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The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) prepared this Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) according to the following guidance:  

• National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Administrative Order 
(NAO) 216-6A (April 22, 2016), “Compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA), Executive Orders 12114 (Environmental Effects Abroad of Major Federal 
Actions), 11988 and 13690 (Floodplain Management), and 11990 (Protection of 
Wetlands); and its associated Companion Manual (January 13, 2017); and  

• Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) significance criteria at 40 CFR 1508.27(b).1  

Background and Federal Action 

NMFS will implement the Western Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) 
recommendations for U.S. Pacific territory longline-caught bigeye tuna catch and allocation 
limits for 2021. NMFS will specify an annual longline bigeye tuna catch limit of 2,000 metric 
tons (t) for each U.S. participating territory (American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI), and Guam). This rule allows each territory to allocate up to 
1,500 t of its limit to U.S. longline vessels permitted under the Fishery Ecosystem Plan for 
Pelagic Fisheries of the Western Pacific (FEP) and identified in a specified fishing agreement. 
The total allocations, however, will not exceed 3,000 t of bigeye tuna in a given year. As an 
accountability measure, NMFS will monitor, attribute, and restrict (if necessary) catches of 
longline-caught bigeye tuna, including catches made under a specified fishing agreement. The 
action would continue to support the long-term sustainability of fishery resources of the U.S. 
Pacific Islands.  

The proposed catch and total allocation limits, which the Council recommended for 2021 and 
may recommend in future years, are identical to those that NMFS specified each year from 2014 
through 2020. The territories’ individual allocation limits for 2021 are identical to those specified 
in 2020. 

                                                 
1This FONSI was prepared using the 1978 CEQ NEPA Regulations. NEPA reviews initiated prior to the effective 
date of the 2020 CEQ regulations may be conducted using the 1978 version of the regulations. The effective date 
of the 2020 CEQ NEPA Regulations was September 14, 2020 (85 FR 43304). This review began on September 
10, 2020, and the agency decided to proceed under the 1978 regulations.  
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Environmental Assessment 

An environmental assessment, supplemental environmental assessment, and supplemental 
information report support this FONSI. NMFS prepared these documents in accordance with 
NEPA and its 1978 implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), as well as NAO 216-
6A and its associated Companion Manual. CEQ published revised NEPA regulations on July 16, 
2020, that enter into effect on September 14, 2020 (85 FR 43304). The assessments were 
completed and the supplemental report was in progress prior to September 14, 2020, and, thus, 
have been prepared in accordance with the 1978 CEQ NEPA regulations that applied prior to the 
new regulations entering into effect. 

NMFS and the Council prepared the environmental assessment, dated June 27, 2019 (EA), that 
analyzed the potential impacts on the human environment from establishing the proposed catch 
and allocation limits in fishing years 2019-2023. To analyze and address new information that 
had bearing on the environmental effects analysis in the EA, NMFS and the Council prepared a 
supplemental environmental assessment, dated July 31, 2020 (SEA). NMFS also prepared a 
Supplemental Information Report, dated October 26, 2020 (SIR), to consider new information 
since the SEA. The EA, SEA, and SIR are attached. 

The EA and SEA analyzed the potential effects of the proposed 2021 action and alternatives on 
bigeye tuna from the western and central Pacific Ocean (WCPO) stock. A stock assessment 
completed in 2017, and updated in 2018, supported the analysis. In August 2020, the science 
providers to the Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission (WCPFC) completed a new 
assessment of the WCPO bigeye tuna stock. The assessment indicated that the stock remains 
healthy, is not subject to overfishing, and is not overfished (WCPFC 2020). The SIR addresses 
this stock assessment and other socio-economic factors. The SIR documents NMFS 
determination that the we have not made substantial changes to the proposed action that are 
relevant to environmental concerns, and that there are no significant new circumstances or 
information that would require supplementation of the EA or SEA.  

This proposed 2021 action and its purpose and need are the same as was considered in the EA 
and SEA. The catch and allocation limits for 2021, and potentially for each subsequent year 
through 2023, are part of the same ongoing management activity. In the EA, the Council and 
NMFS considered the environmental effects of three management alternatives: 

• Alternative 1: No specification of territorial catch or allocation limits (No Action). NMFS 
would not specify a territorial bigeye tuna catch or allocation limit. 

• Alternative 2: Specify a 2,000 t catch limit and 1,000 t allocation limit for each territory. 
(Note: the proposed 1,500 t allocation limit for each territory in 2021 is consistent with 
Alternative 2 because the total annual allocation could not exceed 3,000 t.) 

• Alternative 3: Specify a 2,000 t catch limit and 2,000 t allocation for each territory. 

Alternative 2 continues to be the preferred alternative. Our analysis in the EA and SEA indicates 
that this alternative would not change longline fishing compared with recent fishing, and would 
not result in significant adverse effects on the long-term sustainability of bigeye tuna, non-target 
species, bycatch species, protected species, or on marine habitats. We expect longline fishing in 
the Pacific Islands to continue at recent levels with no large fishery expansion because the 
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fishery is capacity limited. NMFS will continue to regulate and monitor the fishery to ensure 
sustainability. 
 
Significance Analysis 
 
CEQ Regulations state that the determination of significance using an analysis of effects requires 
examination of both context and intensity, and lists ten criteria for intensity (40 CFR 1508.27). In 
addition, the Companion Manual for National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Administrative Order 216-6A provides 16 criteria, the same 10 as the CEQ Regulations and six 
additional, for determining whether the impacts of a proposed action are significant. We discuss 
the criterion below, both individually and in combination with the other criteria. 
 
1. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to cause both beneficial and adverse 

impacts that overall may result in a significant effect, even if the effect will be beneficial? 
 
No. The EA and SEA did not identify significant impacts to the human environment. The 
proposed specification would not have the potential to result in large changes to the fishery 
compared with recent fishing under Alternative 2 (SEA, section 3.2). The action continues a 
management program that has been in place since 2014 with similar catch limits and total 
allocation would not exceed 3,000 t of bigeye tuna.  
 
We found no significant adverse or beneficial effects on target and non-target stocks and fishing 
would remain sustainable under the proposed action (EA, sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, and 4.3.2; SEA, 
section 3.1). We found no significant adverse or beneficial effects on the fishery or other socio-
economic resources (EA, section 4.4; SEA, section 3.2); on protected species (EA, section 4.5; 
SEA, section 4.2); marine habitats, critical habitat, or essential fish habitat (EA, section 4.6; 
SEA, section 4.3); or the management setting (EA, section 4.7; SEA, section 3.5). This action 
may have minor beneficial effects to safety-at-sea for the Hawaii longline fishery (EA, section 
4.4.2), to fishing communities and consumers (EA, section 4.8.2). Answers to questions that 
follow provide more explanation of these findings.  
 
2. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to significantly affect public health or 

safety? 
 
No. The EA explains that this action might have some positive benefits to safety-at-sea for 
Hawaii longline vessels because an extended fishing season in the WCPO would reduce 
incentives to travel further distances to fish in the Eastern Pacific Ocean (EPO) during hurricane 
season. However, the effects are insignificant because vessels would monitor weather and sea 
conditions and avoid hazardous conditions to the greatest extent possible (EA, sections 4.4.1 and 
4.4.2). 
 
3. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in significant impacts to unique 

characteristics of the geographic area, such as proximity to historic or cultural resources, 
park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas? 
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No. Pacific Island pelagic fisheries are not known to have large adverse effects on marine 
habitats (EA, section 3.4 and 3.4.4) and the proposed action would not change the fishery in any 
way that would lead to substantial physical, chemical, or biological alterations to marine habitats 
(EA, section 4.6). Furthermore, because the pelagic longline fleets operate in deep oceanic 
waters away from land, populated areas, estuarine waters, and marine protected areas such as 
marine national monuments, the proposed action would not have an effect on air/water quality, 
coral reefs, wetlands, or benthic marine habitats (EA, sections 3.6 and 4.6). 
 
4. Are the proposed action’s effects on the quality of the human environment likely to be highly 

controversial? 
 
No. The effects of the proposed action, as analyzed in the EA and SEA, are not likely to be 
highly controversial. The analysis of the potential outcomes under the proposed action 
considered varying numbers of fishing agreements, and corresponding allocations, as well as 
partial or full utilization of the bigeye tuna catch limit for the U.S. participating territories. The 
analysis showed that the proposed action would not affect the sustainability of any fish stock or 
marine resource (see answer to Question 12, below). The maximum potential impact of the 2020 
increase in allocation limits and continuation of those limits in 2021 remains consistent with this 
analysis since the maximum allocation limit of 3,000 t has not changed. 
 
NMFS does not expect the potential impacts on bigeye tuna under any of the outcomes of 
Alternative 2 to be controversial because the WCPFC acknowledges U.S. participating 
territories’ transfer of bigeye tuna to U.S. longline vessels through specified fishing agreements. 
The most recent stock assessment indicated that the WCPO bigeye tuna stock is not subject to 
overfishing and is not overfished, and would remain so under the proposed action. NMFS 
monitors the fisheries and would require revised management measures if future stock 
assessments indicate that stocks are subject to overfishing or overfished.  
 
Additionally, the Pacific Islands longline fisheries will continue to operate in accordance with 
regulations intended to prevent and reduce adverse impacts to the environment. NMFS will base 
future catch and allocation limits on the best available scientific and commercial information 
about stock status, and will develop the limits considering applicable international conservation 
and management measures for highly migratory species. Future catch and allocation limits will 
be subject to additional environmental review under NEPA, the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act), 
and other applicable laws. This will ensure the sustainability of target and non-target stocks, the 
conservation of protected species and the human environment, and consistency with all 
applicable international obligations.  
 
During the public comment period for the draft SEA, NMFS received two comments that 
suggested the banning of commercial fishing in favor of subsistence fishing. During the public 
comment period for this 2021 action, NMFS received one comment that the Styrofoam and 
plastic in longline fishing gear pose controversial implications for ecosystems, fish, birds, and 
the food chain. NMFS responded with a description of the direct and indirect benefits of Hawaii 
longline commercial fishing, the laws and regulations used by the fishery to mitigate detrimental 
effects, and how sustainable U.S. longline fishing may lead to a reduced dependence on foreign 
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fishing, which may not be monitored or regulated as stringently as U.S. fisheries. NMFS does 
not believe that the comments provide evidence that the potential effects of the proposed action 
are highly controversial (EA and SEA, section 1.9). 
 
5. Are the proposed action’s effects on the human environment likely to be highly uncertain or 

involve unique or unknown risks? 
 
No. The EA and SEA did not identify impacts to the human environment that are likely to be 
highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. NMFS and the Council have been 
managing the Hawaii and American Samoa longline fisheries under similar catch and allocation 
limits since 2014. Neither the fishery outcomes nor environmental effects of the proposed 
specifications are uncertain, nor would the specifications involve unique or unknown risks. We 
expect the Hawaii fishery to continue to fish within historical effort levels. U.S. fisheries would 
continue to comply with all applicable international conservation and management measures and 
would continue to fish in accordance with provisions of applicable laws intended for the 
conservation of fish stocks and protection of the environment. The Hawaii and American Samoa 
longline fisheries would continue to comply with existing observer and reporting requirements, 
which will allow NMFS and the Council to identify and address unanticipated impacts to fish 
stocks or protected species should any arise. NMFS and the Council would consider new 
information regarding stock status and effects of the fishery on marine resources in annual 
reviews of catch and allocation limits (EA, section 1.7). 
 
6. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to establish a precedent for future actions 

with significant effects or represent a decision in principle about a future consideration? 
 
No. The Hawaii and American Samoa longline fisheries would continue to operate in accordance 
with regulations intended to prevent and reduce adverse impacts to the environment. We would 
base future catch and allocation limits, if recommended by the Council, on the best available 
scientific and commercial information on stock status. NMFS and the Council would annually 
develop and review future proposed limits considering applicable international conservation and 
management measures for highly migratory species. Future catch and allocation limits would 
also be subject to environmental review in accordance with NEPA, ESA, the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act, and other applicable law to ensure the sustainability of target and non-target stocks, the 
conservation of protected species and the human environment, and consistency with all 
applicable international obligations. For these reasons, this action would not automatically lead 
to approval of future actions that could have significant impacts (EA, section 1.7). 
 
7. Is the proposed action related to other actions that when considered together will have 

individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts? 
 
No. NMFS evaluated the potential for cumulative effects of the action on target and non-target 
stocks and protected species, and considered ongoing and expected effects of external factors 
such as climate change. We expect none of the pelagic longline fisheries to change in a 
substantial manner under the proposed action, and we would continue to manage the fisheries 
sustainably. In addition, the effects of oceanic factors and climate change are considered when 
reviewing stock status and the effects of the fisheries on protected species.  
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As documented in the EA and SEA, fishing in accordance with the FEP is subject to a suite of 
regulations. These regulations help ensure the fisheries remain sustainably managed and do not 
jeopardize the continued survival and recovery of any protected species. The fisheries are 
monitored and reviewed in accordance with the ESA, the Marine Mammal Protection Act 
(MMPA), and the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The EA and SEA include effects analyses that explore 
the year-after-year effects of specifying bigeye tuna catch and allocation limits. These limits fall 
within the range of alternatives and would allow the Hawaii deep-set longline fishery to remain 
open through the end of the year. Additionally, as summarized in sections 3.6 and 4.4 of the 
SEA, there is little potential for a large fishery expansion due to catch limits (under catch 
quotas), limits on the number of permits available, and the requirement that a vessel may fish 
under only one agreement at a time. Therefore, NMFS does not expect the proposed action in 
2021 and each year through 2023 to result in cumulatively significant impacts (EA, section 4.8; 
SEA, sections 3.6 and 4.4). 
 
8. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected 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? 

 
No. We have not identified such resources in the areas fished by the U.S. longline fishery (EA, 
section 3.6). 
 
9. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to have a significant impact on endangered 

or threatened species, or their critical habitat as defined under the Endangered Species Act 
of 1973? 

 
No. Section 3.3 of the EA describes the endangered and threatened species potentially affected 
by the proposed action or the longline fisheries of the Pacific Islands. The EA describes previous 
Biological Opinions (BiOps) under which Pacific Islands longline fisheries operated at the time 
the EA was prepared. Section 3.3 of the EA describes re-initiation of ESA consultation under 
section 7 of the ESA for the Hawaii deep-set and shallow-set longline fisheries and the American 
Samoa longline fisheries. 
 
The SEA considered new information and supplemented the analysis in the EA. NMFS 
considered information from the 2019 BiOp on the potential effects of the shallow-set longline 
fishery on listed species. NMFS also considered two technical reports from the NMFS Pacific 
Islands Fisheries Science Center regarding the population trends and potential effects of the 
Hawaii shallow-set and deep-set longline fisheries on leatherback and loggerhead turtles. Other 
information considered in the SEA were updated reviews of the potential effects of the Hawaii 
and American Samoa deep-set longline fisheries on ESA-listed species while those fisheries are 
undergoing ESA Section 7 consultation. NMFS also reviewed the potential effects of the 
fisheries operating under the catch and allocation limits of the selected alternative (and other 
alternatives) in the SEA, section 4.2.3 and 4.2.4.  
 
For the fisheries undergoing ESA Section 7 consultation, NMFS concludes that the continued 
operation of the Hawaii deep-set longline fishery and the American Samoa longline fishery are 
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not expected to reduce appreciably either the survival or recovery of ESA-listed species in the 
wild, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat of such species. In 
addition, we expect the overall populations to remain large enough to maintain gen etic 
heterogeneity, broad demographic representation and successful reproduction and retain the 
potential for recovery. Section 4.4 of the SEA describes that NMFS considers effects of the 
longline fisheries on ESA-listed species in light of the suite of management regulations that 
provide conservation benefits for listed species. The analysis considered cumulative take in both 
the Hawaii and American Samoa fisheries as well as other fisheries affecting the same ESA-
listed species.  
 
In summary, the analysis in the EA as supplemented by the SEA found that the Hawaii and 
American Samoa longline fisheries would continue to fish as anticipated and that the proposed 
action would not result in any large operational changes that would change our effects analysis 
with respect to listed species. The fisheries operate in accordance with a suite of regulations and 
the requirements of the ESA. Therefore, we do not expect any of the fisheries to have a 
significant adverse effect on ESA-listed species or their critical habitat. NMFS expects to 
complete the ESA Section 7 consultations addressing the Hawaii deep-set and shallow-set 
longline fisheries and the American Samoa deep-set longline fishery and issue new BiOps. If 
information in the BiOps indicates that continued operation of the fisheries would result in 
impacts to listed species that are substantially different from the expected levels in the EA and 
SEA, NMFS would evaluate that information to determine whether it changes our understanding 
of the potential effects of the proposed action and prepare supplemental environmental analyses, 
as appropriate.  
  
10. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to threaten a violation of Federal, state, or 

local law or requirements imposed for environmental protection? 
 
No. The catch and allocation limits were developed in accordance with the Magnuson-Stevens 
Act and other applicable laws. Council deliberations took place in public forums with 
opportunities for public comments during development of its recommendations. NMFS and 
Council staff developed the EA and SEA and coordinated with territory and State government 
natural resource agencies and the public. NMFS has not received any information that shows the 
proposed action would be inconsistent with applicable laws (EA and SEA, section 5). 
Furthermore, NMFS would not authorize specified fishing agreements until after it determines 
the action is consistent with the applicable provisions of the approved FEP and implementing 
regulations, and relevant coastal zone management policies. 
  
11. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to adversely affect stocks of marine 

mammals as defined in the Marine Mammal Protection Act? 
 
No. Section 3.3.2 of the EA describes potential and recent interactions by Pacific Island longline 
fisheries with marine mammals. This information is updated in section 3.3 of the SEA. The 
updated information did not have substantial bearing on the analysis in the EA, but did remove 
three stocks of marine mammals from the list of marine mammal species/stocks incidentally 
killed or injured in Pacific Island longline fisheries (SEA, section 3.3). 
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The EA describes that the Hawaii and American Samoa longline fisheries incidentally hook and 
entangle some marine mammals, and describes that the fisheries are managed under a suite of 
mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate the potential for incidental interactions and that allow 
NMFS and the Council to monitor interactions (EA, section 3.3.2). Monitoring allows the 
Council, NMFS and regional fishery management organizations (RFMOs), such as WCPFC and 
the Inter-American Tropical Tuna Commission, to continue to develop protected species 
mitigation measures. 
 
The fisheries must comply with the ESA and the MMPA. EA sections 3.3.2 and 5.4 note NMFS 
issued an MMPA section 101(a)(5)(E) permit in 2014, which documents the NMFS 
determination that the incidental taking by Hawaii longline fisheries will have a negligible 
impact on affected stocks of marine mammals. Section 5.4 of the EA also describes that under 
the proposed action NMFS does not expect U.S. longline fisheries to expand or change 
operations; they would likely continue to fish in a manner consistent with historical fishing 
patterns. The fishery is limited in terms of permits, and although effort could increase through 
the activation of latent permits, NMFS does not expect this to occur because the annual number 
of vessels participating in the deep-set longline fishery has been relatively stable. Neither Guam 
nor the CNMI has an active longline fishery with the potential to interact with marine mammals 
(EA, section 5.4). 
 
Section 4.1.1 of the SEA considers new information and documents the NMFS conclusion that 
the shallow-set longline fishery would not adversely affect a number of marine mammals and 
would continue to have negligible impacts on the Guadalupe fur seal stock. NMFS does not have 
any new information beyond what was considered in the EA for the potential for the continued 
operation of the Hawaii and American Samoa deep-set longline fisheries to affect marine 
mammal stocks. Overall, the Hawaii deep-set and shallow-set longline fisheries’ interactions 
with depleted stocks of marine mammals are having a negligible impact on these stocks. 
 
In summary, we do not expect the proposed action to change operations of the fisheries in a 
manner that would change the effects on marine mammal stocks. The fisheries are managed in 
accordance with the MMPA and the ESA under a suite of regulations intended to reduce the 
likelihood and severity of effects of unintentional and incidental interactions with marine 
mammals and that allow monitoring of interactions. The fisheries are expected to continue to 
have negligible impacts on ESA-listed marine mammal stocks.  
 
12. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to adversely affect managed fish species? 
 
Target Stocks  
 
No. As described in the SEA (section 3.1) and the SIR, we have no new information about the 
status of any of the affected target stocks or non-target species. We also have no new information 
about the relative contribution of Pacific Islands pelagic fisheries toward stock status that bears 
on the environmental analysis of the 2019 EA. U.S. fisheries continue to fish in a manner 
consistent with the analysis in the EA (SEA, section 3.2). Catches of bigeye tuna remained well 
below the estimates used in the effects analysis for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.  
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According to the 2017 WCPO bigeye tuna stock assessment as updated (2018), the stock is not 
experiencing overfishing (94% probability) and is not in an overfished condition (100% 
probability). Catches of bigeye tuna in 2018 and 2019 were comparable to catches in 2017 and 
remained well below the projected maximums used in the EA to evaluate the potential 
environmental effects of Alternatives 2 and 3 (SEA, section 3.2). Based on these analyses, 
NMFS does not expect any of the alternatives, including the effects of implementing the 2021 
proposed catch and allocation limits, to jeopardize the sustainability or influence stock status of 
the target species. 
 
Non-Target Stocks 
 
No. As described in the SEA (section 3.1), we have no new information about the status of any 
of the affected non-target species, or about the relative contribution of Pacific Islands pelagic 
fisheries toward the conservation status of non-target stocks that bears on the environmental 
analysis of the EA. Under the proposed action, U.S. longline fisheries in Hawaii and the U.S. 
territories would continue to comply with all federal regulations and domestic and international 
conservation and management measures to ensure that fishing is sustainable. 
 
Sections 4.3 of the EA and 4.2.3 and 4.2.4 of the SEA discuss potential effects of the outcome of 
the proposed action on the status of non-target stocks and bycatch species. The predicted level of 
fishing effort by the U.S. participating territories and the Hawaii longline fishery under 
Alternatives 2 and 3 are expected to result in catches of non-target and bycatch species similar to 
historical baseline levels (EA, sections 4.1.1.2 and 4.1.4). The U.S. longline fisheries account for 
a small proportion of overall catch of non-target stocks. NMFS expects catches of non-target and 
bycatch species would remain low in comparison to each species’ maximum sustainable yield, 
and compared with total catch for all species by all fisheries (EA, sections 3.1 and 4.3; SEA, 
sections 4.2.3 and 4.2.4). 
 
NMFS will continue to monitor all longline fisheries for information on catch, bycatch, discards, 
and interactions with protected species. Fishery monitoring allows NMFS and the Council to 
respond to potential needs to reduce bycatch and mortality of bycatch. Longline vessels that fish 
under specified fishing agreements under the action would still be required to submit logbooks, 
carry observers when requested by NMFS, and use a vessel monitoring system unit. Because 
NMFS, the Council, and the RFMOs adjust relevant fishery management measures based on the 
best available information to prevent overfishing, we do not expect that the U.S. longline 
fisheries would affect the status of those non-target stocks. 
 
13. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to adversely affect essential fish habitat as 

defined under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act? 
 
No. EA sections 3.4.4 and Tables 43 and 44 describe that U.S. and participating territory longline 
fisheries are not known to adversely affect essential fish habitat (EFH) (EA, section 3.4.4). 
Section 4.6 of the EA and section 3.4 of the SEA consider the potential effects of the alternatives 
on EFH and habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) and describe that the proposed action 
would not change the Pacific Islands pelagic fisheries in any way that would lead to substantial 
physical, chemical or biological alterations to marine habitats. Section 4.6 of the EA also 
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explains that longline fishing involves suspending baited hooks in the upper surface layers of the 
water column, which does not materially affect benthic marine habitat under typical operations. 
Derelict longline gear may affect marine benthic habitats. However, NMFS believes that the loss 
of longline gear during normal fishing operations is not at levels that result in significant or 
adverse impacts to EFH, HAPC, or the marine habitat (EA, section 4.6). 
 
14. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to adversely affect vulnerable marine or 

coastal ecosystems, including but not limited to, deep coral ecosystems? 
 
No. Our review did not reveal the potential for any Pacific Island longline fishery to affect 
vulnerable marine or coastal ecosystems including deep coral ecosystems. As described in the 
EA section 4.6, none of the alternatives would change the fishery in any way that would lead to 
substantial physical, chemical or biological alterations to marine habitats. 
 
Longline fishing around American Samoa and Hawaii does not occur in designated critical 
habitat, coastal areas or marine protected areas, so the proposed action would not affect these 
vulnerable or protected ecosystems. Longline fishing involves suspending baited hooks in the 
upper surface layers of the water column, which does not materially affect benthic marine habitat 
under typical operations. Longline vessels occasionally lose hooks, mainline, floats, float line, 
and branch lines during fishing operations. While some of derelict longline gear could affect 
marine benthic habitat, we do not believe that the levels of lost gear would result in significant or 
adverse impacts to vulnerable marine ecosystems including deep coral beds. For these reasons, 
we conclude the proposed action would not affect vulnerable marine or coastal ecosystems (EA, 
section 4.6; SEA, section 3.4). 
 
15. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to adversely affect biodiversity or ecosystem 

functioning (e.g., benthic productivity, predator-prey relationships, etc.)? 
 
No. The Hawaii and American Samoa longline fisheries are not known to have adverse effects 
on biodiversity or ecosystem functioning and will continue to be subject to regulations that help 
ensure that fishing is sustainable. NMFS is not aware of studies that show effects from pelagic 
longline fisheries of the Pacific Islands Region to species fecundity or negative predator/prey 
relationships that result in adverse changes to food web dynamics. NMFS and the Council 
recognize that without management to ensure fishing is sustainable, the removal of top predator 
pelagic species such as bigeye tuna, yellowfin tuna, and billfish above natural mortality rates has 
the potential to cause major imbalances or wide-ranging changes to ecosystem functions and 
habitats. However, both international and domestic fishery managers are controlling catches 
throughout the Pacific. NMFS expects such control to improve stock status and prevent 
imbalances or wide-ranging changes to ecosystem function. Additionally, NMFS does not expect 
the proposed action to result in fishing effort that is different from recent or anticipated levels in 
the Hawaii or American Samoa longline fisheries.  
 
16. Can the proposed action reasonably be expected to result in the introduction or spread of a 

nonindigenous species? 
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No. These fisheries are not known to be spreading or introducing non-indigenous species (EA, 
section 3.6). 
 
Other Findings 
 
NMFS considered the effects of climate change in EA section 4.8.4 and SEA section 3.6 when 
evaluating effects on target and non-target stocks and protected species. The EA describes that 
climate change effects on target and non-target species were considered indirectly through 
monitoring of catches and in consideration of the most recent stock status. Effects of climate 
change on ESA-listed species in applicable BiOps is considered when issuing an incidental take 
statement The EA explains our finding that climate change would have similar effects on 
resources regardless of which alternative is selected. In all cases, the Council and NMFS will 
continue to monitor domestic fish catches and continue to consider stock status reports in its 
future catch and allocation limit specifications. Ongoing monitoring and research will allow 
fishery managers and scientists to further consider climate change and other environmental 
factors affecting resources. 
  
EA section 4.8.4 also describes that the proposed action would not result in a large change to 
greenhouse gas emissions, but may result in fishing vessels consuming less fuel fishing closer to 
the Hawaiian Archipelago as compared to the no-action baseline that may result in more vessels 
fishing in the EPO.  
 
Summary 
 
In summary, NMFS does not expect the conduct of U.S. longline fisheries in the Pacific Islands 
under the proposed action to change substantially from operations under the no-action baseline. 
Therefore, the proposed action does not have the potential to result in significant impacts to the 
physical marine environment, target or non-target fish species, protected resources, fishery 
participants and communities, or state and federal enforcement or fisheries administration. The 
fisheries would continue to operate in accordance with the ESA, the MMPA, the FEP, and 
applicable regulations intended to ensure the fisheries remain sustainable. 
 
Determination 
 
In view of the information presented in this document and the analysis contained in the 
supporting EA, SEA and SIR, NOAA has determined that the proposed U.S. Pacific Island 
territorial bigeye tuna catch and allocation limits for 2021, in accordance with Alternative 2, will 
not significantly affect the quality of the human environment. In determining no significant 
impacts, all beneficial and adverse impacts of the proposed action have been addressed. 
Accordingly, it is not necessary to prepare an environmental impact statement for this action. 
 
 
 
___________________________________________ _______________________  
Michael D. Tosatto      Date  
Regional Administrator 

December 18, 2020
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