
OPTION: __ _ 
SUBOP'l'ION• • -

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COHKEHTS 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to iaprove rate 
or deqree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which ~ 
proposed action benefits 

-
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: ________________ __ DATE: ___________ _ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ _ DATE: ___________ _ 



step 2. 

HARLEQUIN DUCKS examp1e 

Place appropriate optionsfsuboptions into approach 
category 

For example: 

Direct 
Management: 8 29a 29b 

Manipulation: 13 

Acquisition/protection: 22 

Replacement 
Management: 

Manipulation: 

Acquisition/protection: 

Equivalent Resource 

Manipulation: 

Acquisition/protection: 

25b 

23a 23b 25a 

26a 26b 



III. RESTORATION 

Step 1. Divide Evaluation Criteria into 2 groups 

Step 2. 

Step 3. 

a) Science-driven 
b) other-driven 

Divide Issues into 2 groups 
a) Habitat Acquisition 
b) non-habitat acquisition issues 

Place appropriate optionsjsuboptions into approach 
category 

For example: 

Direct 
Management: 
Manipulation: 
Acquisition/protection : 

Replacement 
Management: 
Manipulation: 
Acquisition/protection: 

Equivalent Resource 
Manipulation: 
Acquis i tion/protecti on : 

Use the criteria a nd i ssues from step 1 to rank the 
optionsjsuboptions to produ ce 4 sets of r a nking. (e.g. t h e first 
ranking will be strictly scLentific criteria, second wi ll be non­
scientific criteria etc ... ) 

-



1. Alternatives. 

2. options. 

RESTORATION PLAN ELEMENTS 

General statement of alternatives, e.g. all 
options, management of human uses, direct 
restoration, etc. 

Descriptions of options as they are now 
constituted. 

3. Decision-making. Description of the decision-making process 
that will be applied in deciding which 
options will be exercised. 

4. Injured Resources. List of injured resources and services 
and the options that could apply to them. 



I. INJURY 

Injury to Habitat 
which habitat zone(s)? 
Community or ecosystem level? 

Injury to Population 
which life history stage(s)? 

SCOPE = importance 

Trophic level (How are other species/ecosystems dependent 
upon this species for prey or otherwise?) 

Ecosystem 
Geographic 
Global perspective (is it a T&E species?) 
Socio-economic 

II. RECOVERY 

A. Adequate through natural recovery? (if so, whose judgement) 
Anticipated recovery time 

B. Inadequate? 

Habitat (inadequate recovery of the species' habitat) 
Life zone(s) still injured 
a) feeding 
b) nesting 
c) shelter etc ... 

Population #'s 
By habitat types 
By life stage 
Geographic 

c. Limiting Factors (risk analysis) 



OPTION: 3t(= 
SUBOPTION: 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

~· 

-t-

-t-

+ 
4---

.J-

4-

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: ~~~~ 
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ ___ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

4--
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DATE: 7-t-f :l---

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION:-=1 __ _ 
SUBOPTION• B . 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response X more clean-up work may 
or restoration actions need to occur at some 

oiled sites 

Potential to improve rate X more 'official' 
or degree of recovery personnel will help 

slow looting etc ... 

Technical feasibility X 

Potential effects on human X Normal risks with 
health/safety field work 

Relationship of expected X 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X site-stewardship may 
be cheaper 

Consistency with Federal X 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for addi"tional LOW 
injury from proposed action . 
Degree to which proposed "enhancement" doesn't 
action enhances the X apply here 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed field-presence will 
action benefits more than X help in other options 
one .. res. jserv. as well 

Importance of starting X looting-rate has 
project within the next escalated since spill 
year 



CR:IIJ.'BRIA FAVORABLE O'lti'AVORABLB UBQOD COIIJIBN'J.'S 

Potential for additional X As long as volunteers 
injury from proposed action are"adequately trained 

and supervised by 
professional staff, no 
additional injury 
should occur. 

Degree to which proposed X By bavinq a cadre of 
action enhances the volunteers in various 
resource/service communities, 

appreciate for the 
value of cultural 
resources should be 
enhanced • 

. Degree to which proposed X No enhancement 
action benefits more than anticipated 
one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting X Project has already 
project within the next begun, it must 
year continue for several 

years to bave a 
positive effect 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:Sanford P. Rabingwitob (favorable) DATE: MAy 29. 1992 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ ___ DATE: ____________ _ 
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OPTXOB:t 1 Arcbaeoloqical Resource Protection 
SUBOP~ro•: (At Site stevardshiD 

CRrrERXA 'I'AVORABLB UJIFAVORADLB 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions /( 

< \ 

Potential to improve rate X 
or deqree of recovery 

Technical feasibility X 

Potential effects on human X 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected X 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 

Consistency witb Federal X 
and state laws and policies 

wnaron COIOIBII'lS 

other response actions 
can lead to additional 
damages including 
looting and vandalism. 

These resources are 
not restorable, but 
continuing damage can 
be lessened and/or 
stopped. 

Yes 

Volunteers will face 
risks normally 
associated witb travel 
in boats .and small 
aircraft 

A portion of funds 
u~ed to implement this 
sub-option will go 
directly into local 
economies in the spill 
area. 

Significantly less 
expensive than hiring 
full time staff to 
accomplish the Salle 
work. 

Yes 
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OPTION: ]/ 
SUBOPT·ION: 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost.effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
reso-qrcefservice 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year. 

FAVORABLE 

K' 

\( 

~ 

'),C 

'>( 

~ 

\C 

X::. 

)( 

)(: 

k 

AUTHOR,RECOMMENDATION: __ ~~~~~~~~------
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ____ o ______________ __ 

. 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

A/()~~~. 

C'~r~tJ,~ ~'ffvt.V 

/UI-1)~.(.~" I 

t'f?t(,l.ll ... ~.IJ.-. a..c.e.. ~ 
"Jr 

Al~;v ~~t4t.~ 
~""~~. 

~IWdS 4.-(.L a.~~~ 6'~ 
c,A-)A....6. 

A/{)f"' .l.t/:;j ~ """'-t1U?'iv'w;.t..6R 
"")'v'Da.C i,.._,fiLAv~ ~7-i. J.. 

~lhf'+~~~ 
t;;::;,Yt/v.t:~ 

lc/&j 

-;;~~~~· 
-

:T~ti ~ 4~/C4t.L, J 
tt.p~~-~v 
f'~ut e..6tlec.~ • 

DATE: ?fz(rv 
DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTIOR:f33 Deve1op integrated public information and education program 
SODOPTJ:OB: (a) develop program to provide and distribute up-dated information, and educational 
aroducts 

CRITBRJ:A 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances tbe 
resource; service 

I'AVORABLB UBPAVO.RABLE UIJDJOW!I 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

COIDIBR'l'S 

No effects anticipated 

Many people want to do 
the right thing but 
often lack necessary. 
knowledge 

Yes 

No effects anticipated 

Educational efforts 
are normally most cost 
effective than 
enforcement approaches 

A single, coordinated 
information and 
education effort will 
be more cost effective 
than each agency along 
producing products 

Yes 

No effects anticipated 
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Cll'I'fBRU I'AVORABLB UNII'AVOBABLB UllD0101 COIO!IBRTS 

Consistency with Federal X Yes 
and State laws and policies 

. 

Potential for additional X None 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed X No enhancement 
action enhances the anticipated 
resource/service 

... 

Degree to which proposed X Both the 
action benefits more than archaeological 
one res.fserv. resources (artifacts) 

and the services 
provided by sites 
(historical context 
etc ••• ) will be served 
by the proposed action 

Importance of starting X No comprehensive 
project within the next program of restoration 
year work can begin on 

these resources until 
this work is 
completed. 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:Sanford P. Rlbinowitch Cfayorable) DATE:July 8. 1992 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 



1 

()'-'fFFtf.< z_.t~;vtrJ 1-=-tJ~ ,;'V~Jrt.v~ IFIAPf 
OPTION: 2 i?f 
SUBOPTION• P • ( Ntrt.tiT t'tftl" ....,. tDiltV,TY l,ANP 0 ·-f'..t-.1::..... N'~N' Jl~~t.eel/.1/fl) . ...... ~ 

. 
CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

t:.,Pc-4/.-P ill< c:;,.-,p, ...... (f#' ,...... 
Effects of other response X ort-111"~ ..-ft:'itiii'I''rlfiii'V ~r'fM!'J 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate !\ or degree of recovery 

T~chnical feasibility X 
Potential effects on human X health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
tJ....., r.., ,~..t .,l>l>'r'~"'" 

X ,..,_,IN4t ,F-tl-" J.Ve4t.f--'~~-, 

costs to expected benefits <tl/4 '""e y .,..,.,., , .:v., t: , .-c --r 

Cost effectiveness X 
. 

Consistency with Federal X and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional X 
injury from proposed action 

;"'14 t" ;"'~'""'"~~' t.../f.lf 
Degree to which proposed --X ~,,,.,.~ TI~Mr- T IJI4;V 
action enhances the 

~'-"~~H4.J~ resource/service 

Degree to which more X proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X -

project within the nex.t 
year . 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: DO rr DATE: 7/8'/., ~ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 

'J!t 4RP f.tAr7r.Jrf'IIJN'. F'~ 
I''-' 1"1 c.(} r't I' <'VT /,vi o 

~MA&I'/4$1! Or h"t'J/I""'t;.. .;f~tr.'f.f Z.. SutJU'CliArnr/ 
J'J.t.fi'Td~"TIV~ ~-r ... ·-u, 



OPIIOit :-=2..::;9 __ _ 
SVBOftiOit: JU .. ld llaale: B.arl~iD DUcJt 

CRJIJBillA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to ~rove rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

.cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury fro• proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
aore than one res.Jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
1•ear 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECCMMENDATION:~yes~----------------

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: _________________ __ 

X 

X 

X 

DAi'E: 7108!92 

DATE: __________ __ 



.~ 

CRI'l'ERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
X. ~ I"~" 'llu~l< ,f #J. r_<Jdci 

or restoration actions /~ ft>. ,d,·~A ::f atf.em~ 11 .. 
Potential to improve rate ~ lfV M-¥~ 1 ~ ~ )t f 1-Jtl.:ft:tfvt.S ~ 
or degree of recovery X W(e. AD .n ~.J ~ - "Ttut.f 'fat. ~ ~ 4--t{ 

Technical feasibility X ';ftu--d_ '· ~i4 Mt~. h ~~ 
Potential effects on human ~.,." ~ro... ~~ A 

.A~L;;... t'f-
X 

~ 

health/safety 91/urr-w~ ~ ~ tLAJAa&- -n ~ ,4Mt.([ 

Relationship of expected )( ~~ ~~vd-;'. ~ ~ UR.-ilt/, 
costs to expected benefits ~ A..l ~.JJ ~r -w- 1lAL/J ltA.~ 4~ 

Cost effectiveness X-_ v V(u '-,S~ .. ~ 'J'Vtf. 'h., ~~ 
Consistency with Federal ~,[ ~~cl ~a6 r.e ?L~f-

X and State laws and policies ~(~ ~l~tj. ~k_d2_ 
1 

-Jp ')Ja ./.J-1/ ~ 

/0 4~/t~UJ., o/E£ "v~ ~ c. 
"'"If, , 

Potential for additional 
X 

IY(Q. t.-l.A.-

injury from proposed action bph,j;? et.a.. _1_ liR~ t> ~ ~ .26 t(. .i 6.- • , 
Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the >( 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits >( -more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next /' 
year 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: ~dY~ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ___ ~-----------------
DATE: ~v 
DATE: __________ __ 



OPTION: ~ 2 
SUBOPTION: /]> (,,ll~~t;. s~rH<'ftr A.tr-fl) 

. 
CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNRNOWN COMMENTS 

~t?"' vP dt:" &Q,;wt "' ...,,., ...... 
Effects of other response X Q'f'lfi-t .ttetbf.IJ 1Tt9# O~TiwVf 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X or degree of recovery 
. ~. . .. 

Teqhnical feasibility x· ...... ~ , . 

Potential effects on human X -
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
f'!U.-,J I~PA _.,~ r""'t-Y 

X ......, A,._,.,.. ,v,-e-rJ JA4 T 
costs to expected benefits 

cost effectiveness 'A 
. 

Consistency with Federal X and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional X 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
X action enhances the 

resource/service 

Degree to which more ! 1'>1'1- '"' (.... ;f<'ir<'ff s w "'""A-r 
"""..t ,T, ,,.r ;t.r$t~4AA en ~ 

proposed action benefits X Si!"-tV1e¥I 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X project within· the next 

year . 
AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: /}(} f1 DATE: 7~&/Z. 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 



"'"'nrc. r~11 
OPTION: Z Z ,..,.,.A,..,r ;t..4£-ft 

SUBOPTION: .74 /srATC ~""'Ale$) 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE . UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Teqhnical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action.benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

Importance of start~ng 
project within. the nex~ X 
year 

X 
-

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:?oNJtOe..<. BuT SITI{ ~#~J A"""""''l' 
FlU"' t'*'~f-flfl{, AI[JOtA~&t:J 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

. 

CPtA,_.p /?II' ,::p.....,tJ!IV7f"P .....,, 
IT!-IrA. /f'e-tfi4 1J t'Ttt7- oi"TtfiiiN'j 

,:e?;l 4. r~~ .r"'" ,.,,.,..,, ,.,v ~ r 
A r"" "" 'f· · F-17)( Atf'Jt;llf A e..11.s 

Fu-'s F"lif ,f~r.-e'( 

""'4"""" r. 'f! A;.t.rtlf.J 
tN"t"e.r J '"'" 1 . 

V-1/t IAJ'tt• • A,,lriiN¥41.. 

~,.,/.1(... "'1~ te'"""" I..Vfu,e~. 
,lfrJv,.~~~,., -7 ~;( ~~-J&~e..<AJ ,.;(trJ.J ~..t~.r·. 

l!'e"C.;(tT;'f} Tf~-':IY-1t •.. s·.r.-e ~(er; 
,A.r tfJ" t _., -4 ~ 'f' 1" A~ <; tr ~ 

DATE: 778 7'1 z. 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTI'OK:f 22 Designated protected aarine area 
SUBOPriOR:fb) National Marine Sanctuarv 

c.RI'~BRIA I'AVORABLB UBFAVORABLB 

Effects of other response X 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility X 

Potential effects on human X 
health/safety· 

Relationship of expected X 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 

UIIDIOJDI co~s 

Designation of a 
Marine Sanctuary can 
be complimentary to 
the restoration of 
many martne resources 

Coordinated management 
and research for 
.arine areas should 
enhance the 
opportunity for 
recovery 

Establishment of a 
marine sanctuary is 
tedbnically feasible 

None anticipated 

Typically, Marine 
Sanctuaries are funded 
by Congressional 
appropriation and 
should have little to 
no effect on use of 
restoration funds. 

If a Marine Sanctuary 
is designated, funding 
may come through 
Congressional 
appropriation, thus, 
little to no impact 
would be made on 
settlement funds. 
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OPTION: 2. Z. 
SUBOPTION• £ • 

/"'Ad rre.rr• .,-, -A,,.-r A41f4J 

(""" dPIF '( ,._, ,._,7, ;~A,v.J') 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE 

Effects of other response X or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X 
or degree of recovery 

Teqhnical feasibility X 
Potential effects on human 

X health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits X 

Cost effectiveness X 
Consistency with Federal 

X and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
X·. injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
.A action enhances the 

resource/service 

Degree to which more 
X proposed action benefits 

more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X project within· the next 

year . 
AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: ~P IT 11"11' ; t:' I!" 6lJ») 

~ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 
C..t?U 1-/l t?tr e.~~.,., ~1--VI> ....... 
t:~ Ttf.r« t:>;Tiii..VS 

,.,,,r ,~l'uc_,,,., lP-v ; .. pwe 
t,~t-P~ ;fl-41/'-tPY ·~ J-"'~·e'"'' 
l'.t. -'Tile n ,,r S .,.-, T"(J 

/..e?'-' t:-t>ST t~,#TfPN' 

. 

-

DATE: -, /~ /4., 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION: 28 
SUBOPTION: Arll Jl114 _. t H ,.,Jf" c /V.,_.. /Ju,u H~Jt) 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response X 
~,U/.-P VI< e~8'"""' " -· 
PTIJ'jl"ti( AettiA ,o., ~~ f:?,_.T,MQ 

or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X or degree of recovery 

Te,chnical feasibility X 
Potential effects on human X health/safety 

Relationship of expected X costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness >< . 
Consistency with Federal X and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
v4-tt '4'tti • ,,.,~~,r..,rr~> 

X X ,4e&-r.rs e.t!JtA.4./) /TITNII'< '~cMt 
injury from proposed action ;~t,..sc.J~4e,J ~~t,.~tUW.S t-if/F 

Degree to which proposed 
X action enhances the 

resourcefservice 

Degree to which more ~...t' .-.;?;"t '"',... FQe.U/./Yif 

proposed action benefits X o.-v s,.~, ~~~e.~,.,-..,T,~'-
more than one res.fserv. us~'f 

Importance of starting 
X -

project within the nex.t 
year . 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: UAI' fl,,. t<1 I_IA"f S I[.{ ;1U,~J """'""Tf DATE: 7/'Jl /_, ~ 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION: Z' 
SUBOPTION• C.. • 

c'XTv"'P JTAI'-11"'1 Pt~~t=-1=-ltttl 

( .!f/"'1~#1 l=~ttrrr ~.t,fefltVJ 4e- 1) 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE 

Effects of other response X or restoration actions -

Potential to improve rate )\ -X or degree of recovery 

Te,chnical feasibility X 
Potential effects on human X health/safety 

Relationship of expected X costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 
Consistency with Federal X and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional .X. X injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
X action enhances the 

resource/service 

Degree to which more 
K propose~ action benefits 

more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X 

-
project within the nex.t 
year . 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: Prt-~-T£ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

V/f,t IA~t.l! - ~y_p,-,~,vl-vA _,f?l 

~~ ~__,lf_/1,.,1f'""'7?'~1'Tie,f 
U'"*l' ,,f~I-T NV ./A.vlt'Jiit.f,ut ~ 
HI& Ill. r &d..v,-,-,y;,uCIJ IJS~G 

-

/-P.....,- t! dfT en"" Til',., 

. 

V"'11fl41'frli -@ 
tel;'" 

.. 

·. 

DATE: 7/8/<!:f2 

DATE: ____________ _ 



17 k fp;vl S T~tv4,..,., fl""::tcr;tJ OPTION: 26 
SUBOPTION• t!J.:IC B • ( tf'tMUf./AJ~ /5 /VelAr • ~~~~4 0!1/U'') 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE 

Effects of other response X. or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate )( 
or degree of recovery 

Teqhnical feasibility X 
Potential effects on human )\ 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected X costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 

Consistency with Federal )\ and State laws·and policies 

Potential for additional X· injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
X action enhances the 

resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits X more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting -
project within· the next X year . 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:~ 1r eur Slfl!~ 
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

. 
UNRNOWN COMMENTS 

&HQU!:J' lfr t!;-et-VP" '"-· 
~;II#'~ rl'IIIIIJiTI~,. G,;rlt!J""'..f 

StAI't:.t!" N#lr11fltPUt1 J(;F 11#-r'TA-#Cif, 

/IUfe;t:.~~ i.rt11,..l -,P.,../.P iJ~ 
#lt=""F"I&Ut...'r T# ,_,,..,,t:.ti 

.t'fJVD,.-T. '*'f ,-,-T T~ICC 

~.r~ T., ,,..,~1-r,A-flfNT TH.,.,.,_. ~ 

e"'~--T'u ~'''rl~-~t. 
FW-"V#11-v4 ~ INe,.,f.,r,Jr{; 
lie.,..,.,.~ ., ......, " ,.., ;. 

. 

.J tA 6' t/),. .,-. ~ ,.,.,J/1,. 
~ 

I'J,t;v'"~ 
tA.,tlf 4Tt ~ t:lf"ltT;tiJit¥'1')" PI" 
~...ve,· rtr~,.., ~A~>rr~TIP-V r,1..,,... 
'.s&~l""111' TY~e'f Of: .,w;v,~U.ICIML#' <:~,4. .... 

DATE: ""7 /If / ., 2.. 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION: Z> 4&./JtAtlttJ' u,,_,....,-n 
SUBOPTION• A& B (,tPto(&H4!t:: & Nl?iV ,.l"w~UH-'IIc) • 

-
CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

e.• c..,., 6>t: e:.--;1--trl ........ 
Effects of other response 

.><. 
'fl-l,r;t "'e.r.tiA 'r •T"""' e>,.rNAtJ 

or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X or degree of recovery 

Teqhnical feasibility X 
~(A /l'f),OT; "" ,...... ,. .,. r ~1/e'c· 
~"""" I'" "'t Ttl I iNt t* U"ntr ,ef '!11-1 N e 

Potential effects on ~uman >\ health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
~ ........ ,-,.," r 411;, n,,.,.._,., 

)( f=IANIIN"~ ,::tllf ,~.~t~41'trl 

costs to expected benefits A~>,.Ney ..-""te-:,....'1: 

Cost effectiveness X 
. 

Consistency with Federal X and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional X· injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed ~ ~ot Vt:>I"T'. ~ ~'I' ~~t~VI I'll 
a.t,r4'ft:lt e..r-t1ill'"'"''~' cl' 

action enhances the ,>( I,QNI, • 'rt' .1<"'1 MIJTI/"t.r~~ T/I#IN 
resource/service Ji?NI~ T'f'/"'.f #F NNfi'.,!IM~-flt" ,~,.. P 

Degree to which more 
X proposed action benefits 

more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X project within the next 

year 
AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: 6_Q IT DATE: 7 'I!,., 2. 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 



_.oa;,;_ 

OPTION: 
SUBOPTION: A~tf. ( /Jvf lt. tl-/4 It' 2t A'""'- ~,. ~t:.~""'' ) 

CRl:TERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 
C.o1AIP tJ,:' ~,.,.,~,-~~p -""""'· 

Effects of other response X PrHt.f~ 4<:-1/"Ht$1 ,.,.,_ ut"TII""f 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X -· . i .. 
or degree of recovery ,. 

Technical feasibility. )\ 
s r,A 60#'J;. _.., """", 'f' T..,., Ke' UAA45 -t 
.,., ,_.!#,_,tr ,..,.,-;T;.,, T"I1'A.-' B 

Potential effects on human· X health/safety· 

Relationship of expected 
ff ,.,._ r 4-n-1 -4P, I(ICWV.if'-

X F ... ""'''""'~ ,I:.P#f , I..V~4· 4 S~r, 
costs to expected benefits At..t',.,ey ......,(;.,.,.,T; 

Cost effectiveness X . 
Consistency with Federal X and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional )( injury from proposed action 
S1A8_,,or;. ~ _..,A'( ,At?vtP& 

Degree to which proposed -X d,lf.r 41'~.( e~"' r"" 1.A/T' '1' oF action enhances the /.t?,.., ~ • 7 tr4,., l'tt orcer tfl-- Tll#f.Y 
resourcefservice j.sQ..-41d"' TY';~.s eJ1F ;+'1'<¥·1'..,-'eN.IIII' QH-

Degree to which more 
X proposed action benefits 

more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X project within' the nex~ 

year 
AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: PP ,.,. DATE: 7 /K7.,?. 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION: ~3 
SUBOPTIOH: A&ll ( jl)r.A,tc N/l$f; ~ ,;VtiN'• "'UJI Cf.l4fC) 

. 
CRITERIA FAVORABLE. UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

?Ot.At,P de'" &d'"" eJI~t'P """'· Effects of other response X PT'Ifp,t{. ,.,?4f<#l.f, rtd-v t::>~?"td"5 

or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X or degree of recovery 

Teqhnical feasibility X 
~~uMr. A c::J::;:t.r T-"1¥~ ,.~~l'lt 

TV> . t ~ ,. t-tf _, I!'At'T ntA.N t' 

Potential effects on human X health/safety 

Relationship of expected l!-'T"'I"S /;!Vt&--,;t14Jt'P 

X PIA-Pt¥4 r-Utt. A-drr""-'e..'f _....,,....,,. 
costs to expected benefits c:.. I!' ¥ t:-~A e.. ~, ~ tr ,;vT 

Cost effectiveness X 
. 

Consistency with Federal 
X and State laws and policies -

Potential for additional )(. injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
suBon. A: ~ f"-t t1 Y I J' If 

X 
~t-tr"'r'~ e/1'~1>,-rr ur ~,().-,. .. 

action enhances the 1"~4_, /'4PT#'"&- rtv- Tll-f""" .rt?;...,,r 
resource/service rr'"~''f {?? .-N"f1"Vr f'W/tel~,fJt/ ~~TftJ,A. ~ 

Degree to which more 
X proposed action benefits 

more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X project within· the next 

year . 
AUTHOR.RECOMMENDATION: ll.~ {.'f DATE: 7 /:.r~ /'92. 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 



CIUURIA 

consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits aore than 
one res. 1 serv. 

Importance of startinq 
project within the next 
year 

PAVORABLE OBFAVORABLE UIIKROWR 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

By definition, the 
program is consistent 
with federal law. 

None anticipated 

No enhancement 
anticipated 

Marine Sanctuaries 
will benefit numerous 
resources and 
services, including: 
coastal habitat, 
marine birds and 
mammals, seabirds, 
fisheries, 
invertebrates, algae 
and seaqrasses and 
recreation. 

Since the designation 
process takes 2.5 
years (unless 
Congressional action 
accelerates the 
process) greater 
benefits could be 
expected, during the 
10 year life span of 
settlement payments by 
starting this year. 

AUTHOR RECOMHENDATION·;sanford··P;, Rabinowitch- (favorable) · · · DATE:JUQe 4, 1992 
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: DATE: ____________ _ 
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OPTION• Z/ • 
,..,.o--v- r'tAA~tl4fc) SUBOPTJ:ON: A~"r:.~ (,.(A It' ,.,, tt· ~ 

. 
CRJ:TERJ:A FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNRNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response O"TN'~ &e?"'"" !FIE CP""'"'_.tr~ 

X ......... (I lf.lt'lt ~e-Pu IS 1 TltJ~ 
or restoration actions ~~ T ,,,...,./ 

to improve rate 
~cUI' I/~-<.)"' tr-H~P 1-v 

Potential X II .,VI, 'f ,.,. r-~;·- ;ti/A.tf45 -
or degree of recove~y ,.,,,.,.. TtiiFt-_.,.-,f _,,e,r I"'~PJ,tG-

Teqhnical feasibility /( 

Potential effects on human X health/safety 
IN' ,f/'l't.le,,pur ,~~;'If, 

Relationship of expected X e,-8 <l't, Tit? .Ot PC7P costs to expected benefits 

X Q/*Tii?AI' "'*"'"''G-4~ rP P.NI,'f' 
Cost effectiveness 4 FtriN' AA.ffA'./ 

X 
. 

consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional X. injury from proposed action 
~;",;v/1_.,,...-e Yf ~ rc.~vvtC.."f', t?ur 

Degree to which proposed 
X 

f,Y d'-¥1, "( A- Pc- A,tt.r~J action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
X proposed action benefits 

more than one res.fserv. 
I 

.. 
Importance of starting 

X 
,:i 1/ .':·t,; ... . !. project within· the next 

year 
AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:GgA'f/1~~ llHr dS ww J#~t,,orr DATE: "7/P/q2. 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 

···,, .. 



OPTION: z CJ 
SUBOP'l'ION: C 

e v.t? 1 ~~ ~ ,..,., r. ..-? .-t u--, 
( tert, 1/t A 7"1rl/ ,4&-rtPA/) 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNO~~ COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

X 

Potential effects on human )( 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year . 

X 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:~P~c~t~e~1~E~--------

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

)\ 

X 

X 

X 

tft)7U.Yfl;f(.. ~,< ,f411"~'f' 
J)N,t&..(v,,.,r.,.,,.J z rt~~ ......,,C/-1 
IJ (.( ,( t1 ~t;U ~~&'(-A£~, ..!f-_.;~~,llr) &' IVt. If" 

I l"tJ~t ttlt;tr lrl/"4. 41. z. A t:t tr ¥e-'f' 
:r f./A. ' ~I?' e. r "',.,. IIIlA 11 t,l;{'.,..., .$ 

t:.N'""'~s 
/'UN"',t.ve, 

./'11A ,..,., I. 

~PIN11#,.,..4t.-

,CI11( I;VC;(,;~f"# 

""'<-· ,. ""' 1" , ... $ 

t:.'"" ~-~ e,,,'l'~/er ,_.., ,.,~,..YI"'!S 

,II'J;t t? Tt"t: r lVI/' 4-1/"'14 t.fl. ~ r.l;-
1 ~ ~ :1·.) ,tfti'Vit.~.-f) 

DATE: _7_4.....;;~;....:./_9_2_ 
DATE: ____________ _ 



I 

-?() 
OPTION:_~:-_~ 

trv~'J ,.,~,.,.,~. /?ttt*/f 

SUBOPTION: /J ( ~,.-.,er-~ /'4t:t,....,r. Jdt.4Ad) 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE 

Effects of other response X or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
X health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits X 
cost effectiveness X 
Consistency with Federal 

X and state laws ·and policies 

Potential for additional X injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the >< resource/service 

Degree to which more 
)( proposed action benefits 

more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
X project within the next 

year . 

UNFAVORABLE 

X 

XX 

X 

-
.. 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: r~r. d? rlle7(.1e." r,~~#"''~""~ 
F!' 4.! "tl"tl/ T' ~.;4.;41' -""" f ~ovv 
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

,~,.,~16f , .......... .,. ro ~-"'"G. ,,.,_,f 
I"~TIF ...,...,. 14- t. ~;A ,.;1~11'-Y 

~ti"~I~,.I&T/1'~..-. · <:.,,.,.&~/e.rf 

L,.(.tt,.,; ~~Jr ~,-r;;..,., 

Jet;' @ 

DATE: ___________ _ 



.. 

OPTION: 
(4/o"''eNP c.~.-~ J f>ft /W If,.., i. ..4?'1") SUBOPTION: A .,f~ 

CRI'l'ERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE 

Effects of other response X or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility X 
Potential effects on human x_ health/safety 

Relationship of expected X costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 
consistency with Federal X and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional X injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances·the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which more 
X proposed action benefits -more than one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next X year . . 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: /P I C . w 'f ,_, C 11'1141' Til-" i 
IT ~dtiVttJ~·f L-t:U "-"111"1/"~T;p..v T!-14,..., t,_,_./) ;;j~&~V'I$/ru1'4-' 
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

)( 
•.111"""/,IC..-4 ,l.# ,,.,~,..,. TP 4C.TI"" "" 
"-IF tt"' u I 41"~ 1'11'-i"" 11]' 
'f-Art.tt;'l' ~,-v 1/'lUTI"'I'tr AHTI/tUITI r 

/,/)I-V C,.&1.f'r tl~f"I.?N 

X 
ft:t' ~ 

DATE: ____:7:....:..~_'3..:.../1_'f~Z. _ 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION: /Of $ul'fvter ;T~~_,,..,$ 

SUBOP'riON• -• . 
CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
su~vl!'f" ,.,.,;-t>,. ~t-AU ()>(.:" 

or restoration actions X /{Fil-~I._,U. '- '"""' 7:&. Ptr~ t~r,,,..,.f 
DA' l(.,f,lf",7 ,?(?M,~f'T"IQ-1./ 

Potential to improve rate X or degree of recovery 

Teqhnical feasibility X 
&Pe-t 1,/) c_.-'T41L- S ~~Vt: )' lA'~ 

1.-,fl'l (!,If ,.,,,;,; 
Potential effects-on human X 

J-' A/r"''"".J ,::.,IFt-1 .tu.evr'!'.f 

healtb/·s.a.fety LV. ~~~~t-,eiJ'I'lTr.e; - SG' ~t! 
1.#1$.-t$ f,VI/tfn, V£ /1 

Relationship of expected X costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X . 
Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies X 
Pot~ntial for additional X. L-P'-' p#T~_.,-,..., e. ,-::~-( 

injury from proposed action API' I rt~;v;1(... 1.-v.Tv-"Y 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the X 
resourcefservice 

Degree to which more ,......, u " Tl"' /-;" .1,/n-1¥"$ g: 

proposed action benefits X 
.ftf.l'lVIC1$ P~l"u.-.;,-...,r ,..., 

more than one res.fserv. 
,-p..vA p. pI'"~ 

Importance of starting """r Af .: ~~t, r 1e- ;fL- "".I 

project within· the next X .1 ~""" tf ill .f f",flt.f /VlTXT 'r~., 

. Du r ,._,-QMt,.p t1~ BIHr ro 
year loo $<? 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: bt? ''!: DATE: 7/2/qz 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: _________________________ __ DATE: ____________________ _ 



OPTION: \l 
SUBOP'!IOII: 

CRJ:TERJ:A 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

'K 

'/ 
'l 
X 

f. 
y 

r( 

y 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: ___ ~~~~~~-·----
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

UNFAVORABLE UNIWOWN COMMENTS 

"' X 
A~N9~tt 
--iw.L~ lAn.rvJJ ~~ 

fll,.., L() -tv !AnA'I~Ze., ~~ ..,..,.,v / " 

-

nu-~ Ct VJ~· 

" 
~~~~ 
~ fi.L/J--t ~ 

DATE: t/7 ta '7-

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION: 16 :fc ~) 
SUBOPTION: A. B C .._. 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response ~ X 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X ¥ X uncertain, but seems 
or degree of recovery likely 

Technical feasibility X J( 
Potential effects on human xi Dangerous work 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected X i If it works 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 1 X probably good 

Consistency with Federal X t and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional i X could cause adverse 
injury from proposed action affects, but can stop 

Degree to which proposed 

't· 
it'll be a long time 

action enhances the before enhancement 
resourcejservice could happen! 

Degree to which proposed X 1 Potentially 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting X G If fails, only adds 1 
project within the next year to a predicted 70 
year + recovery time, may 

shorten time a lot 
AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:Go forward DATE: 29 June 1992 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ____________________ _ DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION: J 'f 
SUBOPTION: 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN. COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

+-

+-

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: +~a.A'tllt!c=-

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

+ -

+--

+-

+-
DATE: 1-'1- ~ ""'L 

DATE: ____________ _ 



CRI'l'ERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next , 
year .~ 

,..--·~ 

(<~) 

·.: 

FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

p,s'" .l Mr. • -~ ~ ~ ll 

~'-ON:\~~~ .. . 

DATE: ____________ _ 



CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response ~~ ~-~ ~J~AltJ.t;$ 

or re·stora tion action~ )( ~f~~ ~~r-
, 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery >( 

Technical feasibility )( ~t"/J,.Y"e:JjJ~ -7!'Ctt v~ 
~ '-'-..OV'li~A'\. • 

Potential effects.on human ~) tU.d/18 a4. ~,.~ 

health/safety )( ~~~-

Rela~ionship of expected K costs to expected benefits 

Cost ·effectiveness X 

Consistency with Federal )( 
~M4,fwJ ~ ~(Jlc.... 

and State laws and policies Pic I 4-:J>,c.,.,fi>. 

Potential for additional 
>' 

"C.~+- .it~ t4d" ds {) 
inju~y from proposed action X ~~ t)ot .e~~ 

~~~~~-~Cif£ • 

Degree to which proposed 
~ 

0.If ~ ~c·/f.-.;~ pvot.Je 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice ~~ 

Degree to which more !:[~ .. ~ 'fk4 l<l, r 
proposed action benefits '( ~1'E ./fi,~ Uv'f~l S"'A--5 
more :than one res.fserv. 

. 
~/,J.t~. 

Impor.tance of starting 
X. 

Jllt:'«ut ~ ~ktdz.t c:r.;f ' 
project within the next ~~ i '(JVr~r -H c.N..fo .I'J 

year· ~ ~ t4.4:,,& tA4e 'if lA_ 
, ,.,__, -, 

AUTHOR· RECOMMENDATION:_~¥-~~-~~~--------
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ ___ 

DATE:~~~~1~~-----
DATE: __________ ___ 



• 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN. COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
~ 

~H A--I_Pitc~ ()V t1U) 

or restoration actions 44<Jk~4ktl .. lw; fi 
Potential to improve rate =~~~~s) or degree of recovery }( 

Technical feasibility )( )< 6'/?il UHf114l"c>evt... 

Potential effects on human AI~) .(k416 ~ 
health/safety )( ,utAI, ,.4.e rfv ~s. 

Relationship of expected 
)( costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness ~ 

Consistency with Federal ()·~ ~ uu.ts 
and State laws and policies )(. ~ )f'c.. AJr-,..tD~ 
Potential for additional ~ -neP.t ~"'w'w - jJU~.e_ 
injury from proposed action ><: , ...... · ... ~ ... ~ 

,j!' ~ ~ -,... ~, #~"":' 

Degree to which proposed A4-o ~~f.e~i.,{ ~ ~ 
action enhances the 

~ 
AJ,.'{/ ~~ vu -

resource/service bvd46 (~/ ~"t-f£-.rs). 

Degree to which more ~" ~~ bee:!. 
proposed action benefits ~ 0~ """" 4fU?e.GL-: 
more than one res.jserv. -

4'5 wet.! 45 ~tu- c.Jet.l~b Ia_ 
~ 

Importance of starting Ct't-llc.d -1-o ... ~ ¥kv I-
project within the next >< .g. CM~ ~ :Js-r ~ ~... ~ 

year 
-w 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: __ ~~=~~~~~------
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

DATE: ---~J1f,_z+-l~.:..;.'f/.-__ _ 

DATE: __________ __ 



OP'l'ION: I -:!J 
SUBOP'l'ION• • 

CRJ:'l'ERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

4-

+--

+=-

-t--

4-

+-

~ 

+-

+-
AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: ~voRA..t-~ · 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMEN'l'S 
..... 
~ 

"$v~ "0~~<14-e-c. 'H.-~ •f~..._ 
~~~t'ef~ (), .... 

AL~~v~ 

~ ~~ ~ l'-'vt;~C:.,'Ij'-

+- ,ef) ~>., e-t~tfvlc..~~ 

'\t)~ ~ v.a.L 0 ~ 

~C:W.C:~'"t- <.0 tl... . 

~ tt-~ot-e.,.(4..c( ~ 
~u;- 'f'flO'-'\- c. \...o~ l.e4.tL..~ 

- ~ ~'t>fl> '\\c.c:y ~ Q ~ 1 '~vwn e>W~ 

~'tc.~"~ ~~-e.s' . 
o\- "'"~((. --m.. r~ \ 'WJ.. Ss . 

DATE: ~-~- 72-
DATE: ____________ _ 



opriOM:f10 Preservation of archaeological sites ap4 artifacts 
SUDOPTIOII: 

CRI'lBRIA J!AVOilULB UDAVODBLB 1JIID0101 

Effects of other response X 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X 
or.deqree of recovery 

Technical feasibili-t;y X 

Potential effects on human X 

health/safety 

Relationsb.ip of expected X 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 

.. 

Of'l10NM. fOIW 19 (7-!10) .. II ol pege& 2--
To 

COIOIBiri!S 

other responsa. . 
""''-..LUI&I:I 

can lead additional 
/'~ ~ ~~o including 

looting and vandalism 

Tbese resources ~ 
not restorable, b 
continuing ~ J can 
be lessened or 
stopped. 

Yes 

Archaeologists will 
face risks normally 
associated with their 
field work. 

A coaplete 
understanding of the 
specific nature of 
injuries to these 
resources will assure 
that settlement aonies 
will be spent 
productively. 

This work should be 
bigbly cost effective 
as it will ensure that 
only appropriate 
restorative actions 
are taken at eacb 
site. 



OPTION: ---=-9 __ _ 
SUBOPTION• B . 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response X 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate X 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility X 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected could help resource 
costs to expected benefits but hamper fisheries 

Cost effectiveness X 

Consistency with Federal X 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional X 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed X 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which more X 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting X need long lead time to 
project within the next document extent of 
year problem first 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: favorable DATE: June 23, 1992 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________ ___ DATE: ___________ _ 



OPTION: ~ 
SUBOPTION· B • 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year ,..,_ 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:~~ 
J 

FAVORABLE 

v---

v-
v---
......----

v-

v-

(....--

v-

............-

.~ ...... 
' 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

~ _....,..\._\..._ ~·t-oc-~.Q.-\~ rl.... ,-·-- '~- _\. \ .. L ... s~A.o ~c:;: ~ "" 
. 

~·· .... 
w...~~~ 'J I; 

• 

~-~~te.fio.~·o .. a.L~ .-

' 

~QoQ~~~--~ 

~-~~~l 
oc.~ b . . . r~ 31\ 

-
M..Ci.OO. • o. c A .0 

~ • -- tr...,. ~cvr.. N t=S 
~ ~ ' 

u~~,..,.._ D. ~ 

~\.--±a..._. Q 

"-! 

-- DATE: 7/e\qc... 
DATE:-------------



OPTION:~O~S ____ __ 
SUBOPTION: A: Harbor Seal 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

X 

Consistency with Federal x 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional x 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: __ ~n~o ________________ _ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ____________________ _ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Education actions may 
enhance user accept. 

DATE: 6/11/92 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION:~O~S ____ __ 
SUBOPTION: A: Sea Otter 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN CQMMENTS 

Effects of other response X Education actions may 
or restoration actions enhance user accept. 

Potential to improve rate X 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility X 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

~ .. 

Relationship of expected X 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal X 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional X 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed X 
action enhances the 
resourcefservice 

Degree to which more X 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: __ -=n~o ______________ __ DATE: 6/11/92 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ____________________ _ DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION:~O~S ____ __ 
SUBOPTION: A: Harleauin Duck 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate x 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility x 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected x 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness x 

Consistency with Federal x 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional x 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed x 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which more x 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting x 
project within the next 
year 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:_.y=e=s ________________ __ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ ___ 

Education actions may 
enhance user accept. 

DATE: 6/11/92 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION:-=0=8 ____ __ 
SOBOPTION: A: River Otter 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

X 

Consistency with Federal x 
and state laws and policies 

Potential for additional x 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcefservice 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: __ .y=e=s ________________ _ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ ___ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Education actions may 
enhance user accept. 

DATE: 6/11/92 

DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION:_=a __ 
SUBOPTION• A . 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

~ -

X 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: Go forward 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: _________________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

X 

X 

X 

Public relations 
especially 

DATE: 8 July 1992 

DATE: _________ _ 



OPTION:~O~S ____ __ 
SUBOPTION: A: Brown Bear 

CRITERIA FAVORABLE UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

Effects of other response X Education actions may 
or restoration actions enhance user accept. 

Potential to improve rate X 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility X 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected X 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 

Consistency with Federal X 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional X 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed X 
action enhances the 
resourcefservice 

Degree to which more X 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting X 
project within the next 
year 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: __ ~n~o ________________ _ DATE: 6/11/92 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ____________________ _ DATE: ____________ _ 



f.<· 

OPTION:---.!..7-~ 
SUBOPTION• :B . 

Cl.:tftUA FAV~~t.E UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMM!:NTS 

Effects of oth~r r®-SJ!)OfiS@ X If new d@sign~tiG>-ns Gf" 
or restoration &,ctions regulations ilil..;t@ maGle 

Potential to impi"OV@ rat@ X depending on the abbve 
or d@gree of r~GGV~ry 

Technical f@asibility X 

Potential effects on hu-man X 
health/safety 

-

Relationship of expect®ct X 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness X 

Consistency with Federal X 
and State laws and policies 

·- --

Potential for additional X Disturbance? Change in 
injury from proposed action wilderness perception? 

Degree to which proposed X 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which proposed X 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importa-:Ree ef s--&a-rt in9 X 
19-:g-e j e&'E wit-h~n t-he :Rext 
ye,a-:F 

~-~--........ ~" -· 
Z.fl::J'FF£9R- REeo·MrliJ:=ErN'B~!fL-1'0"N : ~e f.!i::u~:l&:lil!ciG'f u·Be!tl t:~g~ ~t::~ DATE: ~- Julv "1:~92 

R.PWG R-ECOMMENDATION:....;;··=-··=··========= DATE: ___ ~======= 



OPTION:_~7 __ 
SUBOPTION: A 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVO:RABLE 

moderate 

X 

minimal 

X 

X 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: wrap 1nto OPT33 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ___________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

X This could be 
accomplished by opt33 

X 

X 

X not necessary although 
some pub. ed. needs to 
begin promptly 

DATE: 7-8-92 

DATE: __________ _ 



OPTION: ~ 
SUBOPTION· A • 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcefservice 

Degree to which more 
proposed action benefits 
more than one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

~ 

~~ 
fl 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: .\ ... 

" 

FAVORABLE 

~ 

v-
v---
~ 

~ 

-V 

v--

~ 

-
RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 
ANI L..C..Ar s-~.?~~tt c.~ ~'S c...- ~~ •' ~~\\J_.·~ c._~l~ ~ 
~d...l~. -.oko ...... +. '~ 

v- P~CQ." 41 e.- .. ~.._ .-.t "'·~ ~ 
~~Ll.-'1\:~~ 

,\J 

~~ ee~ 0or- s 
~'~ llul._r .-... 
~0 ..... ...1,~ ].OL 

e .. i. .... o..L •• o \. u ~ - .. ~. ...... ~+:.. 
S..--c.&-~~t...o t:: .o --«..L-t... -

• ~~··· i. .J. ,.....-- ~,.c ~ "" c..6 """"" ~ -
~~~&~ ~c:. .Au 

(~ W- ~ ft ~ " (.. • , 0 '........c! ,:{j .,.. -......,.... 
DATE: 71 q""L ~ o ct.:~ 
DATE: ____________ _ 



OPTION:_-=4 __ 
SOBOPTION• C ., 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

X 

X 

X 

-

low 

X 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION:~c~o~n~s~1~d~e~r ____ __ 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

difficult but possible 

X 

X 

may hurt Good for target 
tourism species' and resources 

This will probably 
take at least a year 
to get established 

DATE: 29 June 1992 

DATE: ______ _ 



OPTION:_=S __ 
SUBOPTION• B . 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential.effects on human 
healthjsafety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resource/service 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits more than 
one res.fserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

X 

X 

none 

X 

- ~. ·-

X 

low 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: carry forward 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ___________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

best if 
done wj5a 

probably good but not 
great 

X 

through enhancing 
understanding 

user ethics may help 

not 
necessary 

DATE: 7 July 1992 

DATE: _______ _ 



OPTION:---=.4 __ 
SUBOPTION• B . 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical fea_sibili ty 

PotentiaL effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

X 

X 

X 

X 

·-··-·· 

X 

low 

X 

-- -AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: d1scuss th1s one! 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ___________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

If 4A & 4C are 
implemented 

X normal risks to 
employees, better for 
public? 

X Locations are so 
scattered ... 

X 

---

X No enhancement 
expected 

X 

DATE: 29 June 1992 

DATE: _______ _ 



OPTION:~4 __ 
SUBOPTION: A 

CRITERIA 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Low 

X 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: carry forward 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

may be very important 
if feasibility studies 

example of fishermen 
at Barrens 

X may not be needed 
birds may have adapted 

Better understanding 
of species 

DATE: 29 June '92 

DATE: __________ _ 



OPTION:_-=1'--­
SUBOPTION· C . 

CRITERIA. 

Effects of other response 
or restoration actions 

Potential to improve rate 
or degree of recovery 

Technical feasibility 

Potential effects on human 
health/safety 

Relationship of expected 
costs to expected benefits 

Cost effectiveness 

Consistency with Federal 
and State laws and policies 

Potential for additional 
injury from proposed action 

Degree to which proposed 
action enhances the 
resourcejservice 

Degree to which proposed 
action benefits more than 
one res.jserv. 

Importance of starting 
project within the next 
year 

FAVORABLE 

X 

X 

none 

X 

X 
~ ~ 

X 

~ 

low 

X 

X 

AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: carry forward 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: ___________________ _ 

UNFAVORABLE UNKNOWN COMMENTS 

X 

Education/protection 
only way to help 

Would enhance peoples 
appreciation of the 
resource 

X Depends on how the 
education program is 
designed 

Could help reduce 
current vandalism 

DATE: 29 June 1992 

DATE: ___________ _ 



AUTHOR RECOMMENDATION: go forward DATE: 25 June 1992 

Comment: This could be taken care of through other "field-presence" options; however, 
it probably can achieve the highest benefit for archaeology than restoration for other 
resourcesjservices. KAK 

RPWG RECOMMENDATION: __________________ __ DATE: ____________ _ 




