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AGENDA C-5

OCTOBER 2002
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
- A
FROM: - Chris Oliver W ESTIMATED TIME
utive Director 4 HOURS
DATE: September 25, 2002

SUBIJECT: Essential Fish Habitat
ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive EFH committee report
(b) Identify final alternatives for analysis

BACKGROUND

EFH committee report

The Council appointed an EFH Committee in May 2001, to develop alternatives for EFH & HAPC
designation, and alternatives to minimize adverse effects of fishing. Since the June Council meeting, the
Committee has met twice to review staff reports on preliminary analysis on HAPC & EFH designation, the
findings of the effects of fishing, and to develop alternatives to minimize to the extent practicable adverse
impacts of fishing on habitat. Draft minutes from the August meeting are attached as Item C-5 (a)(1).
Minutes from the September meeting will be distributed. This fall, the Committee will undertake discussions
to determine HAPC designations outside of the analysis, and a means to incorporate public input to this
process.

Identify final alternatives for analysis

At this meeting, the Council is scheduled to adopt a final list of alternatives for analysis. A summarized list
of the EFH Committees final recommendations on the designation alternatives for EFH, HAPC, and
alternatives for mitigation are attached as Item C-5 (b). The Committee requests additional guidance to
discuss the process for HAPC designations outside of the analysis, and a means to incorporate public input.
A preliminary draft of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) is scheduled to be ready for
initial review in April 2003. The draft schedule for the SEIS is attached as Item C-5 ().



AGENDA C-5(a)(1)
OCTOBER 2002
Draft Minutes
EFH Committee
August 27, 2002 9am
Teleconference (907) 586-7060

Committee Members present: Linda Behnken (chair), Stosh Anderson (vice-chair), Heather McCarty, Scott
Smiley, Ben Enticknap, Jon Kurland, John Gauvin, Earl Krygier, Glenn Reed, Michele Ridgway, Gordon Blue

Agency staff present: Cathy Coon (NPFMC), David Witherell (NPFMC), Cindy Hartmann (NMFC-HCD),
John Lepore (NOAA-GC), Matthew Eagleton (NMFS-HCD), John Olson (NMFS-HCD)

Public Attendees: Thorn Smith, Donna Parker, Lori Swanson, John Gruver, Jason Brune, John Jacobsen,
Brent Payne, Dave Wood, Ron Clark, and Dave Frazier.

The EFH Committee met for a teleconference on August 27,2002. The intent of the meeting was to review
the 3 draft of the fishery descriptions, receive reports from Committee workgroup on rationalization, review
the draft Fisheries Impact Analysis, and provide input based on that analysis to staff for the formulation of
a ‘strawman’ as a starting point to the development of mitigation alternatives that will be developed during
the September Committee meeting. Stosh Anderson (vice- chair) welcomed Jon Kurland as the new Habitat
Division director in Juneau.

The EFH Committee will meet again on September 16-18th in Kodiak to recommend alternatives the EFH
EIS analysis.

Discuss revised fishery descriptions:
Staff provided the updated fishery descriptions from the based on the Committee’s revisions. The next step

will be to make final editorial corrections. The format will be modified such that each section includes an
introduction and a picture of gear design. Ben Enticknap suggested a more broadened section on the biology
and regulatory measures, and agency scientific review foraccuracy. Lori Swanson from Groundfish forum
said she would be willing to take a first cut on the trawl fisheries. Other comments involved revisions to the
fishery effort maps to include a comparison of average effort to overall effort. Additionally it was suggested
that an overall summary table comparing gear types within regions would be useful, including information on
footprint and tons of target fish caught. Linda Behnken wanted staff to check with ADF&G Tori O’ Connell
in regards to voluntary logbooks for the SE demersal Rockfish fishery.

Rationalization Paper:
The Committee discussed the rationalization paper drafted by the subgroup of the Committee. Linda Behnken

requested staff get the most current IPHC gear loss tables to include as an addendum. Ben Enticknap,
AMCC, requested time to comment on the rationalization paper and it was granted by the Committee to be
received by September 1.

Discuss Draft Effects of Fishing Analysis:
Craig was unable to call into this meeting because he was out at sea, so David Witherell provided a summary

of the draft impact analysis. The Committee requested that staff make a list of questions that Craig could
address when he returns from his field season. Craig will give a full presentation at the September Committee
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meeting and to the SSC in October. There will be no changes to the document prior to the September
Committee meeting. Questions and issues included the following?

1. How is the Gulf of Alaska hook and line rockfish fishery defined by the data?

2. Include a map of the habitat definitions and make the maps available in color.

3. Will the model be peer reviewed? David said it will go under intensive review by the SSC, Stosh
requested that if Committee member had additional suggestions for peer review to forward these to
staff. Cindy noted that at this point the document is draft, and Craig wanted some internal NMFS
review prior to a formal peer review.

4. In looking at recovery does 5 years of data examine the effects on various habitat features for an
adequate duration?

S. Methods: Why did he utilize area swept w/o overlap. Some fisheries have overlap and have VMS
effort to track. Everywhere his model had an assumption of no overlap, wants to see some different

means to analyze this.

6. Are the relative scores on the tables for the effect on features additive?

7. Want an overall perspective regionally on the amount of impact on EFH ( 1-2 % overall?)

8. Also it was noted that the document uses the concept of pristine, in what context, because there is
no habitat that is pristine if it’s been fished.

9. Also need to relate the concepts of function, diversity, and recovery into productivity.

10. Can you compare the effect the model shows on features to other areas of the Country such as New
England.?

Discuss Effects of salmon. crab and scallop fisheries
David Witherell provided an overview concerning whether the salmon, crab, or scallop fisheries would be

considered to have adverse impacts on EFH at this time. This was based on the preliminary impact
worksheet that he constructed last December. These fisheries were not summarize into the Rose analysis,
and need separate rationale if they need to be included into the mitigation alternatives. All fisheries will be
examined in the cumulative impact assessment.

Committee members expressed concern about these fisheries and would still like to review them again for
potential impact, Both Ben Enticknap and Linda Behnken expressed specific concern about the scallop dredge
fishery, and looking at impacts on alarge scale they may not show adverse impacts that may occur on a more
localized level. The scallop fisheries off Yakutat were specifically noted.

Motion:

The Committee directs staff to develop strawman alternatives based on the tables on page 26 and 27, figures
4 and 5 of the 8/11/02 Draft Fishing Impact Analysis. The Committee selected the following fisheries based
on the draft, and outlined a set of mitigation tools for each fishery. Gulf of Alaska slope rockfish trawl and
deep water flatfish trawl, based on impact of this fishery on biol-shelter, pebble-rock and substrate shelter
pebble-rock; EBS pollock trawl, impacts on bio-shelter sand/mud; Al atka mackerel, P.cod, and rockfish on
bio-shelter pebble and rock with recommendation for gear conversion for P.cod only and HAPC reserve (for
pebble and rock bio-shelter) for all fisheries, with TAC reductions; Bering Sea flatfish trawl on bio-shelter
sand/mud. Mitigation would be based on the important habitat types within each region. Rationalization, open
areas on the slope in the GOA, reduction of TAC, gear conversion, and closure areas for rockfish trawl were
all included in the list of potential tools to be used in designing mitigation measures.



It is not the intent of the Committee that the effects of any fishery be ignored or be specifically focus upon
eitherindependently or cumulatively, nor that localized impacts be dismissed. Finally, the Committee is not
prejudging the necessity of mitigating impacts in any fishery at this time. Motion carries 10-0

Public testimony was provided by Thorn Smith, Donna Parker, and Lori Swanson. Testimony was given
supporting inclusi9on of SeaState data in the analysis to address the issue of spatial overlaps in fisheries. It
was recommended the Committee establish a “bar” above which fishery impacts would be mitigated. The
weight of fishing gear is different in water than it is out of water, this should be factored in when assessing
gear impacts on habitat.

Next meeting, EFH Committee meeting logistics and agenda

The next meeting will be in Kodiak on September 16-18th at the Fishery Industrial Technology Centeron 118
Trident Way Room 221. Meetings will begin at 8:30 am.and end at approximately 5:30 pm, except on the last
day it will end at 3pm. An agenda will be sent out during the week prior to the meeting along with a draft of
the strawman alternatives, and the purpose and need statement.



AGENDA C-5(b)
OCTOBER 2002

EFH Committee Final Recommendations to Council on EFH Alternatives
based on September16- 18, 2002 meeting

I. EFH Designation Alternatives :

Alternative 1: No Action - No EFH Designation

EFH would not be designated. This is not a viable alternative as it is in violation of Magnuson Stevens Fishery
Conservation Management Act (MSFCMA). Itis not the status quo. However, according to the Department
of Justice (see January 22, 2001, Hogarth memo), it is the no action alternative and must be considered as
an alternative. The resulting action of this alternative would result in changing the FMP’s from the current
EFH amendment measures..

Alternative 2: Status quo-General Distribution — EFH EA is not updated

Under the status quo alternative EFH would be designated on a species by species basis for a species life
stage, based on the general distribution of that species life stage EFH is a subset of the overall species range
and described as ~ 95% of this range. Status quo is described in the

Environmental Assessment for fishery management plan Amendments 55/55/8/5/5, January 1999.

Alternative 3: Updated General Distribution
Under this alternative EFH would be designated on a species by species basis for a species life stage, based

on the general distribution of that species life stage. EFH must be described by text and map [50 CFR
600.815 (a)(iv)(B) & (a)(v)(A);pg 2377]. Therefore the maps will match the legal definition. EFH will be a
subset of all waters; 95% of the species range based on the best scientific information available for each
species and life history stage.

Alternative 4: Highest Known Information

Define EFH using the highest level of information available for each species by lifestage [CFR 600.815
(a)(iii)(B)]. When information is available EFH will be described at 75% of the species range based on the
best scientific information . This approach would dictate that EFH be designated on the basis of the highest
level of information available. This alternative would specify EFH designations in accordance with the criteria
established in the final rule (*updated from interim final rule).

Alternative 5: Eco-region Strategy

This alternative would specify EFH designations relative to classification of habitat types occurring each
region (GOA, Al, BS). These regional habitat domains will incorporate the assemblages of

species and lifestages associated with them. Each species, lifestage will be described as in Alternative 3 but
will refer to eco-region map and text information. Each habitat domain will use habitat modifiers initially set
by depth categories such as shelf break, gully, flats, banks, but will incorporating other physical or biological
(i.e. substrate, temperature where available). Habitat domains common for an assemblage of spp. [CFR
600.815 (a)(iv)(E)] will refine EFH.

Alternative 6: EFH Designation would only apply to Federal Waters EFH would be described and
identified in waters of the EEZ. Specifically to ourregion, the inner boundary the EEZ is a line coterminous
with the seaward boundary of the coastal State of Alaska. Thus, this zone is from 3 nautical miles (nm) from
any point of land to 200 nm (3-200nm).



II. HAPC Designation Alternatives :

In November 2001, the EFH Committee developed a set of alternatives for HAPC designation. Staff had
recommended simplifying the alternatives for practical and analytical reasons. After the staff presentation
the Committee drafted and agreed on the following working definitions and revised alternatives:

HAPC sites are defined as specific geographic locations, identified on a chart, that meet the
considerations established in the regulations, and are designated to address identified
problems for FMP species and achieve clear, specific management objectives.

Further, HAPC type designations are used to focus research priorities, such as ascertaining

ecological links between habitat and FMP species, etc. Our intent is that the type designation
alone does not invoke mitigation measures.

Alternative 1: No Action. Under this alternative there would be no designation of HAPC in the region.

Alternative 2: Status quo. HAPC would remain as defined and adopted under amendments 55/55/8/5/5;
living substrates in shallow waters, living substrates in deep waters, and freshwater areas used by anadromous
fish.

Alternative 3: Site- based concept. Individual sites meeting one or more of the considerations and
selected to address an identified problem may be designated HAPC sites. It does not allow for designation

~ of types of habitat but constrains HAPC designation to explicitly geographically defined sites or locations, such
as a particular seamount.

Alternative 4: Type/site based concept. This alternative establishes HAPCs as individual sites selected
as subsets of HAPC types. This is done as a two step process:
Step A) Types are selected based on the regulatory considerations.

Step B) All known sites or a subset of all known sites of those known types are selected

Alternative S. Species core area
This alternative starts with the assumption that the data available on the distribution and abundance of an FMP

species (and other species important to FMP species) is one of the factors that provides an indication of areas
in which to examine the link between habitat and productivity. The Committee notes that HAPC core areas
will only be designated as reliable information on the link between habitat and productivity becomes available.

As more information on the interaction between habitat and FMP species/ecosystem productivity becomes
available, HAPC could be refined to a core habitat that could be a type or a site that may be a bottleneck or
key habitat. Atlow levels of information we start with species distribution and abundance, filter it through
the four considerations and if one or more applies, HAPC may apply. As more information becomes available

HAPC could be refined to a core habitat that could be a site designated to achieve specific management
objectives.

June Council gave the Committee and staff the following guidance for HAPC designation alternative analysis
this fall.
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The Council directs staff (within the SEIS analysis) to describe how each HAPC designation
alternative would apply to each of the following four examples HAPC: pinnacles and seamounts,
gorgonian corals, Bristol Bay Red King Crab habitat (or similar species habitat), and shelf break. The
EFH Committee should develop examples mitigation measures for each case to help with
understanding what the alternatives might do.

After the October Council meeting and before the April 03 Council Meeting the Council recommends
that the EFH Committee develop a process for the public to interact with the Council to develop, and
amend HAPC designation.

The Council expresses its intent to the public that there will be no call for HAPC proposals until a
process has been established by the NPFMC.



III. Mitigation Alternatives:

This is the list of alternatives to minimize to the extent practicable adverse effects on such habitat caused by
fishing developed by the EFH Committee at its September 16-18, 2002 meeting. The Committee notes that
the available scientific information provides an analysis on fishing impacts on habitat features but does not
provides an analysis of effect of those impacts on the health of managed species.

Alternative1: No action/Status quo. No new management measures in addition to those already in place
would be implemented at this time to minimize the effects of fishing on EFH.

Staff comment: The FMPs already contain measures to limit the effects of fishing on habitat
including: year-round no trawl zones, seasonal closures, gear regulations, effort controls
(licenses, IFQs, coops), catch limits, bycatch limits, etc.

Alterpative 2: Prohibit all directed fishing with bottom trawl gear for GOA slope rockfish, and modify
provisions of the license limitation program to allow gear conversion. Under a gear
conversion provision, vessels with license designations for trawl gear in these areas would
get endorsements to fish for these stocks with pelagic trawl or fixed gear.

Staff comment: This alternative addresses the habitat and fishery with highest effect score
in the 8/11/02 draft analysis on the effects of fishing on fish habitats off the waters off
Alaska. The rationale for this alternative is that pelagic trawl or non-trawl gear may have
lower habitat impacts per ton of fish caught than bottom trawl gear. Allowing vessels
currently licensed for trawl gear to continue fishing for these species using non-trawl gear
was proposed by a Committee member to lessen allocative concerns.

Alternative3: Prohibitall directed fishing with bottom trawl gear for GOA slope rockfish and Bering Sea
flatfish, except within designated open areas.

Staff comment: This alternative addresses the habitats and fisheries with highest effect
scores in the 8/11/02 draft analysis on the effects of fishing on fish habitats off the waters
off Alaska. The rationale for this alternative is that concentrating trawl fishing effort may
provide better conservation of habitat than allowing widely dispersed trawl fishing effort,
particularly on those habitat features with high sensitivity values and slow recovery rates.

Alternatived: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all fisheries in the GOA slope area and in the Bering
Sea, except within designated open areas.

Staff comment: This alternative addresses the areas and habitat features with highest effect
scores in the 8/11/02 draft analysis on the effects of fishing on fish habitats off the waters
off Alaska. The rationale for this alternative is that concentrating trawl fishing effort may
provide better conservation of habitat than allowing widely dispersed trawl fishing effort,
particularly on those habitat features with high sensitivity values and slow recovery rates.
This alternative would address other trawl fisheries (i.e., Bering Sea Pacific cod, Bering
Sea rockfish, GOA sablefish, GOA deepwater flatfish, GOA cod) not considered in
Alternative 3.
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Alternative S: Establish no-take marine reserves (closures to all bottom tending gear, and all groundfish
= species including halibut) in slope areas of the Gulf of Alaska. TACs of FMP slope species
(sablefish, slope rockfish, deepwater flatfish) would be reduced relative to their historic catch
within these areas. In the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, prohibit all trawling within
designated sites (based on concentrations of large emergent epifauna), and reduce TACs
based on the relative amount that historically (1998-2001) came out of the sites. For the
Bering seasites, TAC reductions would be made for flatfish, cod, and pollock. For Aleutian
Islands sites, TAC reductions would be made for mackerel, rockfish, and Pacific cod (trawl
gear allocation).

Staff comment: This alternative addresses the areas and habitat features with identified
effects in the 8/11/02 draft analysis on the effects of fishing on fish habitats off the waters
off Alaska. The rationale for this alternative is as follows: For the GOA slope, a marine
reserve would eliminate effects of all trawl, longline, and other fisheries. For the BSAI, only
trawl closure areas would be considered, because longline effects were found to be
deminimus. TAC reductions would be made for effected fisheries to negate potential effects
on EFH due to effort redistribution.

Alternative 6: Establish no-take marine reserves (closures to all gear for all groundfish species including
halibut) in each region based on the objective and definitions below. The primary purpose
EFH reserves are to protect habitat in order to sustain productivity of FMP species.

A. GOA slope objective: To preserve relatively unimpacted Gulf slope habitat for the purpose of
/-~ conserving biotic features of the seafloor and associated fish and shellfish assemblages typical of the
Gulf of Alaska slope ecosystem.

1. Identify relatively unfished areas by looking at 10 years of data

- subtracting the fished areas defined as 90% of catch

- consider identifying a network of reserves distributed throughout the spatial extent of the habitat
2. Consider proportional impacts to fisheries and communities

3. Consider appropriateness of exempting gears with no impact.

4. Be able to delineate the areas geographically

5. Consider proportional TAC reductions where appropriate based on historic catch.

6.5-15% of these areas would be analyzed and proportionally distributed within the entire region for
closed areas.

Initial Mapping could focus on portion of East bank of the fair weathers, pinnacles off South Kodiak
Island, Dixon entrance slope, additionally staff is to examine biological and substrate information in
contrast to places that fall within gaps of productive fishing.

B. Bering Sea objective: To preserve relatively unimpacted Bering Sea habitat for the purpose of conserving
biotic features of the seafloor and associated fish and shellfish assemblages typical of the Bering Sea
ecosystem. The marine reserves are tagged to address impacts from the flatfish and pollock fishery.

1. Primary consideration the mobility of target species to get to the fluid nature of the habitat

conditions that support target species. Le. frequent review

2. use longer term fishing data for flatfish and pollock to identify relatively unfished areas by
7 subtracting the fished areas defined as 90% of catch

- consider identifying a network of reserves distributed throughout the spatial extent of the habitat
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- describe large concentrations of emergent epifauna

Initial Mapping could focus on biological and substrate information in contrast to places that fall
within gaps of productive fishing.

C. Aleutian Islands objective: To preserve relatively unimpacted Aleutian Island biological and substrate
shelter habitat for the purpose of conserving biotic features of the seafloor and associated fish and

shellfish assemblages typical of the biological and substrate shelter habitat in the Aleutian Island
ecosystem.

1. Use longer term fishing data for mackerel, pollock and cod to identify relatively unfished areas
by subtracting the fished areas defined as 90% of catch
- consider identifying a network of reserves distributed throughout the spatial extent of the habitat
- describe large concentrations of emergent epifauna
- examine existing closed areas and their original purpose of closure.
2. Conduct cursory spatial analysis to identify areas in the Al where the following features intersect
(using existing information*):
* hard corals (use updated data from bycatch and surveys: use data for areas of high
abundance, consider the >50 kg/km level)
* Golden king crab EFH (general distribution )
* Thorny head EFH
*Shortraker rockfish EFH
*Rougheye rockfish EFH
*Dusky rockfish EFH
* Pacific Cod EFH
Goalis trying to find emergent epifauna in relatively unfished areas recognizing we may not be able
to.
3. Consider proportion impacts to fisheries and communities
4. Consider appropriateness of exempting gears with no impact.
5. Ability to delineate geographically
6. Request that the state of Alaska and Board of Fisheries participate in this analysis through
providing information on fisheries and habitats, ideas for mitigation of habitat impacts.

Initial Mapping could focus on portion of of Petrel bank, bowers ridge, Atturegion, Amlia region additionally
staffis to examine biological and substrate information in contrast to places that fall within gaps of productive
fishing.

Alternative 7: Establish at least 20% of the BS, Al, and GOA areas as no-take marine reserves (closures
to all gear, and all species including halibut) across a range of habitat types, and reduce the
TAC: for all groundfish species by 20%.

Staff comment: This alternative stems from the Draft Programmatic Groundfish SEIS FMP
framework alternatives 3.2 and 4.1. The rationale for this alternative is that it addresses
uncertainty regarding the effects of fishing on habitat by ensuring that at least 20% of
benthic habitat would be left entirely undisturbed by fishing. TAC reductions would be made
to negate potential effects on EFH due to effort redistribution.



Alternative 8:

A. Prohibit all directed fishing with bottom trawl gear for GOA slope rockfish, and modify provisions of the
license limitation program to allow gear conversion. Under a gear conversion provision, vessels with license

designations for trawl gear in these areas would get endorsements to fish for these stocks with pelagic trawl
or non-trawl gear.

B. Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all fisheries in the Bering Sea, except within designated open
areas. The open area approach is being developed by the subcommittee and the stakeholders meeting prior
to the October Council meeting.

C. Prohibit the use of all gear types within marine reserve areas within the Aleutian Island region. The
objectiveis to preserve relatively unimpacted Aleutian Island biological and substrate shelter habitat for the
purpose of conserving biotic features of the seafloor and associated fish and shellfish assemblages typical
of the biological and substrate shelter habitat in the Aleutian Island ecosystem.

1. Use longer term fishing data to identify relatively unfished areas by subtracting the fished areas
defined as 90% of catch

- consider identifying a network of reserves distributed throughout the spatial extent of the habitat
- consider identifying a network of reserves distributed throughout the spatial extent of the habitat
- describe large concentrations of emergent epifauna
- examine existing closed areas and their original purpose of closure.
o~ 2. Conduct cursory spatial analysis to identify areas in the Al where the following features intersect
(using existing information*):
* hard corals (use updated data from bycatch and surveys: use data for areas of high
abundance, consider the >50 kg/km level)
* Golden king crab EFH (general distribution )
* Thorny head EFH
*Shortraker rockfish EFH
*Rougheye rockfish EFH
*Dusky rockfish EFH
* Pacific Cod EFH
Goal is trying to find emergent epifauna in relatively unfished areas recognizing we may not be able
fo.
3. Consider proportion impacts to fisheries and communities
4. Consider appropriateness of exempting gears with no impact.
5. Ability to delineate geographically
6. Request that the state of Alaska and Board of Fisheries participate in this analysis through
providing information on fisheries and habitats, ideas for mitigation of habitat impacts.

Initial Mapping could focus on portion of of Petrel bank, bowers ridge, Attu region, Amlia region additionally
staff is to examine biological and substrate information in contrast to places that fall within gaps of productive
fishing.
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AGENDA C-5(c)
OCTOBER 2002

DRAFT SCHEDULE
for the
Essential Fish Habitat SEIS

EFH Committee and Council participation

Revised 9/23/02
Date! Agency/Group Action
May 15-17, 2002 EFH Committee Finalize fishery descriptions, review updatd

Sitka

descriptions of EFH & HAPC designation
alternatives, and move initial recommendation fog
HAPC site designations, discuss fishery

evaluation methodology and rationalization.

June 3-10, 2002 Council Progress report to Council, SSC approves
Dutch Harbor methodology for impacts analysis. Council
approves revised EFH and HAPC alternatives;
directs the EFH Committee to develop a process
for the public to interact with the Council to
develop and amend HAPC designation; decides
on NO call for HAPC proposals at this time.
August 19, 2002 Council/NMFS Draft progress reports sent to committee on
HCD/NMFS AFSC | EFH & HAPC designation, fishery impact
staff assessment and HAPC proposal evaluation.
August 27, 2002 EFH Committee EFH Committee teleconference to review staff
draft reports and possible discuss mitigation
alternatives.
September 9, 2002 Council/ NMFS Staff reports sent to EFH Committee with
HCD/NMFS AFSC | recommendations on EFH and HAPC
staff alternatives, and strawman mitigation
alternatives.
September 15 - 18,2002 | EFH Committee Committee meeting to review staff reports and
Kodiak make recommendations for the October meeting.
September 30-October 7, | Council Progress report to Council - Committee
2002 recommendations to Council- Council adopts
final EFH and HAPC designation alternatives,
Seattle and alternatives to mitigate the effects of fishing.
October 15, 2002 through | Council/NMFS staff | Effects Analysis, writing, DSEIS compilation

March 7, 2002

Contractor - FWEC

! Specified dates are no-later-than dates. Actions may be completed before these dates.



Contractor- FWEC

March 17, 2003 NMFS/Council Preliminary Draft SEIS sent to Council and
Committee

March 24 - 27 (last week) | EFH Committee Review Preliminary Draft EFH EIS and make

2003 - tentative dates recommendation to Council on Initial Action
(preferred alternative)

March 31 - April 8,2003 | Council Initial Action: Council reviews preliminary
Draft SEIS, receives public testimony and

Anchorage selects preliminary preferred alternative(s).

April-June, 2003 Council/NMFS staff | Make revisions as needed. Final internal review.

Contractor - FWEC
July 1, 2003 Council/NMFS staff | Complete Draft SEIS.
Contractor - FWEC | Print DSEIS.

July 15, 2003 NMEFS-Region Submit copies of Draft SEIS to HQ.

July 24, 2003 NMFS-HQ File Draft SEIS with EPA.

August 1, 2003 2 EPA Publish NOA for Draft SEIS; begin 90-day
public comment period.

August 1 through October | Public Public comment period (92 days).

31, 2003 Note: A 90 day public comment period is
required by the settlement agreement (Joint
Stipulation and Order).

November 3-26, 2003 NMFS-Region Summarize public comments.

Early December, 2003

EFH Committee

Review DSEIS and make final recommendations

2 The following dates are specified in the Joint Stipulation and Order (Settlement Agreement

between the Plaintiffs and Defendants, December 5, 2001). Specified tasks may be accomplished sooner

than these dates, but may not be accomplished later than these dates:

June 6, 2001 - Notice of Intent to Prepare EIS Published in the Federal Register
June 6 - July 21, 2001 - Scoping Period
August 1, 2003 - Draft EIS Published

August 1 - October 31, 2003 — Draft EIS Public Comment Period
June 1, 2004 - Issuance of Final EIS
August 13, 2004 - Issuance of Record of Decision

“NMFS will approve an FMP amendment and implementing regulations no later than 24 months
after the date of the ROD, unless the Secretary subsequently determines that such other action is

no longer necessary. “
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December 8-15, 2003 3 Council Final Action: Council reviews comments on
Draft SEIS, receives additional testimony, adopts
preferred alternative.

January-February, 2004 Council/NMFS Revise SEIS as needed to put in final form; draft
Contractor-FWEC FMP amendment text; draft proposed rules.
March, 2004 4 NMEFS-Region Review/sign off on proposed FMP
amendments/rule package; Final SEIS.
April 2, 2004 NMFS-Region Submit Final SEIS to HQ.
April 8, 2004 NMFS-HQ File Final SEIS with EPA.
April 9, 2004 Council/NMFS Transmit proposed FMP amendments/rule

package to HQ starting formal Secretarial
review under MSA.

April 16, 2004 EPA/NMFS-HQ EPA publishes NOA for Final SEIS beginning
public comment Final SEIS; NMFS publishes
NOA for FMP amendments beginning 60-day
public comment period on FMP amendments
required by MSA.

April 16-June 15, 2004 Public Public comment period on Final SEIS and
proposed FMP amendments.

May 3, 2004 NMFS-HQ Publish NOA for proposed rules to implement
FMP amendments if approved; start 45-day
comment period.

July 15, 2004 3 NMFS-HQ Secretarial approval/disapproval decision on
FMP amendments and ROD on Final SEIS.

September 2004 NMFS-Region/HQ Publish final implementing rules.

3 An ESA consultation would likely be needed on the Council’s preferred alternative. If a
consultation were done on the preliminary preferred alternative(s), re-consultation may be necessary if
the Council’s preliminary and final actions are different.

¢ This assumes that the preferred alternative selected by the Council would result in FMP
amendments and implementing regulations which may not be the case.

3 The earliest a ROD could be produced is 30 days after April 16, 2004, under this schedule, but
may be after that date to accommodate MSA schedule on proposed FMP amendments. This draft
schedule is designed to culminate in a ROD and approval/disapproval decision on the same day, four
weeks ahead of the Stip-mandated date of August 13, 2004.
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NMFS Alaska Reglon
Draft Timeline - EFH EIS
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s NPFMC EFH Steering Commiltee Review of PDSSR Wen 82208 Sun RI26°09 ' . ;
76 | Review of PDSSR: HO;Region;NPFMC (U AR vomg
T Prepare Draft Scoping Summary Report Trone Gan Qe . :
T8 |  NMFMC EFH Steering Commillee review of DSSR (SRR EA NN I R IMR AL ~ : .
9 | Public Review of DSSR T 1 1R 10107600 :
~% | Propare Praliminary Draft E1S Sat 102701 Mon 3117/03 -
37| Develop Premilinary Draft Aternali Sal10/27001  Fri 11/30/01 :
732 | NPFMC and Public C 1 on Preliminary Draft A i Sun 9/15/02  Mon 10/14/02
93| Finalize Draft Al lives and Work Assig I Tue 10/15/02 Sun 1/12/03 . H .
T Preapre Analysis and Write Draft Sections Sal 1/18/03 Mon 3/3/03 ; E :
15 Compile, Print & Distribute PDEIS for Inlernal and Councit Review Tue 3/4/03 Sat 3115/03 ' § : : :
T | Preliminary DEIS to NPFMC Mon317/03  Mon 3/17/03 :
7 | Propare Draft EIS Tue 3/18/03  Wed 10/29/03 ' . :
18 Review and Incorporate Agencies and NPFMC Comments Tue 3/18/03  Mon 6/30/03 E '
1 | DEIS to GSA for Printing Tue 7/1/03 Fri 8/1/03 .
20 |  DEIS Complete Fri 8/1/03 Fri 8/1/03 : I
21 | DEIS Public C \ Period and Hearing Fii8/1/03 Wed 10/29/03
7z |Fina EIS Fri10/31/03  Tue 61104 : i : :
23 |  Consolidate and Assign DEIS Comments lo Staff Fri 10/31/03  Mon 12/29/03 E : '
T | Inlegrate Response and Prepare Drafl FEIS Tue 12/30/03 Tue 4/13/04 . E
TH | Incorporate Final Comment Wedan4i0a  Fri 4130104 : : :
26 |  FEIS lo GSA for Printing Mon§/304  Mon 5/31/04 : i T
27 | FEISOut - _ Tue6/1/04  Tue6/1/04 & o
28 |Review and ROD Wed 6/2/04 Frl 8/13/04 : 5 Pp—
2 Pubtic Review of FEIS Wed 6/2/04 Fi 7/2/04 : BE
_—30: Develop ROD Mon7/5/04  Thu8M12/04 ; 'l :
3 Issue ROD Fri 8113/04 Fri 8/13104 & o3
32 |Total EIS Timeline Wed 6/6/01 Fri 8/13/04 — » E
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David Benton

Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4% Ave., Suite 306
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