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Expert’s Name: ﬁ/&&] Hef/U ) 50&/ (Y)coooron Date: ¥ [2c ‘92
PART A

Injured resource 6}%{)0# J’rn,,\[ : é,[,a,,/

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS
(un~-oiled)

WY v L2706

Post-spill population estimates for PWS 3@% /Qwe/ sun/fvﬂ-,
(oiled)

(Metric used = ]

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with =-100% = local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent) /40

Uncertainty (%) Upper /0%
Lower __ 70/,

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

I3 (= 7)

Expected time to recovery (yrs)__lo \~

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper_ (]
Lower_,7

Assumptions?

Habitat: ar Ja}{ ﬂ A
N (5 »éémrmal V"f/wlm e babild

Disturbance:
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Harvest (mortality): Eskmﬂ level s (O”'-Slz""'é at io%

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill)
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PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration $neease f%LJfqufnaoqqalnqu

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) __ ]90
Acknowledging that there is wuncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper___ /gpo
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 4 1976

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper |
Lower 5

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

A@t@m?ne IR N SUD ,'w'ne}x yr‘elé
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Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART €.

Do you belteve that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting Eor the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitatk are not currently limiting, could yod‘imagine a

realistic scenanjo where they may become limiting? If so, please

provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact the resource if this option is not implemented.

(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify\your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that t
range.

Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effectg of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Rart B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound) :

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mp1ement1ng
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) [OZ/Z ;‘{g/ Uncertainty (%) & 52

Assumptions?
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summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)

{,dfuq or (,()l‘u;oat d-g}a/; - ,ﬁ)FIGf w!// }Wzvz Cjojmj may berm;e C,,n;y/a,i‘l\r(
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PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration jjﬂAa'—p pAn(;Afa/f)Ous G:«[tlo'?j.
I N

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with.
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) IUC’&

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this wuncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper_ joO%
Lower £05% B

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) [3

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper /7
Lower 09

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that

influence this estimate? . i
T ) 03 . }'O /mlorf"l"!‘/f\\‘t\o'\o.
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Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C

Do you beligve that the habitat which is protecte
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or NoO)

by this option

If the habitaits are not currently limiting, gould you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limifing? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate’ (in percent) of the
potential impa on the resource if this opt/ion is not implemented.
(Consider the Aassumptions used to estimgfe the natural recovery
rate) ‘

Estimated ne¥jative impact (%)

Please try to quantiify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance tha } i
range.

Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions:

Is there reasoy to expect the eff te of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so,/how? {Note: repea
necessary./ Divisions = Kenai/Cook In
and/or Prince William Sound}

art B for other areas if
H Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

NS

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mp1ement1ng
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

No,



Summary for Parts B-E: RN
overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration4g@L&J4Of7 C{? g}ﬂﬁiLe L)(IAS

Based on your scientific understanding, please providé_a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) hQCZ

Acknowledging that there is wuncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper [0O
Lower s 7%

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) [3

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper_ |9
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

We ore ossum! o mQ o pm/acj‘.s‘ o cle«/e,(/f\-f/’/ AN
frf"q{-e lands m WQs( //MS

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

Nor.



merfne conditons cV-e {/aLaL{-{ Mare .‘an.»LA L [fw L67>

PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected fy this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes mc(:’r /7§°) _Lm,a”

If the habitats are not currently llmiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%) el 1419

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range. .

Uncertalnty (3) e —Io (532 Cer}&n'\/ ok [o55>
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Is there reaspn to e

ct the e/ffects
outside of Pr nce Wil

am Sound?

If so, W : art B\ for other areas if
necessary. jxisions enaji/Co : Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prirnce William Sound} \ »
PART E

.If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mp1ementing
the above option:

" Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

No

Assumptions?

el

this-option to be dif;e‘rﬁ/



Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...
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PART B

option (suboption) under consideration CD&QCH)’ AQSLQ/MlL{CV7J
Based on your scientific understanding, please prov de a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)__/00

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper__ /OQ
Lower 20

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) [3

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper [Q
Lower (/O

/

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Woud "”(T be s ref'\""fo‘«l\/z as fo /94/-07{' ;:51‘,),,(?
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Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?.
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estlmate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of thlS
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? :

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound) :

PART E
.If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mp1ementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-E:
Ooverall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the

‘rate or degree of recovery

. ot (:eflusmer?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years) 6
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper |39
Lower /L

Assumptions...
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Expert’s Name: Rm, Hilbern pate: ;4 j¥c 92
PART A

Injured resource CbH4VOQ¥‘T;2JL

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS
(un-oiled)

Post-spill population estimates for PWS
(oiled)

[Metric used = ]

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent)

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions?

Habitat:

Disturbance:



Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill)




PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide_a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
’ Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by proﬁiding a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas 1if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)} :

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assunptions?

summary for Parts B-E:
overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill populatidn

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower




With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as ' the 1level of
implementation, dQuration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? ‘

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)




Assumptions?

8ummary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chapnce that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this " assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)



Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre—spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)












Expert’s Name: W W Date: lZl (O /Q%

PART A
Injured resource_BladC 0-]9"0/ Cm rs \

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS 9450 - (8‘,) )
(un-oiled) o

Post-spill population estimates for PWS 300 @ 4 qo q‘)

(oiled) ) .
Bl ve unovled qu’tc&‘h’r JLOU’;‘O;_“W

[Metric used = ]
0p o«.U» sols L ap

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval) *
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, w1th -100% = loca
extinction.)

Bird >
Expected recovery _(percent) (00 70 W ealed $¢
Uncerta:.nty pper J ZD P S A\ %‘{@& wh o{ép\

Lower )I 0“) v

Without interventlon, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please

provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs) é ( Lqug}

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper +5 (3 WM R
Lower_ | % M\.?
Assumptions?

Habitat: UO W
Disturbance: QZ Lot % du stunoan el
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Harvest (mortality): h)ﬂWFﬁ"

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are -making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in 5&2 years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) 100
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PART B

Massel “bedS

Based on your scientifie understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with-
the implementation of this option.

option (suboption) under consideration

Expected recovery (%) IC)C)

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this wuncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper

Lower M D Ww%/

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) ‘)D LhJ”&{f/

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper _ (}ﬂ}f*)K&J/
Lower, o

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

_ ot b 4”"”““"
Dwsc A van% ; mw
ﬁm e gppe bt

Are any agsumptlons different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART B

option (suboption) under consideration A(M MU‘ \

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with-
the implementation of this option. '

Expected recovery (%) ‘0(2

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to gquantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper . .
Tomer No chovge

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) \JU M‘

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper

Lower p 0 : { i

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

Wsmww‘\ nopven wlo vwkewwents



PART B
option (suboption) under consideration cszQJAJUQ‘ Q‘““LQ

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with-
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) !Q!Q

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper ¥,
Lower &)()OAAAV*%T'

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill

population levels (or un-oiled)?
. \JO‘“2

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower Uo

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C

Do yguibelieve that the habitat which g;:ed ‘by this option
is limiting for e resource? (Yes or AR 7. 3 (N).tl/mi ~

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a

realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please"

provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the’ natura]z rectvery

rate) nNO - wat o
Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper,

Lower
Assumptions:
Is there reason to expect the effects of this op to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? g
If so, how? {Note: rep lla B for Other areas if

necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet, Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

and/or Prince William Sound)
~TE (ans oneas ho il ane o
(MA/J!LQ_ LondA L VXW ("”"‘M ) -

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



PART B

option (suboption) under consideration t)CShCWNAGLéiﬁél

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with-
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) lCﬂ>

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper IU T (. M««XL
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) XJ'O %

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there 'is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper

Lower L)(D ! Eg

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes o @
If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please”
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery

rate) g M
Estimated negative impact (%) 7 W

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper ié
Lower b =

Assumptions: . +D ")& A N\Mbw it ),d»
T8 frow o8 5O M
Bss, U hawlen Wonwest vietsets pehcndantig— 1

s O & pnsttsps, Oaelinaled Houp™

Is there reason to expect the effects of this optiorl to be different
. outside of Prince William Sound? '

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

S50

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre~spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?L)C)

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions... M W <




Expert’s Name: I‘?;C)Y,ej ny Date: // EJC ’92
PART A - Natural Recovery

Injured resource H}%L 07\}4? ﬁ‘c]lr )‘ o Eﬁg » ;\ ?)'\\’0:; :(530-

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS H8E (\qg 3/ 859 ~po
(un-oiled) -

(oiled)

ova(\/o.l D?

a0
Degree of recovlry Qtithout intervention:

. . . L oAl
Post-spill population estimates for PWS 55’0 Yooy Séf
' |

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can

be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local .
extinction.)

2 ,,’ ‘Ff' om
Expected recovery (percent)_ [00 rWY Q @ AU &34

unciled ovec
Uncertainty (%) Upper: _ % J2070

Lower: @ /¢

Recovery time needed without intervention: ’ Aﬁjwﬂh{a SCO b"ea;"

. W, 0% 10craase
Expected time to recovery (yrs)__7 f v w

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper:_ ;0O
Lower: &

T not n _rerzfl' showed ‘“&L\\{
Assumptions? o _m;mm{;" in # 8 fone I,.ru)-:(«?
Habitat: ASsums QJZ oF b reedin faf Fa(rf, on ol orea
in oled cven 5o, Hae Also showed anm‘ rc.lre o lyl"'CL‘

Disturbance: rebe woul \4Q less Heon ‘
107, vos 5‘@’1 ess,

Harvest (mortality): ‘f‘{Z ,:F )J‘r& wlrc 10 g(fné creas

th 1955 [D Teons (85 ez

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are mgking to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) 700 m ‘%’ue af’M JWM:

’ ~CHG N H
10 My? pore Were ia c/ngr(q,é areays (ISO vi 259 so ST/A N\ £ Auqe/anca ,J_,z tv mo-

) P - "~ f’! i , . 3“ ' lf oy
172 v 630 3¢ ~& M) Mo 2O bicds os
gzsf‘; .t.//.j 35_'7 v A‘Uf?uj‘v C()Uld ‘:’(’, i,’“F‘L ta nevir



Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population.
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?2, . 8 in 10?2, 99 in 1007 ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration A@aan Odﬁg.ﬂhBSPHS

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)__/00
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify thls uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 1;

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper /0
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implgmentation, duration or number of projects that

1nfluence this estimate?) |
Assum ftor M/»Se/ Lot oo 202 Aol e

Civr .

"‘M 4k &; a/ A Mso os5ume Jewf Ca/‘qL /é

‘(0/: QG raa rlf[:/(.ﬂ C-”"'—'O 'C’./ ,;1/17.

I/



Ouksde of FWS = 7 51w(<) be lexs § rewvery Forts o)
loss offeive ( n ol o

Are any assumptions different from those we identJ.fJ.ed under natural
recovery?

PART B

option (suboption) under consideration_ |, )Uﬂj\p/ ,‘,;‘Zp/}"c)ﬂs/ /70 S

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)_ /OO

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 6
Please try to quantify the your unceri:ainty by providing a range in

years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper /@#
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Assume lcwm:;ﬂ’ s More ‘kao.n ’ VIgar v[c, ffa 0f/~icm arga I‘Q’J-ej L'Y /@V'Jfév? /’W/[é",
Nee ‘—v /},// Ja { Ul of areo e ;,.,,)mvte L‘rQéJmJ /:»7' 0L in 2 ;""Yc
ﬁ Wvtring 5ema GF‘FG‘?JL ares  would reduce /r(do.LMn "@sSurk and //cu, £ prore

fa,,/J [m,:wf oY /<



Assumptions?

summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

' -
Expected time to recovery (yrs) 5 ‘Z Wi lGCh%éA oreas

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range. ’

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper s
Lower 7]

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

C,Qaé s me; \’\MM o Salmon g(aaq!n ar@' ‘
CaﬂjtlﬁfoQ-F“ﬁJWJ&Vdef.QLQEVL/i.:{£> 13/ /’¢Vﬁ4%§7 FR:A ﬂgéd

during Fe



Are any assuﬁptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? ~

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas i
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound) '

PART B
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? Cq(r‘f‘eﬁ Cofacf 17 ?

Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?7, 99 in 100? ...)

PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please

/3



provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate) }

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quahtify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range. ) -

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower,

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound} '

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

/9



Sheet2

Resource Population Option Recovery Objective | Effectiveness Other Colums for Karen
deciining  [Injury ' Rating
Pre-spill? |Populat’ Sublethal {iName No.
n
Level Effects
Black Oystercatcher , Yes Yes Natural Recovery pre-spill populations
Eliminate Ol from 13| pre-spill populations
Mussel beds
"Acc recovery of 14| pre-spill populations
intertidal
"Purchase Habitat  37]pre-spill populations
"Speclal 40| pre-spill populations
Designations
Marbled Murrelets Yes Yes  Yes "Natural Recovery Replace the 20,000 list
In spill
Minimize 9| Replace the 20,000 list il
Incidental take of In spill
Comm. Fish
| Habitat 37 Replace the 20,000 list
uisition in spill
|Speclal 40| Replace the 20,000 fist
Designations in spill
Pigeon Guillemots Yes Yes Yes Natural Recovery Equalize oll & unoiled
[[Land Acquisition 37| Equaiize oll & unoiled
I Special 40| Equalize oil & unolled
Designations
Limit preditor 17.2|Equalize ol & unoiled i
to
colonies.
Common Murre Yes Yes “Natuml Recovery pre-spill pop
Reduce 4| pre-spill pop
Disturbance;
Buffer zone
Education; 77 |pre-spill pop
reduce
disturbance
Enhance Social  16.1{pre-spill pop H
Stimuil

Page 1




g
L an

Improve Physical 16.2
characteristics of
nest sites

Sheet2

pre-spill pop

IIRoduce predation 17.2

pre-spill pop

Habitat 37
cquisition

pre-spill pop

I Special 40
Designations

pre-spill pop

Wild-stock Pink Sal.

KL Yes

“Namn! Recovery

Herring

unk Yes

“Natural Recovery

Page 2




Expert’s Name:

B Avbies

PART A é\
Injured resource B‘QCK @\[ er CoTCWors Ba 15 Pm/k»
Pre-spill population estimates for PWS OTS-O /(@*{7574 N
(un—-ortiea
Post-spill population estimates for PWS ?00 / y 9 4/ )

Top Wivs o™ 343‘40 (o e ol artens
[Metric used = ] M vl A~ w&ap . qe= aoA

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local

extinction.)
y (007 Y/ SRS “*v&(

Expected recovery (percent

: / .
Uncertainty (%) Upper (2O preeng il A [ evel 53
mosdy walk Lower
Ao

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

N (
Expected time to recovery (yrs) ?0 @ gﬁmbu&f NS
& '
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper o/ ‘ gn,mb‘ -
r % '3 U

Lowe M [».,./L
Assumptions? J\) #Q Cane . /L:ZZ{N? M
Habitat: Adaj H
AS Y C( { 9‘7[

Disturbance: M ND gl

m W
*‘/M &:ﬁ RO (e e T gl Aeder /"”\‘[
/w

t
¥ AS{(AMQ ’ @,Q;—Q«o@( o =

‘o koo ¢

e

A

. /r‘“/
[ Broy (Y
Sy S .ﬂ'., f (/ e



Harvest (mortality): /\/,(»JL wé (/(-'\JO’UJ‘ /

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are -making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill mnot occurred, where ﬁould you expect
the population to be in _ 730 years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) q‘g O











































Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0Oil Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill)




PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration lon (3¢

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

. Uncertainty (%) Upper,
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or -un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Assunlna thet nesl’Ma \M.Lfl"a" ce0\ns @"S“an" 4/‘ 19 ?? Je

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C

Do you believe that the habita hich is protected by this opt:l.on
is limiting for the resource? t@ or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery

rate) : 157
Estimated negative impact (%) 2200 -3 300 {cfo s
' ov& 3’0 S

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that thére is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper__ O 0(25 \,rs

Lower 20 60 ‘1 (s

Azzl;mi‘:? x:i\é no" \ﬁlﬂ. \Pnear. rA-U\LO\\ %Shna l’(%¢5 Cwu L’( le/)L

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different

outside of Prince William Sound? _ v _
If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if

necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

and/or Prince William So }
?@?’\"Oﬂ aY avc_a u:L \.(w

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mp1ement1ng
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%)__O Uncertainty (%) /O

Assumptions?





















PART B
Option (suboption) under connideration;i&%ﬂui/ fq“zvd%"4k‘”°

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide-a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

+00
Expected recovery (%)_/00 Ne—ctmeng - e
1 560

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, Pplease try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval. ’

Uncertainty (%) vpper [(O© .
Lower 40 m

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 3

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper [
Lower A

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

A’muév&, Mﬂuﬂ; W ovd gy ar 92 M

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat dch is- protected by this option
is 1limiting for the resource? or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you "imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Wt}-/ Estimated negative impact (%) (2100 - '3OO>—I8/. oYy€ 40 HJ—M
(s¥k Logging Will Funthn Livadt woobre  bodas

Please try to quantify your uncertainty-such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper O
Lower — A7)

z \DA oUMVLL44¢4 UJ&AJuq J CMSG&LA Lalen Qo PCTk*JHO
(Net avuq e it 22 wof MMM{L o fhe ,HDWM)

ssumptlons:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

and/or Prince William Sound) g
O Wl‘* A othon arLsy/ m.a») t ALL)e 5%&&4
) \x%ﬁr—p-

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) O Uncertainty (%) 1O

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-=E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

LO +v 710 %% duarus ), WMW

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



4

8

L

-

PART B
Option (suboption) under consideration 5060101 1)354 SMJ‘\'BVO

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a sinéle,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)_ (90O

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper__ 11O
Lower o~

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) :S
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper |
Lower 04—

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

ﬂwmmu%w erwmp\

KQSH‘U" owing szwm barved
Lt fo wdsprtad dolub
Lille W o ﬂf Sl v

Are any assumptlons dlfferent from those we identified under natural
recovery?

(7o odat o /L&)C-wfwu.—

o MO frod D wfoan PR5



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you- imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%) TR A A
°

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper 0
Lower = A0

Assumptions: 4 . . S
E\(l's-h/\g PULAELd T “asles f.f,ué-g AT A A

§
! i

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

Ltlbka’dygxx_y

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...
























Expert’s Name:TWy\ ‘6»5\10\(\/\0,«/\/ Date: ? Doc (99 Z

PART A - Natural Recovery

Injured resource fbﬁ£d~ iﬂ@le
[

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS 44 ?)q f— qg,
(un-oiled)

+
Post-spill population estimates for PWS LH /5 — 8(00 CIQQO)
(oiled)

Degree of recovery without intervention:

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can

be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.)
(00

Expected recovery (percent)
Uncertainty (%) Upper: e (1o
Lower: ]OD

Recovery time needed without intervention:

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 4 \ﬂybbﬂlMQO
N
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper: b UﬂAﬁbU*m \ . ﬂupﬂizl
Lower: P2 Wd M‘A W

Assumptions?

Habitat:
Disturbance:
Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0Oil Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in 5 years?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) 4’(000




Option (suboption) under consideration

PART B 'O : 'E :ﬁ ;l A’(tﬁ(}»f“;ﬂ."wy\

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) lf)C)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to gquantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper EHE= O
Lower s 100

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)? 4’

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper b k)
Lower QL O

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C Pratz 'EMA A-co] Wi o C
Do you believe that the habitat ich is prqtected by this option’ ;
is limiting for the resource? eg or No & ot Ww?wuoba

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you- imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate) ‘ _

Estimated negative impact (%) Q'Z~ g

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of‘,“;hi?'”‘y

range. . : .
43 :
: , g I
Uncertainty (%) Upper_~1 gg — i Lo % WJM

Assumptions:al_,—o—qg\;/:? wwld —MS( m i%ﬁ A
foor O

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different

outside of Prince William Sound? '
If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if

necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

and/or Prince William Sound) .

AP Kedwdr - nerf n an- a0 whieh are bmidi® on
,}4&1).&-124 ol g fve %OQ m T S IC
rang 4 b ey i !

PART E %WUD‘— loetwern  PWS + othen oneso.

If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementin
the above option: :

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) ”( ) Uncertainty (%) LQ?t.

Assumptions? ot o At "
m o cunantly of o T il

cuolor
PR

WML sre



summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 1002 ...)

[W [OD 70

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B gf
Option (suboption) under consideration W uﬁ%m
L ] - —U

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) (=]

Acknowledging that there is wuncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval. '

Uncertainty (%) Upper ll()
Lower (OO

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) Le
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in

years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat ich is protected b phis option
is limiting for the resource? or No) Bacauuk %) avlR

If the habitats are not éﬁ%rentf?”??ﬁfﬁlﬁéf“ﬁﬁgﬁﬁ yoﬂ'imagine a

realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper (©0 d - W

Lower RG \ ka
<
Wb g
Assumptions: . WWWJP
AWAS

el

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

Ungunt, bt ant %*WW

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mplement1ng )
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?
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Expert’s Name: W OW Date: )2/7/47’
PART A
Injured resource \o(é;m" W
Pre-spill population estimates for PWS 'S/ 44%
%55 (un-oiled)

‘{3 o Post-spill population estimates for PWS 3 Qoo ~ éS % ’
L7 € (oileq) doct oh Mu“\‘, PN wo(\lef—
{5“» . . { .‘ c( LN \u y\ 0((' j>uu0((€

{, \ [Metric used = & lec y. uwe/le ] W CAAL e Lq,u}

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent) l’00670 6{“”0‘ (@C( =

| : ; .
Uncertainty (%) Upper Z unon /QC‘ -
Lower = ~

[

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence

interval.
Expected time to recovery (yrs) (=0
G certalnty (yrs) Upper
@~§V 4% Lower
)‘ "»“ 2 PR /
- (;-:
t
Assumptions?
Habitat:/\/éd‘ ‘..“'e'r"‘/Qr‘Ia»\_// / DoH i \’«w\«‘ U*A“"{ 5
\“: /(,o; g / 70;z,> Z\u

Disturbance: Ajg7 [ an 7o R o puwéﬂ et

<\f ${. \\.’t} . (ot -(;/

o
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Harvest (mortality): {J /4

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in AQD years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

M [ QMM . 7
Expected status (% of pre=spill) .

_—_g4{,ff “’{\(Af/ Certt—erin W R N 3t [
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PART B
Option (suboption) under consideration ﬁ’\‘d /kﬁwh‘jhm
e {

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) '@D% "(Mc? A v
- Mo Blrcvoy

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval. >ard
. \
Uncertainty (%) Upper [0070 —R s¢5 N“"f .
Lower — No b W‘f"“‘o Jrﬁ‘r
. A Y
& 1022, prodno A ~ Yo (Hiug prob

YoV e cos -T( Po S

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)_;_______ ﬁ\) (j) ‘:
A\

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by pryviding a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural

recovery?
s
hof 7(}«-1.



PART C gvvdl. A’Lﬁw%‘h—“/‘

Do you believe that the habitat which jeprotected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes oy

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery

Der\@PWo( ovtr gwvew inch d ContY((ne.
stimated negative impact (%( —~

No [|Qew <lic Ceenario

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions: €re=yres §¢L Car&\ G‘.

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

what’c going am
/\“’mf.lﬁfs( pus, 7

If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? (\/



Sunmary for Parts B-E: | 4;,.) A'uruan)

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be mpleted after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoraXion options)

Can this option be cgmbined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recgvery even further?

What is the maximum potenti rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recover¥k?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower N

Assumptions...



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration g)ﬂfCAaﬂ Q>é44ﬁr%ai¢év<3

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with

the implementation of this option.
D o WK | | (et PAA{* Y

Expected recovery (%)_

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper Lifz'
k ;(, wL‘

Lower
A vy G e
Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of

implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

~ Conld \\;( +(W e ol (“// 4(_\@“,

kix{‘¢‘ 4 E,mwé . ¥ s é%k&;:fajl ~

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?







Summary for Parts B-E: (S‘rwu.a.j BW7

Ooverall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 1007 ...)

\

PART F (To be comhleted after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restorati options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovary even further?

What is the maximum potentialN\rate of recovery? (or.. What is the

minimum # of years to recovery?
Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration flzd&dux G?uilof .(¥?¥;s,y

e ot )
Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) 2 |@ ot

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper 2 10D Y
Lower Ju0%go

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)_F//Af "”{_ g‘ “x— ( hAunS l\,\ﬂ.«:‘ n"u”’é
b

Please try to quantify.the your uncertainty by providing a r:
years sucp that ?here 1s only a 10% chance that the actual re
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? gAre there assumptions such
implementation, duration
influence this estimate?)

as the 1level of
or number of projects that

Are any assumptions dif .
recovery? ferent from those we identified under natural



Do you believe that the habijtat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource?\ (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not curren¥ly limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may\ become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgemend estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if is option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to eltimate the natural recovery

rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this

range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effec i i i
outside of Prince William Sound? £8 ©f this option to be different
If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if

necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook ; i
andyor Prince wisions Sonen: / Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

degree .
the above option:g of recovery can be benefited by implementing

Do you think that thi i
. 1s opt
pPopulation above pre—spilllié:21sgou

Expected val 2
ue (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-E: P/u.Msh\ (Tl
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with, another option(s) to accelerate the

rate or degree of recovery eveyd further? ( tz?éﬁcﬂ{ CQ‘O“J
rh \

What is the maximum pote rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recove y’)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lowver

Assumptions...
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Expert’s Name: W\« O(AM Date: \2/7 Zq Z
PART A

Injured resource FL%LIV\ 6VA££”“¢OF5
Jd

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS 1< (7DD
(un-oiled) '

Post-spill population estimates for PWS 35%73)"6453y19

(oiled) s " ‘ »
; Jdrd U5 Wded 0€ : " |
et meed ~—£~:L—:f:i__—_~_——~— pbft;mqﬂﬁ«wﬂ [%ﬁ'BDVJ¢C
(D(dml oceuswds (Lo o e -);.u/é)

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%

means that the population is not expected to naturally return

to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can

be used to represent continuing decline, with —100% = local :. —
extinction.) _ﬂyw/*£~'5ff' A P

; L o~
Expected recovery (percent) “)C) ,ug LiCJWL ) tAﬂLL ﬁ‘“”'i /
Uncertainty (%) Upper (670

Lower z, ,

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? ;| (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this esuimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence

interval. S T4 ol Fues w e +
- ‘ pllect sr i e 20
Ll & Expected time to recovery (yrs) éfZOLVﬂAqﬂ ! '
‘L LA AEY L oY
ot g,b \'_, ' | o
(56“1’ Uncertainty (yrs) Upper_  _ ,ﬂgw o E )
‘l s . CEeL L 5 Do R
SN, n Lowerg___ —— fw A""S RN Rt Y \u;/[
L 1_ — —
Assumptions? )
| ] 1 oo T e . cldL- f
/rb‘b 6‘L P B { [ N !
Habitat: o J e
odfil ot M, e (HAy G
LLLL [k‘t' [t VV\ iz ({( Iyt £‘3/ ~
Disturbance: ‘ , U “r
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Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill mot occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in _ 2.0 years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) WD(" vehnd +
ot st !ffm, v
(RN e 1
L Y
poF T



PART B
Option (suboption) under consideration_ﬁ"d Aqu'm
T

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) 100 o C‘/J«‘Y-% ot oM ‘,{H“S Ml"m

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) upper | 0U i ‘
Lower {0 "} CYARY B

0 ol Lduis, Yo W puncteel
‘ b el & deg e (3
net goanh u,n,t:ttfu‘ UL PR PR
With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

\!-,,1' :.0\}/

' . 'v‘) x{'("b

-

Expected time to recovery (yrs) LS I\)O dN@ ‘EV

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper .
Lower \) NQ C).ut \‘~’:,L/

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART C ( fnmd A"4 msﬂ-fwo

Do you believe that the habitat which s\ protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes o ‘as

If the habitats are not currently 1limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%) AJ&Q4A1L’
gﬁmw Tevtbapwerd TUA Hit Unfelisia o not nerails pebionc-
Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10

percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper - 2

Lower _—-0u5f¢<9u-u* Sendrio

Assumptions: |- U(W Wal AT @ nat fncted - Bafotat © e eaed
AL dp fowtn B S 4 Wik

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? MWM, Mo V\uto ot :
If so, how? {Note: repeat art B for other areas if

necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E Mp(

If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



Summary for Parts B-E: ‘;qﬂ(&}»l i)csfi LA

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts E have been addressed for all

relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with gmother option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even/further?

What is the maximum potentiAl rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recgtery?)

Expected value (yeays)

Uncertainty (yrs) /Upper

Lower

Assumptions...



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration SP‘C*-M W

Based on your scientific understanding,

please provide a single,

best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (%P‘Egrc?pp) with
g ety e

l -

the implementation of this option. \
Expected recovery (%)_{(UV (OO g 7 ((DO {
. [-‘{L*-{’ .
\ H(a‘klx.l.h 2 & SV
Acknowledging that there is uncertalnty in this assessment - of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.
, 7100
Uncertainty (%) Upper__ {00 e
Lower ’—_JLMZ__
With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)? ﬁJaL1 he /ux«rn‘{- t
Expected time to recovery (yrs) W lpp e
Mpyin o 00 )
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper o
Lower IR N T R
Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?) '
Wens o™ gutan ho ol rregpuer mon Y y
.o - = o A L{
2- ML@LQ“ e~ ol lae  Tome o otest v fuch ea
AL ‘”’“"‘1( Limnacts
Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
! o
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PART C (§yxuo.? ‘Dr,sq'opmiw 5)
Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? ’:f No), . . 3

“sa Wwalpdot | SHUL (gt~

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

outside of Prince William Sound? 9]
If so, how? {Note: repeat Part for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

and/or Prince William Sound) OD*delf R/js' P}{C)
f%nmé\ A0 Matesrible O

Is there reason to expect the effects qf thiﬁ option to be different

PART E l
If the rate or degree of recovery
the above option:

can be benefited by implementing

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



Summary for Parts B-E: (sfplu-‘-' &Sﬂ?ﬁn‘—d\v: j

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts have been addressed for all

relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with/another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery ev further?

What is the maximum pofential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years tgo”recovery?)

Expected val (years)

Uncertain¥y (yrs) Upper
Lower

- Cb"‘"""\/‘" 4o v L('\'LA }T\ P L
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Harvest (mortality): frgéa\icn ra.\es Wﬂ c;ns'jwl

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty? =

Resxéoo.\ hbmccf‘ams mMay bre o::nl-dka\ég & Yo dalie beavse of dad @L...mlhn

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in __20 years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) _ 950
%7 moke \l— more pore \'\u% Ho- He raﬂou,akm v 1)
M/“%e/ o&vvll He -3507,




PART B

option (suboption) under consideration _(M_Fﬁm

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with

the implementation of this option. Noluﬁ Taland W‘Aqk\cﬂ

Expected recovery (%) "50 —7

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper__ -10
Lower_-§0

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill

population levels (or un-oiled)? 1. blook coneo)  Naked Toland,
Expected time to recovery (yrs)%n “' Lﬂm) l17-15

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) gggzi o woild oy mece bime fo 20 s
b Uere ave Her foclors Hab
e J’”ﬂﬂ Ue .f,:L’aﬂ CJO"”{
Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of

implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?) '

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

NO.]:QA Is. }06’.5 ¢ 2 dﬁf’; J&f7lu/c/\(°ﬂ.
I”'ﬂé /ﬂ/uL /[ron Mcrge‘g‘ng and ,'L éoah ‘1— le. mon/ ‘-o covse on eﬂ_&L an '/l'JV’S
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Is there reason to expect the effects of this opt:l.on to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

Teed m NoMen Golf s Ha same, rmLcL less i aJL//eﬁlo;s b oot tre,

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
‘population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)
Assumptions? '%0

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration_w iﬂ/ﬂ/ﬂle

Based on your scientific understanding, please ,provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) ’ﬂfv

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
-expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper__ -/0
, Lower__ “75 4




Some 05 ok Rec.

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as ' the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%) -go&

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower -



Assumptions:

A&Sumvg ﬁj'fb wrlc qlfeﬂ& l‘?d;ﬂ(; COUJMQ QrOSF on A-.c.rwrce&

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound})

yon'lL L’ﬂGA)' /q’; /)QL’ /’y[ cﬂ/[J LQ@VM yIere | é!
q becarse oF Ue aade,b ofF L?w%l-

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this optién could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assunmptions? “
O

summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration SFe;,_lg! 52&513?9“1005
Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) -SO

Acknowledging that ‘there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify <this uncertainty by



envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper_ 10
Lower_-17S5%

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 230;(5

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
) Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

mmnimiza )ns(wr)mmz/ c\umfm 18— local ?u'”%C’{'

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negaifive impact (%)




Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range. .

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound})

PART E )
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value. (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? gSO

Sﬁmmary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)



Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper ‘&éf
Lower

Ere&‘n”sg Aeel«'v)o, Is qJJrkw,.

Assumptions...
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Expert’s Nla.mez ")d/\/\ ‘ZUL"‘-/( pate: & D¢ ql

PART A
Ageon buwtleniots o 9h
J 30,(‘3—20 /O,{Z(O‘Um

filcnjt)..

Injured resource

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS
(un-oiled)

Post-spill population estihates for PWS
(oiled)

[Metric used = ]

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%

means that the population is not expected to naturally return

to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can

be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.) - 507 not — {007,
Expected recovery (percent)ZLC0C kﬂuio_ ¥e) ’UM@MC{ﬁ:r“E§
oSGl whou fend WALTRAL A
. - 1o [
Uncertainty (%) Upper O fe Gullue %m~%n4j ot 2144*

Lower _- 715 tog07% 7 ~10C A Lo AR it WL Crwhu

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs) X C :gyo v 541L”[0y? (g;;iiééflj)
Uncertainty (yrs) Upperiﬁ/wogfﬁ Z?QrﬁV

Lower
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Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

£%3?L gu4ap£%a uﬂvbualhﬁffoa4Nﬂ7? usdrnen

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in O years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) -SoO
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FART B Pedier prudgtor oeeers
Option (suboption) under consideration_ O fﬁ%&kﬂAéi ol VAl

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

ected recove ‘Z‘aa’ w—éc & -
oot qﬁi’i‘; o g 200 poek T i @ be tichapetid

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper :%léF%% ~-50

Lower -\

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

, P
Expected time to recovery (yrs) lO-—lS?g/

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertaint U WW"—‘“""
roercanty () tore o e i

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Mude may e epandere Hitee ~ ;
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Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

' Expected value (years) :bCD KO
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper CX) z’
Lower !(}

Assumptions...
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Assumptions: A}gnurwzo faluea, wdrgptod Javﬂff}bmﬁk

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

wwdd e et VWOI e T
R e

If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels? *j()

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?7, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration_ﬁ&aﬂ‘o DCQTW

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) "ERD

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by



]

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Xodiak/Alaska Peninsula

and/or Prince William Sound) - - - _
Sman e , A{a,l be Jﬁpﬁpﬁvl o QmeAthJ QKXJLQZKA

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the ghance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration Ai&dﬁk /fo?tﬁr?’éi<r‘\\

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) nO CLtka?L

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper. -4#LL—31L4:—££2 Ko 3

Lower
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With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) Yo chpakgav

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lover e aLJuwﬁx/

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of prOJects that

influence this estimate?) Jpe q_
0 bot a mos Aot jof Lrbely o
O 16 couint ammmw‘ew Pt
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5o A
Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
LV provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented,
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery

rate) ‘
Estimated negative impact (%) hbbt; A'E

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper'{ﬂg}‘~‘cy 0
Lower 1< v - g




t

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper ~(O
Lower__ — /5%,

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre spill

population levels (or un-oiled)? 7 20 M
Expected time to recovery (yrs)_ A== ﬁo\;\ bC a/(}‘CL Yo

e

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper_ O
Lower J19)

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

/\,’\U/M&M%M dispodtrer; VACN200 .- mpd@nm

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural.

recovery? .
WP WA raliresked | Ot W
{W o 0 sk OOy o e Vv |
PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

o gutom 9 . e o
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Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
‘ Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? .

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels? hJ()

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?2, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)
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Expert’s Name: Kathy Kuletz Date: December 8, 1992
PART A - Natural Recovery , oladk-
sl ad f 194,000 w P Lo

Injured resource: Marbled Murrelets 72~ 159,000 .
' % , VU
Pre-spill population estimates for PWSM'q” (.0,0\717
(un-oiled)
25,000 ‘
Post-spill population estimates for PWS (15 20,060 e wmlan

(oiled) 40,9\ 16,670 - §,200

Degree of recovery without intervention:

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can

be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.)
Expected recovery (percent) 8 ol 55

: 100,0'0'0 a
Uncertainty (%) Upper:

Lower: -

Recovery time needed without intervention:

Expected time to recovery (yrs)___aO Wﬁj‘ﬂu‘-

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper:__ 93 5D 16°
Lower: lD N,\ﬁl

Ldotn +
Assumptions? 5’7"('”'

el enone bol maerp st e A
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) ubrat s wed «L“A“e’\wpm/\mﬁd’ e

Are there any differences in the assumptions &/\ou are making ¥ »o
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty&}{ M

e
(@ Likuiy s \ l/o.
~ Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect v~
* the population to be in years? ] W ave WW")LN
“ N d“'b
Expected status (% of pre-spill) JWM(’I . L T "‘
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v A &7 &
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PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration L‘UW TE

Degree of recovery with lementation of this option:

801- Expected recovery (%) D{;;%E mm M,«M/"'\

Uncertainty (%)% a'{at%per - - o=
€0~ 0 Lower S eth L4 |

rEegver nmay he ncrnancet 1/»1 1% pet ,&fw 75_0(@\7

Estimated recovery time with implementation of this option:

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper | fa h)'éa

Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, or number of projects that influence
this estimate?)

Twis i3 0ssunisvg Avat— fie e Lo utween (1200~ |\ %,

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, hOW‘)uW-f'W WMMUCWWC&:’)
The Level WW munwwaweu%wr

B5t

PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or N

ected by this option

imiting, could you imagine a
ecome limiting? If so,...

If the habitats are not currently
realistic scenario where they ma

Estimated negative impa (%) if option is not implemented:

Uncertainty (%) pper:

Lower:

Ay o
PRV dacs

Assumptions:



Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?
If so, how?

PART E - Enhancement potential

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels? hJC)

Expected value (%)
Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions?

'summary for pParts B - E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)
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PART B

Ooption (suboption) under consideration LM A'q V\!‘ﬂ ‘th\

Dégree of recovery with implementation of this option:

Expected recovery (%)__A0D

Uncertainty (%) Upper__ (D
Lower 50

Estimated recovery time with implementation of this option:

" Expected time to recovery (yrs) 4 ZO ;?W/f

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper <D pr :
Lower o
. i

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, or number of projects that influence

this estimate?) . - 1 iy ok
(I Newring halntEl ot i el b

(D> Frarsoode oo Ldiy by vinpued

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? e :

If so, how? Q44 ) Lo~ . he %0;6"
Lotiads 7 W S e .| Me S

PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
. is 1imiting for the resource? (Yes or Nob% M

If the habitats are not currently 1limiting, could you imagine a
realistic sgenario yhere they may become limiting? 1If so,...

- ks ey
\/ﬂ 5 A%st?ﬁai::é negative impact (%) if option is not implemented:

Uncertainty (%) Upper:
Lower:

Assumptions:












Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?
If so, how?

PART E - Enhancement potential
Do you think that this option could be used to brihg the

population above pre-spill levels? 6~0«
Expected value (%)
— '50’0,@0
Uncertainty (%) Upper yﬁﬂ i
Lower
Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B - E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population -
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)
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v Bxpert's Name: k)@ Date: December 15, 1992

PART A - Natural Recovery, T;.\\( r\uc(o\ Mare

<ul
e reeled s
Injured resource: %e&g‘:%m s 43 \3" -2\ H 3> P-4

Pre-spill population estimates for pws | »!909 9‘9',000 520339‘0 16,5 ¢

(un-oiled)

Post-spill population estimates for PWS “q 000 3?, 000

(otted) i {-(( Mo = fu Spld (72 éd«)

Degree of recovery without intervention:

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -~100% = 1local

tinction.
20 sxtinction.) 09005 QC‘R de éec UnNQ C(\S-'QJ%
rAa Expected recovery (percent) K 2 Vf Lot oot cate s“h o e‘\ Ccall

Uncertainty (%) Upper: 7-100,02 0 (PwS )
Lower: {2’5 (o) d=]

Recovery time needed without intervention:
Expected time to recovery (yrs) 1% g ' 1o e
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper: 5 (%
. _ Lowver:__|@ ( ‘
: os $ ( 1
¥ 1 \ .6 \ ° \o ve &
Betadt Tlci'ns o o +,'~ e 'seco

Assumptions?
‘ 4 b
- Habitat:J:F dheg ol "‘fd“\‘_ l(*b‘4“+ (2614 ﬁi] gu-‘('tdw
A o61™D '-éwr(‘ wwould gu .e;(‘_:‘l\m;:améj ‘d;{:’ Cfa’::b ot tiv prcla\m-né!

o
(6«* 5o (“mst:n.f?z;ze‘,;q level ‘( 9,/f~(f‘ tuke @ bond gc‘/wu,T(

\ ( {
Harvest ‘xﬁglitiz _ oa wt \12 levels , fiou /K‘oc

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are mak:mg to

arrive at the upper and lower bounds r leve of v? ’ f’
/J

S@- W% Youkcd i
o expect

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il pfl ccurred, whe e woul y :
the population to in ars’
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Expected status ( of pre-spill) ?' ; ”%‘(
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PART B Tag iclertal Mottty

option (suboption) under consideration M (MINEZ O A —C ~ (0 tne M

Degree of recovery with 1mp1ementat10n of this option:

- Expected recovery (%) S’gﬂﬁ A(b+ !ck w h«é Naefé_s

—wot M 0
Uncertainty (%) Upper r 100,000 ? 1'7 / %
Lower 0’0— © ,14
Moo R
d o baid (e [éﬂccu«e
Estimated recovery time with implementation of is optlon. 1g~k’
Expected time to recovery (yrs) , \fi?'g;.
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper ,I

e
Lower Na\f ﬂ@(’@ V) %

Assumptions? (Are there: assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, or number of projects that influence
this estimate?)

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different

outside of Prince William Sound?
i km&tqtﬁ é“ KRQ—LM

If so, how?

Mo s,d-,ud ac\(\w“y J '’ /C ) »
w AlaT ('\Jugq}{c ga(-c’af Ge- VAW RS R T
3 -- .

elieve that the habitat which is protected by this option
for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitat
realistic scenario

are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
ere they may become limiting? If so,...

Estimated negative I ct (%) if option is not implemented:

Uncertainty (%) Upper:
' Lower:

Assumptions:



Is there reason to exp e effects of this option to be different

outside of Prince William So
. If so, how?

PART E - Enhancement potential

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels? (j)

Expected value (%)
Uncertainty (%) Upper
4 Lower

Assumptions?

Summary for Par H
Overall, what do yointhink is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reache exceeded as a consequence of the proposed

in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)



PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper:
Lower:

Assumptions:



PART B
Option (suboption) under consideration'ﬁ;q' - /H“b Atq :

Degree of recovery with implementation of this optien.}_@ d on l+ b“7

Expected recovery (%) ' ™
Uncertaint 3 Upper
y 3 nger Po o0
' N A

Estimated recovery time with implementation of this option:

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Uncertaiety (yrs) Upper E _SMVQ. ( w-«w

Lower Sov 1

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, or number of projects that influence
this estimate?)

Hech ewéf-éa—_ua{ Heph Steed) Clesra

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be dlfferent
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? . A
be po O T f"”t Sins
. Mol

bl frginy 65

Do you believe that the habitat which protected t%.e w

(’wzng ‘fﬂi the resource? (Yes or
rN f%e
If the habitats are n curren m1t1 could you imagine a

realistic scenario where they may become 11m1t1ng‘> If so,...

Estimated negative impact (%) if option is not implemented:

Uncertainty (%) Upper:
Lower:

Assumptions:



t the effects of this option to be different
Sound?

Is there reason to e
outside of Prince willi
If so, how?

PART E - Enhancement potential

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%)

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? 5 w /\»"“"é‘7 f”[ =

Summary for Parts B - E:

' Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)
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PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

‘Uncertainty (yrs) Upper:
Lower:

Assumptions:



PART B
Option (suboption) under consideration §,? %ﬁ

Degree of recovery with 1mplementat10n of this optlon'

Expected recovery (%)__ (00, 00 O

Uncertainty (%) Upper /00 Q&
Lower Xoj, voo

Estimated recovery time with implementation of this option:

Expected time to recovery (yrs)_&" 5 r”Q

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper @)
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, or number of projects that influence

this estimate?) .
O S i U Sl o e M
({/ AN C, (o .
s ¢Lm o afas bays
;77/ ,i@wf ﬁééiuhj¢§§ifiéiz;%€,AZé:f:/éiF azf%@1 [ ‘ﬂAkmigéét .
Is there reason to expect the effects of is option to be different

outside of Prince William Sound?
If so, how?

OMre Lo (‘mr““ﬁ o ds (v (074?47 o~ G, M
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PART C kW

Do you believe that the habitat—which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so,...

Estimated negative impact (%) if option is not implemented:

Uncertainty (%) Upper:
Lower:

Assumptions:



PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Ccan this option be combined with another option(s) to acqélerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further? ){0 s C Z o I‘S

Z '
What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years) © m_—
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper:__ (O Aptse ——
Lower: TO LO"‘"“"'
Assumptions:
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Expert’s Name: ;:!. . 7. Date: . . i 0
PART A

3 " i \- /
Injured resource [ .-z oyriw T

I ATy I ’? )
Pre-spill population estimates for pws ~ ~00. 707 = Kz
(un"oiled) NG /2 [ are . B 4
Post-spill population estimates for PWS 27 .- /oY 50O
(oiled)
[Metric used = . - ]

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent) =~

Uncertainty (%) Upper 0O T .
Lower ~ /00 T coes 7 R

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs) /0 tea . o N
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper > X
Lower .7

Assumptions?

Habitat{)" -« . |

o : o . R

t\{f. E , -t .
D%sturbance:(%;(;j;
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e
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Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

7
N

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

@ .

Expected status (% of pre-spill) — /%
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PART B ‘ »
K o

Option (suboption) under consideration I .- -

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) -
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper C
Lower - 75

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) !

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

i

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper o
Lower P

o

Assumptions? (Are +there assumptions such as the level ©of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

ICelicee oo ‘ o A

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
N



Fry -4

mamd
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Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)
If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper

Lower
Assumptions:
Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}) , ' e T

Urews, b e Vet st s e 14 {lu oopuoa
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PART E

If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?
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Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed

restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)
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PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all

relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...
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PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration _ ¢ .+ T {.

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

50

Expected recovery (%)

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper )
Lower ~-!°

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

-~
e

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower ~

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is pf/tected by this option e
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or Noj L{k&@q woet au14L1~(1 e

P’\L&?\J’E\AS Al L ke over Flw (oS e CAAS-

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery

rate)
5O
Estimated negative 1mpact (%) - ‘ et o)
{ te S 5 ")Q] II /t/(_c' CO 77,.". r{u s T 1 /1A

k_-r\,(,s.(] f{‘j:)vwf PR L L

Please try to quantify your uncertalnty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this

range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper O
Lower —/OO

cwhatl eo ’j‘hvt‘a

: ' L (( 1 I 1 V9
Assumptions: LU den ¥ ALl : S
Mornis ko EAT 60 s ks e VT - e

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?
If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
' and/or Prince William Sound} . ;
‘Abbjij: Maw  be Meou Ciliead tho .A?fm‘ﬂﬂjt ain ‘t?g‘”f’
34’/ 1 v g . 4 ~ P ' 7o’ { ’ o /, 4 L
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M de PGS, Gwund et vl A oAl & e »x mmau.?
acipr To wndlasTn m{(’f;:f e,
RT E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?
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Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 107?, 8 in 107, 99 in 100? ...) "

‘\C {'\&.)\ :./{ O’{ }}( !,‘\': / L}"‘\/‘\ﬂ\ ‘;",i:,?, \ - NI [PaS ? Mk’r)a‘.’ j-Rv T) “\‘-‘ 4+ -, U ﬁ-\ NN
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PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further? j&g ' Tinevcaseys

le@aﬂ_(f /lb .)LL[‘(“ s b 8 o [P /O

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...
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PART B

—.\ o a T et \f_--\ e
Option (suboption) under considexation - - =~ S N

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best~-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)___ I

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.
Uncertainty (%) Upper G‘_
Lower_ — -

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper ~
Lower 25

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

L

P I ' ~
] . i

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
%

t
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lowver

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound
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PART E Cnde\ A SV oo ’ e (L

If the rate or degree of recovery can)be 3enef1ted bf 1mp1ement1ng
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?
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SBummary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

23 A |0

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the

rate or degree of recovery even further? —7f ¢ GV SNV
wetvtadia o paisd bosad & g o S crat ol e Tt S SR
AVARA S - I o0 . L & \-f("i e {’ AN § va B /}: {"‘ij,l RN AR [P vt S“ﬂ '

What is the maximum poténtial rate of recover&? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?) . ~ ~ D

Ty
o O -
Expected value (years)_—'-

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper PS
Lower 2

Assumptions...
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Expert’s Name: I‘?rcl;aej Fry Date: ¥ [ec ‘92 3
PART A

Injured resource_ﬂZngA_fZJT!Aﬁé

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS ~ 300,000 L’q7 z)
(un-oiled) 120,000 1968 €9omarC

aO
Post-spill population estimates for PWs __ & 9,- /0¥ 000 { '97‘>
(oiled)

[Metric used = ]

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent) "S’Q- v

Uncertainty (%) Upper 0 <\¢\c\¢
Lower -104 %

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence

interval. .
‘D.O 7d bAﬂ\L
Expected time to reeavery (yrs)_ |0

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper_ &

Lower 720
1 ?
Assumptions? 64"’"'1 landva K—M”C"‘ua 10 Bl sipen 1389 so ccm‘wM'*on MH. Fr.a,u. -Fs\q
Habitat: ‘ﬂl a Me(’&“‘ J‘U caﬂ"“ﬂdﬁ)
old a{uwh. \a@ga o.(ouné "")S u‘“ Ncréese .
Disturbance:

Mo
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Harvest (mortality):

————

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

ﬂw Q,w faru‘a"wn (o('nk o rnaLa rfa\jec"

Had the Exxon Valdez 0Oil Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) =S0J,
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PART B

*
option (suboption) under consideration ﬂﬂ‘*"f%m“q "'030}6«\ c’.‘-zl.

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) _~507%

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval. '

Uncertainty (%) Upper__~0
Lower <%

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)__ 24

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 12
Lower 30

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that

influence this estimate?
‘Taralj"" anceni-m\*on areas May d'ﬂ""q&( BoZ 4 ""”""J‘l/ ot o lo COSL

bo Hs T\ﬂq

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

) Gergeaglice! bk ? ot dibonce Foom shone F ;;,?;,,5, wrorcelel,
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you-imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper.
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince Wllklam So

be as @\.epu,io-‘ oJ‘S‘AQ oF (NS, !Wl’(;oesn‘# Le.{wvé
Weab e Murrdb‘(

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mplement1ng
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-E: e 3!

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)

1 ok &£ o A-mﬁc,ﬂ. oF WQ,R“"‘G He dafuha on

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B

option (suboption) under considcration__[gné acz‘;ul' sl Lflc’ﬂ

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) -ﬁ (%4

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of

expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval. ‘
4{0”‘1-0 dec'fne.

Uncertainty (%) Upper O
Lower_-y00

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) ’2’

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 5
Lower -30

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this esti atl?)

S5 f"‘:ral\‘ﬂL'Ql La.LfLJ‘ {ro Ect-ion

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you- imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact -on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lowver

Assumptions: .'@5 mL,nse Sa' men ba.uq/y inlo'o-c“\'ﬁﬂ

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? ,

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

Mere L(’/'e;‘u'al - covld Jv\map_ \’)\’r'u‘.(“cvj A&M’A&Q —Yrom IS—\/(j in
Cou\d (AM\NO-“Q Mrea Se \ac,o-\\a .

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementin
the above option: :

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

3 o\ & 0.

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years) -50% , 2@ y S

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper__ /§
lower 3¢

Assumptions...
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Summary for Parts B-E:
overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?7, 8 in 10?7, 99 in 100? ...)

SO.SC (enly cghicn dond)
§0 or Who .*iog,u, of\-)ons c-”'.'ec).

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B

[y

Option (suboption) under consideration_ Ogocle {

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)-37

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval. '

Uncertainty (%) Upper _C
Lower -%09

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) [5

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper y
Lower 29

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
nn}'}influence this estimate?)
50% ofF Alon

in (U Ml’c ‘aru)s

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

! on JF mMaANR oreas — C/icjur€‘ ONMECA S O'F kﬂfrlnd fra)k){ Q&l-(o-
?’C\-?}- oF \n;gfﬁ«,,, (o4 ‘F;? /wrrde.#,

"('emc\,g (’CJQC\.&Q OF Sc.\mon (ro\;\Li)"Cé



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected IE( this opti:l.'cc:a '
is limiting for, the resource (Yes or No) Unknown, vk ¥ is vals y
be \imitiva ciaky Now Yocause -

If the hablitats are not currently- limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery

rate) lxs o SU%
Estimated negative impact (%)__ -57

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall ‘outside of this
range. L
T‘"d m AN UNEN s
Uncertainty (%) Upper_ (O —_7 é
Lower_ -/00%

Assun;ptions: i Mar mo«‘»\\ worked on bb X% M&Lﬁ is \"SL Hory He
FTU\O\-‘M Wavle \K’/CoﬂFr"-tA v so,0

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how?  (Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound) :

Ry Mo\l be mere cetleal on /L no.L.
FernenLe/ ‘Mm-!" O&SLV' Cen OCCUr w‘f‘lw.a‘,_j\ /\rzeej,

PART E

If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementin
the above option: '

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?





















Expert’s Name: 5,%,, géﬁg Date: ;z-/o0- 72

PART A

Injured resource

Pre-spill population estimates for P
(un-oiled)

Post-spill population estimates for PWS
(oiled)

[Metric used = ]

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
* be used to represent continuing decllse; with -100% = local

extinction.) okl 5y 0f

\qg ' Expected recovery (percent) —2¢ Z oa |"|8’8 \ 0"” \ So
whtcl Qﬁ/eﬁ» s

.Y( c)xd?s Uncertainty (%)  Upper _1%___ s owld o st Va2 S'Z

Lower

B A f‘Aakbﬂ-cF i

by %}/ Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please

provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs) g

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper_2° wlo kaows.
Lower__

Assumptions?

Habitat: o c\/\w'oz

Disturbance:

*« 198§ Assuma Awo-a,t 0/"3 (‘Qflroédr}'h/e Cc,,/GthL-/ (s fQAduA 5-370
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Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill mot occurred, where would you' expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) %ual b&ama ro.L'aS



PART B C

T /Lmes
Option (suboption) under consideration _L/xsec3é fishesies Manag

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a'single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with

the implementation of this option. Ass wes o S—OZ =
umMm J'LU'@
Expected recovery (%) _— /3 Z (p)ﬂv'

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your ﬁncertainty by providing a range in
Years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

ASsumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery"

reastm 5 Mll o“ow 'E/ e "'Un&(! L""QJL
AooL 0.55-“5m1/7" mf""’e" N
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PART A Qg,% 70r(7“)ﬂ

Injured resource Har “("‘7“ (o D"\Ck > /\ S V_:;

-

" Pre-spill population estimates for PWS é DOO” 4 U waw—‘« (9, — cur-

(un~oiled)

. . . E N~ I
Post-spill population estimates for PWS %‘)S ( ’ )
(oiled) Uez g (‘ «,»’7" .
IS | RS N N o L: o .
[Metric used = ﬁ @ "6“ -7 & /? ] ‘,w,i’. P \ et 3 ‘.‘ e L
No biead . e 1m0 ' ,' ” . flie
OUI VR Y. g'-'s.j PR A desie (

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill populat_?i':c';;xL WU;fd
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please ‘
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty e
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of 77"’

G st

the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range. =~ %
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence s
interval) \%

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100% }fﬂfﬁ _
means that the population is not expected to naturally return food
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can Cheay,

be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local /“07‘
extinction.) S ‘v_jff ‘.
d‘//w e /fv‘v‘ e { . ’
Expected recovery (percent) /0 OZ v// /;" r D 6
-—— { . L., Af.; 4 ! . f v g
Uncertainty (%) Upper /0° 7o Sere 5,\(@ 4. f~1 ~s52
Lower Yo% S

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence

interval. /002 20(;‘,4,4_
Expected time to recovery (yrs) o Te /@W.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper (O

Lower
. . / (AR
Assumptions? \ _. S ‘ ;’[.;, - ,/ g ~lJ
. A\ - } ! ( [ LA § » Lo ot N < . S :_-“ - I ) o
Habitat. T/\; ‘ “f/‘_ . £~ ] / ,L W ,_,'. . ;-4,‘.,' ,,';-.:’-J.U&' \-'j,llfr v/’ 'J/ \ ‘; N U ) ,; o C
W‘?:D . ;—;q:zfﬂ{ fe ’W Uo B 177,71 I e i aad
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Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in _e&» R0 years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) &3 /00%  (Sere o 6”3“5€*£C
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PART B // ,/ e /Q( T

[ony

Option (suboption) under consideration J~°}

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,

best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with

the implementation of this option. ﬁ*ff‘ i /7/ ég,/p l,ww,{;
Expected recovery (%) . \

e

Acknowledging that there 1is wuncertainty in £has assessment of

expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

!

Uncertainty (%) Upper T
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your bést judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time requlred to reach pre spill
population levels (or un-oiled)? l

{
Expected time to recovery (yrs) S }

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range. .
i \
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper Y2 \

Lower 2

3

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such: as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that .
3 influence this estimate?) \

7¥f/i I LV s 3

|

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

R



PART C \

N
Do you believé\that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for “the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single bast-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the source if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions™used to estimate the natural recovery
rate) .

.
\\

Estimated negative impact (%)

N

Please try to quantify your uncertaint§\such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range. .

Uncertainty (%) Upper .

Lower \
\

Assumptions: "~

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

Cpdln

ke, fiky
PART E ' e

If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? ;0_0_72 //ﬁjl g |




Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?2, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B . -
l% _Ff Q\v {m\
Option (suboption) under consideration A ,,ﬂ (&
/ MIEE V7 SRS Y > s -
Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with-
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)

Acknowledging that there is uncextainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to \gquantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) /C7
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper Af‘£259
Lower___## /[

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this est1mate°)

1 gl e A0 B orl ' g,

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C

Do you believe Ythat the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats e not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario\where they may become limiting? If so, please’
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate) N

N
N

Estimated negative im act (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions: \

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

\/O

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please”
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?7, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...
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Ooption (suboption) under consideration S:;UuVV”Q 'es‘c

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with-
the implementation of this option.

4:%/

Expected recovery (%)

expected recovery, \ please try to quantify this uncertainty by

Acknowledging that\\fhere is uncertainty in this assessment of
envisioning a 90% fidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) \\Upper
Lower

\
\
\,
\

With implementation of this”qption, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (&;s)
\
Please try to quantify the your uncertalnty by providing a range in

years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of thlS range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such.\as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural

recovery? Ua/

,//, ,f / ‘»1/ __{%
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which As protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes ox

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

)
Estimated negative impact (%) <§ﬁ3 ©

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper f?)é;

Lower__ Yo 7z

‘f@?w pereNo

oclics v Ore (Wack |

J

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

N



summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 1002 ...)

PART ¥ (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years) /()

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper /5(//
Lower /(O

Assumptions... . .
J de IS o cans dene




Ooption (suboption) under consideration

PAR'LT‘ B | - @ '?i,v«,é Uw/rﬂ:’d/l

Based on your scientific understanding, pldase provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with-
the implementation of this option. e o

—

Expected recovery (%) 'ﬁﬁﬁj ﬁ%bf¢ei7
o [ oo
| 1 17 OVV' '

)
Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of

expected recovery, please try to quantlfy this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval. (

Uncertainty (%) Upper !
Lower }

;\
!
\

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time requlreﬁ to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty byjproviding a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.
|
(
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper ﬁ
Lower |

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such . as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

1.
E
/
i
Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural

recovery? ‘\
/ ﬂ/é/ // Y C/‘V‘é
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Expert’s Name: BOJf ‘j;‘ pred Date: [ //6 /ﬁ D\

PART A
Injured resource kkﬁfigﬁ‘A\’“ X>uxc%f’8

5 b i
A (] . N
Pre-spill population estimates for PWS “Jo4 C/”/C<’Jﬂﬁ~ o,
(un-oiled) 7

? 2

Post-spill population estimates for PWS

(oiled) C. s (. (, _L_. ~b_z:_e_c _
R A R Ny Ovrive - Yy Habe oo ?l A |
[Metric used = O' i ‘ o ] - ’ - i l (»/\ &
- B S N B NS s . L T, v z
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Without 1nterventlon, to what percent of the pre-splll population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = 1local
extinction.)

v I} i / ; r ~ v/‘y L"" /‘ﬁ‘ rtj
Expected recovery (percent) 100% BISRCIE §

Uncertainty (%) Upper k/ /,4 L w{£[ SPUPLI

Y ="y
Lower y Hé ¢ /

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 579 ¢§4¢f

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper /©0C /c70

Lower = s
fa«v K X
Assumptions? A" »ﬁ: — L e Je 1S
Habitat: hdo Lo 7(ﬁ3)
ﬁ / /
- ‘,'/ s . ‘[ ot }
Disturbance:/,. . - 4 T. S
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Harvest (mortality): J ()/\,l,,uk( S l A 5, %,.4,9/6(/ /M A f

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in e, years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) 3\( Al (or Y
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PART B g 6( A&
. | T @Wé

Option (suboption) under consideration

7

Based on your scientific understanding, please prov1de a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is wuncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)? o

Expected time to recovery (yrs) , o

R

AN \ N v
)’_.

Please try to quantify the your uncertalnty by 6v1d1ng a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range -

E
T

; v~
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper ' \t”
Lower . \i /
.
N
Assumptions? (Are there assumptions su as the 1level of
implementation, duration or mber of projects that

influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptlons different from those we identified under natural
recovery? « rf-
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is 1limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? 5(? \;f— (;(ﬁn~<%? ) {A/; rQ o - &gfgcy
) 7/
(Tf’/(—?; . “7 :\J ;' ,b. - ‘fi{’&[/{/ .
| /




Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?7, 99 in 1002 ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



LA T

PART B \
. : . el #/(/§7L

e
o7
Option (suboption) under consideration o

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) \

\‘v

\
Acknowledging that there is upcertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try \to quantify this wuncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence inteYyval.

vy
N
a

Uncertainty (%) Upper

Lower N\
\

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)? \\\ , -

. _
. o , e
Expected time to recovery (yrs) } waﬁ'éwlfgfhk YT

oo g ¥t
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty (by prov1d1ng a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this rarmnge.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper éf////////\¥

Lower IR &

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of

implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural

recovery? [ o/
Cfdy (Lene



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncert?ijgy (%)

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



Vol oA

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration

Expected recovery (%)

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) &i;::> Z([7¥{%)
/ yd

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance tkat the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

Aﬁ%ﬂ



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing .
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? (\d (i:)




summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 1002 ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
mninimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B ‘

( O O;( fm

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation this option.

P
Option (suboption) under considerationstf"/

Expected recovery \ %)

Acknowledging that there \is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please \try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence \interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower N

N\

With implementation of this option, in yéhr best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)_ X 2 fD @O 1\ '7”"\2)(6
reted

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 1%
Lower |

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

u@ ~



PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is 1imiting for the resource? (Yes or No)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula

and/or Prince William Sound} . s o
Re /X Wja 0&;&2\(0\\@

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? //L) (j)




sSummary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?2, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the

rate or degree of recovery evep further?
410 o 7 s

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years) 19 %4/4.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper ‘/0
Lower

Assumptions. .. /MM _’(/,,7) L / / — /J

s b
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PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration fJﬂJLZ /Q C g
) ¢

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recov(ry (in percent) with

the implementation of this option. ;>/¢}z7

Expected recovery (%)

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

-/ A
Expected time to recovery (yrs) N2 2 20 7% = 60?@.
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper_ (<20
Lower ¥e]

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Y ’ 1y /4 d Crd
g ol T

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART C 4‘17%;7‘[7?4?

Do you believe that the habitatiér%l1 is protected by this option

is limiting for the resource?

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? 1If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

S PN ’*7“% /
R

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

VA



Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



Expert’s Name: Kdu./ fras! pate: /¥ L&c '92

PART A '

Injured resource J/&r!a/ Seng » , ,,,‘
c (g{r‘S

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS _L/IJ’C&S 198% /034/
(un-oiled)

‘M
Post-spill population estimates for PWS 1992 773 / 27 >L7'0,4. of 24
(oiled)

[Metric used = }S’} M\nzk

oreén s

mcfuées oiled § unm'eJ oréas

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = local
extinction.) _

Expected recovery (percent)

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower
Assumptions?

Habitat:

Disturbance:



Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill)




PART B
Option (suboption) under consideration Z'EQAUL buﬂ;/ ges

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper,
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

)W ha./lwl’ 6“1'&5 awaJ LL M a Mara M; /9/4% WL/ol /"dfl/;/’[!
aoy dovtlipmand it 32 prle 2 ol puscslhure, #,L,n(, fak ncks)
bﬁ‘:’@ ‘/
Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

Gon't Loww Jny Jéc',‘/"m,éj
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Expert’s Name: g(enl' &—&Ao.ﬁ’

PART A

Injured resource HQrLZ/' 5@ K .
% rend

Pre-spill population estimates for PWS Jdes [38€ 03¢
(un-oiled)

Date: /¢ j2r '

re

Post-spill population estimates for PWS 1992 77§
(oiled)

[Metric used = ]

Without intervention, to what percent of the pre-spill population
estimate (or un-oiled estimate) will the population recover? Please
provide a single estimate and then try to quantify your uncertainty
by providing a range in percentages such that no more than 10 % of
the actual degree of recovery falls outside of that range.
(essentially, we are asking you to construct a 90% confidence
interval)
(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with =-100% = local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent)

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Without intervention, how many years will it take for the population
to recover to the degree identified above? (If the degree of
recovery described above is negative, this estimate will represent
the amount of time for the population to decline.) Again, please
provide single estimate in years, and envision a 90% confidence
interval.

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper

Lower
Assumptions? o \
F - 7; l’ )f 8 Con‘l'*’nu y;ouJ
Habitat: 857 Jéc{mz | “rv; a
)
Disturbance:

wheb tece artel org Wfe MJ( and y”"lmf‘{ i ‘3 1'\611-(“
U\WLLV v{oua m‘ ,- / (f



Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you‘are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in years (the number of years provided
above as the expected recovery time)?

Expected status (% of pre-spill)




PART B

option (suboption) under consideration (g& AJ,;E/LW

Based on your scientific understanding, please provﬁ.de a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assunmptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

CW\& Lﬂ, xﬁsowa’ } L«‘ef Jurh7 /7_7 In
oo-ZamnuLc, %qomLe, _,l“ ML‘C" '\'\ al{] 9’ M ’/u’ﬂ é’“ A;f.

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

Fo.rr &c‘lfc.nL oxc(”%t ";/ /ch{e o «-Lefe Sc \}(4 7 fu/,j are
SequmL(A



Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
-and/or Prince William Sound)

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration MFV”"ULOﬂ / ﬂvcdl"m SL)JS'SL’/’Q'

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower




>
s

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall out51de of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptlons different from those We identifled under natural
recove

I‘F c_*c Q” ‘s 00’4,‘:} ) (ff/a(J‘/C/M //./lc: Y Owr Ij f{‘(l./(?(’ ‘v,;(/

declmz conlnued.

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound})

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)




PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lowver

Assumptions...

fecl
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Expert’s Name: ;&0 &;by pate: § JC ES
PART A - Natural Recovery

Injured resource_{ pmawn Murce

111 i : Gorren Lslands 130,000
Pre-spill population estimates for “RWS :
(un-oiled) *@

%n Tslends - fo-7-
Post-spill population estimates for 40 SOLC o
(oiled) (e 5

RV

Degree of recovery without intervention:

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can
be used to represent continuing decline, with -100% = 1local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent)+/00

Uncertainty (%) Upper: [/©O
Lower: 79

Recovery time needed without intervention:

Expected time to recovery (yrs)__g5

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper: /20
Lower: 57

Assumptions?

Do e

. 7 L( . 2 Lig : (it
Habitat: hshigg w»o° "0 ©F - VAR
o N S R F o
’/ 19 S ’}J,f. ra. ol a0 R ui‘ &
OuA U, ’ 7 L R

i I3 . ‘

Disturbance: \\)0 c-u,(_'( C{'\rq.’\\ ¢ o ' j7 ;“5 Y QrEn

Harvest (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill not occurred, where would you expect
the population to be in Naw years?

Expected status (% of pre-spill) /30,C0CC

y - B Pe BRI



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration r?quL At el

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)__ J0C

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper /! <

Lower -7

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 7ér
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper /[2¢
Lower s

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?

-



PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

M O

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E: !
,' b

Overall, what do you think is the chalfce that pre-spill population

levels will be reached  or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed

restoration option. 2%.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

wicre ro{’&}
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PART B
:

Y

Option (suboption) under consideration fdiucston - roduct 20210 Hamnce

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) /00
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper /lo
Lower 75"

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) ‘a3
Please try to guantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 12 <
Lower S

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

LTS LTI L A P S R R ey - -n,\/ [(r\‘)/
. Cwr T
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Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? NO

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)



PART B

&

Option (suboption) under consideration Srbave s Jp'SLng)(

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) [
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper /10
Lower 75

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to gquantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

VN

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?
NO

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 1002 ...)



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration . ‘7 - - L Sl

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)_ /oC

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper |} 0
Lower i

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 2
Lower <7

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?) )
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Are d&ny assumptlons different from those we identified under natural
recovery?



PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? w L c &
C\ B ] PR ‘ o

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)



PART B '
¢

i

Option (suboption) under consideration foA L E e

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) _ /00
Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper /10
Lower 7S

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill

opulation levels (or un-oiled)? '
Pop ( ) ASS&//niﬂ"f OJ/{,Q/ {—(:/ /(/f

. T T = 1 -

Expected time to recovery (yrs) 45 -~ =/ {;“ ig40 fl&(“

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in

years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper |2 G
Lower S0

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)
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Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions? WJ
NO

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)
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PART B Lot T

77 .. : \
Option (suboption) under consideration &UlfLQS{ AT
1 )

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)__ |00

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper [ /¢
Lower 7 5

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to guantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?) . |
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Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is _protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate) \\p

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? ‘

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mp1ement1ng
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?
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PART B 1

P

ey

Option (suboption) under consideration Sofe, ) Lol

f . -
Based on your scientific understanding, please prévide_a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs)
Please try to guantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which is protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or(gi)

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you  imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery

rate) :
No

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assunmptions?



summary for Parts B-E: (Tg

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?) /07%/<9‘/

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...
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Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



Expert’s Name: (DQAA ég%yl?/ Date:tZ/g/QQ,
PART A - Natural Recovery

s} cj\m
Injured resource ékhﬂbﬂvbfVl Murre ] 25,
| Bagndand 190, OUTD

Pre-spill population estimates for_pwWS

(un-oiled) ,(2(,500 - e~
Post-spill population estimates for BWS 4¢) ¢TD - 90,00
(oiled) / y

Degree of recovery without intervention:

(Note: 100% = full recovery to pre-spill baseline levels, <100%
means that the population is not expected to naturally return
to pre-spill status in the next 50 years. A negative value can

be used to represent continuing decline, with =-100% = local
extinction.)

Expected recovery (percent)t (00

Uncertainty (%) Upper: -flOQ
Lower: +13

25
To
Recovery time needed without intervention: !
Expected time to recovery (yrs) @ 85/
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper: |20 150 Ex
Lower:_AD ﬁ? e
79 5
Assumptions? O

. - . . PR
Habitat: AJ‘O MMJ\&LC’ o 6’]7/"11(/&) = Yo
S ) o dASFOLE
Disturbance: No s hed CUV““V\‘Qembv“f quM ngéf“ﬁiiﬁ;3-+_
phe otordo. T ALeetuy QQaumey e fﬁv Vi

Harve (mortality):

Are there any differences in the assumptions you are making to
arrive at the upper and lower bounds of your level of certainty?

pak/occurred, where would you expect

Had the Exxon Valdez 0il Spill Ak

the population to be in yea

"y
g

Expected status (% of pre-spill) i(j(9$L




PART B &d,u& it banee ot

Option (suboption) under consideration (ptonuen g 0 hbwwaA« actb¢LLUO

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) 'OC)
Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper Lo
Lower /151

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill

opulation levels (or un-oiled)? -
Pop ( ) wul feduce Ly
Expected time to recovery (yrs) ’?S’ ,ALC4Wﬁ“j v

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 120
Lower 50

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option: i

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill 1evels?LI>

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 102, 99 in 100? ...)
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PART B oy Wa, e dsocteam

Option (suboption) under consideration (w1 diotundlmirce QI'CLXQ1U33/

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) 'C)C)
Acknowledging that there 1is wuncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper (1O
Lower 15

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time requlred tE reach pre-sp. O{Fédb

population levels (or un-oiled)? AGAT(
nyn&j&han AAccn£<~
Expected time to recovery (yrs) '855 .

fo

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

/f,

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper | 20
Lower 50

Ly Ll

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

N Man

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery° \
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels? L)C)

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 1007 ...)



PART B Coharict soenal /;Mw.xﬁ{ o
celoviis

Option (suboption) under considerationuﬂﬂqﬂ”WLL AL
\

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) 'QO
Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by

envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper 1O
Lower 15

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) é" M%if(l%mL&flbﬂ

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

it see s s taddl be
Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 12.0 CbAA v = LA
Lover _ 50 applud Lionsares) 7
U Berero to S v
Mg Lag Mcm/@t? AL

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that

influence this estimate?) i
Qﬁ the Jechmae wodh, Yot codd Lo thee u»\wu&wy\}vd/

\

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre~spill levels? NO

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)



PART B

TImprave M
Ooption (suboption) under consideration ch Yyt Sito>—
v

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) 4 100

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to gquantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper WO
Lower 15

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill

population levels (or un-oiled)? U/KfAjUd&1 WO s '%T
Expected time to recovery (yrs) 84; QNVhﬂf%4ﬁ ﬂ426172294

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper |20
Lower SO

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels? ch) '

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?2, 99 in 100? ...)



< 7
Option (suboption) under consideration_ 4/alyud (etome s

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%)t (00

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper‘fl{C)
Lower + 715y

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill

population levels (or un-oiled)? Aggwpqvﬁ;jftaj‘6L,ﬁC::;ZT
U )

0
Expected time to recovery (yrs) Sﬁ —f7C)ngZUi /ngj Lf—um
30 nL
, . Az o OO Y
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty prov1d1ng a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper VZ{Q
Lower SN[

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementing
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels? O ’

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?

Summary for Parts B-E:

Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population
levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)



PART B

Option (suboption) under consideration fbAchLx. D&LUﬂli‘ @}M¢ﬂ4

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%rf(O()

Acknowledging that there 1is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper*[ﬂj

Lower #q 5

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill

population levels (or un-~oiled)? bbuﬂbhiég 40 © CfllCﬂﬁk?
— ‘ {)
Expected time to recovery (yrs) 2 ) 4156* N (

Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery
time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper (2O
Lower SO

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes or

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you  imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions used to estimate the natural recovery
rate)

Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range.

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound? :

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound)

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by 1mp1ementing
the above option: “l)

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



summary for Parts B-E:
overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...



PART B .
Option (suboption) under consideration jSKLCCLajd t)&SﬂQKvuij7d\&9
\ U

Based on your scientific understanding, please provide a single,
best-judgement estimate of the expected recovery (in percent) with.
the implementation of this option.

Expected recovery (%) +HoO

Acknowledging that there is uncertainty in this assessment of
expected recovery, please try to quantify this uncertainty by
envisioning a 90% confidence interval.

Uncertainty (%) Upper + (10
Lower + 15

With implementation of this option, in your best judgement, how many
years would you estimate the time required to reach pre-spill
population levels (or un-oiled)?

Expected time to recovery (yrs) ‘84:
Please try to quantify the your uncertainty by providing a range in
years such that there is only a 10% chance that the actual recovery

time required will fall outside of this range.

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper 120
Lower =0

Assumptions? (Are there assumptions such as the 1level of
implementation, duration or number of projects that
influence this estimate?)

Are any assumptions different from those we identified under natural
recovery?
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PART C

Do you believe that the habitat which 4#s\protected by this option
is limiting for the resource? (Yes @

If the habitats are not currently limiting, could you imagine a
realistic scenario where they may become limiting? If so, please
provide your single best-judgement estimate (in percent) of the
potential impact on the resource if this option is not implemented.
(Consider the assumptions use o estimate the natural recovery
rate) w
—
Estimated negative impact (%)

Please try to quantify your uncertainty such that there is only a 10
percent chance that the actual impact will fall outside of this
range. :

Uncertainty (%) Upper
Lower

Assumptions:

Is there reason to expect the effects of this option to be different
outside of Prince William Sound?

If so, how? {Note: repeat Part B for other areas if
necessary. Divisions = Kenai/Cook Inlet; Kodiak/Alaska Peninsula
and/or Prince William Sound}

PART E
If the rate or degree of recovery can be benefited by implementlng
the above option:

Do you think that this option could be used to bring the
population above pre-spill levels?

Expected value (%) Uncertainty (%)

Assumptions?



Summary for Parts B-E:
Overall, what do you think is the chance that pre-spill population

levels will be reached or exceeded as a consequence of the proposed
restoration option. (e.g. 1 in 10?, 8 in 10?, 99 in 100? ...)

PART F (To be completed after parts A-E have been addressed for all
relevant restoration options)

Can this option be combined with another option(s) to accelerate the
rate or degree of recovery even further?

What is the maximum potential rate of recovery? (or.. What is the
minimum # of years to recovery?)

Expected value (years)

Uncertainty (yrs) Upper
Lower

Assumptions...

— Guhaner s00ad ol redmction 4 puddD
lesyeo





