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Section 1.0 – Introduction

1.0 INTRODUCTION

Action, Purpose and Need, and Tiering



Section 1.0 – Introduction

http://www.westcoast.fisheries.noaa.gov/publications/nepa/groundfish/groundfish_nepa_documents

.html.

Background of this Proposed Action
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Determining Harvest Specifications and Management Measures

Harvest Specifications and Management Measures
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Amendment 7 to the Groundfish FMP
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Level of NEPA Analysis
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Description of Management Area
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Description of the Harvest Specifications Alternatives
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Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) 

Stock or Stock Complex
2017 2018

Default Harvest Control Rules
OFL ABC ACL OFL ABC ACL

Widow rockfish 14,130 13,508 2,000 14,511 13,873 2,000 ABC (P* = 0.45), ACL = 2,000 mt annually
Darkblotched rockfish 671 641 406 693 663 419 ABC (P*=0.45), ACL (SPR = 64.9%)
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Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)



Section 2.0 – Description of Alternatives

Stock
2017 2018

ACL Basis
OFL ABC ACL OFL ABC ACL

Widow rockfish 14,130 13,508 13,508 13,237 12,655 12,655 ACL = ABC (P* = 0.45)

Darkblotched rockfish 671 641 641 683 653 653 ACL = ABC (P* = 0.45)

Big Skate 

Widow Rockfish
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Darkblotched Rockfish

Pacific Ocean Perch

Description of New Management Measure Alternatives



Section 2.0 – Description of Alternatives

Classification of Big Skate in the Fishery Management Plan

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

Oregon Recreational Flatfish Fishery
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Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

New Inseason Process for California Recreational and Commercial Fisheries

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)
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Section 2.0 – Description of Alternatives

Federal Register

Federal Register

Petrale Sole and Starry Flounder Season in California Recreational Fishery

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

Deduction from the Annual Catch Limit to Account for Unforeseen Catch Events (the 
Buffer)
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Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) 

Federal Register

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)
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Alternatives Considered, but Rejected from Further Analysis 

Managing Starry Flounder as Part of the Other Flatfish Complex
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Transferring Shorebased Quota Pounds to the Mothership Sector
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Overall Transfer Cap:

Canary Darkblotched Pacific Ocean Perch
Widow

Rockfish
Cap

Individual Transfer Cap:

Additional Considerations:

Co-op Transfer Cap:
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Overfished Species Hotspot Closures in California
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Alternatives

Habitat 
and EFH 
(Section

3.1)
Ecosystem 
(2015 EIS)

Marine 
Mammals 
(2015 EIS)

Seabirds

(Section
3.2.6)

Groundfish 
(Section

3.2.1)

Economic 
(Section

3.3)

Ecosystem 
Component 

Species 
(2015 EIS)

Listed 
Eulachon 
(Section

3.2.5)

Listed 
Salmon 
(Section

3.2.7)

Alternative 
1/Alternative 
2

Physical environment, including Essential Fish Habitat

Biological Resources
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Groundfish

Widow Rockfish 

New aging error tables
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Darkblotched Rockfish

Stock Productivity Relative to Rebuilding Success
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Pacific Ocean Perch
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Big Skate reclassification to in the fishery
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Protected species
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Eulachon

Stock Productivity
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Fishing Mortality
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Section 3.0 – Affected Environment

Management

Sector Sub-Sector Permits Gear(s) Target(s)

Vessel 
length 

(m)
Depths 

(m) 2002 to 2010 2011 to 2013

Limited 
Entry 
(LE) 
Trawl 

At-Sea 
Hake 

Shoreside 
Hake 

Short-tailed albatross
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Phoebastria albatrus

”

Current Population Status 
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Current Marine Distribution
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Fishing Mortality and Bycatch Mitigation
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Salmon 



Section 3.0 – Affected Environment

Protected Species (number of fish)

At-sea Whiting (MS,C/P) Shorebased Whiting (IFQ) IFQ Fixed Gear

2002-2010 2011-2014 2002-2010 2011-2014 2002-2010 2011-2014

Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max.

Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max. Avg. Max.

2015-2016

At-sea Whiting (MS,C/P) Shorebased Whiting (IFQ) IFQ Fixed Gear

Protected Species (number of fish)

2015-2016 2015-20162002-2010 2011-2014 2002-2010 2011-2014 2002-2010 2011-2014
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Socioeconomic Resources

Commercial Fisheries
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Tribal Fisheries

Recreational Fisheries



Section 4.0 – Environmental Consequences

4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Impacts of Harvest Specifications Alternatives

Stock
2017 2018

ACL Basis
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 1 Alt 2

Widow rockfish 2,000 13,508 2,000 12,655 --

Darkblotched rockfish 406 641 419 653 --

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

Physical Resources, including Essential Fish Habitat
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Biological Resources

4.1.1.2.1 Big Skate

Jan-Feb Mar-Apr May-Jun Jul-Aug Sep-Oct Nov-Dec
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4.1.1.2.2 Widow Rockfish 

4.1.1.2.3 Darkblotched rockfish
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Species B0 BMSY TMIN TF=0 TMAX TTARGET

2017/2018 
Alternative 
1 Annual

Catch 
Limit 
(ACL)

Harvest 
Control Rule 
Specification

Darkblotched 
rockfish 32,800 mt 13,112 mt 2012 2016 2037 2025 406/419 mt SPR 64.9%

TTARGET target year
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4.1.1.2.4 Pacific Ocean Perch

Species B0 BMSY TMIN TF=0 TMAX TTARGET 

2017/2018
Alternative 1 

ACL

Harvest 
Control Rule 
Specification

ESA-Listed and Protected Species
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Socioeconomic Resources

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)
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Physical Resources, including EFH
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Biological Resources

4.1.2.2.1 Big Skate
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Sector 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Incidental OA

Non-Trawl

Trawl

Tribal

Total All Sectors
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4.1.2.2.2 Widow Rockfish 
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State of nature

Low Base case

Relative probability of ln(SB_2013) 0.25 0.5

Harvest Control 
Rule Year OFL 

(mt)
ACL 
(mt)

Spawning 
biomass (mt) Depletion

Spawning 
biomass (mt) Depletion
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4.1.2.2.3 Darkblotched rockfish
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4.1.2.2.4 Pacific Ocean Perch
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Year

ACLs (mt)

Alternative 1 (No 

Action)
Alternative 2
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4.1.2.3.1 Salmon 
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Year Pacific whiting ^ Limited Entry # 
Total 
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4.1.2.3.2 Eulachon
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4.1.2.3.3 Short-tailed albatross

Socioeconomic Resources
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Alternative 1 (No Action) Alternative 2a/

  2017 2018 2017 2018

Shoreside Sectors:         

13.3 13.3

60.3 59.3

16.5 17.1

4.7 4.7

4.0 4.1

0.2 0.2

9.8 10.0

Shoreside sectors' Totals 88.5 89.3 108.8 108.7

At-sea Sectors:         

25.9 25.9

5.1 5.1

At-sea sectors' Totals 31.0 31.0 31.0 31.0

119.5 120.4 139.8 139.7
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Alternative 
1 (No 
Action) Alternative 2*
2017-2018 2017-2018

Shoreside Sectors:     

13.3 -0.000

40.0 +19.753

16.3 +0.476
4.7 -0.042
4.5 -0.395
0.2 +0.000
9.9 +0.015

Shoreside sectors' Totals 88.9 +19.806

At-sea Sectors:     

25.9 +0.0
5.1 +0.0

At-sea sectors' Totals 31.0 +0.0

119.9 +19.8
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Alternative 1
(No Action) Alternative 2*
2017-2018 2017-2018

Shoreside Sectors:     

13.3 -0.0%

40.0 +49.3%

16.3 +2.9%
4.7 -0.9%
4.5 -8.9%
0.2 +0.0%
9.9 +0.1%

Shoreside sectors' Totals 88.9 +22.3%

At-sea Sectors:

25.9 +0.0%
5.1 +0.0%

At-sea sectors' Totals 31.0 +0.0%

119.9 +16.5%
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Pacific Whiting

Impacts of the New Management Measure Alternatives
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Physical Resources, including EFH

Alternative 1

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

4.2.1.2.1 Classification of Big Skate in the Fishery Management Plan

4.2.1.2.2 Oregon Recreational Flatfish Fishery
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4.2.1.2.3 New Inseason Process for California Recreational and Commercial Fisheries

4.2.1.2.4 Petrale Sole and Starry Flounder Season in California Recreational Fishery

4.2.1.2.5 Deduction from the Annual Catch Limit to Account for Unforeseen Catch Events (the 
Buffer)

Biological Resources

Alternative 1
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Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

4.2.2.2.1 Classification of Big Skate in the Fishery Management Plan

4.2.2.2.2 Oregon Recreational Flatfish Fishery
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Year Species Other Flatfish 
Complex a

English 
sole

Petrale 
sole

2014

2013

2012

2011
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4.2.2.2.3 New Inseason Process for California Recreational and Commercial Fisheries
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4.2.2.2.4 Petrale Sole and Starry Flounder Season in California Recreational Fishery

Petrale Sole
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Year
California Recreational 
(mt)

Other Non-Trawl 
(mt)a Total non-Trawl (mt)a % of Non-Trawl 

Allocation
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Starry Flounder
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4.2.2.2.5 Deduction from the Annual Catch Limit to Account for Unforeseen Catch Events 
(the Buffer)
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Allocation type

Canary Rockfish POP Darkblotched Rockfish

Buffer
No 
Buffer Buffer No Buffer Buffer No Buffer

--SB Trawl 
--At-sea whiting MS 
--At-sea whiting C/P

ESA-listed and Protected Species

Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)
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Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

4.2.3.2.1 Classification of Big Skate in the Fishery Management Plan

4.2.3.2.2 Oregon Recreational Flatfish Fishery
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4.2.3.2.3 New Inseason Process for California Recreational and Commercial Fisheries

4.2.3.2.4 Petrale Sole and Starry Flounder Season in California Recreational Fishery

4.2.3.2.5 Deduction from Annual Catch Limit to Account for Unforeseen Catch Events (Buffer)

Canary Rockfish POP Darkblotched Rockfish

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 2018
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Socioeconomic Resources

Alternative 1

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

4.2.4.2.1 Classification of Big Skate in the Fishery Management Plan
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4.2.4.2.2 Oregon Recreational Flatfish Fishery

4.2.4.2.3 New Inseason Process for California Recreational and Commercial Fisheries



Section 4.0 – Environmental Consequences

4.2.4.2.4 Petrale Sole and Starry Flounder Season in the California Recreational Fishery

4.2.4.2.5 Deduction from the Annual Catch Limit to Account for Unforeseen Catch Events
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Impacts of Pacific Whiting Harvest Specifications and Management Measures

Stock
2017 2018 

ACL Basis
Alt 1 Alt 2 Alt 1 Alt 2
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5.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Affected Resources

o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o

Geographic Boundaries

Temporal Boundaries
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Effects of Past, Present, and Reasonable Foreseeable Future Actions other than the 
Proposed Action 
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Fishery-related Actions

Past Groundfish Harvest Specifications and Management Measures

Gear Changes
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Revised A-21 Set-aside changes 

Fishery Monitoring (Various Stages)
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Sablefish Regulation Changes

Widow Rockfish Reallocation 

ESA Consultations (Ongoing)
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Comprehensive Ecosystem-based Management (Effective May 2016) 
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Non-fishing Actions

Physical environment, including EFH

Groundfish

Protected species
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Socioeconomic environment

Summary of the Effects of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions not 

Identified in the 2015 EIS
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Environmental 
Component Past Actions Present Actions

Reasonably 
Foreseeable 

Future Actions

Combined Effects of 
Past, Present, Future 

Actions
Groundfish Stocks Mixed (Low Positive 

and Low Negative)
Low to Moderate 
Positive

Low Positive Low Positive

Socioeconomic
(Human 

Communities)

Mixed  (Low Positive 
and Low Negative)

Mixed (Low Positive 
and Low Negative)

Low Positive Low to Moderate 
Positive

Essential Fish 
Habitat

Low to Moderate 
Positive

Mixed (Low Positive 
and Low Negative)

Low Positive
Low to Moderate
Positive
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Environmental 
Component Past Actions Present Actions

Reasonably 
Foreseeable 

Future Actions

Combined Effects of 
Past, Present, Future 

Actions
California 
Current 

Ecosystem

Mixed (Low Positive 
and Low Negative)

Neutra Mixed (Low 
Positive and Low 
Negative)

Neutral

Protected Species Mixed (Low Positive 
and Low Negative)

Low Positive Low Positive Low Positive

Non-groundfish 
Species

Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral
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Affected 
Resources Baseline*

Past, Present, 
and 

Reasonably 
Foreseeable 

Future 
Actions

2015-2016 
Harvest 

Specifications 
and 

Management 
Measures

Amendment 
24

Proposed 
Action

Cumulative 
Effects

Groundfish 
Stocks

Human
Communities

Essential Fish 
Habitat 

California 
Current 

Ecosystem
Protected 

Species
Non-Groundfish 

Stocks
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6.0 OTHER APPLICABLE LAWS 

Endangered Species Act (ESA)



Section 6.0 – Other Applicable Laws



Section 6.0 – Other Applicable Laws

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA)

National Standard 1 states that conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing 

while achieving, on a continuing basis, the OY from each fishery for the United States fishing 

industry.
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National Standard 2 states that conservation and management measures shall be based on the best 

scientific information available.
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National Standard 3 states that, to the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be 

managed as a unit throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit 

or in close coordination.

National Standard 4 states that conservation and management measures shall not discriminate 

between residents of different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges 

among various United States fishers, such allocation shall be (A) fair and equitable to all such 

fishers; (B) reasonably calculated to promote conservation; and (C) carried out in such manner 

that no particular individual, corporation, or other entity acquires an excessive share of such 

privileges.
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National Standard 5 states that conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, 

consider efficiency in the utilization of fishery resources; except that no such measure shall have 

economic allocation as its sole purpose.

National Standard 6 states that conservation and management measures shall take into account and 

allow for variations among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.

National Standard 7 states that conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, 

minimize costs and avoid unnecessary duplication.
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National Standard 8 states that conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the 

conservation requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of 

overfished stocks), … take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities 

in order to (A) provide for the sustained participation of such communities, and (B) to the extent 

practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities.

National Standard 9 states that conservation and management measures shall, to the extent 

practicable, (A) minimize bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the 

mortality of such bycatch. 

National Standard 10 states that conservation and management measures shall, to the extent 

practicable, promote the safety of human life at sea.
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Consistency of the Proposed Actions with Other Applicable MSA Provisions

Marine Mammal Protection Act (MMPA)
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186

Administrative Procedure Act (APA)

Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA)

Information Quality Act (IQA)
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Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) 

Executive Order 12866 (Regulatory Impact Review) 



Section 6.0 – Other Applicable Laws

Executive Order 13132 (Federalism)

Executive Order 13175 (Tribal Government)
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Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice)
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APPENDICES



Amendment 27 to the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan and the 2017· 
2018 Harvest Specifications and Management Measures 

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 

National Marine Fisheries Service 

December 2016 

The Council on Environmental Quality regulations at 40 C.F.R. 1508.27 state that the significance 
of an action should be analyzed both in terms of "context" and "intensity." Each criterion listed 
below is relevant in making a FONSI and has been considered individually, as well as in 
combination with the others. 

As described in Section 1.1 of the Environmental Assessment (EA), the proposed action consists 
of adopting the 2017-2018 harvest specifications and new management measures and a decision 
on Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) Amendment 27. However, many 
of the harvest specifications and management measures that are part of the proposed action have 
already been analyzed in the Harvest Specifications and Management Measures for 2015-2016 and 
Biennial Periods Thereafter - Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and are the subject of a 
February 25, 2015, Record of Decision (ROD) (PFMC and NMFS 2015, Sobeck 2015). 

In the context of this FONSI, discussion of the impacts of the proposed action refers only to the 
impacts of the parts of the proposed action that are analyzed in this EA (hereafter referred to as the 
proposed action), as described in Section 2.0. Accordingly, the analysis set forth below assesses 
the potential for significant impacts not already captured in the 2015 EIS and ROD. The proposed 
action considered in this FONSI includes the following: 

Harvest specifications: 
l. Harvest specifications resulting from reclassification of big skate 
2. Widow rockfish increased Annual Catch Limits (ACLs) 
3. Darkblotched rockfish harvest control rule adjustments and resulting 
harvest specifications 
4. POP harvest control rule adjustments and resulting harvest specifications 

New management measures: 
1. Management measures resulting from classification of big skate as "in the 
fishery" 
2. Flatfish retention during seasonal depth closures in Oregon 
3. New inseason process for California recreational and commercial fisheries 
4. Petrale sole and starry flounder retention in the California recreational 
fishery 
5. Deduction from the ACL to account for unforeseen catch events (the buffer) 

The significance of the proposed action described above is analyzed based on the following 
criteria, described below: 
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( 1) Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to jeopardize the sustainability of any target 
species that may be affected by the action? 

The proposed action sets harvest levels for big skate, widow and darkblotched rockfish, and 
POP and revises the default harvest control rules for those stocks. All of the 2017-2018 harvest 
specifications, including those for target stocks, are expected to prevent overfishing and 
promote long-term sustainable yield. With regards to new management measures, the 
proposed action is expected to: l) improve our ability to utilize harvestable surplus (i.e., flatfish 
retention changes in Oregon and California; the buffer to account for unforeseen catch events); 
2) improve our ability to respond during the fishing year with appropriate fishery restrictions 
and reduce the risk of overfishing (i.e., new inseason process for California fisheries); and 3) 
include administrative actions that are unlikely to result in any changes to when or where 
fishing occurs (i.e., reclassifying big skate as "in the fishery"). To the extent these goals are 
achieved through this action, this action may benefit sustainability of target species (Section 
4.1 & 4.2). 

(2) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to jeopardize the sustainability of any non­
target species? 

No. See response to ( l) above, which also applies to non-target species. 

( 3) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to cause substantial damage to the ocean and 
coastal habitats and/or essential fish habitat (EFH) as defined under the Magnuson-Stevens 
Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) and identified in the fishery management plans 
(FMPs)? 

The proposed action results in higher harvest specifications for widow rockfish and a small 
increase in harvest specifications to darkblotched rockfish and Pacific ocean perch (POP). The 
impacts of the increased harvest specifications for darkblotched rockfish and POP are within 
the range for non-target species as analyzed in the EIS. For widow rockfish, the new default 
harvest control rule and resulting harvest specifications may allow greater fishing opportunities 
on this pelagic rockfish than under the no-action alternative. However, targeting pelagic 
rockfish is conducted with fishing gear that is not built to withstand contact with the substrate. 
The high cost of gear repair and replacement provides a strong disincentive for vessels 
targeting pelagic rockfish to come into contact with the substrate. Therefore, the proposed 
action is unlikely to cause substantial damage to the ocean and coastal habitats and/or EFH as 
defined under the MSA and identified in FMPs (Section 4.1.2.1 ). 

With regards to new management measures, the proposed action does not change fishing 
restrictions within areas designated as groundfish EFH. Additionally, changes to flatfish 
retention requirements are anticipated to allow small increases in harvest in fisheries that are 
already occurring, and those fisheries use gear types known to have minimal to negligible 
impacts to habitat. A new deduction to account for unforeseen catch events and re-designation 
of big skate as "in the fishery" are unlikely to change fishing practices. Therefore, the proposed 
action is unlikely to cause substantial damage to the ocean and coastal habitats and/or EFH as 
defined under the MSA and identified in FMPs (Section 4.2.1 ). 
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( 4) Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have a substantial adverse impact on public 
health or safety? 

No. The proposed action is primarily a change in management of the fishery and would not 
result in other forms of adverse health or safety effects. 

(5) Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to adversely affect endangered or threatened 
species, marine mammals, or critical habitat of these species? 

For many Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species, the increased ACLs for widow and 
darkblotched rockfish and POP and the new management measures are not expected to change 
the fishery in a manner that would result in significant impacts to those species (See Sections 
3.2.3, 4.1.2.3, and 4.2.3.2). The impacts of the proposed actions harvest specifications on 
salmon, eulachon and short-tailed albatross are discussed in Section 4.1.2.3. The impacts of 
the proposed action's management measures on seabirds, salmon, and marine mammals are 
discussed in Section 4.2.3.2. With regards to salmon, best estimates indicate that impacts of 
the proposed action would continue to remain within the amounts in the incidental take 
statement (ITS), as they would under the no-action alternative. With regards to eulachon, the 
recent exceedance of the amount in the ITS was likely due to increase in eulachon biomass 
rather than changes to the fishery and it is unlikely that the proposed action would change the 
fishery in a manner that would increase impacts to eulachon. ACLs described in the proposed 
action are for species primarily caught in the trawl fishery and management measures included 
in the proposed action are not anticipated to change the timing, location, and level of fishing 
effort; therefore, the proposed action is not likely to increase impacts to short-tailed albatross. 
For these reasons, the proposed action is not reasonably expected to adversely affect 
endangered or threatened species, marine mammals, or critical habitat of these species 
compared to the no-action alternative. Additionally, impacts of the proposed action on ESA­
listed and protected species would continue to be monitored and mitigated under the proposed 
action as they are under the no-action alternative and as already described in the 2015 EIS and 
ROD and in current and reinitiated consultations. 

(6) Can the proposed action be expected to have a substantial impact on biodiversity and 
ecosystem function within the affected area (e.g., benthic productivity, predator-prey 
relationships)? 

Fishing effort and overall harvest in the rationalized fishery is subject to restrictions of a limited 
access privilege program and harvest specifications and resulting trawl quota for many of the 
90+ species in the FMP. The proposed action sets harvest specifications and default harvest 
control rules for four species and does not make changes to the default harvest control rules in 
the FMP and analyzed in the 2015 EIS for the rest of the groundfish species. The proposed 
action makes changes to existing management measures and also establishes a new inseason 
management process for California fisheries. However, the changes and new process are not 
expected to change fishing behavior in a manner that would impact biodiversity or ecosystem 
function, as they make small changes in retention requirements in ongoing fisheries or are 
administrative and procedural in nature. Therefore, this action is unlikely to impact 
biodiversity and ecosystem function within the affected area (e.g., benthic productivity, 
predator prey relationships, etc.). 
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(7) Are significant social or economic impacts illlerrelated with significant natural or physical 
environmental effects? 

As POP harvest is well below its harvest specifications, an increased ACL is unlikely to be 
utilized. Darkblotched rockfish is a non-target species and not a driver of economic impacts 
of the fishery. Higher widow rockfish ACLs under the proposed action may provide additional 
harvest opportunities for vessels using midwater trawl gear which may increase revenue in 
those sectors. However, these harvest specifications are not anticipated to have significant 
natural or physical environmental effects. The proposed action makes changes to existing 
management measures, establishes a new inseason management process for California 
fisheries, and adds a buffer to the ACL for unforeseen catch events. However, the changes and 
new process are not expected to change fishing behavior in a manner that would result in 
significant socioeconomic or environmental effects, as they make small changes in retention 
requirements in ongoing fisheries, are not anticipated to change fishing behavior, or are 
administrative and procedural in nature. Therefore, the proposed action is not expected to have 
social or economic impacts interrelated with significant natural or physical environmental 
effects (Section 4.1.2.4 ). 

(8) To what degree are the effects on the quality of human environment expected to be highly 
controversial? 

Any potential effects on the quality of the human environment are not likely to be highly 
controversial. The harvest specifications and management measures are not anticipated to have 
significant natural or physical environmental effects. Positive social and economic impacts 
from increased fishery revenue are anticipated (Section 4.1.2.4 ). 

(9) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in substantial impacts on unique 
areas, such as historic or cultural resources, park land, Jann/ands, wetlands, wild and scenic 
rivers or ecologically critical areas? 

There would be no alterations to terrestrial resources under the proposed action. The proposed 
action would take place in marine waters off the West Coast of the United States. The West 
Coast groundfish fishery is not known to take place in any unique areas such as historic or 
cultural resources, park land, farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically 
critical areas. Elements of the proposed action, discussed below, are not anticipated to affect 
unique characteristics of the geographic area. Therefore, as stated in Section 3, this action is 
not expected to have any impact on unique areas. 

( 10) Are the effects on the human environment likely to be highly uncertain or involve unique or 
unknown risks? 

The effects to the human environment of the proposed action are expected to be low positive 
(Table 5-2) or neutral. Although there is some uncertainty with respect to the impact on EFH 
from the incremental increase in harvest of pelagic rockfish in midwater trawl fisheries, these 
possible effects to the environment are neither highly uncertain nor do they involve unique or 
unknown risks. 



5 

( 11) ls the proposed action related to other actions with individually insignificant, but 
cumulatively significant impacts? 

The proposed action consists of components of a broader management scheme conducted 
under the Groundfish FMP. The environmental impacts of the ongoing fishing activities under 
the Groundfish FMP have previously been fully analyzed in an EIS (PFMC and NMFS, 
January 2015). The proposed action and other actions would not create any cumulative 
significant impacts. Rather, these actions are expected to have cumulative minimal positive 
biological, physical, and socioeconomic impacts (Table 5-2). 

( 12) ls the proposed action likely to adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects 
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may cause loss or 
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources? 

The proposed actions would not affect terrestrial sites. The only potential historic or cultural 
sites in the action area would be shipwrecks, which fishermen avoid to protect their gear. As 
discussed previously, this action is expected to have minimal biological and socioeconomic 
impacts (Table 5-2). None of these impacts are expected to affect districts, sites, highways, 
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
or cause loss or destruction of significant cultural, scientific, or historical resources. 

( 13) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in the imroduction or spread of a 
non-indigenous species? 

The proposed action does not encourage or allow fishing practices in areas that are not already 
subject to groundfish fishing. Therefore, the proposed action is unlikely to result in the 
introduction or spread of a nonindigenous species (Section 5.1.2). 

( 14) ls the proposed action likely to establish a precedemfor future actions with significant effects 
or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration? 

As discussed in Section 1.0, the 2017-2018 groundfish biennial management cycle is the first 
since FMP Amendment 24 (PFMC and NMFS 2015), which established default harvest control 
rules for all non-whiting groundfish. As such, this is the first EA tiered from the 2015 EIS. 
Future biennial management cycle actions will be subject to NEPA scoping to determine 
whether or not it is appropriate to do a tiered EA. Therefore, the proposed action is not likely 
to establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or represent a decision in 
principle about a future consideration (Section 6.6 of the 2015 EIS, PFMC and NMFS 2015). 

( 15) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to threaten a violation of Federal, State, or 
local law or requirement imposed for the protection of the environment? 

The proposed action makes relatively minor changes within the existing management 
framework in the FMP. Amendment 27 changes the big skate species classification in the 
FMP based on most recent fishery information. Amendment 27 also gives NMFS authority, 
in specific situations and collaboratively with California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW), to take inseason management actions to prevent overfishing in California fisheries 
for certain species. The type of inseason actions that could be taken by NMFS, upon 
consultation with CDFW, are within the existing management framework of the FMP and can 
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onl y make fishing regulations more res trictive. This management approach is expected to 
result in timely inseason management of groundfi sh fisheries in Cali fo rnia, and that inseason 
management decisions would be endorsed by both NMFS and COFW. Therefore, the 
proposed action is unlikely to threaten a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements 
imposed for the protection of the environment. 

( 16) Can the proposed action reasonably he expected to result in c1111wlative adverse effect:> that 
could have a ::;ubstantial e.ffect 0 11 the targeted species or non-targeted species? 

The proposed action makes changes within broader management scheme conducted under the 
Groundfish FMP. The proposed action sets harvest specifications fo r four species, th ree of 
which are non-target stocks (big skate, POP and darkbJotched rockfi sh), nnd one of which is 
recently rebuilt and the level or future targeting is uncertain under the more li beral harvest 
specifications for a healthy stock. The management measures under rhe proposed action are 
not expected to change fishing behavior in a manner that is outside the scope of impacts 
analyzed in the 2015 EIS (PFMC and NMFS, 2015). It is unlikely that these harvest 
specifications and management measures would create any new significant impacts nol 
previously analyzed, as the proposed action is expected to have minimal bio logical impacts 
and socioeconomic impacts £u-e expected lo be low-positive (Table 5-2) and is unlikely to have 
cumulatively significant impacts. Therefore, this action is not expected to result in adverse 
effects that could have a substantial effect on the targeted and non-targeted species. 

DETERMINATION 

fn view of the information presented in thi s document and the analysis contained in the supporting 
Environmental Assessment, it is hereby determined that the harvest specifications for big skate, 
widow rockfish, darkblotched rockfish, POP, and management measures for big skate, flatfish, a 
new inseason management process for Cali fo rnia, and a buffer from the ACL wi ll not significantly 
impact the qua li ty of the human envi ronment. In addition, all beneficial and adverse impacts of 
the proposed action have been addressed to support the conclusion of no significant impacts. 
Accordingly, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for this action is not necessary. 

Barry A. Thom 
Regional Administrator 
West Coasl Region, NMFS 

Date / 
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