/ DATE:z§‘4%i -
2t OPTIONS RATING :
2
CRITERIA 7] 16N 18| 17b 5036 375

M@ "

A Vii}‘fPotential to improve the rate or degree %@ @ M
> [l.of ‘recovery H

225 ' 'Technical feasibility

@ s
H ML pf;) \ H

3 Degree to which proposed action
jbeneflts more than one resource or service m L L r’V] M M
; 4 Measurement of results H H 1 H H, /|

5.  Potential for NO additional injury to: i %M M@ M H H

. * other target or nontarget resources

* other target or nontarget services M H H H M H

_--:.6._' E Potential effects of the action on M M

“human health and safety H ¥ H H H’

7 The relationship of the expected costs \'\ %@
A ,;of ‘the proposed action to the expected s H' (\/l L '
¢ | bepefits :
G COMMENTS \\_
I > éu ROQL/

@/‘H) assumes 'M«L Soc/a[ stmU C’,feqLCS Synchvnr%aL‘dﬂ Q"’?W?A”‘ Lfgeclff(? /// //rm

OIF fe ;‘eg\s‘ \7 s‘rué %:)5 and creales A;;Lv LC/IGZJ lﬂ Kg morré CQ[)/IJQJ’ :é WOU/O/ Le_

s&of/a\ w:u« % \/\az ””/CC/T cn// /as/fngq He one /ea./([sz Le/m>

; ge feq\/ \: wh 5'1 V"Q‘J\}\ Nat B SEC } A’ "IV ’)17\‘6’" vy & - HucCgess 13 Cu onec .
‘) mr /1\/ ‘ (0 ec © & 5\

: \J) Not o é}
O CU(M/}]’ A\S

ou lee &saf/”o““\

's V"//J"‘”’ + J‘ rs AUMM@A V‘-o LL\MO@L ’3’(.:2/7 Wis Aou d é«eufcoléfj

‘bm“ < “0/'/@



" RESOURCE/SERVICE: (pmmon (Murces DATE: 2S5 A»ua 72

TRACKING CRITERIA y 1h| KB 17 20 8 [ 3788

8 . Degree to which proposed action
sénhances the resource or service N ‘\} M !\D “ w

|79. " Will the restoration opportunity : ®
|:be lost 1if implementation of the Y \ “( ‘S
“option 1s delayed?

- 10 Public comments

B COMMENTS
@ lA)OV\é V‘m:\\f \)n\“l\ D;LU C;)\ame/s cre 37{)Jv0ﬂﬁza<§.




R

ES

RESOURCE OR SERVICE: Tnle bidal

T

OPTIONS RATING

/ )9
DATE: 3 Qeft z

CRITERIA

13 14

15k

&

1A Potentlal to improve the rate or degree
of recovery

M ol

‘1B “Fotential to prevent further
degradatlon or decline

WA Nk

2 Technical feasibility

W W,

3% \ Degree to which proposed action

“_beneflts more than one resource or service

H

;'4., Degree to which proposed action

L L L
r-enhances the resource or service
i Potentlal for NO additional injury to: M H e
:i?a, other target or nontarget resources
"Iib. other target or nontarget services H H - \

1éi;f§otentia1 effects of the action on
'human health and safety

X

753 The relationship of the expected costs

fof the proposed action to the expected

~benef1ts

Wlll the restoration opportunity be

“”lost if implementation is delayed? (Y/N)

Publlc Comments

_"~" ‘COMMENTS ,(,_c\r o S o~
. X‘ *

)
OAJSUI”'”j & oieanl/a rossel Lw&s CcmHuLes ol S, // por

l—/on "“F ‘H.Q, nver \‘(Aq\ \om&/&f J’LQ, F:L(/;L{a FC/

.y /—»./{ZmﬁnL v o \a/]/g cree g5 Low beoau)e o He qu {3\‘7/ ’to Q}*]C"' "V’A@"T ‘S"U“&S Jo AUJ)SILy

‘ MWS‘A cemm an/LéS,

C)TLW would be Low # He insom

'~ Fg\j . Caae /77\ ..i_.o,— ,.\\,..o,.» “H/\"I corem L\ Ln -~ m/;,,..—a\ J’&i.ﬂ() JU(’l’7

2o mu;S@Qﬁ me;\/e a Su)?S\‘@ﬂL‘(c«{ Osmﬂuﬂ\' 0¥ O\\\

/,v . .Laﬁ T V\m\\: (\ ;\n,,,‘km, ,:‘\\yn:\




o
"RESOURCE OR SERVICE: gﬁ’)wﬂ LQ@O’ DATE: 2/ A"? [T
FEToR OPTIONS RATING ‘ 2 sy 97

CRITERIA g 2%, % 13 373r

A Potential to improve the rate or degree _L L ué N/A.. o
Bf recovery M L L H &
2 Technical feasibility H R i\/\ H l—&r
3. "Degree to which proposed action ) P’\ H H
'Tbeneflts more than one resource or service l/

i Heasmwemerof—sesudts M. L LlolL
5. ‘Potential for NO additional injury to: ) i M 4
. % other target or nontarget resources \’\‘

" * other target or nontarget services M i‘/\ H’ L
6 . Potential effects of the action on i VA - 0
‘Human health and safety n 2
‘::,7'.A; The relationship of the expected costs ,

.. ||.0f the proposed action to the expected ™ L U l\/\

 '.&benef1ts

. COMMENTS : 4

S

%
.

bf/w’) tﬁ-ﬁ’ﬂ’i .

GLyses en

. slaleen

;}: @Aguwnd i WHM l? L ’s ungéﬂéﬂm / '}‘bn “ (Lex v<ed \”‘( Year s
@g\(ie/nl' chn dr]/ s ur)\arh/ v 54 ‘HI‘JS N a(?g— 1/0‘(5 W]’)‘O[1 =2 cmm"’/‘“ ‘ < <Y L
" by

E ' en O beo R v OU /
8@_ wf,\,)u) lf)!-/é%( L/ﬂ# L‘ \A L‘!‘ﬂ{‘ ;L/ Ww{(\ be o 'mvof\—c\n\* lrﬂ M\f\(’/“-(/\\’ Cl, | /
‘F mtne za ey ca~ <

oﬂ G })r@aé scc.\e_ &ff fcaL&‘orb rl' Is \od,

e



s .'R_gSQOURCE OR SERVICE: Jlack O'/s-h‘fc‘ﬂMN/

OPTIONS RATING

DATE: 2 7 /4%7 P

.. WEECEIED:
3 CRITERIA i3 1475 |5

ln ‘Pol 1tial to improv the rate or degree ‘PQ@_W1 M | S
of -recovery U/ A N/ Mo ™

2:- Technical feasibility

M

ﬁfl Degree to which proposed action

other target or nontarget re¢ ources

* other tarmet or nontarget services

H

&M

benefits more than one resource or service H’ 14 H o
4L seam 5 ‘

VL ENaNCEMEnT Ll b
.§f- Potential for NO additional injury to: M M|

—

6.. - Pote i fects of the action on
7

+ |
H

~human health and safe

“7. The relationship of the expected costs
~0f- the proposed action to the expected
‘benefits

M

pﬁ

L

COMMENTS :

O?o\fff\\—«\ \S N‘Qb\)m \Jg((ﬂu,z

,anb {'\Aa\{ )ffeér»\\lm 15 X\ma/ \§ -lf'\(_ b,fé)

mwwb 4“7 !‘(’(3\\/‘61

\ & 19 _)(rn.;'m\”wx' o\ Ew N %MW‘JJ we \Vﬂﬁw L\q\’ MUJSL, CiA l"”l},Ll‘f o & ﬁ))‘f"

fe-lo for fo0d



RESOURCE/SERVICE: B}acL Oyjlﬁccic]o ers

DATE: 27 /{cd T2

be lost if implementation of the
option is delayed?

. 1] g70l
TRACKING CRITERIA 13 i/ 1% [ %
8. Degree to which proposed action
enhances the resource or service
9. Will the restoration opportunity W

10. Public comments

COMMENTS :

i) R o firy e 0
C/\SC/WC/' ovidence o vy o CW’"’?‘ d



=
A T

o

¥,

RESOURCE OR SERVICE: Bold ep%\g; DATE: 27 Au(7. 72
T OPTIONS RATING
o, N

S5 CRITERIA “. Y 37,3
T . . . ", "
.«ly Potential to improve the rate or degree ™ vby
of recovery M M A
“3% Technical feasibilit ‘ A
y H ! A
ﬁé}' Degree to which proposed action ﬂ4¢) H IW(
benefits more than one resource or service ' !
ﬁﬁ‘ Yeermaremerrr—r e S S L
L EnaNGErgnT £ L
}5; Potential for NO additional injury to: W H H
. " * other target or nontarget resources

* other target or nontarget services Wﬂ L M
aéﬁ Potential effects of the action on L+ H i
Human health and safety ! o I

,?%.‘ The relationship of the expected costs
:of  the proposed action to the expected rﬁ ?1 r4
:benefits
ACOMMENTS
| Ledive mocsures 3 wold Fovs en Beld cogles, bk F logge shops were designaled

O rﬂ(‘s\r on Clﬂf‘\‘ed F,O CNyg L/fko decuv v S el & ’ 7 / /

; 'm_ bzﬂfl A

rard V\\gn crl WCU{""




RESOURCE/SERVICE:

DATE:

TRACKING CRITERIA

26

373%

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

'9:71'Will the restoration opportunity
be’lost if implementation of the

option is delayed?

iﬁ;;'Public comments

COMMENTS :




' “REBOURCE OR SERVICE: Arcl.cology

OPTIONS RATING

DATE: < SedﬂL

"l

7

CRITERIA

1 19 35

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

N N/A N/

1B _Potential to prevent further
degradatlon or decline

i

Technlcal feasibility

6;‘ Potential effects of the action on
human health and safety

3% Degree to which proposed action Lfg ﬁg L
}“ fits more than one resource or : :vic .
L Degree to which proposed action (@L&} L@ L
enhances the resource or service
,,‘Potentlal for NO additional injury to: H t% r4@
-/ 'a. other target or nontarget resources
er . or ncntarget services H It W

7.. The relationship of the expected costs
| of the proposed action to the expected
beneflts

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

Publlc Comments

’rCOMMENTs

S @ﬂ'f)@mméaL‘On A His in UJLU /~fe5 has s wv fealer uceess w}wv /avu 7 fcwwé S incoryora l‘é

O'A / gror ,de -SOC\q !7.4,.2?@5 *‘O ldva{ C.onwﬂ//)flﬁ&&

O 706 ')Jeqxe our kaw cf‘ bese o

'F /ora( qulueoo /rc.’ [”’.Slzof
”}@’n u-v J(Z; \xJLu SUL/(,*\:.’L("- e /wL(ﬁ of ¢oSlen cre [3(,/,/#;&] S /’?f“/i

@L ool b f/n//en_cf/;/%J trrmedia

.“fov v~ s, ,I- ﬂr—m’nl et ec/(’ —~ e o \

Jon L’ ?&b«wj b /U*Cbﬂ5a- chzﬁz SL&J

”ﬂf,lwﬁ

O / rc/L

em

/'J
e



folie

Zoh 5P

RESOURCE OR SERVICE: /édg,b&w Q’CDM% c/w%/@&/ w/ons RATING DATE: ©]2z|YZ

CRITERIA [IJZQ s 37,7§
e lA Potentlal to improve the rate or degree zo,z,z_m M}\ f/\ %
of: recovery 2 AR
lB “Potential to prevent - /ﬁ - , -
deqradatlon or decline JA b u 14

Technlcal feasibility

L

biH M H
5 #al R
M

-

'}3 Degree to which proposed action
beneflts more than one resource or cervicma

H
Hl M| |H
P Lﬁ@ M H

%
H
d

enhances the resource or service

,fﬂr“‘ 1tial for NO additional injury to:
ﬂli”a -other target or nontarget resources

f G
i H
A

=

L

‘fiffbg_bther targe or nontarget services

6. :'Pet 1wt L !fects of the action on

H
H
ﬁ4 Degree to which proposed action tr;ﬁ&g
H
L
~

.*human health and safety ‘H’ H

v7 The relationship ¢ 1e expec ::d costs

! of “the proposed action to the expected M Pq P1

. beneflts ”1

: Wlll the restoration opportunity be G>ﬁ] k%@ \ﬁj
lost if implementation is delayed? (Y/N) N

Publlc Comments

‘COMMENTS X
m Bios frmars € o3y term m{p&; m Hay }W/ffﬁ -
6 Sromtinn o e ik Sdens | e T R
z Hm{e ovel veed aagak Com @cwv\""e“‘”“*&m“a‘/ vahm%c H \ 3

£ 0 Hfﬁ g gy (Y‘Wéﬂdzo/
(CL‘/)(J/’) /o,Le u5€7 ' ? 7

CJ&C m€7 L” ca \{o w\m"l’(« Yw ONOL Wa,uukﬁc’ ]a_f,o\ vse vao <,¢ ~ 355U Q J’(»L A€

N0 (WYl | LI



