AGENDA C4

JANUARY 2003
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Shris Oliver, \ ESTIMATED TIME
xecutive Director 6 HOURS

DATE: January 20, 2003
SUBIJECT: Essential Fish Habitat
ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive progress report on EIS development.
®) Review staff clarification of mitigation alternatives.
(c) Receive EFH Committee report.

BACKGROUND

The Council adopted final alternatives for the EIS analysis during its December meeting (motion attached
as Item C-4(a)) and a suggested methodology to proceed with the analysis. The Council directed staff within
the EIS to compare all of the alternatives to a scenario (baseline) that includes status quo conditions absent
all area closures, effort reduction, gear measures and rationalization programs. A draft EFH Baseline
discussion paper was prepared by staff and is attached as Item C-4(b).

A preliminary draft of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) was scheduled for initial
review in April 2003. However, it has become apparent that more time will be necessary to prepare the
analysis. Nevertheless, the terms of the settlement agreement require that a Draft SEIS be available for
public review by August 1, 2003. Staff will provide a report on the status of the project.

Review Mitigation Alternatives

At this meeting, the Council needs to finalize the boundaries for closure areas included in the mitigation
alternatives. Staff will provide maps depicting closure areas designated under these alternatives.

Committee Comments

The EFH Committee met in Seattle on January 26, 2002. Staff will provide a draft Committee report to the
Council during the meeting.

S:MGAIL\AJAN\C-4EFHactmemo202.wpd



AGENDA C-4(a)
JANUARY 2003

Essential Fish Habitat
December 2002, Final Council Motion

The Council’s adopted EFH problem statement is as follows:

The productivity of the North Pacific ecosystem is acknowledged to be among the highest in the world. The
Council intends to ensure the continued sustainability of FMP species by considering additional,
precautionary and reasonable management measures. Recognizing that in the North Pacific, potential
changes in productivity may be caused by fluctuations in natural oceanographic conditions, fisheries, and
other, non-fishing activities, the Council intends to take action in compliance with the requirements of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act to protect the productivity of FMP species by considering additional measures to
reduce adverse effects of fishing activities on habitat essential to managed species.

To accomplish this task, the Council will undertake an EIS analysis to:

1. Identify and designate Essential Fish Habitat,

2. Develop designation criteria for identification of Habitat Areas of Particular Concern, and

3. Consider implementation of additional management measures to minimize, to the extent
practicable, adverse effects of fishing on EFH. [Intent of Council is for those FMP species
where data is available, habitat measurers should be applied of minimize effects of fishing

on habitat essential to continued productivity of the managed species.]
Additionally, the Council adopted the EFH Committee alternatives for EFH and HAPC designations.

The Council adopted the following EFH Mitigation Alternatives modified from the Committee and AP
recommendation:

Alternative 1: Status quo. No additional measures would be taken at this time to minimize the effects of
fishing on EFH.

Alternative 2: Gulf Slope Bottom Trawl Closures: Prohibit the use of bottom trawls for rockfish in 13
designated areas of the GOA slope (200m-1000m), but allow vessels endorsed for trawl gear to fish for
rockfish in these areas with fixed gear or pelagic trawl gear.

Alternative 3: Bottom Trawl Gear Prohibition for GOA Slope Rockfish on upper slope area (200-1.000m).
Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for targeting GOA slope rockfish species on upper slope area (200-

1000m), but allow vessels endorsed for trawl gear to fish for slope rockfish with fixed gear or pelagic trawl
gear.

Alternative 4: Bottom Trawl Closures in All Management Areas: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear in
designated areas of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska. Bottom trawl gear used in the
remaining open areas would be required to have disks/bobbins on trawl sweeps and footropes.

Bering Sea: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea
except within a designated “open” area. The open area is designated based on historic bottom trawl
effort. Within the open area, there would be a rotating closure to bottom trawl gear in 5 areas to the
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west, north and northwest of the Pribilof Islands. Closure areas would be designated in Blocks
1,2,3,4 and 6 as identified by the EFH Committee, with 4 year closed periods for 20% of each block.
After 4 years, the closed portion of each block would re-open, and a different 20% of each block
would close for 4years, and so on thereafter. After 20 years, all area within each block would have
been subject to a 4year closure, and the rotating closure areas would start over.

Aleutian Islands: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in designated areas
of the Aleutian Islands. Closure areas would be designated in the areas of Stalemate Bank, Bowers
Ridge, Seguam Foraging Area, and Semisopochnoi Island.

Gulf of Alaska: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for rockfish fisheries on 13 designated sites
of the GOA slope (200m-1000m). Allow vessels endorsed for trawl gear to fish for rockfish in these
areas with fixed gear or pelagic trawl gear.

Alternative 5: Expanded Bottom Trawl Closures in All Management Areas: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl
gear in designated areas of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska. Bottom trawl gear used in
the remaining open areas would be required to have disks/bobbins on trawl sweeps and footropes.

Bering Sea: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea
except within a designated “open” area. The open area is designated based on historic bottom trawl
effort. Within the open area, there would be a rotating closure to bottom trawl gear in 5 areas to the
west, north and northwest of the Pribilof Islands. Closure areas would be designated in Blocks
1,2,3,4 and 6 as identified by the EFH Committee. These five blocks will be subdivided into three
equal strips, representing 33 1/3 % and each block would be closed for 4 years. After 4 years, the
closed area would re-open, and the next 33 1/3 % area of each block would close for 4 years, and
so on thereafter.

Aleutian Islands: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in designated areas
of the Aleutian Islands. Closure areas would be designated in the areas of Stalemate Bank, Bowers
Ridge, Seguam Foraging Area, Yunaska Island , and Semisopochnoi Island. These closure areas
extend to the northern and southern boundaries of the AI management unit.

Suboption for Aleutian Islands: Oceana’s Aleutian Seafloor Habitat Protection Alternative dated
Dec. 6,2002. Close areas to bottom trawling that have high coral and sponge bycatch rates and low
target species CPUE and reduce TAC by amount that historically came from that those. No
expansion of bottom trawl fisheries to new areas. Institute area-specific coral/ sponge bycatch limits
that close specific areas if exceeded. If implemented it would include the following actions:
Expand observer coverage to 100%, utilize the CADRES program, and require each vessel to have
VMS.

Additionally the proposal requests a comprehensive plan for research and monitoring that would
include: Seafloor mapping, benthic research, and habitat impacts of all bottom tending gears, annual
habitat assessment reports, experimental fishing permits to identify additional open areas.

Gulf of Alaska: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries on 11 designated
sites of the GOA slope (200m-1000m). Additionally, prohibit the use of bottom trawls for targeting
GOA slope rockfish on the GOA slope (200-1000 meters), but allow vessels endorsed for trawl gear
to fish for rockfish in these areas with fixed gear or pelagic trawl gear.
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' r— Alternative 6: Closures to All Bottom Tending Gear

Prohibit the use of all bottom tending gear (dredges, bottom trawls, pelagic trawls that contact the bottom,
longlines, and pots) within approximately 20% of the fishable waters (i.e., 20% of the waters shallower than
1,000m) in each of the regions described below.

Gulf of Alaska: The Gulf of Alaska would be subdivided into 3 regions: Western (corresponding to
regulatory area 610), Central (areas (620 and 630), and Eastern ( areas 640 and 650).

Aleutian Islands: The Aleutian Islands would be subdivided into 4 regions: Western (corresponding to
regulatory area 543), Central (area 542), Eastern (area 541), and two smaller Bering Sea regulatory areas
adjacent tot he Aleutians ( combination of areas 518 and 519).

Bering Sea: The Bering Sea would be subdivided into 3 regions south of St. Lawrence Island denoting each
of the predominant substrate types (sand, sand/mud, and mud) and taking into consideration the varying
depth distribution of each substrate.

The closed areas would be identified based on the presence of habitat such as high relief coral, sponges, and
Boltenia, with emphasis on areas with notable benthic structure and / or high concentrations of benthic
invertebrates that provide shelter for managed species. The closed areas would include a mix of relatively
undisturbed habitats and habitats that currently are fished. Within a given region, existing area closures
could comprise all or a portion of the closed areas for this alternative.

-~ In addition: a) Consider the relative advantages to EFH of rationalization programs.
b) Each mitigation alternative shall have an experimental model developed to accomplish
monitoring and research. Team EFH will be tasked to evaluate these experimental models.
¢) The Council requests the NPRB to call for proposals and fund research that evaluates the
recovery time and habitat recovery process within the Bering Sea rotating areas (i.e. — is
three years more than sufficient for recovery?)
d) The Council requests the Joint BOF/Council committee to develop a shared process that
sets up stakeholder meetings to facilitate coordinated BOF/Council evaluation of HAPC and
MPA.
e) The Council directs staff in the EIS to compare all of the alternatives to a scenario
(baseline) that includes status quo conditions absent all area closures, effort reduction, gear
measures and rationalization programs.

The following points should be included/addressed in the EIS as practicable:
1. Clarification that task of EFH mitigation measures is to reduce habitat degradation that has or has

the high probability of negatively impacting the productivity of FMP species.
2. Anassessment of the productivity of the FMP species using the SAFE documents and other available

information,

3. Information or evidence linking any adverse effects on the productivity of the FMP species to
fishing.

4. Evidence that the proposed mitigation measures will properly mitigate specific adverse impacts to
FMP species.

=
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An assessment of the level of certainty of information used to determine adverse impacts, linkages
to fishing and effectiveness of proposed measures to mitigate specific adverse effect.

A cost benefit analysis to determine the “practicability and consequences™ of adopting proposed
mitigation measures. This should also include an assessment of unintended consequences such as
increased bycatch and bycatch-triggered closures.

. An assessment of the costs and benefits of measures already imposed to protect the FMP species

including the Bering Sea crab and Pribilof habitat closure areas, salmon, herring, walrus and Steller
sea lion closures, and similar closures in the GOA including the Eastern GOA traw] closure and the
Mt. Edgecomb Pinnacles and any other closed areas that restrict impact on local habitat.

The two million metric ton cap in the BSAI should also be factored in as an existing mitigation
measure since the proposed alternatives recommend that TAC reductions should accompany area
closures to further protect habitat by reducing fishing effort.

. A table that compares the proposed mitigation measures, any adverse impacts to FMP species,

certainty of scientific information used to determine adverse impact, projected effectiveness and cost
of measures to coastal communities and industry participants and projected unintended
consequences.

10. An evaluation and comparison of each alternative to the requirements of the National Standards.

Other Recommendations

1. If sea lion closed areas in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands are removed in the future, the Council
will initiate an amendment to consider whether “Habitat Areas of Particular Concern” and associated
measures should be developed for some or all these areas before they are opened.

2. Council concurs with the EFH Committee that the Old Alternative 5 (closure areas for all bottom
tending gear in areas with gorgonian corals, sponges, and sea onions, from the October 2002 motion)
be a starting point for identifying HAPC, once the Council and Committee have adopted a HAPC
process.

3. Scallop and Aleutian Islands longline crab fisheries will be considered more thoroughly under
HAPC.

4. Attempt to incorporate the SSCs comments to the extent possible.

Council EFH motion 4 December 2002
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AGENDA C-4(b)
JANUARY 2003

EFH Baseline

Draft Discussion Paper
prepared by staff 1/17/03

In December 2002, the Council requested that the EIS being prepared for EFH contain an evaluation of status
quo conditions absent all area closures, effort limitations, gear restrictions, and rationalization programs that
contribute to habitat protection measures. This will not be an alternative per se, but would allow the Council
to compare all the alternatives, including status quo, against a baseline of no-habitat protection measures.
This discussion paper was prepared to initiate discussion by proposing some additional details of this
evaluation.

Intent: The intent of a baseline evaluation is to provide a measure of the costs and benefits of the status quo
relative to habitat protection. Additionally, it provides a baseline from which to compare all alternatives, so
as to better understand the incremental benefits of all the alternatives relative to the history of actions taken
by the Council to protect fish habitat. Question to Council: Does this accurately reflect your intent?

Measures to be Included: The baseline would include all status quo conditions absent habitat protection
offered by gear restrictions, area closures, harvest limits, effort limitation, rationalization programs, and other
regulations. Question to Council: This list of baseline measures includes all measures that protected habitat
to some degree. Is this list complete, or are there other measures that should be excluded or included?

Specifically, the measures excluded from the baseline would be as follows:

Gear restrictions: BSAI pelagic trawl gear for pollock , biodegradable panels on pots, scallop dredge
width restrictions, allowable gear definitions (e.g, sunken gillnets, explosives, hydraulic dredges not
allowed). [4measures]

Area closures: Pribilof trawl closure, Bristol Bay trawl closure, Red King Crab Savings Area, Kodiak
trawl closures, Southeast Alaska trawl closure, Cook Inlet trawl closure, Sitka Pinnacles Marine
Reserve, Steller sea lion and Walrus closures, seasonal and trigger trawl closure areas (Area 516,
chum salmon savings area, other salmon and herring areas), scallop dredge closure areas, State water
trawl and dredge closures. [11 measures or groups of measures]

Harvest limits: Conservative quotas for groundfish, forage fish prohibition. [2 measures]

Effort limitation: groundfish and crab moratorium, scallop moratorium, groundfish and crab license
limitation program, scallop license limitation program. [4 measures]

Rationalization programs: halibut and sablefish IFQ, groundfish and crab CDQ, AFA Bering Sea
polleck. [3 measures]

Other measures: Prohibition on roe stripping, EFH designation. [2 measures]

Evaluation Methodology for Each Measure: For each measure, the EIS would provide a background and
history, along with details from the analysis. Additionally, there needs to be some kind of ranking or scaling
factor to evaluate the value of each measure as an EFH mitigation measure, with rationale provided in text.
The history of each measure would be provided as text (along with a figure for closure areas). There would
also be a summary table that lists some of the significant aspects of each measure: year implemented, size of
area closed, habitat types involved, estimated cost of implementing, relative value for EFH protection [e.g.,
high, medium, low, or none]. An example of such a table is provided as Table 1.
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Comparison of the Baseline and Alternatives: The baseline and the alternatives would be compared in both
text and tables. The comparison would focus on the degree of habitat protection offered under the baseline,
the status quo, and the alternatives. An example of a comparison table is provided as Table 2. We would also
want to have a table showing the criteria for assigning relative protection of habitat under the alternatives [or,

we could just use the significant/ conditionally significant/ not significant determinations used in Chapter
4.3].

Note to Council: The staff discussed how we might prepare some type of economic analysis
(e.g., a cost-benefit analysis) to assist with quantifying the economic and socioeconomic
effects of the Council'’s baseline query. Quantification, by definition, requires empirical
observations of the behavior being evaluated. After careful review and consideration of
available data sources, the staff concluded that it would be impossible to prepare a
quantitative analysis of what would have happened if the measures were not implemented
- there is simply no empirical data which would support a "quantitative” estimate to predict
how the fisheries would be operating today, absent this twenty or more years of sequentially
implemented management measures. Sector/fleet composition, entry and exit patterns,
fishing schedules, effort levels, product forms and markets, private and public capital
investments, among other decisions, have all been shaped to accommodate each subsequent
management action. Furthermore, each successive action was taken within the operational
context (i.e., effective status quo) which contained the cumulative effects of all earlier
actions. For example, had there not been Inshore/Offshore I, in 1990, would there have been
the AFA, in 2000? Even had there been AFA, it is impossible to describe how its form
would have been different from the 2000 action, much less what the quantitative dimensions
(cited above) would have been. And, of course, Inshore/Offshore I was predicated on all the
actions which came before it (e.g., the Roe Stripping Prohibition, Americanization). Just
changing the sequence of a few management events would clearly have had substantial, but
largely unpredictable changes on the evolution of the fisheries.

The staff suggests that the EIS include the economic cost estimates provided in the
amendment analyses prepared for each measure. Although these costs would not be
"comparable", for a range of technical reasons, and are certainly not additive, it would be
clear to the reader that large costs have already been incurred by the fishing industry to
protect habitat, and further, that significant benefits have been realized by society, in
connection with this series of conservation and management actions, in the North Pacific and
Bering Sea.

How Incorporated into the EIS: Chapter 2.2.2 [Overview of Previous Actions to Protect Habitat] would
contain the background information on all the measures excluded from the baseline scenario. Chapter 4.3.1
[Effects of Alternatives to Minimize Fishing Effects on EFH] would contain an evaluation of the status quo
alternative; that is, how well the current suite of measures excluded from the baseline serve to minimize the
effects of fishing on EFH. A new chapter would need to be included to allow for the comparison and
evaluation of the alternatives to the baseline. Logically, this would occur in Chapter 4.3 [Effects of
Alternatives to Minimize Fishing Effects on EFH] just prior to the Chapter 4.4 [Cumulative Effects] which
contains the past, present, and forseable future effects. So, the new chapter would become Chapter 4.3.12
[Evaluation of All Alternatives to a Baseline).
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Table 1. Example table evaluating fish habitat protection measures previously adopted.

)

Measure Year Management Summary of Purpose Size of Area Habitat types FMP Species Relative costs Relative value
Implemented Area Measures Relative to protected Protected to participants for EFH
Habitat and protection
Protection communities
Area Closures
Pribilof Habitat 1995 Bering Sea All trawl gear Primary 7,000 nm? shell hash, blue king crab $$ high
Conservation Area prohibited in sponges and all others
(Am. 21a) area
Bristol Bay Nearshore 1997 Bering Sea All trawl gear Primary 19,000 nm? emergent red king crab $$ high
Area (Am. 37) prohibited in epifauna (e.g., and all others
area bryozoans)
Red King Crab 1995 -96 by Bering Sea Bottom trawl Primary 4,000 nm? sand and red king crab 33 medium
Savings Area (Am. 37) | E.R. gear prohibited sand/silt and all cthers
1997 by reg. in area
Kodiak Crab Areas 1986 Gulf of Alaska Bottom trawl Primary 1,000 nm? sand/silt red king crab 3 medium
(Am. 15, 26) gear prohibited and all others
in area
.... and so on
Effort Limitation
Groundfish and Crab 1995 BSAland GOA | Only qualiﬁéd Incidental na all all 3% low
Vessel Moratorium groundfish; vessels could
(Am. 23/28, 5) BSAI crab participate
... and soon
Gear Restrictions
Pelagic Trawls for 1999 BSAI Pollock fishery Secondary na all > 100m crabs, and $ low
BSAI Pollock limited to others
pelagic trawl
gear only
...and socn
Rationalization
Programs
Halibut and Sablefish 1995 BSAland GOA | IFQ program Incidental na all>S0m all bottom $3% low
IFQs (Am. 15/20) for halibut and dwellers
sablefish fixed
gear fisheries

... and soon




Table 2 Example table comparing habitat protection of the alternatives with a baseline of no protection.

Indicators

Habitat Protection

Baseline

Alternative 1

No Action

Alternative 2

GOA slope trawl
closures

Alternative 3
Bottom Trawl

Prohibition for

GOA Slope
Rockfish

Alternative 4
Bottom Trawl
Closures

Alternative §

Extended Bottom

Trawl Closures

Alternative 5,

Option 1
Prohibit trawling
in Al

coral/sponge
areas

Alternative 6
Closures to all
bottom tending

gear

Area closed to
trawling year-round:

Bering Sea
Aleutian Islands
Gulf of Alaska

TOTAL

0 nm?
0 nm?
0 nm?

0nm?

30,000 nm?
10,000 nm?
70,000 nm?

110,000 nm?

Area closed to all
bottom tending gear
year-round:

Bering Sea
Aleutian Islands
Gulf of Alaska

TOTAL

Annual amount of
trawl effort:

Bering Sea
Aleutian Islands
Gulf of Alaska

TOTAL

Annual amount of
fixed gear effort:

Bering Sea
Aleutian Islands
Gulf of Alaska

TOTAL

Relative protection of
large epifauna (e.g.,
corals, sponges)

Relative protection of
small epifauna and
infauna

N
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Habitat Protection Baseline Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 Alternative 4 Alternative § Alternative S, Alternative 6
Indicators No Action GOA slope trawl Bottom Trawl Bottom Trawl Extended Bottom Option 1 Closures to all
closures Prohibition for Closures Trawl Closures Prohibit trawling bottom tending
GOA Slope in Al gear
Rockfish coral/sponge
areas
Relative protection of
pelagic habitats
Relative protection to
maintain benthic
biodiversity
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January 17, 2003
RE: Essential Fish Habitat Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Dr. Balsiger and Chairman Benton:

The Ocean Conservancy appreciates NMFS' proposed no-bottom contact
alternative and the NPFMC's December EFH Motion. These are both important
steps in the preparation of a comprehensive DEIS and the eventual adoption of
measures that mitigate the adverse impacts of fishing on essential fish habitat. We
are concerned, however, that the NPFMC has indicated that this motion will be the
final iteration of the range of alternatives and that the agency will consider
themselves precluded from addressing several issues that will tighten up the analysis
and meet NEPA's responsibility to

present the environmental impacts of the proposal and the
alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear basis for choice among options by the
decisionmaker and the public.’

In hopes of continuing the progress made at the December council meeting, The
Ocean Conservancy offers the following clarifications to what it believes would be a
sound construction to the DEIS:

o The range of alternatives should eliminate redundant approaches, include
protection for all FMP areas, and incorporate approaches that sharply define
the issue of protecting essential fish habitat from the adverse impacts of
fishing practices.

The Ocean Conservancy strives to
be the world's foremost advocate
for the oceans. Through science-

' 40 CFR §1502. based advocacy, research,

and public education, we inform.
inspire and empower people

to speak and act for the oceans.

Printec using SOy-D23€C ~n 7 "1, %3 Daiv



¢ The agency should ensure that the wealth of scientific literature on habitat
protection is reflected in the construction of the alternatives and should retain 7
the responsibility to modify the range of alternatives should their scientists
indicate that important habitat or approaches have been omitted.

e Management measures affording protection of Habitat Areas of Particular
Concern (HAPCs) must be included in the DEIS.

(1) NEPA Process and the Range of Alternatives

While the NPFMC has finally agreed to expand the range of alternatives from one
approach in each area, they have not yet addressed the issue of the repetition of
approaches across several alternatives. This is itself a reflection of why the NMFS
and the NPFMC should not attempt to substitute the EFH Committee process for a
NEPA process. While the EFH Committee process was a useful exercise in
stakeholder negotiation amongst different sectors of industry, it was not a process

steeped in science and consisted of minimal participation from NMFS scientific staff.
NEPA requires

a systematic, interdisciplinary approach which will insure the
integrated use of the natural and social sciences . . . in
decisionmaking.? 7

While there were good ideas circulated by the EFH Committee that should be
included in the DEIS and considered during the future determination of what
mitigation is “practicable,” the alternatives proffered by the committee were largely
based upon a strategy of protecting areas that are not heavily fished. Though the
committee's alternatives were presented as scientifically prepared, most of the
available data was not used in their preparation. This included the known locations
of spawning habitats for FMP species, location of rockfish assemblages, and habitat
bycatch rates of different fisheries. The committee’s recommended range of
alternatives was far out of compliance with NEPA and was why Oceana and The
Ocean Conservancy expended a large amount of time and resources working with
the NPFMC to include approaches based upon habitat information and scientifically
based protection strategies such as marine reserves and areas of high bycatch of
benthic structure.

In short, our concern was that the scientific component of NEPA had been largely
ignored when the agency delegated its NEPA responsibilities for the creation of
scientifically based alternatives for the protection of habitat. While the Rose Model

242 USC §4332(2)(A). Stated another way, NEPA requires that the responsible agency “initiate and utilize
ecological information in the planning and development of resource-oriented projects.” 42 USC f
§4332(2)(H).



was helpful in identifying fisheries with high levels of damage to habitat, scientific
input from the agency ceased before the creation of alternatives. Indeed, it took
several thousand public comments and a serious lobbying effort to force the NPFMC
and NMFS to include an alternative that considered the validity of a no bottom
contact approach that reflected The Ocean Conservancy's focus on the wealth of
scientific literature on the designation of a 20%-50% network of marine reserves.

Since the range of alternatives predetermine the management measures on the table
for consideration in the DEIS, unless this range of alternatives is sufficiently broad
and individually differentiated, the final decision will not be one that has been either
‘sharply defined’ or ‘rigorously explored,’ both requirements of NEPA. Again, while
the inclusion of alternatives presented by Oceana and NMFS have expanded the
range of alternatives, the alternatives at present need fine tuning so one approach
does not appear repeatedly and blur the exploration of the ecological efficacy and
socioeconomic tradeoffs posed by each approach.

The following is a summary of the alternatives and how each management area is
treated:

(A) Alternative 1: Status guo.
(B) Alternative 2: Gulf Slope Bottom Trawl Closures

GOA: bottom trawls for rockfish prohibited in 13 areas, but allowance for gear
conversion in these areas.

BS: no approach.

Al: no approach.

C) Alternative 3: Bottom Trawl Gear Prohibition for GOA Slope Rockfish on upper
slope area

GOA: bottom trawls for rockfish prohibited on slope, but allowance for gear
conversion in this area.

BS: no approach.

Al: no approach.

(D) Bottom Trawl Closures in All Management Areas

GOA: bottom trawls for rockfish prohibited in 13 areas, but allowance for gear
conversion in these areas.

BS: rotating closures to bottom trawls in 20% of 5 areas of the Bering Sea for four
years at a time.

Al: closures in Stalemate Bank, Bowers Ridge, Seguam Foraging Area, and
Semisopochnoi Island.



(E) Expanded Bottom Trawl Closures in All Management Areas

GOA: bottom trawls prohibited for all groundfish in 11 areas; prohibition of bottom
trawls for rockfish, but allowance for gear conversion.

BS: rotating closures to bottom trawls in 33 1/3% of 5 areas of the Bering Sea for
four years at a time.

Al: closures in Stalemate Bank, Bowers Ridge, Seguam Foraging Area, Yunaska
Island, and Semisopochnoi Island.

Al Suboption: Oceana bottom trawl restriction approach.

(F) Closures to All Bottom Tending Gear

GOA: 20% of fishable waters closed to bottom tending gear.
BS: 20% of fishable waters closed to bottom tending gear.
Al: 20% of fishable waters closed to bottom tending gear.

The repetition of apprbaches throughout the alternatives is problematic in several
ways.

First, there are not six alternatives that are significantly differentiated. For the Gulf of
Alaska, there are three approaches: (1) closing the entire slope to rockfish bottom
trawling, (2) closing 11-13 areas that were identified by fisherman as not important
to fishing to bottom trawling, or (3) a 20% no bottom contact approach. For the
Bering Sea, there are 2 approaches: (1) closing either 20% or 33 1/3 % of 5 areas
identified by fisherman as ‘backup’ fishing grounds to bottom trawling, or (2).a 20%
no bottom contact approach. For the Aleutian Islands, there are three approaches:
(1) closing 4 or 5 areas identified by fisherman as not important to fishing, (2) the
Oceana bottom trawl restriction approach, or (3) a 20% no bottom contact
approach.

Second, the approaches as formulated are not reflective of either NMFS’ scientific
expertise or the wealth of literature on habitat protection. A good example of this is
the refusal of the committee to use sponge, coral, boltenia, and sea whips (all
biogenic habitat species) as a starting point for habitat protection. Areas that can be
protected with the least economic impact were used instead. Furthermore, the
agency's own scientists submitted a short description of the most important habitat
areas deserving protection at the Sitka meeting in March 2002. These descriptions
have not been used, nor has an approach basing protection of essential fish habitat
on habitat data been put forth until the December meeting and the belated
acceptance of the Ocean approach and the no bottom contact approach.

NEPA requires the discussion of all reasonable alternatives. A full evaluation of all
reasonable alternatives is “the heart of an Environmental Impact Statement . . ."*

* 40 CFR §1502.14.



The Ocean Conservancy, appreciative of the fact that the NPFMC and NMFS have
begun this process at the December NPFMC meeting, requests that both the
agency and the Council undertake the following approach:

* constrict the range of alternatives so that each alternative reflects a singular
approach. Suboptions can be used when there is only small variations from
this approach®,

o task their scientists with a review of the range of alternatives to ensure that a
range of valid scientific approaches were included for the protection of
habitat®,

e ensure that several approaches are based upon the protection of habitat that
is both biologically important and adversely affected by fishing,

¢ include protection of the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea, and Aleutian Islands
through each different approach.

By undertaking this review and restructuring, the EFH DEIS will better reflect a range
of alternatives that are based on both scientific and economic approaches and will
have alternatives that are sufficiently differentiated from each other so that the public
and the decisionmaker can readily discern the tradeoffs between approaches and
the impacts to the environment. Significantly, it will reduce the number of
alternatives without reducing the number of options on the table. This allows for the
opportunity to expand the range of alternatives should it be determined that other
scientifically justified approaches have been missed during the limited stakeholder
negotiations that produced the narrow range of alternatives based largely on a
premature determination of what is ‘practicable’.’

(2) Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

Perhaps the best example of how the NEPA process has not been scientifically
based is in the arena of HAPC protection. HAPC is defined as

a subset of EFH . . . that may require additional protection from
adverse effects . . . and are defined on the basis of ecological

* An example of this is that one approach is closures of eleven areas in the Gulf of Alaska. Although a
closure of thirteen areas is considered in a different alternative, eleven of these thirteen areas are the exact
same and the difference between these alternatives is minimal,

SAn example would be to check the alternatives as structured for compliance with the findings and
recommendations of the NRC’s Bottom Trawl and MPA reports.

® For example, several public comments have indicated that both the NRC report and the Rose model
would justify an alternative that examined the biological and socioeconomic impact of a complete ban on
bottom trawling.



importance, sensitivity to human-induced environmental degradation,
stress to the habitat from development activities, and rarity of habitat.”

HAPCs are EFH. They are the most important EFH. To ignore their protection
during the EFH process is to ignore the protection of EFH.

The NPFMC's June 2002 motion tasked the EFH Committee to

develop a process for the public to interact with the Council to
develop, and amend HAPC designations.

The NPFMC's December 2002 motion stated that the NPFMC will in the future be
considering HAPCs based upon

gorgonian corals, sponges, and sea onions . . . once the Council and
Committee have adopted a HAPC process.

This process already exists. HAPCs are EFH. The NPFMC and NMFS are in the
process of protecting EFH. The DEIS is to include a section defining HAPCs and
will provide both environmental and socioeconomic analysis of HAPC designation.
The June 2002 NPFMC motion to analyze example HAPCs in the DEIS renders the
discussion of HAPCs theoretical and does not meet either the Magnuson Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act's requirement to mitigate adverse
impacts to EFH or NEPA's requirement that the analysis be of a proposed action.
Therefore, all alternatives must mitigate the adverse impacts of fishing on HAPC.

In conclusion, The Ocean-Conservancy appreciates that the delineation of
alternatives for consideration in the EFH DEIS is a work in progress. We feel that
the NPFMC and NMFS began moving in the right direction at the December 2002
meeting and hope that the Council and the agency will accept our comments as
constructive and helpful for the purposes of meeting NMFS' MSFCMA and NEPA
obligations to present scientifically based alternative management approaches to
mitigating the adverse impacts of fishing on essential fish habitat.

Sincerely,

(e

Kris Balliet
Alaska Region Director
The Ocean Conservancy

767 FR 1326.
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David Benton

Chairman _ ’& )

North Pacific Fishery Management Council Z/ %@
605 W. 4™ Ave., Suite 306 5
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 '

y r 2 ey '
Dr. James Balsiger T <

Regional Administrator, Alaska Region ﬁy’ P~

National Marine Fisheries Service 7S
709 W. 9® St. % it e
Juneau, AK 99802-1668 )

We commend you for the progress you have made in steps toward the Essential Fish
Habitat Environmental Impact Statement (EFH EIS) and are pleased to sec the inclusion
of our Aleutian Islands approach as a sub-option in Alternative 5. As you know the EFH
Committee was not able to meet the National Marinc Fisheries Service’s (NMFS)
responsibility to consider and provide the public all important relevant information and
data necessary for developing a reasonable range of alternatives. We have tried several
times in different forums to articulate our position that the Aleutian Islands proposed
approach is applicable to all other EFH action areas as well as being specific to the
Aleutians. It is our understanding that as the Council proceeds with a “step by step” EFH
EIS process, a reasonable range of alternatives and combinations of approachces will be
developed and analyzed.

Jim, as we discussed recently, yes, we hope that the Aleutian approach will be seen as a
“recipe” approach. Itis critical for the public and the decision-makers to have a broad
range of alternatives and have all of the rclevant information and data necessary to
evaluate the specifics of the alternatives and particularly the combinations of alternatives.
The Aleutian approach combined with the Reserves and/or HAPC responsibilities, a
permitting and reserves alternative, could indeed be the key to protecting EFH while
maintaining vibrant commercial fisheries.

- The EFH Committee was charged with using best available scientific data and
incorporating input from the public to develop a broad, comprehensive range of
alternatives for designating and mitigating adverse fishing impacts to EFH. We

)

CHLORINL BLEACH BRER
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repeatedly requested that a customized approach based on specific data be included in the
EIS for analysis. We asked for and spent a great deal of resources trying to get the
bycatch rates of corals and sponges throughout Alaska’s Exclusive Economic Zone,
reported by 25 square km blocks. We began our requests and research efforts last March.
Wc continued with requests at the September 16-18 EFH meeting in Kodiak, at the EFH
Subcommittee Stakcholder meetings in Anchorage and Kodiak, and at the October and
December Council meetings. The EFH Committee essentially ignored our proposed
approach and did not respond to our specific data request. We greatly appreciate the
limited data that has come forward during the EFH Committee and from NMFS, but as
you know this data is currently insufficient to meet the spatially specific nature of our
requests or provide the public with fair analysis. Again, as we said we are trying to build
a science-based conservation approach that would combine the “tools” of various
alternatives and the recommendations of the National Research Council.

Therefore, without much assistance or support, we did the best we could with the data we
were able to ferret out to show the EFH Committee, the Council, and the agency what
this approach might look like if applied to thc Alcutian Islands, an area subject to high
known adverse impacts to EFH. Our effort to develop inclusive, conservative
management measurcs was developed to meet the Goal to protect as much essential fish
habitat as possible in specific sub-arcas without dramatically impacting the fishing
industry or communities. The approach is based on the following five principles:

1. NMFS provides the public with all relevant important information and data,
including local knowledge of fishermen and communitics for alternative
formation and analysis.

2. Bottom trawling is permitted only in specific designated areas where there is high
fishing benefit and corresponding minimal habitat risk. This should include area-
specific bycatch caps of habitat spccies or incentives for habitat conservation.

3. NMFS develops and commiits to a comprehensive research and monitoring plan,
including mapping of the benthic habitat.

4. NMFS provides a clear process for identification, designation, and appropriate
protection of key biodiverse and productive marine locations found in the action
.area. (Marine reserves and/or other protection measures)

5. Adaptive management process is built into the plan based on research and
monitoring information and data including local knowledge (annual review and
amendments as appropriate).

The Aleutian Islands proposal in thc Council’s rccommcndations is indeed progress in
this “step by step” process to develop effective EFH protection. We view our proposal as
an approach that could be combined with other “tools” like Marine Reserves in the suitc
of alternatives to form a strong scientific EFH mitigation alternative. The Aleutian
1slands sub-option alternative alone docs not satisfy NMFS responsibility to develop a
broad range of altematives for the EIS action area.
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The Aleutian Islands sub-option is a specific application of a science-based process and
approach that we recommended numerous times to the Council and the EFH Committce.
It is a management “recipe” approach that could and should be applied to cach sub-area
addressed by the EFH EIS with appropriate modifications for each respective area. Due
to the limited range of approaches used in the alternatives recommended by the Council
thus far, we believe it is prudent and reasonable to analyze the “Aleutian permitting and
rescrve” combination alternative for the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska. Furthermore,
considering that bottom trawling has been scientifically shown to have the most adverse
and significant impact of Alaska’s EFH and is a major contributor to the economy, it is
completely reasonable to also include an alternative that analyzes the advantages and
disadvantages of completely banning this gear type.

In short, we are simply commending the Council for recent actions and asking for your
help and consideration in the next step. We believe that NMFS can bring all the
important relevant information and data forward. So as to develop and analyze a
reasonable range of alternatives and combinations during the EFH EIS process. It seems
rcasonable and possible to apply the “permitting and reserve” approach that we have
discussed as a distinct alternative for cach respective sub-regions. This requires using all
reasonable management tools in the EIS and including combinations within the suite of
the various alternatives. A proper process will also provide ample opportunity for
stakcholdcrs to cvaluate and comment on all alternatives. It is our understanding that you
intend to take these steps during the Draft EIS process and we commend you. We
commit to continue to work with you and would appreciate your advice on how we might
better participate.

Thank you for your consideration and hard work. We stand firm in our belief that there
can continue to be vibrant fisheries while protecting essential fish habitat.

Sincere]

Ay
ector, Oceana North Pacific Office
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Dear Mr. Kuriand:

The Aleutian Island Brown Crab Coalition is comprised of 12 vessel owners,
skippers, and crew who operate in the Area O Golden King Crab (Brown Crab)
fishery. Members of AIBCC have been participating in the EFH Committee and
Council process with significant interest in recent months. It is apparent that

. great efforts are being made to fully understand the myriad fisheries in the Bering

Sea and Aleutian Islands and their dependence and impacts upon marine
habitat.

it is'in this vein that we wish to provide you with the most recent version of the
Golden King Crab Fishery Descriptions developed by Council staff with crabbers’

input (see attached). In addition to this description, we have summarized further

facts about the extent of seafloor contact our fishery has in areas harvested.

Parameter Size

Total Area Aleutian Islands 1,000,100,000,000 sq m

Total area of State Stat areas in which 283,281,513,099 sg m

GKC has been harvested® (28 % of Al)

# of pot hauls (1999-2000) 180,169 pulls

Footprint of 7' x 7’ crab pot = 49 sq ft 4.552sqm

Total footprint of fishery (99-00) 820,174 sqm

Footprint as % of Aleutian Islands, and 0.00000082% of Al

% of State stat areas harvested ~ 0.0000029% of Stat Areas
harvested**

Total estimated value of 99-00 fishery $18.5 million USD

$Value yielded per sq m impacted*** $ 22.56/sqm

*ADF&G State Statistical Areas Attributes Database ... note: due to omission in database, this is a slight
underestimate of total area

*Due to slight underestimate of area, this % is a slight overestimate

~~*Estimated 99-00 value from H. Savikko, ADF&G 2003

The attached map indicates the state statistical areas in which golden king crab
have been harvested during the past 7 years (1995 through 2001). Not all
statistical areas are harvested every year, and, more importantly, the actual
locations where crab are harvested within statistical areas comprises a minute
portion of each area.

)



It is important to note that the synopsis above characterizes the golden king crab
fishery as presently conducted. We anticipate that future rationalization of our
industry will result in significant changes in fishery operations that will contribute
to conservation of crab and further reduce any effects of brown crab fishing on
benthic habitats. Specifically, analysts have predicted fewer participating
vessels, longer harvest seasons and longer soak periods (to allow escapement
of undersized crab), and most importantly a reduction in pot pulls whereby pot
pulls in the Eastern District could drop as much as 50% and in the Western
District by as much as 20%, a combined area pot pull reduction of nearly 30%.

| would like to reiterate the Aleutian Island Brown Crab Coalition’s commitment to
conserving important marine habitats and fully participating in the essentiai fish
habitat EIS process. We have enclosed a roster of our members for your use.
They are and have been active at The EFH Committee hearings and at the North
Pacific Management Council meetings in speaking for our Coalition. Because
many of our members will be fishing Opilio during the upcoming EFH meetings,
can you please send a copy of the draft alternative currently being drafted by
Team EFH to us for review as scon as it become available?

Please do not hesitate to contact us at any time if you or your staff needs further
information, or have questions regarding our unique fishery.

Sincerely,

() g N

Terrance L. Cosgrove
AIBCC Principal

Attachment:
Revised Fishery Description for the Aleutian Istand Golden King Crab Fishery

cc. David Witherell, Deputy Director, NPFMC
David Benton, Chairman, NPFMC
Linda Behnken, Co-Chair, EFH Committee, NPFMC
Stosh Anderson, Co-Chair, EFH Committee, NPFMC



Aleutian Islands Golden King Crab Fishery

Description of gear used: The gear used in this fishery consists of strings of muitiple
rectangular pots connected together to form a longline on the ocean fioor. Most of the
vessels participating in this fishery are catcher vessels under 125’ long. There is a single
130’ catcher processor vessel currently participating. Vessels set 400 to 1,800 pots (710
pots each on average). In the 1999/2000 fishery, 17 vessels participated and made
180,169 pot lifts. Pots used in this fishery are constructed with a steel bar frame and
covered with nylon mesh netting. A variety of pot sizes are used, largely depending on
vessel size and area fished. Pots range in size from 5'3 " x 5'3" x 32" high to 6’ x 7’ x 34"
high, with most vessels using 5'3" x 5’3" or 8’ x 7’ pots. The leading end of the pots' outer
frame bars are radiuses so that they do not snag on the bottom (see diagram [to be
added]).

In addition, the bottom webbing is protected by the outer frame of the pot, and does not
directly contact the bottom. The difference between golden king crab pots and traditional
red king crab pots is that the industry is voluntarily moving toward use of larger webbing
on the ends of the pot and the tunnel sides. The newer webbing is between 8% and 9°
stretch mesh to reduce by catch of undersized crab. Pots are set in strings of 20 tc 80
pots, each pot connected to the other by 80 to 100 fathoms of 20 to 28 mm (5/8" to 1
1/8”) floating polypropylene line. Therefore, a single string may be 2 to 5 miles long. The
ends of each string are marked with four buoys. A single buoy on each line is marked
with the appropriate Fish and Game requirements.

Description of fishery operations: Pots are baited in a manner similar to that described
for Bristol Bay. Golden king crab longlined pots are set at vessel speeds from five to
eight knots. Pots are deployed from the deck with ample slack in the floating poly line
between pots. Due to the heavy weight of the pots (500 to 1,800 pounds each), pots do
not move about on the seafloor. The ends of these strings are weighted down by double
weighted anchor pots to secure there is no movement of the string on the bottom. (Tides
and currents have little effect once the pots land on the ccean flcor) The average soak
time to allow maximum fishing is three to 10 days. Pots are retrieved through direct
lifting from the seafloor. Pots retrieved from steep siope habitats are lifted away from the
slope into the water column rather than being pulled upslope. Similarly, pots on gently
sloping or flat terrain are lifted directly from the seafloor (see inset diagrams).
Limitations to the strength of the materials used in the longline make it imperative that
the vessel be directly above the gear as it is hauled up. Three to four pots may hang in
the catenary as the gear is hauled up, with the vessel positicned directly above the pot
that is next to leave the bottom. Gear is usually visible on the vessel’s depth sounding
equipment as it is hauled.



Habitat type where fishery occurs: Golden king crabs are taken in areas consisting of
rough, uneven bottom and in compacted sand-cobble bottom at depths of 100-400
fathoms (600 to 2,400 ft.). Fishery effort is concentrated at the entrances to passes

between the islands, particularly in the Eastem district. In the western district, the

fishery occurs in steep rocky temrain, near passes between islands, and in moderately
sloping mud sand habitat in basins.

Existing regulatory measures to mitigate effects of this fishery: Gear Pots are the only
legal gear type. Pots require bicdegradable panels to minimize “ghost fishing” by lost or
derelict gear. Pots require escape rings or large mesh panels designed to permit the
escape of non-target crabs. Pots weigh 500 to 1,800 pounds each, and floating poly line
connects each pot at a distance of 80-100 fathoms. (480-600 ft.) Therefore, pots are not
subject to tidal or other influences, which might move gear around, and floating fine
minimizes entanglement with seafloor substrata. This fishery is managed exclusively as
a longline fishery to reduce gear loss and “ghost fishing.”

Fishing Seasons: The season length is usually determined by the GHL. Recently, this

" has occurred after fewer than four weeks in the eastemn Aleutians, and approximately
nine months in the westem Aleutians. The extended season in the westem Aleutians
allows for longer pot soak times, which provides for minimal sorting, allowing undersized
- crabs to escape.

* Limited Access. Beginning in 2000, the license limitation program has provided for limits

on the maximum number of vessels allowed in the fishery. An analysis is currently being

~ undertaken, aimed at further rationalization of the fisheries. This rationalization of the Al
- brown crab fishery could reduce the fishing effort by as much as 50 percent.

‘Size and Sex Restrictions. A prohibition on the retention of female crabs is designed to
maximize overall reproductive potential. Male size limits are set to ensure that males

have at least one mating season before becoming vulnerable to the fishery. The legal
size for mature males is 6.
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BROWN CRAB COALITION
VESSEL VESSEL REP ADDRESS PHONE FAX EMAIL

ALASKAN BEAUTY Terry Cosgrove [620 Sixth St.S. 425-822-6980 Ofc  |425-822-7380 tic@fms-incorporated.com
Kirkland, WA 98033 206-910-3953 Cell

ALASKA SEA Bing Henkel 1736 205th Pl NE 425-868-8870 Hm [425-868-7574 abhenkel@attbi.com
Sammamish, WA 98053 ]425-503-5120 Cell

ALEUTIAN #1 Ron Petersen (3801 Leary Ave NW, #9' 1206-547-5639 206-545-0447 Fax
Seattle, WA 98107

EARLY DAWN Rick Mezich 7215 156th St. SW 425-742-7456 Hm 1425-742-7712 imezich@attbi.com
Edmonds, WA 98026

ERLAN Bing Henkel 1736 205th PI NE 425-868-8870 Hm |425-868-7574
Sammamish, WA 98053 |425-503-5120 Cell

ICELANDER Dick Powell  [P.O. Box 2074 907-486-4250 rpowell@ptialaska.net
Kodiak, AK 99615 360-652-1629

206-399-8109 Cell

NORTH PACIFIC Russ Moore  |620 6th St.S. 425-822-6980 425-822-7380 rwmoore57@aol.com
Kirkland, WA 98033 206-954-7916 Cell

OCEAN OLYMPIC Kim Hansen 620 6th St.S. 425-822-6980 425-822-7380 kim_k_hansen@msn.com
Kirkland, WA 98033 206-498-8502 Cell

PACIFIC STAR Mark Hijelle Box 77004
Seattle WA 98172

)
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: MCA
BROWN CRAB COALITION
- [PATRICIA LEE Dick Powell P.O. Box 2074 907-486-4250 rpowell@ptialaska.net
- . Kodiak, AK 99615 360-652-1629
206-399-8109 Cell
- |SPIRIT OF THE NORTH Steve Hall 355 NE Goif Course Dr _ |541-265-7200 Hm _|541-265-8021
' Newport, OR 97365 541-961-2831 Cell
WESTERN VIKING  |Jim Stone 7216 Interlaaken Dr. SW |253-582-2580 253-589-0508

Lakewood, WA 98499
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Ecotrust/PMCC’s Groundfish Fleet Restructuring Project b,s )
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Astrid J. Scholz, Ph.D., Principal Investigator
ajscholz@ecotrust.org

20 January 2003

Ecotrust, in collaboration with the Pacific Marine Conservation Council, and with funding from the Pacific
States Marine Fisheries Commission, is in the process of completing an extensive spatial analysis project
off the coast of Washington, Oregon and California that might be of interest for fishery management in the
area of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

Ports and communities Ve built a regional, spatially integrated
database comprising fishery-dependent

7 Effort distribution (landings, ex vessel revenues, etc.) and
independent data (NMFS trawl surveys, etc.),
7 Fish distribution bathymetry, habitat characteristics, census
information, and other data. We coupled this
Habitat types geographic information system (GIS) with a

regional economic model, and simulated the

Bathymetry and other  effacts of various fleet reduction scenarios as
mandated by the Pacific Fishery Management
Council's Strategic Plan (2000). A draft report
and results can be viewed at the project
website, www.ecotrust.org/gfr

The GFR framework makes it possible to link particular vessels, gear types and target species to
particular areas in the ocean and to particular ports. As part of the Groundfish Fleet Restructuring (GFR)
project, for example, we are providing spatial analyses of the trawl and non-trawl fishing effort off the
West Coast to the North-West Region of NMFS, which is then integrated with habitat characterizations for
the groundfish EFH EIS being conducted by the region.

We suspect that similar analyses may be relevant for the EFH processes in Alaska, as well as the Gulf of
Alaska Rationalization or other fishery management issues. Dr. Scholz will be giving short informational
presentations to the council and committees, and is available to discuss the approach, results and
potential applications of the GFR project. She can be reached at 415 561 2433, or ajscholz@ecotrust org

#

Ecotrust is a non-profit think tank and community development organization promoting a conservation
economy in the Pacific Northwest—where econamy, ecology and equity are in balance. Headquartered in
Portland, Oregon, we have offices across the entire bioregion, including Juneau and Anchorage. In
addition to providing GIS services, our work in Alaska has focused on forestry and salmon restoration
issues; partners include: ADFG, NMFS, USGS, USFS, Prince William Sound Science Center, Alaska
Marine Conservation Council, Alaska Rainforest Campaign, Sitka Conservation Society, TNC, Alaska
Conservation Alliance, Hoonah IndianAssaociation, Sitka Tribe of Alaska, Southeast Alaska Tribal College,
Tlingit Haida Central Council, Native American Fish & Wildlife Society, First Nations Development
Institute, Chugachmuit.



C- 4 Progress Report on Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) EIS Development
01-21-03

Alternatives to minimize the effects of fishing on EFH:

Council, NMFS and Coast Guard staff have been working on GIS mapping of
alternatives. Staff clarification of minimization alternatives will be presented under agenda item
C-4 (b). EFH Committee recommendations on alternatives will be presented under agenda item
C-4 (c). AFSC staff are working on the research design which will be included into each
alternative and a suboption to Alternative 1, Status Quo, which will include a research
component for analysis in the EIS. A baseline scenario proposal will be presented to the Council
by David Witherell.

EFH Designation Alternatives, Update Habitat Assessment Reports and Habitat
Area of Particular Concern (HAPC) Alternatives:

NMES staff (Regional Office and AFSC) and Council staff are continuing analyze the
data necessary to determine EFH by species life stage by alternative and develop the necessary
maps and written descriptions of EFH. Basic life history information is being updated for FMP
species. Work continues on the description of the HAPC alternatives by staff.

Draft Chapters of the EIS:

Preliminary drafts have been written for Chapters 1, Purpose and Need for Action;
Chapter 2, Alternatives Including the Proposed Action; and Chapter 3, Affected Environment.
Staff will continue to work on these Chapters. In addition, staff have begun to work on various

appendixes. Appendixes planned for the document include:
Appendix A Documentation of the scoping process
Appendix B Evaluation of fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH
Appendix C Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Appendix D Detailed text and map description of EFH by Alternative
Appendix E Detailed text and map description of HAPC by Alternative
Appendix F NMFS Recommendations
Appendix G Habitat assessment report
Appendix H Effects of non-fishing activities on EFH
Appendix I Analytical methods to evaluate the effects on target species

Structuring of the Analysis:

~ There have been internal discussions of the scope of the analysis, what we need to
accomplish, the questions that will need to be answered. Paralleling these discussions,
discussions on staff or expertise needed to accomplish the work and staff availability continue.
We are trying to get a more comprehensive idea of the magnitude of the work involved in the pre
analysis (data base development, bycatch model, redeployment analysis, stock assessment, spatial
habitat model) and plan accordingly.

Environmental Consequences - Chapter 4:
The environmental consequences chapter will proceed after the alternatives are finalized
and the pre analysis steps are completed.
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Essential Fish Habitat
Mitigation Alternatives

Alternative 1: Status quo. No additional measures would be taken at this time to minimize the effects of
fishing on EFH.

Alternative 2: Gulf Slope Bottom Trawl Closures: Prohibit the use of bottom trawls for rockfish in 11
(combined from 12) designated areas of the GOA slope (200m-1000m), but allow vessels endorsed for
trawl gear to fish for rockfish in these areas with fixed gear or pelagic trawl gear.

Alternative 3: Bottom Trawl Gear Prohibition for GOA Slope Rockfish on upper slope area (200-
1,000m). Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for targeting GOA slope rockfish species on upper slope
area (200-1000m), but allow vessels endorsed for trawl gear to fish for slope rockfish with fixed gear or
pelagic trawl gear.

Alternative 4: Bottom Trawl Closures in All Management Areas: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear
in designated areas of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska. Bottom trawl gear used in
the remaining open areas would be required to have disks/bobbins on trawl sweeps and footropes.

Bering Sea: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea
except within a designated “open” area. The open area is designated based on historic bottom
trawl effort. Within the open area, there would be a rotating closure to bottom trawl gear in 5
areas to the west, north and northwest of the Pribilof Islands. Closure areas would be
designated in Blocks 1,2,3,4 and 6 as identified by the EFH Committee, with 4 year closed
periods for 20% of each block. After 4 years, the closed portion of each block would re-open,
and a different 20% of each block would close for 4years, and so on thereafter. After 20 years,
all area within each block would have been subject to a 4year closure, and the rotating closure
areas would start over.

Aleutian Islands: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in designated
areas of the Aleutian Islands. Closure areas would be designated in the areas of Stalemate
Bank, Bowers Ridge, Seguam Foraging Area, and Semisopochnoi Island.

Gulf of Alaska: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for rockfish fisheries on 11 (combined
from 12) designated sites of the GOA slope (200m-1000m). Allow vessels endorsed for trawl
gear to fish for rockfish in these areas with fixed gear or pelagic trawl gear.

Alternative 5: Expanded Bottom Trawl Closures in All Management Areas: Prohibit the use of bottom
trawl gear in designated areas of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Gulf of Alaska. Bottom trawl

gear used in the remaining open areas would be required to have disks/bobbins on trawl sweeps and
footropes.
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Bering Sea: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea
except within a designated “open” area. The open area is designated based on historic bottom
trawl effort. Within the open area, there would be a rotating closure to bottom trawl gear in §
areas to the west, north and northwest of the Pribilof Islands. Closure areas would be
designated in Blocks 1,2,3,4 and 6 as identified by the EFH Committee. These five blocks will be
subdivided into three equal strips, representing 33 1/3 % and each block would be closed for 4
years. After 4 years, the closed area would re-open, and the next 33 1/3 % area of each block
would close for 4 years, and so on thereafter.

Aleutian Islands: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries in designated
areas of the Aleutian Islands. Closure areas would be designated in the areas of Stalemate
Bank, Bowers Ridge, Seguam Foraging Area, Yunaska Island , and Semisopochnoi Island.
These closure areas extend to the northern and southern boundaries of the AI management
unit.

Suboption for Aleutian Islands: Oceana’s Aleutian Seafloor Habitat Protection Alternative
dated Dec. 6, 2002. Close areas to bottom trawling that have high coral and sponge bycatch
rates and low target species CPUE and reduce TAC by amount that historically came from that
those. No expansion of bottom trawl fisheries to new areas. Institute area-specific coral/ sponge
bycatch limits that close specific areas if exceeded. If implemented it would include the
following actions:

Expand observer coverage to 100%, utilize the CADRES program, and require each vessel to
have VMS.

Additionally the proposal requests a comprehensive plan for research and monitoring that
would include: Seafloor mapping, benthic research, and habitat impacts of all bottom tending
gears, annual habitat assessment reports, experimental fishing permits to identify additional
open areas.

Gulf of Alaska: Prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for all groundfish fisheries on 10
designated sites of the GOA slope (200m-1000m). Additionally, prohibit the use of bottom
trawls for targeting GOA slope rockfish on the GOA slope (200-1000 meters), but allow vessels
endorsed for trawl gear to fish for rockfish in these areas with fixed gear or pelagic trawl gear.

Alternative 6: Closures to All Bottom Tending Gear

Prohibit the use of all bottom tending gear (dredges, bottom trawls, pelagic trawls that contact the
bottom, longlines, and pots) within approximately 20% of the fishable waters (i.e., 20% of the waters
shallower than 1,000m) in each of the regions described below.

Gulf of Alaska: The Gulf of Alaska would be subdivided into 3 regions: Western (corresponding to
regulatory area 610), Central (areas (620 and 630), and Eastern ( areas 640 and 650).
Aleutian Islands: The Aleutian Islands would be subdivided into 4 regions: Western (corresponding to

regulatory area 543), Central (area 542), Eastern (area 541), and two smaller Bering Sea regulatory
areas adjacent tot he Aleutians ( combination of areas 518 and 519).
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Bering Sea: The Bering Sea would be subdivided into 3 regions south of St. Lawrence Island denoting
each of the predominant substrate types (sand, sand/mud, and mud) and taking into consideration the
varying depth distribution of each substrate.

The closed areas would be identified based on the presence of habitat such as high relief coral, sponges,
and Boltenia, with emphasis on areas with notable benthic structure and / or high concentrations of
benthic invertebrates that provide shelter for managed species. The closed areas would include a mix of
relatively undisturbed habitats and habitats that currently are fished. Within a given region, existing
area closures could comprise all or a portion of the closed areas for this alternative.
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Draft gear definition

In addition, bottom trawl gear used in the remaining open areas would be required to have
sweeps and footropes equipped with disks/bobbins to reduce contact area and proximity to the
seafloor. The sweeps and footrope form a complete loop between the trawl doors. The footrope
deploys immediately ahead of the bottom edge of the trawl net and the sweeps connect each end
of the footrope to a trawl door.

The goal of the requirement would be to have configurations creating least a 3 inch clearance
below more than 90% length the length of any 35 foot section of sweep and at least a 3.5 inch
clearance below more than 75% of the length of any 10 foot section of the footrope. In
consultation with trawl captains, fisheries enforcement and gear manufacturers, a measurement
method would be developed that will allow any 35 foot length of sweep and any 10 foot length of
footrope to be evaluated to determine whether it meets these standards. An example
configurations which would meet sweep requirements would include discs or bobbins with 9"
minimum diameter separated by sections of disc spacers with 3" maximum diameter totaling at
least 9 times more lengths than the summed length of the large disks or bobbins. An example
configurations which would meet footrope requirements would include discs or bobbins with 13"
minimum diameter separated by sections of disc spacers with 6" maximum diameter totaling at
least 3 times more length than the summed length of the large disks or bobbins. (The 9" and 11"
diameter disc size cited is slightly smaller than commercially available (10", 14") to allow for
wear and variations in production).

The measurement technique would need to account for reductions in gear height due to bending
or distortion of the large diameter elements or large or off-center attachment holes. Metal weights
or attached to or in-line chain on the sweeps would be restricted to within 18" of the large disks
or bobbins. Two exceptions to the rules would be made: (1) The 100 feet closest to the doors
would be unrestricted, and (2) the 50 feet of sweep closest to the end of the fishing line would be
allowed to follow the footrope rule instead of the sweep rule.
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