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APPENDIXD PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

This appendix includes information about the public’s participation in the development of the Gulf of
Alaska (GOA) Navy Training Activities Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Overseas EIS
(Supplemental EIS/OEIS).

D.1 PROJECT WEBSITE

A public website was established specifically for this project (http://www.GOAEIS.com/). This website
address was published in the Notice of Intent to Prepare a Supplement to the Gulf of Alaska Navy
Training Activities Environmental Impact Statement and Overseas Impact Statement and to Announce
Public Scoping (Notice of Intent [NOI]) and has subsequently been re-printed in all newspaper
advertisements, agency letters, public postcards, and other public involvement materials used at public
meetings. Project Fact Sheets and various other materials remain available on the project website
throughout the course of the project.

D.2 GENERAL SUMMARY OF THE SCOPING PERIOD

In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), scoping is not required for a Supplemental EIS/OEIS;
however, in an effort to maximize public participation and ensure potential public concerns pertaining
to scoping are addressed, the United States (U.S.) Department of the Navy (Navy) chose to conduct a
scoping period for this Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The public scoping period began with the issuance of the
NOI in the Federal Register on 16 January 2013. This notice included a project description and
information on the purpose of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The scoping period lasted 60 days, concluding
on 18 March 2013. Sections D.2.1 and D.2.2 describe the Navy’s notification efforts during scoping. The
scoping period allowed a variety of opportunities for the public to comment on the scope of the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS.

D.2.1 TRIBAL NOTIFICATION LETTERS

Tribal letters were mailed on 11 January 2013 to 12 Alaska Native federally recognized tribes. Recipients
included:

Alutiiq Tribe of Old Harbor (formerly Native Village of Old Harbor)
Kaguyak Village

Native Village of Afognak
Native Village of Chenega
Native Village of Eyak

Native Village of Ouzinkie
Native Village of Port Graham
Native Village of Port Lions
Native Village of Tatitlek
Sun’aq Tribe of Kodiak
Tangirnaq Native Village
Yakutat Tlingit Tribe

Additionally, personalized tribal notification letters were distributed to 28 tribal chairpersons and staff,
including presidents, environmental coordinators, and natural resource managers.
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D.2.2 PuBLIC SCOPING NOTIFICATION

The Navy made significant efforts at notifying the public to ensure maximum public participation during
the scoping process. These notification efforts were similar in scope to the efforts for the 2011 GOA
Final EIS/OEIS, and included lessons learned from that effort. A summary of these efforts follows.

D.2.2.1 Scoping Notification Letters

NOI/Notice of Scoping period letters were distributed on 11 January 2013 to 164 federal, state, and local
elected officials and government agencies. Recipients included:

Federal
U.S. Senators (Alaska) and Staff
U.S. Representative (Alaska At-Large District) and Staff
Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge
Alaska Science Center
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management, Alaska State Office
Federal Aviation Administration
Washington, D.C., Headquarters
Regional Administrator, Alaska Region
Alaska Air Traffic Representative
Air Defense Liaison Officer, Headquarters North American Aerospace Defense Command
Northwest Mountain Region
Office of Aviation Services
Alaska Regional Director
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Environmental Special Programs Director
Alaska District Commander and District Engineer
Executive Office
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
Director, Alaska Region
Ranger, Chugach National Forest
Biologist, Chugach National Forest
Forest Supervisor, Chugach National Forest
U.S. Department of Commerce
Acting Secretary, Washington, D.C., Headquarters
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Supervisory Fishery Research Biologist, Kodiak, Alaska
Fishery Resource Management Specialist, Juneau, Alaska
Alaska Fisheries Science Center, Seattle, Washington
Director, Kasitsna Bay Lab, Homer, Alaska
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)
Alaska Regional Administrator
Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of Protected Resources
Deputy Regional Administrator
Alaska Fisheries Science Center
Alaska Regional Habitat Conservation Division
Alaska Habitat Conservation Division
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Office of Protected Resources
Office of Protect Resources Alaska Region
Sustainable Fisheries Division
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
U.S. Department of Homeland Security
U.S. Coast Guard
Office of Environmental Management
Chief
Environmental Planning Team Lead
Office of Operating and Environmental Standards
U.S. Department of the Interior
Special Assistant to the Secretary
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Bureau of Land Management
Bureau of Ocean Energy Management, Regulation, and Enforcement
Director
Regional Director
Regional Supervisor, Leasing and Environment
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Regional Environmental Officer
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Anchorage Operations Office
NEPA Compliance Division, Washington, D.C.
Region 10, Juneau, Alaska
Region 10 NEPA Review Unit Office, Seattle, Washington
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Alaska Regional Office
Kodiak National Wildlife Refuge
Branch Chief, Conservation Planning Assistance, Anchorage Field Office
Field Supervisor, Anchorage Field Office
U.S. Geological Survey
Alaska Science Center
Western Fisheries Research Center
U.S. National Park Service
Alaska Regional Aviation Manager
Alaska Regional Director
Wildlife Biologist, Humpback Whale Monitoring Program, Glacier Bay National Park and
Preserve

State of Alaska
Governor and Staff
State Senators (Districts A, B, C, E, G, N, O, P, Q, R, and S) and Staff
State Representatives (Districts 2-7, 9—-11, 13, 14, 16, and 27-37) and Staff
Alaska Marine Highway
Department of Natural Resources
Division of Forestry
Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys
Division of Mining, Land and Water Anchorage
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Division of Oil and Gas
Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation
Public Information Center
Department of Commerce
Community and Economic Development
Division of Community and Regional Affairs
Department of Environmental Conservation
Commissioner’s Office
Division of Administrative Services
Division of Air Quality
Division of Environmental Health
Division of Spill and Prevention Response
Department of Fish and Game
Commercial Fisheries Division
Division of Wildlife Conservation
Habitat Division
Sport Fisheries Division (Anchorage and Fairbanks)
Sportfishing Division (Glennallen Office)
Statewide Subsistence Division
Subsistence Division (Anchorage)
Department of Military and Veterans Affairs
Department of Transportation and Public Facilities
North Region Fairbanks
Ports and Harbors Division (Juneau Office)
Statewide Aviation Office
Kachemak Bay Conservation Society
Regulatory Commission of Alaska

Local — Alaska

City and Borough of Juneau
City of Cordova

Fairbanks North Star Borough
Kenai Peninsula Borough
Kodiak Island Borough
Matanuska-Susitna Borough
Municipality of Anchorage

D.2.2.2 Postcard Mailers

On 11 January 2013, postcards were mailed to 399 nongovernmental organizations; community,
business, fishing, aviation, recreation and marina groups; government agencies; elected officials; and
individuals on the project mailing list, many of whom participated in and commented on the 2011 GOA
EIS/OEIS documents. Postcards included the scoping period dates and comment instructions.

D.2.2.3 News Releases

The Navy Region Northwest Public Affairs Office provided a single, uniform news release to media
outlets, elected officials, and other potentially interested parties. The news release was distributed on
15 January 2013 and announced the intent to prepare a Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The news release
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included information about the Proposed Action and its purpose and need, and project website and
comment submittal information.

D.2.2.4 Newspaper Display Advertisements

Five display advertisements were published in each of the following newspapers: Anchorage Daily News,
Cordova Times, Juneau Empire, Kodiak Daily Mirror, and Peninsula Clarion. The first series of newspaper
advertisements ran concurrently with the NOI publication in the Federal Register on 16 January 2013,
and ran for 3 consecutive days, with the exception of the weekly-published Cordova Times, which ran on
the first 3 days the newspaper was scheduled to publish. The second and third series of advertisements
were published on 2 additional days during the middle and end of the scoping period.

Anchorage, Alaska Juneau, Alaska Anchorage and Kenai Peninsula
Anchorage Daily News (daily) Juneau Empire (daily) Alaska

Wednesday, Jan. 16, 2013 Wednesday, Jan. 16, 2013 Peninsula Clarion (daily)
Thursday, Jan. 17, 2013 Thursday, Jan. 17, 2013 Wednesday, Jan. 16, 2013
Friday, Jan. 18, 2013 Friday, Jan. 18, 2013 Thursday, Jan. 17, 2013
Wednesday, Feb. 13, 2013 Wednesday, Feb. 13, 2013 Friday, Jan. 18, 2013
Wednesday, Mar. 6, 2013 Wednesday, Mar. 6, 2013 Wednesday, Feb. 13, 2013

Wednesday, Mar. 6, 2013

Cordova, Alaska Kodiak and Anchorage, Alaska
Cordova Times (weekly — Friday)  Kodiak Daily Mirror (daily)
Friday, Jan. 18, 2013 Wednesday, Jan. 16, 2013
Friday, Jan. 25, 2013 Thursday, Jan. 17, 2013
Friday, Feb. 1, 2013 Friday, Jan. 18, 2013

Friday, Feb. 15, 2013 Wednesday, Feb. 13, 2013
Friday, Mar. 8, 2013 Wednesday, Mar. 6, 2013

D.2.3 ScOPING MEETINGS

Given that the Navy’s Proposed Action and Alternatives have not changed from the 2011 GOA Final
EIS/OEIS, public scoping meetings were not held, but public comments were accepted during the 60-day
scoping period from 16 January 2013 to 18 March 2013.

D.2.4 PuUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS

Scoping participants submitted comments in three ways:

e Written letters (received any time during the public comment period)

e Electronic mail (received any time during the public comment period)

e Comments submitted directly on the project website (received any time during the public
comment period)

In total, the Navy received 13 comment submissions from individuals, groups, agencies, and elected
officials. Six comment submissions were submitted via the project website, five comment submissions
were submitted via postal mail, and two comment submissions were submitted via e-mail. Table D.2-1
provides a breakdown of areas of concern based on comments received during scoping. Because many
of the comment submissions addressed more than one issue, the total number of issues raised is greater
than the 13 comment submissions received. However, as the general theme of some of the comments
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remained the same, they have been consolidated into areas of concern. The summary following Table
D.2-1 provides an overview of comments and is organized by area of concern.

Table D.2-1: Public Scoping Comment Summary

Area of Concern Count Pe;?oigf 2l
Impacts on Marine Species 6 42.8%
Impacts on Airspace 1 7.2%
Impacts on Fisheries 3 21.4%
Issues Regarding the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS 3 21.4%
General 1 7.2%
TOTAL 14 100.0%

Notes: EIS/OEIS = Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact
Statement, GOA = Gulf of Alaska

D.2.4.1 Impacts on Marine Species

e Concern about how military training in the area would impact various marine species

e QOpposition to acoustic training in sensitive waters of the Gulf of Alaska

e Opposition to the issuance of any federal permits or authorizations

e Concern about how marine species would be impacted by hazardous substances,
bioaccumulation, chemical pollutants, and the use of sonar

e Need to study cumulative impacts on marine mammals from military training, warming waters,
and oil drilling

e Belief that the Navy harms animals and people wherever it trains

D.2.4.2 Impacts on Airspace

e Concern about the impacts military training in the Gulf of Alaska would have on special use
airspace

D.2.4.3 Impacts on Fisheries

e Request to eliminate Navy training activities within 100 nautical miles of commercial, sport, and
subsistence fisheries

e Concern for potential effects proposed training activities would have on NMFS trust resources

e Discussion of NMFS as a cooperating agency at both the local and headquarters levels

D.2.4.4 Issues Regarding the 2011 Gulf of Alaska Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement

e Dissatisfaction with how public and agency comments were addressed in the 2011 GOA Final
EIS/OEIS

e Belief that the Navy presented flawed counts of species density in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS
and need to fix density counts in the Supplemental EIS/OEIS

e Belief that it is unnecessary to conduct a Supplemental EIS/OEIS when the Final EIS/OEIS was
recently completed

D.2.4.5 General

e Support for Navy training within the Gulf of Alaska to maintain readiness
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D.3 DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/OVERSEAS
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The GOA Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS was released to the public on 22 August 2014 with the issuance of
the Notice of Availability and a Notice of Public Meetings in the Federal Register (79 Federal Register
[FR] 163, also in Appendix A — Federal Register Notices).

D.3.1 DISTRIBUTION OF THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS was made available for viewing or download from the project website
at www.GOAEIS.com. Letters providing notification of the availability of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS
on the website were mailed to 199 federal and local elected officials, government agencies, community
and business groups, and tribal staff. CD-ROM versions of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS were sent to

federal and state government agencies, tribes, and individuals who requested a copy. In addition, hard
copy versions were sent to information repositories (typically libraries).

The complete list of information repositories, tribes, and agencies that received copies of the EIS/OEIS
(hardcopy, CD-ROM, or both) follows in Table D.3-1.

Table D.3-1: List of GOA Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS Recipients

Information Repositories
Alaska

Alaska State Library, Juneau
Copper Valley Community Library, Glennallen
Cordova Public Library, Cordova
Homer Public Library, Homer
Tribes

Alaska

Kaguyak Village

Native Village of Afognak

Native Village of Chenega
Native Village of Eyak

Native Village of Old Harbor
Native Village of Ouzinkie
Agencies

Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge

Alaska Science Center
Alaskan Command and Joint Task Force Alaska
Federal Aviation Administration

Federal Aviation Administration, Northwest
Mountain Region

Marine Mammal Commission

Kodiak Public Library, Kodiak

Seward Community Library, Seward

Univ of AK, Fairbanks/Elmer E. Rasmuson Library, Fairbanks
Z.J. Loussac Library, Anchorage

Native Village of Port Graham
Native Village of Port Lions
Native Village of Tatitlek
Sun’aq Tribe of Kodiak
Tangirnag Native Village
Yakutat Tlingit Tribe

Federal

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

NOAA, NMFS, Alaska Fisheries Science Center
NOAA, NMFS, Habitat Conservation Division
NOAA, NMFS, Office of Protected Resources

National Park Service

National Park Service, Glacier Bay National Park & Preserve
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Table D.3-1: List of GOA Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS Recipients (continued)

Agencies (continued)

Federal

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Office of Aviation Services
U.S. Air Force, Pacific Air Forces

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Army, Installation Management Command, Pacific
Region

U.S. Coast Guard

U.S. Coast Guard Headquarters, Office of Environmental
Management

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Alaska
Region

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Chugach
National Forest

U.S. Department of Commerce
U.S. Department of the Interior

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land
Management, Alaska State Office

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Anchorage
Operations Office

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, National
Environmental Policy Act Compliance Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 10
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Kodiak National
Wildlife Refuge

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Alaska Region

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Anchorage Field Office

U.S. Geological Survey, Alaska Science Center

U.S. Geological Survey, Western Fisheries Research
Center

U.S. Navy

State and Local

Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and
Economic Development

Alaska Department of Commerce, Community, and
Economic Development Division of Community and
Regional Affairs

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation

Commissioner's Office

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Division Administrative Services

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Air Quality

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Environmental Health

Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation
Division of Spill Prevention and Response

Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of
Commercial Fisheries

Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Sport
Fishing, Glennallen Office

Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Sports
Fisheries and Division of Subsistence

Alaska Department of Fish and Game Division of Wildlife
Conservation

Alaska Department of Fish and Game Statewide
Subsistence

Alaska Department of Military and Veterans Affairs

Alaska Department of Natural Resources
Alaska Department of Natural Resources Division of
Forestry

Department of Natural Resources Division of Geological
and Geophysical Surveys

Department of Natural Resources Division of Mining
Land and Water Anchorage

Department of Natural Resources Division of Oil and Gas

Alaska Department of Natural Resources Division of
Parks and Outdoor Recreation

Alaska Department of Natural Resources Public
Information Center
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Table D.3-1: List of GOA Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS Recipients (continued)

Agencies (continued)
State and Local (continued)

Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities Governor Parnell’s Office

Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities

Division of Ports and Harbors Kachemak Bay Conservation Society

Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
Northern Region Fairbanks

Alaska Department of Transportation & Public Facilities
Statewide Aviation

Regulatory Commission of Alaska

Canada
Fisheries and Oceans Canada Pacific Region Parks Canada

D.3.2 PuBLIC COMMENT PERIOD FOR THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT/ OVERSEAS ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The 60-day public comment period on the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS began with the EPA’s issuance of
the Notice of Availability on 22 August 2014 (79 FR 163, also in Appendix A — Federal Register Notices).
The Navy made significant efforts to notify the public to ensure maximum public participation during the
public comment period, including using postcards, news releases, public service announcements, fliers,
notification letters, and newspaper display advertisements.

On 22 August 2014, the Navy also issued a Notice of Public Meetings (79 FR 163 Friday, also in Appendix
A) that included a project description and dates and locations of the five public meetings. The public
comment period allowed a variety of opportunities for the public to comment on the Draft
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. Copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS were provided to libraries in Alaska,
and the document was available on the project website for review. Navy representatives were available
during the open house public meetings to provide information and answer questions one-on-one.
Comment sheets were made available to attendees.

D.4 PuBLIC COMMENTS AND NAVY RESPONSES

Comments on the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS were received at the public meetings either in writing or
orally, via the project website, and via mail. The Navy also received a petition from a non-governmental
organization with approximately 39,500 signatures at the close of the comment period (20 October
2014) (see Section D.4.1).

Comments covered a wide spectrum of thoughts, opinions, ideas, and concerns. The most commonly
addressed themes included marine mammal impacts; the level, location, and timing of proposed
training; use of sonar and underwater explosives; mitigation measures; impacts to fish and the fishing
industry; expended materials; public meeting locations; and cumulative impacts.

All comments are reproduced in Tables D.4-1 through D.4-5. Table D.4-6 reproduces the
non-governmental organization petition. Table D.4-7 reproduces comments from five Kodiak Area Tribes
who were engaged in government-to-government consultation with the Navy on the proposed training
activities in the Temporary Maritime Activities Area (TMAA). Next to each comment is the Navy’s
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response. Responses to all comments were prepared and reviewed by Navy experts for scientific and
technical accuracy and completeness.

Each row in these tables presents the identification of the commenter, the comment, and the Navy’s
response to the comment. Because many commenters touched on more than one topic, in some cases
the commenter’s topics were separated into individual comments, assigned a number, and responded
to separately. The commenter’s name or organization may be abbreviated when the comment is broken
into more than one topic. For example, the comments by the Marine Mammal Commission cover
several topics, so these are separated into subsequent comments named MMC-02, MMC-03, etc. The
comment numbering system also captures whether the comment was received electronically (via
GOAEIS.com), in written form (by mail or during a public meeting), or orally (either privately or during
public testimony at a public meeting).

Table D.4-1: contains comments from federal agencies and elected officials received during the public
comment period and the Navy’s response to those comments.

For the Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, Navy has continued to update the discussion and analysis by
considering new, emergent science published in peer-reviewed scientific journals and other verifiable
sources since the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS was released to the public. Comments received on the
draft document were also reviewed for any citation to references not otherwise listed in the draft
document, and all such references were reviewed to determine if they constituted significant, relevant,
and widely-respected additions to the field for possible inclusion into the Supplemental EIS/OEIS.

Some comments provided to the Navy cited newspapers, website blogs, conference abstracts, or reports
from workshops, which have generally not been included in the Supplemental EIS/OEIS since those
references did not go through the peer-review process, which is the standard for validating research and
results in the scientific community.

Navy also did not include references suggesting alternate impact criteria, thresholds, or measures
relating to effects on marine species that have not been approved, finalized, or found to be effective by
NMEFS in its capacity as the regulatory agency.

In general, Navy did not include references that lack the indicia of scientific reliability or finality (beyond
speculation or unsupported hypothesis) and therefore do not warrant consideration at this time.

References found to enhance the analysis or that update the information previously presented have
been added to the applicable References Cited and Considered section(s) for this Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS.
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Table D.4-1: Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies and Elected Officials

Commenter Comment Navy Response

U.S. Ms. Amy Burt, Environmental Planner Thank you for your review and participation.

Environm_ental Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest 1101 Tautog Circle, Suite 203
Protection Silverdale, Washington 98315-1101

Aggncy - RE: EPA Comments on the DOD Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Regl_on 10 Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS/OEIS) for the Gulf of
(Written) | Alaska Navy Training Activities, EPA# 080028-DOD

Dear Ms. Burt:

We has reviewed the above-referenced document in accordance with our responsibilities
under the National Environmental Policy Act and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
Section 309 specifically directs the EPA to review and comment in writing on the
environmental impacts associated with all major federal actions.

The Navy has conducted this DSEIS/OEIS primarily to re-analyze the direct, indirect,
and cumulative effects of the proposed training activities on marine mammals. The
analysis considers new scientific information and the recently developed Navy Acoustics
Effect Model NAEMO. The re-analysis is in large part to support the reissuance of
current Letters of Authorization, which are due to expire in 2016.

The DSEIS/OEIS identifies the same or very similar impacts to marine mammals as the
previous DSEIS/OEIS and also identifies the same preferred alternative (Alternative B).
As such, we are giving the document the same impact rating of "EC" (Environmental
Concern) because of our previously identified concerns, but an adequacy rating of "I
(Adequate) since the EIS improves the analysis of impacts to marine mammals. We
have no additional recommendations for your consideration at this time. A copy of our
rating system criteria used in conducting our environmental review is enclosed. Our
rating and a copy of our comments will be published in the Federal Register.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide written comments on the Gulf of
Alaska Navy Training Activities DSEIS/SOEIS. If you have any questions regarding this
letter, please contact Jennifer Curtis of my staff at (907) 271-6324 or
curtis.jennifer@epa.gov.
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Table D.4-1: Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies and Elected Officials (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

Marine
Mammal
Commission-
01 (Written)

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest

Attention: Ms. Amy Burt-GOA Supplemental EIS/OEIS Project Manager
1101 Tautog Circle

Suite 203

Silverdale, Washington 98315-1101

Dear Ms. Burt:

The Marine Mammal Commission (the Commission), in consultation with its Committee
of Scientific Advisors on Marine Mammals, has reviewed the Navy’s Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for
training activities to be conducted from 2016 to 2021 within the Temporary Maritime
Activities Area (TMAA) in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA; 79 Fed. Reg. 49769). The DSEIS
discusses the impacts of those activities on marine mammals in the Gulf of Alaska. The
Commission has commented on other draft environmental impact statements and
previously proposed regulations for similar activities in other Navy training and testing
study areas (10 July 2012, 5 November 2012, 7 March 2013, 24 October 2013, 20
February 2014 Commission letters). In concert with this letter, the Commission is
providing comments to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) regarding the
Navy’s application for a letter of authorization (LOA).

Background

The Navy proposes to conduct training activities in the waters off Kodiak, Alaska. The
activities would involve the use of mid- and high-frequency sonar, weapons systems,
explosive and non-explosive practice munitions and ordnance, high-explosive
underwater detonations, expended materials, electromagnetic devices, high-energy
lasers, vessels, and aircraft. Activities would occur in summer, defined as April-October.
The activities and alternatives under the 2011 Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) for GOA have not
changed. However, the marine mammal densities, criteria and thresholds, and acoustic
analyses have been updated for the DSEIS.

Thank you for reviewing the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS.

MMC-02

Uncertainty in density estimates

Uncertainty in general—The Navy estimated marine mammal densities in GOA based on
(1) models that use direct survey sighting data and distance sampling theory, (2) models
that use known or inferred habitat associations to predict densities (e.g., relative
environmental suitability (RES) models), typically in areas where survey data are limited
or non-existent, or (3) extrapolation from neighboring regional density estimates or
population/stock assessments based on expert opinion (Department of the Navy 2014b).
The Navy acknowledged that estimates from both RES models and extrapolated
densities include a high degree of uncertainty (Department of the Navy 2014b), but it
does not appear that the Navy included measures of uncertainty (i.e., standard
deviation, coefficient of variation, etc.) in those estimates.

The Navy coordinated with scientists at the Southwest Fisheries
Science Center (SWFSC) and the National Marine Mammal
Laboratory (NMML) to help identify the best available density
estimates for marine mammals occurring in the Study Area. As the
commenter points out, there is uncertainty in estimating marine
mammal densities, and for some species very little data are available.
Using the mean value to estimate densities is a reasonable and
scientifically acceptable approach. While the mean may underestimate
a species’ density, by definition, it is equally probable that it could
overestimate a species’ density. The mean density estimate is the best
value to use as input into the Navy’s acoustic effects model to
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Table D.4-1: Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies and Elected Officials (continued)

Commenter Comment Navy Response

For GOA, the Navy based some of its densities on stratified design-based estimates minimize the influence of uncertainty inherent in the science. The
from Rone et al. (2014), which is a preferred approach to RES models and extrapolated Rone et al. (2014) data collected in July was used to model impacts
estimates. However, the CVs were quite large in some instances. For example, the for training that would most likely occur in July. Also, there is no
densities for killer whales were 0.005 (CV=0.60) for the inshore stratum, 0.002 reason or value to carrying the density to a year-round value because
(CV=0.77) for the offshore stratum, 0.002 (CV=0.77) for the seamount stratum, and the Navy’s proposed activities that are being analyzed in the proposed
0.020 (CV=1.93) for the slope stratum. Using only the mean densities would very likely action would only occur between April and October annually.
result in an underestimation of takes due to the CVs being so much greater than the Furthermore, the use of the mean density estimate is consistent with
mean point estimates. The abundance estimates for unidentified large whales also were | the approach taken by NMFS to estimate and report the populations of
prorated among blue, fin, and humpback whales within each stratum and incorporated marine mammals in NMFS’s Stock Assessment Reports. For these
proportionally into each species’ density estimate. A high level of uncertainty and reasons, the mean density estimate is thus considered the “best
variability is inherent in using such prorated methods. In addition, the Rone et al. (2014) | available data.”
data were collected in summer (23 June-18 July 2013) but were considered
representative of year-round densities. Further, some density estimates were based on
data from Waite (2003) that included (1) a single sighting, for which the Navy noted the
confidence in the density value was low and/or (2) f(0) and g(0) values derived from
other surveys in the North Pacific! (Department of the Navy 2009).
1 Waite (2003) did not provide survey-specific f(0) and g(0) values; therefore, those values originated from other
surveys that occurred in the North Pacific. Waite (2003) data also were collected in summer (June and July) but
were applied to other seasons.

MMC-03 The Commission understands that density data are not available for all areas where or Using the upper limit of the 95% confidence interval or adjusting the

times when activities may occur and that when such data are available the densities
could be underestimated. However, the Commission continues to believe that action
proponents, including the Navy, should use the best available density estimate plus
some measure of uncertainty (e.g., mean plus two standard deviations, mean plus the
coefficient of variation, the upper confidence interval) in those instances. If one uses an
average density estimate, there is approximately a 50 percent chance that the actual
density is either greater or less than that estimate. The Navy did indicate that uncertainty
characterized in the original density data references was catalogued and retained for
potential later use. Thus, those values should be readily available for analysis.
Therefore, the Commission recommends that the Navy (1) account for uncertainty in
extrapolated density estimates for all species by using the upper limit of the 95%
confidence interval or the arithmetic mean plus two standard deviations and (2) then re-
estimate the numbers of takes accordingly.

mean estimates as suggested would result in unreasonable and
unrealistic estimates of species densities, particularly given the very
high coefficients of variation (CVs) associated with most marine
mammal density estimates. A confidence interval is only meant to be
an indication of the uncertainty associated with a point estimate, and
should not be used to derive any absolute number within the
confidence interval. Using the upper limit of the range as an input
would do nothing to decrease the level of uncertainty. Implementing
the recommendation would result in an unrepresentative overestimate
of the expected effects (takes) from the proposed action. Further, as
detailed in Section 3.8.3.1.6.3 (Navy Acoustic Effects Model) of the
Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the Navy's acoustic model
already includes conservative assumptions (e.g., assumes that the
animals do not move horizontally, assumes they are always head-on
to the sound source so that they receive the maximum amount of
energy, etc.), resulting in a more conservative (i.e., greater)
assessment of potential impacts. Because Navy's intent in the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS is to provide the most accurate estimate of
impacts using the best available science, the three recommendations
in this comment were not incorporated into the Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS.
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Table D.4-1: Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies and Elected Officials (continued)

Commenter Comment Navy Response
MMC-04 Pinniped densities—Similar to estimating cetacean densities, the Navy used data from The Navy coordinated with scientists at the Southwest Fisheries

Rone et al. (2014) to estimate densities of northern fur seals. Those data likely under- Science Center (SWFSC) and the National Marine Mammal

represent densities for the summer timeframe? in which activities are expected to occur. Laboratory (NMML) to help identify the best available density

Adult males usually are on shore in the Pribilof Islands from May—August (some remain estimates for marine mammals occurring in the Study Area. The

until November), while most adult females are on or near the breeding islands from timeframe for which the activities are expected to occur are best

June—November (Roppel 1984). Adult males may move south into GOA or the North represented by the June-July timeframe. Data collected from Rone et

Pacific Ocean or north into the Bering Sea. Adult females, pups, and juveniles® move al. (2014) in the summer of 2014 resulting in 69 on-effort northern fur

south and remain at sea until at least the next breeding season. Because the Rone et al. | seal sightings (74 individuals) in the Study Area is representative of

(2014) study occurred from late June through July, the spring/summer migration of fur the presence of northern fur seals in the Study Area. The Rone et al.

seals through the Gulf of Alaska to the Pribilof Islands was likely mostly missed. (2014) survey occurred in approximately the same month when

Therefore, the Commission believes that the densities would be underestimated even if previous Navy training events have occurred and are most likely to

the Navy incorporated the CVs from the Rone et al. (2014) data. occur in the future. The Rone et al. (2014) data is therefore the most

2 Defined as April-October in the DEIS representative for use in the assessment of impacts. As noted in the

3Young animals typically begin returning to breeding islands when 1 to 3 years old. Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, tagging data presented by
Ream et al. (2005) indicate the main foraging areas and the main
migration route through the Gulf of Alaska are located far to the west
of the Study Area, so the movement of animals involving the larger
expanse of the Gulf of Alaska at other times of the year and outside
the Study Area are not relevant.

MMC-05 For estimating Steller sea lion and elephant seal densities, the Navy used abundance The Navy coordinated with scientists at the National Marine Mammal

data from stock assessment reports divided by an area. The Navy cited Angliss and
Allen (2009) for the combined Steller sea lion abundance estimate. However, those
abundance estimates have increased (see Allen and Angliss (2014) for the most current
abundance estimates) since the 2008 stock assessment report*. For elephant seals, the
Navy indicated that only male elephant seals migrate as far north as GOA during
foraging trips based on information collected from extensive satellite tagging studies (Le
Boeuf et al. 2000) and, thus, included only males in its density estimate. The Navy
apparently misinterpreted Le Boeuf et al. (2000), as Figures 1 and 12 depict female
elephant seals in the GOA. In addition, to account for males at rookeries that were not
counted and an increase in the population since 2005, the Navy doubled the number of
males and juveniles reported in the stock assessment report (3,815) to 7,630. Although
the Navy included such a correction, it still has underestimated the abundance of
elephant seals by not including females.

Due to similar issues with pinniped densities for NWTT, the Commission suggested that
the Navy update its Steller sea lion abundance estimate and contact NMML regarding
unpublished satellite telemetry data> that could be used to better determine the area of
Steller sea lion occurrence.

4 Although the Navy did correctly include animals from the Gulf of Alaska, southeast Alaska, and British Columbia
rookeries in it density estimates, it indicated in the Steller sea lion introduction in the Department of the Navy
(2014b) that only individuals from the eastern stock were expected to occur in the study area. The Commission

Laboratory (NMML) to help identify the best available density
estimates for marine mammals occurring in the Study Area. For Steller
sea lions, rookeries on both sides of the 144 degrees west longitude
line dividing the two stocks (DPSs) were used in the estimate of
density. The abundance increase in the most recent Stock
Assessment Report (Allen and Angliss 2014) is a trend characterizing
the 12-year period between 2000 and 2012 and not a trend since 2008
as presented in Angliss and Allen (2009). Also, the data presented in
Angliss and Allen (2009) reflects the majority of the increase in
abundance since year 2000. Given the documented movement of
animals from the west to the area of the Eastern DPS and outside the
Study Area, the Navy’s current density estimate remains a
representative estimate for purposes of acoustic effect modeling. With
regard to footnote #4, the text in the Density Technical Report has
been revised to make it clearer that Steller sea lions from the Western
stock are expected in the Study Area; however, as presented in the
Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, there is strong evidence of
overlap between the two stocks.
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Table D.4-1: Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies and Elected Officials (continued)

Commenter Comment Navy Response

notes that individuals from the Gulf of Alaska rookeries are part of the western, not the eastern stock.
5 The Commission understands it is difficult to estimate densities when the best available data have not been
published. Accordingly, the Commission recommended in its letter regarding the 2013 stock assessment reports
that NMFS’s Science Centers, including NMML, publish their data.

MMC-06 For elephant seals, the Commission suggested the Navy use Robinson et al. (2012), For elephant seals, the text presented in the Draft and Final
which provided more recent satellite telemetry data on dispersion and movements of Supplemental EIS/OEIS does not indicate absolute geographic
female northern elephant seals similar to those of LeBoeuf et al. (2000). Those presence or absence of elephant seals but is presented as a
suggestions, and ultimately recommendations, are applicable for GOA as well. generalization based on findings presented in the three references
Accordingly, the Commission recommends that the Navy (1) revise its Steller sea lion cited (Le Boeuf et al. 2000; Stewart and DeLong 1995; and Stewart
abundance estimates to include data from Allen and Angliss (2014) and consult with and Huber 1993). Tag data from Robinson et at. (2012) was
scientists at NMML¢ regarding unpublished data to revise its Steller sea lion densities considered in the analysis (see References Cited and Considered)
and (2) include abundance data for female elephant seals and incorporate data from and clearly shows that the females mostly range east to about 173°W,
Robinson et al. (2012) into its estimates of northern elephant seal densities—a similar between the latitudes of 40°N and 45°N, consistent with the
method of scaling movement and dispersion data from tagged animals to the population | Presentation in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The
6 The Commission can provide contact information for the appropriate scientists at NMML. a conservative estimate for purposes of acoustic effect mOde“ng'

MMC-07 The Navy proposed to estimate the numbers of takes resulting from its activities by Thank you for your comment and for participating in the NEPA
adjusting received sound levels at different frequencies based on the hearing sensitivity process.
of various groups of marine mammals at those frequencies. The adjustments were
based on “weighting” functions derived by Southall et al. (2007) and Finneran and
Jenkins (2012; Type | and Type Il weighting functions, respectively). Type | weighting
functions (see Figure 1 in Southall et al. 2007) are flat over a wide range of frequencies
and then decline at the extremes of the animal’s hearing range. Type Il weighting
functions (Finneran and Jenkins 2012) are used only for cetaceans and combine the
precautionary Type | curves developed by Southall et al. (2007) with equal loudness
weighting functions derived from empirical studies of bottlenose dolphins (Finneran and
Schlundt 2011).
The Commission considers the theory behind those weighting functions to be
reasonable.

MMC-08 However, the amplitudes of the final Type Il weighting functions were adjusted by As detailed in Finneran and Jenkins (2012) the thresholds presented

lowering the sound exposure levels (SELS) at all frequencies by roughly 16—20 dB
(compare Figures 2 and 6 of Finneran and Jenkins (2012)). For sonar-related activities,
Finneran and Jenkins (2012) reduced the TTS thresholds for acoustic sources for low-
and mid-frequency cetaceans (see Table 2 in Southall et al. 2007 for information on
functional hearing groups) by 17 dB (assuming they rounded up from 16.5 dB). Because
data are lacking for TTS thresholds for high-frequency cetaceans exposed to acoustic
(i.e., tonal) sources, Finneran and Jenkins (2012) indicated that a 6-dB correction factor
then was added to the TTS threshold (because it was derived from exposure to non-
explosive impulsive sources (i.e., from airguns) rather than acoustic sources) based on
the method outlined in Southall et al. (2007). However, the Commission’s understanding

incorporate new findings since the publication of Southall et al. (2007)
and the evolution of scientific understanding since that time. Dr.
Finneran was one of the authors for Southall et al. (2007) and as such,
is familiar with the older conclusions present in the 2007 publication
and therefore was able to integrate that knowledge into the
development of the refined approach that was presented in Finneran
and Jenkins (2012) and based on evolving science since 2007. The
thresholds and criteria used in the GOA Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS analysis have already incorporated the correct balance of
conservative assumptions that tend towards overestimation in the face
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Table D.4-1: Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies and Elected Officials (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

is that Southall et al. (2007) did not use a 6-dB correction factor to extrapolate from
impulsive to acoustic thresholds, but rather to estimate PTS thresholds from TTS
thresholds based on peak pressure levels. Southall et al. (2007) did indicate that the
TTS threshold for acoustic (non-impulsive) sources was 12 dB greater than for explosive
sources (pulses) based on SELs (195 vs 183 dB re 1 yPa2-sec’, respectively). If the
explosive threshold of 164.3 dB re 1 yPa2-sec (based on Lucke et al. (2009) and used in
Finneran and Jenkins (2012)) is increased by 12 dB, the resulting unadjusted TTS
threshold would be 176.3 dB re 1 yPa2-sec for acoustic sources. That threshold then
should have been adjusted by 19.4 dB to yield a TTS threshold of 157 dB re 1 yPa2-sec.
" Those TTS thresholds were based on Schlundt et al. (2000) and Finneran et al. (2002).

of uncertainty. Details regarding the process are provided in Section
3.8.3.1.6 (Quantitative Analysis). Also, see the summary of the
thresholds used in the analysis as presented in Section 3.8.3.1.4
(Thresholds and Criteria for Predicting Acoustic and Explosive Impacts
on Marine Mammals). Briefly, the original experimental data is
weighted using the prescribed weighting function to determine the
numerical threshold value. The MMC did not consider the appropriate
weighting schemes when comparing thresholds presented in Southall
et al. (2007) and those presented in Finneran and Jenkins (2012). TTS
thresholds presented in Finneran and Jenkins (2012) are appropriate
when the applicable weighting function (Type Il) is applied to the
original TTS data; TTS thresholds in Southall et al. (2007) were based
on M-weighting. For example, while it is true that there is an
unweighted 12-dB difference for onset-TTS between beluga watergun
(Finneran et al. 2002) and tonal exposures (Schlundt et al. 2000), the
difference after weighting with the Type Il MF-cet weighting function
(from Finneran and Jenkins 2012) is 6 dB. The MMC has confused (a)
the 6 dB difference in PTS and TTS thresholds based on peak
pressure described in Southall et al. 2007 with (b) the difference
between impulsive and non-impulsive thresholds in Finneran and
Jenkins (2012), which is coincidentally 6 dB. In summary, the values
derived for impulsive and non-impulsive TTS and for determining PTS
and impulsive behavior thresholds from TTS thresholds are correct
based on the data presented.

As noted in the introductory Section of the GOA Draft and Final
Supplemental EIS/OEIS, NMFS is a cooperating agency in the
development of the supplemental analysis because of its expertise
and regulatory authority over marine resources. Additionally, the GOA
Supplemental EIS/OEIS is intended to serve as NMFS’s NEPA
documentation for the rule-making process under the MMPA. Given
this, NMFS was included in the development of the current thresholds.
Furthermore, the thresholds and criteria used in the GOA Draft and
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS are consistent with the TTS and PTS
thresholds NMFS proposed in its “Draft Guidance for Assessing the
Effects of Anthropogenic Sound on Marine Mammals.” The Navy has
continued to revise those thresholds based on emergent research and
in cooperation with NMFS as the federal regulator. Navy provided a
Technical Report (Finneran 2015) to NMFS in early 2015 in this
regard. NOAA determined that it would be appropriate to incorporate
this new information into its Draft Guidance prior to its finalization. As a
result, the Navy’s proposal (Finneran 2015) was submitted for peer
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Table D.4-1: Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies and Elected Officials (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

review to external subject matter experts, in accordance with the
process previously conducted for NOAA'’s Draft Guidance. Peer review
comments were received by NOAA in April 2015. NOAA subsequently
developed a Peer Review Report, which was published on its website
on 31 July 2015, documenting the Navy'’s criteria proposal (Finneran
2015) that underwent peer review, the peer review comments, and
NOAA responses to those comments (National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration 2015c). NOAA then incorporated this
information into revised Updated Draft Guidance that was recently
published in the Federal Register for public review and comment
(National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 2015d, 2015e; 80
FR 45642). The auditory weighting functions and PTS/TTS thresholds
will not be adopted by NOAA or applied to applicants until the revised
Updated Draft Guidance has finished undergoing public comment, any
revisions are made based on public comments, and the Final
Guidance is issued. At the time of publication of the GOA
Supplemental EIS/OEIS, all of these steps have not been completed;
therefore, the Navy has not adopted these proposed criteria in this
document. However, the underlying science contained within Finneran
(2015) has been addressed qualitatively within the applicable sections
of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS.

MMC-09

Further, it is unclear how the explosive thresholds (i.e., for underwater detonations) were
adjusted downward to account for the amplitude decrease in the Type Il weighting
functions. For example, Finneran and Jenkins (2012) indicated that they used Finneran
et al. (2002) TTS data of 186 dB re 1 yPa2-sec to determine the TTS threshold for
explosives for mid-frequency cetaceans, which also was supported by Southall et al.
(2007). But if one uses the purported method of subtracting 16.5 dB from that threshold,
the resulting Type Il weighted SEL would be 169.5 (it appears it should be rounded
down to 169 based on the Finneran and Jenkins (2012) document) rather than 172 dB re
1 yPa2-sec. Finneran and Jenkins (2012) proposed to use 172 dB re 1 yPa2-sec for
low-frequency cetaceans as well. Lastly, they appear to use a correction factor of 18
rather than 19.4 to adjust the Type Il weighted SEL for high-frequency cetaceans. The
Commission is concerned that the TTS thresholds for explosive sources that the Navy
used not only are greater than they should be based on the methods described but also
are used as the basis for the PTS and behavioral thresholds. Thus, if those thresholds
were not adjusted by the appropriate amplitude factors, the Navy may have estimated
the numbers of takes of marine mammals incorrectly. To address these concerns, the
Commission recommends that NMFS require the Navy to (1) use 157 rather than 152 dB
re 1 yPa2-sec as the TTS threshold for high-frequency cetaceans exposed to acoustic
sources, (2) use 169 rather than 172 dB re 1 pyPa2-sec as the TTS thresholds for mid-
and low-frequency cetaceans exposed to explosive sources, (3) use 145 rather than 146

Briefly, the original experimental data is weighted using the prescribed
weighting function to determine the numerical threshold value. The
MMC did not consider the appropriate weighting schemes when
comparing thresholds presented in Southall et al. (2007) and those
presented in Finneran and Jenkins (2012). TTS thresholds presented
in Finneran and Jenkins (2012) are appropriate when the applicable
weighting function (Type Il) is applied to the original TTS data; TTS
thresholds in Southall et al. (2007) were based on M-weighting. For
example, while it is true that there is an unweighted 12-dB difference
for onset-TTS between beluga watergun (Finneran et al. 2002) and
tonal exposures (Schlundt et al. 2000), the difference after weighting
with the Type Il MF-cet weighting function (from Finneran and Jenkins
2012), is 6 dB. The MMC has confused (a) the 6 dB difference in PTS
and TTS thresholds based on peak pressure described in Southall et
al. 2007 with (b) the difference between impulsive and non-impulsive
thresholds in Finneran and Jenkins (2012), which is coincidentally

6 dB. In summary, the values derived for impulsive and non-impulsive
TTS and for determining PTS and impulsive behavior thresholds from
TTS thresholds are correct based on the data presented.
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Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

dB re 1 yPa2-sec as the TTS threshold for high-frequency cetaceans for explosive
sources, and (4)(a) based on these changes to the TTS thresholds, adjust the PTS
thresholds for high-frequency cetaceans exposed to acoustic sources by increasing the
amended TTS threshold by 20 dB and for low-, mid-, and high-frequency cetaceans
exposed to explosive sources by increasing the amended TTS thresholds by 15 dB and
(b) adjust the behavioral thresholds for low-, mid-, and high-frequency cetaceans
exposed to explosive sources by decreasing the amended TTS thresholds by 5 dB.

" Those TTS thresholds were based on Schlundt et al. (2000) and Finneran et al. (2002).

MMC-10

For determining TTS thresholds for pinnipeds for underwater detonations, the Navy used
data from Kastak et al. (2005) and extrapolation factors from Southall et al. (2007).
Kastak et al. (2005) estimated the average SEL for onset-TTS for pinnipeds exposed to
octave-band underwater sound centered at 2.5 kHz (i.e., mid-frequency sound).

However, underwater detonations produce broadband sound in the low-frequency range.

The Commission recognizes that the data provided by Kastak et al. (2005) may be the
only data available, but it is unclear if those data provide an appropriate basis for
estimating the relevant thresholds. More importantly, the extrapolation factors from
Southall et al. (2007) were not stated specifically in the Navy’s analysis for underwater
detonations, but it appears that the Navy used 6 dB. As noted in the previous paragraph,
Southall et al. (2007) seem to have used 6 dB as the extrapolation factor for determining
PTS thresholds from TTS thresholds based on peak sound pressure levels, not for
extrapolating from acoustic to explosive thresholds. Further, Southall et al. (2007)
determined the TTS threshold for harbor seals exposed to pulsed sound (explosive
sources) by using a correction factor of 12 dB to reduce the Type | threshold of 183 dB
re 1 yPa2-sec for mid-frequency cetaceans, which equates to 171 dB re 1 yPa2-sec.
The Commission believes that a threshold of 171 rather than 177 dB re 1 yPa2-sec
should have been used by the Navy. Further, as stated previously, the TTS thresholds
serve as the basis for the PTS and behavioral thresholds and could have been
underestimated. Therefore, the Commission recommends that the Navy (1) use 171 dB
re 1 yPa2-sec as the TTS threshold for phocids exposed to explosive sources and (2)
based on that decrease in the TTS threshold for phocids, adjust the PTS and behavioral
thresholds by increasing the TTS threshold by 15 dB and decreasing the TTS threshold
by 5 dB, respectively.

The derivation of the TTS thresholds is discussed in Section
3.8.3.1.4.4 (Temporary Threshold Shift for Sonar and Other Active
Acoustic Sources) and Section 3.8.3.1.4.5 (Temporary Threshold Shift
for Explosives) of the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The
same offset between impulsive and non-impulsive TTS found for the
only species (beluga whale) where both types of sound were tested,
was used to convert the Kastak data (which used non-impulsive tones)
to an impulsive threshold. This method is explained in the referenced
Technical Report (Finneran and Jenkins 2012) and Southall et al.
(2007).

MMC-11

The SEIS indicated that the Navy would conduct the proposed activities from April—
October. However, given that training activities likely would occur only during the month
of July, the Navy selected July as the seasonal representative for its analyses
(Department of the Navy 2014a). Because the GOA environment (i.e., sound speed
profiles and wind speed) varies markedly by season, modeling for July would provide an
appropriate basis for estimating takes during the April-October timeframe only if the
environmental parameters in July are considered the worst-case scenario. Conversely,
the Navy could have averaged the environmental data for each season®, as it had for

The factor having the most effect on the modeling is marine mammal
density. The Navy did consider data collected on marine mammal
densities in GOA during other months. This, along with detailed
information on the Navy’s selection protocol, datasets, and specific
density values, was presented in Section 3.8.2.5 (Marine Mammal
Density Estimates) and the Pacific Navy Marine Species Density
Database Technical Report (cited as U.S. Department of the Navy
[2014a]) in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. For example,
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Commenter Comment Navy Response
NWTT and the other Navy study areas. In either case, the timeframe in which modeling data from Rone et al. (2009), consisting of a marine mammal survey of
is conducted should be consistent with environmental conditions in the months when the | the Study Area in April 2009, was considered in development of the
proposed activities would be authorized to occur. Otherwise, if the Navy modeled only densities for the analysis presented in the Draft Supplemental
during July but the activities actually occur in April, the estimated numbers of takes could | EIS/OEIS. As noted in this Technical Report, density estimates used in
be underestimated due to colder temperatures and greater wind speeds that cause the modeling were based largely on the density estimates derived by
surface ducting conditions in GOA in the cold season®. The Commission made similar Rone et al. (2014) from data collected during the Navy-funded line-
recommendations regarding this issue in its 18 November 2010 letter regarding the LOA | transect survey conducted in the GOA Study Area from 23 June to
for the same activities under the GOA Draft EIS. 18 July 2013. These data provide the best available density estimates
8 Although those generally are defined as either two (cold and warm) or four (winter, spring, summer, and fall) for the summer period; data are not sufficient to derive monthly density
seasons, the Navy also could have averaged the environmental data for the timeframe of activities (April-October) | estimates.
since it did not include seasonality in its density estimates.
° Defined as December—May.

MMC-12 Therefore, the Commission again recommends that, if the Navy could conduct training The two multi-day Northern Edge exercise effects are summed to
activities from April-October, then it include the appropriate environmental parameters in | reflect the annual number of predicted effects. Highest densities from
its acoustic modeling based on those months® rather than assuming the activities would | the summer were used to model two exercises; therefore, the sum of
occur only during July. If it is indeed the case that activities will occur only during July, the annual effects likely overestimates effects to all species and
then the Navy should not be including a 7-month timeframe for it to conduct its activities. | presents a worst-case analysis. The modeling for GOA was not done
10 Based either on the worst-case scenario or on averaging of the relevant months. for seasonal year-round continuous activity. Because the proposed

training will most likely occur in the June to July timeframe (as
evidenced by average past event timeframes), the proposed training in
GOA is different from other range complexes such as the Northwest
Training and Testing range complex, where there is year-round unit
level training; therefore, a seasonal analysis is called for in GOA. The
GOA Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS indicated that the
proposed activities could occur during the summer months (April—
October) but are most likely to occur in the June to July timeframe.
Given the most likely timeframe for the exercise is in the summer
months, the most representative way to model the likely impacts was
to model using the environmental conditions and marine mammal
density data for June—July.

MMC-13 Ranges to impact criteria—Many of the proposed activities involve mitigation measures The range to effects zone and the mitigation zone are not the same,

that currently are being implemented in accordance with previous environmental
planning documents, regulations, or consultations. Most of the current mitigation zones
for activities involving acoustic (e.g., mid- and high-frequency active sonar) or explosive
sources (e.g., underwater detonations, explosive sonobuoys, surface detonations) were
designed originally to reduce the potential for onset of TTS. For the DSEIS, the Navy
revised its acoustic propagation models by updating hearing criteria and thresholds and
marine mammal density and depth data. Based on the updated information, the models
now predict that for certain activities the ranges to onset of TTS are much larger than
those estimated previously. Due to the ineffectiveness and unacceptable operational
impacts associated with mitigating those large areas, the Navy is unable to mitigate for

so different terms are therefore used to describe each. The average
ranges to effect are provided in the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS to show the typical zones of impact around representative
sources.

With respect to this comment’s footnote #11, the Draft Supplemental
EIS/OEIS footnote #1 for the subject table reads as follows: “This table
does not provide an inclusive list of source bins; bins presented here
represent the source bin with the largest range to effects within the
given activity category.” For example, Bins E6 through Bin E9 are
included in the activity category, “Missile Exercises (Including Rockets)
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Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

onset of TTS for every activity. For that reason, it proposes to base its mitigation zones
for each activity on avoiding or reducing PTS.

Table 5.3-2 in the DSEIS lists the Navy’s predicted distances or ranges over which PTS
and TTS might occur and the recommended mitigation zones. Rather than include all
sources, the table categorizes sound sources by a representative source type within a
source bin (e.g., Bin MF1: SQS-53 antisubmarine warfare hull-mounted sonar) and
provides average and maximum distances from the sound source at which PTS could be
expected to occur and the average range at which TTS could be expected to occur.
Chapter 3 of the DSEIS also includes tables listing various ranges. However, the tables
in Chapter 3 include (1) only a subset of the proposed activities (6 of the 9 explosive
activities analyzed, Table 3.8-18), (2) the average rather than maximum ranges (Table
3.8-18), and (3) values that are not consistent with Table 5.3-21,

11 Table 5.3-2 also includes only a subset of the proposed activities (5 of the 9 explosive activities analyzed),
some of which are not relevant to GOA (Bins E2 and 3).

up to 250 Ib. NEW Using a Surface Target.” As presented in Chapter 5
of the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the mitigation is the
same for all bins within the activity category.

MMC-14

In addition, the DSEIS does not provide the ranges to PTS for acoustic sources for more
than 1 ping (Table 3.8-11), as it does for TTS (i.e., 1, 5, and 10 pings; Table 3.8-12).
Instead, the Navy assumed that marine mammals could not maintain a speed of 10
knots parallel the ship and receive adequate energy over successive pings to result in
PTS. Further, the Navy indicated in Table 3.8-11 that the ranges to PTS for acoustic
sources were “within representative ocean acoustic environments” and in Table 3.8-12
that the ranges to TTS for acoustic sources were “over a representative range of ocean
environments”, which the Commission assumes as not necessarily within GOA*2,

12 Unlike Table 3.8-18 in which the Navy indicated the ranges to effects were for marine mammals within the study
area.

As explained in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS in Section
3.8.3.3.1.1 (Range to Effects), there is no reason to show a PTS range
for more than one ping because of the short distances over which a
PTS has the potential to occur. For the case of the most powerful hull-
mounted source (hull-mounted mid-frequency anti-submarine warfare
sonar) the ship moves beyond the PTS zone for each successive ping
and there is no difference in magnitude of successive pings. Refer to
Section 3.8.3.1.1 (Non-impulsive and Impulsive Sound Sources).
Pings occur approximately every 50 seconds, and each subsequent
ping has the same approximate range to PTS from the bow of the ship
as the first ping. Therefore, there is not sufficient overlapping energy
from one ping to the next to make presentation of multiple pings
useful.

As noted in the comment and presented in the Draft and Final
Supplemental EIS/OEIS, an animal would have to be exposed at the
TTS level by the first ping and then continue parallel to the ship within
close proximity for 50 seconds to receive a second ping, potentially
resulting in a PTS level exposure. Given the science detailed in the
Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS (see Section 3.8.3.1.7, Marine
Mammal Avoidance of Sound Exposures) indicating that marine
mammals will behaviorally avoid high levels of sound, the assumption
that a marine mammal would not remain alongside a pinging vessel is
a simple but reasonable assumption.

The Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS concludes that it is
unlikely for an animal to maintain a speed of 10 knots and stay in close
proximity to a vessel using active sonar. As presented in the Draft and
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Commenter Comment Navy Response
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS (see Section 3.8.3.3.1.1, Range to
Effects), while 10 knots was the ship’s speed used in the model, a ship
engaged in anti-submarine warfare training could be moving at
between 10 and 15 knots. For a Navy vessel moving at a nominal 10
knots, it is unlikely a marine mammal could maintain the speed to
parallel the ship and receive adequate energy over successive pings
to result in a PTS exposure.

MMC-15 Absent GOA-specific information, the DSEIS process is not fully transparent and the Because the ranges to PTS for acoustic sources are relatively short,
Commission and public cannot comment on the appropriateness of the proposed the ranges to PTS presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental
mitigation zones. To address those shortcomings, the Commission recommends that the | EIS/OEIS are representative of the ranges for purposes of the
Navy provide the predicted average and maximum ranges for all impact criteria (i.e., discussion. In short, the information provided in the Draft and Final
behavioral response, TTS, PTS, onset slight lung injury, onset slight gastrointestinal Supplemental EIS/OEIS should be considered applicable to the GOA
injury, and onset mortality), for all activities (i.e., based on the activity category and Study Area. The approximate maximum ranges to TTS provided in the
representative source bins and including ranges for more than 1 ping), and for all Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS Table 3.8-12 are also
functional hearing groups of marine mammals within GOA. representative of the ranges to effect and are provided in the

Supplemental EIS/OEIS to show the typical zones of impact around
representative sources.

MMC-16 Passive and active acoustic monitoring—The Navy indicated in its DSEIS that the use of | The EIS/OEIS discussion indicating that lookouts cannot avoid all
lookouts (i.e., observers) is expected to increase the likelihood of detecting marine impacts to marine mammals is an acknowledgement that behavioral
mammals at the surface, but it also noted that it is unlikely that using lookouts will be effects are possible outside the range of visual detection by any
able to help avoid impacts on all species entirely due to the inherent limitations of observers on board vessels at sea (e.g., Navy lookouts or trained
visually detecting marine mammals. The Commission agrees and has made numerous Marine Mammal Observers). The fact that the distance at which
recommendations to the Navy in previous letters to characterize the effectiveness of marine mammals can behaviorally react to a vessel or other sound
visual observation. For a number of years, the Navy has been working with collaborators | source is well beyond any shipboard observation capability, which
at the University of St. Andrews to study observer effectiveness. The Navy has noted in means the effectiveness of lookouts has nothing to do with avoiding
the DSEIS that while data were collected as part of a proof-of-concept phase, those data | “impacts on all species entirely.” As acknowledged by the comment,
are not fairly comparable as protocols were being changed and assessed, nor are those | the data that has been collected for the effectiveness study is
data statistically significant. The Commission agrees that the data are preliminary and preliminary. Navy believes that any conclusions based on the data at
may not be statistically significant but the basic information they provide is useful. In one | this point in the study, and especially any conclusions based on one or
instance, the marine mammal observers (MMOSs) had sighted at least three marine two abstracted instances of observation, are invalid.
mammals at distances less than 914 m (i.e., within the mitigation zone for mid-frequency
active sonar for cetaceans), which were not sighted by Navy lookouts (Department of the
Navy 2012). Further, MMOs have reported marine mammal sightings not observed by
Navy lookouts to the Officer of the Deck, presumably to implement mitigation
measures—however neither details regarding those reports nor raw sightings data were
provided to confirm this (Department of the Navy 2010). The Commission believes that
the study will be very informative once completed but that a precautionary approach
should be taken in the interim.

MMC-17 Therefore, the Commission believes that the Navy should supplement its visual The Navy is not reducing the size of the zones it plans to monitor.

monitoring efforts with other measures rather than simply reducing the size of the zones

Navy will continue to monitor the surrounding water to the limit of the
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it plans to monitor. The Navy did propose to supplement visual monitoring with passive
acoustics during activities that generate impulsive sounds (i.e., primarily explosives!3)
but not during activities in which mid- and high-frequency active sonar would be used.
13 Specifically for sinking exercises and exercises that use improved extended echo-ranging sonobuoys

available optics for safety of ships and aircraft during specific training
activities. The area monitored by Navy lookouts is not restricted to only
the mitigation zones. Navy is, however, implementing new mitigation
zones based on the evolution of science and resultant understanding
of the likely impacts from the proposed actions.

Discussion in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section
5.3.3.1.11 (Increasing Visual and Passive Acoustic Observations)
articulates why increased use of passive acoustics for the purpose of
mitigation would be impractical with regard to implementation of
military readiness activities and result in an unacceptable impact on
readiness. Passive acoustic monitoring is already and will continue to
be implemented. As mentioned in numerous locations in Chapter 5
(Standard Operating Procedures, Mitigation, and Monitoring) of the
Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, passive acoustic monitoring
would be conducted with Navy assets, such as passive ships sonar
systems or sonobuoys, already participating in the activity.
Additionally, mitigation measures were developed based on predicted
potential impacts; therefore, the use of acoustic monitoring is not
always warranted, nor practicable from an operational standpoint
(Section 5.3.2.1, Acoustic Stressors). Some events do use passive
acoustic monitoring as part of the mitigation when practicable. The
Navy’s visual mitigation has been demonstrated to be effective over
the 8 years of monitoring associated with Navy training and testing at
sea as reflected in publically available reports submitted to NMFS
since 2006 and accessible on the NMFS Office of Protected
Resources website (see Section 3.8.5, Summary of Observations
During Previous Navy Activities, of the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS, for more information in this regard).

MMC-18

The Navy uses visual, passive acoustic, and active acoustic monitoring during
Surveillance Towed Array Sensor System Low Frequency Active (SURTASS LFA) sonar
activities to augment its mitigation efforts over large areas. Therefore, it is not clear why
the Navy did not propose to use those same monitoring methods as part of its mitigation
measures for the other activities described in its DSEIS. To ensure effective mitigation
and monitoring, the Commission recommends that the Navy use passive and active
acoustics, whenever practicable, to supplement visual monitoring during the
implementation of its mitigation measures for all activities that could cause PTS, injury,
or mortality beyond those explosive activities for which passive acoustic monitoring
already was proposed.

The Surveillance Towed Array Sensor System Low Frequency Active
(SURTASS LFA) platforms are slow moving and deploy a high
frequency active sonar (HF/M3) to identify marine mammals in close
proximity (2 km) to the SURTASS LFA vessel. The active sonar
system used by SURTASS LFA is built into the system’s vertical array
and can only be employed in this fashion from a slow-moving or
stationary platform. It is not possible to employ this system on the
types of vessels analyzed in the GOA Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS because a vertical array cannot be used on other ship
classes whose mission includes speed and tactical movement while
protecting aircraft carriers and other high value units.

MMC-19

Clearance time for deep-diving species—The Navy has proposed to cease acoustic

Implementing mitigation measures based on a “key consideration” of
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activities (i.e., active sonar transmissions, Bin MF1) when a marine mammal is detected | knowing “the speed and heading” of a marine mammal is impractical,
within the mitigation zone. This raises the issue of when those activities should resume. given it is often impossible for a Marine Mammal Observer or a Navy
According to the DSEIS, those acoustic activities would resume when (1) the animal has | lookout to determine the speed and heading of a marine mammal
been observed exiting the mitigation zone, (2) the animal has been thought to have based on limited data available during a sighting. If a marine mammal
exited the mitigation zone based on its course and speed, (3) the mitigation zone has is within a mitigation zone, the mitigation is implemented regardless of
been clear from any additional sightings for a period of 30 minutes, (4) the ship has the animal’s speed or direction of travel. For a vessel and the MF1
transited more than 1.8 km beyond the location of the last sighting, or (5) the ship source (as presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS,
concludes that dolphins are deliberately closing in on the ship to ride the ship’s bow Chapter 5, Table 5.3-2), mitigation zone begins at 1,000 yards and the
wave (and there are no other marine mammal sightings within the mitigation zone). The longest range to PTS (Level A harassment) is approximately 100
Commission questions some of those requirements when the position of the marine yards. For sperm whales and beaked whales the PTS range is
mammal is unknown. approximately 10 yards from the sonar dome located at the bow of a
The key consideration is the position of the marine mammal relative to the sound source, | vessel. The science, as presented in Section 3.8.3.1.2.6 (Behavioral
which is best estimated as a function of the marine mammal’s position when first sighted | Reactions) and Section 3.8.3.1.7 (Marine Mammal Avoidance of
and the speed and heading of both the vessel and the marine mammal. If the vessel and | Sound Exposures) of the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS,
marine mammal are not moving in the same direction, then the marine mammal may indicates it is likely that animals would avoid the sound source and
leave the mitigation zone relatively quickly. However, if they are moving in the same would not continue along in close proximity to the vessel's sound
direction, then the marine mammal may remain within the mitigation zone for a source given avoidance reactions that NMFS and Navy have
prolonged period. Unless the marine mammal is resighted leaving or already outside the | quantified as Level B behavioral reactions. For a Navy vessel moving
mitigation zone, the Navy should not resume its activity until it has had a reasonable at a nominal 10 knots, it is unlikely a marine mammal could maintain
chance of verifying that it can do so without impacting the marine mammal to a greater the speed to parallel the ship and receive adequate energy over
degree. The delay should take into account that (1) a marine mammal may remain successive pings to resultin a PTS exposure.
underwater where it is not visible, (2) it may change its heading and speed in response
to a vessel or sound source, and (3) visual observation alone may not be sufficient to
determine a marine mammal’s position relative to a vessel or sound source after the
initial sighting, unless the marine mammal surfaces again and is observed.

MMC-20 The dive time of a sighted marine mammal is a central consideration whenever As described in Section 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation to Reduce

mitigation measures depend on visual observation. For some medium-sized and large
cetaceans, the proposed 30-minute clearance time may be inadequate, sometimes
markedly so. Beaked and sperm whales, in particular, can remain submerged for periods
far exceeding 30 minutes. Blainville’s and Cuvier's beaked whales have been known to
dive to considerable depths (> 1,400 m) and to remain submerged for more than 80
minutes (Baird et al. 2008). The grand mean dive duration for those species of beaked
whales during foraging dives has been estimated at approximately 60 minutes (51.3 and
64.5 minutes for Blainville’s and Cuvier’s beaked whales, respectively; Baird pers.
comm.). Recent data on Cuvier's beaked whales revealed a maximum dive duration of
more than 137 minutes and dive depths of more than 2,990 m with a mean dive duration
of 67.4 minutes (Schorr et al. 2014). Sperm whales also dive to great depths and can
remain submerged for at least 55 minutes (Drouot et al. 2004), with a grand mean dive
time of approximately 45 minutes (Watwood et al. 2006). If they continue foraging in the
same area as a stationary acoustic source and that source is turned on after only 30
minutes, then beaked whales and sperm whales could be exposed to sound levels

Sound Exposures) Navy training events differ from systematic line-
transect marine mammal surveys in several respects. These
differences suggest the use of g(0), which takes into consideration
dive times of cryptic or deep diving species, as a sightability factor to
quantitatively adjust model-predicted effects based on mitigation is
likely to result in an underestimate of the protection afforded by the
implementation of mitigation. For example, for a dipping sonar from a
hovering helicopter as a stationary source, as presented in the Draft
and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS in Chapter 5 (Table 5.3-2), the
longest range to PTS is approximately 20 yards (Level A harassment).
If an animal is observed within the mitigation zone, the activity can
resume once the zone has been clear from any additional sightings for
a period of 10 minutes. It is unlikely that a marine mammal would
remain underwater directly below a hovering helicopter and within

20 yards of the sound source for more than 10 minutes is unlikely
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sufficient to cause Level A harassment. (Section 3.8.3.1.7, Marine Mammal Avoidance of Sound Exposures).
MMC-21 Furthermore, lookouts may not detect marine mammals each time they return to the The MMC further recommends that specific mitigation measures

surface, especially cryptic species such as beaked whales, which are difficult to detect involving a longer (1 hour) wait period be implemented based on

even under ideal conditions. The Navy itself indicated in the DSEIS that beaked whales species identification of sperm whales and beaked whales. As

are notoriously difficult to detect at sea. Barlow (1999) found that “[a]ccounting for both discussed in Section 5.3.3.1.15 (Increasing Reporting Requirements),

submerged animals and animals that are otherwise missed by the observers in excellent | Navy lookouts are not trained on taxonomic species identification of

survey conditions, only 23 percent of Cuvier's beaked whales and 45 percent of marine mammals since it is has no applicability as a mission

Mesoplodon beaked whales are estimated to be seen on ship surveys if they are located | requirement. Navy lookouts are observing a relatively small area for

directly on the survey trackline.” Therefore, after a shutdown, the Commission the presence of marine mammals, which is not the same as

recommends that the Navy use a second clearance time category of 60 minutes for conducting a line transect survey. For example, for a stationary

beaked whales and sperm whales if the animal has not been observed exiting the dipping sonar deployed from a hovering helicopter, as presented in the

mitigation zone. Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS in Chapter 5 (Standard
Operations Procedures, Mitigation, and Monitoring) (Table 5.3-2), the
longest range to PTS is approximately 20 yards (Level A harassment).
If an animal is observed within the mitigation zone, the activity can
resume once the zone has been clear from any additional sightings for
a period of 10 minutes. It is unlikely that a marine mammal would
remain underwater directly below a hovering helicopter and within
20 yards of the sound source for more than 10 minutes (see Section
3.8.3.1.7, Marine Mammal Avoidance of Sound Exposures).
Additionally, see Section 5.3.2.1.1.1 (Hull Mounted Mid-Frequency
Active Sonar) and 5.3.2.1.1.2 (High-Frequency and Non-Hull Mounted
Mid-Frequency Active Sonar), which discuss the reasons why waiting
longer periods of time before resuming the training activity would be
unacceptable due to impacts on personnel safety, the practicality of
implementation, and the effectiveness of the military readiness activity.

MMC-22 The Navy assumed that marine mammals likely would avoid repeated high-level The scientific basis for the avoidance of anthropogenic activity and

exposures to a sound source that could result in injuries (i.e., PTS). It therefore adjusted
its estimated numbers of takes to account for marine mammals swimming away from a
sonar or other active source and away from multiple explosions to avoid repeated high-
level sound exposures. The Navy also assumed that harbor porpoises and beaked
whales would avoid certain training activity areas because of high levels of vessel or
aircraft traffic before those activities. For those types of activities, the Navy appears to
have reduced the model-estimated takes from Level A harassment (i.e., PTS) to Level B
harassment (i.e., TTS) during use of sonar and other active acoustic sources and from
mortality to Level A harassment (i.e., injury) during use of explosive sources. The
Commission recognizes that, depending on conditions, marine mammals may avoid
areas of excessive sound or activity. Indeed, one of the concerns regarding sound-
related disturbance is that it causes marine mammals to abandon important habitat on a
long-term or even permanent basis. That being said, the Commission knows of no

sound underwater is presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS in Section 3.8.3.1.2.6 (Behavioral Reactions). Based on that
information it was assumed that all marine mammals would avoid
intense activity and the proximity to active sound sources. With regard
to the comment’s concerns over long term consequences, Section
3.8.3.1.3. (Long-Term Consequences to the Individual and the
Population) and Section 3.8.5 (Summary of Observations During
Previous Navy Activities) in the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS provide a discussion on this topic and the reasons why Navy
does not expect marine mammals to abandon important habitat on a
long-term or permanent basis.
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scientifically established basis for predicting the extent to which marine mammals will
abandon their habitat based on the presence of vessels or aircraft. That would be
essential information for adjusting the estimated numbers of takes.

MMC-23 The Navy also indicated that its post-model analysis considered the potential for It is incorrect to state that the effectiveness of the Navy’s mitigation
mitigation to reduce PTS from exposure to sonar and other active acoustic sources and measures has not been demonstrated, since there are over 8 years of
mortalities from exposure to explosive sources. Clearly, the purpose of mitigation reporting that have been provided to NMFS from across the Navy for
measures is to reduce the number and severity of takes. However, the effectiveness of the issued Letters of Authorization. Those reports, including the first
the Navy’s mitigation measures has not been demonstrated and remains uncertain. This | report in 2006, clearly document the implementation of mitigations that
is an issue that the Commission has raised many times in the past, and the Navy has are designed to reduce the number and severity of impacts to marine
recognized the need to assess the effectiveness of its mitigation measures in its species. These reports note instances where marine species were
Integrated Comprehensive Monitoring Program and in the current DSEIS, which states detected and mitigation was implemented, including the reductions or
that although the use of lookouts was expected to increase the likelihood that marine shut-down of active sonar. Even with implemented visual mitigation,
species would be detected at the water’s surface, it was unlikely that using those training in the GOA Study Area will result in impacts to a number of
lookouts would help avoid impacts on all species because of the inherent limitations of marine mammals, which is why predicted effects are quantified. As
visual monitoring. noted previously, the inherent limitations of visual monitoring are that

the distance at which marine mammals can behaviorally react to
anthropogenic disturbance (many miles) is well beyond the capability
of any humans to visually detect those animals.

MMC-24 According to data in the monitoring reports mentioned previously (Department of the Detecting all marine mammals to the limit of observation in a marine

Navy 2010, 2012), the effectiveness of the lookouts has yet to be demonstrated.
However, the Navy proposed to adjust its take estimates based on both mitigation
effectiveness scores and g(0)—the probability that an animal on a vessel’s or aircraft's
track line will be detected. According to its proposed approach, for each species the
Navy would multiply a mitigation effectiveness score and a g(0) to estimate the
percentage of the subject species that would be observed by lookouts and for which
mitigation would be implemented, thus reducing the estimated numbers of marine
mammal takes for Level A harassment and mortality (explosive sources only). The Navy
would reduce the estimated numbers of Level A harassment (i.e., PTS) and mortality
takes for that species to Level B (i.e., TTS) or Level A harassment (i.e., injury) takes,
respectively.

To implement that approach, the Navy assigned mitigation effectiveness scores of—

1 if the entire mitigation zone can be observed visually on a continuous basis based on
the surveillance platform(s), number of lookouts, and size of the range to effects zone;

0.5 if (1) over half of the mitigation zone can be observed visually on a continuous basis
or (2) there is one or more of the scenarios within the activity for which the mitigation
zone cannot be observed visually on a continuous basis (but the range to effects zone
can be observed visually for the majority of the scenarios); or

N/A if (1) less than half of the mitigation zone can be observed visually on a continuous
basis or (2) the mitigation zone cannot be observed visually on a continuous basis
during most of the scenarios within the activity due to the type of surveillance platform(s),

mammal survey research protocol is substantively different than the
detection of marine mammals within a mitigation zone (such as 1,000
yards for Bin MF1 or a fixed location a few hundred yards in radius for
most explosives). As presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation to Reduce Sound
Exposures), although using g(0) likely underestimates the ability of
Navy observers to detect a marine mammal during a given event, the
Navy determined that the standard “detection probability” referred to
as g(0) was most appropriate data available to numerically
approximate the sightability of marine mammals within the mitigation
zones for detection by a Lookout.

As presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section
3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation to Reduce Sound Exposures) and
Section 3.8.3.3.6.2 (Avoidance Behavior and Mitigation Measures as
Applied to Explosions), the Navy’s acoustic modeling program predicts
effects without taking into account any shutdown or delay of the
activity when marine mammals are detected. The model therefore
overestimates injurious impacts to marine mammals within mitigation
zones and so the post-model analysis considers the potential for
implementation of mitigation to reduce those already overestimated
impacts. For clarification, the acoustic modeling adjustment factor
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Commenter Comment Navy Response

number of lookouts, and size of the mitigation zone. represents the ability to effectively observe an entire mitigation zone,
The difficulty with this approach is in determining the appropriate adjustment factors. in contrast to a measurement of the effectiveness of Lookouts in
Again, the information needed to judge effectiveness has not been made available. In detecting marine mammals in general.
addition, the Navy has not provided the criteria (i.e., the numbers and types of The basis for assigning the mitigation effectiveness factors is
surveillance platforms, numbers of lookouts, and sizes of the respective zones) needed presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS in Table 3.8-
to elicit the three mitigation effectiveness scores. Moreover, the coverage afforded by the | 10 (Post-Model Acoustic Effects Quantification Process) and Table
mitigation measures is not adequate to ensure that those measures will be effective. 3.8-19 (Impulse Activities Adjustment Factors Integrating
That is, measures of effort (i.e., numbers and types of surveillance platforms, numbers of | Implementation of Mitigation into Modeling Analyses for the Study
lookouts, and sizes of mitigation zones) are not necessarily measures of, or even linked | Area) for the information on the observation of the mitigation zone as a
to, effectiveness. The Navy has not yet demonstrated that such measures of effort are mitigation effectiveness factor. Section 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing
synonymous with effectiveness nor has it demonstrated the effectiveness of the visual Mitigation to Reduce Sound Exposures) and Section 3.8.3.3.6.2
monitoring measures, as discussed previously. The Navy further reinforced that fact in (Avoidance Behavior and Mitigation Measures as Applied to
its DSEIS when stating the Navy believes that it is improper to use the proof-of-concept Explosions) of the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS provide
data to draw any conclusions on the effectiveness of Navy lookouts. Therefore, it is further details and analysis.
unclear what basis the Navy would have to assign the mitigation effectiveness scores, as
the use of those scores to reduce the numbers of takes is unsubstantiated.

MMC-25 The information that the Navy provided in Chapter 5 of the DSEIS regarding the The information presented in Chapter 5 (Standard Operating

effectiveness of various mitigation measures does not necessarily comport with its
determination of mitigation effectiveness scores. For example, the Navy indicated that
the mitigation zone for sinking exercises is 4.6 km. However, the Navy stated it is highly
unlikely that anything but a whale blow or large pod of dolphins will be seen at distances
closer to 1.9 km near the perimeter of the mitigation zone. Further, the mortality zone is
less than 229 m. The Commission is unsure how the Navy would implement a shut down
or delay for odontocetes that are not in a large group or for pinnipeds in general.
Nevertheless, the Navy concluded that the measure is likely effective and reduced the
takes by the portion of animals that were likely to be seen, thus assigning the highest
effectiveness score of 1 for the mortality zone and 0.5 for the injury zone (Table 3.8-19).
Those effectiveness scores again seem to be measures of effort rather than of true
effectiveness.

In addition, the Navy appears to be inconsistent in its use of the terms “range to effects
zone” and “mitigation zone,” which are not the same (see Table 5.3-2 of the DSEIS).
More importantly, some of the mitigation zones may be smaller than the estimated range
to effects zones. For example, the Navy proposed a mitigation zone of 183 m after a 10
dB reduction in power for its most powerful active acoustic sources (e.g., Bin MF1) and
assumed that marine mammals would leave the area near the sound source after the
first few pings.

Procedures, Mitigation, and Monitoring) of the Draft and Final
Supplemental EIS/OEIS is not in conflict with the mitigation
effectiveness factors used in the post-modeling adjustments. While it
is harder to detect animals at greater distance, typically the example
events occur much closer to the platform and there may be multiple
platforms involved, so characterizations of mitigation based on
assuming a maximum 1.9 km sighting distance from a platform are not
accurate. As detailed in the Section 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation
to Reduce Sound Exposures) of the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS, line-transect surveys and subsequent analyses are typically
used to estimate cetacean abundance and differ greatly from Navy
training so the use of g(0) as a relative sighting factor is conservative
for the following reasons: (1) Mitigation zones for Navy training and
testing events are significantly smaller (typically less than 1,000 yd.
radius) than the area typically searched during line-transect surveys,
which includes the maximum viewable distance out to the horizon; (2)
Navy events can involve more than one vessel or aircraft (or both)
operating in proximity to each other or otherwise covering the same
general area. Additional vessels and aircraft can result in additional
watch personnel observing the mitigation zone resulting in more
observation platforms and observers than the two primary observers
used in marine mammal surveys upon which g(0) is based; (3) A
systematic marine mammal line-transect survey is designed to sample
broad areas of the ocean, and generally does not retrace the same
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Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

area during a given survey. Therefore, in terms of g(0), the two
primary marine mammal survey observers have only a limited
opportunity to detect marine mammals that may be present during a
single pass along the trackline. In contrast, the small- and medium-
caliber gunnery exercises noted in the comment involve an area-
focused event, where participants, impacts, and Lookouts are focused
on the same small area through the duration of the exercise. Both of
these circumstances result in a longer observation period of a focused
area with more opportunities for detecting marine mammals, than are
offered by a systematic marine mammal line-transect survey that only
passes through an area once. As presented in the Draft and Final
Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the mitigation effectiveness factor is a factor
used in the numerical adjustment to modeled exposures to account for
likely animal behaviors and the implementation of mitigation, vice an
absolute measure of effectiveness.

The mitigation effectiveness number represents the ability to keep the
mitigation zone under observation. The detectability of individual
marine mammal species is represented in the adjustment of the raw
modeling numbers by the g(0) factor as described in Section 3.8.3.1.8
(Implementing Mitigation to Reduce Sound Exposures) and Section
3.8.3.3.6.2 (Avoidance Behavior and Mitigation Measures as Applied
to Explosions).

As presented in Chapter 5 of the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS, Navy would implement a shut down or delay as appropriate
and as presented for any marine mammal within the mitigation zone.
Navy recognizes that there will be occasions when marine mammals
may not be detected within the mitigation zone, which is why potential
effects have been quantified.

MMC-26

However, the Navy did not present data on the range to onset PTS for more than 1 ping
and only provided data for “representative ocean acoustic environments”, which may or

may not be representative of GOA.

According to the science, as presented in Section 3.8.3.1.2.6
(Behavioral Reactions) and Section 3.8.3.1.7 (Marine Mammal
Avoidance of Sound Exposures) of the Draft and Final Supplemental
EIS/OEIS, it is likely that animals would avoid the sound source and
not stay in close proximity to receive multiple pings given avoidance
reactions that NMFS and Navy have quantified as Level B behavioral
reactions. For a Navy vessel moving at a nominal 10-15 knots, it is
unlikely a marine mammal would stay underwater in proximity to an
aversive sound source while traveling at speed to receive adequate
energy over successive pings resulting in a PTS exposure. For these
reasons and as presented in Section 3.8.3.3.1.1 (Range to Effects), it
is very unlikely these circumstances would occur, so it does not make
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sense to present a ranges to PTS from multiple pings. The range to
effects for PTS are such short distances, that the generic ocean
environment provides an adequate approximation.

MMC-27 It also is unclear how the Navy evaluated sources that have a typical duty cycle of The procedure for assigning the mitigation effectiveness numbers is
several pings per minute (i.e., dipping sonar), as the range to onset PTS for those presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS in Section
sources appear to be based on 1 ping as well (Table 5.3-2). Without the relevant 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation to Reduce Sound Exposures) and
information, mitigation based on those zones cannot be evaluated fully or deemed Section 3.8.3.3.6.2 (Avoidance Behavior and Mitigation Measures as
effective and assigning mitigation effectiveness scores is inappropriate. Applied to Explosions).

MMC-28 The Navy used numerous references to estimate species-specific g(0) values (Table 3.8- | Navy has used the best available science from published sources

9). Those sources were based on both vessel- and aircraft-based scientific surveys of
marine mammals. It also indicated that various factors are involved in estimating g(0),
including sightability and detectability of the animal (e.g., behavior and appearance,
group size, blow characteristics), viewing conditions (e.g., sea state, wind speed, wind
direction, wave height, and glare), the observer’s ability to detect animals (e.g.,
experience, fatigue, and concentration), and platform characteristics (e.g., pitch, roll,
speed, and height above water). In the DSEIS, the Navy noted that due to the various
detection probabilities, levels of experience, and dependence on sighting conditions,
lookouts would not always be effective at avoiding impacts on all species. Yet it based its
g(0) estimates on data from experienced researchers conducting scientific surveys, not
on data from Navy lookouts whose effectiveness as observers has yet to be determined.
The Commission recommended earlier in this letter that the Navy supplement its
mitigation and monitoring measures because the observer effectiveness study has yet to
be completed or reviewed. It therefore would be inappropriate for the Navy to reduce the
numbers of takes based on the proposed post-analysis approach because, as the Navy
has described its approach, it does not address the issue of observer effectiveness in
the Navy’s development of mitigation effectiveness scores or g(0) values. Further, the
Navy has acknowledged that it would be improper to use the proof-of-concept data to
draw any conclusions on the effectiveness of Navy lookouts. Accordingly, applicable
data simply do not exist currently to fulfill the Navy’s post-analysis objective.

The Navy did indicate that, although distinct differences between marine mammal
surveys and the proposed training activities exist, the use of g(0) as an approximate
sightability factor for quantitatively adjusting model-estimated takes based on
implementation of mitigation (mitigation effectiveness multiplied by g(0)) is an
appropriate use of the best available science based on the way it has been applied.
Consistent with its impact assessment processes, the Navy applied g(0) values in a
conservative manner (erring on the side of overestimating the number of impacts) to
adjust model-estimated takes within the applicable mitigation zones during training
activities. That reasoning is unsupported by facts stated within the DSEIS itself. As an
example, the mitigation zone for sinking exercises is 4.6 km with one lookout stationed
on a vessel and one in an aircraft, the range to observe a whale blow or large pod of

providing g(0) values for various marine mammal species as a relative
measure of marine mammal detectability. As detailed in the Draft and
Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS in Section 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing
Mitigation to Reduce Sound Exposures), the use of g(0) as a relative
measure of marine mammal detectability in the post-modeling analysis
and implementation of mitigation has been addressed. A discussion of
the differences between researchers involved in line transect surveys
and Navy Lookouts has been presented as has a discussion of the
mitigation effectiveness factors used in the post-modeling
adjustments. The mitigation effectiveness factors (1, 0.5, or 0) for post-
modeling adjustments do not require the completion of the overall
Lookout effectiveness study to constitute valid estimates for the
purpose of this analysis.

Navy disagrees with the suggestion by the MMC to eliminate the step
in the analysis that adjusted exposure estimates by considering likely
behavioral responses to acoustic sources and the benefits of
implementing mitigation. Quantifying likely behavior and the benefits of
mitigation provide a more realistic, although still conservative, estimate
of marine mammal exposures likely to occur during training and testing
activities using acoustic and explosive sources. The Navy’s visual
mitigation has been demonstrated to be effective over the 8 years of
monitoring associated with Navy training and testing at sea as
reflected in publically available reports submitted to NMFS since 2006
and accessible on the NMFS Office of Protected Resources website.
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dolphins as purported by the Navy is 1.9 km, and the mortality zone is less than 229 m,

yet the Navy assigned a mitigation effectiveness score of 1—fully effective. The

Commission is concerned that the Navy not only is applying g(0) values based on

experienced scientists and not lookouts—who according to the Navy have less

experience detecting marine mammals than marine mammal observers used for line-

transect surveys—but also believes that mitigation can be implemented at ranges

beyond visual limits. Given these concerns, the Commission recommends that the Navy

(1) use the total numbers of model-estimated Level A harassment14 and mortality takes

rather than reducing the estimated numbers of Level A harassment and mortality takes

based on the Navy’s proposed post-model analysis and (2) incorporate those take

estimates into its LOA application.

MMC-29 Cumulative impacts Please note that the GOA Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS and

The Navy’s analysis of cumulative impacts on marine mammals extends the evaluations | the Navy’s decision-making process do not rely on an output of the

of individual and multiple sound-producing activities under the various alternatives conceptual framework presented in other Navy environmental

provided in Chapter 3. The Navy’s analytical framework is commendable, but its analyses. See Section 3.8.3.1.2 (Analysis Background and

description and use of the framework in the DSEIS fall short in several important Framework) of the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS describing

respects. the overall analysis and framework for the Supplemental EIS/OEIS.

First, the DSEIS did not include the detailed information needed to assess the reliability See Sectlor_l 3'8'3'1'?.’ (Long-Term Cons_equences to the Inc_i|V|duaI and

of the framework. Without that information, the framework is a conceptual model only the Population), Sect_lon 3.8.3.3 (Analysis of Effects on Mar_me

and the reader does not have sufficient information to judge its practical utility and, Mammals), and Section 3.8.4 (Summary of Impacts [Combined .

therefore, the soundness of the Navy’s decision-making based on that model. Impacts of all Stressors] on M_arlne Mammals) of the Draft and_ Final
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. Section 3.8.5 (Summary of Observations
During Previous Navy Activities) in the Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS
summarizes the empirical data gathered since 2006 indicating there is
no direct evidence that routine Navy training and testing spanning
decades has negatively impacted marine mammal populations at any
Navy Range Complex.

MMC-30 Second, the DSEIS indicated that the Navy omitted from its overall cumulative impact Please note that the analysis of cumulative impacts is consistent with

analysis stressors or activities found to have a negligible impact on an individual species.

Doing so runs counter to the idea behind a cumulative impact assessment. CEQ’s
regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act point out that
“[c]Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7). In essence, the approach
used in the DSEIS does not support a cumulative impacts analysis.

the findings from the 2011 GOA EIS/OEIS, and the current analysis
supplements those findings. As stated in Section 4.2.2 (Identify
Appropriate Level of Analysis for Each Resource), in accordance with
Council on Environmental Quality guidance, the cumulative impacts
analysis focused on impacts that are “truly meaningful.” This was
accomplished by reviewing the direct and indirect impacts that could
occur on each resource under each alternative. Key factors
considered were the current status and sensitivity of the resource and
the intensity, duration, and spatial extent of the impacts of each
potential stressor. In general, long-term rather than short-term impacts
and widespread rather than localized impacts were considered more
likely to contribute to cumulative impacts. Those impacts to a resource
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Commenter Comment Navy Response
that were considered to be negligible were not considered further in
the analysis.

MMC-31 To address these fundamental concerns, the Commission recommends that the Navy The level of analysis for each resource was commensurate with the
revise its DSEIS to (1) include in its cumulative impacts analysis all potential risk factors, | intensity of the impacts identified in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment
including those that are deemed individually minor but could be significant when and Environmental Consequences) of the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS.
considered collectively and (2) provide sufficient details to allow the reader to evaluate The proposed action is identical, and there are no impacts in addition
the utility of the Navy’s conceptual framework for its cumulative impacts analysis. to those analyzed in the 2011 GOA EIS/OEIS. Furthermore, the

acoustic impact modeling indicates fewer predicted effects to marine
mammals from acoustic sources. Because of these factors, there are
fewer cumulative impacts overall as compared to those analyzed in
the 2011 GOA EIS/OEIS, which for acoustic stressors were found not
to be cumulatively significant.

MMC-32 Possible errors in the take tables There are no errors in the preliminary unprocessed numbers in the

The Commission observed some possible errors in the take tables provided in the
Navy’'s DSEIS, LOA application, and GOA technical report that includes the actual
modeled data (GOA-TR; Department of the Navy 2014a). For example, in the GOA-TR,
the model-estimated takes for TTS exceed those for behavior for Dall’'s porpoises
(13,532 and 2,198, respectively) exposed to non-impulsive sources (acoustic sources)
during training events under Alternative 25 (Table 13 in Department of the Navy 2014a),
but not for harbor porpoises (0 and 7,411, respectively). The Commission is unsure how
the takes would be so much greater for the TTS threshold when it is higher than the
behavior threshold*®.

15 Alternative 2 in the DSEIS and GOA-TR is the Preferred Alternative, as discussed in the LOA application.

16 Interestingly, the harbor porpoise TTS and behavior takes for non-impulsive sources under the Preferred
Alternative in the NWTT-TR were 769 and 5,920, respectively. The Commission also is unsure how the TTS
takes for harbor porpoises are 0 in the GOA-TR.

tables presented in the GOA TR or in the numbers presented in the
tables in Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS, Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS,
or LOA application. The exposure numbers presented in the “GOA-
TR” are raw model output that have not been adjusted by post-
processing to account for likely marine mammal behavior or the affect
from standard operating procedures and implementation of mitigation
measures. The procedure for quantifying effects to marine mammals
presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS and LOA
application represent the most accurate means of estimating predicted
takes incorporating all the information necessary for a complete
analysis and using the best available science.

As detailed in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section
3.8.3.1.5 (Behavioral Responses), non-TTS Level B behavioral
responses for Dall’'s porpoise are predicted using the behavioral
response function. This differs from harbor porpoise, where a sound
pressure level of 120 dB re 1 pPa is used in this analysis as a
threshold for predicting behavioral responses. As such, the two are not
comparable. Because the TTS threshold is a sound exposure level-
based threshold involving accumulated energy and includes many
animats also exposed under the risk function, this result is not
unexpected. Additionally, in the Study Area considered in the Draft
and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, which generally consists of deep
ocean areas well offshore, the density of Dall’s porpoise is much
higher than that of harbor porpoise. While harbor porpoise may be
within the 120 dB re 1 pPa acoustic footprint, it is unlikely they would
be within the close range required for TTS to occur. Harassment under
the BRF and harassment under the TTS criteria are both considered
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Level B takes under MMPA and NMFS has determined that animals
taken under the higher TTS criteria and the BRF should not be double
counted or counted as taken twice by the same acoustic exposure or
subsequent exposures within a 24 hour period.

MMC-33 One possible explanation is that the Navy used the weighted threshold of 152 dB re 1 Navy has described the derivation of the BRF in Sections 3.8.3.1.5
uPa2-sec rather than the unweighted threshold of 176 dB re 1 yPa-sec’ as the upper (Behavioral Responses) of the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS
limit of BRF2*® (Finneran and Jenkins 2012) for high-frequency cetaceans other than and Finneran and Jenkins (2012). The upper limit of either BRF is not
harbor porpoises. If that is the case, then the estimated numbers of takes for behavior directly related to the TTS threshold. Although BRF and TTS are
would have been underestimated. It would not be appropriate for the Navy to use a considered as Level B under the MMPA for military readiness, they are
weighted threshold based on a Type Il weighting function when the Navy indicated that it | two separate criteria based on different metrics and different frequency
applied the Type | weighting functions (as normally are used in concert with either weighting systems. Sound exposure level (SEL) is the most
unweighted or M-weighted thresholds) to the estimated exposures—this logic would appropriate metric to predict TTS since it accounts for signal duration.
apply to mid- and low-frequency cetaceans as well. The Navy did not specify what it Sound pressure level is independent of duration and is the metric that
used as the upper limit of the BRF2, but in previous environmental compliance best correlates with potential behavioral harassment. Furthermore,
documents for its Tactical Training Theater Assessment and Planning Program (TAP)'°, | SEL to predict TTS is weighted with a Type Il function for cetaceans
the Commission believes that the Navy assumed the pings emitted from the sound whereas behavior is weighted with a Type | function. Mathematically
sources were 1 sec in length, thus the sound pressure level and sound exposure level SEL (for TTS) and SPL (for behavior) are not on the same linear scale
were equivalent. That meant that the upper limit of BRF2 as used in previous TAP and their relationship to one another changes based on the frequency
documents was 195 dB re 1 pPa, which equated to 195 dB re 1 yPa2-sec and the and duration of the sounds being analyzed.
delineation of behavior and TTS takes occurred at 195. The assumption of a 1-sec ping
may be appropriate for some sound sources but likely is not appropriate for all.
Therefore, the Commission recommends that the Navy (1) describe what it used as the
upper limit of BRF1 for low-frequency cetaceans and the upper limits of BRF2 for both
mid- and high-frequency cetaceans, including whether it assumed a 1-sec ping for all
sources and (2) if the upper limits of the BRFs were based on weighted thresholds, use
the unweighted or M-weighted thresholds of 195 dB re 1 yPa2-sec for low- and mid-
frequency cetaceans and 176 dB re 1 yPa2-sec for high-frequency cetaceans to revise
its behavior take estimates for all marine mammals exposed to acoustic sources.
17 Based on the Commission’s rationale in the criteria and thresholds section of this letter.
18 BRF2 is used for all mid- and high-frequency cetaceans but beaked whales and harbor porpoises; while BRF1

is used for low-frequency cetaceans.

19 The environmental compliance documents under TAP are currently in place, including the final rules and
associated letters of authorization under the MMPA that expire in 2015.

MMC-34 The Navy also appears to be rounding all take numbers from the GOA-TR down in its In April 2011 at the start of TAP Phase Il process, Navy and NMFS (as

DSEIS and LOA application rather than rounding to the nearest whole number, which
the Commission believes was the Navy'’s policy for species listed under the Marine
Mammal Protection Act (MMPA) in its environmental compliance documents for its TAP
Program. When determining the population within a modeling area in its GOA-TR, the
Navy indicated the total true population is (1) rounded to 1 if the total true population is
equal to or greater than 0.05 but less than 1.0 and (2) rounded to the nearest whole
number if the total true population is equal to or greater than 1.0. For example, the

a cooperating agency for NEPA purposes) had a meeting at NMFS
headquarters and agreed to the rounding process presented in the
GOA Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The final modeling
numbers presented in the Draft and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS
were rounded down at the sub-total stage so those totals in the Draft
and Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS based on the various effect criteria
and the totals presented in the Letter of Authorization Request based
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model-estimated non-TTS (behavioral) takes for Stejneger’s beaked whales exposed to
non-impulsive sources during training events under Alternative 2 in the GOA-TR was
1,153.95 (Table 13 in Department of the Navy 2014a), but was rounded down to 1,153 in
the DSEIS (Table 3.8-17) and LOA application (Table 5.220). It is unclear why the Navy
wouldn’t be rounding to the nearest whole number in its DSEIS and LOA application.
Accordingly, the Commission recommends that the Navy round its takes, based on those
takes in the GOA-TR tables, to the nearest whole number or zero in all of its take tables
in the DSEIS and LOA application.

on Level A and Level B harassment as grand totals would sum
consistently. Specifically, all fractional post-processed exposures for a
species/stock across all events within each a category sub-total
(Impulse and Non-Impulse) are summed to provide an annual total
predicted number of effects. The options for rounding had been to
round up, to round down, or to manually change the conventionally
rounded numbers so that the sub-total and grand totals matched.
Given the conservative factors in the modeling (described in the Draft
Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.3.1.6.3, Navy Acoustic Effects
Model, [sub-heading Model Assumptions and Limitations]) that
produce an overestimate in the predicted effects, using the Microsoft
Excel rounddown function at this final stage of number presentation
was considered to be the most consistent and representative means of
producing the final numbers presented in the analyses. The
differences in alternative rounding procedures would be negligible and
would have no consequences related to the analysis of impacts to
populations of marine mammals or the likely long term consequences
resulting from the proposed action.

NAEMO rounding for computation of the total population in a modeling
area is unrelated to rounding of predicted effects post-modeling for
sub-totals. However, the NAEMO computation illustrates another
mathematically conservative procedure leading to overestimation of
effects, that the rounddown function is intended to partially balance.
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Table D.4-2 contains comments on the GOA Draft Supplemental EIS/OEIS from Alaska Native federally recognized Tribes, corporations, and organizations.
Responses to these comments were prepared and reviewed for scientific and technical accuracy and completeness.

Table D.4-2: Responses to Comments Received from Alaska Native Federally-Recognized Tribes, Corporations, and Organizations

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

Native Village
of Eyak
(NVE)-01
(Electronic and
Written)

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest

Attention: Ms. Amy Burt - GOA Supplemental EIS/OEIS Project Manager
1101 Tautog Circle, Suite 203

Silverdale, WA 98315-1101

Ms. Burt,

The Native Village of Eyak continues to be troubled by ongoing training operations in the
Gulf of Alaska. The most recent draft Environmental Impact Statement lays out many of
the potential risks quite well, however we question the finding that the impacts resulting
from these training exercises are acceptable, and that mitigation of environmental
impacts is even possible.

We know more about deep space than we know about our oceans. One of the few
certainties that exist, regarding oceanography, however, is the key role that the Gulf of
Alaska plays globally. The area is a spawning ground, nursery, feeding ground, and
habitat for innumerable species of marine mammals, fish, birds, crustaceans, plankton
and likely hosts thousands of species that have yet to be discovered.

Thank you for your comment regarding potential impacts and their
mitigation. While knowledge of the ocean is limited, there is a
considerable body of research and years of monitoring data from
areas where Navy intensively trains, which provide the basis for the
findings presented in the 2011 GOA EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental
EIS/OEIS. See for example, Section 3.8.5 (Summary of Observations
During Previous Navy Activities). All indications from the best available
science are that impacts from the proposed continuation of Navy
training in the TMAA will result in no meaningful or lasting changes to
any marine species, their habitat, or other resources in the area.
Mitigation measures are modifications to the proposed action that are
implemented for the sole purpose of reducing specific potential
environmental impacts on a particular resource. As the analysis in the
2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental EIS/OEIS presents,
the Navy is aware that there will be impacts resulting from the
proposed action even though there will be measures implemented as
mitigations to reduce those impacts. For marine mammals in
particular, the Navy is requesting a Letter of Authorization from
National Marine Fisheries Service due to impacts under the Marine
Mammal Protection Act.

The Navy has conducted a government-to-government consultation
with the Native Village of Eyak in accordance with Executive Order
13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments)
and Department of Defense policy, and addressed many of the
Village’s concerns regarding the potential impacts from training
activities. The Navy is committed to working with local tribes and to
keeping open lines of communication and coordination with tribal
members. Thank you for participating in the NEPA process.
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Table D.4 2: Responses to Comments from Alaska Native Federally Recognized Tribes (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

NVE-02

It is well documented that the intense sonar use that accompanies war ships can have
devastating impacts on marine mammals, causing them to become injured directly, or
become confused and disoriented leaving them vulnerable to predation or stranding.

There is no direct evidence that routine Navy training and testing
spanning decades has negatively impacted marine mammal
populations at any Navy Range Complex. As the best available
science and analysis in the Supplemental EIS/OEIS indicates, the
expectation is that long-term consequences for individuals or
populations of marine mammals are unlikely to result from Navy
training activities in the TMAA. Please see for example, Section 3.8.5
(Summary of Observations During Previous Navy Activities) of the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS that details 8 years of scientific monitoring.
Behavioral response studies and the results of research efforts and
observation of Navy events including the use of sonar since 2006
show no long-term impacts to marine mammal populations.

NVE-03

Furthermore, the use of live ammunition, at depth, will have negative impacts on any
animals nearby, which range from minor disturbance, to barotrauma, to death.

The economic importance of the Gulf of Alaska’s resources are unquestionable. Further,
the cultural significance of this area is beyond estimation to those who live in this area.

The Gulf of Alaska is not a barren, secluded, isolated wasteland fit to be used as a
shooting range, it is a complex, vibrant, and critically important marine habitat, perhaps
the most intact in the world. The Native Village of Eyak is wholly opposed to the Gulf of
Alaska being used in this manner.

Sincerely,

Robert Henrichs

President

NVE Traditional Tribal Council

Regarding explosives use, there are no mortalities predicted or
expected and only three non-serious injuries predicted if there are two
exercises in a single year as analyzed under Alternative 2. Please see
Section 3 of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS for a characterization of the
environment and the analysis of effects from the Navy’s proposed
action.

As presented in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental
EIS/OEIS, Navy is aware of the resources present in the Gulf of
Alaska and understands the importance of these resources to the
people of Alaska, and their economic and cultural significance. In
response to concerns, the Navy has agreed to implement three
specific areas and activity mitigation measures while training in the
TMAA. These are (1) precluding a SINKEX event from occurring in
Habitats of Particular Concern, (2) prohibiting use of explosives during
training in the Portlock Bank area, and (3) establishing a North Pacific
Right Whale Cautionary Area where the use of surface ship hull-
mounted mid-frequency sonar or explosives will not occur in the June
to September timeframe. The Navy is committed to the minimization of
impacts while safely meeting its training requirements.
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Table D.4 2: Responses to Comments from Alaska Native Federally Recognized Tribes (continued)

Commenter Comment Navy Response
Chugach Ms. Burt, Thank you for briefly describing the purpose of the CRRC and for
Regional The Chugach Regional Resources Commission (CRRC) was established in 1984 by the | participating in the NEPA process. The Navy has consulted with the
Resources | seven Tribes of the Chugach Region of Alaska, including the Tatitlek Village IRA Native Village of Eyak and addressed many of the Village’s concerns
Commission | Council, Chenega IRA Council, Port Graham Village Council, Nanwalek IRA Council, regarding the potential impacts from training activities. Please refer to
(CRRC)-01 | Native Village of Eyak, Qutekcak Native Tribe, and the Valdez Native Tribe. CRRC was | the Navy’s responses to comments from the Native Village of Eyak in
(Written) formed to collectively address issues of mutual concern regarding stewardship of the this table. The Navy is committed to working with local tribes and to
natural resources, subsistence, the environment, and to develop culturally appropriate keeping open lines of communication and coordination with tribal
economic projects that promote the sustainable development of the natural resources. members.
As such, we are writing regarding the ongoing training operations in the Gulf of Alaska.
We have been in communication with Robert Henrichs, President, Native Village of
Eyak, who has informed us of his concerns that the impacts results from the training
exercises are acceptable.
CRRC-02 The Gulf of Alaska is a very important ecosystem, and vital to the very existence of the As presented in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental

Alaska Native people who inhabit this area. The area is rich in animal and plant life, and
plays a key role in our natural world globally. Our research on king crabs alone, through
our Alutiig Pride Shellfish Hatchery, has answered many questions regarding the
ocean's health and habitat for king crabs.

We believe that the intense sonar use that accompanies war ships can have dramatic
impacts on marine mammals, through direct injury or death. | cannot stress enough the
economic and cultural importance of the Gulf of Alaska to the Chugach Region Tribes,
which has been well documented in testimony provided during the Outer Continental
Shelf court case (Native Village of Eyak vs. Trawler Diane Marie, Inc., Case No. A95-
0065-cv).

The Tribes of the Chugach Region are not in support of the Gulf of Alaska being used as
a training ground and express concern over the use of this critically important habitat for
this purpose. Thank you for the opportunity to express our views in this matter.

Best regards,

Patty Schwalenberg, Executive Director

Chugach Regional Resources Commission

1840 South Bragaw Street, Suite 150

Anchorage, Alaska 99508

EIS/OEIS, Navy is aware of the resources present in the Gulf of
Alaska and the importance of these resources to the native people of
Alaska. With regard to the specific concern over the use of sonar,
there is no direct evidence that routine Navy training and testing
spanning decades has negatively impacted marine mammal
populations at any Navy Range Complex. As the best available
science and analysis in the Supplemental EIS/OEIS indicates, the
expectation is that long-term consequences for individuals or
populations of marine mammals are unlikely to result from Navy
training activities in the TMAA. Please see for example Section 3.8.5
(Summary of Observations During Previous Navy Activities) in the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS that details 8 years of scientific monitoring.
Behavioral response studies and the results of research efforts and
monitoring of Navy events since 2006 show no long-term impacts to
marine mammal populations. The Navy and National Marine Fisheries
Service have assessed that it is unlikely there will be impacts to
populations of marine mammals that have any long-term
consequences as a result of the proposed continuation of training in
the ocean areas historically used by the Navy, and the same should
be true for the TMAA. Please see Chapter 2 (Description of Proposed
Action and Alternatives) of the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The proposed action is the continuation of
training activities that have been ongoing for more than a decade. Via
research and multiple other forms of knowledge gathering, including
face-to-face meetings, the Navy is aware of the economic and cultural
importance of the Gulf of Alaska. There has been no past evidence of
impact to the economic or cultural resources in the Gulf of Alaska from

APPENDIX D PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

D-35




GOA NAVY TRAINING ACTIVITIES FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL EIS/OEIS

JULY 2016

Table D.4 2: Responses to Comments from Alaska Native Federally Recognized Tribes (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

Navy training and none are predicted to result from the continuation of
the proposed activities.

Thank you for participating in the NEPA process. The Navy is
committed to working with local tribes and to keeping open lines of
communication and coordination with tribal members.

D. Calcote

Alaska Inter-
Tribal Council

(Electronic)

U.S. Navy Commander The plans to ‘expand warfare’ into Alaska lands and territories,
into the habitat area for the ocean foods that we love, use and rely on is declaring war
upon the First Nations and peoples that rely, use and occupy these lands and waters
that support, give life, provide safe and resilient habitats since time immemorial. There
are no ‘games’ that should occur with a right to take our life, our livelihoods, our reliance
on ‘subsistence foods’, fish and marine mammals, kelps and clams that are clean and
abundant, life in the ocean. Alaska’s oceans support the largest fisheries in the world,
have the richest feeding grounds for fisheries unlike anywhere else in the world. The
damages and harms from ‘expanding warfare’ upon Alaskas First Nation and peoples,
upon the subsistence resources we use and rely on, will have long term unintended
consequences upon the world that also relies on the fisheries of Alaska that are at risk
from the US Navy bombs, guns, missiles, sunken ships and sonar: high and low
frequencies. The ‘expanded warfare” upon Alaska’s First Nations and peoples includes:
“... two Carrier Strike Groups, use of high-frequency and mid-frequency active sonar for
Anti-Submarine Warfare exercises, training on new weapons systems, and two ship-
sinking exercises each year. The live weapons used would include surface-to-air
missiles, air-to-air missiles, air-to-surface missiles, surface-to-air deck guns, air-to-
surface bombs, air-to-surface guns, surface-to-surface guns, and heavyweight
torpedoes” would endanger the ocean, the lifeways of the oceans by polluting, by killing,
by taking life and by wrecking essential and critical habitats. These are not games.

Please note that the Navy is not proposing to expand warfare into
Alaska lands and territories. The activities that are being proposed in
the Supplemental EIS/OEIS are the exact same activities that were
identified and analyzed, and for which a ROD was issued in the 2011
document (please see Section 1.7, Scope and Content, of the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS). None of the proposed activities are new or
in addition to those presented in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS. There
is no proposed expansion of this area and no proposed change in the
number of events that have been authorized since 2011. Furthermore,
the analysis presented reflects the maximum level of activity that could
be required to provide sufficient future training capacity. Based on the
history of Navy training during in the TMAA, the expectation is that the
activity would generally be less than the maximum analyzed in the
EIS/OEIS, such as occurred during the last two training events
(Northern Edge 2011 and 2015).

Additionally, as presented in Section 3.6 (Fish) and Section 3.12
(Socioeconomics) of the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS, Navy is aware of the importance of fisheries
in Alaska. The proposed training activities are predicted to have no
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Table D.4 2: Responses to Comments from Alaska Native Federally Recognized Tribes (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

These are destruction activities at their worst. By ruining and destroying the fisheries and
marine life in the Gulf of Alaska, the Navy is engaged in ecocide of our way of life, the
foods that we use and rely on. Genocide includes harming portions of a people. The
United States government may as well be declaring war upon the First Nations and
peoples that rely, use and occupy these lands, waters, habitats. Areas essential for life
on earth relies on clean water, not polluted waters and resources, not damaged
resources. An area over 300 miles x 156 miles (42,146 square miles) of the northern
Gulf of Alaska, just south of Prince William Sound and east of the Kenai Peninsula and
Kodiak Island is rich in ocean life, life that we use and rely on. By bombing our fishing
grounds during the summer, polluting essential and critical habitat for fisheries that we
rely on and marine mammals rely on for a 5 year period will have dangerous impacts
and repercussions on our life, our health, our tribal communities that rely on marine life,
on the culture that surrounds our yearly subsistence activities will be damaged by
dangerous chemicals from missiles, torpedoes, and bombs and all the gray water, ship
effluents and pollutants that come and go with huge ships. There is marine traffic as well
as fishing vessels busy in the summer months that the Navy plans to bomb the Gulf of
Alaska. The United States needs to put those funds into the huge list of clean-up sites in
Alaska, not create more clean up sites, don’t create more damages and harms to Tribal
Communities, or state cities and boroughs either. All Rights Reserved Respectfully D.
Calcote Executive Director

impact on fish populations, the health of fisheries, or socioeconomic
conditions in Alaska. There has been no past evidence of impact to
the health of fisheries or socioeconomic conditions in the TMAA of the
Gulf of Alaska.

Regarding concerns over subsistence resources, the proposed action
is the continuation of training activities that have been ongoing for
more than a decade. No impacts to traditional subsistence practices or
resources are predicted to result from the proposed activities.

The Navy’s proposed action does not include bombing fishing grounds
and will not pollute essential and critical habitat for fisheries. While
there has been no demonstrated impacts from previous Navy training
in the area and yet specifically in response to concerns voiced by the
public over fisheries and marine mammals, the Navy has agreed to
implement three specific areas and activity mitigation measures while
training in the TMAA. These are (1) precluding a SINKEX event from
occurring in Habitats of Particular Concern, (2) prohibiting use of
explosives during training in the Portlock Bank area, and (3)
establishing a North Pacific Right Whale Cautionary Area where the
use of surface ship hull-mounted mid-frequency sonar or explosives
will not occur in the June to September timeframe. The Navy is
committed to the minimization of impacts while safely meeting its
training requirements.

Thank you for participating in the NEPA process. The Navy is
committed to working with local tribes and to keeping open lines of
communication and coordination with tribal members.
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Table D.4-3 contains comments from federal, state, and local agencies and elected officials received during the public comment period and the Navy’s response.

Table D.4-3: Responses to Comments from State and Local Agencies and Elected Officials

Commenter Comment Navy Response
Sean Parnell, | September 12, 2014 Thank you for reviewing the Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The Navy is
Governor, Admiral Harry B. Harris, Jr. committed to protecting the marine environment and marine life during
State of Commander the conduct of its training activities.
Alaska-01 . o
(Written) United States Pacific Fleet

250 Makalapa Drive

Pearl Harbor, HI 96860-3131

Through Ms. Amy Burt

Gulf of Alaska Supplemental EIS/ OES Project Manager

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Northwest

1101 Tautog Circle, Suite 203

Silverdale, WA 98315-1101

Dear Admiral Harris,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the Gulf of Alaska Navy
Training Activities Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/ Overseas
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/OEIS). The State of Alaska supports the United
States Navy's proposed action to adopt Alternative Two of the EIS, which will increase
the number of large-scale carrier group exercises and to conduct one sinking exercise
per carrier strike group.

Alaska offers incredible training value to the United States Navy, thanks to the Joint
Pacific Alaska Range Complex (JPARC). This area consists of 65,000 square miles of
airspace, 2,490 square miles of land space, and 42,000 square nautical miles of sea and
air space over the Gulf of Alaska. These training areas, combined with large United
States Air Force and Army contingents based in Alaska, allow for valuable joint training
opportunities. This joint training is crucial to replicate real-world combat scenarios to
ensure the United States Army, Air Force, and Navy are prepared to conduct joint
operations.

Training in the Gulf of Alaska Naval Training Area will also help prepare the Navy for
Arctic operations. With increased foreign exploration and further opening of maritime
trade routes in the Arctic, Alaska continues to be of vital importance to the protection of
United States' interests and sovereignty in the Arctic region. Currently, the Coast Guard
in Alaska remains the sole provider of maritime safety and security in Alaskan waters
and is the primary conduit for ensuring national Arctic policy goals are achieved.
Increasing naval training in the Gulf of Alaska and near Arctic areas will enable the Navy
to be ready for real-world Arctic operations.
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Table D.4-3: Responses to Comments from State and Local Agencies and Elected Officials (continued)

Commenter Comment Navy Response
Sean Parnell, | The State of Alaska, her citizens, and businesses are firmly committed to serving the Thank you for reviewing the Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The Navy is
Governor, United States military, including the Navy. We enjoy a strong partnership with the military | committed to protecting the marine environment and marine life during
State of in Alaska, and ensure we do all we can to help each service. | meet with Alaskan leaders | the conduct of its training activities.
Alaska-02 regularly along with leaders on Joint Base EImendorf-Richardson and Fort Wainwright to

determine how we can help the military achieve its mission. A great example of this
partnership is the Tanana River Bridge near Salcha, Alaska. The Army did not have
year-round access to its training areas on the west side of the Tanana River and relied
on an ice bridge for winter access.

Because the military only received partial funds from Congress to provide dependable
access, the State of Alaska contributed more than $80 million needed for the $180
million dollar project. The bridge opened this summer, and has greatly increased the
Army's training ability in Alaska. We were proud to work with the Army on this project,
and we also welcome the opportunity to develop a stronger partnership with the Navy.
Whether that includes assisting the Navy with its shore-side logistical needs in Kodiak or
other coastal cities, or welcoming sailors into our communities, the State of Alaska is
ready to assist the United States Navy to accomplish its mission.

The State of Alaska highly values the presence of Navy training in Alaskan waters, along
with the service of military members stationed here and throughout the world. Alaska
offers the Navy unparalleled joint training opportunities, the ability to increase Arctic
operational ability, and a strong corporate partnership.

I look forward to your completion of the EIS/OIS, and the State of Alaska welcomes your
decision to adopt the proposed action of Alternative Two.

Best regards,

Sean Parnell

Governor

cc: The Honorable Ray Mabus, Secretary, United States Navy

Admiral Jonathan Greenert, Chief of Naval Operations, United States Navy
The Honorable Lisa Murkowski, United States Senate

The Honorable Mark Begich, United States Senate

The Honorable Don Young, United States House of Representatives
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Table D.4-4 contains comments from non-governmental organizations received during the public comment period and the Navy’s response. Responses to these
comments were prepared and reviewed for scientific and technical accuracy and completeness.

Table D.4-4: Responses to Comments from Organizations

Commenter Comment Navy Response
Alaska Quiet | Dear Planners, Please see the analysis presented in Section 3 of 2011 GOA Final
Rights The Alaska Quiet Rights Coalition is a statewide non-profit group with members and EIS/OEIS and Section 3 of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS. With regard to
Coalition supporters from all parts of the state. Our mission statement includes representing the ‘undersea noises," please see the Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section
(AQRC)-01 rights of wildlife to natural quiet. 3.8.5 (Summary of Observations During Previous Navy Activities) that

(Written) It has been well established that man-made noises can interfere with animal details 8 years of scientific monitoring. Behavioral response studies
communication both on land and sea, that undersea noises are transmitted great and the results of researqh efforts and monltorlng of Navy eyents since
distances, and that extremely loud noises can rupture eardrums, increase stress, change 2006 show no long-term impacts to marine mammal popu!a.tlons.l In
feeding behaviors and kill animals. This is, of course, all well know to Navy planners. the Sup_plem_ental EIS/OEIS, th_e Navy has_ assessed that itis unlikely
The Navy is also aware that the Marine Mammals Protection Act (MMPA) prohibits there will be impacts to populations of marine mammals that have any
United States citizens from killing marine mammals. Ion_gfterr_n consequences as a res_ult of the proposed continuation of

training in the ocean areas historically used by the Navy including the
TMAA. There are no mortalities predicted or expected from the
continuation of Navy training activities in the Gulf of Alaska.

AQRC-02 The United States Military apparently considers itself as outside the laws of the country The Navy complies with all applicable environmental laws, including
and not subject to the same laws that apply to the rest of us. Even though the US Navy the MMPA and NEPA. The Navy has developed this EIS/OEIS to meet
goes through the motions of an EIS, the "No Action” alternative is apparently not being the requirements of these laws. Please see Chapter 2 (Description of
considered for the proposed GOA naval exercises. It is the only alternative that would be | Proposed Action and Alternatives) of the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS
within the law. and the Supplemental EIS/OEIS, and specifically the 2011 GOA Final

EIS/OEIS Section 2.3.2 (Alternatives Eliminated from Further
Consideration), which includes selection criteria and alternatives
considered but eliminated.

AQRC-03 "Mitigation" plans do not include the obvious need to either cancel the exercises or move | A new discussion of identified marine mammal feeding areas has been

them out to the deep ocean and away from the concentration of marine mammal feeding
areas. The plans also apparently do not include using winter months to avoid whale
migrations months. Why not ?

The MMPA was enacted for a reason. Marine mammals are an essential part of the
marine ecosystem. In a time of climate change, acidification of the oceans, and
overfishing pressures, adding to the stress levels and kill rate of these animals is not in
the best interest of either our country or our planet.

We are asking the US Navy to reconsider its Gulf of Alaska plans.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

E. Hatton, for the Alaska Quiet Rights Coalition

P.0.Box 202592

Anchorage, AK 99520

added to applicable sections of Section 3.8 (Marine Mammals). In
general the location of the TMAA, whose boundary nearest Kenai
Peninsula is 25 nautical miles offshore, does not overlap with
concentrated marine mammal feeding areas. Navy’s specific mitigation
measures are outlined in the Supplemental EIS/OEIS Chapter 5
(Standard Operating Procedures, Mitigation, and Monitoring). The
mitigation measures mentioned in the comment and the reason why
they have not been adopted were discussed in Section 5.3.3
(Mitigation Measures Considered But Eliminated). As described in
Section 1.1 (Introduction), because of the severe environmental
conditions during winter months, exercises normally occur in the
summer (April to October). Please see Section 3.8 (Marine Mammals),
which states that there are marine mammals present year-round in the
Gulf and that
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Table D.4-4: Responses to Comments from Organizations (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

some of the migratory species (humpback and gray whales) are
typically found closer to shore than the waters that constitute the
majority of the Study Area. The comment mentions a “kill rate” and
please note there are no mortalities expected or predicted by the
acoustic effects modeling or likely to result from the proposed action.

Finally, please note that the Navy has agreed to implement three
specific areas and activity mitigation measures while training in the
TMAA. These are (1) precluding a SINKEX event from occurring in
Habitats of Particular Concern, (2) prohibiting use of explosives during
training in the Portlock Bank area, and (3) establishing a North Pacific
Right Whale Cautionary Area where the use of surface ship hull-
mounted mid-frequency sonar or explosives will not occur in the June
to September timeframe. The Navy is committed to the minimization
of impacts while safely meeting its training requirements.

Center for
Water
Advocacy
(CWA)-01
(Electronic)

Military readiness is vital to our national security, but it need not come at the expense of
degraded water quality, fisheries and marine mammal populations.

Please see the analysis presented in Section 3 (Affected Environment
and Environmental Consequences) of the 2011 GOA EIS/OEIS and
the Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The continuation of Navy training in Gulf
of Alaska would not result in degraded water quality, fisheries, or have
long term consequences to populations of marine mammals.

CWA-02

The Navy estimates that its sonar training exercises in the GOA from its Preferred
Alternative (Alternative 2) will result in more than 425,000 marine mammal "takes"
(behavioral impacts, harassment, injury, death) every year - that's over 2.125 million
takes during the course of the Marine Mammal Protection Act permit it must seek from
NOAA. In all, the Navy expects to "take" more than 20 different species of marine
mammals, including 7 endangered species, in the GOA.

As described in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS, the term “take,” as
defined by the Marine Mammal Protection Act means “to harass,” and
all but three of the estimated “takes” are behavioral. As presented in
the Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the number of total effects predicted
from the use of sonar and other active acoustic sources under
Alternative 2 is 36,414 annually based on the latest science and more
accurate modeling approach. Only three of these total annual effects
from the use of sonar and other active acoustic sources involve injury;
the remaining 36,411 are temporary changes in an animal’s behavior.
With regard to long-term effects, please see Section 3.8.5 (Summary
of Observations During Previous Navy Activities) in the Supplemental
EIS/OEIS that details 8 years of scientific monitoring. Behavioral
response studies and the results of research efforts and monitoring of
Navy events since 2006 show no long-term impacts to marine
mammal populations. In the Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the Navy has
assessed that it is unlikely there will be impacts to populations of
marine mammals that have any long-term consequences as a result
of the proposed continuation of training in the ocean areas historically
used by the Navy, including the TMAA.

CWA-03

Nearly all of the mitigation measures that the Navy has proposed for the GOA concern
the operation of a small "safety zone" around the sonar ship. Yet it is widely agreed in

Please see Chapter 5 (Mitigation Measures) of the 2011 GOA Final
EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental EIS/OEIS discussing mitigation
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Table D.4-4: Responses to Comments from Organizations (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

the scientific community that this measure is inadequate given the far-reaching effects
of Navy sonar and the difficulty of spotting marine mammals from fast-moving vessels.

measures, which include more than visual detection of marine
mammals from vessels. The size of the safety zone is based on
scientific data indicating the range at which injury may occur and
therefore be reduced or prevented. Please also note that the speed of
a Navy vessel in the proposed action has no impact on the ability of
an observer to spot marine mammals on the surface. The current
mitigation measures were developed in collaboration between Navy
scientists, acoustic experts, and marine mammal scientists with the
National Marine Fisheries Service. In response to scoping during the
2011 GOA EIS/OEIS, the boundary of the TMAA was moved to the
southwest to avoid Steller sea lion critical habitat.

CWA-04

The Navy has not proposed to establish any protection areas in the GOA, despite the
broad recognition that geographic protection zones are the most effective available
means to mitigate sonar's impacts on marine wildlife.

The Navy has considered whether additional mitigations are
warranted in specific areas within the TMAA; see Section 5.4.1 (Area
and Activity Specific Mitigation Measures in the TMAA) for more detail
in this regard. Also and as noted above, Navy did move the TMAA as
part of the scoping process, specifically to avoid Steller sea lion
critical habitat. In addition, already incorporated into the Navy’s and
NMFS’ analysis of effects to marine mammals has been consideration
of emergent science regarding locations where cetaceans are known
to engage in activities at certain times of the year that are important to
individual animals as well as populations of marine mammals (see
discussion in Van Parijs 2015). As explained in Van Parijs (2015),
each of these locations has been identified by NMFS as a Biologically
Important Area (BIA). It is important to note that the BIAs were not
meant to define exclusionary zones, nor were they meant to be
locations that serve as sanctuaries from human activity, or areas
analogous to marine protected areas (see Ferguson et al. [2015a]
regarding the envisioned purpose for the BIA designations). The
NMFS-identified BIAs do not have direct or immediate regulatory
consequences, and these areas do not describe the totality of a
species’ range or habitat. The stated intention is for the BIAs to serve
as resource management tools and their currently identified
boundaries be considered dynamic and subject to change based on
any new information as well as “existing density estimates, range-
wide distribution data, information on population trends and life history
parameters, known threats to the population, and other relevant
information” (Van Parijs 2015).

A review of the final BIAs for fin whales, North Pacific right whales,
beluga whales, humpback whales, and gray whales showed that there
is only minimal spatial overlap with the North Pacific right whale
feeding BIA and the gray whale migration BIA (see Ferguson et al.
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Table D.4-4: Responses to Comments from Organizations (continued)

Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

2015b) with the Navy TMAA. Because these two BIA are at the
nearshore edge of the TMAA, Navy events there are unlikely.
Additionally, there may be only limited, if any, temporal overlap
between Navy activities in those areas and animals being present
(especially for the North Pacific right whale). Finally, effects to gray
whale migration or North Pacific right whale feeding are unlikely to
result from any Navy training activities that might take place (such as
vessel transit) in those BIAs. Specifically with respect to the North
Pacific Right Whale feeding area, the endangered status of the
species and extremely small number of North Pacific right whales in
the population has caused NMFS to ask the Navy to reconsider
whether any mitigation is practicable and warranted in the North
Pacific Right Whale feeding area. Taking that into account, Navy has
re-evaluated and agreed to establish the overlapped North Pacific
Right Whale feeding area within the TMAA (an area measuring
approximately 2,050 km?) as a North Pacific Right Whale Cautionary
Area between June and September. In that June to September time
period in the North Pacific Right Whale Cautionary Area, the Navy will
not use surface ship hull-mounted mid-frequency sonar or explosives
during the proposed training events. However, the Navy does reserve
the right to use surface ship hull-mounted mid-frequency sonar or
explosives in the event of national security heeds requiring such
training in that area between June and September during any
Northern Edge exercise. Navy will require a command requesting
such training in that timeframe to seek approval in advance from
Commander, U.S. Third Fleet. The Navy has also agreed to
implement area and activity mitigation measures precluding a
SINKEX event from occurring in Habitats of Particular Concern and
prohibiting use of explosives during training in the Portlock Bank area.

CWA-05

For example, no protection areas are proposed for harbor porpoises, which are acutely
sensitive to sound; for endangered gray whales, which migrate directly through the
TMAA,; for endangered humpback whales and blue whales, which gather to feed in the
TMAA,; for the critically endangered North Pacific right whale, who's critical habitat is
directly adjacent to the TMAA; or for any other species or habitat. The Navy does not
properly analyze environmental impacts. For instance, it completely disregards the
serious impacts its sonar training will have on the critically endangered North Pacific
right whales, whose critical habitat is only 12 nautical miles from the training area or the
endangered gray whales, which migrate through the training area.

See Section 3.8.2.15 (Harbor Porpoise) regarding information on
harbor porpoises. Harbor porpoises are generally found nearshore
(they occur most frequently in waters less than 328 ft. [L00 m] deep;
see Section 3.8.2.15.3, Distribution) and should not be present where
the majority of the proposed training will take place. While the
analysis presented in the Supplemental EIS/OEIS indicates
behavioral effects to harbor porpoises, these should not have long
term individual or population level impact. Regarding analysis for
North Pacific right whale, see Sections 3.8.2.6 (North Pacific Right
Whale [Eubalaena japonica]); 3.8.3.3.4.1 (Mysticetes); 3.8.3.3.5.1
(Mysticetes); 3.8.3.3.8.1 (Mysticetes), etc. of the Supplemental
EIS/OEIS. Navy is aware of the designated North Pacific right whale
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Commenter

Comment

Navy Response

Critical Habitat as discussed in those sections and as shown on
Figure 3.8-1 of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS. It is incorrect to
characterize the North Pacific right whale Critical Habitat as being
“directly adjacent” to the TMAA since the nearest edge of the Critical
Habitat is roughly 12 miles from the corner of the TMAA. The Navy
has established an area measuring approximately 2,050 km? as a
North Pacific Right Whale Cautionary Area between June and
September, when they may be feeding in the general area identified
by NMFS as a feeding area. The majority of the endangered Western
North Pacific gray whales feed and migrate within the Western
Pacific. There has been no indication that Western North Pacific gray
whales use any of the Gulf of Alaska nearshore gray whale feeding
areas. These feeding areas are also outside of the GOA TMAA. A few
individuals (n = 3) tagged with long-term satellite tracking tags did
migrate briefly through the Gulf of Alaska on their way to breeding
grounds off the Pacific coast of Mexico (Mate et al. 2015). However,
these animals moved quickly through the shelf and offshore waters of
GOA and would not be resident, foraging, or in GOA for more than a
number of days during their transit. Over 99 percent of all gray whales
in the vicinity of TMAA are Eastern North Pacific gray whale, and they
have recovered to the point that they are no longer listed as
endangered. Furthermore, the timing of these migrations to and from
the Mexico breeding grounds (December to February and February to
May) (Mate et al. 2015) is outside of the window in which Navy
training activities have been proposed (May to October with highest
probability of June to July for Northern Edge). Therefore, there would
be minimum to no overlap between Navy training activities and
Western Pacific gray whales. Finally, Mate et al. (2015) went on to
hypothesize that the gray whales tagged could also be individuals
from the Eastern North Pacific gray whale stock that have expanded
their distribution to feeding grounds off Russia, where they co-mingle
with the true Western North Pacific stock whose migration is solely
along the coast of Asia. No gray whales were detected in the TMAA
Study Area during the GOALS Il survey (Rone et al. 2013). Gray
whales, humpback whale, and blue whales have largely recovered
(see discussions in Section 3.8 of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS), and
there is no evidence that Navy training activities have had any impact
on these populations in the Pacific in areas such as Southern
California or Hawaii where Navy training has been occurring year-
round for decades (see the Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.5,
Summary of Observations During Previous Navy Activities).
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Commenter Comment Navy Response

CWA-06 Furthermore, it fails to discuss and analyze the cumulative effects its activities may have | Please see Chapter 4 (Cumulative Impacts) in both the 2011 GOA
in conjunction with other projects and activities in the area. The Navy underestimates Final EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental EIS/OEIS for a discussion and
the number of marine mammals (and fish) that will be harassed, injured and killed analysis of cumulative effects. As presented in Section 3.8.3.1.6.3
because it simply does not have the density estimates needed in order to accurately (Navy Acoustic Effects Model) of the Supplemental EIS/OEIS,
make this determination. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) specifically modeling assumptions believed to overestimate the number of
requires federal agencies to obtain the data necessary to their analysis. The simple exposures were chosen. Please see Section 3.6 (Fish) of the 2011
assertion that "no information exists" will not suffice; unless the costs of obtaining the GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental EIS/OEIS regarding
information are exorbitant, NEPA requires that it be obtained. See 40 C.F.R. § impacts to fish. See the Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.2.5
1502.22(a). (Marine Mammal Density Estimates) Section 3.8.3.1.6.1 (Marine

Species Density Data) and the referenced “Pacific Navy Marine
Species Density Database Technical Report” (available on the GOA
website) regarding the availability of data used in the acoustic effects
modeling. The analysis of impacts to marine mammals in GOA uses
the best available science and was undertaken with National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) in a role as a cooperating agency for the
EIS/OEIS. This included review and comment by NMFS staff marine
biologists in their role as the federal regulator for the Marine Mammal
Protection Act (MMPA). Full and complete information was provided
in the EIS/OEIS with regard to the present knowledge regarding
stocks of marine mammals. This includes coordination with NMFS
regional scientists on the latest emergent data presented in their
Pacific Stock Assessment Reports. Navy used the best available
science from NMFS and other scientific literature for marine mammal
densities in the development of the GOA EIS/OEIS; therefore, it is
incorrect to assume that the existing marine mammal density data is
somehow insufficient and does not allow for accurate estimations of
impacts to marine mammals.

CWA-07 The Navy's acoustics impact analysis ignores scientific studies contrary to its interests Please see Section 3.8 (Marine Mammals) for a discussion of the
and uses methodologies not supported by the scientific community. Thus, the scientific studies forming the basis of the analysis presented in the
thresholds it sets for permanent injury, temporary injury (hearing loss) and behavioral Supplemental EIS/OEIS. The Navy’s acoustic analysis and modeling
change (which we would argue are too high and thus completely underestimate the reflect the current best available science as evidenced by recent
actual number of wildlife that will be impacted) are invalid as a matter of science. NMFS rulemaking actions on other Navy documents.

CWA-08 The Navy's alternative analysis is inadequate. The Navy only presents three options - The range of alternatives presented in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS

maintain the status quo, add more training, or add even more training. It does not
consider - or blithely dismisses - any other alternatives, some employed by the Navy
itself in other training exercises and ranges.

includes reasonable alternatives. To be reasonable, an alternative
must meet the stated purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to conduct training activities to
ensure that the Navy meets its mission, achieved in part by
conducting training within the Study Area. The alternatives carried
forward meet the Navy's purpose and need (see the 2011 GOA Final
EIS/OEIS Section 1.4, Purpose of and Need for Proposed Military
Readiness Training Activities) to ensure that it can fulfill its obligation
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under Title 10 of U.S. Code. See Section 2.3 (Proposed Action and
Alternatives) of the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS for more detailed
information on the development of alternatives. The Navy complied
with NEPA requirements in the development and consideration of
alternatives. This Supplemental EIS/OEIS analyzes all alternatives in
the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS. The selection of an alternative by the
decision maker will be based on a review of all relevant facts, impact
analyses, comments received via the Supplemental EIS/OEIS public
participation process, and the requirements of the Navy in order to
fulfill its mission.

CWA-09 Most critically, the Navy does not set forth adequate measures to mitigate the harmful

effects of sonar. Its proposed mitigation measures basically boil down to "safety zones"
(1,000 yard power-down and 200 yard shut down) around the sonar maintained
primarily by on-board visual monitors. These are the same measures that federal courts
have found to be "woefully inadequate and ineffectual." (For instance, studies show that
visual monitoring only spots about 5% of marine mammals. Statistically, a 5% "success
rate clearly does not cut it.) The Navy's refusal to employ better mitigation measures is
astounding, because it has used more protective measures during previous training.

Chapter 5 (Standard Operating Procedures, Mitigation, and
Monitoring) provides a comprehensive discussion of proposed
mitigation measures. The comment references studies pertaining to
visual monitoring; however, it does not cite to or otherwise identify
particular studies. Please see the presentation in Section 3.8.3.1.8
(Implementing Mitigation to Reduce Sound Exposures) of the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS discussing how Navy training and visual
detection differs from the conditions present during a line transect
marine mammal survey, from which most detection data has been
derived. The Navy does not claim or expect 100% of the animals
present in the vicinity of training events will be detected; however,
mitigation measures based on detection of marine mammals by
exercise participants anywhere in the exercise area will result in the
mitigation of some potential impacts. Please see the Supplemental
EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation to Reduce
Sound Exposures) for more details in this regard. Please also see the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.5 (Summary of Observations
During Previous Navy Activities) regarding monitoring reports from
exercises since 2006 that have demonstrated the ability to detect
marine mammals, the success of these mitigation measures, and a
lack of observable impacts to marine species as a result of Navy
training events. As detailed in the introduction to Chapter 5 in the
2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the Navy
and NMFS as a cooperating agency have reviewed other potential
mitigations measures as described. The Navy has agreed to
implement three specific areas and activity mitigation measures while
training in the TMAA. These are (1) precluding a SINKEX event from
occurring in Habitats of Particular Concern, (2) prohibiting use of
explosives during training in the Portlock Bank area, and (3)
establishing a North Pacific Right Whale Cautionary Area where the
use of surface ship hull-mounted mid-frequency sonar or explosives
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Commenter Comment Navy Response
will not occur in the June to September timeframe. See Section 5.4.1
(Area and Activity Specific Mitigation Measures in the TMAA) for more
detail in this regard.
Cordova Dear Ms. Burt, Regarding the 2011 NMFS conservation recommendations
District | am writing in response to both the Final Environmental Impact Statement (2011) and referenced in the comment, the same rationale Navy provided in
Fishermen the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement relating to the Gulf of Alaska Navy response is still applicable; the Navy’s 2011 response letter to the
United Training activities. Cordova District Fishermen United (CDFU) would like to clearly state | EFH recommendations from NMFS Alaska can be found in our
(CDFU)-01 | for the record that we support the U.S. Navy in their efforts to defend our country, current 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS document, Appendix C (Regulatory
(Written) however we are opposed to reauthorization of the Preferred Alternative in U.S Navy Consultations), and on the GOA EIS website under the documents
training exercises in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). We again support the No Action tab, GOA Final EIS/OEIS May 2011 sub tab, Appendix C —
Alternative and at the very least, request the Navy incorporate all conservation Regulatory Consultations (Entire Document) drop down link, “National
recommendations submitted by NMFS and referenced in the 2011 Record of Decision. | Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration — National Marine Fisheries
Service, Magnuson-Stevens Fisher Conservation and Management
Act,” pages 137-141 in the PDF. This is available at www.goaeis.com
website
(http://goaeis.com/Documents/GOAFiInalEISOEISMay2011.aspx).
CDFU-02 CDFU is a nonprofit advocacy organization that directly represents the commercial Please see Section 1.2 through 1.4, and 1.6 of the Draft and Final

fishing interests of over 1,000 fishermen in Prince William Sound and the Gulf of Alaska,
and directly supports the economic livelihood of the community of Cordova. For over 75
years, CDFU has strived to protect the health and sustainability of species that inhabit
our waters and errs on the side of caution when assessing potential risks to these
species.

As you are aware through your extensive EIS process, Alaska has one of the richest
ocean environments in the world, and the sustainability of our fisheries resources is of
highest priority to our State -both from an economic and cultural perspective.

Included in the following are current CDFU comments as well as those submitted in
January 2010 regarding the Draft EIS. After review of the topics in the Final &
Supplemental EIS, the comments concerning PWS Herring and the impact of
cumulative effects of expended materials on GOA ecosystems are still relevant.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental EIS. CDFU looks
forward to reviewing the updated Record of Decision. We also request continued
inclusion on the Navy postal mailing list to receive updates and notices as they are
published.

Sincerely,

A. Cooper

Executive Director

Director@cdfu.org

2014 CDFU COMMENTS
Final EIS and 2011 Record of Decision (ROD)

Supplemental EIS/OEIS explaining that the Supplemental EIS/OEIS is
being prepared to supplement the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS due to
new information from which the predicted effects to marine mammal
resources is expected to change from those quantified in the 2011
GOA Final EIS/OEIS. However, for all other resource areas evaluated
in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS, this new information does not alter
the Navy’s original alternatives analysis as presented in the 2011
GOA Final EIS/OEIS and subsequent ROD. For this reason, the other
resource areas are not carried forward for alternatives reanalysis in
this Supplemental EIS/OEIS.

As described in this Final Supplemental EIS/OEIS, there is updated
information such as fish stock assessment reports and information on
fish hearing. However, upon a comprehensive review of this new
information there are no changes to the affected environment (e.g.,
species present) or to the impact conclusions that form the
environmental baseline of the fish analysis in the 2011 GOA Final
EIS/OEIS. Instead, a review of best available science on fish hearing
indicates that most species are less likely to be affected than
previously thought. Additionally, no new Navy training activities are
being proposed in this Supplemental EIS/OEIS that would affect
fishes in the TMAA. Therefore, conclusions for fish species impacts
made for the alternatives analyzed in the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS
remain unchanged in this Supplemental EIS/OEIS, and training
activities do not compromise productivity of fishes or impact their
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Commenter Comment Navy Response
The approval of Alternative 2, the Preferred Alternative was published in 2011 ROD, so habitats. For a summary of effects of the No Action Alternative,
there is little expectation of a reduction in allowable training activities resulting from this Alternative 1, and Alternative 2 on fishes under both the National
comment opportunity. However, it is important to participate in the process and Environmental Policy Act and Executive Order 12114, please refer to
communicate our region's concerns as a matter of public record. Table 3.6-11 (Summary of Effects by Alternative) in the 2011 GOA
Upon review of the associated documents regarding the requested reauthorization of Final EIS/OEIS.
the Navy's Preferred Alternative it appears consideration of impacts to marine species As the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS demonstrated, the proposed
occurring in the TMAA focuses on those species whose protection falls under the actions should have no measurable impact on fisheries or Essential
Marine Mammal Proteclion Act (MMPA) and the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Itis Fish Habitat. Please See Section 3.8.5.1 (Alaska Specific Monitoring
concerning that impacts to non-threatened fish species occurring in the TMAA are not and Research) discussing research and monitoring in the Study Area.
equally addressed and appropriate mitigations developed. Regarding the 2011 NMFS conservation recommendations
The 2011 ROD Section Fish notes the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) referenced in the comment, the same rationale Navy provided in
disagreed with the Navy's determination that exercise activities under the Preferred response is still applicable; the Navy’s 2011 response letter to the
Alternative would have no adverse effects on fish populations and Essential Fish Habitat | EEH recommendations from NMFES Alaska can be found in our
as defined under the Magnuson Stevens Fisheries Conservation & Management Act current 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS document, Appendix C (Regulatory
(MSFCMA). NMFS submitted conservation recommendations to the Navy contained in Consultations), and on the GOA EIS website under the documents
the 2011 ROD, which resulted in Navy non-concurrence with 3 of 4 suggested tab, GOA Final EIS/OEIS May 2011 sub tab, Appendix C —
measures. Regulatory Consultations (Entire Document) drop down link, “National
However, in the Final EIS it is identified that the TMAA contains designated EFH of 18 Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration — National Marine Fisheries
species groundfish and 5 species of Pacific salmon as well as several Habitat Areas of Service, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management
Particular Concern (HAPCS). Contained within those designations are 13 species of Act," pages 137-141 in the PDF. This is available at www.goaeis.com
groundfish and 5 species of P. salmon identified by MSFCMA Fishery Management website
Plans (FMP} as "target species" in existing, viable & sustainable domestic commercial (http://goaeis.com/Documents/GOAFinalEISOEISMay2011.aspx).
fisheries.
The approved level of training activities represents a vast increase in scope of allowable
exercises than have occurred in the GOA TMAA. Even though the Navy has been
authorized, since 2011, to perform training activities in the GOA at the level presented in
the Preferred Alternative, actual training events have been limited by various factors and
the total allowable annual activities have yet to occur. Should the Navy be able to fully
utilize the scope of training in the GOA as permitted In the Preferred Alternative the
livelihoods of many regional families could be jeopardized. It is our concern that
potential for negative impacts to non-threatened fish species and viable Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) contained in the TMAA does exist.
We hope, at a minimum, the Navy reconsider the 2011 decision and implement all 4
conservation recommendations submitted by NMFS. Additionally, we request the Navy
consider allowing budget for improved research and mitigation to quantify the effects
these training exercises may have on our existing commercially viable and sustainable
fish stocks.

CDFU-03 2010 CDFU COMMENTS The Navy concurs that Pacific Herring are an ecologically and

Section: 4.1.3.1 Fishing & Section 2.6 FISH
During the explanation of commercial fishing activities there is a vague mention that a

commercially significant species in the Gulf of Alaska. The 2011 GOA
Final EIS/OEIS analyzed potential impacts to fish. As was described
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number of fisheries are at very depressed levels or are closed (referencing Richardson
and Erickson 2005). The remainder of this section goes on to describe those fisheries
that are currently in operation.

As acknowledged in the Draft EIS, Pacific Herring (Clupea Pallasii) are present in the
GOA.

Despite the fact that this commercial fishery is currently not in operation, Pacific Herring
are an ecologically and commercially significant species in the Gulf of Alaska and Prince
William Sound ecosystem. Few species are of greater combined ecological and
economic importance in Prince William Sound (and in many other coastal ecosystems}
than is the Pacific herring'.

Notes: ' — Brown ED and MG Carls. 1998. Pacific Herring Clupea Pallasi. Restoration Notebook,
Sept. 1998. Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council.

in Sections 3.6.1.4 of that document (Hearing in Fish), fish have very
limited hearing in the frequency range of Navy sonar, and the body of
research indicates they are not negatively impacted by Navy sonar.
Specifically, a study of herring (one of the few fish that can hear mid-
frequency sonar) Dokseeter et al. (2009) determined that “Military
sonars of such frequencies and source levels may thus be operated in
areas of overwintering herring without substantially affecting herring
behavior or herring fishery” (2009:554). More recently, Sivle et al.
(2015) reported on possible population-level effects to Atlantic herring
(Clupae harengus) from active naval sonar. The herring were
exposed to source levels up 235 dB re 1 uPa at 1 m for durations
exceeding 24 hours with frequencies of 1-2 kHz. The authors
concluded that the use of naval sonar poses little risk to populations
of herring even when the herring are aggregated during sonar
exposure. In a related study, herring were exposed to both low-
frequency (1-2 kHz) and mid-frequency (6—7 kHz) sonar as well as
killer whale feeding calls (Sivle et al. 2012). The results were similar
to Sivle et al. (2015) in that the herring did not respond to either the
low- or mid-frequency sonar, but did show obvious avoidance
behavior (diving) when exposed to the killer whale feeding sounds,
which were at lower received sound pressure levels than the sonar
(150 dB re 1 pPa for the killer whale calls, 176 dB re 1 pPa for the
low-frequency sonar, and 162 dB re 1 pPa for the mid-frequency
sonar). As such, the impact conclusion in the 2011 GOA Final
EIS/OEIS, that there is no significant impact to population levels for
fish, including Pacific Herring, from Navy activities, is fully supported
by scientific research.

Sivle, L. D., Kvadsheim, P. H., and Ainslie, M. A. (2015). Potential for
population-level disturbance by active sonar in herring. ICES Journal
of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 72(2), 558-567.

Sivle, L. D., Kvadsheim, P. H., Ainslie, M. A., Solow, A., Handegard,
N. O., Nordlund, N., and Lam, F. P. A. (2012). Impact of naval sonar
signals on Atlantic herring (Clupea harengus) during summer feeding.
ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, fss080.

CDFU-04

Pacific Herring are central to the marine food web; providing food to marine mammals,
birds, invertebrates and other fish. The Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council
(EVOSTC), a council charged with overseeing the restoration of the injured ecosystem
through the use of the $900 million civil settlement and which consists of three state and
three federal trustees (or their designees}, has classified Pacific Herring as damaged
and “Not Recovering"! Pacific herring have not met their recovery objective. No strongly
successful year class has been recruited into the population and health indices suggest

The Navy concurs that Pacific Herring are an ecologically and
commercially significant species in the Gulf of Alaska. The 2011 GOA
Final EIS/OEIS analyzed potential impacts to fish. As was described
in Sections 3.6.1.4 of that document (Hearing in Fish), fish have very
limited hearing in the frequency range of Navy sonar, and the body of
research indicates they are not negatively impacted by Navy sonar.
Specifically, a study of herring (one of the few fish that can hear mid-
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that herring in the Sound are not fit. frequency sonar) by Doksaeter et al. (2009) determined that “Military
Pacific herring are the subject of ongoing Trustee Council-funded research. Through sonars of such frequencies and source levels may thus be operated in
this research, and the work of the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, Prince William | areas of overwintering herring without substantially affecting herring
Sound communities are hopeful for the return of a viable herring fishery in the future and | behavior or herring fishery” (2009:554). More recently, Sivle et al.
are actively working towards this goal. (2015) reported on possible. population-level effects to Atlantic herring
The collapse of the Pacific Herring fishery following the Exxon Valdez oil spill indicates | (Clupae harengus) from active naval sonar. The herring were
that this species is not particularly resilient to changes in their immediate marine exposed to source levels up 235 dB re 1 uPa at 1 m for durations
environment. CDFU is concerned that the effects of mid-frequency sonar use in the exceeding 24 hours with frequencies of 1-2 kHz. The authors
GOA will stress an already weakened population and do not feel that this species was concluded that the use of naval sonar poses little risk to populations
adequately addressed in the Draft EIS. of herring even when the herring are aggregated during sonar
Acoustic Effects of Underwater Sounds to Fish exposure. In a related study, herring were exposed to both low-

- - — - - ) - ) frequency (1-2 kHz) and mid-frequency (6—7 kHz) sonar as well as
Despltg their lack of re§|llence to c.hanges |n.the?|r environment, .Pacmc Herr!ng - killer whale feeding calls (Sivle et al. 2012). The results were similar
(Clupeidae) have the highest hearing range indicated of all marine species identified in | {5 Sjyle et al. (2015) in that the herring did not respond to either the
the GOA, at 5 kHz. Some studies, however, demonstrate that the hearing range of the low- or mid frequency sonar, but did show obvious avoidance
Pacific Herring Is in fact much greater. Wilson and Dill (2002) reported thet Pacific ) behavior (diving) when exposed to the killer whale feeding sounds,
herring (Clupea pallasii) responded to sounds up to 140 kHz. As hearing "specialists”, which were at lower received sound pressure levels than the sonar
Pacmc_ Herring have the ability to hear over a much wider frequency range than most (150 dB re 1 uPa for the killer whale calls, 176 dB re 1 pPa for the
other fI'ISh' o ) o ) low-frequency sonar, and 162 dB re 1 pPa for the mid-frequency
l;llotes. aExxon \lle'lldeé g” Spill Trusteée Cou_ncn. lz\lov, 2006. Exxon Valdez Oil Spill Restoration sonar). As such, the impact conclusion in the 2011 GOA Final

an. Update on Injured Resources and Services 2006, EIS/OEIS, that there is no significant impact to population levels for

fish, including Pacific Herring, from Navy activities, is fully supported
by scientific research.
Sivle, L. D., Kvadsheim, P. H., and Ainslie, M. A. (2015). Potential for
population-level disturbance by active sonar in herring. ICES Journal
of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, 72(2), 558-567.
Sivle, L. D., Kvadsheim, P. H., Ainslie, M. A., Solow, A., Handegard,
N. O., Nordlund, N., and Lam, F. P. A. (2012). Impact of naval sonar
signals on Atlantic herring (Clupea harengus) during summer feeding.
ICES Journal of Marine Science: Journal du Conseil, fss080.

CDFU-05 Of grave concern to CDFU is the lack of available research that demonstrates the short | There is in fact, a great deal of scientific research available on the

and long term impacts to fish and marine mammals. It is apparent that there is very
limited research available that focuses on the impacts of mid-frequency sonar use to
fish, Pacific Herring in particular and the limited research that is available suggests that
there is not only variation in effects of intense sound sources on different species of fish,
but that there may also be differences based on genetics or development. Indeed, one
can go even further and suggest that there may ultimately be differences in effects of
sound on fish (or lack of effects) that are related to fish age as well as development and
genetics, as was demonstrated by Popper et al. (2005).

Many references included in this section cite data based on freshwater fish, species not

short-term and long-term impacts of sound on fish and marine
mammals, as detailed in the Navy’s analysis. As discussed within the
2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS on pages 3.6-39 to 3.6-43 and the analysis
within Popper (2008), most fish species found in the TMAA are
hearing “generalists” that do not hear sound in the mid-frequency
range. Even for fish species that are hearing specialists, such as
herring, recent work by Silve et al. (2015) concluded that the use of
naval sonar poses little risk to populations of herring since any
reaction is expected to be brief and not biologically meaningful. This is
consistent with the analysis in the 2011 GOA EIS/OEIS and the
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included in the GOA, and entirely different environmental conditions. These references findings presented in the GOA Supplemental EIS/OEIS.

do not fully describe the impacts to GOA specific species as there simply is not research | There is also a great deal of research with regard to both short- and

available in this area. long-term impacts to marine mammals (see in general Section
3.8.3.1.2, Analysis Background and Framework). Regarding short-
term impacts, see, for example, the discussion presented in Section
3.8.3.1.2.6 (Behavioral Reactions). With regard to long-term
consequences, see, for example, Section 3.8.3.1.3 (Long-Term
Consequences to the Individual and the Population).
The Navy has conducted training with the current mid-frequency
sonar system since the 1970s. Comprehensive monitoring, reporting,
and scientific observations since 2006 have found no evidence of any
short-term or long-term population-level effects to fish or marine
mammals in any Navy training areas. Based on the analysis in the
EIS/OEIS and monitoring conducted during actual training events, the
Navy has concluded that the proposed training will not pose a risk to
whales, fish, and other wildlife given that these same activities have
been conducted for many years in the TMAA and in other Range
Complexes with no indications of population-level effects to marine
mammals, fish, or wildlife at those locations. Please see the recent
results supporting this as presented in training ranges monitoring
reports available at the Navy website
(www.navymarinespeciesmonitoring.us/) and from the NMFS Office of
Protected Resources website
(www.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/permits/incidental.htm#applications).

CDFU-06 Since the collapse of the herring fishery in 1996, millions of dollars have been expended | With respect to existing studies completed to date on sonar effects on

to help scientists understand more about the inability of Pacific Herring to fully recover herring, the Navy and NMFS have reviewed existing literature and

from the impacts of the Exxon Valdez oil spill. The ultimate goal of this research is to studies on this subject.

work towards the restoration of the Pacific Herring fishery returning it to its former

abundance.

The lack of adequate research on mid-frequency sonar on Pacific Herring, and other

fish species in the Gulf of Alaska is alarming. It is incomprehensible that a Department

of U.S. Government (EPA or the DOD) would support any alternative other than the No

Action alternative based on this lack of information and available research.

CDFU-07 4.2.8.2 Ship Strikes In the 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS, the Navy did not include a table

This section states that releasing individual expended materials would not have any
significant effects on the environment, but does not indicate whether the cumulative
effect of adding specific contaminants into the marine environment was fully analyzed.
Elevated concentrations of certain chemicals can cause adverse effects on aquatic biota
including reduced survival, impaired reproduction, and reduced growth. Release of toxic
substances in the water may be quickly diluted; however, some toxic substances have

describing each chemical’s tendency to bioaccumulate because
bioaccumulation effects must be analyzed according to impact to
individual species. Section 3.2 (Expended Materials) of the 2011 GOA
Final EIS/OEIS identifies the expended materials that are part of the
proposed action and the effects known to date of these chemicals. A
detailed species by species analysis of bioaccumulation potential for
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Commenter Comment Navy Response
the potential to bioaccumulate in the food chain. all possible contaminants is not possible with the best available
Information included in the Draft EIS is not sufficient to detail the myriad of toxic scientific data at this time. Impacts from bioaccumulation present a
chemicals that will be released into GOA waters, and the tendency of each specific large and complex set of variables, including marine mammal and fish
chemical to bioaccumulate. A table describing each chemical's tendency to occurrence in the TMAA, population size, toxicity to each individual
bioaccumulate (or not) would more accurately demonstrate the long-term environmental | SPecies, and habitat types and characteristics of the TMAA. Due to
impacts of the proposed training activities. Currently, this area is severely lacking the short-term duration and impacts of Navy training activities in the
despite the extreme quantities of foreign chemicals that are proposed to be expended in | GOA, bioaccumulation impacts are not significant.
the GOA. It is likely that this too is an area where research is lacking.

CDFU-08 Table 3.2-2: Failure and Low-Order Detonation Rates of Military Ordnance The 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS addresses the use of live ordnance
The failure rate of guns, grenades, rockets, etc. ranges from 1.78% to 8.23%. and the potential for ordnance items to not function as designed (i.e.,
Representation as a percentage does not clearly articulate the amount of ordnance that | dud) in Section 3.2 (Expended Materials). Undetonated ordnance on
is left in an unexploded state. As indicated in the Draft EIS, the training activities will the seafloor could potentially pose a risk to fishermen engaged in
take place in an area frequented by commercial fishermen. An increase in training bottom trawling if the net dug deep enough into the seafloor
activities will increase the percentage of unexploded ordnance left on the ocean floor. sediments to encounter that ordnance. Given the ordnance did not
While the training area is large, there is no way to predict where a commercial detonate as intended and was subjected to the corrosive effects of
fisherman will place their net. seawater, it is most likely that the ordnance would not detonate for the
The fishing process can include dragging nets across the ocean floor. Unstable, same reason it failed to detonate upon impact with a training target or
unexploded ordnance poses the potential for significant risk to commercial fishermen. It the water surface. Based on the ”“”?ber of I|v_e explosive ordnance
is incomprehensible that the Draft EIS does not include any information on this inherent used unde_r Alternative 2 and the estimated fallu_re rate, there would
risk to public safety. be apprommately 0.007 undetonate_d e>_<ploswe items per square

nautical or one undetonated explosive item per 140 square nautical
miles. While fisherman could contact undetonated ordnance, it would
be unlikely given the large area of the TMAA and their likely resting
place deep below any seafloor sediments. Should there be
interaction, all maritime claims arising from operation of a Navy vessel
are handled by the Office of the Judge Advocate General (Code 11).
If the situation arises, information on how to submit an Admiralty
Claim can be found at
http://www.jag.navy.mil/organization/code_11.htm. Text describing
potential effects on public safety from undetonated ordnance was
added to Sections 3.14.2.3, 3.14.2.4, and 3.14.2.5 of the 2011 GOA
Final EIS/OEIS as a result of this same comment in 2011.

CDFU-09 3.7.8 At-Sea Explosions The Navy does not claim or expect 100 percent of the animals

Mitigation measures used to protect marine mammals may be inadequate. The Navy
uses visual inspection and passive sonar to detect marine mammals prior to and during
training activities. Passive sonar does not indicate the location of marine mammals, only
that they are in the vicinity. The Navy will not cease training activities simply because
they detect a marine mammal on the passive sonar; they will primarily rely on visual
inspections to detect marine mammals and will only cease activities if the marine
mammal comes within 200 yards. Marine mammals will only be detected when they

present in the vicinity of training events will be detected; however,
mitigation measures based on detection of marine mammals by
exercise participants anywhere in the exercise area will result in the
mitigation of some potential impacts. Please see the Supplemental
EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.3.1.8 (Implementing Mitigation to Reduce
Sound Exposures) for more details in this regard. Please also see the
Supplemental EIS/OEIS Section 3.8.5 (Summary of Observations
During Previous Navy Activities) regarding monitoring reports from
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come to the water's surface, thus they may have already entered the critical threshold exercises since 2006 that have demonstrated the ability to detect

area before they are spotted. Migration patterns should be studied and training marine mammals, the success of these mitigation measures, and a

exercises should occur outside of their migration routes. lack of observable impacts to marine species as a result of Navy

Ordnance cannot be released and explosives cannot be detonated until the target area | training events. As detailed in the introduction to Chapter 5 in the

is determined to be clear. Training activities are halted immediately if cetaceans, 2011 GOA Final EIS/OEIS and the Supplemental EIS/OEIS, the Navy

pinnipeds, or sea turtles are observed in the target area. The Gulf of Alaska is prone to | and NMFS as a cooperating agency have reviewed other potential

extreme weather and severe storms occurring regularly during the intended training mitigations measures as described. The Navy has agreed to

exercise timeframe. The Draft EIS Is lacking information relating to adverse weather implement three specific areas and activity mitigation measures while

conditions and how this would significantly impede Navy's ability to visually detect training in the TMAA. These are (1) precluding a SINKEX event from

marine mammals and large schools of fish. This topic is briefly mentioned in Operating | occurring in Habitats of Particular Concern, (2) prohibiting use of

Procedures & Collision Avoidance however mitigation in this scenario is not well explosives during training in the Portlock Bank area, and (3)

defined. establishing a North Pacific Right Whale Cautionary Area where the
use of surface ship hull-mounted mid-frequency sonar or explosives
will not occur in the June to September timeframe. See Section 5.4.1
(Area and Activity Specific Mitigation Measures in the TMAA) for more
detail in this regard.

CDFU-10 Other Information on fish migration patterns is described in the 2011 GOA

Information on the migration patterns of fish is not sufficient. More information is needed
in this area to fully describe the potential impact an increase in training activities might
have to salmon returning to Prince William Sound and the Copper River.

Final EIS/OEIS Section 3.6.1.1 (Existing Conditions). Briefly, the
ocean migrations of salmonids was defined by Pearcy (1992) as (1)
the coastal phase of juveniles, (2) the oceanic feeding phase, (3) the
return of maturing fish from oceanic to coastal waters, and (4) coastal
migrations of adults that terminate in freshwater. The distance
traveled and the times spent in each of these phases vary greatly
within and among species. Pacific salmon smolts from the Pacific
Northwest and California generally move up and around the West
Coast of North America following the continental shelf. Juvenile
salmon, including those originating from Alaska (such as the Copper
River), were found to remain over the continental shelf until the start
of the Aleutians before moving offshore into the Gulf of Alaska. As
such, many salmon species from Alaska, California, Washington, and
Oregon would be expected to be present in the Gulf of Alaska for at
least part of their oceanic feeding phase.

The Navy, NMFS, and the USFWS reviewed best available science in
the fall of 2015 and determined sonar and explosive criteria for fishes
based on taxonomy that represents all fish species, including salmon.

Sonar — Salmon and the majority of other fish species cannot hear
mid-frequency sonar, and therefore it would not elicit a behavioral
response. Any potential for a response via particle motion (not
pressure) would require the fish to be very close (within a few body
lengths) of the source. This is unlikely to occur because (1) the fish
would need to be in the immediate vicinity of the bow of the ship
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(within 14 m) (2) the school of fish would need to maintain the speed
of the ship in order to stay within the near-field of the moving source,
and (3) the school would need to maintain that swim speed for a
duration of time in order to accumulate exposure. None of these three
factors are reasonable or biologically supported based on what we do
know about fish behavior, and therefore populations are not likely to
be affected by sonar. Ther