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Introduction

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received an application on September 16, 2024
from the United States (U.S.) Navy, U.S. Coast Guard, and U.S. Army (hereafter referred to as
Action Proponents) requesting incidental take of marine mammals in connection with their
proposed training and testing activities (considered military readiness activities pursuant to the
MMPA, as amended by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2004 (2004
NDAA) and the NDAA for Fiscal Year 2019 (2019 NDAA)). These activities are analyzed in the
2025 Hawaii-California Training and Testing (HCTT) Final Environment Impact
Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS/OEIS), for which NMFS is a
cooperating agency. Specifically, the Action Proponents requested authorization to incidentally
take marine mammals by exposing them to noise from sonar and other transducers, explosives,
air guns, pile installation and extraction (i.e., pile driving), and land-based missile and target
launches in the HCTT Study Area. The Action Proponents also requested authorization to
incidentally take a limited number of marine mammals by serious injury or mortality from
explosive detonations and from vessel movement arising from the military readiness activities
conducted in the HCTT Study Area. The HCTT Study Area includes areas in the north-central
Pacific Ocean, from California west to Hawaii and the International Date Line, and including the
Hawaii Range Complex and Temporary Operating Area, Southern California Range Complex,
Point Mugu Sea Range, Silver Strand Training Complex, areas along the Southern California
coastline from approximately Dana Point to Port Hueneme, and the Northern California Range
Complex. Also included in the HCTT Study Area are Navy pierside locations in Hawaii and
Southern California, Pearl Harbor, San Diego Bay, and the transit corridor on the high seas
where training and testing may occur. The Action Proponents’ proposed activities are anticipated
to result in the take of marine mammals by harassment, and for a limited number of marine
mammals, serious injury or mortality. NMFS reviews applications and, if required findings are
made, issues Incidental Take Authorizations (ITAs) pursuant to the Marine Mammal Protection
Act of 1972, as amended (MMPA; 16 U.S.C. 1361 et seq.). Based on the Action Proponents’
request and NMFS’ analysis, NMFS is proposing to promulgate incidental take regulations (ITR)
and issue letters of authorization (LOAs) under section 101(a)(5)(A) of the MMPA to facilitate
the Action Proponents’ compliance with the MMPA over the 7-year course of military readiness
activities in the HCTT Study Area.



The National Environmental Policy Act, as amended (NEPA; 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), and
NOAA Policy and Procedures for implementing NEPA (NOAA Administrative Order (NAO)
216-6A and the June 20, 2025 Companion Manual for NAO 216-6A) require all proposals for
major federal actions to be reviewed with respect to their environmental consequences on the
human environment. NMFS’ proposed promulgation of ITR and issuance of the requested LOAs
to the Action Proponents is a major federal action triggering NMFS’ independent NEPA
compliance obligation. NMFS may satisfy this independent NEPA obligation by preparing a
separate analysis or by relying on an EIS prepared by another agency. To meet its independent
NEPA obligations, NMFS is relying on the 2025 HCTT FEIS/OEIS. This Record of Decision
(ROD) explains NMFS’ decision to promulgate ITR and issue LOAs to the Action Proponents to
authorize take of marine mammals incidental to military readiness activities conducted in the
HCTT Study Area, as analyzed in the FEIS/OEIS.

NMES is proposing to promulgate ITR and issue LOAs to the Action Proponents pursuant to
section 101(a)(5)(A) of the MMPA and 50 CFR Part 216. The ITR and LOAs would be valid
from December 21, 2025 through December 20, 2032, and would authorize take by Level A and
B harassment of marine mammals, and a limited number of takes by serious injury or mortality.
NMFS’ proposed action and purpose and need for that action are a direct outcome of the Action
Proponents’ request for MMPA authorization in connection with conducting military readiness
activities, including the use of sonar and other transducers, explosives, air guns, pile driving,
land-based missile and target launches, and vessel movement. These activities have the potential
to cause harassment of marine mammals in the form of auditory injury, temporary threshold
shift, or behavioral disturbance, and a limited number of serious injuries or mortalities, and,
therefore, the Action Proponents requested ITAs from NMFS to facilitate compliance with the
MMPA. An ITA is granted if NMFS finds that the take would have a negligible impact on the
species or stock(s), and, where relevant, would not have an unmitigable adverse impact on the
availability of the species or stock(s) for subsistence uses. The ITR must set forth the permissible
methods of take, other means of effecting the least practicable adverse impact on the species or
stocks and their habitat, and requirements pertaining to the monitoring and reporting of such
take.

NMEFS has previously promulgated ITR pursuant to the MMPA relating to similar military
readiness activities in the HCTT Study Area. NMFS published the first rule effective from
January 5, 2009 through January 5, 2014 (74 FR 1456, January 12, 2009), the second rule
effective from December 24, 2013 through December 24, 2018 (78 FR 78106, December 24,
2013), and the third rule effective from December 21, 2018 through December 20, 2023 (83 FR
66846, December 27, 2018), which was subsequently amended, extending the effective date until
December 20, 2025 (85 FR 41780, July 10, 2020) pursuant to the 2019 NDAA..! For this
rulemaking, the Action Proponents plan to conduct substantially similar training and testing
activities within the HCTT Study Area that were conducted under previous rules.

! On August 13,2018, the 2019 NDAA (Pub. L. 115-232) amended section 101(a)(5)(A)(ii) of the MMPA to allow incidental take regulations

for military readiness activities to be issued for up to 7 years.



Decision to Be Made

Based on the information presented herein, along with the Action Proponents’ ITA application,
the FEIS/OEIS (available at https.//www.nepa.navy.mil/hctteis/), the proposed rule prepared by
NMEFS (90 FR 32118, July 16, 2025), the Endangered Species Act (ESA) Biological and
Conference Opinion, and the public comments submitted in these processes relative to impacts to
marine mammals and their habitats, NMFS has made the decision to promulgate ITR and issue
the requested LOAs to the Action Proponents for take of marine mammals incidental to military
readiness activities in the HCTT Study Area.

Through participation as a cooperating agency in the development of the FEIS/OEIS, NMFS
considered the purpose and need of the NMFS proposed action and determined that the Action
Proponents analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that adequately addresses the scope of
NMEFS’ proposed action. Furthermore, the FEIS/OEIS analyzes the associated environmental
consequences of the identified alternatives and the mitigation and monitoring measures that will
be required under the LOAs. Taking all these factors into account, as well as new information
including information provided in public comments, the actions conducted under the preferred
alternative presented in the FEIS/OEIS (i.e., Alternative 1) and discussed below effectively meet
NMFS’ mandates under NEPA and are the actions NMFS has decided to proceed with (i.e.,
promulgating ITR and issuing LOAs to the Action Proponents for the take of marine mammals
incidental to their military readiness activities). For the foregoing reasons, this ROD satisfies the
requirements of 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(C)(iii) by identifying the alternatives considered in the
FEIS/OEIS and addressing that all practicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm
from implementation of the selected alternative are relied upon.

Purpose and Need

The Action Proponents and NMFS have coordinated and developed the FEIS/OEIS to meet each
agency’s separate and distinct obligations and support the independent decision making of all
agencies. The purpose of the Action Proponents’ proposed action is to ensure the Action
Proponents are able to organize, train, and equip service members and personnel to meet their
respective national defense missions as prescribed by Congress. Conducting military readiness
activities within the HCTT Study Area helps the Action Proponents accomplish their national
defense missions. The purpose of NMFS’ proposed action is to evaluate the Action Proponents’
request for authorizations to take marine mammals, and decide whether to promulgate ITR and
issue LOAs, including any terms and conditions necessary to meet the statutory mandates of
section 101(a)(5)(A) of the MMPA. NMFS’ need is to render a decision regarding the request for
authorizations due to NMFS’ responsibilities under the MMPA (16 U.S.C. 1371(a)(5)(A)) and its
implementing regulations.

Alternatives Considered

Pursuant to section 102(2)(C) of NEPA, an EIS must discuss a reasonable range of alternatives
that are technically and economically feasible and meet the purpose and need of the proposed
action, and that, where applicable, incorporate any relevant mitigation measures or best
management practices. The Action Proponents developed the range of alternatives presented in


https://www.nepa.navy.mil/hctteis

the FEIS/OEIS in coordination with NMFS, to include the consideration of a variety of
mitigation measures for the action alternatives.

Alternatives Considered by the Action Proponents

The Action Proponents, in coordination with NMFS, considered and assessed three alternatives
in the FEIS/OEIS: a No Action Alternative and the action alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2).
Under the No Action Alternative, the Action Proponents would not conduct the proposed
military readiness activities in the HCTT Study Area. The No Action Alternative fails to meet
the Action Proponents' purpose and need.? Cessation of the Action Proponents’ proposed at-sea
military readiness activities would mean the Action Proponents would not fully meet their
statutory requirements and would be less able to properly defend the United States from enemy
forces, less able to successfully detect enemy submarines, and less able to effectively use their
weapons systems or defensive countermeasures.

Under Alternative 1 (the Action Proponents’ Preferred Alternative), a representative year of
training and testing would occur for 3 of the 7 years, which would account for the natural
fluctuations of training cycles, testing programs, and deployment schedules that generally limit
the maximum level of training and testing that could occur in the reasonably foreseeable future.
During the other 4 years of the authorization period, the Action Proponents assumed in the
FEIS/OEIS that a maximum number of exercises would occur each year and that some unit-level
training requirements would be met during integrated, coordinated, and major training exercises
as opposed to discrete unit-level training events. As a result, Alternative 1 analyzes a maximum
of two Composite Training Unit Exercises (and certain other coordinated events leading up to a
Composite Training Unit Exercise) in any given year. The Action Proponents acknowledge that
using a representative level of training activity reduces the amount of hull-mounted mid-
frequency active sonar that is necessary to meet training requirements, but accept the degree of
risk that they may not have enough capacity to carry out the training requirement in the event of
a global event requiring a rapid expansion of military training. Testing under Alternative 1
reflects the fluctuations in testing programs by recognizing that the maximum level of testing
would not be conducted each year. The majority of testing activities that would be conducted
under this alternative are similar to those conducted currently or in the past. This alternative also
includes the testing of some new systems using new technologies and takes into account inherent
uncertainties in this type of testing.

Under Alternative 2, the Action Proponents propose to conduct military readiness activities to
meet current and future readiness requirements by (1) conducting a maximum number of carrier
strike group Composite Training Unit Exercises every year, and (2) meeting all unit-level
training requirements using dedicated, discrete training events, instead of achieving them in
conjunction with integrated, coordinated, and major training exercises as described for
Alternative 1. Alternative 2 reflects the maximum number of training activities that could occur
within a given year and assumes that the maximum level of activity would occur every year over
any 7-year period. This would allow for the greatest capacity for the Action Proponents to
maintain readiness when considering potential changes in the national security environment,

2 See Title 10, sections 8062 (U.S. Navy), 8063 (U.S. Marine Corps), Title 14, sections 101 and 102 U.S.C. (U.S. Coast Guard), and Title 10,
section 7062 (U.S. Army).



fluctuations in training and deployment schedules, and potential in-theater demands. Alternative
2 includes the testing of new platforms, systems, and related equipment, considering the potential
for delayed or accelerated testing schedules, variations in funding availability, and innovations in
technology development. To account for these inherent uncertainties in testing. Alternative 2
entails a greater level of testing efforts predicted for each individual system or program that
could occur in any given year, and assumes testing activities would be conducted into the
reasonably foreseeable future.

Alternatives Considered by NMFS

The alternatives considered by NMFS are a direct outcome of the Action Proponents’ request
and thus are based on the military readiness activities as they are described in their application
for the ITAs. The Action Proponents’ ITA application considered and evaluated the proposed
military readiness activities as presented under Alternative 1 (the Action Proponents’ Preferred
Alternative).

From NMFS’ perspective, pursuant to its obligation to grant or deny requests for authorization to
take marine mammals under section 101(a)(5)(A) of the MMPA, Alternative 1 consists of
NMEFS granting the Action Proponents’ request, and the No Action Alternative consists of
NMEFS denying the Action Proponents’ request. Under Alternative 1, if NMFS were to
promulgate ITR and issue the requested LOAs, the Action Proponents would be authorized to
take marine mammals incidental to their proposed military readiness activities. Conversely,
under the No Action Alternative, if NMFS were to deny the Action Proponents’ application, the
Action Proponents would not be authorized to incidentally take marine mammals, and
presumably would not conduct the military readiness activities proposed in the FSEIS/OEIS.
Thus, under the No Action Alternative, NMFS assumes that there would be no take of marine
mammals.

Alternative 1, along with the No Action Alternative, are sufficient for NMFS’ consideration of
whether to grant or deny the Action Proponents’ request for ITAs.

Environmentally Preferable Alternative(s)

NMES considers the No Action Alternative to be the environmentally preferable alternative as
negative impacts to marine mammals would be avoided. If no military readiness activities occur,
neither harassment nor mortality or serious injury of marine mammals would occur from military
readiness activities in the HCTT Study Area. Therefore, baseline conditions of the existing
environment for marine mammals would either remain unchanged or would improve after
cessation of ongoing military readiness activities.

Rationale for Selection of the Preferred Alternative

NMEFS’ Preferred Alternative is its proposed action to promulgate ITR and issue LOAs to the
Action Proponents for military readiness activities in the HCTT Study Area (i.e., Alternative 1)
even though it is not the environmentally preferable alternative (i.e., the No Action Alternative).
NMEFS has an obligation pursuant to the MMPA to issue a requested ITA if certain statutory and



regulatory determinations are made after providing for adequate public review and comment
concerning the ITA request. Denying the application, as would occur under the No Action
Alternative, would be contrary to NMFS’ responsibilities given the results of the analysis
conducted under the MMPA and NMFS’ determination that the total take during the 7-year
period would have a negligible impact on marine mammal species or stocks and would not have
an unmitigable adverse impact on the availability of such species or stocks for taking for
subsistence purposes.

The key factors relevant to, and considered in the decision to issue an ITA, which are related to
NMEFS’ statutory authority under the MMPA are included below.

Analysis of Impacts to Marine Mammals

As previously indicated, NMFS has a statutory responsibility to independently review and
evaluate each request for authorization to incidentally take marine mammals pursuant to section
101(a)(5)(A) or (D) of the MMPA. Review of the environmental consequences to the marine
environment is of particular importance for NMFS’ evaluation in reaching a decision to
promulgate ITR and issue LOAs. The primary documents underlying NMFS’ analysis are the
Action Proponents’ LOA application, the FEIS/OEIS, and the HCTT ESA Biological and
Conference Opinion.

NMEFS reviewed the Action Proponents’ request to determine whether the total taking resulting
from the proposed military training and testing activities would have a negligible impact on the
affected species or stocks of marine mammals within the HCTT Study Area, and to prescribe the
permissible methods of taking along with requirements pertaining to mitigation, monitoring, and
reporting of such takings. NMFS made the requisite findings under the MMPA and will address
these findings in the final rule.

After independent review, NMFS has determined that the analysis in the FEIS/OEIS adequately
addresses the reasonably foreseeable impacts to marine mammals and their prey and habitat
resulting from the use of sonar and other transducers, explosive detonations, pile driving, land-
based missile and target launches, and vessel movement throughout the HCTT Study Area
during military readiness activities, and properly addresses NMFS’ comments and input. In
addition, NMFS’ proposed action, as addressed in the FEIS/OEIS, is substantially similar (i.e.,
the same) as that being considered by NMFS in the ITA and the FEIS/OEIS fully covers the
scope of NMFS’ proposed action, alternatives, and environmental impacts.

Marine mammals under NMFS’ jurisdiction potentially affected by the Action Proponents’
proposed military readiness activities in the HCTT Study Area include 40 species (79 stocks).
The biology and life history are adequately described in section 3.7 and appendix C.6 of the
FEIS/OEIS and supporting technical reports.

The Action Proponents assessed impacts to marine mammals and their habitat through acoustic
and explosive effects modeling and qualitative scientific information. In the FEIS/OEIS, the
Action Proponents analyzed and estimated reasonably foreseeable effects from exposure to
active acoustic sources, explosive detonations, pile driving, and land-based missile and target



launches, as well as impacts from non-acoustic sources such as vessel movement and other
consequences associated with proposed training and testing activities. The Action Proponents
used their exposure estimates, combined with qualitative scientific information, to conclude that
none of the alternatives would result in any adverse population level effects on any of the
affected species or stocks. Based on the Action Proponents’ analysis and NMFS’ independent
evaluation of the Action Proponents’ proposed action, NMFS determined that use of sonar and
other transducers, air guns, explosives, pile driving, land-based missile and target launches, and
vessel movement have the potential to result in Level A harassment (auditory injury and non-
auditory injury), Level B harassment (behavioral disturbance), and serious injury or mortality of
marine mammals. The details about NMFS’ analysis and determinations under the MMPA will
be explained in the Estimated Take of Marine Mammals and Analysis and Negligible Impact
Determination sections of the final rule.

Analysis of NOAA Trust Resources

As a cooperating agency, NMFS has a duty to provide information relevant to all resources over
which NOAA has legal jurisdiction and special expertise. This mandate is broad in scope as
NOAA has jurisdiction by law and special expertise for multiple marine resources potentially
affected by the training and testing activities. Therefore, in addition to marine mammal impacts
discussed above, the analyses of potential impacts to other NOAA trust resources associated with
the training and testing activities and how these are addressed by the lead agency are relevant to,
and have bearing on, NMFS’ consideration to issue LOAs to the Action Proponents. Specifically,
this included the following information.

» Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species and Critical Habitat. The Action
Proponents consulted with NMFS pursuant to section 7 of the ESA for HCTT activities,
and NMFS also consulted internally. NMFS Office of Protected Resources (OPR)
requested a section 7 consultation with the ESA Interagency Cooperation Division. The
resultant Biological and Conference Opinion determined that the proposed action (i.e.,
the Action Proponents’ Preferred Alternative) was not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of threatened or endangered species under NMFS' jurisdiction (blue whale, fin
whale, gray whale, humpback whale, sei whale, sperm whale, killer whale, false killer
whale, Guadalupe fur seal, Hawaiian monk seal) in the HCTT Study Area, and is not
likely to result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated or proposed
critical habitat in the HCTT Study Area.

o Effects on National Marine Sanctuary Resources. On June 3, 2025, NMFS and the Action
Proponents jointly requested consultation with NOAA's Office of National Marine
Sanctuaries (ONMS) to fulfill our responsibilities under the National Marine Sanctuaries
Act (NMSA). NMFS and the Action Proponents submitted a Sanctuary Resource
Statement (SRS). The Action Proponents concluded that their training and testing
activities in the HCTT Study Area would likely injure sanctuary resources that reside
within Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (NMS), Chumash Heritage NMS,
Cordell Bank NMS, Greater Farallones NMS, Monterey Bay NMS, Hawaiian Islands
Humpback Whale NMS, and Papahanaumokuakea NMS arising from sound and other
environmental stressors, and NMFS concluded that the proposed ITAs that would allow
the Action Proponents to incidentally take marine mammals include a subset of those




impacts that could occur to NMS resources. ONMS reviewed the SRS and found the SRS
sufficient for the purposes of making an injury determination and developing
recommended alternatives as required by the NMSA. On September 30, 2025, ONMS
concurred with NMFS and the Action Proponents’ joint injury determination for the
above mentioned sanctuaries that were subject to consultation and provided five
recommended alternatives to minimize injury and to protect sanctuary resources. On
October 20, 2025, NMFS and the Navy submitted a joint response to the ONMS
recommended alternatives. Consultation under the NMSA is now concluded.

» Effects on Fisheries Resources and Essential Fish Habitat. Under 2025 Office of Habitat
Conservation guidance on essential fish habitat (EFH) and ITAs, NMFS has determined
that the promulgation of ITR and issuance of LOAs would not result in adverse impacts
to EFH and, further, that it would not require separate consultation per section 305(B)(2)
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act as amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act of 1996
(Public Law 104-267). Separately, the Action Proponents requested EFH consultation
under the MSA on the underlying activities. That consultation on the underlying action is
complete.

Mitigation Measures and Monitoring

NMES does not authorize the military readiness activities proposed by the Action Proponents.
However, NMFS does authorize the incidental take of marine mammals under its jurisdiction in
connection with these activities and prescribes, where applicable, the methods of taking and
other means of effecting the least practicable adverse impact on the species and stocks and their
habitats. NMFS’ issuance of any given ITA is conditioned upon reporting requirements and the
implementation of mitigation and monitoring designed to reduce impacts to marine mammals to
the level of least practicable adverse impact. The number and/or intensity of incidents of takes
would be minimized through the incorporation of the mitigation measures that were proposed by
Action Proponents or are the result of coordination between NMFS and the Action Proponents.
The Action Proponents have agreed that all of the mitigation measures are practicable.
Mitigation measures included as part of the Preferred Alternative and NMFS’ proposed action
were analyzed in the FEIS/OEIS for military readiness activities in the HCTT Study Area (see
chapter 5 of the FEIS/OEIS). These conditions, summarized below and described in detail in the
FEIS/OEIS and in the Mitigation Measures, Monitoring, and Reporting sections of the final rule,
when promulgated, include activity-based mitigation measures and geographic mitigation areas,
as well as monitoring and reporting requirements, and provide that all practicable means to avoid
or minimize environmental harm to marine mammals from the alternative selected have been
adopted.

Mitigation Requirements

Activity-based mitigation must be implemented by the Action Proponents whenever and
wherever an applicable training or testing activity occurs in the HCTT Study Area. The Action
Proponents customize activity-based mitigation for each applicable activity category or stressor.
Activity-based mitigation includes, but is not limited to, the use of trained Lookouts to monitor
for marine mammals in mitigation zones, requirements for Lookouts to immediately provide
notification of sightings to the appropriate watch station, requirements for implementation of



powerdown and shutdown mitigation measures (based on activity defined zones), pre- and post-
monitoring requirements for explosive events, and measures to reduce the likelihood of vessel
strikes. Chapter 5 of the FEIS/OEIS and the Mitigation Measures section in the MMPA final rule
will include detailed descriptions of mitigation measures for each specified activity in the HCTT
Study Area. Activity-based mitigation measures that the Action Proponents must implement are
summarized below.

» The use of defined power down and shutdown zones (based on activity) to avoid
mortality or serious injury, minimize the likelihood or severity of auditory injury or non-
auditory injury, and reduce instances of temporary threshold shift or more severe
behavioral disturbance caused by acoustic sources, explosives, or land-based missile and
target launches; and

* Measures to reduce the likelihood of vessel strike for large whales.

The Action Proponents would also be required to implement mitigation measures within certain
areas (Geographic Mitigation Areas) and/or at times to avoid or minimize potential impacts on
marine mammals in areas and/or times where/when they are known to engage in biologically
important behaviors (i.e., foraging, migration, reproduction), where the disruption of those
behaviors would be more likely to result in impacts on reproduction or survival of individuals
that could lead to population-level impacts. The Mitigation Measures section in the final rule
will include detailed descriptions of geographic mitigation area measures in the HCTT Study
Area. Maps and descriptions of the mitigation areas can be found in chapter 5 of the FEIS/OEIS.
Depending on the area, mitigation would be implemented year-round or seasonally during
applicable activities involving sonar and other transducers, air guns, explosives, pile driving,
land-based missile and target launches, and vessel movement.

Based on information received during the public comment period for the proposed LOAs and
consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), additional mitigation
measures will be added to the final regulations, if promulgated, and LOAs, if issued, than what
were considered in the proposed rule (90 FR 32118, July 16, 2025) and FEIS/OEIS. These
include an expansion of the Hawaii 4-Islands Mitigation Area, an extension of the date range for
the Hawaii Humpback Whale Awareness Messages and the California Large Whale Awareness
Message Mitigation Area, and a modification to mitigation measures in the California Large
Whale Real-Time Notification Mitigation Area.

Monitoring Requirements

As required by the MMPA, NMFS and the Action Proponents have also worked to develop a
robust monitoring plan to improve our understanding of the effects of the Action Proponents’
training and testing activities on marine mammals and their habitat. Specific information
regarding scientific monitoring objectives for the HCTT Study Area can be found at:
https://www.navymarinespeciesmonitoring.us/regions/pacific/current-projects/. NMFS and the
Action Proponents will use the information contained within monitoring, research, activity, and
incident reports when evaluating the effectiveness and practicability of mitigation measures.
Additional information on the monitoring plan will be available in the Monitoring section of the
final rule. In addition to the requirements established in the final rule, NMFS will meet annually
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with the Action Proponents to discuss the required monitoring reports, research and development
efforts, and current science, as well as whether existing mitigation or monitoring modifications
are appropriate. This use of adaptive management will allow NMFS to consider new data from
different sources to determine, on an annual basis (in coordination with the Action Proponents),
if mitigation or monitoring measures should be modified or added, and if new data suggests that
such modifications are appropriate.

Reports from individual monitoring events, results of analyses, publications, and periodic
progress reports for specific monitoring projects will be posted to the Navy's Marine Species
Monitoring web portal (https.//www.navymarinespeciesmonitoring.us).

Reporting Requirements

The Action Proponents must submit annual activity reports and incident reports. In their Annual
HCTT Training and Testing Reports, the Action Proponents must describe the level of training
and testing conducted during the reporting period (e.g., date that the exercise began and ended,
location, number and types of active and passive sonar sources used in the exercise, number and
types of vessels and aircraft that participated in the exercise, etc.). If any occur, the Action
Proponents must report incidents involving marine mammal vessel strikes, observed injuries or
mortalities to marine mammals during training and testing activities, and observed injuries or
mortalities to marine mammals or ESA-listed species after the use of explosives. The Action
Proponents must also implement a Notification and Reporting Plan for dead, live-stranded, or
marine mammals struck by a vessel. The Annual HCTT Training and Testing Reports must
include special reporting for geographic mitigation areas designed to aid the Action Proponents
and NMFS in continuing to analyze potential impacts of training and testing in the mitigation
areas. The Action Proponents must also submit an annual HCTT Study Area marine species
monitoring report describing the implementation and results from the previous calendar year.
The Action Proponents would continue to report and coordinate with NMFS for the following:
(1) annual marine species monitoring technical review meetings that also include researchers and
the Marine Mammal Commission; and (ii) annual adaptive management meetings that also
include the Marine Mammal Commission (and could occur in conjunction with the annual
marine species monitoring technical review meetings).
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