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One of the purposes of an environmental assessment is to provide the evidence and analysis 
necessary to decide whether an agency must prepare an environmental impact statement (EIS). 
This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONS I) is the decision maker's determination that this 
action will not result in significant impacts to the human environment, and therefore, further 
analysis in an EIS is not needed. The Council on Environmental Quality regulations at 40 CFR 
1508.27 state that the significance of an action should be analyzed both in terms of its "context" 
and its "intensity." An action must be evaluated at different spatial scales and settings to 
determine the context of the action. Intensity is evaluated with respect to the nature of impacts 
and the resources or environmental components affected by the action. NOAA Administrative 
Order (NAO) 216-6 provides guidance on NEPA specifically to line agencies within NOAA. It 
specifies the definition of significance in the fishery management context by listing criteria that 
should be used to test the significance of fishery management actions (NAO 216-6 §§ 6.01 and 
6.02). These factors form the basis of the analysis presented in Sections 2.0, 3.0, and 4.0 of the 
attached EA/RIR/FRF A. The results of that analysis are summarized here for those criteria. 

Context: The setting of the proposed action is the groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands management area (BSAI). Any effects of this action are limited to these areas. 
The changes to chum and Chinook salmon savings areas on society within these areas are on 
individuals directly and indirectly participating in the groundfish fisheries and on those who use 
the ocean resources. Because this action has impacts that may go beyond the bounds of the 
BSAI, this action may have impacts on society as a whole or regionally. 

Intensity: Listings of considerations to determine intensity of the impacts are in 40 CFR 
1508.28(b) and in the NAO 216-6, Section 6. Each consideration is addressed below in order as 
it appears in the NMFS Instruction 30-124-1 dated July 22, 2005, Guidelines for Preparation of a 
FONSI. 

1) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to jeopardize the sustainability ofany target 
species that may be affected by the action? 

Response: No. Catch per unit effort (CPUE) of pollock is likely to increase under this 
alternative, as the cooperatives have increased flexibility to maximize CPUE. However, this 
action does not adjust total allowable catch (TAC) amounts, and total catch amounts will remain 
below acceptable biological catch (EA Section 4.3.5) 

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

Response: No. Incidental catch rates of other groundfish species may vary under this 
program, as fishing patterns change to respond to hot spot closures. Incidental catch rates inside 



and outside of the savings areas are unknown. However, incidental catch is low in the pollack 
fishery. Bycatch rates for Chinook and chum salmon are anticipated to decrease with the 
potential for more flexible and responsive fleet management by the intercooperative agreement. 
Hot spot management has shown indications that it could represent a more dynamic real-time 
tool for managing rapidly changing and largely unpredictable situations such as with Chinook 
and chum salmon bycatch rates in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands management area (BSAI) 
pollack fishery. Therefore it is anticipated that Chinook and chum bycatch rates will decrease 
under this alternative (EA Section 4.3.3 and 4.3.4). 

3) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to cause substantial damage to the ocean 
and coastal habitats and/or essential fish habitat as defined under the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
and identified in FMPs? 

Response: No. The proposed action is expected to result in altered fishing behavior to 
avoid Chinook and chum salmon bycatch. However, these changes are not expected to have any 
additional effects to ocean or coastal habitat, or essential fish habitat, which have not been 
analyzed in previous documents (EA Section 4.3.7 and 4.4.3). 

4) Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have a substantial adverse impact on 
public health or safety? 

Response: No. Public health and safety could be beneficially affected under the 
program. Fewer vessels would be subject to salmon savings area closures. Vessels not subject 
to these closures would not be forced to travel further distances to conduct fishing operations. In 
general, this would decrease the amount of time spent exposed to potentially dangerous 
conditions, and likely result in an improvement to public health and safety (EA Section 4.5). 

5) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to adversely affect endangered or threatened 
species, marine mamrnals, or critical habitat ofthese species? 

Response: No. Section 7 consultations have been undertaken for species that are listed 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and present in the BSAI, with respect to the impact of 
the Federal groundfish fisheries (EA Section 4.3.6). 

A fisheries management plan (FMP) level Section 7 consultation biological opinion (Bi Op) was 
completed for the groundfish fisheries in November 2000. The FMP-level BiOp is limited to 
those species under NMFS jurisdiction and covers most of the endangered and threatened species 
occurring in the action area, including marine mammals, and Pacific salmon. 

Under NMFS' FMP-level Bi Op, the western distinct population segment of Steller sea lions was 
the only ESA-listed species identified as likely to be jeopardized by the groundfish fisheries. A 
subsequent BiOp on the Steller sea lion protection measures was issued in 2001. The 2001 BiOp 
found that the groundfish fisheries conducted in accordance with the Steller sea lion protection 
measures were unlikely to cause jeopardy of continued survival and recovery or adverse 
modification or destruction of critical habitat for Steller sea lions. This action would be 
implemented within the protection measures. 
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The effects of the groundfish fisheries on ESA-listed salmon are discussed in Section 4.0 of the 
EA. An ESA consultation for Chinook salmon in the BSAI was reinitiated in 2004 and 
continued into 2005, following the 2004 and 2005 fisheries exceeding the Incidental Take 
Statement (ITS) approved under the BiOp. In July 2004 the Northwest Region ofNMFS upheld 
the ITS, and concluded that the fishery is not likely to further impact ESA-listed salmon at 
present, however the consultation noted the continued need to monitor Chinook bycatch in the 
BSAI trawl fisheries, as well as actions taken by the Council and industry to minimize this 
bycatch. In January 2007 the Northwest Region completed a supplemental BiOp to the FMP. In 
that opinion, the Northwest Region concludes that Amendment 84 is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of Upper Willamette Chinook or Lower Columbia River Chinook salmon. 
Furthennore, they concluded that Amendment 84 is not likely to adversely affect other ESA
listed salmonids. 

Listed seabirds are under the jurisdiction of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) which has completed FMP-level and project-level BiOps for the groundfish fisheries. 
Both USFWS Bi Ops concluded that the groundfish fisheries and the annual setting of harvest 
specifications were unlikely to cause the jeopardy of extinction or adverse modification or 
destruction of critical habitat for ESA-listed birds. 

NMFS is currently consulting with the USFWS on northern sea otters and may consult on 
Northern right whales after designation of critical habitat. No other consultations are required 
for this action because it would not modify the actions already analyzed in previous BiOps, and 
are not likely to adversely affect ESA-listed species beyond the effects already analyzed. 

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

Response: No. The proposed action is expected to result in altered fishing behavior to 
avoid Chinook and chum salmon bycatch. However, these changes are not expected to have any 
additional effects on biodiversity or ecosystem function, which have not been analyzed in 
previous documents (EA Section 4.3.7 and 4.4.3). 

7) Are significant social or economic impacts interrelated with natural or physical 
environmental effects? 

Response: No. The proposed action is expected to reduce operational costs, improve 
vessel safety, improve product quality, and reduce management and enforcement costs. 
Additionally, it is expected to reduce salmon bycatch, reduce the foregone value of salmon 
bycatch, and increase the overall benefits ofbycatch reduction (EA Section 4.3.8). 

8) Are the effects on the quality ofthe human environment likely to be highly controversial? 

Response: No. This action is intended to reduce the incidental catch of salmon in the 
groundfish fisheries. Nationally, bycatch reduction programs have been the subject of some 
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controversy because of the lack of economic data on how groundfish removals and other fishing 
practices associated with these fisheries are perceived by persons that are not directly involved in 
the production and consumption ofBSAI groundfish. Differences of opinion exist among 
various industry, environmental, management, and scientific groups on the appropriateness and 
effectiveness of certain bycatch reduction measures (EA Section 4.5). 

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

Response: No. This action is not expected to result in substantial impacts to unique 
areas, such as historic or cultural resources, park land, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and 
scenic rivers or ecologically critical areas (EA Section 4.5). 

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

Response: No. Participants in this program are highly monitored. Monitoring 
provisions include observers, scales, and observer sampling stations. Target and incidental catch 
are enumerated for all paiiicipants. Therefore, given the high level ofmonitoring in the pollack 
fisheries, effects to the human environment are not likely to be uncertain, or involve unique or 
unknown risks (EA Section 3.9, 4.3.1.4, and 4.5). 

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

Response: No. The cumulative effects of this action, when added to past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions were insignificant (EA Section 4.4). 

The analysis of past actions affecting Bering Sea pollack fishery participants and salmon stocks 
show that since the mid- to late-1980s they saw increased restrictions, due primarily to problems 
with incidental catches of non-target species. A sequence of Steller sea lion protection measures 
limited the pollack harvest by closing some of the more productive fishing grounds, thereby 
adversely affecting the sector. Congress, in 1998, passed the American Fisheries Act (AF A), 
which restricted access to the Bering Sea pollack fishery and allocated Bering Sea pollack 
between different components of the pollack fleet and the western Alaska Community 
Development Quota (CDQ) program. The AF A also authorized the development of fishing 
cooperatives among the pollack fleet. Finally, the AF A raised the standards for catch 
measurement and monitoring for the Bering Sea pollack fishery. 

In recent years, Bering Sea pollack fishery participants could incorporate Pacific cod allocations 
into their cooperatives, but at the same time could face some additional fishing restrictions. The 
Council is considering revising the current allocations of BSAI Pacific cod among trawl, jig, and 
fixed gear that were implemented in 1997. These allocations are expected to reduce uncertainty 
and provide stability for participants in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery, which includes participants 
from the Bering Sea pollack fishery. In February 2005 the Council took action to conserve EFH 
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in the Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska from potential adverse affects of fishing. These 
measures could have a negative economic effect on participants in the Bering Sea pollock fishery 
by reducing the harvest of target species and/or increasing operating costs. 

With the possible exception of the BSAI Pacific cod allocations, the reasonably foreseeable 
future actions cited above may have some negative effects (to some degree) on the economic 
performance of the Bering Sea pollock fishery participants. The cumulative effects of all 
actions-past, present, and future-are toward an increasingly restrictive regulatory environment 
resulting in lower harvests and gross revenues and/or higher operating costs. 

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

Response: No. This action will have no effect on districts, sites, highways, stmctures, or 
objects listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, nor cause loss or 
destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources (EA Section 4.5). 

13) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in the introduction or spread ofa 
nonindigenous species? 

Response: No. Potential increase in harvest level was used as an indicator of the 
potential for the introduction and spread of non-indigenous species. While CPUE could 
increase, the overall total catch of groundfish is not expected to increase. The action is not 
expected to substantially increase fishing, processing, or shipping practices above status quo 
levels. Therefore, none of the alternatives impose significant effects on the introduction or 
spread ofnon-indigenous species into the BSAI (EA Section 4.3.5 and 4.5). 

14) Is the proposed action likely to establish a precedent for future actions with significant 
effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration? 

Response: No. This action is expected to reduce salmon bycatch rates in the Bering Sea 
pollock fisheries. Future actions associated with salmon bycatch reduction would be 
implemented independent of this action (Section 4.5). 

15) Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to threaten a violation ofFederal, State, or 
local law or requirements imposed for the protection ofthe environment? 

Response: No. This action poses no known violation by NMFS ofFederal, State, or 
local laws or requirements for the protection of the environment. Implementation of this action 
would be conducted in a manner consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the 
enforceable provisions of the Alaska Coastal Management Program within the meaning of 
section 30( c )( 1) of the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations 
(EA Section 4.5). 
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DETERMINATION 

In view of the information presented in this document and the analysis contained in the 
supporting Environmental Assessment prepared for Amendment 84, it is hereby determined that 
the Amendment 84 will not significantly impact the quality of the human environment as 
described above and in the supporting Environmental Assessment. In addition, all beneficial and 
adverse impacts of the proposed action have been addressed to reach the conclusion of no 
significant impacts. Accordingly, preparation of an EIS for this action is not necessary. 

Regional Administrator, Acting Date 
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