Large Ecosystem Level Project

Decision Support Systems Questionnaire

I. Overall Project Information

1.  Program name:  Prince William Sound - Exxon Valdez Oil Spill [EVOS] Restoration
2.  Contact persons:



Dr. Robert Spies




Ms. Molly McCammon


Chief Scientist for the Trustee Council

Executive Director, EVOS Trustee Council


Applied Marine Sciences



The Restoration Office



4749 Bennett Drive, Suite L


645 G Street, Suite 401


Livermore, CA  94450



Anchorage, AK  99501


phone: (925) 373-7142



phone: (800) 283-7745
email: spies@amarine.com


fax: (907) 276-7178








email: mollym@oilspill.state.ak.us

Mr. Stan Senner








Science Coordinator, EVOS Trustee Council








The Restoration Office








645 G Street, Suite 401








Anchorage, AK  99501









phone: (800) 283-7745







fax: (907) 276-7178








email: stans@oilspill.state.ak.us

3.  What are the program’s goals and objectives?

The mission is “to efficiently restore the environment injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill to a healthy, productive, world renowned ecosystem, while taking into account the importance of the quality of life and the need for viable opportunities to establish and sustain a reasonable standard of living”. 

Restoration will be accomplished through the development and implementation of a comprehensive, interdisciplinary recovery and rehabilitation program that includes:

-
Natural Recovery
-
Replacement

-
Monitoring and Research
-
Meaningful Public Participation

-
Resource and Service Restoration
-
Project Evaluation

-
Habitat Acquisition and Protection
-
Fiscal Accountability

-
Resource and Service Enhancement
-
Efficient Administration

4.  Describe the program’s strategic mandate, plan or framework.  Is there an agreement/executive order/directive that initiated the program?

In March 1989, the Exxon Valdez oil spill occurred in Prince William Sound and contaminated approximately 1,500 miles of Alaska’s coastline.  The use of funds obtained by the resulting civil settlement is governed by two documents.  According to the Consent Decree between Exxon and the state and federal governments, Exxon must make ten annual payments totaling $900 million.  According to the Memorandum of Agreement between the State of Alaska and the United States, the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill [EVOS] Trustee Council, which consists of three federal and three state trustees, was formed to oversee restoration activities and to administer the restoration fund.  Settlement funds remaining after reimbursement to state and federal governments for cleanup costs were allocated for restoration of the resources and services injured by the oil spill.  In November 1994, the EVOS Trustee Council adopted the EVOS Restoration Plan, which guides the use of the restoration fund.

5.  Does the program involve multiple agencies/organizations?  



The program involves federal, state, local, and non-governmental agencies/organizations.







6.  Does the program work with multiple stakeholder groups?


The program works with environmental, business, and social interest stakeholder groups.
7.  How long has the program been in existence? 

During the first summer after the spill, state and federal agencies directed the Natural Resource Damage Assessment field studies to determine the nature and extent of the injuries as needed for litigation purposes.  In October 1991, the Civil Settlement and Restoration Fund were approved.

In 1992, the Restoration Framework Volume I outlined the issues and a general framework for restoration.  A Draft Restoration Plan was adopted in November 1993 to guide restoration decisions until the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill [EVOS]Restoration Plan was completed in 1994.  The EVOS Restoration Plan includes an annual adaptive management cycle for the development of a work plan for monitoring, research, and restoration projects.

Is the project in an  implementation phase?

The project is now in an implementation phase.  The EVOS Restoration Plan was adopted in November 1994 and partially updated in September 1996.  A second “Update on Injured Resources and Services” will be published in the Fall of 1998. 
8.  What are the funding sources for the program overall?

An annual payment of $70 million is made in September by Exxon until the year 2001.  However, in order to finance a long-term restoration program that extends beyond Exxon’s last payment, a Restoration Reserve was established in 1994 to set aside funds as part of the annual budget.  The fund is expected to be worth approximately $140 million by the year 2002.
9.  Assessing the similarity of program to CALFED:

Describe the size/extent of the program’s geographical scope and the natural system(s) the program is monitoring (e.g., bay, estuary, coastal, wetland, forest, river, lake, prairie, etc.)


The program’s geographical scope consists of the south-central Alaskan coastal ecosystem, including Prince William Sound, the Gulf of Alaska and lower Cook Inlet.
Program Components.  Does the program have a focus on:

Water Quality Program






No



Drinking water 






No

Acute and chronic ecotoxicity




No



Recreational water quality - Not necessarily, but recreational activities are considered as part of the restoration program.
Monitoring the ecosystem 






Yes



Safety of fish and other harvested organisms for consumption
Yes



Endangered species






No

Species of interest (sport and/or commercial fisheries)

Yes



Habitat







Yes

Ecosystem Restoration Program





Yes

Are there large scale engineering modifications? 
 

(Building or removing dams, levees, canals, diversions, etc.) - Some instream modifications
Fish passage and screening facilities? - No, but some manipulation of streambeds is performed.
Does the program manage or seek to improve water use efficiency 

and allocation?







No

Do the program deal with levee stability or similar problems?

No

II. Institutional Structure and Decision-making 

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· Stan Senner, Science Coordinator
· Molly McCammon, Executive Director
· EVOS Restoration Plan (1994)
1.  What is the institutional structure of the projects decision support system (Board of Directors, CEO, multiple committees, etc.) and the relationship of the component parts?  Please provide structural diagram if available.  Please provide an example of decision making describing both process and content considerations taking either a crisis for the program or a problem the program grappled with over the long-term.

Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council.  According to the Memorandum of Agreement between the State of Alaska and the United States, the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill [EVOS] Trustee Council was formed to oversee restoration and to administer the restoration fund.  The Council consists of six trustees, three trustees represent the U.S. and three trustees represent the State of Alaska.  The federal trustees are the Secretaries of the U.S. Departments of Interior and Agriculture and the Administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.  The State’s trustees consist of the Commissioners of the State Departments of Environmental Conservation and Fish and Game, and the Attorney General of the State of Alaska.  All decisions of the Council must be made by the unanimous agreement of the trustees.

Executive Director and Restoration Office.  The Executive Director reports directly to the Council and manages the Restoration Office.  The Restoration Office was established to coordinate and supervise the Council’s activities, which includes an annual adaptive management cycle to determine a fiscal year work plan.  The program includes five main categories of restoration activities:

-
General Restoration

-
Habitat Protection and Acquisition

-
Monitoring and Research

-
Restoration Review [funds set aside to finance a long-term restoration program]


-
Public Science Management, Information, and Administration

The Restoration Office operates within the framework of the Trustee agencies.  During fiscal 1997, all activities of the Restoration Office were conducted through the Alaska State Departments of Fish and Game and Natural Resources.  In addition, NOAA administered certain parts of the Restoration Office’s activities. 

Chief Scientist/Scientific Peer Review.  The Chief Scientist is a consultant to the Trustee Council and restoration program.  The independent scientific review of project proposals and final/annual reports is conducted by the Trustee’s Council’s Chief Scientist and nationally recognized scientific reviewers who are familiar with past restoration work and are experts in their scientific fields. The Chief Scientist and Executive Director submit to the Trustee Council separate recommendations on which projects should be funded for the year.  

Usually twice a year the Chief Scientist also organizes technical review workshops on various topics of research.  The main objectives of these workshops are to review work in progress in order to make any necessary mid-course adjustments and to explore new topic areas or new avenues of inquiry for a topic.

Science Coordinator.  The Science Coordinator serves as a liaison between the Office of the Chief Scientist and the restoration program.  Investigators’ questions regarding the review of their proposals are routed through this individual.  The Science Coordinator is located in the Anchorage Restoration Office and provides in-house scientific expertise and a science presence to the staff and trustees.

Public Advisory Group [PAG].  The Public Advisory Group advises the Trustee Council on key decisions related to planning, funding, and carrying out restoration projects.  Its members review specific issues as well as make recommendations concerning overall direction of the restoration effort.  The PAG meets approximately four times each year, including one field trip to outlying communities.  The PAG consists of seventeen members, five public-at-large members and one member for each of the twelve principal interests:  aquaculture, conservation, forest products, native landowners, science/academic, subsistence, commercial fishing, environment, local government, recreation users, sport hunting/fishing, and tourism.  There are also two ex-officio members from the Alaska State House of Representatives and Senate.

An example of decision making that addresses a crisis for the program:

In 1993 the Pacific herring (Clupea Pallasi) population collapsed while the commercial fishing season was in progress.  This stimulated a series of emergency meetings involving fishing interests, the pubic, agencies, and the Restoration Office to investigate the reasons for the crash.  As a result, several projects were proposed and incorporated into the annual work plan cycle.  

A viral infection and a fungus were identified as possible causes, but the Council has continued to fund Pacific herring research since 1993.  Since funding was not allocated for this resource prior to the population crash, this provides a good example of how new data is incorporated into the program’s adaptive management cycle.  Based on this information, new research priorities were identified and funds allocated for projects. 

2. Where in the decision support system are the following functions performed and who is responsible? (detailing the answer to the first institutional structure question)

Conceptual model development - Constituent agencies
Monitoring program design - Agencies, peer reviewers, and staff

(decisions about what, where, and how to monitor)

Identification of research priorities - Peer reviewers and core reviewers

Development of proposals for monitoring and research projects - Agencies, universities, non-governmental organizations, etc.

Monitoring data collection - Constituent agencies
Data management - Constituent agencies
Conducting research - Constituent agencies
GIS - Constituent agencies
Computer Modeling - Constituent agencies and non-governmental organizations
Indicator development - Constituent agencies
Analysis and interpretation of monitoring data and research - Constituent agencies
3.  Feedback Mechanisms and Uncertainty Management.  What are the feedback processes built into the decision support systems?  How do decisionmakers find out about the impacts of their decisions and how do they respond?

Restoration is a cyclical activity, and an adaptive management cycle is used to determine annual work plans.  Research priorities and needs embody a long-term, ecosystem view that is continually updated as new information is acquired.  The cycle also offers numerous opportunities for public input and comment.

An Annual Restoration Workshop is held which provides a status update on the restoration program and the state of the ecosystem.  Principal investigators for all the funded projects are required to present their data and results during a series of scientific sessions.  Research priorities and needs for the following year are also discussed.

Trustees receive information on restoration activities from both the Restoration Office and from the agencies involved in the projects.
4. How does the decision support system deal with and manage uncertainty?  Are decisions made according to a certain level of statistical validity?

The best judgment is made based on the information available.  The program does not use anything as absolute as a level of statistical validity.  The Restoration Workshop held in January helps to shape the priorities for the annual work plan, and there is constant oversight, review, and modification that takes place due to the adaptive management cycle.

5. Does the system incorporate adaptive management principles?

Adaptive management is inherent in all aspects of the program.  New information is provided from workshops, reports and publications.  Public input also plays a role in shaping the program’s direction.
6. What about the program’s organizational structure or process insures independence, objectivity and credibility?

All proposals are subject to independent scientific review, conducted by the Trustee Council’s Chief Scientist and nationally recognized scientific reviewers who are familiar with past restoration work and are experts in their scientific fields.  The Executive Director uses the recommendations of the Chief Scientist, Public Advisory Group, and staff to compile a draft work plan, which is distributed for public comment.  The Trustee Council approves a final work plan based on these recommendations, and unanimous agreement of all six Trustee Council members is required to fund a proposal.
7.  How is the effectiveness of the decision support system evaluated?

The effectiveness of the decision support system is evaluated by the judgment of the Trustee Council.

8. Partnerships.  Identify cooperators outside the program context (e.g., the public, stakeholders, politicians, media) and the roles they play in the decision support system.

The restoration program has high public visibility.  The local press carries major articles on restoration activities.  Politicians, including the Governor’s office, are aware of what is going on in the program and have the opportunity to comment on any issues.

9. Staffing: 

How many core staff does the program have?  What do they do?  What is the program’s budget? 

There are ten people in the Restoration Office in Anchorage, including the Executive Director, Deputy Director, Science Coordinator, Communications Coordinator, Projects Coordinator, Director of Administration, Habitat Statistics Coordinator, Computer Programmer and Administrative Support.  All science staff are in the various agencies, except for the Chief Scientist, Science Coordinator, and Peer Reviewers.
10. Who employs the staff? (the program itself or its supporting agencies? are consultants involved?)

Alaska Department of Fish and Game employs the staff, but they are not career employees.

Are these positions temporary or permanent? Please provide breakout.

These are temporary positions due to the program’s mandate.
III. Lessons Learned

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· Stan Senner, Science Coordinator
· Molly McCammon, Executive Director
1.  What worked and what didn’t work for the project? What pitfalls would you warn CALFED about?

· An important structural lesson learned by the program is to have a staff that functions as a secretariat to the program and is independent of any one agency or interest group.  From 1989 - 1993, staff positions were temporarily filled by personnel from the different trustee agencies.  The interagency Restoration Team had a rotating chair who was selected from the different state and federal agencies.  Thus, individual agency biases were brought into the management of the Restoration Program. This structure proved to be very inefficient in use of staff and resources and in making decisions.  However, the Trustee Council recognized the weaknesses of this structure and decided to hire an Executive Director and an independent Restoration Office staff to carry out the program’s goals.  Although the Restoration Office is employed by the State of Alaska Department of Fish and Game [ADFG], a cooperative agreement between the state and federal governments protects and governs their activities.  The Restoration Office also benefits by existing within the ADFG because they can use the agency’s established procedures and share the same Personnel Officer.

· Within the limits of the initial organizational structure, the development of the work plan used to be a very controversial process, since the agencies would initiate the cycle by recommending projects.  However, with the current structure of an independent Executive Director and Restoration Office, initial recommendations for restoration projects are based on a scientific and technical merit.  The multiple levels of review for projects - external technical peer review, policy/budget review by the Restoration Office, and public review - have helped to establish the program’s credibility.

· The program’s adaptive management process for developing the annual work plan has been very effective in accomplishing the program’s overall objectives.  It is based on the prior year’s results, external peer review, and public input.  A brief overview of the cycle includes:  evaluating results and recovery, determining research priorities for the upcoming fiscal year, publishing a science invitation for proposals, external peer and public review of proposals, funding recommendations to the Council, and the Council’s approval of a final work plan.

A potential problem associated with this annual work plan cycle is investigators of multi-year projects must address the uncertainty of continued funding.  When an initial funding commitment is made, there is the presumption that funding will be continued until the project’s completion, as long as the work being conducted is done satisfactorily and there are available funds.  However, investigators must submit a new proposal every year to justify the project’s continued funding by the Council.  While this process may be viewed as tedious by some investigators, the majority support peer review since the end product is strengthened due to mid-project modifications and the incorporation of results.

· An advantage of the peer review process is that it helps to break down some of the interagency barriers.  Since they are guided by funding, at times they have to coordinate their efforts with other agencies in order to receive funding for a project.  

Another advantage is that core reviewers examine the entire range of projects being funded for a year, and therefore, have the insight to comment on priorities and resource allocations for the overall program.  They are not only experts in their disciplines, but they are also able to incorporate an important historical perspective in their review.

IV. Conceptual Models – Development & Documentation

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
1.  Does the program have conceptual models or documents describing how the natural system works?  Please provide.

2.  How were these models developed?

No, the restoration program does not officially endorse models.  Therefore, they aren’t dependent on a conceptual model of the ecosystem for their restoration projects.  However, several modeling projects have received funding from the Trustee Council.

V. Indicator Development

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· EVOS Restoration Plan (1994) 
· EVOS Restoration Plan: Update on Injured Resources and Services (1996)
1.  How are indicators developed and used?  Who is the audience for the indicators and how are they being used?

In the EVOS Restoration Plan, the term “Recovery Objectives” is used to describe measurable conditions that signal the recovery of injured resources or services.  They are yardsticks against which the success of the program is measured.

In general, resources and services will have recovered when they return to conditions that would have existed had the spill not occurred.  Because it is difficult to predict conditions that would have existed in the absence of the spill, recovery is often defined as a return to pre-spill conditions.  For resources that were in decline before the spill, recovery may consist of stabilizing the population at a lower level than before the spill.  For some resources, little is known about their injury and recovery, so it is difficult to define recovery.

For each Recovery Objective there is a Restoration Strategy or plan of action for achieving the objective.  Each year, the Trustee Council decides through its work plan which strategies to implement.  Restoration strategies reflect consideration of ecosystem relationships.

2.  Who is responsible for and how have the following aspects of indicator development been undertaken?

Generating possible indicators - Ideas are proposed by investigators in their proposals and then are subject to the peer review process.
Identifying, cataloging, and characterizing existing data - Identified by requesting 

proposals and then work is contracted out through review process.
Developing selection criteria - 

Evaluating the possible indicators - Determined by the Recovery Objectives
Selecting the indicators - By investigators proposing projects
Collecting and managing the supporting data - By investigators proposing projects
Reporting the indicators - By investigators proposing projects 
Developing and implementing a mechanism for reviewing the utility of the indicators for their intended purpose and adjusting the system in response to this review? - Peer review process and Trustee Council
3.  What specific indicators/parameters are being measured?  

Recovery Objectives have been identified for the following injured resources and services:

-  Archaeological Resources
-  Harbor Seals

-  River Otters

-  Bald Eagles


-  Harlequin Ducks

-  Rockfish

-  Black Oystercatchers

-  Intertidal Communities
-  Sea Otters

-  Clams



-  Killer Whales

-  Sediments

-  Common Loons


-  Kittlitz’s Murrelets

-  Sockeye Salmon

-  Common Murres

-  Marbled Murrelets

-  Subtidal Communities 

-  Cormorants


-  Mussels


-  Commercial Fishing

-  Cutthroat Trout


-  Pacific Herring

-  Passive Use

-  Designated Wilderness Area
-  Pigeon Guillemots

-  Recreation and Tourism

-  Dolly Varden


-  Pink Salmon


-  Subsistence


Has an indicators document been published?

In the EVOS Restoration Plan (1994), Chapter 5, “Goals, Objectives, & Strategies,” defines the Recovery Objectives and proposed strategies for several injured resources and services.  The chapter was updated in September 1996 to incorporate new scientific information, and another update is expected in the Fall of 1998.
VI. Monitoring

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· EVOS Restoration Plan (1994)
· EVOS Trustee Council, 1998 Status Report
1.  Describe the scope and extent of the program’s monitoring network/design?  How long has monitoring been undertaken? 

The scope and extent of the program’s monitoring design includes the multiple resources injured by the oil spill in 1989.
2.  How does the program handle the problems of quality assessment/quality control?

QA/QC for within monitoring programs -
Coordinating QA/QC across monitoring programs -

The individual agencies use their own standards for QA/QC, however, there is a program-wide protocol for chemistry.
3.   Does the program have standard protocols for laboratory work, monitoring, sampling size, and GIS data collection?

The restoration program does use standard protocols for the above, but there is no set standard for all projects.  It is the responsibility of the individual investigators to propose which protocols to use.  These are then evaluated during the peer review of the project.

4.  How are standardized protocols developed and adopted?  Is there a consensus approach or does one agency impose standardized protocols on other entities that collect data?

The individual agencies have their own QA/QC standards.
5.  With numerous agencies and organizations involved in collecting data, what protocols need to be standardized?  

The only program-wide protocol used is for chemistry.

6.   How are the differences in data collection between watersheds and the whole ecosystem handled?

7.   How is the effectiveness of the monitoring design evaluated?
The effectiveness of the monitoring designs for individual projects is evaluated through the peer review process.

8.  How does the program integrate monitoring with research?

Monitoring tracks key parameters (e.g. populations of sea otters) and research helps to establish the cause and effect.

9.  What are the funding sources for monitoring and research?

The Restoration Fund is the funding source for monitoring and research.  Each project is assigned a Lead Trustee Agency from one of the six Trustee agencies that is responsible for administering the project’s funds. 
10.  How much money (in total dollars and as a percentage of overall program spending) goes to monitoring and research?

Approximately 10-20% of overall program spending is allocated for monitoring and research.  For the fiscal year 1998, $14.1 million was authorized for the work plan to fund research, monitoring and general restoration projects.
11.  Who makes the funding decisions?
The Executive Director uses recommendations from the Chief Scientist, the Public Advisory Group, and agency staff to compile a draft work plan that identifies projects for funding that fiscal year.  The Trustee Council then decides on the final work plan based on these recommendations.  Unanimous agreement of all six Council members is required to fund a proposal.

VII. Research – process and prioritization 

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· EVOS Restoration Plan (1994)
· EVOS Trustee Council, Invitation to Submit Restoration Proposals
1.  How are research priorities identified?

Restoration priorities and needs embody a long-term, ecosystem view that is continually updated as new information is acquired.  Based on these priorities, the Trustee Council annually invites proposals for restoration from government agencies, universities, private industry, and the public through its Invitation to Submit Restoration Proposals.  This document summarizes the recovery process and highlights research and monitoring needs. 
2.  How are proposals for research projects developed?

Proposals are developed by investigators from government agencies, universities, private industry, and the public.  Submissions undergo a scientific, policy and legal, budget, and public review.  Further development of projects may be requested in order to collaborate efforts and to address the restoration program’s research needs.
VIII. Autonomy and Independence of Science

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· Stan Senner, Science Coordinator
· Molly McCammon, Executive Director
· EVOS Trustee Council, 1998 Status Report
1. Has the program managed to keep decisions on what to monitor and research and interpretation of the results 

… independent of political pressures? How?

Independence has been maintained for the most part, except public input equals political pressure.  The independent Restoration Office is the primary means of insuring that what the Council funds reflects a systematic and objective program, and not a particular pet project.

 … independent of agency & stakeholder pressures? How?

The program has obtained a fair amount of independence from agency control.  However, the annual program requires endorsement, and the Trustees are also the heads of agencies who are submitting proposals for funding.  

Conflicts of interest are avoided in the peer review process because reviewers are not from or funded by the trustee agencies.  The core reviewers are all from outside of Alaska, so they provide an independent source of advice.  In addition, when the Executive Director recommends projects for funding to the Trustee Council, there is the presumption that these recommendations will be funded.  Therefore, the burden is on the trustee to disagree with the Executive Director’s decision.

2.  Do the program's decision-makers have confidence in the science that is being performed in the name of the program?

Yes, overall, decision-makers have a high level of confidence.  The Council very rarely makes any changes to the recommendations proposed by the Executive Director.  In general, trustees are confident that decisions are made carefully and that recommended projects are worth funding.
3.  Is there good communication between and among scientists and decision-makers at mid-management and at upper levels of decision-making?  

Yes, trustees receive information from both the Restoration Office and from the agencies involved in the projects.
4.  Do decision-makers believe that the scientific community is responsive to their needs?  

Yes, unanimous agreement of all six trustees is necessary in order to fund a proposal.
5.  Is there tension between scientists and policy makers in your program?  If so, why?

There is a dynamic tension between scientists and policy makers, since the new ideas generated by scientists often conflict with the set course and agenda of policy makers.  In addition, tension is also caused by:  some agencies not being used to the peer review process and having to make adjustments, the pragmatic budget review of the Restoration Office, and negative peer reviews for project proposals.

6.  How is science communicated to the public?

Science is communicated to the public in several ways:

· Open meetings of the EVOS Trustee Council - Meetings are advertised throughout the spill region and include time for public comment.  
· Annual Status Report - The EVOS Trustee Council annually publishes a status report for the public describing the restoration program and the current condition of the resources and services injured by the spill.
· Restoration Update - The EVOS Trustee Council publishes a newsletter six times each year.
· Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration web site [http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us] - The web site was introduced by the EVOS Trustee Council to provide detailed information about restoration, habitat protection, and research projects.
· Radio series “Alaska Coastal Currents” - This two-minute radio program is produced by the Alaska Public Radio Network, and weekly episodes are aired throughout the state.  The series communicates the often difficult-to-explain news of Alaska marine science and other restoration activities.  A weekly newspaper column was introduced as a companion series to the radio program and is published throughout the spill area.
· Restoration Notebook series - Publications describe the natural history of select species, examine their injury and recovery from the spill, and presents results of restoration efforts and studies to date.  They are written by biologists who work in the field and produced by the Restoration Office.  They are published for educational purposes and are an ideal tool for high school and college students.  Issues on harbor seals, marbled murrelets, killer whales and sea otters are now available to the public.  The series is expected to expand to include more that a dozen species on the injured resources list and some human services.  [Also available on the web at http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us/notebook.html].
· Community Involvement Project - This project brings together residents from several communities within the spill area to serve as a liaison between their communities and the EVOS Trustee Council.  One of the objectives of this project is to better communicate the findings and results of ongoing research to community residents.
· Alaska SeaLife Center - This non-profit research center, located on the Gulf of Alaska west of Prince William Sound, recently opened in May 1998.  The Center is dedicated to the study of the marine ecosystems of Alaskan waters and focuses on marine mammals, birds, and fish, and especially on species injured by the Exxon Valdez oil spill.  One of the Center’s major components is its public education and visitor section, where the public can view the Center’s scientific program, observe the species involved, and learn about the marine environment and research in Alaska.  A visual exhibit on the restoration program also provides information on the EVOS Trustee Council’s restoration activities.
How does the public view the science that is being performed in the name of the program?

In general, the public favorably views the science being performed, but continual grassroots communication is necessary.  The challenge is getting the public to understand the importance of the science, and therefore, it is necessary to take the time to educate the public by translating scientific results into terminology that a variety of audiences can understand.

IX. Data Management

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· Molly McCammon, Executive Director
· EVOS Trustee Council, Invitation to Submit Restoration Proposals
1.   How would you characterize your database management system?

A decentralized system in which each agency stores and maintains its data and the program provides a centralized descriptive data index along with common standards for quality control and data transfer.  It is the responsibility of the investigators to maintain any data recorded during the course of the project and to make it available to other researchers and interested parties.  However, data management procedures are reviewed and evaluated during a proposal’s scientific peer review.

2. How does your data management system meet your organizational needs?

This is better than having a centralized system, which tends to be too costly to maintain and update.  Also, data are usually not used enough in this format to justify the time and cost commitment.
3. How much money do you budget for data management?  What percentage of your overall monitoring budget is this amount?

Since the program uses metadata to describe the types of data available and where data are located, the data management system has a very low cost.
4. How long has your data management system been in place?

The same data management system has been in place since the beginning of the program.
5. When is it scheduled to be replaced/updated?

It is not scheduled to be replaced/updated since it would be too difficult and costly at this point in the restoration program.
6. How many agencies provide data to the system?

Several state and federal agencies and universities provide data to the system through funded projects.  Each project is assigned a Trustee agency for project management purposes.  State agencies include the Departments of Environmental Conservation, Fish and Game, and Natural Resources.  Federal agencies include the Department of the Interior, US Forest Service, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration. 
7. Does data from different sources (agencies) need to be combined?  If yes, how are they combined?

The program uses its web home page for combining data.  They mainly use metadata and update lists of where data is located instead of maintaining a giant centralized database.  Data synthesis, integration and distribution takes place at several levels - after workshops, through publications, annual project report details, list of publications, and restoration newsletters.

8. How soon after collection does data need to be made available for analysis or to meet reporting deadlines?

9. How is field-monitoring data used? 

10. What type of application software (such as GIS or statistical analysis, graphics, report generator, etc) do you use, and how are data linked to them?  Are these softwares "off the shelf" or customized applications developed in-house or through an outside contractor? 

11. How are data management needs of local groups collecting data for your program met? - N/A
12. If you had the opportunity to redesign your data management system using the latest and greatest technology, what changes would you make?

At the beginning of the program, more effort should have been made in centralizing data.  However, it was difficult to coordinate agency data because of incompatible software, and now it would be too difficult and costly to change the program’s data management.  More centralized data management also requires a long-term funding commitment.

13. How do you ensure the integrity of the data you are managing?  Do you have a QA/QC (for data management) plan we can review?

14. Do you have a data flow diagram that you can provide?

15. How do you handle sensitive or confidential data that can only be viewed by certain groups?

The only sensitive data the program addresses is archaeological data, and the agency conducting the work controls these data very carefully.

16. Who can we contact for additional/follow up information?  

17. Additional comments/details?  What should we know that is missing from the questions?
X. Computer Modeling

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
1. What kind of simulation models does the program use?  Are the models linked to GIS?

About 5-6 model projects are being funded, but there is no one centralized model that drives the program.
2. Has the use of simulation models imposed constraints or new requirements on monitoring/data collection?

3. Does the decision support system actively use alternative scenarios derived from modeling?

XI. Reporting
Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist 
· Stan Senner, Science Coordinator
· EVOS Restoration Plan (1994)
· EVOS Trustee Council, Invitation to Submit Restoration Proposals
1.  What types of reports does the program generate? (annual reports, quarterly reports, technical reports, state-of-the-environment,  peer-review journal articles, web page)

· Annual Status Report - published by the EVOS Trustee Council on the anniversary of the spill.  It describes the restoration program, current condition of the resources and services injured by the spill, and the results of that year’s restoration activities.

· Annual/Final Project Report - Each sponsored investigator must submit for peer review a final report upon project completion or an annual report for multi-year projects..

· Quarterly Progress Report - This report typically consists of a few sentences on a form submitted to the Anchorage Restoration Office.  It describes if the project’s major tasks are being accomplished according to schedule and identifies any significant problems being encountered.

· Updates on Injured Resources and Services -  Updates are published periodically and are more specific than the annual Status Reports.  The objective of these updates is to incorporate new scientific information. 

· Comment Sheets/Chief Scientist Memorandums - produced by reviewers and the Chief Scientist after topical workshops.  The primary focus is to summarize the main points of the review and identify any necessary changes in the program’s direction.

· Peer review journal articles - Investigators are expected to publish results of their work in peer reviewed literature.

· Web page [http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us] - is maintained by the EVOS Trustee Council.

2. Who is the audience for the reports? (program managers, legislators, agencies, stakeholders, public)

Program managers, Trustee Council, public, and science/management communities.

3.  How are the reports generated/published? 
Reports are generated/published by investigators and agencies receiving funding for projects, Trustee Council, and peer reviewers.

4.  If program has multiple regions (for example, CALFED looks at the Sacramento River, the San Joaquin River, the bay and the delta, etc.) and/or program areas (water quality, ecosystem restoration, water storage, water transfers) are reports divided by regions, or programs areas? - No
XII. Geographic Information System (GIS)
Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· Trustee Council’s EVOS Restoration web page [http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us]
The use of GIS is specific to the project and is determined by the investigator.  However, it is evaluated during the peer review process.  An EVOS Geographic Information System Database and Data Dictionary is maintained by the restoration program and available on CD-ROM. [http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us/cdrom.html]

1. Is the program’s GIS useful to and useable by:

The constituent agencies

Local government and organizations that are planning projects

Regional “visioning”

2.  What is the scale of the program’s GIS basemap and what was the data source used? What level of detail is appropriate for decision support?

XIII. Metadatabases, Compilations & Libraries
Contact person(s):  

· Trustee Council’s EVOS Restoration web page [http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us]
1.   What additional support information does the program maintain and how is it updated (metadatabase of current monitoring programs, metadatabase of historic monitoring efforts, metadatabase of related research projects, library of their program’s general publications & technical publications, bibliography of related publications, book of standardized monitoring protocols, laboratory protocols, etc.)?

· Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Research and Restoration Project Database contains basic information about projects funded by EVOS Trustee Council .  Each project record includes a brief description, objectives, summary of methodology, and contact information.  Results, conclusions, and abstracts of the final/annual report are also included if applicable.  Database contains damage assessment projects conducted from 1989 - 1991 and projects funded from 1992 - 1996. [http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us/bibliograph.html]

· Draft Bibliography of EVOS Trustee Council Funded Research is an index of publications of funded research and includes peer-reviewed journal articles, book chapters, and symposium papers.  It is updated as new material is published. [http://www.alaska.net/~ospic/tcbib.html]

· Final Reports Bibliography includes a list of published final reports for Natural Resource Damage Assessment Studies and restoration projects. [http://www.alaska.net/~ospic/finalrpt.html]

· EVOS GIS Database and Data Dictionary are provided with an ArcView application.  A Windows run-time version, called EVOSMAP, uses ArcView Data Publisher software.  As part of the EVOS GIS Database and Data Dictionary, the State of Alaska Department of Natural Resources has compiled a suite of digital geographic data for the EVOS area related to oil spill clean up, damage assessment, and restoration efforts.  This document provides an abstract of where the data originated, significant changes since acquisition, general scale and other pertinent facts.

· Exxon Valdez Oil Spill of 1989: State/Federal Trustee Council Hydrocarbon Database [EVTHD] is a collection of hydrocarbon analysis information for environmental samples obtained for the Exxon Valdez Natural Resource Damage Assessment and Restoration efforts.  The data are organized into three matrix types: tissues, sediment, and seawater samples collected from 350 locations in or near the spill area.  The samples were derived from 38 projects conducted by research organizations between 1989 and 1995.  The database features identification of replicate samples, presentation of results in dry or wet weight, correction for method detection limits [MDL] of the analyses, and easy identification of samples contaminated with Exxon Valdez crude oil.  The Hydrocarbon Database is available for download as a zip archive file.

· Exxon Valdez Research and Restoration Information Project CD-ROM is a compilation of geographic data from oil spill clean up, damage assessment and restoration efforts, and research and restoration project information.  The CD-ROM includes:

· EVOS GIS Database and Data Dictionary

· Exxon Valdez Project Bibliography [Database application is FileMaker Pro for both Macintosh and Windows platforms]

· Exxon Valdez Oil Spill of 1989: State/Federal Trustee Council Hydrocarbon Database

· The Proceedings of the Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Symposium (1996) contains 61 scientific papers originally presented at a 1993 symposium organized by the Trustee Council.  More than 150 investigators contributed to the book and another 100 peer reviewers evaluated papers, making it a significant record of scientific effort to determine the extent of the injuries caused by the spill.

· Alaska Resources Library and Information Services [ARLIS] brings together libraries of state and federal agencies and the University of Alaska Anchorage to create one integrated system.  ARLIS provides natural resource information and a research facility for fish, wildlife, and land-uses issues in Alaska.  Faced with tightening budgets and possible closure, resources were consolidated in order to economize on staff and operations. [Scheduled to open 10/14/98].  ARLIS houses the libraries of:

· U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

· U.S. Geological Survey

· National Park Service

· Minerals Management Service

· Bureau of Land Management

· Alaska Department of Fish and Game

· University of Alaska Anchorage’s Arctic Environmental Information and Data Center

· Oil Spill Public Information Center

XIV. Review and Public Involvement

Contact person(s):  

· Dr. Robert Spies, Chief Scientist
· Stan Senner, Science Coordinator
· Molly McCammon, Executive Director
· EVOS Restoration Plan (1994)
· EVOS Trustee Council, Invitation to Submit Restoration Proposals
1.  Review.  Do you have a process for report review (interagency, stakeholder, committee)?  Please describe.

A Final/Annual Report must be submitted for peer review for all projects.  Principal investigators may be asked to revise final reports to incorporate peer review comments.  All reports are made available to the public through the Alaska Resources Library and Information Services [ARLIS].

2.  Peer review.  At what points is peer review incorporated (monitoring program design, research proposals, annual reports, journal articles)?  

Peer review is incorporated throughout the program and adaptive management cycle.

How long does it take?  Approximately 3 weeks
3. Who reviews? (internal reviewers, outside experts, stakeholders)

Independent peer review is coordinated by the Chief Scientist and involves reviewers who are nationally recognized experts in their scientific fields and are familiar with past restoration work.  Proposals are usually reviewed by both a primary and secondary reviewer.  There are five core reviewers who are all from outside of Alaska, and 60-80 other individuals from various agencies and universities who are called on occasion to review a particular project based on their background.  Since the core reviewers look at the entire range of projects being funded for a year, they have the insight to comment on priorities and resource allocations for the overall program.  They are not only experts in their disciplines, but they are also able to incorporate an important historical perspective in their review.

4.  How much does the peer review system cost?  $380,000 - $400,000/year
5.  How much of the program’s results are published in peer-reviewed literature?

As of June 1998, over 160 publications have been published.

6.  Does the program have a policy for managing results that have not yet been reviewed or published?


Results that have not been reviewed or published are identified as tentative.

1. Public Involvement.  Does the program have a public involvement aspect (educational outreach, volunteer monitoring, awareness events)? 
Restoration proposals may also be submitted to the Trustee Council for funding by 
communities or at the request of communities in the oil spill area.
The restoration program incorporates public educational outreach by: 
· Open Trustee Council meetings 
· “Alaska Coastal Currents” radio program and complementary weekly newspaper column 
· Trustee Council’s Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration web site (http://www.oilspill.state.ak.us) 
· Visual exhibit on the restoration program located at the Alaska SeaLife Center
Volunteer monitoring is conducted by commercial fisheries and school groups.  The Youth Area Watch Program involves local students in data collection.
1. How is the public connected to the decision support system?

· Public Advisory Group [PAG]
The Public Advisory Group [PAG], developed under a mandate by the October 1991 Memorandum of Agreement, advises the Trustee Council on key decisions related to planning, funding, and carrying out restoration projects.  Its members review specific issues as well as make recommendations concerning overall direction of the restoration effort.  The PAG meets approximately four times each year, including one field trip to outlying communities.  The PAG consists of seventeen members: five public-at-large members and one member for each of the following twelve principal interests:  aquaculture, conservation, forest products, native landowners, science/academic, subsistence, commercial fishing, environment, local government, recreation users, sport hunting/fishing, and tourism.  There are also two ex-officio members from the Alaska State House of Representatives and Senate.

· Community Involvement Project
In 1995, the Trustee Council initiated the Community Involvement Project in an effort to address concerns of smaller communities in the spill area and to involve them in the restoration process.  The project coordinates residents from the communities of Valdez, Cordova, Tatitlek, Chenega Bay, Steward, Port Graham, Nanwalek, and Seldovia, and representatives from the Kodiak and Chignik Lake regions to serve as liaisons between their communities and the Trustee Council.  The Community Involvement Project Coordinator works out of the Restoration Office in Anchorage and helps maintain communications between all involved groups.  Objectives of the Community Involvement Project are:

· to increase local involvement in restoration efforts, including the development of more community-based projects

· to better communicate the findings and results of ongoing research to community residents

· to facilitate the communication of traditional ecological knowledge [TEK] from local residents to scientists, which can significantly enhance the value of Trustee Council restoration efforts

· Public Input

In addition to these two groups, public input is an important component of the annual cycle process that determines the restoration program’s fiscal year work plan.
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XVI. Additional Comments?  

While the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration’s [NOAA] Coastal Change Analysis Program [C-CAP] is not part of the Exxon Valdez oil spill restoration, the program uses NOAA’s results and is aware of what they are doing in order to not duplicate efforts.  NOAA is also one of the federal agencies involved in the restoration program, and the NOAA Administrator is one of the Council’s trustees.
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