AGENDA C-7

DECEMBER 2001
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: glarenc.:e Pat.xtzke ESTIMATED TIME
xecutive Director 2 HOURS
DATE: November 28, 2001

SUBJECT: Essential Fish Habitat

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive EFH committee report and summary of NMFS workshop.
b) Discuss alternatives for designating EFH/HAPC.

BACKGROUND

The Council appointed an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Committee in May 2001, to work with
NMES and Council staff to develop alternatives for the SEIS and review the draft documents before
publication. The EFH committee met on November 5 and 9 in conjunction with the NMFS
workshop. The purpose of the meeting was to review significant issues raised during the scoping
process and to develop a list of recommended alternatives for designating EFH and habitat areas of
particular concern (HAPC). The committee subsequently met twice via teleconference to refine the
details of their recommendations and report, which will be distributed at the Council meeting. The
Council will need to develop a list of alternatives for designating EFH & HAPC.

The next step of the EFH EIS process will be the development of alternatives to mitigate the effects

of fisheries on EFH. The committee will meet on January 7-8 to discuss this issue and will present
a list of recommended alternatives to the Council in February.
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DRAFT REPORT TO THE COUNCIL

from the
Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Committee
December, 2001
INTRODUCTION

The Council’s EFH Committee met in Juneau during the week of November 5-9, in conjunction with
NMFS EFH workshop (see Attachment 1 for list of attendees). The following EFH Committee
members were present:

Linda Behnken, Stosh Anderson, Gordon Blue, Ben Enticknap, John Gauvin, Earl Krygier, Heather
McCarty, Michael Payne, Glenn Reed, Michelle Ridgway, Scott Smiley.

The primary purpose of this meeting was to develop specific alternatives for EFH and HAPC
designation, and significance criteria for analysis. The Committee met first to establish their rules of
operation, and, working from the platform paper developed by Council staff, developed an initial set
of both EFH and HAPC alternatives for the scientific advisors to review (Attachment 2). The
Committee met over the next two days in conjunction with the scientific advisors to synthesize the
range of alternatives for both EFH and HAPC and to review the significance criteria for analyses.
On the last meeting day the committee arrived at the following preliminary recommendations.

EFH 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). It is 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

EFH is defined on a species by species basis for a species life stage, based on the general distribution
of that species life stage. Status quo is described in the Environmental Assessment for fishery
management plan Amendments 55/55/8/5/5, January, 1999. Note that the legal definition of EFH is
the written definition (text) not the accompanying maps.

Alternative 3 - Species Based

This alternative would specify EFH designations in accordance with the criteria established in the
interim final rule. This approach would dictate that EFH be designated on the basis of the highest
level of information available. Areas for each species/species group and life stage would be separately
designated and overlaid according Option A & B. The levels could be applied species by species or
by lifestage, thus, a species would not be limited to level 1 for all lifestages if higher level of
information exists for that lifestage.

Level 0 - No information is available to infer the species general distribution
Level 1 - EFH is general distribution and its associated habitat.
Level 2 - EFH is known concentrations and its associated habitat.

Level 3 - EFH is the habitat contributing to the survival, reproduction, and growth of a species
(including those used at each lifestage).

Level 4 - EFH is the habitat with the highest biological productivity.

Options:
(A) for species and life stage
(B) for species groups based on taxonomic grouping

Suboptions:
(a) if a stock falls below a threshold for stock abundance, provide for a reversion to a lower EFH
classification level, broadening the designated area.

(b) include a specific process (or framework) that includes a research and monitoring program for
updating attributes and filling data gaps.

Additional Committee notes: Increased knowledge mandates moving up a level which changes it
Jrom status quo. Scientist’s advice suggests that statistical techniques such as a cluster analyses
done only on taxonomically related groups (eg. sculpin or rockfish species) not phyletically
unrelated species (eg coral, ray and irish lord) could be an appropriate method for Option B.

The committee discussed how the concept changes from a species based approach to a habitat
based one in the move from level 2 to 3. A Level 2 indicates some understanding of known
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concentrations. With Level 2 data, habitat can be described. In Level 3 data implies a better
understanding about the function of habitat than in level 2; i.e., how habitat contributes to survival,
reproduction, and growth. Legal Counsel advised the committee that an option for area or regional
levels of information for the crab and salmon FMP’s may be necessary.

The committee discussed the addition of level 0 data as included in the original EFH EA on pg.8.
The EFH FA states that the Alaska Technical teams needed to add a level 0, ‘as a subset of level
1, to define a level of knowledge less than level 1, which requries presence/ absence data sufficient
for applying analyses of frequency occurrence:. The groundfish technical team described level 0
as ‘ no systematic sampling has been conducted for this species and life stage; may have been
caught opportunistically in small numbers during other research’. The EFH Committee voted to
include a level 0 designation. GC and NMFS staff advised that under the EFH Final Rule, once it
becomes guidance, Level 1 would include the Alaska Regions previous designations of Level 0a and
0b. A Level 0, would by default, be Level Oc as described under the 1999 EFH FMP amendments.

Alternative 4 - Ecosystem / Habitat Based

This alternative would specify EFH designations relative to classification of habitat types occurring
inthe region and the assemblages of species and lifestages associated with them. Habitat types would
be defined by the relevant physical and biotic data, including depth, substrate, and structure forming
biota. (see Attachment 3 fo a more additional explanation).

Stage 1 - Ecosystems and all the species/species groups that occur there (i.e., watershed, freshwater,
marine).

Stage 2 - Ecoregions and all species/species groups that occur there (i.e., Bering Sea, Aleutian
Islands).

Stage 3 - Subecoregions (may include existing management areas) and all species/species groups that
occur there (i.e., southeast, Bristol Bay).

Stage 4 - Habitat strata (nearshore, offshore) and all species/species groups that occur there.

Stage S - Habitat strata as clarified by habitat modifiers (i.e., substrate structure, vegetation, salinity,
depth, sea ice, biotic factors).

Current knowledge of habitat features may limit initial designation to broad types that are primarily
defined by depth and area, such as the strata currently used in groundfish assessment surveys.
Analysis of species assemblages may be used to refine classification. Habitat classification and
resolution can be further refined with improved knowledge of habitat use by fish and the distribution
of habitat features.

A catalog of species and life stages using each habitat would be compiled, using the knowledge level
criteria developed in the interim final rule. Thus the assignment of a species to the list for a habitat
type may be altered based on improved knowledge of its use of that habitat. Species may be
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combined into assemblages where sufficient associations are demonstrated to establish the likelihood
that protection of the assemblage would assure protection of each component species. The essential
fish habitat for each species would be defined as the combination of all habitat types in which that
species is included.

Option:
a) Alternative would include a specific process (or at least a framework for the process) that includes
a research and monitoring program for updating attributes and filling data gaps.

Additional Committee notes: The committee noted that we need a discussion on the merits of this
ecoregion habitat approach as an ecoystem approach from Pat Livingston (NMFS-AFSC) and Kay
Koski (NMFS-ABL) to hear their rationale for the development of this alternative (see Attaachment
3). If not, then an alternative 6 will be designated for an ecosystem approach. The committee
raises the following concerns: Does a species move up the stages (1-6) if data are available?
Examples are needed to fully explain this alternative. The committee expressed concern on the
procedures of how to change designations once the information became more refined. Questions
also arose on validation information, and defined metrics to quantify habitat species associations.

Alternative 5 — Core Area

Designation of EFH for this alternative is limited to those core areas known to be crucial to the
production of species or species groups. Each phase is based on our level of understanding of the
relationship between habitat and productivity. Under this alternative, we would need to know the
link between habitat and fish productivity (i.e., level 4 information). If the intent is to provide
maximum sustainable yield, it would be very difficult to know what areas could be eliminated and still
provide for MSY The scientists concluded that until much more is known about a species
productivity, all habitats used by the stock should be considered essential for sustaining maximum
yield. [Note that this alternative is essentially the interim final rule suggestion for stocks with level
4 data.]

Phase 1 - Specify the habitat areas or locations that have encompassed the highest known
concentrations of all lifestages of each species over time.

Phase 2 - Specify the habitat area that encompasses the highest known concentration of the critical
life stages that are most limiting to the recruitment to the adult population.

Phase 3 - Specify and designate only the habitat area that contributes most production.

Option:
a) Alternative 5 would include a specific process (or at least a framework for the process) that
includes a research and monitoring program for updating attributes and filling data gaps.

Additional Committee notes: The committee raised the following concern “What are the differences
between a species approach and a core approach at the higher levels?” i.e, does the core approach
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-~ only apply to species with level 4 information. Methodology on the starting point of known
A concentration for the species, which restricts the initial spatial extent of the designation. If there
is no ‘core’ level specified does that mean no EFH defined for that species type?



HAPC ALTERNATIVES

Habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) are those areas of special importance that may require additional
protection from adverse effects. The interim final rule states “In determining whether a type, or area of EFH
is a HAPC, one or more of the following criteria must be met:

The importance of the ecological function provided by the habitat.

The extent to which the habitat is sensitive to human-induced environmental degradation.
Whether, and to what extent, development activities are, or will be, stressing the habitat type.
The rarity of the habitat type ‘

A history of HAPC designations to date is attached as Attachment 4.

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

Alternative 2 - Status Quo (Habitat Type)
This is the current system where specific habitat types are designated as HAPC. In January 1999 the
Secretary approved several habitat types as HAPC within the essential fish habitat amendments 55/55/8/5/5.
Habitat types, rather than specific areas, were designated as HAPC because little was known at the time
regarding where these habitat types were located. These HAPC types are:
1. Living substrates in shallow waters (nearshore areas of intertidal submerged vegetation, e.g.,
eelgrass)
2. Living substrates in deep waters (offshore areas with substrate of high micro habitat diversity, e.g.,
sponges, coral, anemones)
3. Freshwater areas used by anadromous fish (includes all anadromous streams, lakes, and other
freshwater areas used by Pacific salmon and other anadromous fish (such as smelt), especially inurban
areas ind in other areas adjacent to intensive human-induced developmental activities)

Alternative 3 - Species Specific “Core” Based/Key Distribution Concept

This alternative starts with the assumption that the distribution and abundance of the FMP species
(and other species important to FMP species) gives some indication of critically important habitat
types or sites that require special protection. At low levels of information we start with species
distribution and abundance, filter it through the four criteria and if one or more applies HAPC may
apply. 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 might be a bottleneck or key habitat.

Additional Committee notes: The Committee remains concerned over data limitations.



Alternative 4 Habitat — Eco-region / Ecological Based Concept

This alternative identifies habitat types or sites of ecological significance within eco-regions (tiering
down from Alternative 4 EFH). This alternative incorporates the ability of both habitat types and site
specific designation, and allows management action at both levels. The alternative would allow for
potentially different management actions among the types, sites, and regions.

Additional Committee notes: Habitat for the prey species may have to be a HAPC. In other words
salmon HAPC might include herring habitat. The committee has concerns over data limitations.

Alternative S - Site Specific Based Concept

This alternative starts with the assumption that individual sites meeting one or more of the criteria
maybe designated HAPC sites. It does not allow for designation of types of habitat but constrains
HAPC designation to specific defined sites or locations, such as a particular seamount.

Alternative 6 - Type/Site Based Concept

This alternative establishes HAPCs as individuals sites. Sites are selected as sub-sets of HAPC types.
This is done through a two-step process:

Step A) Types are selected based on the regulatory criteria.

Step B) Management action is applied to sites within types to achieve specific objectives.

The sites are selected based on the regulatory criteria or a combination of the regulatory criteria and
additional criteria. As appropriate. Specific sites are then selected and accompanied with
management objectives.

Additional Committee Notes Relative to HAPC Alternatives

The Committee is concerned about data limitations for the HAPC alternatives. Specificto Alternative
5 and six the EFH committee is concerned about how to distinguish among sites. For Alternatives
2 and 6 the Committee is concerned about how to distinguish among sites within a type. At the
NMEFS EFH Workshop the crab breakout group offered the following as potential discriminators:

Geographical isolation, Uniqueness, Number of FMP species, Diversity, Vulnerability, Key or
bottleneck, Fragility and sensitivity

The Committee believes additional or alternative discriminators should be considered.



SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

The Committee, scientific advisors, and FW representatives spent considerable time reviewing and
discussing significance criteria. The list of significant issues drafted by NMFS is included as
Attachment 2. The EFH Committee identified the following additional issues:

1. Consider employing a trigger to invoke EFH (and HAPC) management alternatives. The trigger
should be based on population levels and should be determined by the Council. Thus the Council
maintains management authority until population levels are low then the authority defaults to the EFH
management alternative. We will need a population modeling mechanism to distinguish between
population declines provoked by natural circumstances from those associated with fishing.

2. Consider requiring Adaptive Management for all EFH (or HAPC) management alternatives. So
the EFH management alternative has been specifically tested to ascertain that it will provide the
population benefits expected and have no unforeseen consequences.

3. EFH (and HAPC) management alternatives need set goals to ascertain whether they are achieving
their promise.

4. Consider sunsetting EFH (and HAPC) management alternatives. So that when the population has
recovered to a pre-determined level, FMP reverts to the normal council process.

The Committee also made four recommendations relative to the impact of EFH designations on non-
fishing industries (in response to presentation from SEALASKA). Those recommendations are
intended for the Council to pass on to the Agency and were:

1. The EIS should include the impact of EFH designations on non-fishing industries, and the burden
it puts on the agency.

2. Use best available information

3. Duplication of regulations should be avoided wherever possible.

4. The Agency should schedule a meeting with the non-fishing industry to facilitate communication
and incorporation of their concerns (Note: NMFS, HCD staff met with the non-fishing industry in
Anchorage, on Wednesday, November 28, 2001).



OTHER COMMITTEE ISSUES

The Committee met by teleconference on November 27 and 29, to review and finalize these

recommendations. The Committee raised these four specific questions for consideration by NOAA
GC:

(1) Does Status Quo have to be an alternative (recognizing that at least one of the other alternatives
identified may effectively mirror the status quo)?

(2) Does each alternative have to be a discrete, stand-alone alternative?

3) Related to 2 above, can the Council ‘mix and match’ from among the various alternatives when
reaching a final recommendation?

4 Do the alternatives as recommended by the Committee cover a sufficient range for analysis?

Depending upon answers to these questions, the Committee may revise its recommendations

contained in this draft report. NMFS staff was requested to provide additional details on the
ecosystem/habitat alternative for EFH (Alternative 4). Additional information was provnded to the
committee by Jeff Fujioka and incorporated into this report.



Attachment 1

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Workshop
November 6 - 9, 2001

Workshop Attendees:

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council (NPFMC)

David Benton, Council Chairman

Dr. Clarence Pautzke, Executive Director

David Witherell, BSAI Plan Coordinator (attending Monday only)
Chris Oliver, Deputy Director, (attending Thursday only)

National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFES)
Ron Berg, Deputy Regional Administrator, Alaska Region

NMFS. Habitat Conservation Division (HCD)
Michael Payne - Assistant Regional Administrator, HCD, Juneau

Cindy Hartmann - EFH Coordinator, HCD, Juneau
Matthew Eagelton - HCD, Anchorage

John Olson - HCD, Anchorage

Korie Johnson, F/HC, Habitat Protection Division

NMEFS, Sustainable Fisheries (SF)

Melanie Brown

Gretchen Harrington

Nina Mollett

Ben Muse, economist (attending Tuesday only)

NMES, Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC)
Dr. Robert Otto, AFSC, RACE, Kodiak Lab Director

Dr. Pat Livingston - AFSC, REFM, Seattle
Rebecca Reuter - AFSC, REFM, Seattle
Dr. Craig Rose -AFSC, RACE, Seattle

Dr. Jon Heifetz - AFSC, ABL, Juneau

Dr. K Koski, AFSC, ABL, Juneau

Participating by Tele-Conference from the AFSC in Seattle
Dr. Anne Hollowed, AFSC, REFM

Tom Wilderbuer, AFSC, REFM

Lowell Fritz, AFSC
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
General Counsel (GC)

Lauren Smoker

Foster Wheeler Environmental Corporation (FWEC)

Lon Hachmeister, Project Manager
Dr. Ellen Hall, NEPA Coordinator and Economics/Socioeconomics Task Lead
Alan Olson, Fisheries Task Leader

Natural Resources Consultants, Inc. (NRC)
Dr. Gregory Ruggerone
Jeffrey June

Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G)
Earl Krygier, Extended Jurisdiction

Jeff Hartmann, Extended Jurisdiction, economist (attended Tuesday only)
Herman Savikko, Extended Jurisdiction (attended Tuesday only)

Kate Troll, Extended Jurisdiction

Doug Woodby, Chief Fisheries Scientist, shellfish

Shareef Siddek (attended Tuesday only)

United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest Service (FS)
Ron Dunlap, Regional Fisheries Program Leader

Bill Lorenz, FHR Program Coordinator

United States Department of Interior (USDI), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS
Sue Walker, fisheries biologist, Juneau Field Office

University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF), School of Fisheries and Ocean Sciences
Dr. Tom Shirley (attended Tuesday only)

Other Scientists
Franz Mueter, Sigma Plus Consulting
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NPFMC. EFH Committee

Linda Behnken, Chair EFH Committee
Stosh Anderson, Vice-chair EFH Committee
Gordon Blue

Ben Enticknap (attended November 7 & 8)
John Gauvin

Earl Krygier, ADF&G

Heather McCarty

Michael Payne, NMFS

Michelle Ridgway

Glenn Reed

Scott Smiley

Members of the Public in Attendance
(attending the EFH Workshop and/or the EFH Committee Meeting)

Dorothy Childers, Executive Director, Alaska Marine Conservation Council (AMCC)

Dan Falvey, Council AP member, longline fisherman, affiliated with Alaska Longline Fisherman’s
Association (ALFA) ' ’

Stephanie Madsen, Council member, affiliated with Pacific Seafood Processors Association (PSPA)

Thorn Smith, Executive Director of the North Pacific Longline Association (NPLA)

Paula Terrel, Southeast Director of AMCC

Jon Tillinghast with the law firm Simpson, Tillinghast, Sorensen & Longenbaugh, representing
Sealaska Corporation (attended the Monday EFH Committee meeting only)
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Attachment 2

Draft Approaches to Alternatives for Designating EFH

EFH Committee reviewed the Witherell Platform Paper, agency documents, scoping comments and members
of the public to arrive at a range of approaches to be reviewed by the technical team..
Committee requests input from the technical team on the following:

Feasibility for analysis
*

*®

W

Scientific merits of each approach

Efficacy of option in meeting requirements of Magnuson-Stevens Act (spawning, feeding, breeding,
and growth to maturity)

Data availability

Possible consolidation of options

Should one approach work for all FMP species or do individual species require a distinct approach
to EFH designation?

No designation of EFH. This is not a viable alternative as it is in violation of MSFCMA. It is not
the status quo. However, according to the Department of Justice (see Hogarth memo), it is the'no
action alternative and must be considered as an alternative.

General distribution. This is the status quo alternative. EFH is all habitat within a general
distribution for a species life stage.

When amendments 55/55/8/5/5 were adopted, NMFS recommended this to the Council as the preferred
alternative, and the Council adopted it. Extensive rationale for recommending this alternative was
provided on pages 50 and 51 of the EA/RIR.

Known concentration. EFH is the habitat encompassed in areas of known concentration for life
stages with level 2 or higher information. For level 0 and 1, EFH is general distribution.

The interim final rule dictated that the extent of EFH be based on the quantity and quality of habitat
that is necessary to maintain a sustainable fishery and the managed species contribution to a healthy
ecosystem, and that EFH be designated in a risk averse fashion to ensure adequate areas are protected
as EFH. Given these requirements, scientists concluded in amendments 55/55/8/5/5 that there was no
basis to reduce EFH from general distribution, even for life stages where level 2+ information was
available. So this alternative was not recommended and not adopted.

Habitat based concept: EFH may be defined as the habitat where physical information can
be related to the species or multispecies.

Under this alternative, we would need to know the link between physical habitat (e.g., substrate, depth,
temperature, salinity, current velocity, etc.) and use of this habitat by fishes. In other words, use

.physical characteristics to define EFH. For example, the EFH for adult GOA slope rockfish might be

defined as "EFH is the areas of mud, sand, rock, sandy mud, cobble, muddy sand, and gravel at depths
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ranging from 200 to 500 m and the lower third of the water column, of the outer continental shelf and
upper slope of the Gulf of Alaska from Dixon Entrance to 170 “W". This is our status quo definition
of EFH. The difference is that we can map the distribution of fish, but not the distribution of habitat
because substrate locations are unknown for most of the EEZ off Alaska.

Core habitat concept: EFH may be defined as the minimum habitat required to sustain
maximum yield.

Under this alternative, we would need to know the fink between habitat and fish productivity (i.e., level
4 information). If the intent is to provide maximum sustainable yield, it would be very difficult to
know what areas could be eliminated and still provide for MSY (see rationale on pages 50 and 51 of
the EA/RIR). The scientists concluded that until much more is known about a species productivity,
all habitats used by the stock should be considered essential for sustaining maximum yield. Note that
this alternative is essentially the interim final rule suggestion for stocks with level 4 data.

Suboption 5: Core approach is not based on MSY but rather EFH is indispensable and critical to the
survival to the species.

HAPC concept: EFH may be defined as a range of unique habitat types of special concern.

Under this alternative, EFH would be defined as special vulnerable areas that may require additional
protection. At first blush, this seems to be quite different from the MSFCMA definition of EFH: those
waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity. It is
unlikely that all fish species rely on a unique habitat type for these life functions.

Ecosystem concept (Fujioka/Witherell): EFH may be defined as the area required by multispecies
associations or assemblages to maintain diversity and sustainability includes abiotic and biotic
parameters.

This approach may require an incredible amount of scientific knowledge about the ecosystem and
multi-species interactions. This concept as written may not be possible at this time, given a paucity
of detailed information required.

Habitat Ecosystem based definitions (Fujioka) - Describe multi-species assemblages and role in
ecosystem of particular habitats (fish residence, food production, geographic stability).

-where we have surveys, use survey strata, which are based on region, depth and type (slope, shelf,
gully), as basic habitats, with more resolution if possible. For each habitat type can describe species
assemblages, depth, slope, maybe bottom type in some cases, and indicate an ecosystem role(s) for the
habitat.

-for habitats not in survey area we would need to categorize, find available data on species
assemblages and biological observations on the various habitats, and extrapolate or infer species
assemblages on unsampled, unobserved habitats, and indicate the habitat types' role in the ecosystem
of FMP species.
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9. Classification Alternative

An alternative variation that should be considered would bring together both the EFH and HAPC
designations into one Precautionary Ecosystem-based Approach alternative. As envisioned, this
alternative would specify EFH designations in accordance to the criteria established in the interim
final rule. This would allow for finer scale resolution as our information improves.

Essential Fish Habitat Classification

Level 1 EFH is the general distribution, defined as the area encompassing 90% of the abundance (or
some other percentage). Level 2 EFH is the known concentrations, defined as the core area
encompassing 50% of the abundance (or some other percentage).

Level 3 EFH is the habitat contributing to the survival, reproduction, and growth of a species (or life
stage). The total area would be less than defined under level 2 data.

Level 4 EFH is the habitat with the highest productivity. The total area would be less than defined
under level 3 data.

10. Classification Approach - Thresholds established for stock abundances (such as minimum stock size
thresholds) to be used to adapt EFH classification levels, providing for reversion to a lower
classification level in response to reduced stock abundance. . .

1. Use_various approaches for species-specific EFH designations. Alternative identification
approaches for different species would be based on distinct differences in natural history.

Draft Approaches to Alternatives for HAPC Designation

The EFH committee recommends the following nomenclature for HAPC to define terms (type, site, area,
category) and facilitate consistent use of the terms in future EFH documents.

. Habitat Area (as in the term Habitat Area of Particular Concern ) - can refer to habitat type or site.

. Habitat Type - general habitat description (such as deep water living substrate, or gorgonian coral beds
as a particular example of living substrate). Distribution of habitat types can be described using
geographic or oceanographic data.

. HAPC. Sites can be stand-alone places selected based on HAPC criteria or sites can be specific places

selected from within a habitat type meeting HAPC criteria.

. HAPC Category (as applied in Alternative 4) - Classification of HAPC type or site according to
combinations of criteria (rarity, sensitivity, exposure & ecological importance)
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The committee requests input from the technical team on the following:

w

Comments requested on EFH alternatives

Feasibility for analysis

Scientific merits of each approach

Efficacy of option in meeting requirements of EFH regulations (rarity, sensitivity, vulnerability,
ecological importance)

Data availability

Possible consolidation of alternatives

Data or method used to prioritize HAPC sites within a habitat type
HAPC is defined as habitat types. This is the status quo alternative.

The habitat types 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) were based on the critenia
specified in the rule (ecological importance, sensitivity, exposure, rarity). HAPC was designated as
types, rather than sites, because there was a paucity of information on the distribution and location of
these substrates and habitat types. Additional types that have been proposed are seamounts/pinnacles,
shelf edge, ice edge and biologically consolidated fine grain sediments. Preliminary analysis done for
Amendments 65/65 suggested that seamounts and pinnacles qualified as HAPC based on the criteria
and the methodology suggested in the technical guidance manual. They were identified as very rare
habitat types and ranked medium relative to sensitivity, exposure, and ecological importance. See
pages 16-17 in amendment 65/65 analysis. '

HAPC is a subset of EFH. HAPC sites where the highest concentrations would occur.

Under this alternative, HAPC would be designated based on EFH designations. There may be
locations where EFH distributions overlap for several species, or locations where there is 'essential’
EFH for individual life stages (e.g, discrete spawning or nursery areas), or locations within a species’
EFH that contain the highest abundance levels.

HAPC designations would be site-specific with specific management measures. Candidate HAPC
sites would be proposed with specific management objectives, geographic locations, and management
measures to achieve those objectives. HAPC are discrete sites of special importance. Designated
HAPC sites would be those that require additional protection from adverse effects.

HAPC sites previously proposed included: deep basin in Prince William Sound, the Chirikov Basin
north of St. Lawrence Island, and the red king crab bycatch areas around Kodiak Island. Preliminary
analysis done for Amendments 65/65 suggested that the deep basin in PWS would qualify as a HAPC
site based on the criteria and the methodology suggested in the technical guidance manual. It was
identified as very rare and ranked medium relative to sensitivity, exposure, and ecological importance.
See pages 16-17 in amendment 65/65 analysis.
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The preliminary analysis for amendment 65/65 examined the distribution of living substrates. The
analysis identified several sites of high gorgonian coral abundance. Because HAPCs are defined on
the basis of their ecological importance, sensitivity, exposure and rarity of the habitat, gorgonian corals
epitomize this type of special habitat. These corals have been shown to be 1) important shelter for
rockfish and other fish species; 2) very long lived; 3) easily damaged by fishing gear; and 4) slow to
recover from damage. ‘

HAPC designations would be site-specific with specific management measures. Candidate
HAPC sites would be proposed with specific management objectives, geographic locations, and
management measures to achieve those objectives.

HAPC would be designated as habitat types of special importance (sea mounts, coral beds, etc.)

Specific sites within those types would be selected for management plans containing
specific management objectives, geographic location, and management measures to achieve those
objectives. (This alternative is a hybrid of selecting types in addition to selecting sites within those
types that would be candidate areas for management measures).

Habitat based concept: HAPC may be defined as the habitat where physical information can be
related to the species or multispecies.

Under this alternative, we would need to know the link between physical habitat (e.g., substrate, depth,
temperature, salinity, current velocity, etc.) and use of this habitat by fishes. In other words, use
physical characteristics to define HAPC. For example, HAPC for adult GOA slope rockfish might
be defined as "HAPC is the areas of mud, sand, rock, sandy mud, cobble, muddy sand, and gravel at
depths ranging from 200 to 500 m and the lower third of the water column, of the outer continental
shelf and upper slope of the Gulf of Alaska from Dixon Entrance to 170W". This is our status quo
definition of HAPC. The difference is that we can map the distribution of fish, but not the distribution
of habitat because substrate locations are unknovn for most of the EEZ off Alaska.

Core habitat concept: HAPC may be defined as the minimum habitat required to sustain MSY.

Under this alternative, we would need to know the link between habitat and fish productivity (i.e. level
4 information). If the intent is to provide MSY, it would be very difficult to know what areas could
be eliminated and still provide for MSY (See rationale on pp 50-51 of the EA/RIR). The scientists
concluded that until much more is known about a species productivity, all habitats used by the stock
should be considered essential for sustaining maximum yield. Noted that this alternative essential the
interim final rule suggestion for stocks with level 4 data.

Core habitat concept: HAPC is defined as habitat that is indispensable and critical to the survival to
the species.
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10.

11.

Ecosystem concept:

HAPC may be defined as the area (types or sites) required by multi-species associations or
assemblages to maintain diversity and sustainability- includes abiotic and biotic parameters.

Describe multi-species assemblages and role in ecosystem of particular habitats (fish residence, food
production, geographic stability).

2. where we have surveys, use survey strata, which are based on region, depth and type (slope,
shelf, gully), as basic habitats, with more resolution if possible. For each habitat type can
describe species assemblages, depth, slope, maybe bottom type in some cases, and indicate
an ecosystem role(s) for the habitat.

3. for habitats not in survey area we would need to categorize, find available data on species
assemblages and biological observations on the various habitats, and extrapolate or infer
species assemblages on unsampled, unobserved habitats, and indicate the habitat types' role
in the ecosystem of FMP species.

HAPC areas (tyl2es and/or sites) based on Ecosystem Committee criteria (keystone habitats;
habitats vulnerable to fishing impacts; habitats important for specific species).

Classification: This alternative would specify HAPC designations in accordance to the criteria
established in the interim final rule. This would allow for finer scale resolution as our information
improves.

Habitat Areas of Particular Concern Classification

Category A: HAPC is defined as those areas that are considered verv rare, and have some ecological
importance.

Category B: HAPC is defined as those areas that are considered relativelv rare and relativelv sensitive
to human disturbance, and have some ecological importance.

Category C: HAPC is defined as those areas that are considered relativelv rare. relatively sensitive to
human disturbance, have high exposure to human impacts, and have some ecological importance.
Category D: HAPC is defined as those areas that are considered relativelv rare. relatively sensitive to
human disturbance, have high exposure to human impacts, and have verv important ecological
importance.

Using this approach, HAPC would be defined as sites or types, and would be based on ecological
importance and vulnerability. Our level of concern would be relative to the category number. Under
the HAPC categories listed, the following examples appear to meet the criteria at this time: Category
A = PWS deep basin; Category B = seamounts and pinnacles; Category C = gorgonian coral
aggregations; Category D = urbanized freshwater streams used by anadromous fish.
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SIGNIFICANT ISSUES THAT SUGGEST ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS

[

Attachment 3

Categories.

Table 1. Summary Count of Comments within Comment

Issue

Number
of
comme
nts

Number of
unigue
comments

Significant Issues That Suggest Al

ternative Actions

certainty

Criteria for Designation of EFH 24 15
Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH 4 1

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the 26 . 30
Adverse Effects of Fishing on EFH

HAPC 7 6

Scientific Information, Research, and 13 7

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the SEIS

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-

Fishing Interests 18 4

F)ata Used to Analyze and Develop EFH| 5

Designations

Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation 12 10

Measures

Economics/Sociceconomics 15 5

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non- 13 13

targeted Marine Species

Regulatory Compliance 8 3
Non-Significant Issues to be Considered in the SEIS

General Comments 13 13

Scientific Information/Research 5 5

NEPA Document and Process 20 10

Non-Significant Issues Not Considered in the SEIS

}R_egulatory Compliance and Duplication 11 2
General Comments 6 4
Scientific Information/Research 2 2
INEPA Document and Process 16 6
IEconomics/Socioeconomics 2 2
Total 230 143




The following significant issues can provide guidance when formulating alternatives in the SEIS.
Criteria for Designation of Essential Fish Habitat

One type of action to be addressed in the SEIS is to "identify and describe EFH." Many commenters were
concerned about what criteria would be used to define "essential." They wanted only essential components of
fish habitat to be included as EFH.

The following significant issues can provide guidance when formulating alternatives in the SEIS.

Criteria for Designation of Essential Fish Habitat

One type of action to be addressed in the SEIS is to "identify and describe EFH." Many commenters were
concerned about what criteria would be used to define "essential." They wanted only essential components of
fish habitat to be included as EFH.

Several commenters were concerned about the level of economic and environmental risk that would be
acceptable when designating EFH, especially given the uncertainty in the available scientific information. One
commenter suggested that any approach that includes zero risk of adversely affecting fish habitat is
inappropriate. Other commenters suggested taking a precautionary approach that would preserve a diverse
marine environment and EFH.

Many commenters were concerned about the scope of EFH designations. Some commenters suggested that
EFH designations should be specific locations. In contrast, other commenters suggested that EFH designations
should be broadly defined and might include both the general distribution and core habitat areas for managed
species. Others suggested that broad EFH designations should be further refined to include more specific
habitat types within EFH so that management strategies might be more appropriately applied. Suggested
habitat types included the following:

. Nurseries and rearing grounds

. Spawning beds

. Feeding areas

. Freshwater tributaries and estuaries
. Kelp beds

. Upwelling zones

. Prey habitat

One commenter suggested that EFH defined as the geographic location where a species 1s merely known to
occur is too broad. Several commenters suggested that the current EFH definitions were adequate and should
not be changed without supporting scientific information and analysis.

Many commenters suggested that an ecosystem approach be considered within the SEIS. Some commenters
were primarily concerned with diverse fish communities beyond those targeted by the fishing industry, while
others were concerned with a broad ecosystem approach that also includes non-fish species. One commenter
suggested that a precautionary approach be taken to protect marine ecosystems. One commenter suggested
that bycatch be considered in the determination of EFH. One commenter suggested that water quality be
considered in developing EFH designations.
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Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH

Several commenters with non-fishing interests suggested that EFH for salmon be limited to marine and
estuarine waters within the EEZ.

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the Adverse Effects of Fishing on EFH

Another type of action to be addressed in the SEIS is to "minimize to the extent practicable, adverse effects on
EFH caused by fishing." The plan is for the SEIS to identify and analyze several alternative approaches to
minimizing adverse effects. The alternatives will likely comprise different combinations of mitigation
measures. Thus, comments recommending various mitigation measures are addressed here as comments that
suggesting alternative actions.

Several commenters suggested that marine protection areas (MPAs) and reserves should be used as mitigation
measures to protect EFH, biological diversity, and sustainable fisheries. Some commenters suggested that these
include major representative habitats in coastal and offshore areas, including pelagic habitats. Several
commenters recommended specific areas for added protection, including the World Wildlife Fund's priority
areas for biodiversity conservation in the Bering Sea, the Council's Southeast Alaska trawl closure area, and
the Sitka pinnacles.

Some commenters suggested that artificial reefs be considered for habitat enhancement. One commenter
recommended habitat restoration as a mitigation measure.

Many commenters suggested that mitigation measures include monitoring, gear restrictions and modifications,
and partial-to-complete area and timing restrictions. Another commenter suggested specific modifications to
trawl gear to reduce adverse effects to habitat (e.g., size limits on rockhopper and roller gear). Some
commenters suggested that low impact fishing gears replace high impact fishing gears. One commenter
suggested that incentives be investigated for voluntary switching from high to low impact gear types. Several
commenters wanted few gear modifications and asked that timing restrictions and year-around area closures
to be considered actions of last resort. Another commenter suggested that mitigation measures should be
aggressively implemented. One commenter suggested a reduction in the trawl fleet, targeting the large and
powerful trawlers.

Several commenters suggested that one alternative include no additional mitigation measures. Other
commenters implied that adequate scientific information is not currently available to support implementation
of additional mitigation measures. One commenter suggested that the alternatives should range from a
reduction in the amount of area currently closed to trawling to the status quo (i.e., no increase in areas closed
to trawling). Several commenters suggested that if the distribution of areas closed to trawling was redefined,
the total area should not exceed 20 percent of the GOA and BSAI fishing grounds. One commenter suggested
that areas currently closed to trawling be analyzed for fish habitat (depth and environment).

One commenter suggested that "a reasonable and fair standard of precaution" be used when assessing options
for minimizing the effects of fishing on habitat and stated that the analysis should be focused on habitat
protection rather than gear allocation issues. Another commenter cautioned that poorly conceived mitigation
measures might have an adverse effect on EFH, rather than providing the intended protection.
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Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

A third type of action to be addressed in the SEIS is to identify habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC)
within EFH.

Several commenters were concerned that pelagic habitat be included in HAPC designations. Some commenters
recommended that specific areas be included as HAPCS, including the World Wildlife Fund's priority areas
for biodiversity conservation in the Bering Sea, the Council's Southeast Alaska trawl closure area, and Sitka
pinnacles. These areas were also suggested for consideration as mitigation measures. Another commenter
suggested that a HAPC be designated near Knik, Alaska, to protect existing fisheries threatened by proposed
and existing activities. Several cornmenters suggested that some HAPC be designated as marine protection

areas (MPAs).

One commenter suggested that HAPCs be used as tools for the protection of EFH.

One commenter suggested that HAPCs be designated for areas that contained the highest historical abundance
of a particular stock. One commenter suggested that HAPC designations consider vulnerability and resilience
to disturbance, ecological function, and rarity or uniqueness.

Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertainty

Many letters included comments about the uncertainty of existing scientific information and the need for
additional research. These comments were often related to criteria for designating EFH and HAPC, assessing
the effects of fishing on EFH, and the effectiveness of mitigation measures to minimize the effects of fishing
on EFH. Although not explicitly stated, these comments in combination suggest an approach commonly termed
"adaptive management."

One commenter suggested that the SEIS discuss the limitations of the available data and determine if and when
such data could be available. Several commenters suggested that additional mitigation measures that could

have an adverse effect on fishery economics should not be implemented until scientific research has been
completed that shows that such measures are necessary.

Several commenters suggested that additional research is needed. Suggested areas of research included the
following;:

. Improvement to stock assessment techniques
. Understanding of fish habitat and behavior

. General fisheries management

. Effects of fishing on EFH

. Mitigation measures to minimize the effects of fishing
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One commenter suggested that scientific information was adequate for justifying the development of marine
reserves as a way to preserve EFH. Another commenter suggested that a network of habitat research areas
should be developed.

Several commenters suggested that measures to minimize the adverse effects of fishing on EFH incorporate
experimental designs and controls that would increase scientific understanding of fishery management.

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES TO BE ANALYZED IN THE SEIS

The following issues are significant, but do not suggest alternatives. These issues will be addressed by in-depth
analysis within the SEIS.

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing Interests

Many commenters were concerned about how the designation of EFH would affect nonfishing interests. They
suggested that all non-fishing activities that might be affected by EFH designations be identified in the SEIS.
They also suggested that only non-fishing activities that have significant effects on EFH be analyzed in the
SEIS.

Data Used to Analyze and Develop EFH Designations

Several commenters expressed concern about the data used for developing EFH designations. One commenter
suggested that catch per unit effort (CPUE) data are inappropriate to use for developing EFH designations
because the data may be confounded by regulations, bottom characteristics, and temporary aggregations that
might not reflect essential habitat characteristics. Another commenter suggested that catch data from foreign
fleets be used in the analysis. One other commenter suggested that bycatch data be considered in the
determination of EFH.

Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

Several commenters were concerned about the uncertainty of scientific information related to the effects of
fishing on fish habitat and species diversity. They suggested that uncertainty should be quantified and that
thresholds should be developed for weighing the tradeoffs between economic and ecological costs. Several
commenters suggested that fixed gear impacts have not been adequately researched. Two commenters were
concerned about the scientific information available to determine the relative adverse effects of fixed and mobile
fishing gear. They were concerned that uncertainty in the available scientific information be perceived equally
for the gear types. That s, limited information should not be used to assume low adverse effects from one gear
type, but high adverse effects from another. One commenter stated it is important to consider both differences
between various gear types and intensity of fishing effort.

Two commenters suggested that the analysis of gear effects include direct, indirect, and cumulative adverse
effects of physical, biological, and chemical disturbances. One commenter suggested that adverse effects from
foreign fleet fishing be included in the cumulative effects analysis.

Many commenters were concerned about the level of precaution needed for the protection of EFH, One
commenter was concerned about how the concept of "adequate precautionary' would be used in the analysis
of fishing effects on EFH. Several commenters were concerned that the level of precaution needed to protect
EFH was reasonable and warranted based upon the available scientific information and that mitigation
measures were not overly precautionary.
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Economic/Socioeconomics

Many commenters were concerned about the tradeoffs between economic costs and EFH protection. Also,
many commenters were concerned that mitigation measures would result in reallocation of catch among gear

types.

Many commenters were concerned about the potential adverse effects of the SEIS actions on the human
relationship to the fishery resource. Several commenters suggested that all alternatives analyzed in the SEIS
should minimize the potential adverse effects on the human relationship to the fishery resource. One commenter
suggested these effects be evaluated in the SEIS.

Many commenters suggested that the cost of conducting EFH consultations be included in the economic
analysis.

Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine Species

Several commenters were concerned about a variety of non-targeted species potentially affected by fisheries.
These included Steller sea lions, northern fur seals, whales, albatross and other seabirds, herring, kelp beds,
sea grasses, and gorgonian coral.

Regulatory Compliance

Several commenters were concemed that EFH amendments comply with requirements in the Magnuson-Stevens
Act and other federal regulations such as the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (ANCSA). Several
commenters suggested that the preferred alternative in the EIS should meet the national standards identified
in Section 301 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

One commenter was concerned that EFH designations could have an adverse effect on energy supply. It was
suggested that a "Statement of Energy Effects" be prepared as required by Presidential Executive Order (May
18, 2001).

NON-SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

Several issues did not suggest an alternative, an effects analysis, or mitigation measure. They are, therefore,
considered non-significant according to NEPA. Some of the following non-significant issues may, however,
be incorporated into the SEIS (Section 4. 1), whereas others may not (Section 4.2).

Non-significant Issues to be Considered in the SEIS

Several issues did not suggest an alternative, an effects analysis, or mitigation, but are nevertheless components
included in the SEIS.
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General Comments
Several commenters suggested that a full range of alternatives be considered in the SEIS.

Several commenters suggested that specific types of information such as observer data, habitat data, gear
impact information, ecosystem health, socioeconomic information, and specific reports or theses be included
in the SEIS.

One commenter requested that Senator Frank Murkowski's testimony to Congress on May 4, 2001, and a five-
part series beginning April 22, 2001, from the Sacramento Bee be included as seeping comments. The series
from the Sacramento Bee, which was quoted in Senator Murkowski's testimony, suggested that environmental

advocacy groups slow down legitimate conservation efforts by focusing agency resources on litigation rather
than biology.

NEPA Document and Process

Several commenters expressed a preference for one entity or the other in leading the process. Several
commenters suggested that objective and unbiased scientists prepare the SEIS analysis and management
options. One commenter suggested that the following specific fields of expertise be included: biology, ecology.
oceanography, and fisheries biology. Another commenter suggested that the SEIS analysis not rely heavily on
prior EFH and NEPA analyses and that conclusions be based upon the best scientific information available.

Several commenters were concerned that knowledge and experience from fishermen and local area managers
be included in the SEIS. Several commenters were also concerned that all potentially affected parties, including
both direct and indirect stakeholders, be provided with an opportunity to participate in the NEPA process.

Scientific Information
One commenter suggested that the definition of EFH should be backed with good science.

Non-significant Issues Not Considered in the SEIS
The following issues were considered to be non-significant because of one or more of the following reasons and
will not be considered within the SEIS:

. The issue is outside the scope of the NEPA analysis.
. The issue suggests analysis at an inappropriate level of detail.
. The issue suggests an approach that would be contrary to federal regulations.

Regulatory Compliance and Duplication
Several commenters were concerned that EFH designations would duplicate current laws and regulations, such
as the following:

. The Endangered Species Act

. Clean Water Act

. State and local forest practices

. Mining, land use, and agricultural laws and regulations
. The Coastal Zone Management Act
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General Comments
One commenter suggested that alternatives be limited to past actions considered by the Council.

Scientific Information/Research
One commenter suggested that the observer program and coverage be modified to include habitat monitoring.

NEPA Document and Process

Many commenters were concerned about the type of NEPA document to be prepared and the process used to
prepare the document and analysis. Several commenters suggested that the proposed SEIS document was
inappropriate. Several commenters suggested that an EA should be adequate and that the previously prepared
EA could be used as the basis for preparing a new EA. One commenter suggested that an EIS was the
appropriate document to prepare.

Several commenters suggested that the NEPA process should be delayed until the EFH guidelines are finalized.
Several commenters were concerned that NMFS was conducting private negotiations with the plaintiffs and
circumventing the public NEPA process. Several commenters were concerned that the public and specific
stakeholders and communities be included in the NEPA process. Several commenters were concerned about
what roles the Council and NMFS would play in guiding the NEPA process.

Economic/Socioeconomics

One commenter suggested that subsistence use continue in MPAs.

One commenter suggested that the analysis specifically include the community of Knik, Alaska.
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Attachment 3

EFH Alternative 4
ECOSYSTEM/HABITAT BASED DESCRIPTION OF EFH - Describe

habitats based on their role in the ecosystem of FMP species (provided by Jeff Fujioka and Jon
Heifetz)

Some of the reason for breaking out regions or types of areas are based on data availability. The area
covered by NMFS groundfish surveys are unique in the uniform coverage and extent, so we made
that a major subdivision. Knowledge or expertise in regions or types of habitat may be specific to
different groups/agencies. For eg., the Center marine fish scientists (RACE/REFM or ABL Marine
Fish) could do the trawl survey region descriptions, ABL Marine Fish could collaborate on Southeast
Nearshore descriptions, other groups are more knowledgable about Prince William Sound, Cook
Inlet, Kodiak nearshore, Alaska Peninsula, etc. It would make sense for different groups to cover
the regions or habitats of their expertise when the work gets doled out.

First divide into:
Freshwater Ecosytem and Marine Ecosystem - within the Marine Ecosystem, divide into types:
1. Slope and Shelf waters where we have periodic NMFS groundfish surveys. These would

be divided into the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska Ecoregions.
- Within the ecoregions survey strata will be categorized into habitats, pooling and
distinguishing as deemed appropriate. For eg. for the GOA, there may be Yakutat deep slope
(500-100m), upper slope (100-500m), CGOA Gullies, CGOA Shelf, Southeast Shelf, etc.
Depth, geography, species composition will be likely criteria for grouping survey strata.
- The groundfish species composition for each habitat within ecoregion is readily available,
as well as some information on other organisms such as other fish species, invertebrates, and
other benthic organisms from the survey databases. With this information along with any
associated information on depth, currents, bottom, fish life history, etc the habitat will be
described along with its species assemblage and its role in the ecosystem described (inferred,
speculated).

2. Nearshore waters where there is no current NMFS groundfish survey. Divide these waters
into the three ecoregions and further subdivide geographically as appropriate. For eg. within the
GOA likely subregions are: Prince William Sound, Southeast Inside, Southeast Outside nearshore,
Yakutat nearshore, Central Gulf nearshore, Cook Inlet, etc.

- Within the subregions, habitat would be categorized using a system and resolution as
appropriate to the subregion. In the Southeast Outside for eg., there may be exposed rocky
bottom, exposed smooth bottom, rocky (or smooth) bottoms in bays, kelp, eelgrass, or sand
shorelines, etc. Available data and other observations may determine the degree to which
habitats are distinguished or not distinguished and will be at the discretion of the analyst.

- For some areas there are State fish and shellfish surveys, fisheries, site specific studies,
opportunistic samples or observations, or local knowledge available from which to describe
habitats and species composition. In most cases the species composition and likely ecosystem
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role of habitat in specific areas will be extrapolated from knowledge inferred from sparsely
distributed data sources.

3. Pelagic waters and waters beyond NMFS groundfish surveys. These could be divided by
appropriate geographic or oceanographic features. There are egg and larvae samples from limited
specific areas, pelagic net sampling (primarily for salmonids), and probably opportunistic observations
from these waters.
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NMFS Response to the EFH Committee’s request for clarification on whether Alternative 4
represents a Ecosystem/Habitat Based Alternative or if it is better described as a
Ecoregion/Habitat Based Alternative

Cindy Hartmann wrote (November 28, 2001, e-mail to NMFS scientists):

K, Pat, Craig and Gretchen; during the EFH Committee teleconference yesterday the EFH Committee
wondered whether Alternative 4 for EFH, as it came out of the EFH Consolidation Breakout Group,
represents a Ecosystem/Habitat Based alternative or is it better titled a Ecoregion/Habitat Based
Alternative? The EFH Committee thought that it seemed to be more of a habitat based approach and
did not readily see that it also look an ecosystem approach to defining EFH.

I've attached the EFH Alternative descriptions that the Consolidation Breakout Group developed and
the further definition of alternative 4 that Jeff Fujioka sent to Dan Falvey.

Pat, K, or anyone else could you explain to me and the EFH Committee your thoughts on if you
consider this alternative an ecosystem alternative and why or why not. If possible, it would be nice
to have an initial response from you by Thursday at 1 PM AK time when the EFH Committee meets,
or at least by the Council meeting. The Council will want to know how NMFS feels this alternative
is responsive to the issue of taking an ecosystem approach to designating EFH. Thanks.

Response from Pat Livingston on November 29, 2001

Cindy, I don't know if there is a definitive answer to your question since it might be partly a matter
of terminology but I will give you an opinion on what I think the alternative encompasses. First, I
think there is some different usages of the word "ecosystem" and "ecoregion" in the

description of the alternative. Although the further definition that Jeff Fujioka provided talks about
the "freshwater ecosystem" and the "marine ecosystem,” and then talks about the Bering Sea,
Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska "ecoregions" - I think it would be more accurate to describe the
Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska as separate marine ecosystems. That's just a
terminology comment.

I am of the opinion that the alternative is ecosystem-based because it directly links physical
characteristics of areas with species assemblages/communities associated with the area and includes
species' ecosystem roles. Those are the main components of what constitutes an ecosystem. Of
course, it has to do these descriptions at a finer regional level than at the whole ecosystem because
of the heterogeneity of the

subareas comprising ecosystems and the way species assemblages and communities distribute
themselves spatially within an ecosystem. The alternative gives a more community/assemblage level
description, that when aggregated, comprise an ecosystem.

Response from K Koski on November 29, 2001

Cindy - I agree with Pat's answer to your question. This alternative is ecosystem-based because it
isbased on physical characteristics that are linked with different communities and species assemblages
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associated with the areas. The terminology certainly could be modified as needed for clarification,
but the concept seems to be correct for an ecosystem approach. Habitat types and habitat components
are all part of an ecosystem description.

K

Response from Craig Rose on November 29, 2001

Hi folks,

While a little late, I did want to put my two bits worth in. I agree with the comments of Pat and K.
This alternative is unique for its emphasis on habitat for categorization instead of species. This
organization facilitates consideration of interlinks between species as well as their connections to their
environments. (Awkward sentence, but you get the point) It becomes an ecosystem as these
considerations are connected into a more regional perspective.

I am unclear on whether Jeff's fine clarification is a replacement or an addition. You may want to
consider including the last paragraph of the original (and maybe something like the second sentence)
to Jeff's if it is to be a replacement. I think that those address points that are not

covered otherwise.

Craig

Response from Jeff Fujioka on November 29, 2001

I also agree pretty much with what Pat and K have said about whether it’s an “ecosystem” approach
ornot. Ithink it should be called an ecosystem based approach and strive to make it such as best can
be done with what is known. Ifit turns out not to be, they can call it something else.

In regards to Craig’s question of whether my explanation was meant to be a replacement or not - Dan
Falvey has asked for clarification so it was just a stab at explaining the approach that I thought was
intended in the original. It wasn’t meant to be appropriate if it’s to replace anything, though that
wasn’t the intention.
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Attachment 4

History of HAPC Designation and Analysis

prepared by Dave Witherell 11/29/01

Habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) are those areas of special importance that may require
additional protection from adverse effects. The interim final rule states “In determining whether a
type, or area of EFH is a HAPC, one or more of the following criteria must be met:

. The importance of the ecological function provided by the habitat.

. The extent to which the habitat is sensitive to human-induced environmental degradation.

. Whether, and to what extent, development activities are, or will be, stressing the habitat type.
. The rarity of the habitat type.”

In June 1998, the Council adopted several habitat types were identified as HAPC within the essential
fish habitat amendments 55/55/8/5/5. Habitat types, rather than specific areas, were designated as
HAPC because little was known at the time regarding where these habitat types were located. These
HAPC types included:

1. Areas with living substrates in shallow waters (e.g., eelgrass, kelp, mussel beds, etc.)

2. Areas with living substrates in deep waters (e.g., sponges, coral, anemones, etc.)

3. Freshwater areas used by anadromous fish (e.g., migration, spawning, and rearing areas)

In October 1998, the Council approved for analysis several proposals regarding habitat areas of
particular concern (HAPC). These proposals requested that a gap analysis be prepared, and
additional habitat types and areas be designated as HAPC. Proposed HAPC habitat types included
seamounts and pinnacles, the ice edge, the shelf break, and biologically-consolidated fine-grained
sediments. Proposed specific HAPC areas included a deep basin in Prince William Sound, the
Chirikov Basin north of St. Lawrence Island, and the red king crab bycatch areas around Kodiak
Island.

At the February 2000 meeting, the Council reviewed an initial draft of a proposed amendment that
would consider identifying additional HAPC, and two management measures to protect HAPC from
fishing effects. The first management measure considered would potentially prohibit directed fishing
for certain HAPC biota (corals, sponges, kelp, rockweed, and mussels). The second measure would
establish several marine protected areas where Gorgonian corals are found in abundance. Gorgonian
corals have been shown to be important shelter for rockfish and other fish species, are very long lived,
easily damaged by fishing gear, and slow to recover from damage. Based on public testimony, and
input from its advisory committees, the Council dropped the proposed closure areas for gorgonian
coral protection, and voted to split the remaining portions of the amendment and associated analysis
into two parts: Part] would have allowed for control on the harvest of HAPC biota and Part 2 would
have developed a more comprehensive and iterative process for HAPC identification and habitat
protection involving researchers, stakeholders and management agencies.
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At the April 2000 meeting, the Council took final action on Harvest Control measures of HAPC Part
1. The Council adopted alternative 2 of the analysis which will add corals and sponges to the
prohibited species category. This action would have essentially split prohibited species into two
types: the first type will continue to allow no retention for halibut, salmon, and crab species, and the
second type would include only corals and sponges as prohibited species whose management would
be specified in the regulations. The HAPC prohibited species would allow retention, but will prohibit
the sale, barter, trade or processing of corals and sponges. Kelp (including rockweed), and mussels
would not be subject to any management actions. This action would apply to both the Bering Sea
and Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries in the EEZ; other fisheries may be considered for HAPC biota
protection in the future. The Council also relayed their concerns to the Alaska Board of Fisheries
regarding protection of HAPC biota in state waters.

In February 2001, NMFS informed the Council they they would not be pursuing Amendment 65
regulations, and instead suggested that the most efficient option would be for the Council to request
the State to prohibit commercial fishing for these HAPC species in the exclusive economic zone
(EEZ) outside of State waters. Section 306(a)(3) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act provides authority
for the State to regulate a vessel in the EEZ, even if it is not registered under State of Alaska laws,
if it is operating in a fishery in the EEZ for which there "was no fishery management plan in place on
August 1, 1996, and the Secretary and the North Pacific Council find that there is a legitimate interest
of the State of Alaska in the conservation and management of such fishery." The State could use this
authority to prohibit a commercial fishery for HAPC species in the EEZ beyond State waters,
provided that the necessary determinations are made under Magnuson-Stevens Act Section 306(a)(3).

Some progress was made on Part 2 of the HAPC amendments, which was to develop a more
comprehensive and iterative process for HAPC identification and habitat protection involving
researchers, stakeholders, and management agencies. A scientific committee was supposed to be
tasked to develop a discussion paper that identifies possible management approaches to meet habitat
protection objectives and the pros and cons of each. Council staff, with Ecosystem Committee input,
was tasked to expand the analysis of HAPC categories, and define the process initiated by submission
of a HAPC proposal, through the steps of evaluation, identification, stakeholder involvement and,
where indicated, management actions. Once these actions had been taken, the stakeholder process
was to be initiated to better define high density Gorgonian coral areas and develop appropriate
management alternatives. A process was developed for HAPC identification (see

discussion paper at http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/HAPC/hapcdisc. pdf), and stakeholder meetings
were held in Sitka and Yakutat in January 2001. No additional meetings had occurred prior to the
formation of the EFH Committee.
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Agenda C-7
ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT

and
HABITAT AREAS OF PARTICULAR CONCERN

EFH Committee Activities:
* Meeting convened in Juneau, November 5-9, 2001.

*  The primary purpose of this meeting was to develop specific alternatives for EFH
and HAPC designation and significance criteria for analysis.

*  The Committee developed an initial set of both EFH and HAPC alternatives for
the scientific advisors to review based on NPFMC “white paper”.

+ The Committee met over the next two days in conjunction with the scientific
advisors.

« The Committee asked the scientific advisors to review alternatives based on
feasibility for analysis, efficacy of option given scientific data, possible
consolidation of options.

COMMITTEE PRELIMINARY EFH
ALTERNATIVES

+ Alternative 1: No Action — No EFH Designation

o Alternative 2: Species-Based (Level 0-2 Information)

 Alternative 3: Species-Based (EFH designated using
Level 1-4 Data) — Status Quo

» Alternative 4: Ecosystem / Habitat Based

» Alternative 5: Core Area Based




EFH Alternative 1: No Action

EFH would not be designated.

The Council action resulting from this alternative would be to change
the FMP’s from the current EFH amendment measures.

This Alternative needs to be included to comply with NEPA.
However, this committee believes this alternative will be inconsistent
with the MSA.

Alternative 2: Species-Based

This is Status Quo.

EFH is defined on a species by species basis based on the
general distribution of individual species and their life
stages.

Level 0-2 Information.

pa—



EFH EIS Alternative 2 - Species-Based (Level 1-2)

Sablefish - Level 2

Sablefish
- General Distribution
- Known Concentrations

EFH Alternative 3: Species-Based

+ This alternative would specify EFH designations in

accordance with the criteria established in the interim final
rule.

This approach would dictate that EFH be designated on the
basis of the highest level of information available.

Areas for each species/species group and life stage would
be separately designated.

* Level 1-4 Data.




EFH Alternative 3: Species-Based (continued)

+ Level 0 - No information is available to infer the species general
distribution *

» Level 1 - EFH is general distribution and its associated habitat.
» Level 2 - EFH is known concentrations and its associated habitat.

» Level 3 - EFH is the habitat contributing to the survival, reproduction,
and growth of a species.

+ Level 4 - EFH is the habitat with the highest biological productivity.

» Options: (A) for species and life stage (B) for species-taxonomic
groupings.

EFH EIS Alternative 3A - Species-Based (Level 1-4)

Sablafish - Level 2

Areas of soft bottom deeper than 200m
tpresumabiy within the lower portion of
the water colurmn) associated with the

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands.
Highest Level defines EFH

Depth

I 200 - 1000m
Longline CPUE
B vioh

B e

Trawl CPUE
I o

B e




EFH EIS - Alternative 3B - Species Group-Based

All 38 - Species Group Based
Shallow Water Flatfish Complex

Level 2
Areas of sandy bottom (yellowfin sole) ,
pebbles and sand {rock sole). sand and

Flathead Sole

V777 kmown Concretranors

Rock Sale

Mw

I

EFH Alternative 4: Ecosystem-Habitat

« This alternative would specify EFH designations relative to
classification of habitat types occurring in the region and
the assemblages of species and lifestages associated with

them.

» Habitat types would be defined into Stages by the relevant
physical and biotic data, including depth, substrate, and

structure forming biota.

Based




EFH Alternative 4: Ecosystem-Habitat Based

» Stage | - Ecosystems (Marine, Estuarine, Freshwater)
+ Stage 2 - Ecoregions (BS,ALLGOA)

 Stage 3 - Subecoregions (Management Areas, Bristol Bay,
SE, PWS, etc...)

« Stage 4 - Habitat Straté (slope, shelf, nearshore, etc...)

 Stage 5 - Habitat Strata clarified by Habitat Modifiers
(substrate, vegetation, depth, etc...)

EFH EIS Alternative 4 - Ecosystem/Habitat-Based

BSAIGOA Stratum Depth
[ o-5om

[N 50-100m

B 100-200m

I 200-1000m




Alt 4 — Outer Shelf (100-200m) EFH

Managed EFH Species (adult life stage) within BSAI Outer Shelf
EFH that associate with habitat modifiers (22 of ~40 spp.):

Roundfish Flatfish
Pacific cod Arrowtooth
flounder

Atka mackerel flathead sole

walleye rex sole
pollock

rock sole

yellowfin
sole
greenland
turbot

Rockfish

Pacific
ocean perch

light dusky
Northern

thomyhead

yelloweye

Crab dher
blue king crab sculpins
golden king crab skates
red king crab
snow crab
grooved tanner

crab

triangle tanner
crab

EFH Alternative 5: Core Area

Designation of EFH for this alternative is limited to those
core areas known to be critical to the production of species

Or species groups.

Level of understanding of the relationship between habitat

and productivity categorized into Phases.

Areas are classified in terms of relative abundance over

time .




EFH Alternative 5: Core Area Phases

» Phase 1 - Specify the areas that have the highest known
concentrations of lifestages of each species.

» Phase 2 - Specify the habitat area that encompasses the
highest known concentration of the critical life stages that
are most limiting to the recruitment to the adult population.

« Phase 3 - Specify and designate only the habitat area that
contributes most production.

HABITAT AREAS OF PARTICULAR CONCERN
(HAPC)

Definition: Habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) are
those areas of special importance that may require
additional protection from adverse effects.




HAPC Criteria

* In determining whether a type, or area of EFH is a HAPC,
one or more of the following criteria must be met:

— The importance of the ecological function provided by
the habitat.

— The extent to which the habitat is sensitive to human-
induced environmental degradation.

— Whether, and to what extent, development activities
are, or will be, stressing the habitat type.

— The rarity of the habitat type.

COMMITTEE PRELIMINARY HAPC
ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1: No Action — No HAPC Designation
Alternative 2: Type - Based (Status Quo)
Alternative 3: Species Distribution - Core Based

Alternative 4: Habitat — Ecoregion/Ecological Based
Alternative 5: Site - Specific Based

Alternative 6: Type -Site Based




COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED HAPC
NOMENCLATURE

HAPC Category - Classification of HAPC type or site
using established criteria (i.e., rarity, sensitivity, exposure
and ecological importance).

HAPC Area - can refer to either habitat “type” or “site”.

HAPC Type - general habitat description (i.e, corals,
pinnacles).

HAPC Site - can be stand-alone geographic location
selected from HAPC criteria (i.e, Sitka Pinnacles).

HAPC Alternative 1

No Action — No HAPC Designation.
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HAPC Alternative 2: Typed - Based

 This is Status Quo.

* In June 1998, the Council identified and adopted the following
habitat types as HAPC:

— (1)Areas with living substrates in shallow waters (e.g., eelgrass,
kelp, mussel beds, etc.).

— (2) Areas with living substrates in deep waters (e.g., sponges, coral,
anemones, €etc.).

— (3) Freshwater areas used by anadromous fish (e.g., migration,
spawning, and rearing areas).

HAPC Alternative 3: Species Distribution- Core Based

* This alternative assumes that the distribution and abundance of
species are indicators of critically important habitat types or sites
that require special protection.

» At low levels of information we start with species distribution
and abundance, classified according to the four HAPC criteria.

« As more information between habitat and FMP
species/ecosystem productivity becomes available HAPC could
be refined to a core habitat, such as bottleneck species, key
habitat, etc...
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HAPC Alternative 4 : Ecoregion/Ecological Based

This alternative identifies habitat types or sites of
ecological significance within eco-regions (tiering down
from Alternative 4 EFH).

This alternative incorporates both habitat types and site
specific designation.

Alternative allows for different management actions
among types and sites within regions.

HAPC Alternative 5: Site - Specific Based

This alternative assumes that individual sites meeting one or
more of the HAPC criteria may be designated as HAPC sites.

It does not allow for designation of “types” of habitat but
constrains HAPC designation to specific “sites or locations”.

Candidate sites would require specific management objectives.

Some possible discriminators to distinguish among sites within
types are: Geographic isolation; Uniqueness; Number of FMP
species; Diversity; Vulnerability; Key or bottleneck; Sensitivity;
Fragility.
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HAPC Alternative 6: Type - Site Based

This alternative establishes HAPCs as individuals sites selected
from a sub-set of HAPC types:

This is done through a two-step process:

— Step A: Types are selected based on the regulatory criteria.

— Step B: Management action is applied to sites within types to
achieve specific objectives.

Some possible discriminators to distinguish among sites within types
are: Geographic isolation; Uniqueness; Number of FMP species;
Diversity; Vulnerability; Key or bottleneck; sensitivity; Fragility.

EFH COMMITTEE - OTHER ISSUES
Non-Fishing Impacts

These recommendations are intended for the Council to
pass on to the Agency:

— (1) The EIS should include the impact of EFH designations on
non-fishing industries and NMFS;

— (2) Use best available information;

— (3) Duplication of regulations should be avoided wherever
possible;

— (4) NMFS should schedule a meeting with non-fishing industry.
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NMFS RECOMMENDATION
(based on “Other Issues™)

Include EFH Alternative 6 to designate only those waters that
are “truly” essential and confined to marine regions where
existing authorities do not occur.

This alternative recognizes a significant issue identified in
Scoping Comments.

At 6 - EEZwators

'Altornativo 3 - Spocies Basod
Optlon B - EFH species are grouped
taxonomically.

Alternative 2 - Status Quo

EFH is only those waters

EFHis defined on a species by
within tho EEZ

specles basis based on the general
distribution of individual species
and their lfe stages.

EFH may be larger than Option A
because a spocies within a group
may range over a broader area or the
known leval of information may bo
less than other species. Therefore
EFH within the group may depict only
general distribution.

EFH would be limited to
marine waters and uso tho
Level of Information

Criteria within the Final

EFH will combine exsiting EFH text
defintions and create new EFH
maps with newer map generating
technology.

EFHis lamge
{ (at waters) l_‘

™ ive 4 - basad

‘Altornative 3 - Spacios Basod
Option A- EFH is definod for a
singlo specios and life stage. fa

Designation of EFH for this
aXexnative is kmied to those

core areas known to be crucial
to tho production of species or
8pOCics groups.

Directly Enks assemblages/communities
with the area and includes species’
ecosystem roles. EFH would be designated
relative to the classification of habitat types
occurring in the region and the assemblages of
species and Eo stages associated with them.

EFH may be smafler than Option B
because each species may utiize
o nammower habiat and a higher

lovel of mformation may bo known
(i.e. Lovel 2,3,4).

Habitat types would be defined by the relevant

physical and biotic data, including depth, substrate,
and structure forming biota.
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Summary of NMFS EFH Workshop
Held November 6 - 8, 2001, in Juneau, AK

NMFS EFH Workshop, Tuesday, November 6

1. The group convened at 10:30 am, 1/2 hour later than the planned starting
time. The delayed start was to give the workshop team’ time to accommodate
changes suggested by the EFH Committee, which met on Monday the 5™ and
Tuesday morning.

2. Cindy Hartmann welcomed the participants, and introduced Ellen Hall as the
moderator.

3. The group introduced themselves (name, agency/affiliation, technical area of
expertise)

4.Alan Olson presented a NEPA overview, discussed the draft purpose and
need statement (Attachment 1), reviewed the scoping comments (Scoping
Comments and Issue Matrix, Attachment 2) and the summary of significant
issues (Significant Issues that Suggest Alternative Actions - see Attachment 3
for summary table of significant issues)> Handouts: copy of PowerPoint
presentation, scoping summary, scoping summary matrix of significant issues.

5. Various people presented descriptions of potential EFH Alternatives

Linda Behnken presented the EFH Committee’s concepts, which reflected
their Monday/Tuesday morning consensus on David Witherell's paper and
theAuk Bay Lab paper and their own variations/options. This included 11
alternatives total.

Jon Heifetz presented the Auke Bay Lab’s concepts, and noted that all
concepts were adequately represented by the Committee’s range of 11
alternatives

Matt Eagleton presented a paper related to alternatives discussion, and
indicated that his discussion points focused on alternatives already brought up;
no new alternatives

Anne Hollowed, via phone, presented an additional alternative (#12) that would
use a cluster approach, a combination of approaches #2 and #8.

! The "Workshop Team" refers to Cindy Hartmann, NMFS coordinator, and Lon Hachmeister,
Ellen Hall, and Alan Olson of Foster Wheeler Environmental, the EIS contractor.

2 The current list of significant issues does not include new input from the Committee, which
elected not to take up that agenda item at their meeting on Monday the 5".
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Alternative 4: Following discussion, #4 was separated into #4a and #4b. 4ais a
strictly abiotic approach, 4b combines biotic and abiotic.

Alternative 13: K. Koski suggested alternative #13, directed solely for salmon.
This approach would use the Alaska Stream Catalogue for Salmon to designate
EFH.

Alternative 14: Alan Olson suggested alternative #14, an adaptive
management approach

The workshop team later prepared a handout that summarizes all 15 approaches
(Summary of Potential Alternatives for EFH Designation).

6. Instead of having the group evaluate alternatives against significant
issues, Mike Payne suggested that the group accept/adopt the EFH Committee’s
evaluation that had already been done. Mike then summarized the Committee’s
evaluation for the group.

7. The Committee provided a suggested list of points for the technical specialists
to address during their evaluation of alternatives. That list of points was

discussed and adopted as criteria for alternative evaluation. The points

include the following:

. Feasibility for analysis

. Scientific merits of each approach

. Efficacy of option in meeting requirements of Magnuson-Stevens
Act (spawning, feeding, breeding, and growth to maturity)

. Data availability

. Possible consolidation of options

. Should one approach work for all FMP species or do individual

species require a distinct approach to EFH designation?

The group discussed the list and added some additional points, including the
following:

. Feasibility of doing an effects analysis
. Multispecies focus
. Risk averse approach

The workshop team later prepared a matrix of the 15 alternatives and the 10
evaluation criteria, based on the day's discussion and the criteria suggested on
the original agenda for the day. Two evaluation criteria (multispecies and risk
aversion) were inadvertantly left off the matrix, but were added by the groups
during their Wednesday exercise.

12/10/110:07 AM Page 2 of 13



8. John Olson and Matt Eagleton ended the day with a GIS presentation
showing the available database of information and how it can be used to produce
maps. The group asked questions and discussed the validity of the data, data
gaps, etc.

NMFS EFH Workshop, Wednesday, November 7

1. The workshop convened at 8:30 am

2. The workshop team handed out the summary of alternative EFH approaches,
a list naming those assigned to each breakout group (ground fish, salmon, and
crabs/scallops), an agenda, and instructions for the day.

3. Ellen reviewed the instructions, and gave each breakout group a sheet
describing the roles of facilitator, recorder and reporter.

4. The participants in the Breakout groups were:

Groundfish Group: Jon Heifetz, Pat Livingston, Rebecca Reuter, Craig
Rose, Franz Mueter, Jeff June, Nina Mollett, Kate Troll, Korie Johnson,
John Olson, Linda Behnken, Heather McCarty, Gordon Blue, Ben
Enticknap, Thorn Smith, Dan Falvey

Crab/Scallop Group: Bob Otto, Gretchen Harrington, Matt Eagleton,
Doug Woodby, Stosh Anderson, Earl Krygier, Gordon Blue, Scott Smiley,
Dorothy Childers, Glenn Reed

Salmon Group: K Koski, Ron Dunlap, Sue Walker, Alan Olson, Greg
Ruggerone, Cindy Hartmann

5. The breakout groups designated the following positions

Groundfish -- facilitator - Pat Livingston; recorder — Rebecca Reuter;
reporter — Jon Heifetz

Crab/Scallop -- facilitator - Bob Otto; recorder - Matt Eagleton; reporter -
Doug Woodby.

Salmon -- facilitator —-Sue Walker; recorder — Alan Olson/Sue Walker;
reporter — Sue Walker/Cindy Hartmann

7. Breakout groups worked through the evaluation matrix and kept notes on

alternatives they liked or disliked and why. The exercise was planned to complete
in morning, but time was extended to 2:00 pm to finish evaluations.
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8. Each group reported resuits to the rest of the group. There were some
variations in how the groups approached and completed their task: two groups
ranked alternatives and one didn’t; two groups discarded one or more
alternatives and one didn’t; and two groups lumped alternatives into
combinations of similar approaches and one didnt.

9. After reporting and discussing results, breakout groups reconvened to
determine whether they wanted to change their groupings (or make groupings)
and to define a theme for each alternative or group of alternatives.

10. Each breakout group reported results to the rest of the group. For the most
part, their results were similar to their earlier groupings.

11. Linda Behnken indicated that the EFH Committee would find it most helpful if
the scientists would take the various alternative groupings, reconcile the
differences, and create a new set of alternatives and write a detailed
description of those alternatives.-A committee (EFH Consolidation Breakout
Group) was nominated to meet Thursday morning to accomplish this task. EFH
Consolidation Breakout Ggroup members were: Pat Livingston and Craig Rose
(groundfish); K. Koski (salmon); and Gretchen Harrington and Matt Eagleton
(crabs and scallops).

12. There was not enough time to do the planned reality check exercise. That
exercise was tabled for the moment.

13. The group adjourned, with plans to start at 8:00 Thursday morning.

NMFS EFH Workshop, Thursday, November 8
1. The meeting convened at approximately 8:15 am, with a modified agenda?®.

2. Ellen reviewed the planned agenda for the day, indicating that the same
breakout groups would meet again and go through the same exercise as
Wednesday, this time working with HAPC definitions instead of EFH definitions.

3. Linda Behnken reviewed the EFH Committee’s recommendations as to the
HAPC alternatives that should be considered. Everyone received a copy of
the Committee’s HAPC alternative handout.

4. Ellen outlined the tasks to be completed. She reminded the group of the roles
of facilitator, recorder, and reporter in each group, requested that the breakout
groups each take good notes to be turned in at the end of the breakout sessions,

* The new agenda was planned by Lon, Ellen, Alan and Mike on Thursday morning before the
meeting convened.
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that they be prepared to report out their results, and also that anyone who had
good notes from Wednesday please turn those in to Ellen so they could be
copied for the record.

5. The breakout groups began their task at approximately 9:00 am, with
instructions to reconvene at 1:00 pm. At the same time, the EFH Consolidation
Breakout Group left to begin their consolidation task.

6. At approximately 1:15 pm, report outs began. We started with HAPC report
outs.* Gaining from their experience on Wednesday, the three breakout groups
were able to evaluate the HAPC alternatives and do some grouping during their
morning breakout session. Alan Olson reported for the salmon group (flipchart
and matrix); Jeff June and Nina Mollett reported for groundfish (typed notes and
flipchart), and Doug Woodby reported for crabs and scallops (flipchart and typed
notes). All three groups turned in their completed evaluation matrices. HAPC
results were similar to EFH results, in that the salmon group chose not to group
alternatives, while the groundfish and crab/scallop groups grouped alternatives,
but in slightly different ways.

7. The EFH Consolidation Breakout Group reported on their alternatives and
provided a handout describing their 6 alternatives (Attachment 4). Questions
and answers followed. This included a discussion about whether Alternative 6
“General Distribution” was different than Alternative 2 “Status Quo”. NMFS and
NOAA General Counsel will investigate further whether such a distinction is
necessary. Linda Behnken indicated that the handout represented the type of
information the Committee wanted, and constituted sufficient progress for the
workshop. She indicated that more details would be needed before the
Committee would feel prepared to forward a recommendation to Council.

8. A HAPC consolidation breakout group was selected to consolidate the
HAPC alternatives. Members were K. Koski (representing the EFH consolidation
group), John Heifetz and Jeff June (groundfish), Doug Woodby (crab/scallop),
Greg Ruggerone (salmon), and Lauren Smoker (GC). The group completed their
task about 4:00 pm and adjourned. A short report (Attachment 5) containing the
consolidated HAPC alternatives was provided to the EFH Committee, without
reporting back to the large group. Although the workshop team was not present
at the report out, we understand that the EFH Committee indicated that the report
out represented the type of information they wanted, and constituted sufficient
progress for the workshop. We understand that the EFH Committee indicated
that more details would be needed before they would feel prepared to forward a
recommendation to Council.

4 Most Committee members were not back from lunch yet, and we didn’t want to begin the EFH
report out until more Committee members were present.
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9. In the meantime, the EFH Committee met separately and the remaining
workshop participants viewed a reality check demonstration by Matt Eagleton,
John Olson, and Rebecca Reuter. Their GIS presentation showed the status quo
definition for a couple of species and how new digitized information compares to
previously hand-drawn maps.

Questions and answers during this session focused on several related reality
check and NEPA points, as follows:

. Given the EFH and HAPC alternative definitions, can they be drawn
on a map?

. If we took all the EFH alternative maps, would they be the same or
different (that is, would different areas be selected under one
definition than under another)? One element of that question is that
if the species are where the habitat is, then a species-based
approach and a habitat-based approach could come up with the
same area.

. If all the maps would be virtually the same, would the alternatives
actually constitute a sufficient range of alternatives under NEPA?

These issues were not resolved, but the group seemed to be leaning toward
consensus that the maps would be slightly different on a detailed scale, that they
might diverge more as more data are collected and added, and that they would
constitute a sufficient range of alternatives under NEPA because they used
different approaches, even though they would map out the same.

7.The GIS demo group adjourned at 4:00 pm.
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Attachment 1

Draft Purpose and Need Statement
November 5, 2001

The actions considered in this environmental impact statement (EIS) are needed to meet
the essential fish habitat (EFH) requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act section
303(a)(7). EFH is defined to include ‘those waters and substrate necessary to fish for
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity”. The Magnuson-Stevens Act
requires amending fishery management plans (FMPs) to identify and describe EFH for
each of the managed species and their lifestages.

The purpose of the actions is to strengthen the ability of NMFS and the North Pacific
Fisheries Management Council to protect and conserve habitat of finfish, mollusks, and
crustaceans. An important theme within the 1996 reauthorization of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act is sustainable and risk-averse management of fisheries; it emphasizes the
importance of habitat protection to healthy fisheries. Congress recognized that the
greatest long-term threat to the viability of commercial and recreational fisheries is the
continued loss of marine, estuarine, and other aquatic habitats.

The actions covered by this EIS are specific amendments to the FMPs for Bering Sea-
Aleutian Island groundfish, Gulf of Alaska groundfish, King and tanner crabs, scallops,
and Pacific salmon. The Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS (66 FR 30395) specifically
identified three elements of an FMP amendment to be included these actions. These
are to:

. Describe and identify EFH;
Identify habitat areas of particular concern within EFH; and
. Minimize, to the extent practicable, adverse effects on EFH caused by fishing.

These actions are among those included in the implementing regulations for EFH (50
CFR Ch. VI Part 600 Subpart J). In addition, the implementing regulations identify eight
other elements that must be included when amending the FMPs. These elements are to:

. Describe the habitat requirements by life history stage for species covered by the

FMP;

Describe fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH;

Describe options for managing adverse effects from fishing;

Identify non-fishing related activities that may adversely affect EFH;

Conduct a cumulative impacts analysis;

Describe options for the conservation and enhancement of EFH;

Identify prey species and their habitat and a description of adverse affects from
fishing and non-fishing activities; and

. Identify research and information needs.

e @& o ¢ o o

The implementing regulations provide specific guidance on methods and types of
information to be included under each of the eleven elements.

12/10/110:07 AM Page 7 of 13



NMFS/NPMFC EFH SEIS Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the

Non-Significant Issues to be

Non-Significant Issues Not Consldered in

Z juawiyoeny

Actions SEIS Consldered In the SEIS the SEIS
> $ £
€ E §
o 5 g 2
5 g | £ 2 )
> & & e S e
= b4 2 2 = o
i o i g § -]
w ] -5 5 o & g
e S 9 2 W S =
g 8 5 5 . £ 3 £
E|l s | E g . B lg| & § g = E | 8| 8
3| E :le | 3 |E|3 P8z AR
5 5 sz ¢ $ E | S ] S g g &
s | 2| 3k ¢ | § B |elz2 |8 € | & | 8 € | & | 2
g - g5 K - 5 ¢ @ & K B 5 8 kS B 2
2 [ o ] E i S | £ s 2
e | E 3 g a 2 |93 £ E ¥ £ E | & g
M 2 8 £ H & & S 3 g 3 m ) £ 9
a < m 0 ] m n - . g m b E -~
b 5 . s | % . g | E 2| 8 < g e8| s g
£ 8 5% g 5 5 21 g s| ¢ g 8 s 1S e | 8| ¢
m m S¢ o m ‘m m § g M g m < m s m < m
s 88 g ] 5 m 2] 8 s | 5 | £ g | 5 g
8 Comment mammmamm&?mum%&m%%&m&
1-01, |Because no draft or final EIS was prepared by
NMFS before the proposed SEIS, we believe
NMFS should first prepare a draft EIS, followed 1
by a final EIS. A SEIS should be preceded by
gm: EIS which has gone thraugh the public
review and comment process.
2-01, |We are concerned that NMFS is conducting a
16-02, |public process at the same time that they are in
23.01 |negotiations with plaintiffs to reach a settlement. 3
This makes us wary of the legitimacy of the
scoping process and the analysis that it initiates.
6-01, |Proceed with identifying and protecting both
EFH and HAPCs through the EIS process, and
involve fishermen and the public generally in the 1
process.
3-05, |The completion of an SEIS should await revision
7-08, {of the NMFS interim final regulations and
9-07, |guidelines by the new Administration. 6
17-05,
20-09,
21-06
2-01, |The original EA analysis should be revamped to
16-01, [address NEPA requirements; concentrate solely 4
22.07, |on addressing the NEPA deficiencies in the
23-01 |analysis for its original EFH plan.
1-02, |EFH designations should be evaluated in light of
|the Presidentiat Executive Order that requires
agencies promulgaling regulations to prepare a
"Statement of Energy Effects:, relating to any 1
action that may have “any adverse effects on
energy supply..." for submission to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB).
1-03, |Evaluate in detail one or more alternatives that
3.01, |identify and describe EFH based on criteria that
17-01, Jlimit the extent of EFH to habitat that is a) truly 4
21-01 |necessary for Council managed fishery species;
and b) within the Council's jurisdiction.
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7-01, [The SEIS must identify and describe EFH
18-01, |through specific criteria that limits the extent of
9-01, |the program to marine or estuarine
20-02 |environments within the EEZ that are truly 4 4 4
essential for fishery specles. Each alternative
should include explanations of why each area
has been identified as EFH.
2-02, |We ask that the responsibility for development
22-02, |the EFH alternatives and analysis be removed 3
22-08, |lrom agency and turned over to Council staff.
23-02
2-04, |The EFH preferred alternatives should be
22-01, |selected using the Nationa! Standards as 3
23-04 [required under federal law.
4-06, |The SEIS should also include existing
information on habitat types in the North Pacific
and Bering Sea, gear impact assessment from
published literature, the status of ecosystem 1
health in the various Gulf, Bering Sea and
Aleutian Island regions, and socioeconomic data
lon industry sectors and fishing communities.
4.07, |The SEIS should incorporate the knowledge and
experience of both fishermen and local area 1
|managers.
22-15 |Establish a framework for standards of scientific
and any "non-scientific” information that the 1
public may wan! to insert into the analysis.
4-07, |The SEIS should establishing a process to
12-02, |ensure that local stakeholders participate fully in
13-01, |the designation and design of management
13-02, |alternatives for EFH and HAPC. The aclive
14-05, [involvement of coastal community stakeholders
15-05, |is a valuable incentive for identifying protective . 7
25-16 |measures. For decision making to be
precautionary, it must be open, informed, and
democratic and must include all potentially
affected parties, including indirect stakeholders.
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25-16 |AOC proposes that NMFS and the NPFMC
specifically include a precautionary management
approach to protecting EFH in both groundfish
fishery management plans... Preventative action
to protect habitats should be taken in advance of]
scientific proof of causality, the proponent of an 1 1
activity, rather than the public, should bear the
burden of proof of showing that a fishing practice
or gear will not result in environmental harm.
3-02, [The SEIS must identify and evaluate all
7-02, |nonfishing activities that may be affected by
19-02, |EFH. Only activities with significant and direct 6
17-02, |identifiable effects on EFH should fall under
20-03, |scrutiny.
21-02
20-04, |Limit conservation measures recommended for
21-03 [fishing and nonfishing entities to those truly
necessary to supplement slipulations already in 2
place under existing local, State and Federal
regulatory controls.
18-03, |Each SEIS allesnative must identify and
evaluate in detail all nonfishing activities that are 1
effected by EFH.
3-03, |Limit conservation measures recommended for
7-03, [fishing and nonfishing activities to those truly
8-04, |necessary to supplement those already in place
9-03, |under existing regulatory mechanisms... which
9-05, linclude the Clean Water Act, Coaslal Zone
17-03, |Management Ac!, Endangered Species Act, and| 9
20-01, |state and tocal forest practices, mining,
20-05, |agricultural, and land use laws and regulations.
21-05 |The SEIS must list all existing regulatory
controls that area already available and explain :
in detail why EFH regulations do not duplicate
each.
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative Significant Issues to be Analyzed In the Non-Significant Issues to be  |Non-Significant Issues Not Considered in
Actions SEIS Consldered in the SEIS the SEIS

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

Species

|Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertainty
Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing

Interests

Criteria for Designation of EFH
Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH
|N§tiation Measures to Minimize the Adverse
Effects of Fishing on EFH
|Economics/ Sociceconomi
Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process
Regulatory Compliance and Duplication
Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process
Economics/ Socioeconomics

Regulatory Compliance
General Comments

General Comments

HAPC

Comment

Conservation must be based on the

best scientific information available while

minimizing costs and duplication and include

recommendations to increase scientific 1

research/data in support of the fishery

management requirements of the Fishery

Consesvation and Management Act.

14-02 [In order to meet the requirements of NEPA, we
have strongly urged that NMFS develop a
jcomprehensive conservation alternative in its 1 1
PSEIS based on an ecosystem approach to
groundfish management.

14.04, |We recommend that NMFS establish a timely

15-04 |process for identification of a network of marine

reserves in the Bering Sea. We would like to

give special emphasis to the critical need for
protecting pelagic EFH in this network of marine

reserves. HAPCs should also be expanded 1o 1 2

Include pelagic habitats that meet the criteria of

ecological importance, sensilivily to degradation,

and stress from development.

N
§ Comment ID

-

14-05 |ldentify the need for the application of best
available science and with meaningful 1
community involvement in the protection and
management of EFH (including MPAs).
14-01 |We (eel it important to recognize that there is
strong scientific justification for protecling key 1 1
EFH in a network of marine reserves.
15-06 | AMCC feels that the designation of MPAs
should be considered both as a means to
protect EFH and HAPCs from damaging fishing 1
practices and as a way to sustain commercial
fishing.

18-04 |Design sanctuaries or refuges as pockets of
biological diversity; management plans which 1 1
sustain and maintain biological diversily; artificial
reefs to enhance habitat
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25-21 |AOC supports the designation of a network of
marine refuges that encompass the major 1
representative habitats found in coastal and
offshore areas off the North Pacific coast.
25.17 |It is essential that the environmental effects of a
network of habitat research areas are fully
evaluated in this proposed EIS and immediate 1 1
measures are taken to implement such areas in
both groundfish FMPs.
27-01 |Even though multiple programs will have to be
tailored for each local ecosystem, small areas 1 1
will have to be set aside as nonharvest zones
{only subsistence use).
25.01 |NMFS must take an aggressive approach to
protect EFH and the marine environment by
implementing measures, including no-take 1
marine reserves, area-based gear restrictions,
and other gear modifications.
20-01,|Examine in datail the direct and indirect
20-07, |economic and social effects of EFH designations|
26-01, |on Alaska Natives, and specifically ensure
26-03 |conformily with ANCSA section 2(b), which 4
requires maximum participation of Alaska
Natives in decision-making affecting their rights
and property.
7-05, |Conservation measures must ...include
9-06, |recommendations to increase scientific
15-08, {research/data in support of the fishery
20-08, {[management requirements of the Fishery
22-10, |Conservation and Management Act. Incorporate
22-12 |experimental designs and controls into any 4 6
measures to protect EFH that may flow from a
redefinition of EFH, or into any further measures
to minimize, to the extent practicable, effects of
fishing gear on EFH. .
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12-03, |Research is needed to pravide significant stock
sustalnability and abundance benefis for target
species. Efforts are needed to improve the . 1
available stock assessment, fish habitat and
behavior research.
25-05 |Where data is limited, the SEIS must evaluate
whether that information can be obtained, and 1
how long it may take to obtain necessary
information.
2-06, |As part of the designation process the agency
22-09, jand Council should give high priorily to seeking
23-06 |expert, unbiased advice and initiating research
to correctly identify and rank the importance of

EFH. Engaging a team of objective and 3
allocationally neutral scientists (NMFS habitat
scientists, NPFMC SSC, university researchers)
for the preparation of the EFH EIS analysis and
the development of management options would
be a good way to proceed.

2-05, |We do not support the inclusion of aiternatives
22-04, [that do not seek to minimize the potential 3
23-05 |adverse effects on the human relationship lo the
resource.

15-02, |Quantitative thresholds of uncertainty should be
22-14 limplemented that weigh potential economic and
ecologica! costs against present understanding 2
of the effects of fishing on habitat and species
diversity.

22-03 |The enviranmenta! impacts on the “relationship”
of humans to their resource must be included in 1
the EIS.

25-03 [The environmental effects of [bottom trawling]
must be fully analyzed by appropriate experts in
the fields of biology, ecology, oceanography, and 1 1 1
fisheries biology, according with the
requirements of NEPA.

12/5/2001 Page 6 of 15




NMFS/NPMFC EFH SEIS Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix

Comment ID

Comment

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative
Actlions

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the

SE(S

Non-Significant Issues to be
Considered in the SEIS

the SEIS

Non-Significant Issues Not Consldered In

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the Adverse
Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertainty

Effects of Fishing on EFH

Criteria for Designation of EFH
Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH

HAPC

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing

Interests

|

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

rEn‘ects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures
Species

Economics/ Socioeconomics
Regulatory Compliance

Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process

General Comments

|Regutatory Compliance and Duplication

|General Comments

Scientific Information/Research

NEPA Document and Process

Economics/ Socioeconomics

N
N
-
-

Proceed cautiously with the process of
considering changes in the existing
management regime to protect EFH off Alaska.
Poorly conceived measures may actually

|concentrate fishing effort, possibly creating

problems that did not exist before.

22-13

Until a belter scientific foundation is available, a
reasonable and fair standard of precaution
should be adopted to evaluate effects of all
options an all bottom tending fishing gears.

22-15

Define how the concept of "adequate
precaution” will be applied to information about
the effects of all fishing gears in the analytical
process.

403

the EFH SEIS should include a reasonable
range of alternatives including: status quo; no
net increase in impacts; appropriate gear
modifications; elimination of high impact
gearftransition to lower impact gear; and
closures to all bottom fishing. a no-action
alternative should be considered when there
may be evidence of harm caused by an activity.

6-02,

Include among the alternatives a wide range of
measures to protect specific habitat areas from
the damaging effects of fisheries. These would
include total closures at one end of the
spectrum, to rotating or seasonal closures, to
selective use of fishing gear and ways to
encourage conversion to less damaging gear or
technique, to perhaps just a monitoring program
at the other end.

13-03

(Consider a spectrum of protective measures
including conversion of bottom trawling to lower
impact gears where appropriate, limiting areas
lopen to bottom trawling to where their effects on
seafloor habitats are minimal, and closures to all

bottom fishing in areas carefully selected for
their ecological significance.

——
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NMFS/NPMFC EFH SEIS S.

Comments and Issue Matrix

Comment ID

Comment

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative
Actions

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the
SEIS

Non-Significant Issues to be
Considered in the SEIS

INon-Significant Issues Not Considered in

the SEIS

Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertainty

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the Adverse

Suggested Alternative for Saimon EFH
Effects of Fishing on EFH

Criteria for Designation of EFH

HAPC

ioeconomics

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

Species

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing
Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

Interests

Economics/ Soci
Regulatory Compliance

|Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process

General Comments

Regulatory Compliance and Duplication

General Comments

Scientific Information/Research

NEPA Document and Process

lEconomicsl Socioeconomics

=y
o
N
(=]

Alternatives to consider for the protection of EFH
are: status quo; gear modification; gear
restrictions/ allocations to promote gear
conversion; closures to all or a significant
amount of bottom fishing, full area closures.

210,
22-18,
23-10

Year-around closure of areas should be

lconsidered actions of last resort. Alternatives

that include gear-modifications and seasonal
closures... should be made as specific as
possible.

25-01

NMFS must take an aggressive approach to
protect EFH and the marine environment by
implementing measures, including no-take
marine reserves, area-based gear restrictions,
and other gear modifications.

25-16

A reasonable range of alternatives, including a
no-action alternative should be considered when
there may be evidence of harm caused by an
activily.

2-08,
23-08

Without additional research, will the agency

assume that fixed gear has the same impact as
traw! gear or that it has no impact at all?... An
alternative should be included that specifies no
additiona! protective measures will be taken until
adequate scientific information is available.

22-20

The range of options for the analysis for areas
open to trawling should start from something
less restrictive than the current no-trawl areas to
an option where trawling is limited to the total of
the areas where it currently actually occurs. An
adequate experimental design would be
incorporated into the measures developed within
this range.

121512001
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Comment ID

Comment

Signficant Issues that Suggest Aiternative

Actions

Significant Issues to be Analyzed In the

SEIS

Non-Significant issues to be
Considered in the SEIS

Non-Significant Issues Not Considered in

the SEIS

Criteria for Designation of EFH

Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH

imize the Adverse

Effects of Fishing on EFH

Mitigation Measures to Min

HAPC

Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertai

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing

Interests

|Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

|Economics! Socioeconomics

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

Species

25-20 [NMFS and the NPFMC must reexamine its

dependence on bottom-tending mobile gears
and utilize existing fishing practices that have

Lg.m_:umam to EFH and the environment.

NPFMC should analyze the use of incentives
such as allowing exemptions for gear shown not
to be detrimental to habitat, and voluntarily
switching to low impact gears such as hook-and-
line and pots.

Regulatory Compliance

=

Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process

General Comments

Regulatory Compliance and Duplication

General Comments

mics

3
Nic

Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process
/ Soci

2-07,
22-16,
23-07

Limit Alternatives in the analysis to include only
exploration of past actions taken by the Council.

4-01,

Although this level of discrimination may be
more appropriate at the HAPC level, considefing
habitat categories as an alternative to the
existing EFH designation could provide a usefu!
exercise and result in a more meaningful use of

the EFH term.

11-01, |1 urge the agency to adopt a definition of EFH

that can be backed with good science on the
importance of that habitat to a species, and that
can be applied to specific geographic locations
that are critical to the surviva! and reproduction
of a target species. That definition should not be
crafted to include any habitat or geographic
location where a species is merely known to
ocour.

22-05 |Using fishery dependent CPUE data to define

which habitats constitute EFH is inappropriate
because areas of high CPUE may refiect
regulations, availability, fishable bottom,
temporaty aggregations, etc. rather than habitat
critica) to particular life stages.

13-05

Consider the impact of bycatch into the equation
as you determine EFH.

14-03

We strongly recommend that NMFS recognize
U.S. coastal and marine waters in WWF's
priority areas for biodiversity conservation in the
Bering Sea as essentia! fish habitats.

-~
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Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative Significant Issues to be Analyzed In the Non-Significant Issues to be |Non-Significant Issues Not Considered in
Actions SEIS Considered in the SEIS the SEIS

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

Species

Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertainty
Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing
Regulatory Compliance and Duplication

Interests

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the Adverse

Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH
Effects of Fishing on EFH

Criteria for Designation of EFH
Economics/ Socioeconomics
Regulatory Compliance
General Comments

Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process
|General Comments

|Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process
‘Economicsl Socioeconomics

Comment ID
HAPC

Comment

EFH designation must incorporate the biological
requirement of not only target species, but those
of associated species as well, including upper 1 1
and lower trophic animals.

=
&
(=4
-

identification of a managed species’ general 1
distribution and core habitat areas.
13-04 _Imcsa alternatives Incorporate precautionary

15-07 t._.sm designation of EFH should include the

management to account for the biologica!
requirements and ecological interactions of all 1 1
species in a diverse marine community.

15-03 |AMCC recommends that HAPCs be used as an
additional too! for the protection and designation
of EFH. HAPCs are areas of significant value
based on "ecological importance, sensitivity to 1 1
human-induced environmental degradation,
stress to the habitat from development activities,
and rarity of the habitat.”

26-01 |l am requesting HAPCs because of proposed
and existing activities pose a threat to the 1
existing fisheries in Knik, AK.

25-18 |FMPs should identify HAPC within EFH for all
imanaged species. One approach the NPFMC
can take is to designate, as HAPCs, those areas|
within a species' EFH that have historically
contained the highest abundance levels of a
particular stock.

16-03 |Any recommendations or alternatives that are
developed without first reviewing the existing 1
managemen! and extensive scallop observer
data would be flawed.

16-04 |We are concerned that you will not review the
thesis of Teresa Turk (MS, University of 1
|Washington 2000).

18-01 |EFH regulations must be vesy precise in
definition to include affects on all stages of life 1
history of fish biological diversity.
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2-09, [Rank the importance of designated EFH, and if
22-17, |additional areas are identified, priority should be
23-09 [given to the areas that are most essential, witha| 3
limit not to exceed 20% of the fishing grounds.
25-02 |Existing EFH designations should not be
significantly modified - unless the best scientific 1 1
information available supports such a
modification.
18-02 (Provide protection for nurseries and rearing
grounds; spawning beds; prime feeding areas;,
upland tributaries; estuaries; kelp beds; geologic
formations which create upwelling of nutrients;
littoral and supraliltoral zones of the shore where 1 1
forage fish, mollusks, crustaceans elc. spawn
critica! food web components.
18-03 |Provide protection from: chemical, physical, and 1
biologica! alteration of water qualily.
25-06 |Gear assessment must include full analysis of
the direct, indirect and cumulative adverse 1 1
effects of physica! disturbances, biologica)
disturbances, and chemical disturbances.
26-02 |"I request status quo on any redesignation of
lesser protection (EFH) until the impacts of such
action can be considered, to the social, 1
economic and environmental to my community
of Knik."
4.04, |Significant issues to consider relalive lo each .
allernative should include the ecosystem heaith
and diversily, the vulnerability of each HAPC to .
disturbance, and the socioeconomic impacts to 1 1 1 1
fishing fleets and fishing communities.
4-02, |in categorizing habitat and identifying HAPC, we i
believe the following factors need to be taken
into consideration: vulnerability or resilience to 1
disturbance; ecological function; and rarity or
uniqueness.
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4-05, |HAPC areas should be designed to accomplish B
clearly defined habitat objectives with the least 1
disruption to local fishing fleets.
4.08, |We recommend that the Agency consider
officially designating the Southeast trawt closure 1 1
area and Sitka Pinnacles as MPAs or HAPC, as
appropriate.
5-01, |For purposes of mitigation identify all areas that
are currently closed lo trawling... to be analyzed 1
by depth and environment. _
15-12 |Observer coverage could be modified o more 1
closely monitor habitat identification.
15-09 [Mitigation of the effects of fishing gear should 1
include habitat restoration and protection.
2-11, |Alternatives should be designed to minimize
2219, {reallocative gains to existing participants. 3
23-11
12-01,[The trawi fleet needs to be reduced and more
reasonably controlled. A reduction in larger,
motre powerful vessels should be targeted. 1 4
Protective measures to convert bottom trawiing
to lower impact gears to lessen the foolprint on

the ecosysiem.

15-11 [AMCC recommends that an alternative in the
EFH EIS should weigh the potential benefits of
increasing gear conversion to pots. This may
\leviate some unintended increases of the
bycatch of HAPC biota as predicted with
longline gear.

15-13 |t is important lo delineate between various gear
types and intensity of effort. This includes
consideration of the degrees of impact within a 1
gear type and the impact between different gear
types.

25-19 |AOC proposes that NMFS and the NPFMC
evaluate and implement a maximum diameter
size limit on rockhopper and rollergear in the 1
groundfisheries for the purpose of preventing
trawling in the most complex habitats.
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NMFS/NPMFC EFH SEIS Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix

Comment ID

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative

Actions

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the

SEIS

Non-Significant Issues to be

Considered in the SEIS

|Non-Significant Issues Not Considered in
the SEIS

Comment

Criteria for Designation of EFH

{Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the Adverse

Effects of Fishing on EFH

HAPC

Scientific information, Research, and Uncertainty

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing

Interests

Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

Economics/ Socioeconomics

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

Species

N
¢
&)

4

We urge NMFS and the NPFMC to include a full
analysis of the effects of fishing on EFH and the
environment and not rely heavily on prior EFH
analyses and NEPA analyses... This
assessment must include a ful) and objective

analysis of both environmental and EFH impacts,
for each gear used in these fisheries and must
be based on the best scientific information
available.

lReguIatory Compliance

|General Comments

Scientific Information/Research

ﬁNEPA Document and Process

ioeconomics

General Comments

Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process
Economics/ Soci

FRegulatoty Compliance and Duplication

25-03

The environmental effects of [bottom trawling]
must be fully analyzed by appropriate experts in
the fields of biology, ecology, oceancgraphy, and
fisheries biology, according with the
requirements of NEPA.

8-06,

Where activilies adversely affect EFH, the SEIS
must define recommended conservation
measures necessary lo address and mitigate
the impacts.

25-11 _

What are the alternatives available to minimize
this adverse effect?

25-12 _

Which of these alternatives are "practicable” lo
implement? How is the Council determining
whether an alternalive is "practical?" How is this
approach consistent with the Magnuson-
Stevens Act and implementing regulations?

25-13

If a measure is not presently practicable, would
it be practicable if phased in, or implemented to
occur at a set date in the future?

25-14,
25-15

If a gear may be resulling in an adverse effect to
EFH, are there any precautionary measures that
can be taken to minimize the risk of potential
adverse effects to EFH? When will research
provide such information?

2-03,
23-03

HSCC does not support the inclusion of any
EFH alternatives in which zero-fisk is a goal or in

which the fishery is assumed to cause adverse
impacts unless it can be proven otherwise.

12/5/2001



NMFS/NPMFC EFH SEIS S

Comments and Issue Matrix

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative

Actions

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the

SEIS

Non-Significant Issues to be

C

ed in the SEIS

the SEIS

Non-Significant Issues Not Considered in

Comment ID

Comment

Criteria for Designation of EFH

Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the Adverse

Effects of Fishing on EFH

HAPC

|Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertainty

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing

Interests

Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

Economics/ Socioceconomics

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

Species

Regulatory Compliance

General Comments

IScientific Information/Research

NEPA Document and Process

Regulatory Compliance and Duplication

General Comments

Scientific Information/Research
NEPA Document and Process

ioeconomics

Economics/ Soci

ey
g
(=]
B

Sea lions are linked to a stable and growing
herring stack. All efforts must be quickly
organized to sustain and enhance this vital link
of the ocean ecosystem of the Gulf of Alaska
and Bering Sea.

27-02 |"The type of program | was looking at was kelp
and herring restoration as a starting point."

3-04, |Evaluate in detail the direct and indirect

7-04, |economic and sacia! effects on nonfishing
8-05, |entities, including small entities and local
9-04, |communities, of the designation of EFH,
17-04, |activities that adversely affect EFH, and
20-08, [recommended conservation measures. These
21-04 |impacts must include the cost of using
consultants to meet EFH consultation
requirements. it must also include the cost of
processing and approval delays, and costs to
federal, state and local agencies, as well as
private applicants.

5-02, [Overlay all foreign fishing data for longlining and
trawling (1965-1988) onto the matrix of current
fishing areas of the Americanized fisheries.

5-03, |Analyze the impact that foreign longlining and
trawling had on all identified EFH and HAPC in
the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands. Factor for gear size that was not under
development for bycatch avoidance and
unobserved data for both catch rates and area of]
operation.

5-04, |Analyze for expectable continued "utilization"
year to date and apply value for the continued
usage of ali the identified grounds.

5-05, |Please place into the scoping comments for
EFH SEIS the testimony of Senator Frank
Murkowski read into the Congressional Record
May 4, 2001.

5-06, |Also place the five part series “Environment,
Inc.” beginning April 22, 2001 in the
Sacramento Bee, wrilten by T. Knudson.

12/5/12001
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NMFS/NPMFC EFH SEIS Scoping Comments and Issue Matrix

Comment

Signficant Issues that Suggest Alternative
Actions

Significant Issues to be Analyzed In the
SEIS

Non-Significant Issues to be
Consldered in the SEIS

Scientific Information, Research, and Uncertainty

Effects of Fishing on EFH

Mitigation Measures to Minimize the Adverse
HAPC

Criteria for Designation of EFH
Suggested Alternative for Salmon EFH

Effects of EFH Designations on Non-Fishing

Interests

Effects of Fishing on EFH and Mitigation Measures

Economics/ Socioeconomics

Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other Non-targeted Marine

Species

It is imperative that the assessment Includes
conclusions as to the spatial extent and level
and type of disturbance occurring throughout
state and federal waters and in each particular
EFH.

-

]

Regulatory Compliance

General Comments

Scientific Information/Research

the SEIS

Non-Significant issues Not Consldered in}

NEPA Document and Process

Regulatory Compliance and Duplication

General Comments

Scientific Information/Research

NEPA Document and Process

Economics/ Socioeconomics

25-09 [How is the council defining an "adverse effect"?
How is the Council's definition consistent with
the Magnuson-Stevens Act and implementing
regulations?

25-10 |Is a fishing gear resulling in "adverse effects” to
a particular EFH? (f yes, then which EFHs are

adversely affected and how s0?

26-04 |Request you incorporate into FMP these dioxin
studies: Trace amounts of dioxin readily enter
the food chain, and area hazardous to human
consumption (EPA water office). Interim report
on data and methods for assessment for 2,3,7,8
Tetraclorodibenzo-P dioxin risks to aquatic
organisms and associated wildiife (EPA Office of
Research and Develspment). Human health risk
report (Nationa! Technical Information Service
Center, DOC).

26-05 ).._ am requesting your cooperation in
coordinaling an assessment for Knik incinerator
and Entech incinerator."

26-07 1"Suggest you put in FMP that responsibility for
assessment lies with facility operator to get
assessment."

26-08 |"Request a means to access fines for fertilizer

and oil spills and pipelines discharges in FMP."

Total Unique Comments

15 30

11

13

12

10

10

Total Comments

Al
~3{ )

24 36

13

13

12

10

20

2153

N[N

NN

121512004
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Attachment 3

Significant Issues That Suggest Alternative Actions

and Uncertainty

Criteria for Designation of EFH 24 15
Suggested Alternative for 4 1
Salmon EFH
Mitigation Measures to Minimize
the Adverse Effects of Fishing 36 30
on EFH
HAPC 7 6
Scientific Information, Research, 13 7

Significant Issues to be Analyzed in the SEIS

Effects of EFH Designations on

Non-Fishing Interests 18 4
Data Used to Analyze and 5 5
Develop EFH Designations
Effects of Fishing on EFH and 12 10
Mitigation Measures
Economics/Socioeconomics 15 5
Ecosystem, Wildlife and Other 13 13
Non-targeted Marine Species
Regulatory Compliance 8 3

Non-Significant Issues to be Considered in the SEIS

General Comments 13 13
Scientific Information/Research 5 5
NEPA Document and Process 20 10

Non-Significant Issues Not Considered in the SEIS

Regulatory Compliance and

Duplication 11 2
General Comments 6 4
Scientific Information/Research 2 2
NEPA Document and Process 16 6
Economics/Socioeconomics 2 2
Total 230 143

12/10/110:07 AM
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Attachment 4

Essential Fish Habitat (EFH)

Consolidation Breakout Group Report
November 8, 2001

Group Members Included: Pat Livingston, Craig Rose, K Koski, Gretchen
Harrington, Matt Eagleton

EFH Alternatives

EFH Alternative 1 — No Action - No EFH Designation
EFH Alternative 2 - Status quo

EFH Alternative 3 - Species based

This alternative would specify EFH designations in accordance with the criteria
established in the interim final rule. This approach would allow for finer scale
resolution as information improves. Areas for each species/species group and life
stage specific would be separately designated and overlaid. Species groups
would be taxonomic groups. The levels could be applied species by species or by
lifestage, thus, a species would not be limited to level 1 for all lifestages if higher
level of information exists for that lifestage.

Level 1 — EFH is the general distribution
Level 2 — EFH is known concentrations (habitat related densities)

Level 3 — EFH is the habitat contributing to the survival, reproduction and
growth of a species (including those used by each life stage)

Level 4 — EFH is the habitat with the highest biological productivity
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Options:

a) If a stock falls below a threshold for stock abundance (such as minimum
stock size thresholds), provide for a reversion to a lower EFH classification
level. This would broaden the designated area, resulting in greater
protection species at low abundance levels.

b) Alternative would include a specific process (or at least a framework for
the process) that includes a research and monitoring program for updating
attributes and filling data gaps.

EFH Alternative 4 - Ecosystem/ Habitat Based

This alternative would specify EFH designations relative to classification of
habitat types occurring in the region and the assemblages of species and
life stages associated with them. Habitat types would be defined by the
relevant physical and biotic data, including depth, substrate, and structure
forming biota. -
Stage 1- Ecosystems and all the species / species groups that occur there

(ie; Terrestrial, freshwater, marine).

Stage 2 — Ecoregions and all species / species groups that occur there (ie;
Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands)

Stage 3 — Subecoregions (includes NPFMC areas) and all species / species
groups that occur there (ie; Southeastern, Bristol Bay)

Stage 4 — habitat types (nearshore, offshore) and all species / species
groups that occur there.

Stage 5 - habitat types as clarified by habitat modifiers (ie; substrate
structure, vegetation, salinity, depth, sea ice, biotic factors).

Current knowledge of habitat features may limit initial designation to broad
types that are primarily defined by depth and area, such as the strata
currently used in groundfish assessment surveys.

Analysis of species assemblages may be used to refine classification.

Habitat classification and resolution can be further refined with improved
knowledge of habitat use by fish and the distribution of habitat features.

12/10/110:07 AM Page 10 of 13



A catalog of species and life stages using each habitat would be compiled, using
the knowledge level criteria developed in the interim final rule. Thus the
assignment of a species to the list for a habitat type may be altered based on
improved knowledge of its use of that habitat. Species may be combined into
assemblages where sufficient associations are demonstrated to establish the
likelihood that protection of the assemblage would assure protection of each
component species. The essential fish habitat for each species would be defined
as the combination of all habitat types in which that species is included.

Option:

a) Alternative would include a specific process (or at least a framework for
the process) that includes a research and monitoring program for updatlng
attributes and filling data gaps.

EFH Alternative 5 — Core Area

Designation of EFH for this alternative is limited to those core areas known
to be crucial to the production of species or species groups. Each phase is
based on our level of understanding of the relationship between habitat and
productivity.

Phase 1 - Specify the habitat areas or locations that have encompassed the
highest known concentrations of all lifestages of each species over time.
Phase 2 - Specify the habitat area that encompasses the highest known
concentration of the critical life stages that are most limiting to the
recruitment to the adult population.

Phase 3 - Specify and designate only the habitat area that contributes most
production.

Option:

a) Alternative would include a specific process (or at least a framework for the
process) that includes a research and monitoring program for updating attributes
and filling data gaps.

EFH Alternative 6 — General Distribution

EFH is defined on a species by species basis based on the general
distribution of individual species (and their life history stages).

12/10/110:07 AM Page 11 of 13



e

Attachment 5

Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

(HAPC) Consolidation Breakout Group Report
November 8, 2001, 4:20 PM

Group Members Included: Doug Woodby, K Koski, Greg Ruggerone, Jeff
June, Lauren Smoker, Jon Heifetz

CONSOLIDATED HAPC ALTERNATIVES

HAPC Alternative 1—NO HAPC
Under this alternative there would be no designation of HAPC in the region.

HAPC Alternative 2—Status Quo (Habitat Type) (Original -
Alternative 1)

This is the current system where specific habitat types are designated as HAPC,
i.e. corals, pinnacles etc.

HAPC Alternative 3—Habitat-Eco-region/Ecological Based
Concept (Original Alternatives 5 & 9)

This alternative starts with eco-regions and habitat types and identifies as HAPCs
known or inferred habitat types or sites meeting HAPC criteria. Different levels of
importance can be based on ecological processes. It incorporates the ability of
both habitat type and site-specific designation but allows management action at
both levels. Allows potentially different levels of management action among
habitat types, sites and regions.

HAPC Alternative 4—Species Distribution “Core” Based
Concept (Original Alternatives 2,5, 7 & 8)

This alternative starts with the assumption that the distribution and abundance of
the FMP species (and other species important to FMP species) gives some
indication of critically important habitat types or sites that require special
protection. At low levels of information we start with species distribution and
abundance, filter it through the four criteria and if any one applies HAPC applies.
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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 site that might be a bottleneck or keystone
habitat.

HAPC Alternative 5-- Site Specific Based Concept
(Original Alternatives 3 & 4)

This alternative starts with the assumption that individual sites meeting one or
more of the criteria are designated HAPC sites. It doesn’t allow for designation of
types of habitat but constrains HAPC designation to specific defined sites or
locations, such as a particular seamount. Each site would have management
objectives and measures specific that site.

We considered these alternatives in combination of all EFH alternatives and found
them compatible with all.
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