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1 Introduction

The North Pacific Fishery Management Coundloluncil) developed its groundfish management policy
in 2004, following a comprehensive review of tBering Sea and Aleutian Island8SAl) and Gulf of
Alaska GOA) groundfish fisheries. The Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Programmatic Supplemental
Environmental Impet Statemen{2004 PSEIS; NMFS 2004) evaluated the cumulative changes in the
management of the groundfish fisheries since the implementation oftiery-Management Pldor the
Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Management (B®al FMP) and theFishery
Management Plan for the Groundfish of thelf of Alaska (GOA FMP)and considered a broad array of
policy-level programmatic alternative©©n the basis of the analysis, the Council adopted a geamant
approach statement, and nipaicy goal statements with 45 accompanying objectiveise management
policy is included in full in Appendix 1.

Periodically the Council conducts a review of tméne policy goal statementand accompanying
objectivesto assess how they are being implemented, and see whether changes are Warhanted.
February 2012, in conjunction with this revietwe Council also reviewed a discussion paper identifying
factors that may influence the timing for supplementing or updating the 28B#5SP An expanded
discussion paper was later reviewed in June 20X2determine if a revision or supplement to 2094
PSEIS was necessary, the Council and NMFS decided first to conduct-AlERA’ evaluation of the
2004PSEIS using a gplementainformation report (SIR).

A SIR is a tool to evaluate the need to prepare a new environmental impact ist&E®eto supplement

a previous EIS. The National Environmental Policy AcNEPA) requires agencies to prepare a
supplemental EISSEIS)to either draft or final EISs if the agency (1) makes substantial changes in th
proposed action that are relevant to environmental concerns; or (2) dheresignificant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearthg proposed action or
its impacts (40 CFR 1502.9(c)An SEIS is required if the new information is sufficient to show a
proposed or remaining action will affect the quality of the human environment in ficsighimanner or

to a significant extent not already considerfica subsequent relatecefferal action occurs, and new
information indicates that the subsequent action will affect the qudlitiie human environment in a
significant manner or to a significant extent not already considare SEIS must be prepared. Courts
have upheld the use of SIRs, and similar -N&@PA evaluation procedures, for the purpose of
determining whether new information or changed circumstances require theapogpaf a supplemental
EIS.

With this SIR analysis, th€ouncil and NMFS have been able to determine whether the triggers for
supplementing the PSEIS have been met. In April 2014, the Council evaluated imafigio in the draft

SIR, and concluded both that a supplemental EIS was not required, and atheythditl not choose to
reinitiate programmatic changes to the groundfishefigls that would necessitate aBIS. NMFS has
since finalized the SIR and reached a determination affirming that the Z#& Bontinues to provide
NEPA compliance for the grodfish FMPs.

! Changes to the management approach statement, the nine policy goal statements, or the 45 objectives would require an FMP
amendment.
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2 Considerations for Supplementing the 2004 PSEIS
2.1 What triggers the need to prepare an EIS?

NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared on proposals for legislation amdn@jee Federal actions
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment (40 CFR 15@1S}. are also preparét)
when the proposed action is novel, (2) when there is controversy iantdexlying science used to
understand the impacts of the alt¢ives, or (3) when the potential impacts are unknown. Courts have
also found that significant scientific differences of opinion, controvergsg ancertainty require
preparation of an EIS.

2.2 What is a programmatic EIS?

A “major Federal actionincludes adption of official policy, formal plans, programs, and specific
projects (40 CFR 1508.18). When the EIS addresses a policy, plan, or progreancailled a
programmatic EIS or PEI PEISs should focus on broagideral proposals and be timed to coincidéawi
meaningful points in planning and decision making. Preparing a PEIS presents aarufyptorevaluate
cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable dotions under the program or
within a geographical area. NEPA's legal requirements for a PEIS are the sduosea®r an EIS.

2.3 What triggers the need to prepare a supplemental EIS?

NEPA requires agencies to prepare an SEIS to either draft or final EISs if the d@¢nmpakes
substantial changes in the proposed action that areardl to environmental concerrs, (2) there are
significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmeotaterns and bearing on the
proposed action or its impacts (40 CFR 1502.9¢&)).agency need not supplement an EIS every time
new information comes to light. Not every change requires the prepardtian SEIS; only those
changes that cause effectbat are significantly different from those already studied require
supplementary consideratidriThe Supreme Court explained that “an agency need not supplement an EIS
every time new information comes to light after the EIS is finalized. Goime otherwise would render
agency decisiomaking intractable®

An SEIS is required if the new information is sufficient to show a proposed @irmieig action will
affect the quality of the human environment in a significant maon&y a significant extent not already
considered. If a subsequent relatede#feral action occurs, and new information indicates that the
subsequent action will affeché quality of the human environment in a significant manner or to a
significant extent not already considered, an SEIS must be prépared.

2 State of Alaska v. Lubchenco, No. 3:10-CV-00271-TMB, order requiring plaintiffs to prepare an EIS at 8 n.36 (D. Alaska, filed
March 5, 2012). See footnote 36.

3See Davis v. Latschar, 202 F.3d 359, 369 (D.C. Cir. 2000).
4See Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 U.S. 360, 373 (1989); Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Marsh, 845

F.Supp. 758, 766-69 (D. Ore. 1994), aff'd in part, reversed in part, Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Harell, 25 F.3d 1499 (9"
Cir. 1995)

Marsh 490, at 374. Colorado Environmental Coalition v. Dombeck, 185 F3d 1162, 1177-78 (10th Cir. 1999), Nat'| Resources
Defense Council v. Lujan, 768 F. Supp 870, 885-89 (D.D.C. 1991)

6 See Marsh, 490 U.S. at 374.
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24 What is the history leading to the 2004 PSEIS?

The Council and NMFS prepared EISs for the original BEMP and GOAFMP, finalized in 1981 and
1979, respectively. In March 199MMFS issued a Notice of Intent to prepare an SEIS on “the Federal
action by which total allowable catch specifications and prohibitedespeatch limits in the groundfish
fisheries that are conducted in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Area aBdlithed Alaska are
annually established and apportioned.” (62 FR 15151, March 31, 1B®7S explained why the SEIS
was needed:

The fisheries have evolved. through the Council process including FMP amendments,
regulations, and continued compliance with other Federal laws and exeouti#es. The
frequencies of marine mammal, marine bird, and fish species in the biclogarabésge present
now are different from frequencies that existed and were displayed inlgsepEepared for the
original FMPs]. Several marine species have been listed under the Endarmpied &ct, some

of which may be affected by fishery management actions. New informatiohthb@cosystem,
impacts of the fisheries, and management tools has become available sinc&sheekd
prepared (62 FR 15152, March 31, 1997).

Given these changes and new information, NMFS stated that the SEIS would irtedtp®fallowing:

... the amendmnts to the FMPs; the annual process for determining the [total allowabhg c
TAC specifications; and the public processes for in place for implengengw regulations,
revising existing ones, and incorporating new information. ... The SHI&mvalyze the process

by which annual TAC specifications and prohibited species catits lare determined, together
with the procedures for implementing changes to those processes. The processeassncom
decisions about location and timing of each fishery, h&aiss amounts, exploitation rates,
exploited species, groupings of exploited species, gear types and groujhiregsioas, product
guality, organic waste and secondary utilizatiorsest and ottand organic discard, species at
higher and lower trophielels, habitat alterations, and relative impacts to coastal communities,
society, the economy, and the domestic and foreign groundfish marketss Bffdwse decisions
are manifested over many years in multifaceted social and biological arenasentrih
implementing groundfish fisheries management regime are commitments tdepnegeason
management, enforcement, monitoring, stock assessment, and summary analysésorintadd
evaluating the no Action Alternative, the SEIS will include a full eard alternatives and
discussions of their potential impacts on the biologiodl socioeconomic environmen{62 FR
15152, March 31, 1997).

Other than the general description alternatives quoted above, nocspkeifiatives were identified in
the Notce of Intent.

NMFSissued a Final SEIS in December 1998 (1998 SEIS; NMFS)198& 1998 SEIS stated that the
attainment ofMagnusonStevens Fishery Conservation and Management MepgusonStevens Act)
goals and NEPA regulations require a periodic evaluation ofitipacts of the BSAI and GOA
groundfish fisheds on(1) the stocks of fish taken as catch and tpftan the groundfish fisherief?)
protected species inclindy marine mammals and seabir(®), other componentsf the BSAI and GOA
ecosptems, (4) habitagnd (5) those who benefit from consumptive and-cammsumptive uses of the
living marine resources of the BSAI and GOAThe 1998 SEIS updated the scientific information
known about the North Pacific ecosystem, and analyzed this information by comgsiderange of

71998 SEIS, at 2.
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alternative total allowable cdtTAC) levels: (] the status quo method of setting TAC levels annually,
for each species complex, within the optimum yield (OY) range based dridlogical status of the
species and “otherxcological and soctecononic aspects of the fisheries”;)(8etting TAC levels athe

lower end of the OY range; X3etting TAC levels at thepper end of the OY range; and (b directed
groundfish fishing. The SEIS did not consider how new information about the affected environment
related to other aspects of the fisheries that the FMPs regulate, such as time andsares, dear
restrictions, bycatch limits of prohibited species, and allocationsA@fsTamong vessels delivering to
different types of processors groups, gear types, and qualifying communities.

2.5 Why did the court determine a programmatic SEIS was needed?

The adequacy of the 1998 SEIS was challenged in U.S. district®cBuetplaintiffs argued that NEPA
required NMFS to prepare an ISEhat included alternatives commensurate with the broad scope of the
FMPs? Because the 1998 SEIS analyzed the new information under a range of altedeslires with

only one particular aspect of the FMPJAC levels— the plaintiffs argued that thecope of the 1998
SEIS was impermissibly narrof¥.By narrowing the range of alternatives to those specifically dealing
with TAC levels rather than the FMPs as a whole, the plaintiffs arguedNMBS failed to take the
requisite “hard look” at the environmental consequences of the agency action, ta&' WS argued

that the agency properly defined the scope of the SEIS and considered ateadste of alternatives.

In July 1999, the court ruled that the 1998 SEIS was impermissibly narrow anédhllg inadequate
under NEPA, and remanded the document back to NMFS for additional andlyscting the agency to
produce a “programmatic” SES Briefly stated, the court determined a broad programmatic SEIS that
fairly evaluated the dramatic and mificant changes that occurred in the groundfish fisheries in North
Pacific ecosystem was required by NEPA “[i]n light of the significant cbang the FMPs and the new
information about the broad range of issues” covered by the regulationginuatie fsheries* Because

the 1998 SEIS narrowly focused its analysis on TAC levels, the counmilete that it was not
sufficiently broad"

In reaching this conclusion, the court first determined that the action undew ravithe 1998 SEIS
should have beethe FMPs and the numerous regulations managing the groundfish fisherieourhe
noted hat the FMPs constituted major Federal actions requiring &y°Bhat NMFS seemed to
acknowledge that an SEIS to the original EISs was necessary under both the tisliiobi@mmges to the
action” and the “significant new information” prongs of 40 CFR 15029@nd that thdevel of detail
necessary in an SEIS is directly related to scope of Federal action unBer iiew’® Because the
FMPs as a whole were the proposed action about which there weifecaig new circumstances and to
which substantial changes had been made, an SEIS that examined only one astgeEM®PY, TAC

8 Greenpeace v. National Marine Fisheries Service, 55 F.Supp. 2d 1248 (W.D. Wash. 1999).
%1d., at 1270.
10

Id., at 1271-72.

Id., at 1272.
Id., at 1273.
Id., at 1275.
Id., at 1257.

Id., at 1271.
Id., at 1276.
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levels, was insufficient to satisfy the requirements at 40 CFR 15D2T9{e court als found that the
SEIS lacked any explanation of why and how analysis of TAC levels “results in a @ractysis” of
the impact of the fisheries, as governed by a myriad of reguldfidfi® court's determination that the
SEIS must be treated as a broad, programmatic analysis of the FMPs as aeathad@dctly to its
conclusion that the range of alternatives considered in the 1998 SEIS was ateffequ

The court also determined that NEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.2@é(n)if&drNMFS to
prepare an analysis that thoroughly examined the cumulative effects of the chandesitoccurred to

the FMPs?! The court concluded that the “vast changes to the FMPs have reached the threshold of
‘cumulatively significant impact on the human environment,” thereby regupreparation of an SEIS
addressing these vast chang®s.”

In summary, the court stated that NEPA requires NMFS to analyze the nvaysch the groundfish
fisheries affect the North Pacific ecosystem, and to provide degisaiers ancthe public with a
document that will help further informed decisioraking as to the consequences of the FRiFhe

1998 SEIS, by focusing its analysis only on TAC levels, did not fulfill thisdate>*

2.6 Will the Council and NMFS have to prepare a new PSEIS at some point?

As statel in numerous court decisionsederal agencies have a continuing duty to gather and evaluate
new information relevant to the environmental impacts of its actions and tavrdngecontinuing vitality
of an EIS in light of changing conditioA%As stated in Friends of the Clearwater v. Dombeck

“...[Aln agency that has prepared an EIS cannot simply rest on thimabdrdocument. The
agency must be alert to new information that may alter the results ofgitsabenvironmerdl
analysis, and continue to take a “hard look at the environmental effefits] gflanned action,
even after a proposal has received initial approval. It must “mafiedsoned decision based on
... the significance or lack of significaneef the new nformation,” and prepare a supplemental
EIS when there are “significant new circumstances or informatimvaet to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” “If there remajois Federal
action to occur, and the new amimation is sufficient to show that the remaining action will affect

1914, at 1275.
2014., 1274,
21

Id., at 1273-74.
2214, at 1274

14, at 1276.
24

Id.

= See Warm Springs Dam Task Force v. Gribble, 621 F.2d 1017, 1023-1024 (9" Cir. 1980); Monarch Chemical Works v. Exon, 452
F.Supp 493, 500 (D.C. Neb. 1978). See also Southern Oregon Citizens v. Clark, 720 F.2d 1475, 1480 (9th Cir. 1983). This
continuing duty is especially relevant where the original EIS covers a series of actions continuing over a decade. ... In general, an
EIS concerning an ongoing action more than five years old should be carefully examined to determine whether a supplement is
needed); Senville v. Peters, 327 F.Supp.2d 335, 355-56 (D. Vt. 2004) — An agency’s duty to take a hard look at the environmental
consequences of its proposed action does not end with publication of an EIS. NEPA imposes an ongoing obligation to supplement
EISs if there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed
action or its impacts. The decision whether to prepare an SEIS is similar to the decision whether to prepare an EIS in the first place.
Major Federal action, plus new information that shows “that the remaining action will affect the quality of the human environment in a
significant manner or to a significant extent not already considered,” dictates the preparation of an SEIS. Marsh 490, 360-61. The
parties do not dispute that the proposed action is major, nor that there is new information. At issue is whether the new information
results in impacts that are significantly different in degree or in kind from the impacts previously considered.
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the quality of the human environment in a significant manner or to a significent ext already
considered, a supplemental EIS must be prepdfed.”

The court inFriends of the Clearaterv. Dombeckalso stated: As we have admonishe@ompliance
with NEPA is aprimary duty of every &deral agency; fulfillment of this vital responsibility should not
depend on the vigilance and limited resources of environmental plaiffiffisis the agency, not an
environmental plaintiff, that has a “continuing duty to gather and evatesténformation relevant to the
environmental impact of its actions,” even after release of an EIS.

The Supreme Court has held that supplementation of an EIS essay only if there remains major
Federal action to occéf.As the court irDefenders of Wildlife v. Bureau of Ocean Energy Management,
Regulation, and Enforcemestiated that’

Although the case law is not uniform, a reasonable, helpful formulatitheofmajor Federal
action” test provides that if “the actions remaining to the [agencies] ... aly ministerial, or if

the agencies have no discretion that might usefully be informed Inefiehvironmental review,
then there is no major federal action and no SEIS must be prepared.” Hammontbm, 3N@r
F.Supp.2d 226, 255 (D.D.C.200®jting Citizens Against Raildo-Trails v. Surface Transp.
Bd.,267 F.3d 1144, 1151 (D.C.Cir.20D19ee als&outhern Utah Wilderness Alliance v. Office

of Surface Min. Reclamation and Enforcemeti08 WL 4912058, *12 (D.Utah Nov. 14,
2008)(no “major federal action” requiring supplemental EIS where agency “retained no
discretion to decide whether the projects should go forward or to deterh@nterms and
conditions of the projects' approval”).

Because fisheries management is dynamithe FMPs are regularly amended to adjust fisheries
management based on new circumstances, and new information on the environmbatiampadts of
fishing on the environmerid continually being developedand because the Council and the agency have
broad discretion to manage fisheries consistent with the requirements of fetiddSCouncil and the
agency have a continuing duty to gather and evaluate new information teieviie environmental
impacts of its actions and to review the continuing vitalitit®PSEIS in light of changing conditiorfs.
When the changes and the information is significantly different in degren kind from the impacts
previously consideredhe Council and the agency must prepare a supplement to the PSEIS.

2.7 How do the Council and NMFS decide when it is time to initiate a new PSEIS?

The passage of time alone does not trigger the need for a suppleidentever,the Council of
Environmental Qu#y (CEQ) advises in its Forty Most Asked Questigdé FR 18026, March 23, 1981)
that an EIS over five years old should be carefully scrutinized to detemamiather there are changes in
the action or the affected environment:

26 uoting Marsh 490 U.S. at 374.

2 City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 667 (9th Cir. 1975), see also Coalition for Canyon Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774,
779 (9" Cir. 1980)

2 Norton v. Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 542 U.S. 55, 72-73 (2004)
29791 F.Supp.2d 1158 (S.D.Ala. May 23, 2011)

0 NEPA requires an agency to continue evaluating a project's environmental effects, even after preparation of an initial EIS. From
Greenpeace Decision at 1259; see also Chemical Weapons v. U.S. Department of Army 935 F. Supp. 1206, 1217-19 (D. Utah
1996) (preliminary injunction denied on allegations of new information with respect to EIS on chemical weapons disposal facility; in
this case, the daily operation will itself constitute major Federal action that would require a supplemental EIS if new information is
sufficient to show that the remaining action will affect the quality of the human environment in a significant manner or to a significant
extent not already considered).
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Question No. 32:Supplemets to Old EISs. Under what circumstances do old EISs have
to be supplemented before taking action on a proposal?

A. As a rule of thumb, if the proposal has not yet been implemented, or if the EIS
concerns an ongoing program, EISs that are more than 5 years old shouldfidly care
reexamined to determine if the criteria in Section 1502.9 compel preparation ¢ an E
supplement.

If an agency has made a substantial change in a proposed action that is relexantotamental
concerns, or if there are sigeeint new circumstances or information relevant to environmentaéowc
and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts, an SEIS must be prepared forranEi€sto that
the agency has the best possible information to make any necessary substanies in its decisions
regarding the proposal (40 CFR 1502.9(c)).

To determine if an SEIS is necessary at this time, the Council and NMFS mmhdumonNEPA”
evaluation of th004PSEIS resulting in this SIRA SIR is a tool to evaluate the need to prepare a new
EIS to supplement a previous EI€ourts have upheld the use SIRs and similarMBRA evaluation
procedures for the purpose of determining whether new information or changed @raeasequire the
preparation of a supplemental E¥SThis SIR discusses each of the considerations for an SEIS: changes
to the action, new information, and new circumstances, and whether thege<laae significant and
relevant to environmental concerns and the impaictie proposed action. Depending on the results of
this analysis, the Council and NMFS may determine that the triggers for migopleg the PSEIS have
not been met and therefore a new PSEIS is not necessary at thisQintbe other hand, the SIR may
provide detailed information demonstrating that the triggers have been thttadra new PSEIS should
be prepared. Note that if the Council and NMFS determine new information or circutoetaare
significant, the Council or NMFS must prepare a supplemental EIS; a SIR sanves a substitute.

The Council also considered whether to initiate an environmental assessmsoppleanental EIS. The
Council considered the following factors in its decision to do a SIR:

" A SIR is not a NEPA document; therefore the Council would retain somibilitgxin defining
the public participation process as well as general timing issues.
A SIR could help inform the Council if it chooses to consider whether toeré¢ives objectives,
policy statements, or overall mamagent approach for the groundfish fisheries found in the
current FMP and NEPA analysis.
A SIR could also inform the public and serve as a useful focal point for futigrussions with
the Council.
Since a SIR cannot serve as a substitute for a propeA Nfeleument, anenvironmental
assessmenE@) or supplemental EIS, once final, would ensure NEPA compliance.
An EA or an SEIS would require a proposed action, purpose and need, and a reasonabfe range
alternatives and the related NEPA requirements faetidlecuments.

The Council chose to move forward with a SIR, to:

31Idaho Sporting Congress, Inc. v. Alexander, 222 f.3d 562, 566 (9" Cir. 2000), Marsh v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490
U.S. 360, 383-85 (1989), Laguna Greenbelt, Inc. v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 42 F.3d 517, 529-30 (9" Cir 1994), Price Rd.
Neighborhood Ass’n v. United States Dep’t or Transp., 113 F.3d 1505, 1510 (9th Cir. 1997)

% Idaho Sporting Congress, Inc. v. Alexander, 222 f.3d 562, 566 (9th Cir. 2000)
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Evaluate the changes to the actiorederal groundfisHisheries management, since the 2004
PSEIS using readily available information synthesized into a completeeif today’s fishery
management so that it could be compared to the fishery managemgiem described under the
preferred alternative in tH2004PSEIS.

Identify the new information available and new circumstances since 2004 by samgqéne
new information in thestock assessment and fishery evaluat®®HE) reports, recent analytical
documents (EAs, EISs, and biological opinions), and any other sources.

Evaluate whether the changes in the action, new information, and the nemstaces are
significant and relevant to environmental concerns and the impatke gfroposed action by
assessing whether the impacts predicted ir20@4 PSHS for the preferred alternative are still
valid given these changes since 2004.

This SIR enables the Council and NMFS to evaluate new information and make a rektenamhation
whether it is sufficiently significant to require formal supplemeéomatinder NEPA. Courts have upheld
an agency’s decision not to supplement if it is reasonabie reasonableness of an agency’s detisio
not to supplement depends such factors as the environmental significance of the new informatie
probably accuracy of the information, the degree of care with which thacwagconsidered the
information and evaluated its impact, and the degree to which the agemmyrted its decision not to
supplement with a statement of explanation or additional *dafBhe court phys the limited role of
determining, under the foregoing standards, whether the new information gmiicant that it would be
irresponsible, arbitrary, and capricious for the agency not to act onddatwever, the court would
determine whethethe newinformation presents seriously different picture of the likely environmental
coneqguences of the proposed actithan the picture already considere&esolution of this dispute
involve):;4 primarily issues of fact requiring deference to the informiedretdon of the responsible
agency.

2.8 What efficiencies are gained by doing an EIS?

EISs are major undertakings, and the process to determine whether or notémsuappin existing EIS
also requires substantial effort and analysis. However, as explaioeg, &EPAanalysis is required for
major Federal actions and once an EIS is completed, there is a contintyngp ainake sure the analysis
is relevant in light of new information, circumstances, or chanmg#sei proposed action. Once an EIS is
completedfor a proposed action and that action is implemented, the EIS is useful foqueetiseslated
actions and for understanding the impacts of specific actions in ther lawgtext. Having an EIS can
greatly streamline future NEPA analyses using tools dusttiin the CEQ regulations. A comprehensive
programmatic EIS can also allow other efficiencies for future NEPA analyses, suthbriag,
incorporation by reference, or in applicable instances, allowing for catebericlusions (see short
summaries of thse actions below).

The 2004 PSEIS implemented a change to the groundfish management policy. Each subdt@rmuent a
implement the policy has been evaluated in a separate NEPA docume200ATRSEIS provides the
baseline for conducting NEPA analyss groundfish management actions. NMFS and Council staff
incorporate by reference the information in 2@04 PSEIS, and update as necessary in the NEPA
analysis for a specific action. This allows the subsequent NEPA doctoriecus on recent informatio
and information relevant to the action, without a large amount of background infompatia reanalysis

33Oreqon Natural Resources Council v. Marsh, 845 F.Supp. 758, 766-69 (D. Ore. 1994)
34 Oregon Natural Resources Council v. Marsh, 845 F.Supp. 758, 766-69 (D. Ore. 1994)
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of the status quo. Also, ti#)04PSEIS provided a comprehensive analysis of the cumulative effects and
past actions that are relied on for grousitifaction EAs.

Tiering

Tiering means the coverage of general information in a PEIS with subseguewear EISs or EAs
incorporating by reference the general discussions from the PEIS and conugswély on the issues
specific to the subsequeptojectspecific action (40 CFR 1508.28, 40 CFR 1500.4(i), 1502.4ut)
1502.20). TheCEQ regulations encourage agencies preparing NEPA documents to “tier their
environmental impact statements to eliminate repetitive discussions of thessames and timcus on the
actual issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review.” Speci#ifallFR 1502.20 states

the following:

Whenever a broad environmental impact statement has been prepahedssuprogram or

policy statement) and a subsequent statement or environmental assessment is dhesh prep

on an action included within the entire program or policy (such #@e apgecific action) the
subsequent statement or environmental assessment need only summarize the issues
discussed in the brdar statement and incorporate discussions from the broader statement
by reference and shall concentrate on the issues specific to the subsetipient a

In 40 CFR 1508.28, the CEQ regulations further define tiering as “the covefagmeral mattarin
broader environmental impact statements ... with subsequent narrowenestieor environmental
analyses incorporating by reference the general discussions and congestiatinon the issues specific
to the statement subsequently prepared.” This seofitile CEQ regulations further notes that tiering is
appropriate “when the sequence of statements or analyses is ... fromranprqdan, or policy
environmental impact statement to a program, plan, or policy statement oisaohlgsser scope or to a
site-specific statement or analysis.”

Incorporation by reference

An EIS can incorporate by reference material from other sources (40 CFR 1502.2tporated
material must be cited and summarized in the EIS and must belyabailable. Informatiorthat is not
publically available may not be incorporated by reference into an EA or EIS.

Categorical Exclusion

NOAA Administrative Order 216 (NAO 2166) sets forth requirements for implementing and
documenting Categorical Exclusions (CEs). Section 5.05 provides information on mesalge
requirements for CEs. Section 6.03 provides specific guidance on the u&s ébrCvarious types of
actions undertaken by NOAA. For example, Section 6.03a.3 provides guidance regardirfgr CE
managerant plan amendments (i.e., FMP amendments).

As defined in section 6.03a.3(b)(1) of NAO 266a proposed action would be categorically excluded
from the need to prepare &A or an EIS if the proposed action is a minor change to a previously
analyzed and approved actiordathe proposed change has no effect individually or cumulatively on the
human environment.

Alaska Groundfish Fisheries PSEIS Supplemental Information Report, November 2015 12



29 What risks might be present if a NEPA -compliant programmatic SEIS is not in
place?

It is a statutory requirement to comply with NEPA. The primary means ofaéng NEPA is through
lawsuits brought by concerned private citizens, interest groups, and statearafjowiegBass et al.,
2001). Plaintiffs typically ask for declaratory judgments establishing the govetrsi¢BPA obligations
or a writ of mandamus ordering specific agency action to comply with NEE2As et al., 2001
Plaintiffs may also seek preliminary injunction:

If a preliminary injunction is granted, courts will enjoin some or adljgrt activities pending
NEPA compliance, and may ordappropriate NEPA documents to be prepared. ... Most courts
decide to grant a preliminary injunction by balancing ... the plaistjgfobability of success on
the merits of the claim, the harm to the plaintiff if the injunction is dkwérsus the harm to the
defendant if it is granted, and whether the public interest would bedsény granting the
injunction. Courts may also be asked to issue a permanent injunction .... In SEaeacaourt
may find a NEPA violation but deny an injunction based on equitabieiples.

It should be noted that if a court does order a new NEPA document be prepared, the ceattthdll

schedule, likely with input from both parties, but that such a schedule moghie favorable for the
Council or NMFS.
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3 Approach

The primarypurpose of this SIR is to evaluate comprehensively whether either of thegwreneents
for supplementing an EIS has been met with respect to the 2004 PSEIS:

1. if NMFS and the Council have made a substantial change in the proposed actjothgi.e.
managerant of the Federal groundfish fisheries) that is relevant to environnoemizgrns, or

2. if there are significant new circumstances or information releteaatvironmental concerns and
bearing on the management of the groundfish fisheries or their impacts

With respect to the first requirement, there have been changes to the managegnant gircce the 2004
PSEIS, as documented in the May 2012 discussion paper (NPFMC 20l2)anagement changes since
2004 have been subject to NEPA analysis. Toeincl’s Scientific and Statistical Committe&$Q
discussed the management changes at kharch 2012 meeting in Anchoragelaska, and determined
that the changeare all consistent with the preferred alternative evaluated ir2@9d PSEIS. The
managementhanges synthesized in this SIR are not identified as substantialesheglgvant to
environmental concerns.

As a result, this SIR focuses more on the second requirement, to allow NMFS amditicd © make a
reasoned determination of whether, sirfte 2004 PSEIS was completed, there exist new circumstances
or information that are sufficiently significant to require supplenmimaunder NEPA. The goal is to
evaluate whether information since 2004 indicates that the groundfighidistaffect the qlity of the
human environment in a significant manner or to a significanhegtat was not considered in the 2004
PSEIS.

This SIR evaluates whether there are significant new circumstances or inforneddéeant to the
groundfish fisheries by reevaluating the conclusions fron2€@& PSEIS in light of new information, to
see whether there are likely to be changes to the impacts. This SIR provides infotmatiswer two
overarching questions:

Are the impacts predicted in tt204 PSEIS for the preferred alternative still valid, given any
changes since 2004?

Does the new information present a seriously different picture eoflikely impacts of the
groundfish fisheries on a particular resource, compared to what was cedsidette 2004
PSEIS?

This has been addressed by analysts revisiting each 80@#PSEIS conclusions, and considering the
following questions in light of new information:

Has the way that the resource is managed under the groundfish FMPs changed?

Has the status of the resource changed?

Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish igsshen the resource?

Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Based on information that is available imminently or now, ld@new analysis using the latest
methods and information reach a seriously different conclusion?

Additionally, this SIR builds on the SSC'’s review of environmental ingpéiim the March 2012
meeting. The SSC considered whether, on the basis of exstaigses, the Council understands the
environmental impacts of the groundfish managenmoigram today, by evaluating )(whether
environmental conditions affectinhe fisheries have changed) (#hether the status of fish stocks and
other marine life has changed, ar8) the availability of new information. The SSC identified many
continuing trends and variability in environmental conditions and statusosdiwat were accounted for
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in the 2004 PSEIS. There were, however, a few distinct areas thiatfunerer investigation. These
include the following:

" changes in the spatial and temporal distribution of the groundfish &sharresponse to fishery
management changes, together with technical innovations, may have #deeet/ironmental
impact offishing

" changes in species abundance affecting interactions with groundfish fispartesularly those
species that are listethder the Endangered Species Act (ESA)

0 increase in the abundance of whale populations may be altering laypbictievel
enggy pathways in the region

o the continued decline of the western portion of the western distinct poputsgment
of Steller sea lions

0 the declining trend of Northern fur seal populations on the Pribilof Islands

0 increase in shoitailed albatross populations and potential for increased incidental take
by fisheries

o listing of certain crab stocks as overfished and consequent Council aesioicting
groundfish fisheries

0 increase in arrowtooth flounder and Pacific halibut populations in the GO&8erirg
Sea BS), and changes in the size at age of halibut

" changes in the ice extent and season in the BS and Arctic impactingitifeitiiin and behavior
of cetaceans and pinnipeds, as well as lower trophic levels and patternsuetipityd Resulting
dired and indirect impacts of fishing activity are not well understood.

The advantage of focusing the SIR more comprehensively on the conclusibesRE8EIS, rather than
limiting it specifically to the issues identified by the SSC, is that it provideateghdnformation on the
entire management program. By providing a more comprehensive ewalwhtithe current fisheries
baseline, the final SIR can be incorporated by reference with the 2004 PSEIS wigeing@maoposed
groundfish management actions inuitet EAs. Even though a SIR is not a NEPA document, it can be
referenced in NEPA analyses, especially if the overall conclusion oflfhés $hat the PSEIS remains
valid. In this way, the SIR will better meet the Council and NMFS’ iniedlietvelop a docuemt that also
improves efficiency for other management actions.

The approach used in this SIR is similar to that used for the E84éntial Fish HabitaEFH) 5-year

review. In that evaluation, stock assessment authors, and other experts, wer¢o askéelw EFH
information contained in the Council's FMPs (and the 2005 EFH EMFS 2003 in the context of any

new information. The authors were each asked to consider a series of questions about whether new
information is available and relevant for identifying EFH foritlepecies, whether changes in fishing
activities over the time period were likely to have affected the fismmgacts analysis, and whether,
based on these considerations, they concurred with the description of EFH artdalabdgations that is
included in the FMPsIn the case of the EFHy&®ar review, the authors’ responses were vetted through
the Council’'s GroundfistPlan Teams, and th@ompiled into a summary report that was presented to the
Council, upon which basis the Council subsequently initiated amendments to tke FMP

For this SIR, a similar approach has been employed. Scientific experts have bé&éadden each of
the resarce components analyzed in t(@4PSEIS, primarilyAlaska Fisheries Science CentaFSCO)
staff. In many cases, these are the lead authors that prepared ttioses $er the 2004 PSEIS, or who
prepare annual stock assessments. These experts weret@sketew the2004 PSEIS analysis and
conclusions, consider them in light of new information, and determine wheth20@4deconclusions are
still valid. In order to provide everyone with a similar understanding of whagisired in the review,
staff fecilitated a kickoff workshop to discuss the project, and prepared a temigkxtifying the
guestions to be addressed (Appendix 2). The experts completed their revieleiandrttributionsvere
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synthesized by Council and Alaska Region staff into at @HR. The draft SIR was presented to the
Council’'s SSC and the Council in April 2014 for review, and ad®Q public comment period was
offered at the request of stakeholders who wished to submit written comrvinés revisions were
made to the draft SIR, to address issues raised in public and Council comments. \Wiensrev
addressed information in the resource reviews, these were made in collaborigtiothewexpert
reviewers. Finally, the SIR was finalized with the agency’s determination.
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4 Description of the 2004 PSEIS
4.1 History of the 2004 PSEIS

In late1990s, NMFS and the Council realized that they needed to take a hrieadef the cumulative
effects of their management decisions. Typically, the Council addresses a mamageoblem by
developing pecific solutions. Staff analyzes alternatives to determine their difectefn a variety of
contexts, and the Council shares that analysis with the public prior to nakiegsion and forwarding
that recommendation to the agency and the Secret@gromerce for final review and approval.

Beginning in 2000, the Council and NMFS conducted a comprehensive, programmaitinmeewial
review of the BSAFMP and GOAFMP. The analysis evaluated the management of Alaska’s groundfish
fisheries from a policyevel perspective, with alternatives ranging from a more aggressive harvest
management policy to a highly precautionary one. Each management policy weastdéduand frened

with a range of management measures within which the Council woulddirte implement the
alternative. The 2004PSEIS, pblished in June 2004, serves the Council and NMFS asviarching

EIS in support of Federal authorization of the groundfishefiiies off Alaska. It also described the
physical, biologicgland human environment; every fishery and gear type; and scientific data gaps and
research needs.

In April 2004, the Council used this PSEIS as the basis for amending its FMPs to iat®i@ooew
policy statement that communicates its intent to take a more precautionagacp@do fishery
management decisiemaking when faced with scientific uncertainty. The Council now routirehgews
its policy goals and objectives when making decisiartsvehen developing its annual workplan.

One aspect of the 2004 PSEIS that made its preparation particularly challeaginigat approximately

25 years of management decisions had to be evaluated as a cumulative whole. BothaBNRer 80

plan amendmeér that had to be reviewed and analyzed, and the management program had changed
substantially during the time period, from a fishery with a large foreigiicipation, to an exclusively
domestic one. The next time it is appropriate to revisit the Cosm#nagement policy, and supplement

the 2004PSEIS, it should be more straightforward, as an environmental baselinedragdtablished,

and the new analysis will focus on the actions taken by the Council and NMESIsnc

4.2 What did the 2004 PSEIS analysis address ?

The Federal action that was analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS was the authorizdt®groundfish fisheries
under the existing management program. There were four gelielalternatives included in the PSEIS,
from which the Council craftedfdth, preferred alternative (Table 1). For each alternative, a management
approach statement was developed, with accompanying objectives. Example FMPisceted to
illustrate how the Council might implement each policy alternative withipenanagenent measures.
For all alternatives except the status quo, the policy alternativellustsated with two example FMPs,
which were intended to indicate the range of management measures ighat fal within the
implementation of that alternative. Althdughe example FMPs were important to illustrate how a
management policy might operate in practice, the adoption of the pshtinitas the immediate outcome

of the 2004 PSEIS. It was intended that the Council would undertake subsequent amendmentg to ful
implement the new management policy, as illustrated in the example FMPsheveext five to ten
years.
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4.3 Data used in the 2004 PSEIS analysis

The data used in the analysis of biological impacts for groundfish stecktargely based on 2002 stock
assessments, using data from the 2001 and 2002 surf/@yssome other seabird and marine mammal
species, the most recent assessment data may have been fronk@00@® economic analysis, the most
recent year included in the detailed fishery analysis 2201. This was the basis on which the draft
PSEIS was prepared, and issued for public comment in 2003. Some adjustments werersiypseape
during the preparation of tf#004PSEIS, to take into account more recent informatieor. example, the
resuts from the new model for assessing impacts of fishing on essential fish hadiainaorporated in
the analysis. In general, however, the most recent information in the documesniroien 2000 to 2002.

4.4 Impacts of the Preferred Alternative

The following subsections summarize conclusions for each resource component analyzed in the 2004
PSEIS. The impact analyses started with the baseline status of each resource categhen endltated

how specific characteristics of each component would respond directly and tigdioemanagement
actions under the preferred alternat{®g) FMP bookends, PA.1 and PA.2. The expected cumulative
effects on that stock were also evaluated and discussed, building on theadulentdirect effects
evaluations as a starg point, and then bringing in persistent past effects as aselleasonably
foreseeable future natural events and human activities external to fishenagement.

Possible evaluations wereggificant and beneficial (S+)nsignificant (1), sigificant and adverse {§
and wknown (U). In addition, effects were classified as conditionally significant (©8€S), if
significant effects could be expected under a plausible set oftiomsdiThe intent of the conditional
label was to imply uncertainty about whether an alternative Ridid actually result in conditions that
led to a significant impact. When the conditional label was applied, a pus#adhanism for the impact
and the conditions under which a significant impact would be realizedtatesl. In cases where data
were lacking to rank an effect according to the significance critegageffiect was determined to be
unknown.

Table 1 Alternatives analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS

Alternative Example FMP bookend(s)
Alternative 1 EMP 1
Continue Under the Current X 2002 BSAI and GOA Groundfish FMPs
Risk Averse Management
Policy

Example FMP 2.1
X remove constraints (remove buffer between acceptable biological
catch (ABC) and overfishing level (OFL)
no OY cap
repeal all closures except Steller sea lion (SSL) measures
no prohibited species catch (PSC) limits or gear restrictions
repeal all catch share programs except American Fisheries Act (AFA)
and Community Development Quota (CDQ)
X repeal Observer Program and vessel monitoring system (VMS)
Example FMP 2.2
X remove QY cap
X repeal any bycatch reduction incentives and restrictions except for
PSC limits or improved retention/improved utilization (IRIU), including
seabird avoidance requirements

X X X X

Alternative 2
Adopt a More Aggressive
Harvest Management Policy

Alternative 3 Example FMP 3.1
Adopt a More Precautionary x formalize ABC greater than or equal to TAC in FMP
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Alternative

Example FMP bookend(s)

Management Policy

X
X
X

move sharks and skates into target category and develop criteria for
all species in “other species” category

accelerate efforts to develop ecosystem indicators for use in TAC-
setting

develop marine protected area (MPA) methodology and evaluate
efficacy of existing closures

formal procedures to increase Alaska Native participation in
management

0-10% reduction in existing PSC limits

establish PSC limits for GOA salmon and crab

improve Observer Program

Example FMP 3.2

X
X

x

X X X X

X

incorporate uncertainty correction into ABC estimation

specify OY separately for each stock rather than for groundfish
complex,

incorporate stock-specific reference points (e.9. Feo rather than F,ge
for rockfish)

move stocks from ‘other species’ category

close 0-20% of exclusive economic zone (EEZ) as an MPA to protect
full range of habitats

no bottom trawl for pollock in GOA

comprehensive rationalization of all fisheries

reduce existing PSC limits by 10-30%

established PSC limits GOA salmon and crab

100% observer coverage on vessels greater than 60 ft length overall.

Alternative 4
Adopt a Highly Precautionary
Management Policy

Example FMP 4.1

X

X

increase buffer between OFL and ABC (Fsy, for Steller sea lion prey
species and for rockfish)

reduce max Fagc for stocks based on the lower bound of a confidence
interval surrounding the survey biomass estimate)

set QY for each stock rather than for the groundfish complex
designate 20-50% of EEZ as no-take marine reserve covering full
range of habitats (including Aleutian Islands special management area
for coral, and spawning reserves)

reduce PSC limits and bycatch by 30-50%

100% observer coverage on vessels greater than 60 ft LOA and 30%
coverage on all other vessels

mandatory VMS

Example FMP 4.2

X

no fishing until target fisheries can be shown to have no adverse effect
on the resource and its environment
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Alternative Example FMP bookend(s)

Example FMP PA.1
x formalize ABC greater than or equal to TAC in FMP
X use harvest control rules to maintain spawning stock biomass
x accelerate efforts to develop ecosystem indicators for use in TAC-
setting
x develop MPA methodology
consider 0-10% reduction of BSAI PSC limits
X establish PSC limits or other measures in GOA for salmon, crab, and
herring
X continue rights-based management as needed
x formal procedures to increase Alaska Native participation in

x

management
) Example FMP PA.2
Preferred Alternative X incorporate uncertainty correction into ABC estimation

Adopt a conservative,
precautionary approach to
ecosystem -based fisheries

management

x periodically review OY caps to determine their relevancy

x develop and implement criteria for use of ecosystem indicators in
TAC-setting

develop appropriate harvest strategies for rockfish

develop criteria to manage target and non-target species consistently
re-examine existing area closures

consider adopting MPAs (0-20% of EEZ to protect full range of
habitats, including as Aleutian Islands management area for coral)
no bottom trawl for pollock in GOA

reduce existing PSC limits 0-20%

establish PSC limits in GOA for salmon, crab, and herring
comprehensive rationalization of all fisheries

increase consultation with and representation of Alaska Natives in
fishery management

improve observer coverage on all vessels

X establish mandatory economic data collection

X X X X

X X X X X

x

4.4.1 Target species direct/indirect and cumulative effects significance ratings under Pr eferred
Alternative PA.1 and PA.2

The 2004 PSEIS examined the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative #figdise implementation of

the PA was expected to have ondat species, prohibited species, forage fish species, other species, and
non-specified speciesThe significance of these effects was evaluated as to whether the impduts, wit
the PA fishery management regime, might be reabbnexpected to jeopardize the sustainability of each
target species or species grodphe effects are described below:

Direct Effects

Fishing Mortality This is the rate at which the stock is depleted by direct mortality Segpbby
removing the fishrom the sea.

Change in Biomass Level: This is the change over time in the biomass of the stock, asdrinasur
metric tons (mt). Two measures are used: total biomass, which éstimated biomass of the entire
stock, and spawning biomass, which is teéngated biomass of all of the spawning females in the
stock.

Spatial/Temporal Concentration of Catdlhis is the degree to which the fishery will concentrate in a
particular geographic area during a particular period of time eachnsédse pattern in space and
time can affect fishing mortality and can also influence habitat suiyafili spawning, rearing, and
feeding.
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Direct and/or Indirect Effects

Habitat Suitability: This is the degree to which habitat has the rightctesistics to support the

stock at one or more lifbistory stages (spawning, rearing of juveniles, availability of foodllat

stages, availability of refuge areas to allow escape from predators at edl) stégpitat suitability can

be affected directly, for example by mechahidamage from bottom trawling, or influenced
indirectly, for example by the gradual depletion of corals that provide hardatebstr

Prey Availability This is the extent to which prey species are present in the environment and
available as food to theostk. Like habitat suitability, this measure can be affected directly, for
example by the direct removal of prey species by the fishery, or indirectly, fmpkxay a change

in the structure of the food web.

The baseline status of the BSAI and GOA stoegks their status in 2002, and the analysis then used a
computerbased analytic model to project how specific characteristics of the these statésespond
directly and indirectly to management actions under the preferredatiter FMP bookends. Refent

data were not always available for all stocks.

Target species were unique, in that thresholds for overfishingtaokl size had been developed that
relate to sustainability of the stock. As such, these thresholds were eseduiate the significece of the
effects of the example FMPs relative to their impacts on the sustainability of dbé species. Fishing
mortality rates that exceeded the overfishing mortality rate were eseditb jeopardize the capacity of
the stock to produce maximumssainable yield (MSY) on a continuing basis and adversely impact the
sustainability of the stock. A related measure of this potential was indicatdthbge in biomass levels.
The significance of effects of the current spatial/temporal concentratioa oatth, and the level of prey
availability and habitat suitability for target species were evaluated withctetgspeach stock current

size relative to its maximum stock size threshold (MSST). An action that {épgpdithe stocls ability to
sustaintiself at or above its MSST was considered to adversely affect the soiditgin&the stock.

Species or species complexes that fall within Tiers 1 through 5 have estimagésngf finortality rates,
and were evaluated with respect to exceeding thefishimg mortality rate (fishing mortality effect).
Species or species complexes that fall within Tiers 1, 2, or 3 have reliablatestiof MSST, and were
evaluated for the effects on spatial/temporal concentration of the cagshayailability, and Haitat
suitability. Species or species complexes that fall within TieB dr 6 do not have reliable estimates of
MSST, and therefore could not be evaluated for the significance of these effemtss&/eral species or
species complexes did not havéiraates of abundanced-age, in the 2004 PSEIS version of the model
their abundance levels simply reflected the most recent estimate. This inabiligyatuate the
significance of the effects also occurs for the forage, prohibited, angpeaified spdes. For these
groups, analysis of the effects of the preferred alternative was limitedt¢h projections and likely
conseguences given patterns in related fauna.

For the norspecified species FMP categoryegadies were the major catch, and were sbo to
illustrate potential effects to nespecified species. Nespecified species was a huge and diverse category
encompassing every species not listed in the current FMP as a target, gdofioétge, or other species.
Considering a single species gpofrom this category, such as grenadier, cannot possibly represent the
diverse effects to all species in the category. However, becauseatiftmris lacking for nearly all nen
specified species, and due to the small or unknown amounts dichy@he toa lack of reporting
requirements in this category), only potential effects to grenaeier discussed.

Formal stock assessments had not been conducted for grenadier. Thus, chamngals hiontass,

reproductive success, genetic structure of population, habitat, or mortkty under the preferred
alternative could be determined due to the lack of informaiemued to establish the baseline condition.
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Changes in bycatch of grenadier were predicted based on modeled changed sptanigs catches and
population trajectories (sablefish target fisheries accountedhéo highest grenadier bycatch). While
changes in bycatch mortality relative to the comparative baseline wereetgptre 2004 PSEIS
emphasized that determinations could not be made la@wdhese changes actually impacted grenadier
populations, or whether these impacts might be adverse, beneficial, or inaigmnifi

Table 2 Target groundfish species significance ratings in the 2004 PS EIS
Pollock, | gga GOA BSAI GOA
Effect Pacific Atka Atka BS.AI Other GQA Arrowtooth
Cod, Flatfish* ) Flatfish*
Sablefish Mackerel | Mackerel Flatfish Flounder

Mortality direct/ indirect [ | U | | | |

cumulative | | U | | | |
Change in Biomass direct/ indirect [ | U | U U |

cumulative | | U | U U |
Spatial/ Temporal direct/ indirect | | U | U U |
Concentration of cumulative [ [ U [ U U [
Catch - change in
genetic structure
Spatial/ Temporal direct/ indirect [ | U | U U |
Concentration of cumulative [ | U [ U U [
Catch - change in
reproductive success
Change in Prey direct/ indirect | | | | U U |
Availability cumulative | | U | U U |
Change in Habitat direct/ indirect [ | U | U U |

cumulative | | U | U U |

*BSAI flatfish includes BSAI yellowfin sole, BSAI flathead sole, BSAI rock sole, BSAI arrowtooth flounder, BSAI Greenland turbot,

and BSAI Alaska plaice

*GOA flatfish includes GOA shallow water flatfish, GOA flathead sole, GOA deep water flatfish and GOA rex sole

BSAI and GOA BSAI GOA GOA
Effect Goapop | Tnormhead | pocfishs | Rockfish | Rorrern
Mortality direct/ indirect | | | | |
cumulative I I I I I
Change in Biomass direct/ indirect | | U U |
cumulative | | U U |
Spatial/ Temporal direct/ indirect I I U U I
Concentration of Catch
- change in genetic cumulative | | U U I
structure
Spatial/ Temporal direct/ indirect | | U U |
Concentration of Catch
- change in cumulative I [ U U [
reproductive success
Change in prey direct/ indirect | | U U |
availability cumulative | | U U |
Change in Habitat direct/ indirect | | U U |
cumulative | | U U |

*BSAI rockfish includes BSAI northern rockfish, BSAI shortraker/rougheye rockfish and BSAI other rockfish

*GOA rockfish includes GOA shortraker/rougheye rockfish, GOA slope rockfish, GOA pelagic shelf rockfish and GOA demersal shelf

rockfish
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Table 3 Non-target fish species significance ratings in the 2004 PSEIS

. Other species ' Non-specified species
Effect (squid, octopus, sharks, Forage fish .
; (Grenadier)
sculpins, skates)
Mortality direct/ indirect ) | U
cumulative U | U
Change in biomass level direct/ indirect U U U
cumulative U U u
Change in reproductive direct/ indirect U U U
success cumulative U U U
Change in prey availability |direct/ indirect n/a U n/a
cumulative n/a U n/a
Change in habitat direct/ indirect ) U n/a
cumulative U U n/a
Change in genetic direct/ indirect ) ) U
structure cumulative U u u
4.4.2 Prohibited species direct/indirect and cumulative effects sign ificance ratings under

Preferred Alternative PA.1 and PA.2

The 2004 PSEIS examined the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative éfgtctise implementation of
the preferred alternative was expected to have on the prohibited spesieescribed above, the
significance of the impacts for prohibited species were evaluated with respizet édfécts:(1) fishing
mortality, (2) change in biomass leve(3) spatial/temporal concentration of the cat¢h) prey
availability, and(5) habitat suitability. The significance of these effscivas evaluated as to whether the
impacts, within the preferred alternative fishery managementeggiight be reasonably expected to
jeopardize the sustainability of the species. Because relevant data wdveagetavailable for all stocks,
for these groups, analysis of the effects of the preferred alternative was limited tproggctions and
likely consequences given patterns in related falfieen data gaps prevented application of the model to
a specific stock, the projected direct or indireé¢@fwas evaluated as unknown (U).

Table 4 Prohibited species significance ratings in the 2004 PSEIS

BSAI and
Pacific BSAI QOA GOA Pacific | BSAI | GOA | GOA red GOA
Effect ; salmon |Chinook | other . -
halibut . herring |crab* |crab* |king crab | golden
salmon |salmon ;
king crab
Mortality direct/ indirect | | | | | | U | U
cumulative | CS- CS- I I U U U U
Change in direct/ indirect n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a | U | U
biomass level cumulative n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a U u u U
Change in direct/ indirect | U U U | U U U U
reproductive cumulative [ Cs- U U | U U U U
success
Change in prey direct/ indirect | U U U | U U U U
availability cumulative [ U U U U U U U U
Change in direct/ indirect n/a n/a n/a n/a | | U | U
habitat cumulative n/a n/a n/a n/a U U u u U
Change in direct/ indirect n/a U U U n/a n/a | n/a n/a n/a
genetic structure  |cumulative n/a U U U n/a n/a | n/a n/a n/a

*BSAI salmon includes Chinook salmon and other salmon
*BSAl crab includes BSAI bairdi Tanner, BSAI opilio Tanner, BSAI red king and BSAI blue king
*GOA crab includes GOA bairdi Tanner and GOA blue king

Alaska Groundfish Fisheries PSEIS Supplemental Information Report, November 2015 23



4.4.3 Marine mammals direct/indirect and cumulative effects signific ance ratings under
Preferred Alternative PA.1 and PA.2

The standard for determining significance for effects on marine manmtals 2004 PSEIS was whether
the impact would be expected to be detectable at the population level. Iatlafithets categories did not
have to cause a measurable population decline or increase to be Eelédant, but data and/or
plausibe arguments must exist to determine that the action would haneethan a negligible impact on
the reproduction and/or survival of a species group in a way that could affepppléation. The
expected effects of each alternative were compared to tleéineasonditions to determine the relative
significance of the impacts of the alternatives on marine mammals.

Table 5 Marine mammal species significance ratings in the 2004 PSEIS

Killer

w E Northern | Harbor | whale Other Other | Baleen Sea
Effect Steller | Steller . |pinnipeds | toothed |whales
. . fur seal seal | (transi otters
sea lion |sea lion * whales* *
ents)
Mortality direct/ | | | | | | | | |
(incidental take, [indirect
entanglement)  |cumulative |  S- [ [ [ I/S-" [ [ cs-?'1Plcs-/P
Prey availability |direct/ | | | | | 1/ u* | | |
indirect
cumulative CS- | CS- CS- | | | | |

Spatial/temporal |direct/ | I I | | | | I I
concentration of |indirect

fisheries cumulative | CS- I CS- CS- I I I I I
Disturbance direct/ | | | | | | | | |
indirect
cumulative | | | | | | | | |

*Baleen whales include blue whale, fin whale, sei whale, minke whale, humpback whale, gray whale, northern right whale, bowhead.
*Other pinnipeds include Pacific walrus, spotted seal, bearded seal, ringed seal, ribbon seal, elephant seal

*Other toothed whales include sperm whales, beaked whales, white sided dolphin, beluga whale, harbor porpoise, Dall's porpoise.

! _The exception to this finding is the AT1 transient group in Prince William Sound.

% _Fin, humpback and northern right whales;

% _Minke, gray, bowhead, sei, and blue whales

* -Northern elephant seals

® _Southcentral and southeast stocks of sea otters.

4.4.4 Seabirds direct/indirect and cumulative effects significance r atings under Preferred
Alternative PA.1 and PA.2

In the 2004 PSEIS, significance criteria for seabirds were based on whetipeogbeed action would
have been likely to result in population level effects, defined as chamgies population trend outside
the range of natural fluctuations. The projection model was used for preditifisising effort under the
different FMP bookends, especially with respect to different gear typesnBhgsis also included other
factors such as spatial/temporal restrictions and potental @difications for seabird avoidance.
However, because there are a large number of unpredictable vaandlgsps in our knowledge about
particular species and ecosystem effects, it was impossible to ascertaficasigai on a strictly
guantitative bsis. Species were generally grouped according to the similarity of theimesspo the
groundfish fishery and/or similarity in their management status. Gsinds are based on professional
judgment of pertinent data and literature review.

Except for the supplemental food provided by the fisheries in the form of offal, dutsadf the fisheries
are all considered adverse to individual birds. Low levels of incid¢éakal of seabirds are better for
conservation purposes than high levels of take, louamount of incidental take can be considered
beneficial to a seabird population. The significance ratings for ineil¢ake are, therefore, either
insignificant or adverse. The same type of situation applies to fighduged changes in benthic habitat
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important to benthideeding seabirds, so there is no beneficial rating for this effect. Effects ofhleeyfi
on food availability could be adverse, insignificant, or beredfiti there is a plausible mechanism and a
reasonable set of conditions unedrich an effect may occur under a given FMP, the significancegratin
was labeled conditional. If there is a plausible mechanism for an effect, bahowagh data to assess
whether it occurs or whether the FMP would create the conditions under whicluld wecur, the
significance rating was unknown.

Table 6 Seabird species significance ratings in the 2004 PSEIS

onene” [ apesse |sneamusters [ Nermern | R0 [ vt
Mortality direct/ indirect | | | | | |
(incidental take) |cumulative CS- S- CS- | CS- S-
Availability of direct/ indirect | | | | | |
food cumulative [ [ [ [ U U
Benthic habitat |direct/ indirect no effect no effect no effect no effect no effect |
cumulative no effect no effect no effect no effect no effect I
*Other albatross include Laysan and blackfooted albatross
*Shearwaters include sooty and shorttailed shearwaters
! Redlegged kittiwake, marbled murrelet, and Kittlitz's murrelet are species of management concern.
Effect Other plsc_|vo*rous Other pIanI_<t|vi) rous Steller's eiders Spectacled eider
Specles Specles
Mortality direct/ indirect | | | no effect
(incidental take) cumulative I I S- no effect
Availability of food |direct/ indirect | | | no effect
cumulative | | | no effect
Benthic habitat direct/ indirect | no effect | no effect
cumulative | no effect ) no effect

*Other piscivorous species - alcids (except auklets), gulls, jaegers, terns, and cormorants
*Other planktivorous species - auklets and stormpetrels

4.4.5 Habitat direct/indirect and cumulative effects significance ratin gs under Preferred
Alternative PA.1 and PA.2

The 2004 PSEIS considered adeeedfects of fishing on benthic marine habitat from the perspective of
ecosystem structure and function, as well as managed fish species. The pofeatiabtthe groundfish
fisheries on habitat that were used to compare the alternatives ohohad&lity of, and damage to, living
habitat, changes to benthic community diversity, and changes to the geograpisityddfempacts and
protection. Specific impacts of groundfish fisheries on habitat are vifigullito predict. Evaluation of
effects reques detailed information on the distribution and abundance of habitat typese thistiifry of
living habitat, habitat recovery rates, and the natural disturbancaee@his information is generally
incomplete.

Table 7 Habitat significance ratings in the 2004 PSEIS

Effect Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Gulf of Alaska
PA.1 PA.2 PA.1 PA.2 PA.1 PA.2

Changes to living direct/ indirect | | | S+ | CS-
habitat - direct
mortality of benthic cumulative Cs- CS-/CS+ Cs- CS-/CS+ Cs- CS-/CS+
organisms
Changes to benthic direct/ indirect | CS+ | S+ | |
community structure cumulative CS- CS-/ICS+ Cs- CS-/CS+ CS- CS-/CS+
Changes in distribution  |direct/ indirect I S+ | S+ I |
of fishing effort -
geographic diversity of  |cumulative CS- CS-/CS+ Cs- CS-/CS+ CS- CS-/CS+
impacts and protection
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4.4.6

Preferred Alternative PA.1 and PA.2

In the socioeconomic impact analysis in the 2004 PSEIS, the term “signifioasati £xpected change in

a quantitative indicator meant a 20 percent or more change (either phagwus), relative to the
comparative baseline. If the expected change waghes 20 percent, the change is not considered to be
significant. The same threshold was used to roughly assess changes ativpialidicators (e.g., fishing

Socioeconomics direct/indirect and cumulative effects signifi

cance ratings under

vessel safety). However, whereas changes in quantitative indicators were basedebiprojetions,
predicted changes in qualitative indicators were based on the judgmentaditdexzsnomic analysts.

Table 8

Harvesting and processing sectors

Socioeconomic significance ratings in the 2004 PSEIS

Effect Catcher vessels Catcher processors In:;‘gﬁgtrhoéiﬁssrs
PA.1 PA.2 PA.1 PA.2 PA.1 PA.2
Groundfish landings by direct/ indirect 1/S+ 1/S+/S- 1/S+ I/S+/S- 1/S+ I/S+/S-
species group cumulative | | | | | |
Groundfish ex -vessel direct/ indirect | I/S- n/a n/a n/a n/a
value cumulative I I n/a n/a n/a n/a
Groundfish gross direct/ indirect n/a n/a | | | 1/S-
product value cumulative n/a n/a I I I I
Employment direct/ indirect | | | | | |
cumulative | | | | | |
Payments to labor direct/ indirect | | | | | |
cumulative | | | | | |
Product quality and direct/ indirect n/a n/a CS+ CS-/S+ CS+ CS-/S+
product utilization rate cumulative n/a n/a CS+ S+/S- CS+ S+/S-
Excess capacity direct/ indirect CS+ S+ CS+ S+ CS+ S+
cumulative CS+ S+ CS+ S+ CS+ S+
Average costs direct/ indirect CS+ CS+/S- CS+ CS-/S+ CS+ CS-/S+
cumulative CS+ S+/S- CS+ S+/S- CS+ S+/S-
Fishing vessel safety direct/ indirect CS+ CS+/S- CS+ CS-/S+ n/a n/a
cumulative CS+ S+/S- CS+ S+/S- n/a n/a
BSAI and GOA regions
Algska . Washington
Penlns_ula, Kodiak | Southcentral |Southeast inland Oregon
Effect Aleutian Island Alaska Alaska coast
Islands waters
PA.1|PA.2 |PA.1|PA.2| PA.1 | PA2 |PA.1|PA.2| PA.1 | PA.2 |PA.1|PA.2
In-region direct/ indirect | | | | S+ | | S- | | | |
processing cumulative I/ICS-| | | | | | | S- | | | |
Regionally owned direct/ indirect | | S+ | S+ | S+ | | | | |
at-sea processors cumulative | | | | | | | | | | | |
Extra -regional direct/ indirect | S- | | | | | S- | | | |
deliveries of
regionally owned cumulative CS- | CS- | | | | | I | CS- | | | |
catcher vessels
In-regional direct/ indirect I S- | | S+ I | S- | I I I
deliveries of
regionally owned cumulative CS- | CS- | | | | I | CS- | | | |
catcher vessels
Total direct, indirect, |direct/ indirect | | | | S+ | | S- | | | |
and induced labor
income and full -time |cumulative CS- | Cs-| | [ [ [ I |CS-| | [ I I
equivalents (FTEs )
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Community Development Quota (CDQ) program, Subsistence, Environmental Justi ce, Market channels, Non -
consumptive and non -use benefits

Effect PA.1 PA.2
CDQ program Allocation of catch to CDQ groups, direct/ indirect | |
including potential revenue and potential
funds available for approved economic cumulative | |
development activities in CDQ communities
Subsistence Subsistence use of groundfish direct/ indirect | [
cumulative | |
Subsistence use of western Alaska direct/ indirect | |
salmon and bycatch cumulative | |
Subsistence use of Steller sea lions direct/ indirect | |
cumulative | |
Indirect subsistence use: income and direct/ indirect | |
joint cumulative I I
Environmental Alaska Peninsula and Aleutian Islands direct/ indirect | CS-
Justice cumulative | CS-
Kodiak Island direct/ indirect | |
cumulative | |
Southcentral Alaska direct/ indirect | |
cumulative | |
Southeast Alaska direct/ indirect | |
cumulative | |
Washington inland waters direct/ indirect | |
cumulative | |
Oregon coast direct/ indirect | |
cumulative | |
Market channels Benefits to U.S. consumers direct/ indirect | |
cumulative | |
Non-consumptive Benefits derived from marine direct/ indirect | S+
and non -use benefits |ecosystems and associated species cumulative | S+
4.4.7 Ecosystem direct/indirect and cumulative effects significance ra tings under Preferred

Alternative PA.1 and PA.2

Significance thresholds for determining the ecosydtaral impacts of fishing in the 2004 PSEIS
involved both populatiotevel thresholds that had already been established for species in the system
(MSST for fish specis; fishinginduced population impacts sufficient to lead to listing under the ESA,
and fishinginduced impacts that prevent recovery of a species already listed thedeBA, for other
species) and communitgs ecosystertevel attributes that were outsidf the range of natural variability

for the system. These community or ecosyslievel attributes were more difficult to measure directly,
and the range of natural variability of those attributes was not well knderalso lacked sufficient data

on population status of some target or4@nget species to determine whether they were above or below
MSST or ESArelated thresholds. Thus, indicators of the strength of fishipgdts on the system were
also used to evaluate the degree to which the preferred alternative might hgudicasi ecosystem
impact.

For the preferred alternative FMP bookends, the possible impacts) predator/prey relationships,

including introduction of nomative species(2) energy flow and redirection (through fishing resmis
and return of discards to the sea); &ddiversity were addressed.
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Table 9

Ecosystem significance ratings in the 2004 PSEIS

Ecosystem
Effect
PA.1 PA.2

Change in pelagic forage availability direct/ indirect | |

cumulative Cs- CS-
Spatial and temporal concentration of direct/ indirect | CS+/1
fishery impact on forage cumulative CS- CS-
Removal of top predators direct/ indirect /U 1/U

cumulative Cs- CS-
Introduction of non -native species direct/ indirect | |

cumulative Cs- CS-
Energy removal direct/ indirect | |

cumulative | I
Energy redirection direct/ indirect | |

cumulative | I
Change in species diversity direct/ indirect /U 1/U

cumulative Cs- CS-
Change in functional (trophic)  diversity |[direct/ indirect | |

cumulative Cs- CS-
Change in functional (structural habitat) direct/ indirect [ S+
diversity cumulative CS- CS+
Change in genetic diversity direct/ indirect /U 1/U

cumulative | |
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5 Synthesis of Changes Since 2004
5.1 Changes in the Management of Fisheries

Since the adoption of the groundfish management policy in 2004, the Council has continued to make
changes to its groundfish management program. The changes that have occureedao batwitnessed

in the FMP ad regulatory amendments that have been implemented over this time period. Adigitional
there have also been national changes affecting the groundfish managemear piidger Magnusen
Stevens Act was reauthorized in 2006, and contained provisions that ffiestedathe groundfish
management program to some extent (for example, annual catch limits andopsogiaverning the
development of limited access privilege programs).

Table 10 lists the groundfish FMP amendments that have been implemente20fid t02015 as well
as those for which the Council has taken final action, but regulations lhreesty developed. The
Council has recommended over 20 amendments to the BERIand GOA FMPsince the adoption of
its groundfish management policy in April 2004. Additionally, four BSAI and four GOAndments
had been adopted by the Council prior to April 2004, but had not yetilptamentedvhen thePSEIS
was written Table 11 provides a synthesis of the major regulatory amendments thatéave
implemerned during the same period. Between the two lists, the major changes in groundfighmema
are captured.

In addition, since the 2004 PSEIS, NMFS and the Council have prepared four lvengpre EISs that
analyzed changes in the management of the fisheries. The Final Envitahingmact Statement for
Essential Fish Habitat in Alaska (EFH EIS, NMFS 2005) evaluates aitesmaind environmental
consequences for three actions: (1) describing and identifying EFH for dismesinaged by the Council;
(2) adopting an approach for the Council to identify Habitat Ardd2anticular Concern within EFHnd
(3) minimizing to the extent practicable the adverse effects of Cemagiaged fishing on EFH. In 2010
NMFS and the Council conducted an EFFY&ar Reviewthat examined information within the 2005
EFH EIS and determined (1w and more recent information exists to refine EFH for a ssnhket of
managed species; (2) certain fishing effects may be impacting sensitivashabiistol Bay red king
crab,howeve additional analysis is needeghd (3) the noiffishing impacts analysis, including advisory
EFH Conservation Recommendations, should be updated with the most curreott ilgfoemation.

The Alaska Groundfish Harvest Specifications Final Enviremal Impact Statement (Harvest
Specifications EIS, NMFS 20@y evaluated the environmental, social, and economic effects of
alternative harvest strategies for the federally managed groundfighidishin the GOA and BSAI
management areas. The Harvest Specifications EIS evaluates the effectseanftdiffernatives on target
species, nopecified species, forage species, prohibited species, marine mammals, seakitlal ess
fish habitat, ecosystem relationships, and economic aspects of thefgtotisteries. Each year, NMFS
prepares a SIR for that EIS to evaluate the need to prepare a supplef&fmaltke groundfish harvest
specifications.

The Bering Sea Chinook Salmon Bycatch Management Final Envirocaintemtact Statement (Chinook
EIS, NMFS 2009) evaluated the Bering Sea pollock fishery and the effects of alternativesitoizain
Chinook salmon bycatch to the extent practicable in that fishery.

The Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures Final Supplemental Envirairmepact StatemenSSL EIS,
NMFS 2014) evaluates the environmental, social, and economic effects ofadites to the Steller sea
lion protection measures for the BSAI groundfish fisheries, inqoéat the Atka mackerel, Pacific cod,
and pollock fisheries in the Aleutian Island
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Finally, the Council also adopted, as Council policy, an ecosystem vision statdmaeapplies to its
fishery management as a whole, including the groundfish fisheries, inafeli2014. The Council
explicitly considered the relationship of the vision statement withrnengfish management policy, and
found no inconsistency. The vision statement is included below:

Ecosystem Approach for the North Pacific Fishery Management Co uncil

Value Statement

The Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea, and Aleutian Iskade some of the most biologically
productive and uniqgue marine ecosystems in the world, supporting globally significa
populations of marine mammals, seabirds, fish, and shellfish. This region gsocaler

half the nation’s seafood and supports roliissing communities, recreational fisheries,
and a subsistence way of life. The Arctic ecosystem is a dynamic environmei#t that
experiencing an unprecedented rate of loss of sea ice and other effects of climage chang
resulting in elevated levels of kisand uncertainty. The North Pacific Fishery
Management Council has an important stewardship responsibility for thesecess

their productivity, and their sustainability for future generations.

Vision Statement

The Council envisions sustainable fisksrithat provide benefits for harvesters,
processors, recreational and subsistence users, and fishing communitibs(ytdce
maintained by healthy, productive, biodiverse, resilient magosystems that support a
range of services; (2) support robust populations of marine speciedraphlt levels,
including marine mammals and seabirds; and (3) are managed using a prapaution
transparent, and inclusive process that allows for analyses of tradeoffantactar
changing conditions, and mitigatéseats.

Implementation Strategy

The Council intends that fishery management explicitly take into acemwronmental
variability and uncertainty, changes and trends in climate and oceanographtooendi
fluctuations in productivity for managed spexiand associated ecosystem components,
such as habitats and nomanaged species, and relationships between marine species.
Implementation will be responsive to changes in the ecosystem and our understénding
those dynamics, incorporate the best avadlaaience (including local and traditional
knowledge), and engage scientists, managers, and the public.

The vision statement shall be given effect through all of the Council’'s wotkding
longterm planning initiatives, fishery management actions, scidnce planning to
support ecosystetmased fishery management.

Table 10 BSAI and GOA Groundfish FMP amendments since 2004

BSAI | GOA . Date of Year of
Action : . .
amd amd Council action Implementation
48 48 Revisions to the annual harvest specification process for 2003 2004
groundfish
62 62 Single geographic location 2002 2009
63 Move skates to the target species category 2003 2004
65 65 Identify habitat areas of particular concern, and harvest control 2005 2006
measures
67 Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) — allow category B quota share to 2005 2007
be fished on a vessel of any length, in any area
68 Rockfish pilot program 2005 2006
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BSAI | GOA . Date of Year of
Action : . .
amd amd Council action Implementation
69 Change total allowable catch specification for the ‘other species’ 2005 2006
category
71 CDQ - allow limited non-fishing investments, CDQ oversight, and 2002 N/A
3-year allocation cycle (superseded by provisions of the revised
Magnuson-Stevens Act)
73 77 Remove dark rockfish from the FMP 2007 2009
72 Rescind retention requirements in shallow water flatfish fishery 2003 2008
78 73 Revise essential fish habitat descriptions, harvest control 2005 2006
measures
79 Groundfish retention standard (suspended as of 2011) 2003 2008
80 Sector allocation and cooperative for head and gut groundfish 2007 2007
catcher processors
81 74 Revised management policy 2004 2004
82 Allocation of Aleutian Islands pollock total allowable catch to the 2004 2005
Aleut Corporation
83 75 Housekeeping updates to the FMP 2004 2005
84 Exempt certain vessels from salmon bycatch savings area 2005 2007
closures
85 Pacific cod sector allocations 2006 2008
86 76 Observer program restructuring 2010 2012
87 CDQ eligibility (superseded by provisions of the revised 2006 N/A
Magnuson-Stevens Act)
88 Aleutian Islands Habitat Conservation Area boundary adjustment 2007 2008
89 Bering Sea habitat conservation measures 2007 2008
90 78 Allow post-delivery transfers for Amendment 80 cooperatives 2007 2009
(BSAI 90) and rockfish program (GOA 78)
91 Revise PSC limit for salmon bycatch, rescind savings areas 2009 2010
79 Set allowable biological catch and overfishing level specifications 2008 2008
for the “other species” category
92 82 Rescind latent trawl gear licenses 2008 2009
93 Modify rules for Amendment 80 cooperative formation 2010 2011
94 Require gear modification to trawl sweeps for nonpelagic trawl 2009 2010
vessels targeting flatfish
83 Pacific cod sector allocations 2009 2012
85 Remove BSAI stand down provision for catcher processors 2008 2009
participating in rockfish pilot program
86 Add a Pacific cod fixed gear endorsement to GOA licenses 2009 2011
95 Move skates from the other species to the target species 2010 2010
category
96 87 Revise FMP species to fit either in target or ecosystem 2010 2010
component categories, describe current practice for setting
annual catch limits and using accountability measures
97 Allow vessel replacement for Amendment 80 vessels 2010 2012
88 Central GOA Rockfish Program: allocate exclusive harvest 2010 2011
privileges to trawl vessels for Pacific ocean perch, pelagic shelf
rockfish, and northern rockfish
89 Establish area closures around Kodiak for GOA Tanner crab 2010 2014
protection, require trawl sweep modification for GOA flatfish
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BSAI | GOA . Date of Year of
Action : . .
amd amd Council action Implementation
fisheries
98 90 Update EFH descriptions and associated information, and 2011 2012
impacts of non-fishing activities on EFH, and extend timing of
HAPC process to correlate with the EFH 5-year review
99 Change the freezer longline maximum length overall on License 2012 2014
Limitation Program (LLP) licenses
100 91 Add an ecosystem component category for grenadiers to the 2014 2014
FMP
93 Establish PSC limits for Chinook salmon in the Central/Western 2011 2012
GOA pollock fisheries, and require full retention of salmon
94 Revise the vessel use caps applicable to sablefish quota share 2011 2013
held by GOA Community Quota Entities (CQE) and add three
eligible communities to the CQE Program
95 Establish PSC limits for Pacific halibut in the Gulf of Alaska 2012 2014
102 CQE program in Area 4B and Area 4B “fish up” 2012 2014
103 Prohibit Pacific cod fishing in Pribilof Islands Habitat 2010 2014
Conservation Zone
96 Provide ability for CQE to buy small blocks of halibut QS 2013 2014
97 Chinook PSC management measures for non-pollock trawl 2013 2014
fisheries
104 Establish habitat areas of particular concern (HAPC) skate sites 2013 2015
105 Provide flexibility for flatfish specifications 2013 2014
106 Allow replacement of AFA vessels 2013 2014
107 Establish transit areas through walrus protection areas at Round 2014 2015
Island and Cape Peirce
108 100 | Correction on vessel length restriction for small vessel LLP 2014 2015
license
109 Allow for small boat CDQ Pacific cod fishery 2015
110 Chinook and chum salmon PSC limit measures 2015
101 | Allow use of longline pots for sablefish 2015
111 Halibut PSC limit reductions 2015
112 102 | Observer coverage for small catcher processors 2015
113 Aleutian Islands Pacific cod catcher vessel fishery and shoreplant 2015
delivery requirement
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Table 11  Major regulatory amendments for the BSAI and GOA groundfish fish
Note: does not include regulations that implement FMP amendments, or are temporary, interim,
corrections or clarifications

eries since 2004

Subject Action Year of .
Implementation
Harvest 2004 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2004
specifications 2005-2006 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2005
2006-2007 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2006
2007-2008 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2007
2008-2009 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2008
2009-2010 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2009
2010-2011 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2010
2011-2012 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2011
2012-2013 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2012
2013-2014 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2013
2014-2015 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2014
2015-2016 BSAI and GOA harvest specifications 2015
Catch restrictions | remove a harvest restriction on the HLA Atka mackerel fishery in the 2004
Aleutian Islands
full retention of demersal shelf rockfish and donation rules 2004
allow processors to use the offal from halibut and salmon intended for the 2004
prohibited species donation program for commercial products (fish meal)
adjust the maximum retainable allowance (MRA) enforcement period for 2004
BSAI pollock from enforcement at any time during a fishing trip, to
enforcement at the time of offload
revise the MRAs for groundfish in the GOA arrowtooth flounder fishery 2009
repeal groundfish vessel incentive program 2008
GOA pollock trip limits 2009
revise the MRAs for groundfish in the BSAI arrowtooth and Kamchatka 2013
flounder fishery
remove groundfish retention standard requirements 2013
BSAI fixed gear parallel fishery management measures 2012
Bering Sea AFA remove the expiration date of regulations implementing the AFA 2004
pollock fishery
CDQ simplify the processes for making quota transfers, for authorizing vessels 2005
as eligible to participate in the CDQ fisheries, and for obtaining approval
of alternative fishing plans
Revise CDQ regulations for recordkeeping, vessel licensing, catch 2012

retention requirements, and fisheries observer requirements to ensure
that they are no more restrictive than regulations in effect for comparable
non-CDQ fisheries managed under individual fishing quotas or
cooperative allocations
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Year of

Subject Action .
Implementation
BSAI and GOA allow quota shareholders in 4C to fish in either 4C or 4D 2005
}Fg sablefish IFQ cost recovery fee reform 2006
isher
y exclude tagged halibut and sablefish catches from IFQ account deduction 2006
allow transfers of quota share for medical reasons; require VMS for 2007
vessels harvesting sablefish in the BSAI; allow category B catcher vessel
quota share for Southeast Outside District sablefish to be fished on
catcher vessels of any length
allow processing of non-IFQ species on a vessel with B, C, or D shares 2008
onboard
allow longline pot gear in Bering Sea during June, allow mobilized military 2008
personnel to make temporary IFQ transfers
IFQ online access to IFQ account information 2008
Allow longline pot gear in Southeast GOA 2015
GOA rockfish revise central GOA rockfish fisheries program monitoring and 2007
program enforcement provisions
extension of central GOA rockfish program under MSA 2008
seabirds revise seabird avoidance measures in the hook-and-line fisheries off 2004
Alaska to reduce incidental catch of the short-tailed albatross and other
seabird species
revise seabird avoidance measures to strengthen gear standards for 2008
small vessels and eliminate certain unnecessary requirements
eliminate seabird avoidance requirements for vessels less than or equal 2009
to 55 ft LOA in 4E
Marine mammals | revise SSL protection measures for the GOA pollock and Pacific cod 2005
fishing closure areas near four SSL haul outs and modify the seasonal
management of pollock harvest in the GOA
Revise SSL protection measures for the Aleutian Islands Atka mackerel 2010
and Pacific cod fisheries
Designate critical habitat for the Cook Inlet beluga whale 2011
Revise SSL protection measures for the Aleutian Islands Atka mackerel, 2014
Pacific cod, and pollock fisheries
Research areas reopen the Cape Sarichef Research Restriction Area in the BSAI to 2006
directed fishing for groundfish
close Chiniak Gully Research Area to all commercial trawl fishing from 2006
August 1 to September 20, 2006-2010
Observer provide flexibility in the deployment of observers 2004
program electronic reporting for vessels — ATLAS (at-sea observer communication 2004
system requirements)
technical amendment extending the North Pacific observer program 2004
beyond 2002
revise requirements facilitating observer data transmission and improve 2006
support for observers (ATLAS 2)
observer sunset date removal 2007
Improve operational efficiency of the Observer Program and collected 2010

data
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Year of

Subject Action Implementation
reporting make effective the collection of information under the AFA amendments 2004
requirements exempt groundfish catcher processors and motherships with operational 2008
VMS from check-in check-out requirements
implement new electronic groundfish catch reporting system, the 2009

Interagency Electronic Reporting System (IERS), and its data entry
component, eLandings

exempt vessels using dinglebar gear from the requirement to use VMS 2009
Miscellaneous recordkeeping and reporting revisions, incl to e-Landings 2008
BS Chinook salmon bycatch economic data collection for the Bering Sea 2012
pollock fishery

Modify equipment and operational requirements for freezer longliners 2012

named on License Limitation Program licenses endorsed to catch and
process Pacific cod at sea with hook-and-line gear in the BSAI

GOA trawl economic data collection 2014
Revise the at-sea scales program for catcher/processors and motherships 2014
that are required to weigh catch at sea.

Codify type-approval standards, requirements, procedures, and 2015

responsibilities applicable to VMS products and services.

5.2 Management changes as they pertain to the Council’s policy goal S

The following section evaluates the Council’'s management acsioce the completion of th2004
PSEIS in 2004. The Council's groundfish policy (the approved, preferred alternative th@m2004
PSEIS) is structured with ningoal statements, each supported by specific objectbars Appendix .1
For each goal statement and set of objectives, we identify the relevant FMP datbrggimendments
implemented over the last ten years, as well as other management steps that tHeh&otedaen with
respect to these goals. The discussion in this section is not ndgessanprehensive, as each
amendment magatisfymany of the Council’s goals and objectiveRather, it is intended to provide an
overview of the major management changes of thedstenyears, and how they compare to the
management objectives that @@euncil set for itself in 2004.

Additionally, we have also looked back to the example FMPs that illus$tthee preferred alternative
analyzed in the2004 PSEIS. Given the Council’'s actions of the last ten years, the current gebundfi
management program does now fall within the range of example FMPs that wegredirathe PSEIS.

Each of the sections below identifies one of the Council’s policy gddis. specific objectives,
sometimes abbreviatetinking to that policy goal are listegfter each policy goallf the objectives are
also linked to a specific item on the Council’'srkplan® that is noted alsoAfter each policy goal and
objectives are listed thEMP amendments related to this goal statemiwet egulatory amendments
related to this goal statemeanhd aher management actions related to this goal statement

s The Council developed a workplan to track the implementation of the various management objectives over time and prioritize
issues for consideration. The workplan was developed in June 2004 revised in February 2007. The Council is updated on the
status of this workplan at each meeting.
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Preve nt Overfishing

Adopt conservative harvest levels

Use existing OY caps

Specify OY as a range

Periodic reviews of fgy, and adopt improvements

Improve management through species categories (on workplan)

arwdE

FMP amendments related to this goal statement

" revisions to the harvest specifications process (B48/G48)

" moved skates to target category (G63)

" biologicallybased specifications for GOAther speies” category (G69, G79)

" amendments to bring FMPs in line with annual catch limit reguaénts, including movingther
species into target category, and creating an ecosystem component cate§oG3B9

" amendment to include grenadiers in the ecosystem component of the FM@sGB1D

" Restructured observer program reduces bias in catch accounting (B86, G76)

" Provideflexibility for flatfish specifications (B105)

Regulatory amendments related to this goal statement
" Annual specifications for setting harvest levels

Other management actions related to this goal statement
" Regular @nter forinternational Epertsreviews for stock assessments and harvest strategies
" 0Ongoing work on accounting for uncertainty in control rules
" Council policy and ongoing discussion of spatial management for stocks

Promote Sustainable Fisheries and Communities

6. Promote conservationhile providing for OY

7. Promote management measures that avoid social and economic disruption
8. Promote fair and equitable allocation

9. Promote safety

These considerations are applied to all management actions

Preserve Food Web

10. Develop indices of ecosystdmealth (on workplan)

11. Improve ABC calculations to account for uncertainty and ecosystem
12. Limit harvest on forage species

13. Incorporate ecosystem considerations in fishery management

Other management actions related to this goal statement

" Uncertainty and ecosystem considerations taken into account during stosknesgesnd harvest
specifications

" Ecosystem indices reported and assessed in annual ecosystem SAFE report

" Adoptionof the Aleutian Islands Fishery Ecosystem Pmd development of a Bering Sea
Fishery Ecosystem Plan

" Development of ecosystem synthesis reports for the Bering Sea and the Aatidns |
ecosystem areaand ongoing development of report for the Gulf of Alaska

" Adoption, as Council policy, of an ecosystem vision statement
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Manage Incidental Catch and Reduce Bycatch and Wast e

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

Continue and improve current incidental catch and bycatch program (on workplan)
Develop incentive programs for bycatch reduction (on workplan)

Encourage research for ntarget species population estimates (omkpi@an)

Develop management measures that encourage techniques to reduce bycatckp{an)wor
Continue to manage incidental catch and bycatch through seasons and areas

Account for bycatch mortality in TAC accounting (on workplan)

Control prohibited species bycatch through PSC limits (on workplan)

Reduce waste to biologically and socially acceptable levels

FMP amendments related to this goal statement

Groundfish retention standard (B79, subsequently removed)

Bering Sea Chinook salmon bycatch restrictions (B84, B91)

Trawl sweep elevation requirement in the flatfish fisheries (B94, G89)

GOA area closures to reduce bairdi crab bycatch (G89)

Establishment of PSC limits for Chinook salmon in the GOA trawl pollock angbatbock
fisheries (G93, G97)

ReducePSC limits for GOA halibut (G95)

Restructured observer program reduces bias in bycatch accounting (B86, G76)
Prohibit Pacific cod fishing in Pribilof Islands Habitat Conservation&Z(B103)

BSAI Chinook and chursalmonPSC avoidance measui@l10approved by Council, not yet
implementef

ReducePSC limits forBSAI halibut B111approved by Council, not yet implemented

Regulatory amendments related to this goal statement

Annual specifications for setting prohibited species limits
Revisions tdVIRAs
Revision to regulations for prohibited species donation program and fishmeal

Other management actions related to this goal statement

Upcoming discussion paper on BSAI crab bycatch

Council encourages research through annual research priorities

NMFS ard observer program work on improving statistical methods for bycatch acump(asi
part of National Bycatch Report initiative)

Development of a halibut management framework

Avoid Impacts to Seabirds and Marine Mammals

22.
23.
24,
25.

Continue to protect ESA-listed and other seabirds

Maintain or adjust SSL protection measures (on workplan)

Encourage review of marine mammal and fishery interactions

Continue to protect ESA-listed and other marine mammals (on workplan)
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FMP amendments related to this goal statement
" Walrus protection areas around Round Island and Cape Pierce, includingctransors for
Federal fishing vessels (B107)

Regulatory amendments related to this goal statement
" Revisions to seabird avoidance measures, including in Area 4E
" Revisions td5teller sea lion closures for pollock and cod fisheries in the GOA
" Revisions to Steller sea ligomotection measurdsr Atka mackerelPacificcod, and pollock
fisheries in the Aleutian Islands
" Designation of critical habitat for Cook Inlet beluga whale

Other management actions related to this goal statement
" ESA consultations on fishery impacts on listed seabirds and marine mammals
" Council receives protected species report at each meeting, monitorieg) viau seabirds and
marine mammals
" Reconsideration of Steller sea lion closures in 2014 biological opinion ande2914

Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Habitat

26. Review and evaluate efficacy of habitat protection measures for managed speciekfbarny
27. Identify EFH and HAPC, and mitigate fishery impadsacessary (on workplan)

28. Develop MPA policy

29. Encourage research on baseline habitat mapping (on workplan)

30. Develop goals and criteria for MPAS; implement as appropriate (on wajkpla

FMP amendments related to this goal statement

" HAPC (B65/G65) and EFKB78/G73) amendments, and associated fishery area closures in the

GOA and Aeutian Islands (Al)
" Bering Sea Habitat Conservation (B89) with area closures fopealagic trawling
" Trawl sweep elevation requirement in the flatfish fisheries (B94, G89)
" Update to EFH information with findings from the 2010 EFpear review (B98/G90)
" Designation of skate nurseries in Bering Sea as HAPC (B104)

Other management actions related to this goal statement

" Discussion of protected areas for Bering Sea canyons

" Discussion paper resulting from EFH/&ar review to look at groundfish impacts on crab EFH
(especially red king crab in southwestern Bristol Bay)

" Ongoing 2015 EFH 5-year review, including updates to fishing effects model &hd EF
descriptions

" Discussion of Northern Bering Sea Research Area Research Plan (subsequently tabled)

" Council discussion regarding nominating Alaska MPAs to national MPA cegister (tabled)

" Council encourages research through annual research priorities

Promote Equitable and Efficient Use of Fishery Reso  urces

31. Provide economic and community stability through fair allocation

32. Maintain LLP and initiate rightbased management programs (on workplan)
33. Periodically evaluate effectiveness of rightssed management programs

34. Consider efficiency when adopting management measures (on workplan)
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FMP amendments related to this goal statement
" Sector allocations for Pacific cod (B85, G83); fixed gear endorsem&®A (G86)
" Sector allocations and cooperative formation for 3 8at8pecies, POP, and Atka mackerel in
BSAI (Amendment 80); vessel replacement and cooperative revisions (B§BERBI7)
" Latent licenses rescinded (B92/82, G86)
" Cooperative program for rockfish in central GOA (G68); program i@ws{G78, G85); new
program authorized (G88)
" BSAI freezer longline maximum length overall adjustment (B99)
" Al pollock to the Aleut Corporation (B82); Single geographic location amefodgubllock
motherships (B62, G62); AFA vessel replacement (B106)
" IRIU rescinded in GOA forlsallow water flatfish (G72)
IFQ B quotashareholdersan fish on any size vessel (G67), “fish up” in Area 4B (B102)
Revisions to GOA CQE program entities, revise vessel use caps, allow purchams! dfocks,
establish CQE program in Area 4B (G94, G96, B102)
" Allow for a small boat CDQ Pacific cod fishery (B1@@proved by Council but not yet
implementel
" Allow use of longline pots for sablefish (G1@hproved by Council but not yet implemeited
Aleutian Islands Pacific cod catcher vessel fishery and shoreplant delivery mesnii(B113,
approved by Council but not yet implemeted

Regulatory amendments related to this goal statement
" Modify monitoring and reporting requirements for BSAI cod freezer longliners
BSAI fixed gear parallel fishery managemergasures
" Minor revisions to AFA, CDQ, IFQ, Rockfishrégrams
" GOA pollock trip limits

Other management actions related to this goal statement
" Permit fee authorization (all FMPs)

Increase Alaska Native Consultation

35. Incorporate local and traditional knowledge into fishery management
36. Consider ways to enhance local and traditional knowledge collection
37. Increase Alaska Native participation in fishery management (on workplan)

FMP amendments related to this goal statement

" Al pollock to the Aleut Corporatin (B82)
Revisions to GOA CQE program eligible entities, revise vessel use caps, atldvage of small
blocks, establish CQE program in Area 4B (G94, G96, B102)
" Allow for a small boat CDQ Pacific cod fishery (B1@@proved by Council but not yet
implenented
Aleutian Islands Pacific cod catcher vessel fishery and shoreplant delivery mesnuti(B113,
approved by Council but not yet implemeited

Other management actions related to this goal statement

" Community outreach and consultation policy adopted by Council in 2008
Community committee helps prioritize outreach (currently focused orl B&mon analyses)
Website redesigned to include a rural outreach component
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Improve Data Quality, Monitoring, and Enforcement

38. Increase utility of observer data (on workplan)

39. Develop equitable funding mechanisms for the NPGOP (on workplan)

40. Increase economic data reporting requirements (on workplan)

41. Improve technology for monitoring and enforcement (on workplan)

42. Encourage devepment of an ecosystem monitoring program

43. Cooperate with NPRB to identify needed research

44. Promote enforceability

45. Coordinate management and enforcement programs with Federal, Statationat, and local
partners

FMP amendments related to this goal statement
" Observer program restructuring (B86/G76)
" Remove dark rockfish from FMP, allow management by State of Alaska (B73/G77
" Change observer coverage category exemptions for small catcher processoiG1B82,12/
approved by Council but not yet implemeted

Regulatory amendments related to this goal statement
" Electronic reporting, online accounting
" Changes to VMS requirements (required for sablefish in BS, no lorgygreé for dinglebar
lingcod in GOA)
" Repeal of vessel incentive program
" Changes to observprogram to provide flexibility in deployment and improve operational
efficiency
" Bering Sea Chinook salmon bycatch economic data collection
GOA trawl economic data collection

Other management actions related to this goal statement

" Annual refinement of observer data through the deployment plan

" Ongoing work to improve Catch Accounting System

" Discussion paper on VMS use and requirements

" Electronic monitoring is being developed as a tool for catch monitdPirgmplementation
program approved for 2016.

" Councl encourages research through annual research priorities, cooperatesntbitRanific
ResearctBoard

" Council initiated and participates in Alaska Marine Ecosystem Forum, aasv@iintaining
other relationships with partner entities

5.3 Changes in groundfish and environmental conditions

The following is a brief summary of Council documents that evaluate grstndfid environmental
conditions.

Groundfish SAFE reports
The Council’s annual Groundfish Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluatiok)($&gort provides a

detailed analysis of the status of groundfish stocks each feagroundfish species is currently, nor has
been, overfished or subject to overfishing, sitheeanalysis that was conducted in 2004 FSEIS.
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Ecosystem Assessments in the annual Groundfish SAFE report

The AFSCprepares an Ecosystem Consideratmpmgendix to the annual SAFE repdador 2014) that
provides a comprehensive overview of environmental conditions in the BSAlI andd@@# annual
basis. The appendix includes an ecosystem assessment for the Bering SdanAsamndsand Gulf of
Alaska, as well as various data series that are ecosystem status and managemend.indicat

The AFSC staff has developed a format for reporting various indices ovey ainsecomparing the most
recent five years against the historical record for each indicafbe first section of thézcosystem
Considerations appendix includes abbreviated report dardhe Eastern Bering Sea and the Aleutian
Islands (a report card for the GOA is being prepared), as well as an executimargush recent trends.
The report shows climate indices for the North Pacific, includimg Pacific Decadal and Arctic
Oscillations, and eastern Bering Sea ice retreat and cold pool volursesndil of these are within one
standard deviation of the historical mean for the data set. The report @le® estosystem indices for the
groundfish fishery regions, and fishery indices for the Bering Sea, GAlaska, and Aleutian Islands.
The5-year mean is generally within one standard deviation of the historic mean.

2010 EFH 5-year review

Additionally, the 2010 EFH fear review(NPFMC and NMFS 2010) evaluated changes in fishing
impacts on habitat from the period analyzed in the EFH EIS (and incorporatetetsnce in th004
PSEIS) and the subsequent fixear period. Total trawl fishing effort decreased in all regionpédagic

and nonrpelagic trawling, between the peatianalyzed in the EFH EIS (199820602)and the subsequent
period (2003 t®007). The report included figures plotting both the average fishingsitgeby five year
period, as well as the difference indnsity between periods. The principal shifts in fishing intensity are
summarized in the following paragraphs.

Bering Sea trawlThere has been no radical shift in the distribution of nonpelagic trawldightensity

in theBering Sea from the period 1998 to 2002 to the period 2003 to 2007. The large areeeotrtile
Bering Sea that was subject to particularly higbttom trawl intensity in 1998 t@002 received
moderatdy lighter intensity from 2003 t@007. Four principal areas were subject to increased bottom
trawl intensity;(1) along the northwest border of the Pribilof Islands Habitat Conservation @prudf

of Kuskoquim Bay(3) along the southern border of the King Crab Protection ,Z0mg4) western side

of the Nushagak Peninsula (inrignistol Bay) Most of the mcreases were moderate, though two of eight
blocks in the fouh area along the western side of the Nushagak Peninsula (inner Bristol Bayomad
increases. The area of high intensity effort north of Akutan Island, UnimaksPand Unimak Island
remained a high intensity aredMany of the shifts within that area registered as moderate or strong
changes because of the high absolute levels of fishing intefigitycentral Bering Sea showed a pattern
of higher intensity in gagic trawling around a central area of lower intensity near the bofder o
management areas 509 and 513. Decreases in fishing intensity occurred on theeveéshsitlushagak
Peninsula, off of Kuskoquim Bay, northeast of St George Island, and Peramsn to the far
northwest. Intensity dropped in the area north of Akutan Island, UninsskdPa Unimak Island, while
there were increases on the southwest and eastern sides of that area.

Aleutian Islands trawl: There was a trend of decreases imnbataovl fishing throughout the region, from

the 1998 to 2002 period to the 2003 to 2007 period, with moderate decreases noted in the Adreanof
Islands and Petrel Bank, as well as throughout the western portions ofaRdslsbtronger increases in
intensiy occurred around Buldir Island and west of Tanaga, with moderate increasésiri the Near
Islands. Pelagic trawling in the Aleutian Islands decreased from 416 blobksdl fis the first period,

mainly on the 541/518 (Bering Sea) border, to only 16 blocks fished in the most recent pshivdy Fi
intensity for pelagic trawl fisheries in the Aleutian Islands is curremtty minor.
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Gulf of Alaska trawl Moderate decreases were seen in intensity of nonpelagic trawl fishiroghbrg
theregion, from tle earlier (1998 t@002)time period to the later (2003 to 2007), with overall blocks
fished decreasing by approximately 40 percent. Largest drops in intensity occurred neiak @hd
south of Chirikof Island with moderate increases in intensity to the nesthof Chirikof Island and south
of Ugak Island. Very minor changes in intensity were seen in pelagic trawling in thé, G@th
moderate increases in Shelikof Strait, but decreases in intensity in noiak Kearshore waters, as well
as in isolate@reas of 610 and 620.

Aleutian Islands Fishery Ecosystem Plan

In December 2007, the Council completed a Fishery Ecosystem Plan (FBERg fateutian Islands
ecosystem area. The FEP evaluates physical, biological, and socioecononimstéfz among
ecsystem components, to identify areas of uncertainty and associated risk. Key ecastgstations,
including climate and physical factors, predgioey relationships, fishing effects, regulatory constraints,
and socioeconomic (both fishing and Fishing) activities occurring in the area are identified and
associated with monitoring indicators. These indicators are tracked onnaal dasis through the
Aleutian Islands Ecosystem Assessment, in the Groundfish SAFE report.
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6 Review of conclusions in the 2004 PSEIS

This section summarizes the results from the expert team that reviewed 4SS conclusions. Each
expert was asked to review the description of the impacts of rhendfish fisheries on his or her
resource component (e.g., assessed speciespecies complex), based on new information that has
become available since the PSEIS analysis was completed. The expert followed a tengaasider
whether management of or the status of the resource has changed, whether neatidnfas available
regarding the impacts of the fisheries on the resource, whether there are nedsnoéthoalysis or
protocols for evaluating impacts. A copy of the template ikided in Appendix Df the SIR. Based on
these considerations, the expert was asked to conclude whether, based onidonfawadiable at the
time of the review, a new analysis using the latest methods and informatidch reaoh a seriously
different conclusion.

The sections below synopsize the experts’ review of the 2004 PSEIS comsl&sich section begins
with a summary table for the group of resource components, identifying pleet'sxconclusion and a
short rationale. Additional points of rationale are captured in bullets folipithe summary table. The
complete reviews for each resoe component are included in Appendigf4he SIR In some instances
since the publishing of the draft SIR, and the completion of the reviews, staffdiawed up with the
expert reviewers to ensure that responses are consistent and complete aesssnaénts.

6.1 Target groundfish species

Table 12through Table 15 provide shosummaries of the target groundfish species reviéwsth
respect to whéer a new analysis using the latest methods and information would reagphifeantly
different conclusion than is articulated in the 2004 PSEIS. The tables also paosimet statement of
rationale for each species. The complete review for each speaiebe found in Appendix 4 to tigsR.

3% Note, in the BSAI FMP and GOA FMP there have been some changes of species hames and species complexes since the 2004
PSEIS. A summary of these changes is included in Appendix 3 of this SIR.
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Table 12 Summary of expert review of round  ground fish species

Species

Would a new analysis
reach a significantly
different conclusion?

BSAI

GOA

Comments / Rationale

pollock

No

Possibly

BSAI: A difference with a new analysis would be the increased
difficulty in adapting the technical interaction model to
account for increased complexity in management and to
predict outcomes of the TAC-setting process.

GOA: Groundfish fisheries and their management have been
fairly stable since 2002, which inclines towards an
assumption that the conclusions would be similar. There are
two changes in the GOA ecosystem that may merit further
evaluation, however: increase in abundance of arrowtooth
flounder (predator of pollock); and a resurgence of large
whales, in particular the humpback whale.

Pacific cod

No

No

BSAI: In the future, analysis of the age-structured model for the
Aleutian Islands stock, which is under development, will be
informative.

GOA: The stock assessment applies current analytical methods
and produces stable and biologically consistent estimates for
characterizing the condition of the population.

sablefish

No

No

BSAI and GOA: The stock assessment applies current
analytical methods and produces stable and biologically
consistent estimates for characterizing the condition of the
population.

Atka mackerel

No

No

BSAI and GOA: New and updated information for the BSAI,
and limited new information for the GOA, have been
incorporated into the stock assessment, but have not resulted
in a different conclusion.
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Pollock, Pacific cod, sablefish, and Atka mackerel

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods tc
assess impacts:

There have been no changes to the harvest control rules for the stocks.
Some other management changes have affected the timing and/or distrdfL
the fisheries, including Chinook salmon PSC limits for the polfstieries, cod
sector allocations, and Steller sea lion harvest restrictions.

Stocks are within the range of variability estimated in the 2004 PSEIS.

There have been changes in observer coverage requirengsoising from the
salmon bycatch measures in the Bering Sea, and observer restructuring.
Some added acoustic survey years lpreeided additional information

Methods are being developed to explore the implicationsaoirporating stock
specific uncertainty buffers to establish ABCs.

Table 13  Summary of expert review of flatfish species

Would a new analysis
reach a significantly

Species different conclusion? Comments / Rationale
BSAI GOA
BSAIl: Some new information regarding temperature-dependent
yellowfin sole No n/a growth has become available, and is incorporated into the

assessment, but it has not resulted in a different conclusion
about the effect of the fishery on the resource.

greenland turbot

BSAI: The stock assessment applies current analytical methods
No n/a and produces stable and biologically consistent estimates for
characterizing the condition of the population.

arrowtooth flounder

BSAI: New information may change the estimate of arrowtooth
flounder female spawning biomass, but would not change the

No No PSEIS conclusions.

GOA: Arrowtooth biomass is consistently increasing, as
identified in the PSEIS.

Kamchatka flounder

BSAI: fishery-independent information is on the same order as

No n/a before, and fisheries mortality remains at a moderate level.

northern and southern
37
rock sole

BSAI: some new information regarding temperature-dependent
growth is available and will be incorporated in the
assessment, but will not result in a different conclusion.

GOA: The stock assessment applies current analytical methods
and produces stable and biologically consistent estimates for
characterizing the condition of the population. The status of
stocks is within the range of variability of the 2004 PSEIS
analysis.

No No

flathead sole

BSAI and GOA: Qualitatively, the status of flathead sole has

No No not changed since the 2004 PSEIS.

Alaska plaice

BSAI: The stock assessment applies current analytical
No n/a methods, and Alaska plaice resource is high in abundance
and lightly harvested.

GOA: The majority of shallow water complex biomass is rock
sole, for which an assessment model was developed in 2012.

shallow water flatfish n/a No Other flatfish in the complex have been increasing or showing
no trend in biomass since 2004.
deepwater flatfish n/a No GOA: The deepwater flatfish complex is lightly exploited and

current methods would reach similar conclusions.

37 The BSAI assessment is limited to northern rock sole.
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Would a new analysis

Species reach a significantly Comments / Rationale
different conclusion?
GOA: Rex sole is lightly exploited and current methods would
rex sole n/a No - .
reach similar conclusions.
BSAI: The stock assessment applies current analytical
other flatfish No n/a methods, and Alaska plaice resource is lightly harvested,
primarily as bycatch.
Elatfish
Management " Implementation of Amendment 80 in the BSAI has significantly changed the
changes: timing and utilization of flatfish fisheries.

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:
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Stocks are within the range of variability estimated in the 2004 PSEISth&ith
exception of BSAflathead sole, which has a larger biomass than previously
estimated.

The Greenland turbot stoelssessment was revised in 2012.

Trawl sweep maodifications in the BS and GOA have reduced the fishery imp
on the seafloor, anchobserved mortality of shellfish.

Observer restructuring has resulted in new observer information, pantianmh
small boats in the GOA.

Some stocks are now being assessed in a higher tier, resulting in differethee:
way the productivity of the stock and risk are incorporated into the ABC
calculation.
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Table 14  Summary of expert review of rockfish species

Species

Would a new analysis
reach a significantly
different conclusion?

BSAI

GOA

Comments / Rationale

Pacific ocean perch

No

No

BSAI: A sharp rise in biomass has occurred in recent years
across all spatial subareas. In the future, work on the impact
of disproportionate harvest on yield and biomass for stocks
that exhibit spatial structure will be informative.

GOA: The assessment uses the same assessment model as
the 2004 PSEIS, and stock status is within the range of
variability analyzed in that document.

northern rockfish

No

No

BSAI: Future work will be informative for northern rockfish,
which exhibits stock structure at spatial scales smaller than
our current management units, and which occasionally shows
disproportionate harvesting patterns.

GOA: The stock assessment applies current analytical
methods, and the assessment model indicates that
conclusions are still valid.

shortraker rockfish

No

No

BSAI: Shortraker rockfish exhibit spatial structure, and
consistent disproportionate spatial harvesting would be
expected to result in reductions of biomass and yield. Limited
genetic samples currently exist for shortraker, however, to
undertake spatial stock analysis.

GOA: Stock status can still not be determined. The fishery is
not open as a target fishery, and it is unlikely that a
conservation concern has developed since the 2004 PSEIS.

blackspotted/
rougheye rockfish

No

Yes

BSAI: Future work will be informative for these species, which
exhibit stock structure at spatial scales smaller than our
current management units, disproportionate harvesting
patterns and high subarea exploitation rates, and declines in
subarea population abundance.

GOA: There is now an age-structured stand-alone assessment
for these stocks, so the impact of the fisheries on the
resource can be better monitored. The impacts of the fishery
on change in biomass can be changed from “unknown” to
“insignificant.”

dusky rockfish

n/a

Yes

GOA: There is now an age-structured stand-alone assessment
for dusky rockfish, so the impact of the fisheries on the
resource can be better monitored. The impacts of the fishery
on change in biomass can be changed from “unknown” to
“insignificant”.

demersal shelf
rockfish

n/a

No

GOA: The current analyses indicate that the conclusions of the
2004 PSEIS are still valid, however if demersal shelf rockfish
are moved to a different tier status after review of a new
model in 2014, then the category “change in biomass level”
could change from “unknown” to a different rating.

thornyhead rockfish

n/a

Yes

GOA: Beginning in 2004, the thornyhead rockfish complex was
downgraded to a Tier 5 species, primarily because of
uncertainty in the validity of age readings for shortspine
thornyhead. As a result, the conclusions of “insignificant” in
the 2004 PSEIS should be changed to “unknown.” However,
it is unlikely that a conservation concern has developed.

other rockfish

No

No

BSAI: Given the absence of new information, it is unlikely a
new analysis would result in a different conclusion.

GOA: Data for most “other rockfish” species is sparse. Since
the fishery is not opened as a target fishery, it is unlikely that
a conservation concern has developed since 2004.
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Rockfish

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Implementations of Amendment 80 in the BSAI, andrdukfish programs in the
Central GOA, have extended the timing of some rockfish fisheries.

Stocks are within the range of variability estimated in the 2004 PSEIS, exce|
BSAI Pacific ocean perch, for which the estimated biomasddaded since
2004.

There is new information about spatial structure for some rockfishespeci

The use of pelagic trawl gear in the GOA rockfish fisheries has been increasing,
reducing impacts of the fishery on habitat.

Bycdch estimates decreased for the majority of species in the Central GOA
following the implementation of the rockfish program.

Some stocks are now being assessed in a higher tier, resulting in differethee:
way the status relative to stock size reference points are determined.

A template has been developed for evaluating the types of information to be
considered when defining the spatial bounds of “stocsfivhich is in the
process of being applied to many rockfish species.

Table 15 Summary of expert review of squid, octopus, shark, sculpin, and skate species

Would a new analysis
Species r_each as |gn|f|c:_;1ntly Comments / Rationale
different conclusion?
BSAI GOA
Some new information is available from the observer program,
squid No No and a separate squid complex in the GOA will improve
g management, but these are not likely to result in a different
conclusion.
Since the status of octopus is unknown, the effect of the fishery
octopus No No h
remains unknown.
The status of sharks remains unknown, and it is unlikely that a
sharks No No - ;
conservation concern has developed since 2004.
Alternative methodologies have been explored in the
sculpins No No assessment, but they do not result in significantly different
conclusions.
A new analysis could provide more detailed description of
skates No No . - ;
impacts, but would not reach a different conclusion.
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Squid, octopus, sharks, sculpins, skates

Management These species are now all managed as separate target species assemblag
changes: than under the “other species” group.

Status changes: Status remains unknown for most stocks within these compléVhere more i

known, there is estimates of abundance have not changed significantly sidce 200

New information " Speciedevel identification within the complexes and recording dheo
on impacts: biological information hagmproved.

For octopusrecent discard mortality information suggests that the impadtseof
fishery on the resource have been overestimated.

Observer restructuring has resulted in improved coverage of fisheries
encounter some of these species.

New methods to Assessments have been developed for some species within the complexes.
assess impacts: " Development of ecosystem models has allowed greater exploration of
various ecosystem impacts might affect stocks and their predators.

6.2 Ecosystem component (prohibited and forage fish) and non -specified fish species
Table 16 provides a short summary of the reviews for prohibited speciage ffish, and grenadiers.

Additional points of rationale are captured in bullets following the summhbkhy.tahe complete reviews
for each resource component are included in Appendix 4.
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Table 16  Summary of expert review of prohibited species, forage fish, uns pecified species

Species

Would a new analysis
reach a significantly
different conclusion?

Comments / ratio nale

Pacific halibut

No

No new information concerning bycatch impacts is
currently available. International Pacific  Halibut
Commission is investigating the relationship of bycatch
mortality to long-term yield from the halibut resource.
Bycatch of all sizes comprises a larger fraction of total
mortality than in previous analyses, due to the decrease
in total abundance of halibut since the 2004 PSEIS, and
as a result the Council has analyzed and reduced halibut
PSC limits in both the BSAI and the GOA.

Pacific salmon

Possibly

New stock origin information provides finer resolution to
groundfish  fishery impacts on Chinook salmon,
highlighting that the stock composition of intercepted
salmon in the BS and GOA trawl fisheries are very
different, and providing a basis to analyze the impact of
the BS pollock fishery on BS Chinook and chum salmon.
The analysis, contained in the Chinook and chum salmon
EA and other reports to the Council, shows very low
impact of the fishery on aggregate returns.

Pacific herring

No

The 2004 PSEIS concluded that the groundfish fishery
impacts on herring are insignificant. Mortality of herring in
the BSAI is capped at 1% of biomass, and while BSAI
herring biomass is currently known with considerably less
certainty than 2004, it is still expected that the 1% limit
will not adversely affect the population.

BSAI king crab

No

Abundance of king crab stocks has varied over the years,
but the status of these stocks relative to the status
determination criteria has not changed.

BSAIl Snow crab

No

Since 2004, the snow crab stock has been declared
rebuilt, based on a new assessment model. Stock
assessment models have improved greatly, and crab
bycatch is accounted for in the estimate of total catch
used in stock assessment models.

BSAIl Tanner crab

No

Effective status remains unchanged; however, the stock
is no longer overfished. It remains at a relatively low
abundance compared with historical levels. Stock
assessment models have improved greatly, and crab
bycatch is accounted for in the estimate of total catch
used in stock assessment models.

GOA king and Tanner crab

No

The abundance of GOA crab stocks is similar to that
reported in the 2004 PSEIS, and the prevailing conditions
that likely drive these trends remain unchanged.

forage fish complex

No

Forage fishes continue to be caught only incidentally, and
there is no new data to suggest that their status has
changed.

grenadiers

No

Catch in the groundfish fisheries is low compared to
estimated biomass of grenadiers.
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Pacific halibut

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

PSClimits for halibut in the GOA groundfish fisheries are being reduced thee
2014 to 2016 period.

PSClimits for halibut in the BSAI longline and trawl groundfish fisheried e
reduced with the approval and implementation of BSAI FMP Amendment 111,
likely in 2016.

A limited access program for the charter fishery, and a catch sharingeheseh

the commercial and guided recreational harvesters, have been imgénie
southeast and southcentral Alaska in 2014.

Currentstatus is within the range of historic assessments, near thdelon(
average abundance for the stock, but has declined from historitehigh in the
late 1990s.

Impacts of groundfish fisheries on the halibut resourcebatived to have
decreased since 2004, due to reductions in estimated halibut mortal
groundfish trawl fisheries (particularly in the BSAI Amendment 80 tifsaet).

The IPHC has conducted additional analyses ofitfgacts of trawl bycatct
mortality on lost yield and spawning biomass for the halibut stock.
information was included in the NEPA analysis accompanying GOA |
Amendment 95 (reducing halibut PSC limits in the G@AJY that accompanying
BSAI Amendmentl1l Beginning in 2013, observers are now deployed in small
boat groundfish and halibut fisherigsassess halibut mortality and discards.

Pacific salmon or steelhead trout

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Alaska Groundfish Fisheries PSEIS Supplemental Information Report, November 2015

The Council and NMFS implemented new Chinook salmon RB@&is in the
Bering Sea and the GOA and requirements for incentive plan agreement
reduce Chinook and chum salmon encounters for Bering Sea pollock fi
participants

Various Alaska Chinook salmon stocks have declined since 2004.
The annual run size of the chum salmon indicator species has gagnificantly
since 2004, but is generally trending back to 2004 levels in recent years.

New genetic stock composition analyses are availabléhéobycatchof Bering
Sea Chinook and chumalmon and GOA Chinook salmon, and more rob
sampling protocols have been instituted.

Impacts of Bering Sea Chinook and chum salmon bycatch relative to escay
and maturity have been completed and reported in the Chinook EIS and EA for
Chinook and chum salmd?SC limitmeasures.
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BSAI King Crab

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

BSAI Snow Crab

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information ”
on impacts:

New methods tc ”
assess impacts:

Management is esseally unchanged; however the implementation of B¢
Amendment80 has changed fishing patterasd partitioned the red king crab
PSC limit among fishery cooperatives.

A trawl sweep modification requirement was implemented in thefl@8sh
fishery in 2011Research has demonstrated that this reduces unobserved m
of crab.

New overfishing definitions and total catch accounting were implemeiote
BSAI crab stocks in 2008, and annual catch limits have been set since 2011.

Abundanceof king crab stocks has varied over the years, but the status of
stocks relative to the status determination criteria has not changed.

The implementation of Amendment 80 has reduced the rate of bycatch per
catchmetric ton.

The Council is in the process of evaluating the historical bycatch of crab syocks b
groundfish fisheries.

Stock assessment models have improved greatly, and crab bycatch is act
for in the estimate of tot@atch used in stock assessment models.

Management is essentially unchangedowever, the implementation o
Amendment 80 has reduced the rate of snow crab bycatch per tachenetric
ton.

Since 2004, the snow crab stock has been declared rebuilt, based on
assessment model.

A trawl sweep modification requirement in the flatfish fishery waplémented
in 2011. Research has demonstrated that this reduces unobserved mortality of
crab.

Stock assessment models have improved greatly, and crab bycatch is ac
for in the estimate of total catch used in stock assessment models.
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BSAI Tanner Crab

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods tc
assess impacts:

GOA Crab

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assesfmpacts:

Management is essentially unchangedowever, the implementation o
Amendment 80 has reduced the rate of Tanner crab bycatch per targe
metricton.

Effective status remains unchanged, however the stock is na longdished. It
remains at a relatively low abundance compared with historical levels.

A trawl sweep modification requirement in the flatfish fishery waplémented
in 2011. Research has demonstrated that this reduces unobserved mort
crab.

Stock assessment models have improved greatly, and crafetbysaccountec
for in the estimate of total catch used in stock assessment models.

Management is essentially unchangedwever, he CouncilclosedMarmot Bay
to protect Tanner crab.

GOA red king crab remains at historically low levels and the Tanner crab
continues to show high variability in recruitment. Little is known about golden or
blue king crab. The prevailing conditions identified in the 2004 P$Slikely
drive thesdrends remain unchanged.

The Council analyzed impacts of the GOA groundfish fisheries on Tanteinc
two NEPA analyses, and instituted a tragelr area closure and a trawl sweep
modification requirement in the GOA flagh fishery. Research has demonstrated
that the sweep modification reduces unobserved mortality of crab.

Changes to observer coverage requirements may shed additional lic
groundfish fishery interactions with crab in the future.

No. There have been no changes to the state assessment methodology,
regulatory changes to the harvest strategy or management structure.

Alaska Groundfish Fisheries PSEIS Supplemental Information Report, November 2015 53



Pacific herring

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Forage fish

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Management of Pacific herring under the groundfish FMPs has not change«
2004.

Due to reduced funding for herring surveys and the difficulties of sumydiie
region, very little is known about the status of Bering Sea herring popul:
other than the Togiaktock. Climate change and regime shifts are expecte
have a direct effect on herring habitat, mortality, and prey, but the magnitude is
unknown.

The impacts of groundfish fisheries on the herring resource are believed
similar to what was analyzed in 2014. Most herring bycatch occurs in thagE
Sea pollock fishery.

No new methods have been developed for evaluating the impacts ¢
groundfish fisheries on herring.

No, although forage fishre now listed as part of the “ecosystem compornien
the FMP.

There continues to be very little information on the status of foragesfi
including no reliable estimates of forage fish abundance.

More information is provided on a biennial basis as an appendix to the .
reports, including information on stateaters removals, and species’ vulnerability
in the Pacific Northwest.

Available evidence suggests tHarage fish abundance fluctuates independent of
fishery activities.

None.
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Grenadiers

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Unofficial assessment reports have been prepared for grenadiers sincartD
the FMPs were amendeth 2014 to include grenadiers as an ecosysl
component, whiclpromptedincreasd data collection on grenadier catch in t
groundfish fisheries.

The status of nespecified species was unknown in the 2004 PSEIS; gren
assessment reports nareck indices of abundance, which indicate that population
trends are stable.

There is a disproportionate catch of tdes in surveys and the fishehgwever,
all data indicate that catch of grenadier has not affected the stock status.
Impacts of groundfish fisheries have decreased in recent years, since gre
are primarily caught in the sablefish longline fishery, and ABCs andsTi&a€C
sablefish have decreased.

New catch information is available from smaller vessels fishing for halioaer
the restructured observer program.

In the assessment reports, catch, biomass, fishery and survey length freqt
and indices of abundance are now tracked.

6.3 Marine Mammals and Seabirds

Table 17 provides a short summary of the reviews for marine maramékseabirds. Additional point§ o
rationale are captured in bullets following the summary table. Theplete reviews for each resource
component are included in Appendix 4.
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Table 17  Summary of expert review of marine mammals and seabirds

Species

Would a new anal ysis
reach a significantly Comments / rationale
different conclusion?

Steller sea lions

Extensive new analysis of the impacts of the groundfish
fisheries on SSLs was undertaken in the 2014 Biological
Opinions (NMFS 2014a), and the 2014 SSL EIS (NMFS 2014b).
No These analyses, and the subsequent regulatory changes, result
in fisheries that continue to avoid jeopardy and adverse
modification of critical habitat, which is consistent with the
conclusions in the PSEIS.

Ongoing research is evaluating whether there is evidence of a
strong link between commercial fisheries and the decline of

Northern fur seals No northern fur seals, but currently, the cause of the ongoing
decline remains unknown.
Harbor seals No Continued paucity of information about the foraging ecology of

this species, especially in the Aleutian Islands.

Ice-associated
seals

An evaluation of newly available food habits data might identify
No further impacts from commercial fisheries, but firm conclusions
would be difficult to develop with the limited information.

Northern elephant
seals

The California breeding population appears to be continuing to
grow.

No

Pacific walrus

The latest available estimate of Pacific walrus take is within the

No range analyzed in the PSEIS, and is considered insignificant.

Whales

The ESA listing of Cook Inlet beluga whales and designation of
critical habitat caused a new analysis of the impacts of the
groundfish fisheries, but the conclusion was similar to that in the
PSEIS. Also, fishery interactions with Bering Sea harbor
porpoise, western North Pacific stock of humpback whales,
western gray whales, and killer whales may have increased.

Possibly

Sea otters

NMFS conducted a new analysis for the Biological Assessment

No (NMFS 2013) and arrived at a similar conclusion as the PSEIS.

Seabirds

Neither new information nor new approach to estimation will
No change the conclusions of the PSEIS that impacts are
insignificant.

Marine mammals — Steller sea lions

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Closures and restrictions on Atka mackeRscific cod and pollockfisheries in
the Aleutian Islands, resulting from the 20Riological Opinion(NMFS 2014a)
and 2014SSLEIS (NMFS 2014b).

Abundance of SSLs has increased, and regionally, trends in populatior
changed.

New information available on food habits, abundance, foraging beh:
contaminants, and vital rates.

The eastern distinct population segment of SSL has been delisted.

2014 Biological Opion and 2014 EIS updatechanges in the impacts ¢
groundfish fisheries on SSLs, especially in the Al.

No, but more recent analyses using conventional methods have been under
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Marine mammals — Northern fur seals

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

None

Significant declines on both Pribilof Islands in thst 15 years, at just under
percentannually; partially offset by an increase in abundance on Bogoslof Island,
where the population of pups now exceeds Str@elsland.

It is unknown if the fisheries are affecting northern fur seals, bue tiwe
additional published literature available indicating similar habitat aeg ygse by
both consumers.

No, but more recent analyses using conventional methods have been under

Marine mammals — Harbor seals

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Marine mammals —

None

Three previoushrecognized stocks of harbor seals were subdivided into 12 stoc
Harbor seals in Lake lliamna have been petitioned for listing Uhd&SA.

Harbor seals in the Aleutian Islands have declined substantially since the
1980s, especially ithe western Aleutians; similar geographic pattern as SSLs.

Splitting into 12 stocks has led to individual stocks with lower abundandethe
potential for groundfish fisheries to have significant impacts on indivistoaks, but
there is no new information.

None

Ice-associated seals

Management
changes:

Status changes: ”

New information ”
on impacts:

New methodsto ”
assess impacts
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None

In responséo a petition for listing all fouspecies undethe ESA, NMFS lised
ringed and bearded seals as threatelNMFS is currently considering critice
habitat designations.

The ESA status reviews identified food habits studies indicating that ve
species of groundfish are important to ribbon and bearded seals, in some areas
seasons, and/or years.

None
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Marine mammals — Northern elephant seals

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Marine mammals

None

The California breeding population appears to be continuing to grow.
Unchanged since 2004; no recent reports of takes in Afetlaies.

None

Pacific walrus

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

No adverse changes. New protection areas at Round Island and CapehBi&
beenimplementedo minimize levels of disturbance from Federal vessels.

Walrus remains a candidate species for listing under the ESA. Uncertainty
current population estimates is very high.

Unchanged since 2004. Estimated take of walrus in the Alaskan fisher
considerednsignificant.

None

Marine mammals _— killer whale (transients), other toothed whales, baleen whales

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New informatim
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

None

Killer whales: new information on transient killer whale counts. Resiguk
continues to increase in population size, with exception of a few pods.

Toothed whales: Cook Inlet belugas have continued to decline, are now
underthe ESA, and have critical habitat designated through much of Cook Inlet.
Bristol Bay belugas antinue to increase in size. No new information on o
toothed whales.

Baleen whales: drth Pacific right whales are now relisted undlee ESA, and
critical habitat has been designated. Western Arctic bowhead populationehas be
increasing. A largscak study of humpback whales is being evaluated.
eastern N Pacific gray whale status remains the same; howeyerestern Nrth
Pacific population, once thought extinct, has been rediscovered. No
information on other baleen whales.

More specific information is now available on which target fishery is impgc
which killer whale stocks.

One observednortality of a harbor porpoisand one injury of a sperm whale,
occurred in recent years due to groundfish fishery interactiiss, the estimate
of fisheriesrelated mortaly to humpback whales is natignificant. No other
serious injuries or mortalities reported for other toothed or baleen wi
although information is lacking for belugasd western gray whales.

None
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Marine mammals _— sea otters

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

Seabirds

Management
changes:

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

6.4

Yes — the southwest distinct population segment of the northern sea otter
listed as threatened undtére ESA in 2005. Critical habitat was designated in
nearshore marine waters.

Despite the listing of sea otters undee ESA, population abundance and trer
have generally not notably changed since the early 2000s.

A 2006 ESA consultation concluded that groundfishdigs are not likely tc
adversely affect sea otters. The consultation was reinitiated, with the
conclusion pronounced in 20{RMFS 2013)

None

Measures to manage seabird interactions with the fisheries are unchanged
The 2013 implementation of restructured observer program will provide fagrbett
evaluation of total fishery impacts in the future

Status of various seabird species groups remains unchanged

Impacts reduced in the demersal longline fisheries

Bycatch from trawl vessels higher than reported (estimates undeaten), but
still far less than the reduced impact in the longline fisheries

Impact fromvesselsunder 60 ftLOA are being evaluated with observer da
beginning with 2013.

Annual estimates of seabird bycatch from observer species compositior
generated through the Catch Accounting System for longline vessels
estimates beig developed for similar procedure for trawl vessels

Habitat, Socioeconomics, Ecosystem

Table 18 provides a short summary of the reviews for habitat, socioeconomics, armbsysteen.
Additional points of rationale are captured in bullets followingghmary table. The complete reviews
for each resource component are included in Appendix 4.
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Table 18 Summary of expert review of habitat, socioeconomics, and ecosy stem components

Would a new analysis

Species reach a significantly Comments / rationale
different conclusion?
Analyses and research subsequent to the 2004 PSEIS have
Habitat No largely confirmed its general conclusions. A new analysis would

provide more specific estimates with less uncertainty, but is not
likely to reach seriously different conclusions.

Socioeconomics

The fundamental impacts of rationalizing fisheries (e.g., on
overcapacity, efficiency, and the nature of the jobs) or closing
areas to fishing is correct in the 2004 PSEIS. The 2004 PSEIS
No relies on predicting the results of rationalization programs, and a
new analysis could provide actual results, likely with a smaller
magnitude of benefits. But the basic understanding of effects is
correct.

The new research and information will enable improved
monitoring of the ecosystem research, but to date does not

Ecosystem No suggest that the conclusions of the 2004 PSEIS would differ
substantially.
Habitat
Management " Substantial changes to management have included implementation ofioegL
changes: to protecthabitat that provides structural relief, and gear modifications to

Status changes:

New information
on impacts:

New methods to
assess impacts:

adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor.

The current status of habitat is the same as in the PSEIS becaubeddngiow
growing species have likely not re@ved from the impacts of historical fishing,
and impacts continue in areas that are open to bottom trawling.

In 2012 NMFS received a petition to list 44 species of cold water coral
Alaska as threatened or endangered in responsehdaging environmdal
conditions, the presence of commercial fisheries, and other factoesd Baghe
scientific information available, NMFS determined that such a designatsn
not warranted. NMFS analyzed whether threats are impeding the survival
recovery of caal species and warrant their protection under the ESA, inclu
ocean warming, ocean acidification, commercial fishing, and oil spills (7¢
10601, February 14, 2013Foral species in Alaska are nogef building and are
less susceptible to the effeatd ocean acidification as other organisms,
scientists noté that fishing closures in certain areas in the BSAI and C
provide substantial protection for corals and cold water coral habitat.

There has been additiona¢search on the habitat requirements of diffel
species, on trawl gear modifications to reduce habitat effects, and soitee! |
research on the recovery of habitat in the eastern GOA that was damage
trawl gear. There is improved resolution of datathe distribution of fishing
effort due to broader implementation of VMS. There is also additi
information on the distribution of habitat types and features, through
technology and habitat mapping.

The EFH EIS(NMFS 2005) used a different methodology than the PSEI!
assess the effects of fishing on habitat from the perspective of managed :
that are dependent on habitat featuréke 2005 EFH EIS fishing effect
methodology is also being updated for the 2015 EFRy¢dr review, which is
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currently under development.

Ecosystem
Management " Managementchanges to protect ecosystem componemés referenced in th
changes: sections aboveThe Council has adopted an ecosystem vision statement

Council policy and has established guidelines for including ecosy:
considerations in stock assessment reports and analytical documents.

Status changes: While there have been shaerm changes in sonexosystenindicators, there is
no evidence that these variations angsimle shortor mediumterm (3 to5 year)

range of natural variability, as measured over the last 30 years.

New information There has been substantial new wavide research on energy flow with
on impacts: ecosystems; howevethis infformation does not suggest that impacts of
groundfish fisheries on Alaska ecosystems have significantly changed.

New methods tc ” Significant improvements have been madanonitoring critical aspects of th

assess impacts: ecosystem, through the dewpinent of annual Ecosystem Assessments
Report Cards, and management strategy evaluations on different eco
aspects. Ecosystems research at the AFSC is being developednésgeated
Ecosystem Assessmemtogram, which provides a formal method &valuating
climate impacts on Alaska’'s large marine ecosystems.

Socioeconomics

Management The PSEIS refers to several fisheries that have since been rationalized, ar
changes: have also been management changes resulting from Chinook salmon k
avoidance and Steller sea lion protectiogasures.

Status changes: The PSEIS projects many thescent trends in species biomass, and the img

of climate change, which have since changed.

New information Information is available on impacts in fisheries that have rationalized $inc

on impacts: PSEIS, or been subject to other management chafeygs salmon or SSI
closures). There are some impacts that the PSEIS does not address, bu
have become issues of concern for the public and the Council, for exameple
impacts of rationalization on crew members.

New methodsto ” A new economic impact model has been developed as part of the anal
assess impacts: Steller sea lion closures, and several papers have been written on the img
rationalizationprograms.
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7 Public Comments

This SIR was first released as a draft in April 2014goblic and Council review. The review process
was to ensure that all the relevant facts and information are compiled in the SIRysis farbdecision
makers to reach a conclusion as to whether a supplemental PEIS is reluireshonse to public
testmony at the April2014 Council meeting, NMFS noted that the agency would consider public
comments on the SIR before making their final determinatiNFS received public comment letters
from the Center for Biological Diversity, The Boat Company, and @&edhe comments from each
have been paraphrased and similar comments have been grouped to avoid rednridamegponses.

Comment 1: The individual NEPA analyses that have accompanied the numerous changes in
management since 2004 are not an adequate substitute for a programmatic Tipele@éR incorrectly
characterizes these management changes as not substantial relative tomemyao concerns and
incorrectly concludes that the management changes are consistent RDO4RSEIS. The 2004PSEIS

should be updated to be consistent with the current management regime.

Response: Section 3 of the SIR recognizes that there have lee@umber of changes to the
management program since issuance of20@4PSEIS and states, “All management changes since
2004 have been subject to NEPA analysis.” However, the Council and the agénoy simply rely

on these NEPA analyses to conclukdatta supplement to ti2304PSEIS is not required at this time.
The SIR clearly demonstrates that the Council and the agency comprehensivelydwahsher the
management changes that have occurred since 2004 have resulted in a substangiainchang
proposed action that is relevant to environmental concerns, as required by NEPA

Section 5 of the SIR identifies the management changes that have occurréf8hemd compares
these changes with the proposed action of2b@4 PSEIS (i.e., the magament of the Federal
groundfish fisheries) and the preferred alternative for that actioadopt a conservative,
precautionary approach to ecosysteased fisheries management. Based on this information, the
SSC, Council, and NMFS concluded that consilier progress has been made toward achieving the
goals and objectives of the preferred alternative, and determined thatattagement measures
implemented since 2004 are consistent with the preferred alternative. fbhisation and analysis

led the Coucil and NMFS to conclude that neither the management chamdjeglually nor all of

the management changesmulatively since 2004 represent a substantial change in the proposed
action.

As explained in Section 2@ this SIR not every change requirdset preparation of a supplement;
only those changes that cause effects which are significantly different foma #iready studied
require supplementary consideration. Therefore, in addition to deiegrwhether a substantial
change in the proposed amti occurred, the SIR also examines whether any of the changes made
since 2004 have caused effects that are significantly different than ttabgeedanand predicted in the
2004 PSEIS. This information is presented in Section 6 of the 8tRdamonstrates that none of the
management changes since 2004 have caused effects significantly differethidsenidentified in

the 2004PSEIS.

Comment 2 Given the significant new information from recent scientific lite@twn ocean
acidification and climate changbMFS must supplement th2004 PEIS to consider the impacts of
these changes on Alaska’s groundfish fisheries.

Response:EISsdo not need to bsupplementedecause information has accumulateather,a
PSEIS should be supplemented if the information brings new bearing on the managethent
groundfish fisheries or thienpactsof the groundfish fisheries on the human environmelint the
2004 PSEIS, the expected direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the ghufidfieries on the
environment \ere assessed within a broad range of historical and future environmentaiasd
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The 2004 PSEIS evaluatesa groundfish management progratimat is both comprehensiveand
adaptive. The management program builds in the flexibility to adapt to changirgnenental
circumstances through a harvest specifications processthased on the best available scientific
information andresponls to environmental variabilityThe groundfish policyobjectivesoblige the
Council and NMFS to implemergppropriate tection measureghenresource componentgre
adversely affected as a result of the groundfish fisheries.

This SIR considers whether recent information, about climate change ortoghies, would cause
analysts to reach significantly different conclusions about the impacte gfdhindfish fisheries on
the environment. The SIR findsthat the conclusions characterized in @4 PSEIS are still
appropriate, and that the trigger requiring a supplement to thePZBIKS has not been met

NOAA is aworld leader in ocean acidification and climate change research and this sciesrifiow
Alaska is available on theFSCWeb site ahttp://www.afsc.noaa.gov/

Comment 3 The gowing scientific understandingf cold water coral’'s important ecosystem role, the
devastating impacts of bottom contact fiskgrand the resulting loss of important groundfish habitat,
may support different conclusions about the impacts of bottom trawlinglanate change than were
considered in th2004 PSEIS, and should be examined in a supplefiiels.

Response The 2004PSEIS establishedhé policygoal statement to reduce and avoid impacts to
habitat. As a direct resultthe Council and NMF®&aveimplemented FMP amendmerib identify
and protect concentrations of deep sea coral and other living substratdsteny fmpacts. The
management policy will continue to guide the Council as it actively assessegthany fuotections
needed for minimizing the impacts of fispimctivities on deep sea coral he habitat protection
actions implemented under the management paticlude establishinggear mitigation and coral
protection areas in the Aleutian Islands andGi@A (BSAI/GOA Amendments 78/78MFS 2005),
implementinghabitat conservation areas tine BSAI (BSAI Amendment §NMFS 200D), and
requiringtrawl gear modifications to reduce bottom contact (BSAI/GOA Amendmer®;MMFS
20098NMFS 2010). This SIR examined these changes in fishery manageamahiconcluded that
these actions maintain and support the 2004 PSEIS’s conclusions that the ghofisiaéiry has an
insignificant impact on habitat, including corals.

The2004PSEIS also evaluated a more conservative policy alternative which, althoughimately
selected, took a more precautionary approach to uncertainty aboutehdgbatnpact of the fisheries
on bottom habitat. The conclusions of 24 PSEIS with respect to both the Preferred Alternative
and other alternatives remain apposite with respect to the impacts of thefigtofiskeries on corals
and groundfish habitat.

The 2004PSEIS acknowledges the importance of coral and other living substrate, and assesses the
impacts of bottom contact fisheries on habitat. New informadigsis regarding the impacts of the
groundfish fisheries on habitat, including corals. The EFH El®hduranalyzes the impacts of all
groundfish fisheries, including bottom contact fisheries, on habitat, including ctdd eeaal (NMFS

2005). NMFS anayzed whethethreats are impeding the survival and recovergashl species and
warrant their protection under the ESA, including ocean warming, oceaficatioh, commercial

fishing, and oil spill§78 FR 10601, February 14, 2013IMFS found that seintific or commercial
information does not warrant protection under the ESA.

The Council has also initiated scientific research fieldwork and asailsoral concentrations in the
Bering Sea canyons (NMFS 2015Jhe management actions taken to protect cold water coral and
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habitat are informed by ongoing scientific research conducted byAR®C. For additional
information, please se&SCWeb site at
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/News/Aleutian_corals.htm

This SIR examined this new information amehether the groundfish fisheries are affectivapitat
and coralglifferently than descried in the 2004 PSEIS. Sectiomftthis SIR summarizes the result
of that analysis.No information indicates that the new analysis would conclude that thevig
significant impact where the 2004 PSEIS concludes that the impact igasfioant. Additionally,
most of this new information has been analyzed inlsasquent NEPA or ESA analysis. Based on
this work, the available new scientific information and research does not saggdstantial change
in our understanding of the impacts of the groundfish fisheries drathigtin the BSAl and GOA.

Comment 4 New adverse effects to threatened or endangered species or new infoabatib adverse
effects requirdNMFS to supplement an EISNMFS must explore these adverse effects through a full
SEIS at the programmatic leyeéb ensure that cumulative impacts to endangered or threatened species are
properly taken into account.

Response Avoiding impacts to seabirds and marine mamnsbs specific policy goal identified in
the PSEISas described in&gtion 5.20f this SIR That goal, as well as obligations under the ESA
and Marine Mammal Protection At, continue to be fulfilled in the Counciand NMFSs
consideration of information regarding the status of threatened and erathsgecies and both the
proximal and cumulativenpacts of groundfish fishery actions on those spediesappropriate, the
Council and NMFS have comprehensively evaluated the effects of the grbufidfisries on
threatened and endangered species that have changed their listing status &eaarthe of th2004
PSEIS,including cumulative impactss described in Sectidh3 of this SIR Where warranted the
Council and NMFS have taken action to furtheduce fishery interactions wittndangered or
threatened speciesmd their critical habitatThis SIR examined these changes in fishery management
and concluded that these actions maintain and support the 2004’'P8ahSlusions that the
groundfish fishey has an insignificant impact amdangered or threatened species.

This SIR examined new information and whether the groundfish fisheriedfacéng threatened or
endangered species differently than described in the 2004 PSEIS. Sectitms6S#Rsummarizes
the results of that analysis. No information indicates that the new analydi$ eamclude that there

is now a significant impact where the 2004 PSEIS concludes that the impadhsigasficant.
Additionally, most of this new information hdseen analyzed in a subsequent NEPA or ESA
analysis. Based on this work, the available new scientific information andateseas not suggest a
substantial change in our understanding of the impacts of the groundfish figiretie®atened or
endangere species in the BSAI and GOA.

Comment 5 Significant declines in PSC species have changed the human environmeuibistantial
way compared to the 2004 analysis and necessit&bearaination in aiSEIS of the biological and soeio
economic impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the groundfish fesheri

Response: The 2004PSEIS established thgolicy goal to manage incidental catch and reduce
bycatch and wast@s described inegtion 5.20f this SIR This policy goakontinues to guide the
decision making with regard to ongoing management of the groundfisrifis As described under
Comment 1, th004 PSEIS analyzed an adaptive management program with the ability to react to
change in environmental circumstanc&shangesnclude consideration of any changes in the status
of those resources as well as cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasoesdbalite future
actions. Consistent with the Council’s policshie Council and NMFS wva conducteg@omprehensive
analysesand implementeactionsto further reduce Chinook salmon, chum salmon, and haiS@
andthereby reduce thenpacts of the groundfish fisheries to these spea®sescribed in Sectién2
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of this SIR This SIR examined these changes in fishery management and concluded that these
actions maintain and support the 2004 PSEIS’s conclusions that the grouistfesty has an
insignificant impact on endangered or threatened species.

This SIR examined this new information and whether the groundfish fistemeeaffectingPSC
species differently than described in the 2004 PSEIS. Section 6 of thisi®iRarizes the results of
that analysis. No information indicates that the new analysis wouldudienthat there is now a
significant impact where the 2004 PSEIS concludesthigimpact was insignificant. Additionally,
most of this new information has been analyzed in a subsequent NEPA analyg&d. oBahis work,
the available new scientific information and research does not suggest a salbskemge in our
understanding of the impacts of the groundfish fisherid@2@species in the BSAlI and GOA.

Comment & Important changes in our understanding of climate chamzgan acidificationandthe
status of several protected or Aanget species (8ller sea lionsnorthern fur sealsChinook salmon
halibut) have implications on the tgiificance” determination. Th8IR determination that none of the
new circumstances and information is “significant” within the meaning of NiEPased on an incorrect
approach todetermining significance. The SIR incorrectly examines whether a “seridifféyent
conclusion” is expected from the new information rather than whether the nemation may “raise
substantial questions” about the potential for significant effects.

Response: The SIR examines information and circumstances that have occurced2§i04 that are
relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the management of the ghofiskéries or
their impacts, and evaluates whether the new information and circumsthosethat the groundfish
fisheries will affect the quality of the human environment in a significatrmar or to a significant
extent not already cort@red, as required under NEPAAs explained in 8ction 3, the SIR
approaches the “significance” determination by posing two overarching apgestire the impacts
predicted in the2004 PSEIS for the preferred alternative still valid, given any changes szt 2
and “Does the new information present a seriously different picture ofkbly Iimpacts of the
groundfish fisheries on a particular resource, compared to whatoma&lered in the 2004 PSEIS.”
New information and circumstances with regard to target groundfish speaiesrget groundfish
species (includinghinook salmon and Padifihalibut), marine mammal(icluding Steller sea lions
and northern fur sealgnd seabirds, habitats, socioeconom@sl ecosystems (including climate
change and ocean acidification) were examined and evaluated in light oftweeseerarching
guestios (see 8Bction 6 and Appendices 2 and 4 of the SIRBased on this examination and
evaluation, the Council and NMFS determined that that none of the new siatw®s and
information is “significant” under NEPA.

The SIR’s use of “seriously different madusion” as the standard for determining significance is
congstent with NEPA and case lawkurthermore, this standard encompasses and does not preclude
or prevent a determination that new information may raise substantialoggegbout the potential

for significant effects.Evidence of this is seen in Appendix 2 of the SIR.answering the question
“Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seiffestgnt
conclusion,” analysts were specifically asked to provide sdiseussion if the analyst thought the
issueneeded further investigatiohis clearly supports the ability of an analyst to conclude that the
new information raises substantial questions about the potentggfaficant effects.

Comment 7: A new SEIS should be @pared as the supporting anaysi help facilitate the transition to
ecosystenbased fishery management in Alaska.

Response: The 2004 PSEIS characterized what is today called ecosybtesed fishery
management, and served as the \ehiar refining the groundfish management program to address
ecosystem considerations in management decisidhge.2004 PSEIS established policy geahat
advance ecosystebased fishery management, as described in Sectiarf ;s SIR These policy
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goak continueto guide the decision making with regard to ongoing management of the grbundfis
fisheries. Consistent with the Council’s policghe Council and NMFS have taken a number of
actions that improve ecosystdrased management in Alaska by miiziimg the groundfish fisheries’
impacts on ecosystem components, and incorporating ecosystem informatiorisitmeheaking, as
described in Section 6¢f this SIR

Additionally, reflective of the Council's ongoing efforts to continue theditéon toecosysterbased
fishery management, the Council has adopted an Aleutian Islands Fishery EcdlgstgidPFMC
2007) and is developing a Bering Sea Fishery Ecosystem Plah.tHgof\l FEP and the developing
BS FEP are actiemforming mechanisms that priole a framework for addressing ecosystem
considerations in future management decisions. The summary of the prefesradtive from the
2004 PSEIS to the transition to ecosysteased fishery management can be fountlable 1 of this
SIR.

Alaska Groundfish Fisheries PSEIS Supplemental Information Report, November 2015 66



8 Conclusions

The objective of thiSIR is to synthesize relevant information for the Council and NMFS to determine
whether there is a need to supplemiiet 2004 PSEIS for the Alaska groundfigshéries. Note, the
Council and NMFS may choose to supplement2b@4 PSEIS at any time for a variety of reasons; this
SIR simply focuses on whether the triggers have been met that reguidethe Council and NMFS to
supplement the 2004SEIS.

As described in Chapter 3, there are two conditions that would require sepglegran EIS:

1. if NMFS and the Council have made a substantial change in the proposed actjotigi.e.
management of the Federal groundfish fisheries) that is relevant toreneintal concerns, or

2. if there are significant new circumstances or information releteaatvironmental concerns and
bearing on the management of the groundfish fisheries or their impacts.

With respect to the first conditiorfection5 of this SIR identifies the changes to the management
program since 2004 All management changes since 2004ehéeen subject to NEPA analysi$he
Council considered these changes in their discussions of this issue in ZB&2SSC discussed the
management changes at the March 2012 meeting, and determined that they argstédincomith the
preferred alternative evaluated in @4 PSEIS. As a result, these changes do not represent a substantial
change to the management of the Federal groundfish fisheries that is rel@mntdnmental concerns.

With respect to the second condition, the SIR includes a comprehensive overview ocircumstances
and information relevant to environmental concerns, and bearing on the mantagémhe groundfish
fisheries or their impactsSection6 summarizes the review process undertaken for each of the resource
components analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS, which were considered to be impacted bgapenment of
the groundfish fisheriesThese include target and ntarget fish species, marine mammals and seabirds,
habitat, socioeconomic components, and the ecosystdhor each of these components, experts
considered whether the status of the component has changed, and whether new informaibods

are available to better understand the impacts of the fisheriggboomponent.Based on this review,
experts were asked to identify whether a new analysis, using the latistds and information, would
reach a significantly different conclusion regarding the impact of the grsbnfiheries. A brief
summary of their findings is included in Table 19.

Table 19 Summary of changes to the PSEIS impacts resulting from the SIR revi ew

Would a new analysis using the latest

Resource . . Which components have a “possibly”
component methods and information reach a response
P significantly different  conclusion P
BSAI and GOA target | No/possibly " GOA pollock
groundfish species " GOA blackspotted/rougheye rockfish, dusky
rockfish, thornyhead rockfish
Prohibited species No/possibly " Pacific salmon
Other fish species No
Marine Mammals No/possibly " Whales
Seabirds No
Habitat No
Socioeconomics No
Ecosystem No
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For most resource components, the new information reported in this SIR does gusit shgt a new
analysis would result in a significantly different conclusion foramtpd resource componeniBhere are
some responses that indicate that there is nove nmdormation available that might further refine the
conclusions in the 200@SEIS for their resource component (GOA blackspotted/rougheye rockfigh, GO
dusky rockfishandPacific salmon).For the two GOA rockfish species, an agrictured model is now
available which changes some “unknown” conclusions to “insignifitaRbr Pacific salmon, stock of
origin information is now available to differentiate bycatch aets from Bering Sea versus GOA trawl
fishing, however new information does not suggeat there is any increase in adverse environmental
impact than previously understood, and groundfish fishery impacts hamerbeinized, to the extent
practicablethrough management measures

There are three other responses that indicated the pogditdiita new analysis might reach a different
conclusion. The first of these is GOA thornyhead rockfish; in this caseentainty has developed about
the validity of data allowing an aggructured model, so the expert suggests that the “insignificant”
conclusion should be changed to “unkndiThe expert does not consider the impacts of the groundfish
fishery to be a conservation concern, howev&econdly, with respect to whales, there has been a
documented instance of interaction of a groundfish fishery with a harbor porpdisesperm whale in
recent years, which was not considered at the time of the 2004 PHEE&: has also been an increase in
fisheriesrelated mortality to humpback whaleFhese changes indicated some uncertainty for therexp
in evaluating the conclusions of the 2004 PSEIS with respect to whatas finally, the rationale for
GOA pollock includes signs of ecosystem change in the GOA as a source of uncettaunt a new
conclusion, especially the resurgence of large whales (partictharlyumpback whale), and an increase
in abundance of arrowtooth flounder.

While the expert reviewers have considered new information spelificain the perspective of each of
their resource componentie decision as to whether to quplement the PSEIS must be based on a
consideration of the proposed action as a whaqlehat is, the perspective of the overall groundfish
management programAs a result, it is incumbent on the Council and NMFS to consider the individual
expert reviews, rad consolidate them to the level of the overall groundfish management prdgram.a
programmatic perspective, has there been a substantial change in the managenemnrafntifish
fisheries, relevant to environmental concerris?he new information on the impact of the groundfish
fisheries, relevant to environmental concerns, significafitese are the questions that the Council and
NMFS considezd

In April 2014, the Council evaluated the information in the draR, &ind concluded that applemental

EIS was not requirednd that theywould not reinitiate anew PEIS. The Council first evaluated the
management program 2012, to see whether there Hagkn substantial changes, and concluded that the
management program is still consistent wita2004PSEISs PA. The PAis described in Sectioh2 of

this SIR, and the management changes are documented in Sections 5.1 afdh&2SIR In the
Council’'s view, the updated information is still consistent with the Cdsnuitial conclusion.

Regarding new information on the impact of the groundfish fisheries relevanvironmental concerns,
the SIR synthesizes new information for each of the resource conmipoBased on this evaluation, the
Council concluded that there has not been significantly new information to triggemetiwk for
supplementing the PSEIS at this time. The Council acknowledged the SIR’s hengive review of the
resource components that were evaluated in the 2004 PSEIS, addthadtdor almost all resource
componats the new information does not suggest a new analysis would resultificaigly different
conclusions.For a few components there may be a new conclusion, but the experts mostly natesl that
not a conclusion that the groundfish fisheries arenigaa significantimpact on tlat componentTaking

the SIR review as a whole, then, to evaluate the overall groundfishaprotitre Council concluded that
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the new information documented in the SIR would not result in a sigmifycdifferent conclusion
regarding the environmental impact of the fisheries.

In preparation for the final SIR, some additional information has been inclndbd report in response
to Council and public comment, and staff has worked with the expert reviewexsmie instanceso
ensure that the reviewers have consistently evaluatedO®#PSEIS conclusions in the light of new
information. In the draft SIR, there were several instances where an expert had edemtifiertainty as
to the outcome of a new programmatic analysis based on a discaé$uture work, or ongoing but not
yet concluded research, which may have bearing on the resource comp®hernsIR approach is to
consider each resource component based on information that idkvati@resentTo finalize he draft
SIR, staff worked with the expert reviewers to ascertain that the regi@mderstood the SIR approach,
and to update the review to capture work that has been completed to date andytahelaipert's
conclusion, if appropriate.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1 BSAI and GOA groundfish management policy

The Council’'s management policy is in the BSAI and GOA groundfish FMPs. The jmoéggerpted
below.

2.2 Management Approach for the BSAI [GOA] Groundfish F  isheries

The Council’s policy is to apply judicious and responsible fisheries mamajgmractices, based on
sound scientific research and analysis, proactively rather than reactivehguiee the sustainability of
fishery resources and associated ecosystems for the benefit of future, as wedragyenerations. The
productivity of the North Pacific ecosystem is acknowledged to be among teshig the world. For

the past 25 years, the Council management approach has incorporated forkagddoeservatin
measures that address differing levels of uncertainty. This managementapgmsan recent years been
labeled the precautionary approach. Recognizing that potential chargesluctivity may be caused by
fluctuations in natural oceanographic conditions, fisheries, and othefishorg activities, the Council
intends to continue to take appropriate measures to insure the continuethbilgyadf the managed
species. It will carry out this objective by considering reasonable, adaptive mamageeasures, as
described in the Magnus&étevens Act and in conformance with the National Standards, the Endangered
Species Act (ESA), the National Environmental Policy Act, and otheicapf# law. This management
approach takes into account the National Academy of Science’s recommendatiostagmaBle
Fisheries Policy.

As part of its policy, the Council intends to consider and adopt, as ajgpeopneasures that accelerate
the Council’s precautionary, adaptive management approach through commsedyeb&aghtsbased
management, ecosystdrmsed management principles that protect managed species from overfishing,
and where appropriate and practicable, increase habitat protection aruh logeetraints. All

management measures will be based on thesbemtific information available. Given this intent, the
fishery management goal is to provide sound conservation of the living masmeces; provide socially
and economically viable fisheries for the wledling of fishing communities; minimize humeaused
threats to protected species; maintain a healthy marine resource habitatoapdrate ecosystebased
considerations into management decisions.

This management approach recognizes the need to balance many competing uses ofsoarces and
different social and economic goals for sustainable fishery mareageincluding protection of the long
term health of the resource and the optimization of yield. This poli¢ygeéland improve upon the
Council’s existing open and transparent procégaiblic involvement in decisiomaking.

2.2.1 Management Objectives

Adaptive management requires regular and periodic review. Objectiveifiédieint this policy statement
will be reviewed annually by the Council. The Council will also review, fgodiiminate, or consider
new issues, as appropriate, to best carry out the goals and objectives of dgsmmemt policy.

To meet the goals of this overall management approach, the Council and NMESewiie Alaska
Groundfish Fisheries Programmatic Slgopental Environmental Impact Statement (PSEIS) (NMFS
2004) as a planning document. To help focus consideration of potential managensemes)¢ae
Council and NMFS will use the following objectives as guideposts, to bealeated, as amendments to
the FMP are considered over the life of the PSEIS.
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Prevent Overfishing:

1. Adopt conservative harvest levels for mugltiecies and single species fisheries and specify
optimum yield.

2. Continue to use the 2 million mt optimum yield cap for the BSAI groundfish fesheri
[Continue to use the existing optimum vyield cap for the GOA groundfish ifsshier

Provide for adaptive management by continuing to specify optimum yield agea ra
4. Provide for periodic reviews of the adequacygfand adopt improvements, as appropriate.
Continue to improve the management of species through species categories.

Promote Sustainable Fisheries and Communities:

6. Promote conservation while providing for optimum yield in terms of thatgst overall
benefit to the nation with particular reference to food production, andraldta
opportunities for recreational, subsistence, and commercial fishitigipants and fishing
communities.

7. Promote management measures that, while meeting conservation objectives, are also
designed to avoid significant disruption of existing social and economiistes.

8. Promote fair and equitable allocation of identified available resour@sianner such that
no particular sector, group or entity acquires an esteeshare of the privileges.

9. Promote increased safety at sea.

Preserve Food Web:
10. Develop indices of ecosystem health as targets for management.

11. Improve the procedure to adjust acceptable biological catch levels as neaessaount for
uncetainty and ecosystem factors.

12. Continue to protect the integrity of the food web through limits on hasf/&srage species.
13. Incorporate ecosystetyased considerations into fishery management decisions, as
appropriate.

Manage Incidental Catch andReduce Bycatch and Waste:

14. Continue and improve current incidental catch and bycatch management program

15. Develop incentive programs for bycatch reduction including the developimaethanisms
to facilitate the formation of bycatch pools, vessel bycatch allowancethesrtycatch
incentive systems.

16. Encourage research programs to evaluate current population estimatestiigabsepecies
with a view to setting appropriate bycatch limits, as information bes@wailable.

17. Continue progra to reduce discards by developing management measures that encourage the
use of gear and fishing techniques that reduce bycatch which includes ecoiscaridsd

18. Continue to manage incidental catch and bycatch through seasonal distabtdtah
allowable catch and geographical gear restrictions.
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19.

20.

21.

Continue to account for bycatch mortality in total allowable catch attagand improve
the accuracy of mortality assessments for target, prohibited species catchnand
commercial species.

Control the bycatch of prohibited species through prohibited species watsloti other
appropriate measures.

Reduce waste to biologically and socially acceptable levels.

Avoid Impacts to Seabirds and Marine Mammals:

22.

23.

24.

25.

Continue to cooperate with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) tecpieSAlisted
species, and if appropriate and practicable, other seabird species.

Maintain or adjust current protection measures as approjriaeit jeopardy of extinction
or adverse modification toitical habitat for ESAlisted Steller sea lions.

Encourage programs to review status of endangered or threatened marine maoksainst
fishing interactions and develop fishery management measures as appropriate.

Continue to cooperate with NMB&d USFWS to protect ESlisted marine mammal
species, and if appropriate and practicable, other marine mammal species.

Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Habitat:

26.
27.

28.
29.

30.

Review and evaluate efficacy of existing habitat protection measures for mapegess.

Identify and designate essential fish habitat and habitat areas of lpatmucern pursuant to
MagnusonStevens Act rules, and mitigate fishery impacts as necessary and practicable to
continue the sustainability of managed species.

Develop a Marinérotected Area policy in coordination with national and state policies.

Encourage development of a research program to identify regional baskiiae ha
information and mapping, subject to funding and staff availability.

Develop goals, objectivemd criteria to evaluate the efficacy and suitable design of marine
protected areas and-teke marine reserves as tools to maintain abundance, diversity, and
productivity. Implement marine protected areas if and where appropriate.

Promote Equitable andfficient Use of Fishery Resources:

31.

32.

33.

Provide economic and community stability to harvesting and processing deciogh tfair
allocation of fishery resources.

Maintain the license limitation program, modified as necessary, atngfutecrease excess
fishing capacity and overcapitalization by eliminating latent licences aaddrg programs
such as community or rights&ased management to some or all groundfish fisheries.

Provide for adaptive management by periodically evaluating the effeetigef
rationalization programs and the allocation of access rights based on p&derm

34. Develop management measures that, when practicable, consider the efficierfiimsyof

resources taking into account the interest of harvesters, processocsnamunities.
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Increase Alaska Native Consultation:

35
36

37

. Continue to incorporate local and traditional knowledge in fishery maeagem

. Consider ways to enhance collection of local and traditional knowlamtgecmmunities,
and incorporate sudtnowledge in fishery management where appropriate.

. Increase Alaska Native participation and consultation in fishery managemen

Improve Data Quality, Monitoring and Enforcement:

38

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,
45.

. Increase the utility of groundfish fishery observer data for theepgaion and management
of living marine resources.

Develop funding mechanisms that achieve equitable costs to the industnpliementation
of the North Pacific Groundfish Observer Program.

Improve community and regional economic impact costs and benefits througiséacdata
reporting requirements.

Increase the quality of monitoring and enforcement data through improvedioegh

Encourage a coordinated, laiegm ecosystem monitoring program to collect baseline
information and copile existing information from a variety of ongoing research initiatives
subject to funding and staff availability.

Cooperate with research institutions such as the North Pacific&teBeard in identifying
research needs to address pressing fishery issues.

Promote enhanced enforceability.

Continue to cooperate and coordinate management and enforcement prodrahes wit
Alaska Board of Fish, Alaska Department of Fish and Game, and Alaska Fish anteWildIi
Protection, the U.S. Coast Guard, NMFS Enforcement, International PadibatHa
Commission, Federal agencies, and other organizations to meet consge@iioements;
promote economically healthy and sustainable fisheries and fishing commuanities;
maximize efficiencies in managememideenforcement programs through continued
consultation, coordination, and cooperation.
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Appendix 2  Template for PSEIS SIR - review of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS

What resource component is this review for?
What sections of the PSEIS weareviewed?

Please answer the following questions with respect to the resource cotripanerstion.

" Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at thermsarkedping it fairly
succinct.
Where appropriate, reference other documents where analysis can be fouad.in det
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
In most cases, we are expecting something in the rangé phges for a particular resource
component.

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have adfeeseditte, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed independently, rather than as part ofx@ comple
implementation of catch share privilegesclosure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than described in the 2004 PSEIS,cafmbvi® What has affected
the change in status? Is the current statusmilie range of variability analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS?

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fish eries on the
resource?

Are the fisheries affecting the resource differently than described in tAePEBIS? Is this difference
within the range of variability analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS? Has the ditelmEen analyzed in a
subsequent NEPA analysis (e.qg., the difference in impact is the result of a mentageamge for which
an EA or EIS was written)? Is there new scientific information or reseadatating or suggesting a
change in our understanding of the impact of the fisheries on the resource?

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impa cts?

Has a new methodology been developed for better understanding or evaluatictg imhpize fisheries on
the resource? Has that methodology been used in NEPA analyses of manageme miffactiiogsthe
resource, since the 2004 PSEIS?

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reac h a seriously different
conclusion?

If new information is available, consider whether taking that informatitnaccount would cause you to
reach a different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheribe osesource. Provide a
rationale if you concludénat it would not, or some discussion if you think this issue needs further
investigation. We are not asking for the new analysis to be undertakengioypbufto provide a
discussion of whether it is merited.
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Appendix 3  Changes in target species and species complexes between 2004 and
present

The tables below list the species and species complextege currently identified in the BSAI and
GOA Groundfish FMPs, and compare them to the species or species complexes thedagsezlan the
2004 PSEISIn a few cases, there are discrepancies. For example, shortraker and rougHisyeweok
managed as a complex in 2004, but are now managed separately (in fact, roughesfeisotighaged as
a complex with blackspotted rockfish).

Table 20 Species or species complexes that are currently identified in the BSAI SAFE report, compared to
species or species complexes that were assessed in the 2004 PSEIS

Species or complexes that were assessed in the Species or complexes that are now identified in the
2004 PSEIS BSAI SAFE report
Target species pollock Target species pollock (EBS, Al, Bogoslof)
pacific cod pacific cod
sablefish sablefish
yellowfin sole yellowfin sole
greenland turbot greenland turbot

arrowtooth flounder
Kamchatka flounder

arrowtooth flounder

rock sole Northern rock sole
flathead sole flathead sole
alaska plaice alaska plaice

rex sole other flatfish

dover sole

Pacific ocean perch Pacific ocean perch
northern rockfish northern rockfish

shortraker rockfish

shortraker/ rougheye rockfish blackspotted/ rougheye rockfish

yelloweye rockfish other rockfish

dusky rockfish

thornyhead rockfish

atka mackerel atka mackerel
squid squid
Other species octopus octopus
sharks sharks
sculpins sculpins
skates skates
Forage fish forage fish complex Ecosystem forage fish complex
SN;;C}ZFS)GCIfIEd (specific species not listed) Component grenadiers38

38The Council has approved, and NMFS has implemented, an FMP amendment to include grenadiers in the ecosystem component
of the BSAI FMP and GOA FMP.
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Species or species complexes that are currently identified in the GOA SAFE report, compared to

species or species complexes that were assessed in the 2004 PSEIS

Species or complexes

2004 PSEIS

that were assessed in the

Species or complexes

GOA SAFE report

that are identified in the

Target Species pollock

pacific cod

sablefish

yellowfin sole

rock sole

Alaska plaice

dover sole

greenland turbot

rex sole

arrowtooth flounder

flathead sole

Pacific ocean perch

northern rockfish

shortraker/ rougheye rockfish

Target species

pollock

pacific cod

sablefish

shallow water flatfish

deep water flatfish

rex sole

arrowtooth flounder

flathead sole

Pacific ocean perch

northern rockfish

shortraker/ other slope rockfish

dusky rockfish

blackspotted and rougheye rockfish

dusky rockfish

pelagic shelf rockfish

yelloweye rockfish

demersal shelf rockfish

thornyhead rockfish

thornyhead rockfish

atka mackerel

atka mackerel

big skate

skates longnose skate
other skates
Other species squids squids
octopuses octopuses
sharks sharks
sculpins sculpins

forage fish complex

Non-specified

(species not listed in FMP)

Ecosystem
Component

species

forage fish complex

.39
grenadiers

39The Council has approved, and NMFS has implemented, an FMP amendment to include grenadiers in the ecosystem component

of the BSAI FMP and GOA FMP.
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Appendix 4  Worksheets from resource component expert reviews

Note, this appendix is available online, as a separate file. Please go toalwenfpihebpage to retrieve:
www.npfmc.org.

Target Groundfish Species

BSAI pollock Al
BSAI Pacific cod A3
Sablefish A5
BSAI Atka mackerel A6
GOA pollock A8
GOA Pacific cod Al10
GOA Atka mackerel All
Flatfish BSAI yellowfin sole Al12
BSAI Greenland turbot Al4
BSAI arrowtooth flounder Al5
BSAI Kamchatka flounder Al7
BSAI northern rock sole Al9
BSAI flathead sole A21
BSAI Alaska plaice A23
BSAI other flatfish A25
GOA arrowtooth flounder A27
GOA northern and southern rock sole A28
GOA flathead sole A29
GOA shallow water flatfish A31
GOA deep water flatfish A32
GOA rex sole A34
Rockfish BSAI Pacific ocean perch A36
BSAI northern rockfish A38
BSAI shortraker rockfish A40
BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish A42
BSAI other rockfish A45
GOA Pacific ocean perch A46
GOA northern rockfish A48
GOA shortraker rockfish A50
GOA blackspotted/rougheye rockfish A52
GOA dusky rockfish A54
GOA demersal shelf rockfish A56
GOA thornyhead rockfish A58
GOA other rockfish A60
Other species  Squids A62
Octopuses A63
Sharks A65
BSAI sculpins A66
GOA sculpins A68
BSAI skates A70
GOA skates A71
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Ecosystem component (prohibited and forage fish) and non -specified fish  species

Pacific halibut A73
Pacific salmon A75
BSAI king crab A77
BSAI snow crab A79
BSAI Tanner crab A8l
GOA crab A83
Pacific herring A84
Forage fish complex A86
Non-specified species (grenadier) A87

Marine mammals and seabirds

Steller sea lions A89
Northern fur seals A93
Pinnipeds (harbor seals, ice-associated seals) A97
Northern elephant seals A100
Pacific walrus Al101
Whales Al102
Sea otters A107
Seabirds Al109

Habitat, Socioeconomics, Ecosystem

Habitat All1l
Socioeconomics A115
Ecosystem Al18
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — EBS pollock

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/19/13

What resource component is this review for? EBS Pollock
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.1.1

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The control rules governing the over-arching managemegulations are unchanged relative to those
analyzed in 2004. The principal factors afiieg pollock fishery management include: seasonal
apportionments (40% during the winter, 60% from June 10-OctoB¥ri8iatch of pollock in other
fisheries (count against the TAC), the sector-spediiC allocations (i.e., CDQ, mother-ship, catcher-
processors, and shore-based catcher boats), thiédmOY cap (which limits pollock TAC to about

1.5 million t), the “Tier 1" ABC/OFL control ruleeamendment 56) from the single species assessment,
and salmon bycatch avoidance. The control rule (which explicitly takes into account uncertainty in
estimation ofysy) constrained the TAC for a couple of years (2009 and 2010) during a period when the
stock dropped below the target level (and the upper limit of the harvest rate was required to be adjusted
downwards). Specific management actions affect the EBS pollock fishery includes Amendment 91
(implemented in 2011) which set a cap for the nunolb€hinook salmon that can be taken incidentally.
The indirect effect of this measure has amountesthifts to fishing earlier in the B-season since bycatch
rates (in terms of numbers of Chinook salmon peratopollock) increases in late September through
October. Also, within-industry measures tosdsalmon bycatch “hot-spots” have affected the areas
where pollock fishing can occur.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the pollock stocks have fluctuateer time since the 2004 PSEIS but remains within the
expected range of stock variability estimated at titme. As noted above, the stock has dropped below
the target level in the past 10 years but this is as expected.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The observer coverage for the entire fleet switdbelD0% in 2011 as part of the salmon bycatch
measures. Previously the shore-based catcher sessaller than 125 feet had about 50% of their
operations covered by scientifibservers (even though the legandate was to have only 30%
coverage in each quarter of the year).

In addition to the annual bottom-trawl! surveyattbover the period 1982-2012, the supplemental

dedicated acoustic-trawl surveys ran each summer 2006-2010 as part of a large-scale Bering Sea
Integrated Ecosystem Research Program (BSIER#)ed by the North Pacific Research Board (NPRB).
Prior to 2006 this acoustic survey ran (typically) gvather year. This survey provides valuable direct
observations on pre-recruit pollock and improves the information available to make near-term projections

3



PSEIS SIR Review Target species — EBS pollock

of fishing conditions and stock status (for spawning biomass conservation measures). Additionally, these
added survey years allowed the development ofatdduopportunistic dateollection programs. These
opportunistic acoustic data are presently collected on the chartered bottom-trawl survey vessels to provide
an alternative index in years that the dedicated research vessel is unavailable. Also, acoustic data are
collected from commercial vessels and have proverab@ufor evaluating the turnover-rate of pollock
abundance during the winter season. This study isrGEpkar importance to help provide information on

the forage available to Steller sea lions during the@r-wintering period within their critical habitat.

This information improves NMFS ability to evaluate fishery impacts and to provide better more-timely
advice on stock status and catch limit recommendations.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The main assessment methodology is similarabdione for the 2004 PSEIS. However, the data
collection and evaluations have improved on cosgpniew methods (e.g., developing an index from
opportunistically collected acoustic data). Tegess to test assessment-management approaches which
involve the development of operating models is underway and e&vedpplied (e.g., decision tables,
climate change effects etc.). The technical aitons model used for the PSEIS remains unchanged but
presently research is underway to improve that appraadhupdate the data streams used for that model.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Results from new analyses using an updated techinteaaction model would likely be provide a similar
conclusions. Anticipated differences would incladieled complexity to the management (e.g., due to
salmon bycatch regulation changes). Difficulties in appropriately mimicking the TAC setting process
may also be greater than in the past due to therargmber of constraints and having information that
would predict recent trends (e.g., using different geafigurations to avoid salmon and/or crab and
halibut.



PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI Pcod

PSEIS SIR - review of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft ~6/19/13

What resource component is this review for? BSAI Pacific cod
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.1.2

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The only two FMP amendments since 2004 (ingkisthat reference Pacific cod explicitly are
Amendments 77 and 85.

Amendment 77 was implemented January 1, 2004. This amendment revised Amendment 64. It
implemented a Pacific cod fixed gear allocation leethook and line catcher processors (80 percent),
hook and line catcher vessels (0.3 percent), pot capcheessors (3.3 percent), pot catcher vessels (15
percent), and catcher vessels (pot or hexudk line) less than 60 feet (1.4 percent).

Amendment 85 was partially implemented on MarcB@)7. This amendment superseded Amendments
46 and 77. It implemented a gear allocatiomagall non-CDQ fishery sectors participating in the
directed fishery for Pacific cod. After deduction of the CDQ allocation, the Pacific cod TAC is
apportioned to vessels using jig gear (1.4 percengheaprocessors using trawl gear listed in Section
208(e)(1)-(20) of the AFA (2.3 percent); catchesgarssors using trawl gear as defined in Section
219(a)(7) of the Consolidated Appropriations AQ05 (Public Law 108-447) (13.4 percent); catcher
vessels using trawl gear (22.1 percent); catcheregemrs using hook-and-line gear (48.7 percent);
catcher vessels60’ LOA using hook-and-line gear (0.2 percemgtcher processors using pot gear (1.5
percent); catcher vesset60’ LOA using pot gear (8.4 percent); and catcher vessels <60’ LOA that use
either hook-and-line gear or pot gear (2.0 percent).

Attachment 2.3 to the 2012 BSAI Pacific cod assesg describes regulations specific to the BSAI
Pacific cod fisheries.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Relative to MSST, the status of BSAI Pacific cedhains the same, qualitatively speaking. Based on the
2012 stock assessment, projections for the 2013-2017 time period are fairly similar to the projections for
2007 contained in the 2004 PSEIS. For examptgepted total biomass is within 10-19% of the value
projected previously under PA.1 and within 12-2@fthe value projected previously under PA.2,

projected spawning biomass is within 5-11% ofuihkie projected previously under PA.1 and within 7-

9% of the value projected previously under PA.2,gutgd fishing mortality is within 8% of the value
projected previously under PA.1 and within 14%khaf value projected previously under PA.2, and
projected average age (exlusive oéagro) is within 2-11% of the value projected previously under PA.1
and within 3-10% of the value projected previously under PA.2.

A related issue is how “the resource” should bergefiin the case of BSAI Pacific cod. Although BSAI
Pacific cod has, and continues to be, managed ai$ stark, recent research suggests that Al Pacific cod
would be more appropriately managed as a sepatatie, stind it is likely that management will be split

into separate EBS and Al units iretliery near future. However, no age-structured model of the Al stock
has been accepted by the SSC, and stock stattisuesito be determined on a BSAl-wide basis at the
present time.
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3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

New information regarding impacts of the groundfisinéry on the resource is incorporated annually in
the stock assessment. This new information coristerily of total catch weight (including discards),
stratified by year, season, and gear; and catch lengthasition, stratified by the same three factors. In
addition, research by Ingrid Spies (PhD dissentatin prep.) is evaluating potential impacts of
differential fishing mortality rates on Pacific cod in the EBS and Al.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The model used in the stock assessment hasyeldaconsiderably since 2002. These changes are
documented in the 2012 stock assessinbeginning on page 254.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

| doubt it. Of course, it is not possible to predi& thsults of a future analysis based on a yet-to-be-
developed age-structured model for the Al stock.



PSEIS SIR Review Target species - sablefish

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 5/30/2013

What resource component is this review for? Sablefish
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? _ 4.9.1.3

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

A minor change in gear restrictions occurred i0&0vhen the pot fishing ban was repealed for the
Bering Sea during June 1-30 (74 FR 28733). Thisilshhave no significant impact on the resource.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the sablefish stock is similar to the status during the 2004 PSEIS and within the range of
variability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There was an increase in the BSAhieries in the use of pot gearcatch sablefish during 2004-2008,

which has recently decreased agdine catch from pot gear was analyzed and shown to have minimal
differences from longline gear and size of fisiMeated (Sablefish SAFE, Hanselman et al. 2009).

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The methodology is similar to the 2004 PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current analysis uses modern methods arghtiiefish assessment model is relatively robust to
the assumptions of the analysis.



PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI Atka mackerel

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/5/2013

What resource component is this review B&AI Atka mackerel
What sections of the PSEIS were revieweskttion 4.9.1.4 Atka Mackerel

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.

X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management of the BSAI Atka mackerel fishery changed significantly in 2011 due to the
implementation of Reasonable and Prudent Altérasa included in the 2010 Biological Opinion which
required changes in groundfish fishery managenmeltanagement Sub-areas 543, 542, and 541 in the
Aleutian Islands Management Area.drea 543, retention of Atka mackerel and Pacific cod is prohibited.
In area 542, the TAC for Atka mackerel is sehtomore than 47 percent of the Area 542 acceptable
biological catch (ABC). Additionally, there are yeaund closures to directed fishing for Atka mackerel

in defined areas of critical habitat and limitdhin defined areas of critical habitat for vessels
participating in harvest cooperatives or CDQ fisheria area 541 the Bering Sea subarea is closed to
year round fishing for the directed Atka mackerel fishery.

Amendment 80 to the BSAI Groundfish FMP was adopiethe Council in June 2006 and implemented
for the 2008 fishing year. This action allocasseral BSAI non-pollock trawl groundfish species
among trawl fishery sectors, and facilitated the foromatif harvesting cooperatives in the non-American
Fisheries Act (non-AFA) trawl catcher/processor secBering Sea/Aleutian Islands Atka mackerel is
one of the groundfish species directly affected by Amendment 80.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI Atka mackerel stock is highan the status described in the 2004 PSEIS due to
the impact of strong year classes, most notably tB8,18000, 2001, and 2006 year classes. Also, due to
changes in the stock assessment model configarsince 2004, our knowledgad perception of the
stock status has improved. The status of the BSkd Atackerel stock is within the range of variability
estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The BSAI Atka mackerel fishery changed sigrafitly since 2004 due to the implementation of
Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives included ir2@® Biological Opinion which required changes in
groundfish fishery management in Managematii-8reas 543, 542, and 541tlre Aleutian Islands
Management Area. The fishery and the impacts of the fishery were analyzed in the 2010 Biological
Opinion and in the Draft Stellar Sea Lion Praéi@t Measures Environmental Impact Statement (SSL
EIS). Changes to the fishery have been describddreodeled in the BSAI stock assessment on an annual
basis.
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The basic methodology for evaluating impacts (agecgired model) is similar to the 2004 PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

New and updated fishery information and improvementlhdage structured model are incorporated into
the stock assessment, but has not resulted in a diffevaclusion about the effect of the groundfish
fisheries on the resource.



PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA pollock

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? Gulf of Alaska walleye pollock
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? _ 4.9.1.1

1 Has management of the resource changed?

There have been no changes to the harvest coutesl specifying the OFL harvest rate, the maximum
acceptable ABC, and the author’'s recommended AiBCe the 2002 stock assessment for GOA pollock.

Other features of the management system, such as the B20% limit for the target fishery, and the procedure
for spatially and temporally allocating the ABC ateo unchanged. Additional survey information is

available for allocating the ABC between areas duttiegwinter fishery (A and B seasons). Since the

harvest control rule depends on estimated quantibes the stock assessment (such as mean recruitment,
weight at age, and fishery selectivity), the values tigexpecify the harvest control rule, such as B35%,

F40%, have changed. However theqass used to calculate them has not.

With respect to in-season management of the pollock fishery, the trip limit regulation for the pollock

target fishery in the GOA was fine-tuned to betteieahits original intent. Also Chinook salmon
bycatch limits were established for IB®A pollock fishery by FMP Amendment.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The current status of the Gulf of Alaska walleye pollock stock is similar to the status during the 2004
PSEIS, and is within the range of variability oé thstimates at that time. In the 2002 assessment,
pollock was estimated to be at 28% of unfishealigpng biomass in 2003. In the 2012 assessment, GOA

pollock was estimated to be at 35.1% of unfisheshspng biomass. Pollock biomass has been relatively
stable during the last decade, but in thedasiple of years has shown an increasing trend.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Ongoing fishing impacts on groundfish EFH weralaated during the 5-year EFH review. Results of
this analysis may be useful in future EIS evaluations.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Methods are being developed at AFSC to exploeemplications of incorporating stock-specific
uncertainty buffers to establish ABCs.

Teresa A’'mar completed her dissertation in 2009 bfanagement Strategy Evaluation of GOA pollock .
Her work evaluated the performance of the aurstock assessment methodology and management
system (references below) .

No new methods of analysis have been usédEPA analyses of management actions.

References for the management strategy evaluation for GOA pollock

A’'mar, Z.T., A.E. Punt, and M.W. Dorn. 2008. The Management Strategy Evaluation Approach and the
Fishery for Walleye Pollock in the Gulf of Alaska. Pages 317-346. In: Kruse, G.H., Drinkwater, K.,
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lanelli, J.N., Link, J.S., Stram, D.L., Wespestad, V., and Woodby, D. [Eds.] Proceedings of 24th Lowell
Wakefield Fisheries Symposium: Resiliency of Gadid Stocks to Fishing and Climate Change. Alaska Sea
Grant College Program, University of Alaska Fairbanks, AK.

A'mar, Z.T., A.E. Punt, and M.W. Dorn. 2009. The evaluation of two management strategies for the Gulf
of Alaska walleye pollock fishery under climate nga. ICES Journal of Marirécience, 66: 1614-1632.

A’'mar, Z.T., A.E. Punt, and M.W. Dorn. 2009. The impact of regime shifts on the performance of
management strategies for the Gulf of Alaska walf@ylock fishery. Canadian Journal of Fisheries and
Aquatic Sciences, 66(12): 2222-2242.

A'mar, Z.T., A.E. Punt, and M.W. Dorn. 2010. Incorporating ecosystem forcing through predation into a
Management Strategy Evaluation for the GulAtdska walleye pollock (Theragra chalcogramma)
fishery. Fisheries Research, 102(1-2): 98-114.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

It is difficult to say what the outcome of a nawalysis would be. The GOA pollock MSE mentioned
above did not find any serious failings of the cotr@ssessment and management system. In general,
groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska have bésrly stable since 2002, and the changes that have
been implemented were contemplated by two booldtednatives in the PSEIS. Therefore it might be
reasonable to expect that a new analysis @voedich similar conclusions to the 2004 PSEIS.

There two changes in the GOA ecosystem that mait foeher evaluation. The first is the continued
increase in abundance of arrowtooth flounder, a maggtor of pollock in the GOA. The second is the
resurgence of large whales in the GOA ectmysin particular, humpback whaléddgaptera
novaeangliag
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PSEIS SIR - review of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? GOA Pacific cod
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? _ 4.9.1.2

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your respamhile at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting something énréimge of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

An adjustment among gear and operational sectors occurred in 2012, when Amendment 83 of the GOA
Groundfish FMP was enacted. This should have no significant impact on the resource.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the GOA Pacific cod stock is simitathe status during the 2004 PSEIS and within the
range of variability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The fisheries observer program was restructure?Oit3. This change will result in differences in the

fishery data collected, and the significance of thedsnges for the GOA Pacific cod stock will not be
determined for several years.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The methodology is similar to the 2004 PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current analysis uses modern methodgsta@&OA Pacific cod assessment model is relatively
robust to the assumptions of the analysis.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA Atka mackerel

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/5/13

What resource component is this review fGIQA Atka mackerel
What sections of the PSEIS were revieweskttion 4.9.1.4 Atka Mackerel

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirteérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

X

1 Has management of the resource changed?

No, Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Atka mackerel has been managed under Tier 6 specifications since 1996 due
to the lack of reliable estimates of current biomass. Gulf of Alaska Atka mackerel are managed as a
bycatch species. The total allowable catch (TAC)3O®A Atka mackerel is intended to provide for
anticipated bycatch needs of other fisheries, princigaliyacific cod, rockfish and pollock, and to only
allow for minimal targeting. The TACs for 2004-20@®&re 600 t, 1,500 t for 2006-2008, and have been

set at 2,000 t for 2009 to 2013.

Gulf of Alaska Atka mackerel has been moved to a biennial stock assessment schedule to coincide with
the availability of new survey data from the bienmialvl survey. A full assessment is presented in odd
years. On alternate (even) years an executinersry is presented with updated catch, the previous

year's key assessment parameters, any significantrriermation available in the interim, and

projections for the upcoming year.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?
Information for GOA Atka mackerel is very limitedéconsists of catch information and small samples
of age data. The data show fluctuations in thehest and distribution of GOA Atka mackerel coinciding

with strong year classes observed in the AleutiEamdéls. The strong year classes observed in the Aleutian
Islands dominate the limited age compositions of GOA Atka mackerel.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?
No, there has not been a directed fishery for Atka mackerel since 1996. Ahangks in the GOA Atka
mackerel catches reflect shift in catches of opecies which catch Atka mackerel as bycatch.
4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
No, there have been no changes to the assessment methodology. Gulf of Alaska Atka mackerel have been

assessed and managed under Tier 6 specificatiares 5996 due to lack of reliable estimates of current
biomass.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No, limited new and updated fishery information are discussed in the stock assessment, but has not
resulted in a different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheries on the resource.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI yellowfin sole

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/3/2013
What resource component is this review BB&AI yellowfin sole
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.5

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documesisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management of the yellowfin sole fishery changjgnificantly in 2008 with the implementation of
Amendment 80 to the BSAI Fisheries ManagemeahPIThe Amendment directly allocated fishery
resources among BSAI trawl harvesters in consideraif their historic harvest patterns and future
harvest needs in order to improve retention aiidation of fishery resources by the non-AFA trawl
catcher/processor fleet. This waecomplished by extending the groundfish retention standards to all
H&G vessels and also by providing the ability tonflocooperatives within the newly formed Amendment
80 sector. In addition, Amendme8 also mandated additional monitoring requirements which included
observer coverage on all hauls, motion-compensatingsst@l weighing samples, flow scales to obtain
accurate catch weight estimates for the entire catcmixing of hauls and no on-deck sorting. The
partitioning of TAC and PSC (prohibited specieshatamong cooperatives has significantly changed the
way the annual catch has accumulated (slower and everdy) and the rate of target catch per bycatch
ton (less).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI yellowfin sole stock is #anto the status during the 2004 PSEIS, well above the
target reference points and within the rangeasfability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep modification requirement wagslemented for vessels participating in the Bering
Sea flatfish fishery resulting is less impact of fishery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the tsaleps, to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear maodification
reduces unobserved mortality of red kisxgb, Tanner crab, and snow crab.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
Since 2004 the yellowfin sole stock assessment ardigs changed from Tier 3 methodology to Tier 1

resulting in differences in the way the productivitytiod stock and risk is incorporated into the ABC
calculation.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Some new information regarding temperature-dependent growth has become available and is incorporated
into the stock assessment but it has not resulted iifie@ettit conclusion about tredfect of the groundfish
fisheries on the resource.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI Greenland turbot

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/10/2013

What resource component is this review for? BSAI Greenland turbot
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? _ 4.9.1.9

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.

X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.

X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.

X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

There have been no changes to managemeahe@SAI Greenland turbot stock since 2004.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Although the stock spawning biomass has declined the status of the BSAI Greenland turbot is similar to
the status during the 2004 PSEIS and within the rangariability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There has been no new information regarding the datspa the groundfish fisheries on this stock.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The methodology is similar to the 2004 PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current analysis uses modern methodsrenBSAI Greenland turbot assessment model is
relatively robust to the assumptions of the analysis.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI arrowtooth flounder

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/10/2013
What resource component is this review BB&AI arrowtooth flounder
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.8

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documerisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

No, BSAI arrowtooth flounder were assessed and gethander Tier 3a in 2@ and continue to be
managed with this methodology. The same model has been used since 2002.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the resource has been consistiectiyasing since 2002. The spawning biomass of female
BSAI arrowtooth flounder was estimated to be 475,900 mt at the beginning of 2002. At the beginning of
2013, female spawning biomass was estimated at 638,377 mt.

2 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The model estimates the fishing mortality rate onvatwoth flounder by the fishery, both as a targeted
fishery and as bycatch. The estimatistiing mortality rate was 0.016 2002 and 0.014 in 2013, and
remained stable during the intervening period. Gnfgaction of the recommended ABC is taken in the
fishery; the estimated catch from 2002 — 2013 has bess than 20,000 mt even though the ABC has
been over 100,000 mt for each of those years.

New information from NMFS research surveys anddighength data are used in the assessment; EBS

slope survey was conducted in 2002 2004 2008 201Q2, the Aleutian Islands survey was conducted in

2002 2004 2006 2010 2012, and the EBS shelf survey was conducted every year since 2002. New fishery
length data is incorporated from each year since 2002.

3 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

No significant new analyses have been implemetntedsess the effect of the groundfish fishery on
arrowtooth flounder.

4 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Recently, a new maturity ogive was published for fienaarowtooth flounder (Stark, J. 2008. Age- and
length-at-maturity of female arrowtooth floundéti{eresthes stomias) the Gulf of Alaska. Fish. Bull.

106: 328-333). This work motivated a re-analysithefestimated arrowtooth flounder biomass using the
current model with several different maturity ogives. Although maturity ogives have a significant effect
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on the estimate of female spawning bams, all estimates were well ab®ug., and all showed in
increasing trend in arrowtooth female spawning biomass since 2002.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/3/2013
What resource component is this review fB&AI Kamchatka flounder
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.8

Please answer the following questions with eesfpo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documerhisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management of the Kamchatka flounder fisiary changed significantly since 2004. In the eastern
part of their range, Kamchatka flounder overlap with arrowtooth floudbefesthes stomiaghich are
very similar in appearance and were not routikdyinguished in the commercial catches until 2007.
Until about 1992, these species were also not consistently separated in trawl survey catches and were
combined in the arrowtooth flounder stock assess(eidderbuer et al. 2009). However, managing the
two species as a complex became undesirable in 2010 due to the emergence of a directed fishery for
Kamchatka flounder in the BSAI management aigiace the ABC was determined by the large amount
of arrowtooth flounder relative to Kamchatka flounder (complex is about 93% arrowtooth flounder) the
possibility arose of an overhast of Kamchatka flounder as tAtheresthes spABC exceeded the
Kamchatka flounder biomass. Arrowtooth and Kantkdadlounder have been managed separately since
2011.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI Kamchatka flounder stocsinsilar to the status during the 2004 PSEIS as
indicated by the results of the Bering Sea shelf, stmgkAleutian Islands surveys. The stock biomass is
estimated to have increased or remained at the lealdn all three areas and remains within the range
of variability of the estimates from 2004.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep modification requirement waglemented for vessels participating in the Bering

Sea flatfish fisheries resulting is less impact to the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or bobbins) are
now required to be used on the trawl sweeps,ise the sweeps off the seabed and limit adverse impacts

of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear modification reduces unobserved
mortality of red king crab, Tanner crab, and snow crab.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The Kamchatka flounder assessment is presently a Tier 5 assessment reliant upon survey biomass
estimates and an estimate of natural mortalityetathe annual ABC and OFL levels. Work is
progressing to elevate the assessment to a Tier Bféevbe 2014 fishing season by utilizing age, size,
growth, maturity and improved natural mortalitfjormation as well as survey abundance and fishery
catch.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Although new information and modeling techniquel wiprove the stock assessment it is not expected

that a seriously different conclusion regarding Istoandition will result since the fishery-independent
information is on the same order as before and ghefies mortality remains at a moderate level.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/3/2013

What resource component is this review BB&AI northern rock sole
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.6

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirthaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

X

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management of the northern rock sole fisksbanged significantly in 2008 with the implementation
of Amendment 80 to the BSAI Fisheries Managenidah. The Amendment directly allocated fishery
resources among BSAI trawl harvesters in consideratf their historic harvest patterns and future
harvest needs in order to improve retention ailidation of fishery resources by the non-AFA trawl
catcher/processor fleet. This wascomplished by extending the groundfish retention standards to all
H&G vessels and also by providing the ability tonflocooperatives within the newly formed Amendment
80 sector. In addition, AmendmeB also mandated additional monitoring requirements which included
observer coverage on all hauls, motion-compensatingséai weighing samples, flow scales to obtain
accurate catch weight estimates for the entire catcimixing of hauls and no on-deck sorting. The
partitioning of TAC and PSC (prohibited specieshatamong cooperatives has significantly changed the
way the annual catch has accumulated (slower and ewerdy) and the rate of target catch per bycatch
ton (less).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI northern rock sole stock is similar to the statug doei2004 PSEIS, well above
the target reference points and within the ramigeariability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep madification requirement waglemented for vessels participating in the Bering
Sea flatfish fishery resulting is less impact of fisbery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the tssweleps, to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear maodification
reduces unobserved mortality of red kargb, Tanner crab, and snow crab.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
Since 2004 the northern rock sole stock assessmalysenhas changed from a Tier 3 methodology to a

Tier 1 approach resulting in differences in the way the productivity of the stock and risk is incorporated
into the ABC calculation (northern rock sole SAFE, Wilderbuer et al. 2012).
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Some new information regarding temperature-dependent growth has become available for northern rock
sole and is planned beciorporated into the stock assessmenttdatunlikely that it will result in a
different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheries on the resource.
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Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/19/2013
What resource component is this review for? BSAI flathead sole
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.9.1.7

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documeshisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management of the flathead sole fishery chésmmificantly in 2008 with the implementation of
Amendment 80 to the BSAI Fisheries Managemeah PIThe Amendment directly allocated fishery
resources among BSAI trawl harvesters in consideraif their historic harvest patterns and future
harvest needs in order to improve retention aiidation of fishery resources by the non-AFA trawl
catcher/processor fleet. This waecomplished by extending the groundfish retention standards to all
H&G vessels and also by providing the ability tonflocooperatives within the newly formed Amendment
80 sector. In addition, Amendme8 also mandated additional monitoring requirements which included
observer coverage on all hauls, motion-compensatingsst@l weighing samples, flow scales to obtain
accurate catch weight estimates for the entire catcmixing of hauls and no on-deck sorting. The
partitioning of TAC and PSC (prohibited specieshatamong cooperatives has significantly changed the
way the annual catch has accumulated (slower and more evenly) and the rate of bycatch per target catch
ton (less).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Total biomass of the BSAI flathead sole stock at the beginning of 2013 (Stockhausen and Nichol, 2012)
was projected in 2012 to be ~750,000 t, almost 50% larger than that considered in the 2004 PSEIS
(513,000 t). Female spawning biomass in 2013 wajegted in 2012 (Stockhausen and Nichol, 2012) to
be almost 250,000 t, whereas the spawning bioo@ssidered in the 2004 PSEIS was approximately
230,000 t. Thus, both spawning biomass and total biomassuerently larger thathat considered in the
2004 PSEIS. In addition, spawning biass is substantially larger thBgse, for this stock. Qualitatively,

then, the status of the resource has not changed since the 2004 PSEIS.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep modification requirement waslemented for vessels participating in the Bering

Sea flatfish fishery resulting in less impact of the fishery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the trawkpw to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear modification
reduces unobserved mortality of red kisxgb, Tanner crab, and snow crab.
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Yes. For the purposes of the 2004 PSEIS, BSAI flatlsesslwas evaluated as a Tier 4 stock. Beginning
in 2004, and in subsequent years, flatheadwateevaluated as a Tier 3 stock (e.g., Stockhausen and
Nichol, 2012). As such, reliable estimateBegfy (i.e., a proxy foBys) are now available that were not at
the time of the 2004 PSEIS. However, similar conolusiwould be reached with these (Tier 3) methods
as were reached in the 2004 PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No.

Citations

Stockhausen, W. and D. Nichol. 2012. Chapter&e&sment of the Flathead Sole Stock in the Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands: Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation Report for the Groundfish

Resources of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Redlorth Pacific Fishery Management Council, P.O.
Box 103136, Anchorage, Alaska 99510. http://wefac.noaa.gov/REFM/Docs/2012/BSAlflathead.pdf
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/3/2013

What resource component is this review B&AI Alaska plaice
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.10

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirthaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

X

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management of the Alaska plaice fishery chasggdficantly in 2008 with the implementation of
Amendment 80 to the BSAI Fisheries Managemeaih PIThe Amendment directly allocated fishery
resources among BSAI trawl harvesters in consideratf their historic harvest patterns and future
harvest needs in order to improve retention ailidation of fishery resources by the non-AFA trawl
catcher/processor fleet. This wascomplished by extending the groundfish retention standards to all
H&G vessels and also by providing the ability tonflocooperatives within the newly formed Amendment
80 sector. In addition, AmendmeB also mandated additional monitoring requirements which included
observer coverage on all hauls, motion-compensatingséai weighing samples, flow scales to obtain
accurate catch weight estimates for the entire catcimixing of hauls and no on-deck sorting. The
partitioning of TAC and PSC (prohibited speciesbhatamong cooperatives has significantly changed the
way the annual catch has accumulated (slower and ewerdy) and the rate of target catch per bycatch
ton (less).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI Alaska plaice stock isikinto the status during the 2004 PSEIS, well above the
target reference points and within the rangeasfability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep madification requirement waglemented for vessels participating in the Bering
Sea flatfish fishery resulting is less impact of fisbery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the tsaweleps, to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear maodification
reduces unobserved mortality of red kargb, Tanner crab, and snow crab.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The stock assessment methods and protocols latdst assessment do not differ substantially from
those used in 2004. The annual trawl survey wasnebed into the northern Bering Sea in 2010 and
indicated about 38% of the Bering Sea resourhaliit the northern waters which are currently
unavailable to the fishery.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current analysis uses modern methodsdess the Alaska plaice resource which is high in
abundance and lightly harvested.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/3/2013

What resource component is this review BB&AI Other flatfish
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.10

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management of the Alaska plaice fishery chasggdficantly in 2008 with the implementation of
Amendment 80 to the BSAI Fisheries Managemeah PIThe Amendment directly allocated fishery
resources among BSAI trawl harvesters in consideratf their historic harvest patterns and future
harvest needs in order to improve retention ailidation of fishery resources by the non-AFA trawl
catcher/processor fleet. This wascomplished by extending the groundfish retention standards to all
H&G vessels and also by providing the ability tonflocooperatives within the newly formed Amendment
80 sector. In addition, AmendmeB also mandated additional monitoring requirements which included
observer coverage on all hauls, motion-compensatingséai weighing samples, flow scales to obtain
accurate catch weight estimates for the entire catcimixing of hauls and no on-deck sorting. The
partitioning of TAC and PSC (prohibited speciesbhatamong cooperatives has significantly changed the
way the annual catch has accumulated (slower and ewerdy) and the rate of target catch per bycatch
ton (less). Although the species of this com@exnot directly targeted, the increased observer
information should guard against the unintendmasequences of managing a complex of species where
disproportionate harvest can occur.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI Other flatfish complesxsisiilar to the status during the 2004 PSEIS, both in
terms of biomass and catch levels.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep modification requirement waglemented for vessels participating in the Bering
Sea flatfish fishery resulting is less impact of fisbery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the tsaweleps, to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear modification
reduces unobserved mortality of red kirgb, Tanner crab, and snow crab.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
The stock assessment methods and protocols Iatdst assessment do not differ substantially from

those used in 2004. The present asaess using survey averaging ottpast 7 years to calculate the
ABC compared to using just the present year as was done in 2004.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current analysis uses annual survey metiooalssess the BSAI Other flatfish resource which is
lightly harvested, primarily as bycatch in pursuit of other targeted species.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA arrowtooth flounder

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/10/2013
What resource component is this review fGIOA arrowtooth flounder
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.8

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documerisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

GOA arrowtooth flounder were assessed and manageer Tier 3a in 2002 and continues to be

managed with this methodology. The same model has been used since 2002. In 2006, the Gulf of Alaska
arrowtooth flounderAtheresthes stomiasjock was moved to a biennial stock assessment schedule to
coincide with new survey data.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the resource has been consistimatigasing since 2002. The estimated total biomass of

GOA arrowtooth flounder was estimated to be 1,816,000 mt at the beginning of 2002. Total biomass has
been consistently increasing since that time andes@isated to be 2,055,56( at the beginning of

2013.

2 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The Gulf of Alaska NMFS research survey takegelon a biennial basis; therefore, new survey

information is available in even years. These sw\ag expected to reflect the impact of groundfish
fisheries on the resource. New fishery length tiabeen incorporated each year since 2002.

3 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

No significant new analyses have been implemeta@ssess the effect of the groundfish fishery on
arrowtooth flounder.

4 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA rock sole

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? GOA northern and southern rock sole
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? _ 4.9.1.6

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.

X Please provide rationale and discussion of your respamhile at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.

X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.

X In most cases, we are expecting something énréimge of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The GOA northern and southern rock sole stockeewmeoved from NPFMC Tied to Tier 3 in 2012.
This change should have no significant impact on ¢éiseurce, as the stocks are still managed as part of
the GOA shallow-water flatfish complex.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the GOA northern and southern rockstoteks is similar to the status of the GOA shallow-
water flatfish complex during the 2004 PSEIS and withiarange of variability ofhe estimates at that
time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There are length and age composition data freenGOA NMFS bottom trawl survey for northern and
southern rock sole for all survey years, although the data before 1996 are fimrentiated rock sole. In
addition, the fisheries observer program was restruciar2@13. This change will result in differences in
the fishery data collected, and the significance es¢hchanges for the GOA northern and southern rock
sole stocks will not be determined for several years.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The methodology is similar to the 2004 PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current analysis uses modern methods an@&@®A northern and southern rock sole assessment
model is relatively robust to the assumptions of the analysis.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA flathead sole

Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/11/2013
What resource component is this review for? GOA flathead sole
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.9.1.7

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documeshisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Amendment 75 to the GOA Groundfish FMP (implemented June, 2005) revised the FMP to require that
TACs be set equal or less than ABC (FMP Amgtiees, 2012). Amendment 87 (implemented Nov., 2010)
revised the FMP to require annual catch limits (ALC&nd the use of accountability measures to ensure
that ACLs are not exceeded, in accoawith National Standard 1 guidelines.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Based on a Tier 3 analysis, total biomass of the G@hdhd sole stock at the beginning of 2012 was
projected in 2011 to be ~325,000 t, while female spawning biomass was projected to be almost ~110,000
t. The latter is almostBss, (a proxy forBmsy for this stock. Similar values were not available for the

2004 PSEIS, thus a determination of whether theksivas “overfished” could not be made. However,
estimates of the trend ion survey biomass indicatettie population has increased since the 2004 PSEIS.

The catch taken in 2010 (3,842 t) was less than al0¥te ABC (47,422 t). While larger than the catch
taken in 2002 (2,000 t; 2004 PSEIS, Section 479.1he catch in 2010 was also well below the ABC,
indicating that the stock continues to be only lightly exploited.

Qualitatively, then, it seems almost certain thatstiatus of the resource has not changed since the 2004
PSEIS.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Yes. Estimates of total biomass and spawning bgsnas well as age and size composition, were not
available for GOA flathead sole in the 2004 PSHSimates of these quantities are now available
(Stockhausen et al., 2011).

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Yes. For the purposes of the 2004 PSEIS, GOA flateekwas evaluated as a Tier 4 stock. Beginning

in 2003, and in subsequent years, GOA flatheadtasdbeen evaluated as a Tier 3 stock (Stockhausen et
al., 2011). As such, reliable estimateBgf; (i.e., a proxy foBns) are now available that were not at the
time of the 2004 PSEIS. However, GOA flathead solghtly exploited and similar conclusions would

be reached with these (Tier 3) methadswere reached in the 2004 PSEIS.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No.

Citations

NPFMC. 2012. Fishery Management Plan foo@rdfish of the Gulf of Alaska: Appendices.
http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/FRlocuments/fmp/GOA/GOA_appdcs.pdf

Stockhausen, W. M.E. Wilkins and M.H. Martin. 20Chapter 8: Assessment of the Flathead Sole Stock
in the Gulf of Alaskaln: Stock Assessment and Fishery EvabraReport for the Groundfish Resources
of the Gulf of Alaska Region. North Pacific Fishélanagement Council, P.O. Box 103136, Anchorage,
Alaska 99510. http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/docs/2011/GOAflathead.pdf
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA shallow water flatfish

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/27/2013
What resource component is this review fGIOA shallow water flatfish
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.8

Please answer the following questions with eesppo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documeshisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

GOA shallow-water flatfish are managed as a complex, however species ABC’s are determined under
different tiers. The majority of the biomass is nonth@nd southern rock sol¢hich have been moved to
Tier 3 in 2012 with the development of an assessmeuel. Other species in the complex are managed
under Tier 5.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Rock sole survey biomass increase@®09, then decreased in 2011. Other flatfish in the complex have
generally been increasing sinow no trend since 2004.

2 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The Gulf of Alaska NMFS researchrgay takes place on a biennial sasihese surveys are expected to
reflect the impact of groundfh fisheries on the resource.

3 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

No significant new analyses have been implementeddess the effect of the groundfish fishery on the
GOA shallow-water complex.

4 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA deepwater flatfish

Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/11/2013
What resource component is this review for? GOA deepwater flatfish
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.9.1.9

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documeshisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Yes. Amendment 75 to the GOA Groundfish FMP (impleted June, 2005) revised the FMP to require
that TACs be set equal or less than ABC (FM#pendices, 2012). Amendment 87 (implemented Nov.,
2010) revised the FMP to require annual catch limits (ACLs) and the use of accountability measures to
ensure that ACLs are not exceeded, in acoed with National Standard 1 guidelines.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

No. Although an age-structured assessment model nists éar GOA rex sole, this stock remains a Tier

5 species because a reliable estimatéfgg does not exist--the fishery is selective only for mature fish
and this renders an estimatergéy, highly uncertain. Estimates of the trends in total and spawning
biomass, as well as survey biomass from the GOA groundfish trawl survey, indicate that the population
has increased since the 2004 PSEISq8tausen et al., 2011). The catch taken in 2010 (3,636 t) was less
than the ABC (9,729 t). While larger than the catch take®@2%3,000 t; 2004 PSEIS, Section

4.9.1.10), the catch in 2010 was also well below the ABC, indicating that the stock continues to be only
lightly exploited. Qualitatively, then, it seems alshgertain that the status of the resource has not
changed since the 2004 PSEIS.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Yes. Estimates of current total biomass and spawning biomass, as well as age and size composition, were
not available for GOA rex sole in the 2004 PSHStimates of these quantities are now available
(Stockhausen et al., 2011).

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Yes. Subsequent to the 2004 PSEIS, an agetstad assessment model was developed for GOA rex
sole. This model provides time series estimatdetaf and spawning stock biomass. Current year
estimates of total and spawning stock biomass are batntly at high levels relative to estimates for
2004.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The GOA deepwater flatfish stock complex ghtly exploited and similar conclusions would be
reached with the current methods as were reached in the 2004 PSEIS.

Citations

NPFMC. 2012. Fishery Management Plan foo@dfish of the Gulf of Alaska: Appendices.
http://lwww.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/FRiocuments/fmp/GOA/GOA_appdcs.pdf

Stockhausen, W. M.E. Wilkins and M.H. Martin. 20Chapter 6: Assessment of the Rex Sole Stock in
the Gulf of Alaskaln: Stock Assessment and Fishery EvatraReport for the Groundfish Resources of
the Gulf of Alaska Region. North Pacific Fishery Management Council, P.O. Box 103136, Anchorage,
Alaska 99510. http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/docs/2011/GOArex.pdf
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — GOA rex sole

Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/11/2013
What resource component is this review for? GOA rex sole
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.9.1.10

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documesisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Yes. Amendment 75 to the GOA Groundfish FMP (impleted June, 2005) revised the FMP to require
that TACs be set equal or less than ABC (FM#pendices, 2012). Amendment 87 (implemented Nov.,
2010) revised the FMP to require annual catch limits (ACLs) and the use of accountability measures to
ensure that ACLs are not exceeded, in acoed with National Standard 1 guidelines.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

No. Although an age-structured assessment model nisis éar GOA rex sole, this stock remains a Tier

5 species because a reliable estimatéfgg does not exist--the fishery is selective only for mature fish
and this renders an estimatergéy, highly uncertain. Estimates of the trends in total and spawning
biomass, as well as survey biomass from the GOA groundfish trawl survey, indicate that the population
has increased since the 2004 PSEISq8tausen et al., 2011). The catch taken in 2010 (3,636 t) was less
than the ABC (9,729 t). While larger than the catch take®@2Z3,000 t; 2004 PSEIS, Section

4.9.1.10), the catch in 2010 was also well below the ABC, indicating that the stock continues to be only
lightly exploited. Qualitatively, then, it seems alghgertain that the status of the resource has not
changed since the 2004 PSEIS.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Yes. Estimates of current total biomass and spawning biomass, as well as age and size composition, were
not available for GOA rex sole in the 2004 PSHStimates of these quantities are now available
(Stockhausen et al., 2011).

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Yes. Subsequent to the 2004 PSEIS, an agetstad assessment model was developed for GOA rex
sole. This model provides time series estimatdetaf and spawning stock biomass. Current year
estimates of total and spawning stock biomass are batntly at high levels relative to estimates for
2004.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The GOA rex sole stock is lightly exploiteddagsimilar conclusions would be reached with the
current methods as were reached in the 2004 PSEIS.

Citations

NPFMC. 2012. Fishery Management Plan foo@dfish of the Gulf of Alaska: Appendices.
http://lwww.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc/FRiocuments/fmp/GOA/GOA_appdcs.pdf

Stockhausen, W. M.E. Wilkins and M.H. Martin. 20Chapter 6: Assessment of the Rex Sole Stock in
the Gulf of Alaskaln: Stock Assessment and Fishery EvatraReport for the Groundfish Resources of
the Gulf of Alaska Region. North Pacific Fishery Management Council, P.O. Box 103136, Anchorage,
Alaska 99510. http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/REFM/docs/2011/GOArex.pdf
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI POP

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft ~6/19/13

What resource component is this review fB&AI Pacific ocean perch (POP)
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.11

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management several BSAI trawl fisheries gled@nn 2008 with the implementation of Amendment

80 to the BSAI Fisheries Management Plan. TheeAdment directly allocated fishery resources among
BSAI trawl harvesters in consideration of their historic harvest patterns and future harvest needs in order
to improve retention and utilization of fishery resms by the non-AFA trawl catcher/processor fleet.

This was accomplished by extending tiroundfish retention standards to all H&G vessels and also by
providing the ability to form cooperatives within the newly formed Amendment 80 sector. The

partitioning of TAC among cooperatives has allowedirfigtior POP to occur more gradually throughout

the year.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The estimated biomass of the BSAI Pacific ocean perch stock has approximately doubled since the 2004
stock assessment, due to high recent survey biomasatest and evidence of relatively large recent year
classes.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There is new scientific information indicating that the population structure for Pacific ocean perch may be
at a smaller spatial scale (70 — 400 km; Palof et al. 2011) than the spatial scale for defining the stock or
spatially allocating the ABC, which could potentiakyal to reductions in yield and biomass if harvest

was spatially disproportionate to biomass.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

In 2010, a Plan Team —SSC stock structure committee developed a template for evaluating the types of
information to be considered when defining the spatial bounds of “stocks” (Spencer et al 2010). Part of
this template consists of evating spatial harvest patterns amgether disproportionate spatial

harvesting patterns, if they exist, pose concerngdegathe impact of the fishery within management
subareas.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

The stock structure template has not been appli@&l POP, in part because the ABC for this stock
has a higher degree of spatial partitioning thanrdd®AI rockfish stocks, which have thus received
higher priority for application of the template. Givie sharp rise in biomass in recent years (which has
occurred across all spatial subareas), it appedileely that conclusions from 2004 PSEIS would be
affected from the new informatioA. full analysis of the impact of disproportionate harvest on yield and
biomass for stock stocks which exhibit spatial structure would require poputatidels that accounted

for connectivity of populations of fish between stdzes, and would be more complex than the models
used for the 2004 PSEIS. However, work has begun wslagng these types of models to simulate the
types of impacts of disproportionate harvesting upon yield and stock size (l. Spies, AFSC, in prep).

References

Palof, K.J., J. Heifetz, and A.J. Gharrett. 20G&#&ographic structure in Alaskan Pacific ocean perch
(Sebastes alutyisndicates limited lifetime dispersal. Mar. Biol. 158:779-792.

Spencer, P., M. Canino, J. DiCosimo, M. Dorn, A.Jafgéit, D. Hanselman, K. Palof, and M. Sigler.
2010. Guidelines for determination of spatial@gement units for exploited populations in
Alaskan fishery groundfish management plaRaper prepared for the September 2010 NPFMC
Plan Team meeting.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI northern rockfsih

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft ~6/19/13

What resource component is this review fB&AI Northern rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management several BSAI trawl fisheries glea@nn 2008 with the implementation of Amendment

80 to the BSAI Fisheries Management Plan. TheeAdment directly allocated fishery resources among
BSAI trawl harvesters in consideration of their historic harvest patterns and future harvest needs in order
to improve retention and utilization of fishery resms by the non-AFA trawl catcher/processor fleet.

This was accomplished by extending tiroundfish retention standards to all H&G vessels and also by
providing the ability to form cooperatives within the newly formed Amendment 80 sector. BSAI northern
rockfish are harvested largely as bycatch in the Atka mackerel fishery, which has been affected by
Amendment 80. In 2010, the western Aleutian Islaaudmrea was closed for harvesting Atka mackerel,
which has substantially reduced northern fistkharvest in this area.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Northern rockfish were classified Tier 5 when analysis for the 2004 PSEIS occurred, so status relative
to stock size reference points were not availableatittne. Beginning in 2004, northern rockfish have
been classified in Tier 3 and an age-structure ioakebeen used for theissessment. The estimated
stock size has been relatively flat since 2000, with the stock size excBgdirand the fishing mortality
rates less thaRo,

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There is new scientific information indicating that the population structure for BSAI northern rockfish
may be at a smaller spatial scale (100 — 200 km; Ghatral. 2012) than the spatial scale for defining
the stock or spatially allocating the ABC, which abpbtentially lead to reductions in yield and biomass
if harvest was spatially disproportionate to biomass.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

In 2010, a Plan Team —SSC stock structure committee developed a template for evaluating the types of
information to be considered when defining the spatial bounds of “stocks” (Spencer et al. 2010). Part of
this template consists of evating spatial harvest patterns amgether disproportionate spatial

harvesting patterns, if they exist, pose concerngdagathe impact of the fishery within management
subareas. This template was applied to B&#kthern rockfish in 2012, and indicated that

disproportionate harvesting has occurred in some years in the central and eastern Aleutian Islands
(Appendix A in Spencer and lanelli 2012).

4Q



PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI northern rockfsih

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

The 2004 PSEIS evaluated the impact of spatialenation of the catch with respect to, in part,
reductions in “genetic diversity”. @&n that reductions in genetic divigyswvould be expected to occur at
very low stock sizes, it is not clear that the cosidas from the 2004 PSEIS ngithis criterion would be
affected from new information on stock structurewdwser, in developing the stock structure template,
Spencer et al. (2010) focused on the potential lobfafiass and yield that may occur from harvests that
are spatially disproportionate for biomass for stocks that exhibit spatial structure. Under this criterion, it
would be expected that consistent disproportionate spatial harvesting would be expected to result in
reductions of biomass and yield in subareas with high exploitation rates. A full analysis of these impacts
would require population models that accounted fomeativity of populations of fish between subareas,
and would be more complex than the models used for the 2004 PSEIS. However, work has begun on
developing these types of models to simulateytheg of impacts of disproportionate harvesting upon

yield and stock size (I. Spies, AFSC, in prep).

In 2013, a workshop was held to discuss how information on stock structure could be used to inform
management decisions, with consideration to a waoietisks to the underlying stock and the resource
users. The report from this workshop will hopefydlpvide some guidance for how to evaluate our
management policy for stocks like BSAI northern rockfish, which exhibit stock structure at spatial scales
smaller than our current management units,tenek occasionally shown disproportionate harvesting
patterns.

References

Gharrett, A.J., R.J. Riley, and P.D. Spencer. 2012. (&esmalysis reveals restricted dispersal of northern
rockfish along the continental margin of theriBg Sea and Aleutian Islands. Trans. Am. Fish.
Soc. 141:370-382.

Spencer, P.D., and J.N. lanelli. 2012. Assesswofaht northern rockfish stock in the eastern Bering
Sea and Aleutian Islands. In Stock assessmmehfishery evaluation report for the groundfish
resources of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islandgomes, pp. 1349-1422. North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, 605 W. 4th Ave, suite 306. Anchorage, AK 99501.

Spencer, P., M. Canino, J. DiCosimo, M. Dorn, A.Jafgétt, D. Hanselman, K. Palof, and M. Sigler.
2010. Guidelines for determination of spatial@gement units for exploited populations in
Alaskan fishery groundfish management plaRaper prepared for the September 2010 NPFMC
Plan Team meeting.
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PSEIS SIR Review Target species — BSAI shortraker rockfish

Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft ~6/19/13

What resource component is this review BB&AI Shortraker rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Shortraker rockfish are harvested as bycatch in ¢¢nget fisheries, primarily the BSAI POP fishery.
The management of the BSAI POP, and several @Bl trawl fisheries, changed in 2008 with the
implementation of Amendment 80 to the BSAI isks Management Plan. The Amendment directly
allocated fishery resources among BSAI trawl harvestersrigsideration of their historic harvest patterns
and future harvest needs in order to improve tieterand utilization of fishery resources by the non-AFA
trawl catcher/processor fleet. This was accomplidgheextending the groundfish retention standards to
all H&G vessels and also by providing the abitityform cooperatives within the newly formed
Amendment 80 sector. These management changesfiagted the seasonal distribution of harvest,
with relatively more harvest occurringtine fall than in previous years.

Additionally, BSAI shortraker rockfish were mayea as part of the BSAI rougheye/shortraker species
complex when the 2004 PSEIS was completed, and@v managed within their own single-species
management category.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Shortraker rockfish are managed under Tier 5,tha®004 PSEIS states that reliable estimates of total
and spawning biomass are not available. However, estimates of biomass are obtained from the Tier 5
stock assessments, and are based on smoothireysiiomass estimates. The estimated biomass for
2012 (17,000 t) is a slight decrease from the estimate for 2004 (20,000 t).

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There is no new information regarding the impaéthe groundfish fisheries on BSAI shortraker
rockfish.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

In 2010, a Plan Team —SSC stock structure committee developed a template for evaluating the types of
information to be considered when defining the spatial bounds of “stocks” (Spencer et al 2010). Part of
this template consists of evalting spatial harvest patterns avitether disproportionate spatial

harvesting patterns, if they exist, pose concerngdagathe impact of the fishery within management
subareas. This template is scheduled to be applied to BSAI shortraker rockfish in 2013.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

The 2004 PSEIS evaluated the impact of spatialemnation of the catch with respect to, in part,
reductions in “genetic diversity”. @&n that reductions in genetic divigysvould be expected to occur at
very low stock sizes, it is not clear that the cosidns from the 2004 PSEIS ngithis criterion would be
affected from new information on stock structurewdwger, in developing the stock structure template,
Spencer et al. (2010) focused on the potential lobfafiass and yield that may occur from harvests that
are spatially disproportionate for biomass for stocks that exhibit spatial structure. Under this criterion, it
would be expected that consistent disproportiogpédial harvesting for stocks with spatial structure

would be expected to result in reductions of bicsreasd yield. Limited genetic samples currently exist

for BSAI shortraker rockfish.

In 2013, a workshop was held to discuss how information on stock structure could be used to inform
management decisions, with consideration to a waoietisks to the underlying stock and the resource
users. The report from this workshop will hopefydlpvide some guidance for how to evaluate our
management policy for BSAI rockfish.

References
Spencer, P., M. Canino, J. DiCosimo, M. Dorn, A.Jafgéit, D. Hanselman, K. Palof, and M. Sigler.
2010. Guidelines for determination of spatialnagement units for exploited populations in

Alaskan fishery groundfish management plaRaper prepared for the September 2010 NPFMC
Plan Team meeting.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft ~6/19/13

What resource component is this review B&AI Blackspotted/rougheye rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Blackspotted/rougheye rockfish are harvested as byaatather target fisheries, primarily the BSAI POP
fishery. The management of the BSAI POP, and sewthal BSAI trawl fisheries, changed in 2008 with
the implementation of Amendment 80 to the BSAI Fisheries Management Plan. The Amendment directly
allocated fishery resources among BSAI trawl harvestersrigsideration of their historic harvest patterns
and future harvest needs in order to improve tieterand utilization of fishery resources by the non-AFA
trawl catcher/processor fleet. This was accomplisiyeeixtending the groundfigietention standards to

all H&G vessels and also by providing the abitityform cooperatives within the newly formed
Amendment 80 sector. These management changesfiasted the seasonal distribution of harvest,
with relatively more harvest occurring in the fall tharprevious years. However, in 2010 the western
Aleutian Islands was closed for harvesting Atka neaek and many of the vessels that target Atka
mackerel also target POP. This has resultedivelsting of western Aleutian Islands POP, and thus the
bycatch of blackspotted/rougheye, primarily during the summer in recent years in this subarea.

Additionally, BSAI blackspotted/rougheyedidish were managed as part of the BSAI
rougheye/shortraker species complex when the 28E3was completed, and are now managed within
their own management category. Fish formerlyrrefitto as rougheye rockfish were found to comprise
two species, with the new species blackspotted rockééhg identified. Finally, in 2010 the BSAI ABC
for blackspotted/rougheye was partitioned betweereat@vn and Central Al ABC, and an Eastern Al
and EBS ABC.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Blackspotted/rougheye rockfish were classified in Tier 5 when analysis for the 2004 PSEIS occurred, so
status relative to stock size reference points wet@vailable at that time. Beginning in 2009,
blackspotted/rougheye rockfish have been classifiden3 and an age-structure model has been used

for their assessment. The estimated BSAI stockissdncreased since 200@sked largely upon the age

and size composition data indicating relatively strong recent year classes.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There is new scientific information indicating that the population structure for BSAI blackspotted
rockfish may be at a smaller spatial scale (< 500Appendix A in Spencer and Rooper 2010) than the
spatial scale of the BSAIl area, and this informalkézhto the partitioning the ABC within the BSAL.
Subsequent analyses (Appendix A in SpenodrRooper 2012) have realed disproportionate
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harvesting and a consistent pattefinigh exploitation rates in theestern Aleutian Islands that exceed

those corresponding to theyl; reference points. Since 2004, approximately 43% of the Aleutian Islands
blackspotted/rougheye harvest has occurred in the western Aleutian Islands, an area with approximately
8% of the Al survey biomass. A decline in thestern Al survey biomass has occurred since the early
1990s; each of the biomass estimates from 2000 — 2010 (averaging 1,059 t) is below each of the biomass
estimates from 1991-1997 (averaging 3,156 t), and the 2012 survey estimate has declined to 335 t, the
lowest value on record for this subarea.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

In 2010, a Plan Team —SSC stock structure committee developed a template for evaluating the types of
information to be considered when defining the spatial bounds of “stocks” (Spencer et al. 2010). This
template was applied to BSAI blackspotted/rougheye rockfish in 2010, and documents existing genetic
information that indicates that the spatial structure is estimated to not exceed ~ 500 km. Additional
analyses (Appendix A in Spencer and Rooper 2012) pemerated area-specific exploitation rates, and
reference exploitation rates that correspond harvestingeat F

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

The 2004 PSEIS evaluated the impact of spatialenation of the catch with respect to, in part,
reductions in “genetic diversity”. @&n that reductions in genetic divigysvould be expected to occur at
very low stock sizes, it is not clear that the cosidns from the 2004 PSEIS ngithis criterion would be
affected from new information on stock structurewdwer, in developing the stock structure template,
Spencer et al. (2010) focused on the potential lobgaiass and yield that may occur from harvests that
are spatially disproportionate to biomass for stockseklhibit spatial structure. Under this criterion, it
would be expected that consistent disproportionate spatial harvesting would be expected to result in
reductions of biomass and yield in subareas with high exploitation rates. A full analysis of these impacts
would require population models that accounted fomneativity of populations of fish between subareas,
and would be more complex than the models used for the 2004 PSEIS. However, work has begun on
developing these types of models to simulateytpeg of impacts of disproportionate harvesting upon
yield and stock size (I. Spies, AFSC, in prep).

In 2013, a workshop was held to discuss how information on stock structure could be used to inform
management decisions, with consideration to a waoiftisks to the underlying stock and the resource
users. The report from this workshop will hopefuitovide guidance for how to evaluate our
management policy for stocks like BSAI blackgpd/rougheye rockfish, which exhibit: 1) stock
structure at spatial scales smaller than our cumamagement units; 2) disproportionate harvesting
patterns and high subarea exploitation rates; and 3) declines in subarea population abundance.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft ~6/19/13

What resource component is this review fB&AI other rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Since the 2004 PSEIS, there has not been substanatielgement changes that has affected BSAI Other
Rockfish.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

BSAI Other Rockfish are managed under Tier 5, ard®204 PSEIS states that reliable estimates of total
and spawning biomass are not available. However, estimates of biomass are obtained from the Tier 5
stock assessments, and are based on smoothirey diiomass estimates. The Al survey biomass
estimate for Other Rockfish in 2012 is similar taraates in the early 2000s, whereas the estimates from
the EBS slope survey have increased frorddJ{ in 2002 to 30,000 t in 2012.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There is no new information regarding the impacthefgroundfish fisheries on BSAI Other Rockfish.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

There are no new methods for evaluating fishery impacts upon BSAI Other Rockfish.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Given the criteria used for the 2004 PSEIS and thenabsaf new information for BSAI Other Rockfish,
it is unlikely that a reanalysis would yield a serigudifferent conclusion regarding the impact to the
stock.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review?fo  Gulf of Alaska Pacific ocean perch
What sections of the PSEIS weaeviewed? _ 4.9.1.11

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In November, 2006, NMFS issued a final rtdémplement Amendment 68 of the GOA groundfish
Fishery Management Plan for Z0through 2011. This action ingshented the Central GOA Rockfish
Pilot Program (RPP). The intention of this prograno enhance resourcenservation and improve
economic efficiency for harvesters and processotisamockfish fishery. Tis should spread out the
fishery in time and space, allowing for better pricespfmduct and reducing the pressure of what was an
approximately two week fishery in July. In a conigan of catches in the four years before the RPP to
the four years after, it appears some effort has shifted to area 620 (Chirikof) from area 630 (Kodiak).

In 2012 this was implemented permanently asRbekfish Program. The Rockfish Program assigns
quota shares for primary rockfish species and secpnaayet species. Pramy rockfish species are
northern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and pelagid sbekfish (now dusky rockfish). Secondary target
species are Pacific cod, rougheye/blackspotted rogldigdrtraker rockfish, sablefish, and thornyhead
rockfish. Each year the quota shares are assigreedoickfish cooperative. Each rockfish cooperative
receives an annual cooperative fishing quota, wisiein amount of primary and secondary rockfish
species the cooperative is able to harvest in thhini year. Halibut Prohibited Species Catch is also
allocated to participants based on historic halibut atibytrates in the primaryockfish species fisheries.
Shore-based processors receiving figtkquota share must be located within the boundaries of the City
of Kodiak. The rockfish cooperative fishing seasoauthorized May 1 through November 15 of each
year, whereas in the past, a very short season in July was prosecuted.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the GOA Pacific ocean perch stosknslar to the status during the 2004 PSEIS and within
the range of variability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Use of pelagic trawl gear has increased gradually timer and is now 31% of effort for POP in the Gulf

of Alaska (GOA POP SAFE, Hanselman et al. 2011)s $hould reduce any potential effects of the POP
fishery on habitat suitability for GOA POP. Sevaganetic analyses of POP stock structure have
suggested that POP are at risk of localized depletion because of very low estimated lifetime movement
potential. However, an analysis of localized depletisimg fishery catch-per-uréffort data showed that
large areas filled back in with similar amounts of fislsubsequent years. The rockfish fishery, which is
the main source of mortality for GOA POP, is prosecuted over a longer period of time.
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The stock assessment and projection models are similar to those used in the PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The previous analysis in the 2004 PSEIS wasdban the standard prajieny model which is still
used, and the stock assessment that the projecéistbased on is similar to the one used now.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? Gulf of Alaska northern rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS weaeviewed? _ 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In November, 2006, NMFS issued a final rtdémplement Amendment 68 of the GOA groundfish
Fishery Management Plan for Z0through 2011. This action ingshented the Central GOA Rockfish
Pilot Program (RPP). The intention of this prograno enhance resourcenservation and improve
economic efficiency for harvesters and processotisamockfish fishery. Tis should spread out the
fishery in time and space, allowing for better pricespfmduct and reducing the pressure of what was an
approximately two week fishery in July. In a conigan of catches in the four years before the RPP to
the four years after, it appears that average cate@hasincreased overall (altingh, this may be due to
increased observer coverage) and have spreapatidlly in the western and central Gulf.

In 2012 this was implemented permanently asRbekfish Program. The Rockfish Program assigns
guota shares for primary rockfish species and secpnaiet species. Pramny rockfish species are
northern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and pelagid sbekfish (now dusky rockfish). Secondary target
species are Pacific cod, rougheye/blackspotted rogldiartraker rockfish, sablefish, and thornyhead
rockfish. Each year the quota shares are assigredotkfish cooperative. Each rockfish cooperative
receives an annual cooperative fishing quota, wisieim amount of primary and secondary rockfish
species the cooperative is able to harvest in thhini year. Halibut Prohibited Species Catch is also
allocated to participants based on historic halibut afioytrates in the primargockfish species fisheries.
Shore-based processors receiving figtkquota share must be located within the boundaries of the City
of Kodiak. The rockfish cooperative fishing seasoauthorized May 1 through November 15 of each
year, whereas in the past, a very short season in July was prosecuted.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the GOA northern rockfish stock isilsir to the status during the 2004 PSEIS and within
the range of variability of the estimates at that time.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Use of pelagic trawl gear has increased graguadér time in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA Northern

rockfish SAFE, Huslon et al. 2011). This should m&lithe chance for any effects on habitat suitability
from the GOA northern rockfish fishery.
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The methodology is similar to the 2004 PSEIS.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current analysis uses modern methadste Gulf of Alaska northern rockfish assessment
model indicates that the conclusions of the 2004 PSEIS are still valid.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? Gulf of Alaska shortraker rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS weaeviewed? _ 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In November, 2006, NMFS issued a final rtdémplement Amendment 68 of the GOA groundfish
Fishery Management Plan for Z0through 2011. This action ingrhented the Central GOA Rockfish
Pilot Program (RPP). The intention of this progriarto enhance resourcenservation and improve
economic efficiency for harvesters and processotisamockfish fishery. Tis should spread out the
fishery in time and space, allowing for better pricespfmduct and reducing the pressure of what was an
approximately two week fishery in July.

In 2012 this was implemented permanently aRbekfish Program. The Rockfish Program assigns
guota shares for primary rockfish species and secpndaet species. Pramny rockfish species are
northern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and pelagid sbekfish (now dusky rockfish). Secondary target
species are Pacific cod, rougheye/blackspotted rogldisirtraker rockfish, sablefish, and thornyhead
rockfish. Each year the quota shares are assigreedoekfish cooperative. Each rockfish cooperative
receives an annual cooperative fishing quota, wisietm amount of primary and secondary rockfish
species the cooperative is able to harvest in thhiniy year. Halibut Prohibited Species Catch is also
allocated to participants based on historic halibut atibytrates in the primargockfish species fisheries.
Shore-based processors receiving figtkquota share must be located within the boundaries of the City
of Kodiak. The rockfish cooperative fishing seasoauthorized May 1 through November 15 of each
year, whereas in the past, a very short season in July was prosecuted.

Starting in 2005, Gulf of Alaska shortraker rockfisas separated from the shortraker and rougheye
rockfish complex. Shortraker is a stand-alone biassessment because of its relatively high value, but is
not able to be elevated to a higher tier, primardgduse of uncertainty in tivalidity of age readings.

There is no target fishery for shortraker rockfish, the are retained in the Rockfish program and by
longliners fishing sablefish.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Because the shortraker rockfish stock is in Tiatssstock status cannot determined. As in the 2004
PSEIS, overfishing is not occurring fitre GOA shortraker rockfish stock.
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3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Yes, the stock is now managed separately so cabgtter accounted for and impact of the fishery can be
is monitored more closely.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

There has been additional work on determining age compositions of shortraker rockfish and there is also
potential to attempt length-based methodkdaa@ble to better assess stock status.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. Since the fishery is not opened as a targegfistlit is unlikely that a conservation concern has
developed since the 2004 PSEIS.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6-13-13

What resource component is this review for? Gulf of Alaska rougheye/blackspotted rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS weaeviewed? _ 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In November, 2006, NMFS issued a final rtdemplement Amendment 68 of the GOA groundfish
Fishery Management Plan for Z0through 2011. This action ingrhented the Central GOA Rockfish
Pilot Program (RPP). The intention of this progriarto enhance resourcenservation and improve
economic efficiency for harvesters and processotisamockfish fishery. Tis should spread out the
fishery in time and space, allowing for better pricaspfmduct and reducing the pressure of what was an
approximately two week fishery in July.

In 2012 this was implemented permanently aRbekfish Program. The Rockfish Program assigns
guota shares for primary rockfish species and secpnadaet species. Pramny rockfish species are
northern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and pelagid sbekfish (now dusky rockfish). Secondary target
species are Pacific cod, rougheye/blackspotted rogldisirtraker rockfish, sablefish, and thornyhead
rockfish. Each year the quota shares are assigreedoekfish cooperative. Each rockfish cooperative
receives an annual cooperative fishing quota, wisietm amount of primary and secondary rockfish
species the cooperative is able to harvest in thhini year. Halibut Prohibited Species Catch is also
allocated to participants based on historic halibut atibytrates in the primargockfish species fisheries.
Shore-based processors receiving figtkquota share must be located within the boundaries of the City
of Kodiak. The rockfish cooperative fishing seasoauthorized May 1 through November 15 of each
year, whereas in the past, a very short season in July was prosecuted.

Starting in 2004, shortraker and rougheye rockfish were divided into separate subgroups and assigned
individual ABCs and TACs. In 2005, rougheye was mibieTier 3 status as an age structured model

was accepted for determining ABC and OFL. It can now be identified thatshiediis not occurring for

this stock, and that the stock is not overfished. B82the rougheye rockfish was formally identified as a
complex of two sibling species called roughegel{astes aleutianuand blackspottedS( melanostictus
rockfish. They continue to be assessed as a Tier 3 stock complex.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?
Because the rougheye and blackspotted complex i€m3Tit can now be identified that overfishing is

not occurring, and the stock is not overfished. Btétus would have been unknown during the 2004
PSEIS.
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3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Yes, the complex is now managed separately from stkartrockfish so catch is better accounted for and
impact of the fishery can be monitored more closely.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The 2004 PSEIS used a projection model for Tisto8ks. The rougheye/blaspotted assessment is now

an age-structured stand-alone assessment in TieiirBpaots of the fishery on the resource can be better
monitored and the 2004 projection analysis ddag repeated including the RE/BS complex.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Yes. The change in biomass category couldianged from “unknown” to “insignificant” for both
direct/indirect and cumulative effects.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? Gulf of Alaska dusky rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS weaeviewed? _ 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In November, 2006, NMFS issued a final rtdémplement Amendment 68 of the GOA groundfish
Fishery Management Plan for Z0through 2011. This action ingrhented the Central GOA Rockfish
Pilot Program (RPP). The intention of this progriarto enhance resourcenservation and improve
economic efficiency for harvesters and processotisamockfish fishery. Tis should spread out the
fishery in time and space, allowing for better pricespfmduct and reducing the pressure of what was an
approximately two week fishery in July. In a conigan of catches in the four years before the RPP to
the four years after, it appears that average catehasincreased overall (altingh, this may be due to
increased observer coverage) and have spreapatitlly in the western and central Gulf.

In 2012 this was implemented permanently asRibekfish Program. The Rockfish Program assigns
guota shares for primary rockfish species and secpaayet species. Pramy rockfish species are
northern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and pelagid sbekfish (now dusky rockfish). Secondary target
species are Pacific cod, rougheye/blackspotted rocldigbrtraker rockfish, sablefish, and thornyhead
rockfish. Each year the quota shares are assigredotkfish cooperative. Each rockfish cooperative
receives an annual cooperative fishing quota, wisiegtm amount of primary and secondary rockfish
species the cooperative is able to harvest in thhini year. Halibut Prohibited Species Catch is also
allocated to participants based on historic halibut afioytrates in the primaryockfish species fisheries.
Shore-based processors receiving fisbkquota share must be located within the boundaries of the City
of Kodiak. The rockfish cooperative fishing seasoatthorized May 1 through November 15 of each
year, whereas in the past, a very short season in July was prosecuted.

For 2012, widow and yellowtail rockfish weremeved from the pelagic shelf rockfish complex
effectively leaving dusky rockfish as a stand-aldiex 3 species. Widow and yellowtail rockfish were
moved to a new “Other rockfish” category witte old “Slope rockfish” category species.

Because dusky rockfish is in Tier 3, it can now be identified that overfishing is not occurring, and the
stock is not overfished.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Because dusky rockfish is in Tier 3, it can now be identified that overfishing is not occurring, and the
stock is not overfished. This status wobkize been unknown during the 2004 PSEIS.
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3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Bycatch estimates decreased for the majority e€gs in the Central GOA following the implementation
of the Rockfish Pilot Program. Use of pelagic trgehr has increased gradually over time in the Gulf of
Alaska (GOA dusky rockfish SAFE, Lunsford et2011). This should reduce the chance for any effects
on habitat suitability from the GOA dusky fishery.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The 2004 PSEIS used a projection model for Tiepn8kst The dusky rockfish assessment is now an age-
structured stand-alone assessment in Tier Bngacts of the fishery on the resource can be better
monitored and the 2004 projectionadysis could be repeated including the GOA dusky rockfish stock.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Yes. The change in biomass category couldhznged from “unknown” to “insignificant” for both
direct/indirect and cumulative effects.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 3/13/14

What resource component is this review for? Demersal Shelf Rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In 1998 the NPFMC passed an amendment to require full retention of DSR in federal waters. Seven years
later, in mid-season 2005, the final rule was published and fishermen must now retain and report all DSR
caught in federal waters; any paage above the 10% bycatch allowa may be donated or kept for

personal use but may not enter commerce. The requirement for full retention of rockfish in both federal
and state waters allows for betsecounting of total mortality.

In 2006 the Alaska Board of Fisheries implemeratedgulation to allocate the DSR Total Allowable
Catch (TAC) as follows: 16% to the recreationahéry, and 84% to the commercial fisheries.

In 2009, the Alaska Board of Fisheries implememtedgulation that required the estimated harvest of
DSR subsistence catch to be deducted fromd¢bepable biological catch (ABC) of DSR prior to
allocation of the TAC.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

As in 2004, DSR remains in Tier 4, thus sto@st cannot be determined. As in the 2004 PSEIS,
overfishing is not occurring for the DSR. Howevaurvey estimates have indicated a decline in

population biomass despite the continued use of a harvest rate lower than the maximum allowed under
Tier 4. Under Tier 4 definitions for setting ABC405=0.026 would be used, but we continue to use a

more conservative approach (F=M=0.02).

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

A large proportion of the DSR total mortalityfrem bycatch in the IFQ halibut fishery. Decreasing
halibut quotas in area 3A and 2C have redubedSR bycatch in these fisheries as well. New
information from the expanded observer program may $ight on whether the full retention rockfish
regulation is being complied with.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Historically, and at the time of the 2004 PSEIS , the Béita, a manned submersible, was used to assess
DSR during line transect surveys. Since 2012, the stdibie has been replaced with a Remote Operated
Vehicle (ROV) since th®eltais no longer available for charter. We are using the same survey
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technigues and survey design with the new vehidesever we will be including both the submersible

and ROV data survey estimates, total catch, and bazibdata into an age structured assessment (ASA)
model is for the 2014 assessment cycle. If this ASA model is accepted it is likely the DSR complex would
be moved to Tier 3 and impacts of the fishemythe resource can be better assessed. The ROV is

outfitted with a pair of stereo cameras, which allows us to record fish length from the survey, which was
previously unavailable.

Also, additional habitat mappingb been conducted since 2004 whilkbves us to better refine our
rockfish habitat estimation.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

The current analyses indicates that the conclusibtiee 2004 PSEIS are still valid, however if DSR are

moved to a different Tier status after review of the ASA model in 2014, then it is possible that the
Category “change in biomass level” could imha from unknown to a different rating.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? Gulf of Alaska thornyhead rockfish complex
What sections of the PSEIS weaeviewed?  4.9.1.12

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In November, 2006, NMFS issued a final rtdémplement Amendment 68 of the GOA groundfish
Fishery Management Plan for Z0through 2011. This action ingrhented the Central GOA Rockfish
Pilot Program (RPP). The intention of this progriarto enhance resourcenservation and improve
economic efficiency for harvesters and processotisamockfish fishery. Tis should spread out the
fishery in time and space, allowing for better pricespfmduct and reducing the pressure of what was an
approximately two week fishery in July. In 20thEs was implemented permanently as the Rockfish
Program. The Rockfish Program assigns quota shargsifioary rockfish species and secondary target
species. Primary rockfish species aogthern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and pelagic shelf rockfish
(now dusky rockfish). Secondary target speaiesPacific cod, rougheye/blackspotted rockfish,
shortraker rockfish, sablefish, and thornyhead fishk Each year the quota shares are assigned to a
rockfish cooperative. Each rockfish cooperative irarsean annual cooperative fishing quota, which is an
amount of primary and secondary rockfish species the catbpeis able to harvest in that fishing year.
Halibut Prohibited Species Catch is also allocated tticgzants based on historic halibut mortality rates
in the primary rockfish species fisheries. Shossdu processors receiving rockfish quota share must be
located within the boundaries of the City of Kodidke rockfish cooperative fishing season is authorized
May 1 through November 15 of each year, whemedlse past, a very short season in July was
prosecuted.

Starting in 2004, Gulf of Alaska thornyhead rockftsimplex was downgraded from Tier 3 to Tier 5,
primarily because of uncertainty in the validity of age readings for shortstpine thornyhead . There is no

target fishery opened for thornyhead rockfish, bay thre retained in the Rockfish program and by
longliners targeting sablefish.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Because the thornyhead complex is now in Tigrr &n no longer be idenitfd whether the stock is
overfished. For 2004 PSEIS, the thornyheadhplex was identified as not overfished.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

No.
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

There has been additional tag recovery data celiieehd there is potential to attempt length-based
methods to be able to better assess stock status.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

Yes. Since the fishery is now a tier 5 stock the conclusions reached for the catdgorgesin biomass
spatial/temporal concentration of catch-change in genetic structurespatial/temporal concentration
of catch-change in reproductive success, change in prey availability, and change in habitaiuld be
moved from a finding of “Insignificant” to a finding of “Unknown”. However, it is unlikely that a
conservation concern has developed since the 2004 PSEIS.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/13/13

What resource component is this review for? Gulf of Alaska other rockfish
What sections of the PSEIS weaeviewed? _ 4.9.1.13

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In November, 2006, NMFS issued a final rtdémplement Amendment 68 of the GOA groundfish
Fishery Management Plan for Z0through 2011. This action ingrhented the Central GOA Rockfish
Pilot Program (RPP). The intention of this progriarto enhance resourcenservation and improve
economic efficiency for harvesters and processotisamockfish fishery. Tis should spread out the
fishery in time and space, allowing for better pricespfmduct and reducing the pressure of what was an
approximately two week fishery in July.

In 2012 this was implemented permanently aRbekfish Program. The Rockfish Program assigns
guota shares for primary rockfish species and secpndaet species. Pramny rockfish species are
northern rockfish, Pacific ocean perch, and pelagid sbekfish (now dusky rockfish). Secondary target
species are Pacific cod, rougheye/blackspotted rogldisirtraker rockfish, sablefish, and thornyhead
rockfish. Each year the quota shares are assigreedoekfish cooperative. Each rockfish cooperative
receives an annual cooperative fishing quota, wisietm amount of primary and secondary rockfish
species the cooperative is able to harvest in thhiniy year. Halibut Prohibited Species Catch is also
allocated to participants based on historic halibut atibytrates in the primargockfish species fisheries.
Shore-based processors receiving figtkquota share must be located within the boundaries of the City
of Kodiak. The rockfish cooperative fishing seasoauthorized May 1 through November 15 of each
year, whereas in the past, a very short season in July was prosecuted.

Starting in 2012, Gulf of Alaska “Slope rockfishhd the remainder of the “Pelagic shelf rockfish”
complex after removing dusky rockfish were remigad under a new management group called “Other
Rockfish”. This group is a catch-all for the remaindeGoif of Alaska rockfish that are in Tiers 4 and 5.
There is a range of life history variants in tb@snplex, and the complex composition changes over
geographic clines.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?
Because the other rockfish complex has stocksTgeirs 4 and 5, its stock status cannot be determined.

As in the 2004 PSEIS of “Slope rockfish”, overfighiis not occurring for the GOA other rockfish stock
complex.
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3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Improvements in the observer program and catdounting have yielded better estimates of minor
rockfish species catches.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Data for most “other rockfish” ggies is sparse and survey biomass estimates are too imprecise to further
develop new more detailed assessments.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. Since the fishery is not opened as a targegfistlit is unlikely that a conservation concern has
developed since the 2004 PSEIS.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
~6/19/2013

What resource component is this review for? _ GOA & BSAI squids
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.3

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Management of squids in the BSAI has notndead since 2004; they continue to be managed as a
separate stock. In the GOA, squids are now also managed as a separate stock as a result of NPFMC
Amendment 87Http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/amds/95-96-87/amd3 Apthoth the

BSAI and GOA, squids are managed under Tier & OFRL in the BSAI is the average catch from 1978-
1995; the OFL in the GOA is the maximum catch during 1997-2007.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

As described in the 2004 PSEIS ¢sme 3.5.3.1), very little informatiois available regarding the status
of squid populations. Catches of squids have bdatively low since 2013 in both areas, but this likely
reflects fishery behavior ratht#ran changes in abundance.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Beginning in 2009, the fishery observer program résdengths of squids caught incidentally in
groundfish fisheries. This has allowed a better utdedéng of which species/ life stages are most likely
to be caught incidentally. Otherwise, the assesg of impacts in the PSEIS remains unchanged.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The development of ecosystem models for the B&Al GOA has allowed greater exploration of how
various ecosystem impacts might affect squid stookislaeir predators. In addition, the establishment of
a separate squid complex in the GOA allows aduation of whether overfishing is occurring.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

It is unlikely that a new analysis would reach a seriod#fgrent conclusion. It is likely that many of the

potential benefits of Preferred Alternative 2 (whiobluded separate specifications for species groups
within the “Other Species” group) will be realizedder the new management approach in the GOA.
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PSEIS SIR - review of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
~6/19/2013

What resource component is this review foBSAl and GOA Octopus
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed2.9.3 Other Speciesincluding
x Table 4.1-Ifor Significance rating criteriafor target species, othapecies*, forage fish, non-
specified species, Pacific halibut, and Pacific herring
x Table 4.9-2Significance ratings for prohibited, dter*, forage, and non-specified speciasder
Preferred Alternative PA.1 and PA.2
X Table 4.10-2b PA.1 and PA.2-impacts of Preferred Alt example FMP bookends

1 Has management of the resource changed?

There have been substantial changes in manageamnd monitoring of this species assemblage. The
“other species” group has been mmad from the FMP and replaced with separate regulation for sculpins,
sharks, squids, skates, and octopus. The octopogler, which includes all species of octopus, is now
managed as a separate category in the FMPs ariis loas annual OFL, ABC, and TAC limits. This
management change was implemented in both the BBAIGOA in 2012. Separate catch accounting for
the octopus assemblage has been conducted since Re@Bification of octopus on AFSC bottom trawl
surveys has been improved to the species lendinsore data has been collected on size ranges (in
weight) of the different species. Identification ofamis in observer and fish ticket data is still collected
at the assemblage level (all octopus), but speaifeqis have provided data that indicate that the
majority of the commercial catch is one spedigeroctopus dofleinwhich is used as the indicator
species for the assemblage.

It is unknown whether this management changeaffasted the resource. Both reporting rates of
incidental catch and retention of catch for sale bait are believed to have increased over the period
2004-2012, but overall incidental catch rates are sfigbed to be very low in relation to population
biomass (see BSAI and GOA SAFESs).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

No. The status of the resource is still unknown, as listed for the entire “other species” complex in 2004
(Table 9.4-2). While knowledge of the indicaspecies has improved since 2004, there is still no reliable
estimate of biomass for the assemblage or timessefiabundance indicators. There is still little
information on overall mortality or on changesinmass, habitat, reproductive success, or genetic
structure.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There is substantial new informati about the biology of the indicatspecies for the assemblage, due to
completed and ongoing directed research (see the BSAI and GOA Octopus SAFE; NPRB projects 906,
1005, and 1203; and NOAA Cooperative research psject2009, 2012, and 2013). None of the new
information suggests any change in effects ofifeery on the resource, as fishery practices have
changed only slightly since the miti990s (there is no directed fishing for octopus). Since the status of
the resource is unknown, the effect of the fishery on the resource remains unknown.
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Recent information on the discard mortality of gtts suggests that curreggtch accounting practices
(100% mortality assumed) are highly conservativetigr assemblage, which would suggest that impacts
of the fishery on the resource have been overestim3teid.is true for both the period of review for the
2004 PSEIS and the period 2004-2013. In both cases,itheo reason to expect any increase in fishery
impacts on the assemblage since 2004

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. Since the status of the resource is unknovenetfect of the fishery on the resource remains

unknown. If new information on discard mortalitere used, the estimated fishing mortality of the
assemblage would be reduced, but the overattatity rate for the assemblage is still unknown.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/12/13

What resource component is this review for?Sharks
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed?Section 4.9.3

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detalil.
X Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

1 Has management of the resource changed?

As part of the reauthorization of the MagnusoevBhs Fishery Conservation and Management Act, the
NPFMC passed amendment 8ittjo.//www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/amds/95-96-
87/amd87.pdf which dissolved the Other Species Complex. Sharks are now managed as a separate
complex. The effect of this is that theark complex has a separate ABC set for it.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the shark complex in the PSEISdedsrmined to be unknown. Currently, the shark
complex is composed of Tier 6 species and the stdiile stock cannot be determined. As in the 2004
PESIS of Other Species/Sharks, overfishing is notiging in either the GOA or BSAI shark stocks.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Yes, the sharks are now a sepacat@plex. Restructuring of the observer program (which began in 2013)
improved observer coverage of fisheries thabanter sharks and will likely result in better catch
accounting of this complex.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
At the time of the 2004 PSEIS the shark stock assessments were based only on catch history. Now, spiny

dogfish Squalus suckleyis assessed using survey biomass. Modeling methods are being evaluated for
spiny dogfish to better assess the status of the stock.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The previous status of the sharks was “unknown”. The shark complex is on a bycatch only status and
it is unlikely that a conservation concern has developed since the 2004 PESIS.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/10/2013

What resource component is this review BB&AI sculpins
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.3

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirthaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

X

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Historically, sculpins have been managed as pahieBSAI Other Species complex (sculpins, skates,
sharks, and octopus). Specifications for this gnwape set by summing the individual ABCs and OFLs
for each species group to create an aggregate OBC, And TAC. In 2010, the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council passed amendment 87 to the BBAery Management Plan, which separated the
Other Species complex into its constituent speciespy. Since that time, BSAI sculpins have been
managed as an independent complek v own harvest specifications.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI sculpin complex is similathe status during the 2004 PSEIS, based on research
survey estimates. The sculpin comypie the BSAI includes 48 specidsjt the six of the largest species
comprise over 85% of the total sculpin biomass (bigm¢@d#&mitripterus bolini) great(Myoxocephalus
polyacanthocephalusplain (Myoxocephalus jaockihreaded Gymnocanthus pistilligeryyarty
(Myoxocephalus verrucosugind yellow Irish lordHemilepidotus jordani).These six species are also
assumed to have higher catchabilities than the réngaspecies because smaller species are likely to
pass through the net and are difficult to assess ifr8Slksearch surveys. Estimates of the abundance of
each of these species, as well as the overall scupaplex biomass, have not changed significantly
since 2004.

2 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

BSAI sculpins were not assessed as a separate comyle2010. Information on the impact of the

groundfish fisheries on the resource comes dirdaiily observer data. Two analyses performed on

survey data and observer data weighly consistent: 1. length frequees and 2. relative abundance of

each species relative to the total sculpin aboodaf the six species, specifically bigmouth

(Hemitripterus bolini) great(Myoxocephalus polyacanthocephalysain (Myoxocephalus jaok),
threadedGymnocanthus pistilligerwarty (Myoxocephalus verrucosushd yellow Irish lord

(Hemilepidotus jordani)This suggests that data used in the assessment accurately captures the impacts of
the groundfish fisheries on this resource.

3 Are there new method s of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Since 2010 the sculpin stock assessment has beennped under Tier 5 methodology, and protocols
have remained consistent fine 2010-2012 assessments.
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4 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current assessment uses a wethhverage of sculpin surveyhiass from the past three years
in which all three BSAI surveys were performédternative methods were explored, including a
weighted average of the mostdRrrecent years of each surved arrandom effects model, but the
resulting ABC and TAC were not significantly differehtin that achieved with the current methodology.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/10/2013

What resource component is this review fGIQA sculpins
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®e8ection 4.9.3

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirthaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

X

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Historically, sculpins have been managed asgfatte GOA Other Species complex (sculpins, skates,
sharks, squid, and octopus). Specifications for this group were set by summing the individual ABCs and
OFLs for each species group to create an aggredgdie ABC, and TAC. In 2010, the North Pacific

Fishery Management Council passed amendmetu 8% GOA Fishery Management Plan, which
separated the Other Species complex into itstitoest species groups. Since that time, GOA sculpins
have been managed as an independent leanagth its own harvest specifications.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the GOA sculpin complex is similathte status during the 2004 PSEIS, based on research
survey estimates. The sculpinngplex in the GOA includes 48 specibsit the four largest species
comprise over 95% of the total sculpin biomdsgniouth Hemitripterus bolinj, great lyoxocephalus
polyacanthocephalisplain (Myoxocephalus jagkand yellow Irish lordlemilepidotus jordani. These four
species are also assumed to have higher catchahilite the remaining spies because smaller species
are likely to pass through the net and are difficuigeess in NMFS research surveys. Estimates of the
abundance of each of these species, as well as thal®oeilpin complex biomass, have not changed
significantly since 2004.

2 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

GOA sculpins were not assessed as a separate complex until 2010. Information on the impact of the
groundfish fisheries on the resource comes dirdaily observer data. Two analyses performed on
survey data and observer data weighly consistent: 1. length frequees and 2. relative abundance of
each species relative to the total sculpin abuoelaf the four species, specifically bigmouth
(Hemitripterus bolini) great(Myoxocephalus polyacanthocephalygain (Myoxocephalus jaokand
yellow Irish lord(Hemilepidotus jordani)This suggests that data usedhe assessment accurately
captures the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on this resource.

3 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Since 2010 the sculpin stock assessment has bdennped under Tier 5 methodology, and protocols
have remained consistent fine 2010-2012 assessments.
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4 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The current assessment uses a litedyaverage of sculpin bionsasom the past three years in
which all three GOA surveys were performed. Adam effects model was recently explored as an
alternative to the current methodology, but the ltesptABC and TAC were not significantly different
than currently estimated.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft ~6/19/2013

What resource component is this review for? BSAI skates
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.3

1 Has management of the resource changed?

In 2011, the “Other Species” category was brakerand a separate skate complex was established
(http://www.fakr.noaa.gov/sustainablefisheries/amds/95-96-87/amdR 74psiihgle set of harvest
specifications is applied to the entire skatenplex. Assessment of the Alaska sk&atyraja

parmiferg which constitutes over 90% of the BSAI skatenass) is achieved using an age-structured
model, allowing a Tier 3 determination of harvestdfications for that species. The remaining skate
species (“other skates”) are managed under Tier 5. The Tier 3 and Tier 5 specifications are combined to
create a single skate complex set of specifications.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The 2004 PSEIS documented the difficulty of studyingdsein the status of skate species in the BSAI,
due to a general lack of biological information oatsls and a specific lack of species identification for
skates in the trawl survey before 2000 (PSEIS se8tii3.4). Skate biomass increased dramatically in

the BSAI during the 1980s, and has since then remained relatively stable. Current survey methods and
catch reporting allow enhanced monitoring of skate populations in the BSAI, but the conclusions in the
PSEIS regarding the status of skates remain essentially unchanged.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The fisheries that affect skates in the BSAI rentaigely the same as in 2004. Skate catches likely
depend mainly on the scale of the target fisheriesevtey are incidentally caught, i.e. the Pacific cod
and flatfish fisheries.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The changes in BSAI skate assessment and managatioev an improved monitoring of skate stock
status. The Alaska skate model permits an evaluafiboth overfishing and whether the population is
overfished; the Tier 5 status of “other skates” permn evaluation of overfishing. The Alaska skate
stock is not in an overfished condition and natek have experienced overfishing since the new
management measures were adopted.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

The 2004 PSEIS listed the potential impacts on skatkstas part of “Other Species”) as “unknown”. It
is likely that a new analysis would be able toyide a more detailed description of such impacts.
However, due to the remaining uncertainties regarding bycatch and stockistatuslikely that a new
analysis would reach a seriously different conclusionit is likely that many of the potential benefits of
Preferred Alternative 2 (which included separatectffrations for species groups within the “Other
Species” group) will be realized under the new management approach.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS

~6/19/2013

What resource component is this review for? GOA skates
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.3

1 Has management of the resource changed?

There have been numerous changes to the geament of skates in the GOA since the PSEIS was
published (see the 2011 GOA skate SAFE at wwag.abaa.gov/refm/stocks/2011_assessments.htm). In
2004, big skatesRaja binoculatq and longnose skateR4ja rhing were moved to a separate
management category and managed together ursilegla TAC in the Central GOA where a directed
skate fishery had emerged in 2003. The remgiskates were managed as an “other skates” species
complex in the Central GOA, and all skates inahgdbig and longnose skates were managed as a single
skate complex in the Western and Eastern GIBR005, the current management scheme was
established:
X Big and longnose skates are each managed as singles, with harvest specifications for each
stock.
x Separate ABCs and TACs fbig and longnose skates are established for each GOA regulatory
area.
X Big and longnose OFLs are established on a GOA-wide basis.
X The remaining skate species in the skate coxgule managed as a single “other skates” stock,
with GOA-wide specifications.
x Directed fishing is prohibitetbr all skate species in the GOA

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The 2004 PSEIS documented the diffigldf studying trends in the status of skate species in the GOA,
due to a general lack of biological information oatsls and a specific lack of species identification for
skates in the trawl survey before 2000 (PSEIS sectt.3). In general, skate species increased during
the 1980s and the various populations have remaeiatively stable since then. Current survey methods
and catch reporting allow enhanced monitoring aftskpopulations in the GOA, but the conclusions in
the PSEIS regarding the status dditels remain essentially unchanged.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The fisheries that affect skatestie GOA remain largely the same as in 2004, with the exception that
directed fishing for skates is currently prohibitédsmall-scale state-waters fishery was conducted in
2009 & 2010, but has been discontinued. There cosditm be interest in developing a directed skate
fishery in the GOA. As described in the 2004 PSEi&idental catches of skates in the IPHC halibut
fishery continue to be a large source of uncertaieg@rding total skate catches. As described in the 2011
GOA skate SAFE, an analysis that applied IRBi@)line survey species composition data to IPHC
halibut catch records estimated a substantial amourliiut fishery bycatch; however this analysis was
deemed insufficient for inclusion in the official chatreporting. Changes to the fishery observer program
implemented in 2013 will likely enhance the accougiof skate bycatch in the GOA. Other than those
changes, the information regarding potentialastp on GOA skates remains unchanged from the 2004
PSEIS.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Draft 18 March 2014
compiled by IPHC staff

What resource component is this review for? Pacific Halibut
What sections of the PSEIS wesyiewed?

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documenhisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed indeptyndather than as part of a complex;
implementation of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

The most significant change has been the impl&atien of (1) a license limited access program for the
halibut sport guided (charter) fishery in IPHC Are26 (southeast Alaska) and 3A (southcentral Alaska)
(2011), and (2) a Catch Sharing Plan between ceroial and guided recreational halibut harvesters for
Areas 2C and 3A, beginning i@24. Management measures to restnarvest within the guided sector
included both size limits and daily effort controls.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than desciibdte 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has affected
the change in status? Is the current status wiltleimange of variability ayzed in the 2004 PSEIS?

The resource has declined from historic high leuelbhe late 1990s and is now near the long-term
average abundance for the stock. The decrease in aboadatargely related to the passing through
the stock of extremely strong cohorts generatatlénate 1980s. Subsequent recruitments have been
average to below-average, resulting in the stock returtoreyerage levels. Current status is within the
range of historic assessments.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Are the fisheries affecting the resource differenthrtldescribed in the 2004 PSEIS? Is this difference
within the range of variability alyzed in the 2004 PSEIS? Has tlifference been analyzed in a
subsequent NEPA analysis (e.g., the difference iraahis the result of a management change for which
an EA or EIS was written)? Is there new scientriformation or research indicating or suggesting a
change in our understanding of the impact of the fisheries on the resource?

Impacts of groundfish fisheries on the halibut resource are believed to have decreased since 2004, due to
reductions in estimated halibut mortality in groundfisdwl fisheries. Most of this decline is associated

with improved bycatch controls in the Bering Pdeltian Islands Amendment 80 trawl fleet, through the

use of fishery cooperatives, which include bycatchatity pools. The International Pacific Halibut
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Commission conducted additional analyses of the immpdidtawl bycatch mortality on lost yield and
spawning biomass for the halibut stock.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Has a new methodology been developed for betterrstaa®ling or evaluating impacts of the fisheries on
the resource? Has that methodolbgen used in NEPA analysesnainagement actions affecting the
resource, since the 2004 PSEIS?

The International Pacific Halibut Commission analysdemed to item 3 helped inform the reduction in
halibut PSC limits for the Gulf of Alaska, schedui@dimplementation over the 2014-2016 period. That
information was included in the NEPA analysimducted as part of GOAMP Amendment 95.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

If new information is available, consider whetheking that information into account would cause you to
reach a different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheries on the resource. Provide a
rationale if you conclude that it would not or some discussion if you think this issue needs further
investigation. We are not asking for the new analysis to be undertaken, only for you to provide a
discussion of whether it is merited.

No new information concerning bycatch impactsugently available; however, the relationship of
bycatch mortality to long-term yield from the halibut resource is currently being investigated within a
Management Strategy Evaluation. It is uncertaith&t point whether the impact of the halibut bycatch
mortality will be less or more but that evaluatiorbising undertaken as a part of the International
Pacific Halibut Commission’s ongoing research. Althotigh IPHC includes all sources of mortality in
annual stock assessments, and therefore accountgdatdh in estimated fishery yields, mortality of
halibut <26 inches is not included in IPHC's annualilisn The degree that this source of mortality has
become more influential in poptilan trends is largely unknown; however, bycatch of all sizes currently
comprises a larger fraction of the total mortalibyan in previous analyses (20% of the projected 2014
removals from all sources). There is the potenéa&n under current PSC limits, that bycatch mortality
could preclude all directed fishery activities in specific regulatory areas if further declines in apportioned
biomass estimates are observed.
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Template for PSEIS SIR xreview of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
Jeff Guyon xJune 10, 2013
NMFS/AFSC/ABL

What resource component is this review for? Prohibited Species
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed?4.9.2.2 Pacific Salmon or Steelhead Trout

Please answer the following questions with respect to the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documents where analysis can be found in detail.
X Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting something in the range of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Since the 2004 PSEIS, the following fishery management plan amendments have been made regarding
the salmon bycatch:
1. Amendment 91 to the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands Management Area (implemented in 2011) and
2. Amendment 93 to the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska
(implemented in 2012).
These amendments set a cap for the number of Chinook salmon that can be caught as bycatch in both the
Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The 2004 PSEIS focuses on both Chinook and chum salmon and specifically highlights issues for western
Alaska. Since 2004, Yukon and Kuskokwim River Chinook salmon escapements have declined through
2011 to about a third of what they were in 2004 (2012 ADF&G Chinook Researcik$daRigures 13

and 14 inhttp://www.adfg.alaska.gov/static/home/news/hottopics/pdfs/chinook research_plan.pdf

Federal commercial fishing disaster declarations have been issued for Yukon River Chinook salmon for
each year through 2008-201@ther disaster declarations have also been issued for the Kuskokwim and
Cook Inlet areas.

The Upper Yukon stock of chum salmon, also known as the fall stock, is a general indicator species
which is monitored for treaty purposes. Since 2004 when the run size was 614 thousand fish, the
estimated run size for fall Yukon River chum salmon has varied significantly with the run peaking over
2.3 million fish in 2005, but generally trending back to 2004 levels in more recent years (The United
States and Canada Yukon River Joint Technical Commit¥égkon River Salmon 2011 Season

Summary and 2012 Season Outlook -Table 18ttm//yukonriverpanel.com/salmon/wp-
content/uploads/2009/03/jtc-report-summary-2011-preseason-2011 2. pdf

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2004, there was limited stock composition information available for both the Chinook and chum

salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries. Since then, there have been
number of genetic stock composition analyses completed for sample sets from the 2005-2011 Bering Sea
Chinook salmon bycatch, 2010-2011 Gulf of Alaska Chinook salmon bycatch (very limited sample sets)
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and 2005-2011 Bering Sea chum salmon bycaidtese analyses were completed using more refined
baselines than available in 2004n addition, coded wire tags (CWTSs) recovered from Chinook salmon
caught in the trawl bycatch have been analyzed each year through 2012. Additionally, for 2011, the
North Pacific Observer Program instituted a systematic random sampling protocol for the collection of
genetic and CWT samples in the Bering Sea. This has produced the most representative genetic sample
set available to date for understanding the stock composition of the Chinook and chum salmon bycatch in
the Bering Sea.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Since 2004, the impacts of the both the Bering Sea Chinook and chum salmon bycatch relative to
egapement and maturity have been completed and incorporated into the associated EIS (Chinook
salmon) and draft EA (chum salmon)

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

There has been a considerable amount of information learned since 2004 about the stock origin of salmon
caught in the Alaska groundfish trawl bycatch. For the PSEIS, the impacts for chum salmon could be
updated using the most current impact analysis drafted for the Environmental Assessment. In addition,
the Gulf of Alaska salmon bycatch for both Chinook and chum salmon was thought in 2004 to be
composed of a similar stock origin as that in the Bering Sea. We now know that the stock origins for
Chinook salmon are very different betweersttgvo areas. Consequently, this section could be updated

to include the most current information and assessments.
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Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS

What resource component is this review for?BSAI king crab
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.5.2.4 and 4.9.2.4

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documerisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

The management measures regulating BSAI king crab as a prohibited species in groundfish fisheries are
unchanged since 2004. BSAI king crab remains a Prohibited Species in the BSAI groundfish fisheries.
However, implementation of Amendment 80 to B#®AlI Groundfish FMP has had some impact on the
bycatch of BSAI king crab. Amendment 80 directly allocated fishery resources among BSAI trawl
harvesters in consideration of their historic harpesterns and future harvest needs in order to improve
retention and utilization of fishery resourcestbg non-American Fisheries Act (AFA) trawl
catcher/processor fleet. This wacomplished by providing the ability to form cooperatives within the
newly formed Amendment 80 sector. The partitioning of PSC (prohibited species catch) among the
fishery cooperatives has reduced the rate of bycatch per target catch ton.

In 2011, a trawl sweep modification requirement waglemented for vessels participating in the Bering
Sea flatfish fishery to reduce impact of thghtry on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.qg., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the trawkp® to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear modification
reduces unobserved mortality of red king ¢isduthern Tanner crab, and snow crab.

New overfishing definitions and total catch accounforgBSAI crab stocks were implemented in 2008
with Amendment 24. Reference points and biomaksesdor BSAI king crab are estimated using an
assessment model and a 5 Tier system. Starting in 2011, with the implementation of Amendment 38,
annual catch limits are set for BSAI crab stocks in addition to OFLs.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

BSAI king crab species include red king cr&ai@alithodes camtschatichslue king crabRaralithodes
platypug, and golden (or brown) king crabithodes aequispindis The status of these stocks are
evaluated and reported annuallytlire Council’'s SAFE report. Although abundance has been variable
since 2004, the status of the majority of these kiabg<relative to the status determination criteria has
not changed, with the exception of St Mattheuelking crab, which was declared rebuilt in 2009
(NPFMC 2013). Pribilof Islands blue king crab, whighs subject to a rebuilding plan, failed to rebuild
within the ten year time frame ending in 2011.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2012, a Council discussion paper considered the importance of trawl effort on Bristol Bay red king
crab to assess the essential fish habitat of reddkady The Council recommended continued research on
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the definition of red king crab habitat at multifife stages and also continued evaluation of existing
Bristol Bay red king crab closure areas.

The Council is also assessing the historical bycatchadif stocks by groundfish fisheries by gear and the
measures currently employed under the BSAI FMPNIMES regulations to limit the bycatch by crab
stock. In February 2014, the Council reviewedszuasion paper that evaluates the existing closure areas
for Bristol Bay red king crab, Bering Sea Tanner ¢cidring Sea snow crab, and St. Matthew blue king
crab, including information on recent stock distributiomd the distribution and amount of crab bycatch in
the trawl and fixed gear groundfish fisheries. @fseussion paper included review of the proportion of
bycatch by trawl and fixed gear fisheries insidd autside of the closure areas and a more detailed
history of the closures to helpeditify the fraction of historical fisheries that occurred in these areas as
well as their crab bycatch. This discussion papeiténited to assist the Council in deciding what, if

any, action to take to modify the etiigy management measures for these 4 stocks.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

No. Since 2004, the stock assessment models have improved greatly. Crab bycatch is accounted for in
the estimate of total catch used in the stock assessnoglels and to evaluate total catch relative to the
annual catch limits.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No.

Citations

NPFMC. 2013. Stock Assessment and Fishery Etialu&eport for the King And Tanner Crab Fisheries
of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Region4320rab SAFE. North Pacific Fishery Management
Council, 605 W. 4th Avenue, #306, Anchorage, AK 99501.

NPFMC. 2014. Crab PSC in the Bering Sea/Aleutiands Fisheries. Discussion paper. January.
North Pacific Fishery Management Council, 605 W. 4th Avenue, #306, Anchorage, AK 99501.
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Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/19/2013
What resource component is this review for? BSAI Snow crab
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.9.2.4

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documesisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

From the perspective of the BSAI Groundfish FMPnagement of the BSAI snow crab is qualitatively
unchanged. BSAI snow crab remains a Prohibitezt®g in the BSAI groundfish fisheries. However,
implementation of Amendment 80 to the BSAI FMésthad some impact on the bycatch of BSAI snow

crab. The Amendment directly allocated fishexgaurces among BSAI trawl harvesters in consideration

of their historic harvest patterns and future haraests in order to improwetention and utilization of

fishery resources by the non-AFA trawl catcher/pssce fleet. This was accomplished by extending the
groundfish retention standards to all H&G vessels and also by providing the ability to form cooperatives
within the newly formed Amendment 80 sector. The partitioning of PSC (prohibited species catch) among
the fishery cooperatives has reduced the rate of bycatch per target catch ton. New overfishing definitions
and total catch accounting for BSAI crab stoalese implemented in 2008 with Amendment 24.

Reference points and biomass values for BSAI snaly are estimated using an assessment model and a

5 Tier system, where snow crab is a Tier@®t(Turnock and Rugolo 2011). ABC values are now
established for BSAI crab stocks in addition to OFL starting in 2011 with the implementation of
Amendment 38.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of the BSAI snow crab resource hasigbd since the 2004 PSEIS. BSAI snow crab was
considered overfished prior to the 2004 PSEIS and the directed fishery for this stock was under a
rebuilding plan. In 2011, the stock was declaedulilt based on a new assessment model (Turnock and
Rugolo, 2011).

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep modification requirement waglemented for vessels participating in the Bering
Sea flatfish fishery resulting in less impact of the fishery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.qg., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the trawkepw to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit

adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear modification
reduces unobserved mortality of red kiixgb, Tanner crab, and snow crab.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

No.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No.

Citations

Turnock, B.J. and L.J. RugoloO21. 2011 Stock Assessment of Eastern Bering Sea Snow Crab. In: Stock
Assessment and Fishery Evaluation Report for thmg Kind Tanner Crab Fisheries of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands Regions: 2011 Crab SAFE. Nowific Fishery Management Council, 605 W. 4th
Avenue, #306, Anchorage, AK 99501. pp. 37-168.
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Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/19/2013
What resource component is this review for? BSAI Tanner crab
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.9.2.4

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documeshisre analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgarrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

From the perspective of the BSAI Groundfish FMnagement of the BSAI bairdi Tanner crab is
gualitatively unchanged. BSAI bairdi Tanner craimains a Prohibited Species in the BSAI groundfish
fisheries. However, implementation of Amendm@®atto the BSAI FMP has had some impact on the
bycatch of BSAI bairdi Tanner crab. The Amendment directly allocated fishery resources among BSAI
trawl harvesters in consideration of their historicvieat patterns and future harvest needs in order to
improve retention and utilization of fishery resourbgghe non-AFA trawl catcher/processor fleet. This
was accomplished by extending the groundfismt&ia standards to all H&G vessels and also by
providing the ability to form cooperatives within the newly formed Amendment 80 sector. The
partitioning of PSC (prohibited species catch) amihiegiishery cooperatives has reduced the rate of
bycatch per target catch ton.

In addition, Amendment 24 (June, 2008) to B®AI Crab FMP established a 5-tier system for

determining the status of cralmeks managed under the FMP, includB@AI bairdi Tanner crab stock.

It also established a process for assigning eachgedr@ab stock to a tier and for setting overfishing

and overfished levels based on the assigned tier. BSAI bairdi Tanner crab is currently in Tier 3 and is not
overfished, nor is overfishing occurring (Rugolo and Turnock, 2012).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The technical status of the BSAI bairdi Tannetcresource has changed since the 2004 PSEIS, although
its effective status remains the same. BSAI bdiadiner crab was considered overfished prior to the

2004 PSEIS and the directed fishery for this stgak closed (1997/98-2004/05). Subsequently, the

directed fishery has been both open (2005/06-2009/10) and closed (2010/11-2011/12). In 2012, the stock
was declared rebuilt based on a new assessnuatdlifRugolo and TurnocR012). However, stock
abundance remains relatively low compared with histerels and the State of Alaska did not allow a
directed fishery in 2012/13.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

In 2011, a trawl sweep modification requirement waslemented for vessels participating in the Bering

Sea flatfish fishery resulting in less impact of the fishery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the trawkpws to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor. Research has demonstrated that this gear modification
reduces unobserved mortality of red kixgb, Tanner crab, and snow crab.
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
No.
5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously

different conclusion?

No.

Citations

Rugolo, L.J. and B.J. Turnock. 2012. 2012 &tdssessment and Fishery Evaluation Report for the
Tanner Crab Fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleusiiands Regions. In: Stodssessment and Fishery
Evaluation Report for the King And Tanner Crab Fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Regions: 2012 Crab SAFE. North Pacific Fishigilgnagement Council, 605 W. 4th Avenue, #306,
Anchorage, AK 99501. pp. 267-416.
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Review of Conclusions in 2004 PSEIS

What resource component is this review for?GOA king and Tanner crab
What sections of the PSEIS were revie®ed Section 4.9.2.4

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Crab remain a Prohibited Species in @@A groundfish fisheries. Additionally, the Council approved an
area closure in Marmot Bay in 2010, to protect Tanner crab from impacts of the groundfish trawl fisheries
(implementedn 2014.

Also in 2014, a trawl sweep modification requirement was implemented for vessels participating in the
GOA flatfish fishery to reduce impact of the fishery on the seafloor. Elevating devices (e.g., discs or
bobbins) are now required to be used on the trawl sweeps to raise the sweeps off the seabed and limit
adverse impacts of trawling on the seafloor.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The GOA red king crab species remains at historically low levels, and the Tanner crab stock continues to
show high variability in recruitment. Little is known about golden or blue king crab. There have been no
changes to the state assessment methodology, and no regulatory changes to the harvest strategy or
management structure. The prevailing conditions identified in the 2004 document that likely drive these
trends remain unchanged.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There is no substantive new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resources with respect to state-managed fisheries. More observer coverage is available undet the federa
restructured observer program. The Council analyzed impacts of the GOA groundfish fisheries on Tanner
crab in two NEPA analyses, and instituted a trawl-gear area closure, and the trawl sweep modification
requirement in the GOA flatfish fishery. Research has demonstrated that this gear modification reduces
unobserved mortality of king and Tanner crab.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

No. There have been no changes to the state assessment methodology, and no regulatory changes to the
harvest strategy or management structure.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The abundance of GOA crab stocks is similar to that reported in the 2004 PSEIS.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
~6/19/2013

What resource component is this review for? BSAI & GOA forage fishes
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.4

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Forage fish management has not changed in ¢élkeBSAI or GOA, except in the way that they are
designated in the FMP: they are now listed as 8gstem Components” and explicitly removed from the
requirement for harvest specifications. As describetlér2004 PSEIS, directed fishing for forage fishes

is prohibited and there are strict limits on retemt@&nd processing. There are now forage fish reports for
both the BSAI and GOA that are published on a biennial basis as appendices to the SAFE documents.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

As described in the 2004 PSEIS, very little infotima exists regarding the status of forage fishes
(section 3.5.4). While the forage fish reportgdnaeen improved with substantial amounts of new
information, there remain no reliable estimates of forage fish abundancavdilable evidence suggests
that forage fish abundance fluctuates independent of fishery activities.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

The forage fish reports now include more detaitédrmation regarding statwaters removals of

eulachon; as estimated in the original PSEIS theseva&are on a small scale. The eulachon population
in the Pacific Northwest hagbn declared “threatened” under the Endangered Species Act (75 FR
13012). The causes of eulachon declines in thé&/Re unknown but are thought to include habitat
destruction, overfishing, and climate change effeithough the threatened population is thought to be
discrete from eulachon stocks in Alaska, this development emphasizes the importance of continuing the
conservation measures established in the BSAI and GOA FMPs.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
No new methodologies exist for evaluating impacts. It is hoped that current research regarding forage fish

abundance and distribution will provide a better urtdading of forage fish populations, but it is
unlikely that a reliable index of status will be available in the near future.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

It is unlikely that a new analysis would reach aaesiy different conclusion. Forage fishes continue to
be caught only incidentally, and there are no neta ttasuggest that their status has changed.
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Template for PSEIS SIR xreview of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/7/13

What resource component is this review for?non-specified
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed?4.9.5

Please answer the following questions with respect to the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documents where analysis can be found in detalil.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting something in the range of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

There have been no changes to the management of non-specified species. Unofficial Stock Assessment
and Fishery Evaluation Reports (SAFEs) have been prepared for grenadiers since 2006. These have
undergone annual review by the Plan Team and SSC, but the recommendations are not used for
maragement.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The status of unspecified species was unknown due to a lack of data in the PSEIS in 2004. In the
unofficial grenadier SAFE reports conducted since 2006, catch, biomass, fishery and survey length
frequencies, and indices of abundance are tracked. These data indicate that population trends are stable;
catch relative to abundance is < 2%. There is disproportionate catch of females in surveys and in the
fishery; however, lhdata indicate that catch of grenadier has not affected the stock status. Catch of giant
grenadier continue to be the vast majority of the grenadier catch.

Age at maturity and natural mortality information is now available for grenadiers. Natural mortality is

low, the species are long-lived (at least 58 years maximum age), and the age at which 50% of females are
mature is older than most groundfish (23 years).

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Since grenadiers are caught primarily in the sablefish longline fishery and the ABCs and TACs for
sablefish have decreased in recent years, the impacts of groundfish fisheries have decreased.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

In the unofficial grenadier SAFE reports catch, biomass, fishery and survey length frequencies, and
indices of abundance are now tracked.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

There is no new information available currently. With the implementation of the obesstvecturing in

2013, more information on catch on smaller vessels as well as catch in the Pacific halibut fishery will be
available. Since catch has been very low compared to the estimated biomass for grenadier, adding these
new catch estimates should not change the conclusion of no observed impact of groundfish fisheries on
grenadiers.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/5/13

What resource component is this review fovParine Mammals
What sections of the PSEIS were review&i@ller sea lions western and eastern population segments

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed indepyndather than as part of a complex;
implementation of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

Yes, With regard to western dps of Stellerlg®®s there was a recent change in fisheries management
due to the conclusions of the 2010 Ground fish biological opinion which found that the management
regimes in place at the timevere likely to adversely modify the designated critical habitat for the
western DPS of Steller sea lion”
(http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/protectedresoeststellers/esa/biop/final/biop1210_chapters.pdhis
included new closures and restrictions on atka maclarelPacific cod fisheries in areas 541 — 543.
There is currently a new EIS and likel new biological opinion due out ihe next six months that will
again review these closures and potentially proposefisi@ry regulations. The most up to date source
for all of this will be the draft environmental impact statement for the Bering Sea and Aleutain Islands
Management Area._(http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gewsreleases/2013/sslpmeis051413.htm). Once a
preferred alternative is chosen, a new biologicalleaion may also be relsad (depending on whether
the chosen alternative is different from thatigs quo) which will again incorporate all recent

information pertinent to this topic.

There has not been a change in managemeneaddaktern DPS however it should be noted that the
eastern dps has been proposed fotiseng from the endangered species list
(http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/newsreleases/2012/s$9)ddB42.htm). The final decision on this
proposal is expected sometime in the summer of 2013.

Overall, these two documents should serve to updatellrteverything in this PEIS review given that
they have been put together in the last 12 mecentkisare by far the most comprehensive and up to date
sources of information for the western stock ofi&tsea lions. In addition the Steller Sea Lion Recovery
Plan was re-written in 2008.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than desciibéte 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has affected
the change in status? Is the current status witleimathge of variability angted in the 2004 PSEIS?

Yes, the status has changed with regard to the abundance and regionally with regard to the trends. This
is all reported in both the EIS and Biop noted abdor the western DPS and in the delisting information
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for the eastern DPS. Both sks have increased in number overall. This change in abundance will have
a concurrent change in PBR (See 2012 Stock Assessment Report, Allen and Angliss, 2013,
http://lwww.nmfs.noaa.gov/pr/sars/pdf/ak2012.pdf)

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Are the fisheries affecting the resource differentrtldescribed in the 2004 PSEIS? Is this difference
within the range of variability ayzed in the 2004 PSEIS? Hag ttiifference been analyzed in a
subsequent NEPA analysis (e.g., the difference imanjs the result of a management change for which
an EA or EIS was written)? Is there new scientifformation or research indicating or suggesting a
change in our understanding of the impact of the fisheries on the resource?

Yes, based on the conclusions of the 2010 Groundfish Biological Opinion, the

fisheries were affecting the resource differently in 2010. Th is may again be changing
depending on the final EIS of 2013 and the  subsequent Biological Opinion of 2014.
Both of these documents should be used to guide this particular topic when

necessary. For example, a paper by Zeppelin et la. In 2004 demonstrated that there
was, “Considerable overlap (>51%) in the size of walleye pollock and Atka mackerel taken
by Steller sea lions and found in scat, and the sizes of these species caught by the
commercial trawl fishery” (Zeppelin et al. 2004).

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Has a new methodology been developed for betterrstaaeling or evaluating impacts of the fisheries on
the resource? Has that methodolbggn used in NEPA analysesnadnagement actions affecting the
resource, since the 2004 PSEIS?

There are no new methods per se but there haverhes:recent analyses using conventional methods
since this document was written. In additiorerthhave been a number of publications on food habits,
abundance, foraging behavior, contamitnants, and vital rates since 2004. These and others are all
summarized in the EIS and BiOp noted above.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

If new information is available, consider whetheking that information into account would cause you to
reach a different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheries on the resource. Provide a
rationale if you conclude that it would not, or some discussion if you think this issue needs further
investigation. We are not asking for the new analysis to be undertaken, only for you to provide a
discussion of whether it is merited.

Possibly, As noted previously, there has been auliii¢ of information gathering completed on western
DPS Steller sea lions especially since 2004 and suahmarized in the EIS and 2010 BiOp and will be
again in the 2014 BiOp. | would suggest a review of those documents rather than a new analysis. A
Status Review of the eastern DPS has also beapleted as well as a draft Post-delisiting Monitoring
Plan. These documents should be suffid@ntipdating this particular document.

Recent References:
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Template for PSEIS SIR — review of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/5/12

What resource component is this review fokParine Mammals
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewédrthern Fur Seals
Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed indeptndeather than as part of a complex;
implementation of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

No, the management program has not changed, but the population has continued to decline. The Eastern
Pacific stock of northern fur seals are still coresied depleted under the Marine Mammal Protection act

and still declining at just under 5% annuaflyetween 1998 — 2012; Towell et al. 2013
(http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/nmml/pdf/2012-nfs-pup-adult-counts-prihs.ddf2007 NMFS published a

new conservation plan (National Marine Fisheries Service. 2007. Conservation plan for the Eastern
Pacific stock of northern fur seal (Callorhinus urgg)) that summarized all relevant information to date

at the time. National Marine Fisheries Service, AwneéAlaska. In addition, the 2012 Stock Assessment
Report. Subsistence harvest has declined signtficaimce the dates listed in the 2004 version of this
document. In 2012 less than 500 sub adult males ta&en for the subsistee harvest in the Pribilof

Islands.

A recent petition to change the harvest regulationd@th islands would, if approved, potentially

increase the number of harvested fur seai both islands. This is most notable by the request to harvest
fur seal pups on both islands
(http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/protectesources/seals/fur/analysis/ea0412.pdf).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than desciibdte 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has affected
the change in status? Is the current status witleimethge of variability angted in the 2004 PSEIS?

Yes, the status has changed with regard to the abundance with significant declines on both Pribilof
islands in the last 15 years. This decline far siock has been partially offset by an increase in

abundance on Bogoslof Island where an annual rate of increase of 38% has occurred since 1980 and the
population estimate of almost 23,000 pups now exceeds thatGd#dBge Island (Towell and Ream,

2012, http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/inmml/PDF/BogPupMem11 final.pbdénnot tell given the information
provided if this change in statusvsthin the range of variability analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS nor is there
definitive information as to what may have affedted change in status or what caused it.
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3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Are the fisheries affecting the resource differentbntldescribed in the 2004 PSEIS? Is this difference
within the range of variability alyzed in the 2004 PSEIS? Has tlifference been analyzed in a
subsequent NEPA analysis (e.g., the difference imanjs the result of a management change for which
an EA or EIS was written)? Is there new scientifformation or research indicating or suggesting a
change in our understanding of the impact of the fisheries on the resource?

It is unknown if the fisheries are affecting northemdeals differently now than in 2004 but there is
additional published literature available indicatisgmilar habitat and prey use by both consumers (see
list below). To my knowledge there has not mdisequent NEPA analysis. A paper published in 2006
by C. Gudmndson et al described an analysis of eantfur seal prey habits that included scat and spew
samples. This study found that prey remains fadoit pollock did not appear as often in the scat as in
spew samples. “The differendasvalleye pollock age classes betwseat and spew samples seem to
indicate that size estimations pdllock consumed by northern fseals have likely been underestimated
in previous studies using G.I. tracts and scat” (Gudmond= al. 2006). In fact the study reported that
the percent overlap between age classes of waleiteck caught by the commercial trawl fishery and
those found in northern fur seal scat on the Pribilof Islands was between 4 — 15% while it was between 89
— 95% for spews.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Has a new methodology been developed for betterrstaoeling or evaluating impacts of the fisheries on
the resource? Has that methodolbgen used in NEPA analysesnadnagement actions affecting the
resource, since the 2004 PSEIS?

There are no new methods per se but there haverhesnrecent analyses using conventional methods
since this document was written. In additiorthhave been a number of publications on food habits,
abundance, foraging behavior, and disease since 28€&ll{st below). | don’t know of any hew NEPA
analysis of management actions since the 2004 PSEIS.

Would a new analysis using the latest methoddfodmation reach a seriously different conclusion?

If new information is available, consider whetheking that information into account would cause you to
reach a different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheries on the resource. Provide a
rationale if you conclude that it would not, or some discussion if you think this issue needs further
investigation. We are not asking for the new analysis to be undertaken, only for you to provide a
discussion of whether it is merited.

Possibly. If an analysis were to be completet showed a strong link between commercial fisheries
and the decline of northern fur seals it would likelydnaome effect on management decisions. There is
ongoing research looking at this topic or at least lagkior correlates and associations that would lead
to further examination. Currently the ese of the ongoing decline is unknown.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/24/13

What resource component is this review fokParine Mammals
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed?arbor seals, Other Pinnipeds (but only the four ice-associated
seals: bearded, ribbon, ringed and spofted.walrus, elephant seals or sea otters).

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documenhisre analysis can be found in detail.
X Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.qg., species is now maddgdependently, rather than as part of a complex; implementation
of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

Harbor seals: Yes, in 2010 the three previously recognigamtks of harbor seals in Alaskan waters were
subdivided into twelve stocks (Allen and Angliss 2012).

Ice-associated sealdn October, 2006, NMFS entered into amesament with the Ice Seal Committee, an
Alaska Native Organization representing five coastabregof communities that use ice-associated seals for
nutritional and cultural purposes. Also, see #2 fopibtential for critical habitat designation for bearded

and ringed seals.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than describéte 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has affected the
change in status? Is the current status witherréimge of variability analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS?

Harbor seals: Prior to subdividing the threeagiks into twelve (see #1), harbor seals in Bristol Bay, the
Pribilof Islands and Lake lliamna, AK were parteogingle Bering Sea stock. Harbor seals in Lake lliamna
have recently been petitioned for listing as “threaténetendangered’ under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA), and the NMFS is currently preparing a StatugéRe of that population to aid in a listing decision.
Harbor seals in the Aleutian Islands have declined substantially since the early 1980s, especially in the
western Aleutians (Small et al. 2008).

Ice-associated sealdvlostly out of concerns about effects of climate change on sea ice habitat, all four ice-
associated seal species were the subjects of pefitiohsting under the ESA. The NMFS prepared Status
Reviews on each of the four species and determined that:
1) Ribbon sealsshould not be listed under the ESA (Bovengle008). However, NMFS is currently
revisiting this determination (Nianal Marine Fisheries Service 2011) and will publish an updated
Status Review and proposed decision in July, 2013.
2) Spotted sealshould not be listed in Alaskan watebsit a small Asian population was listed as
“threatened” (Boveng et al. 2009, National Marine Fisheries Service 2010).
3) The Arctic subspecies oinged seals(P. h. hispidaincluding all ringed seals in Alaskan waters,
was listed as “threatened” (Kelly et al. 20N&tional Marine Fisheries Service 2012a). The NMFS
is currently considering critical habitat designations.
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4) The “Beringia” Distinct Population Segment (DPShefirded sealsincluding the Bering, Chukchi,
Beaufort, and East Siberian Seas, was listed as “threatened” (Cameron et al. 2010, National Marine
Fisheries Service 2012b). The NMFS is currentipsidering critical habitat designations.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Are the fisheries affecting the resource differenthrtllescribed in the 2004 PSEIS? Is this difference
within the range of variability anated in the 2004 PSEIS? Has the differe been analyzed in a subsequent
NEPA analysis (e.g., the difference in impact is #sult of a management change for which an EA or EIS
was written)? Is there new scientific informatiorresearch indicating or suggesting a change in our
understanding of the impact of the fisheries on the resource?

Harbor seals: Splitting the three stocks into twelve ledrdividual stocks with lower abundance. For
example, the Pribilof Island stock of harbor seals (whigéd to belong to the larger Bering Sea stock) is
small, with a population estimate of only 232 (AllerdaAngliss 2012). Such a low population suggests the
potential for groundfish fisheries to have significant&ig on this stock, but there is no new information on
the issue or management plan. Declines of harbos setlie Aleutian Islands show the same geographic
pattern as declines in Steller sea lions, with the stromigetines in the west, and less severe declines to the
East. Although the cause of these declines hasa®at Betermined, the geographic pattern suggests a
possible connection to the mechanismésponsible for the sea lion decline.

Ice-associated seals: Atough not “new” information, the Stat&eviews referenced in #2 were more
comprehensive summaries of the available literature ofotitehabits of ice-associated seals. For example,
in contrast to the PSEIS, the status reviews inditatievarious species of demersal/groundfish are important
to both ribbon and bearded seals, at least in some areas, seasons and/or years.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Has a new methodology been developed for better uateling or evaluating impacts of the fisheries on the
resource? Has that methodology been used in NEBKses of management actions affecting the resource,
since the 2004 PSEIS?

No. New and unique analyses are not required; theisdedgood data. New field efforts are required.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

If new information is available, consider whetheking that information into account would cause you to
reach a different conclusion about the effect of tloeigdfish fisheries on the resource. Provide a rationale if
you conclude that it would not, or some discussion if yoktthis issue needs further investigation. We are
not asking for the new analysistie undertaken, only for you to provide a discussion of whether it is
merited.

Harbor seals: Given the paucity of information about the foraging ecology of this species, especially in the
Aleutian Islands, it is unlikely that new methods oélgmsis would lead to a different conclusion about the
effects of groundfish fisheries..

Ice-associated sealsthe “new” information referenced in #3 is limited (e.g., small sample sizes, little to no
indication of size/age of prey taken, contrasting stedults), so firm conclusions would be difficult or
impossible to develop. But given the more comprelrenand in some cases differing, reviews of food
habits presented in the status reviews, a re-analysis may be warranted.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/4/13

What resource component is this review fokfarine Mammals
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewddPer whale (transients), Other toothed whales, Baleen
whales

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detalil.
X Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed indepydather than as part of a complex;
implementation of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

No

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than desciibdte 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has affected
the change in status? Is the current status witlimathge of variability angted in the 2004 PSEIS?

Killer Whale (Transients):

In January 2004 the North Gulf Oceanic Soc{®G0S) and the National Marine Mammal Laboratory
(NMML) held a joint workshop to match identificatigphotographs of transient killer whales from this
population. That analysis of photographic dataltedun the following minimum counts for ‘transient’
killer whales belonging to the Gulf of Alaska, Aten Islands, and Bering Sea Transient stock. A total
count of 552 individual whales have been identifirethe Gulf of Alaska, Aleutian Islands, and Bering
Sea transient killer whale stock (Allen and Angliss, 2013). Line transect surveys from 2001-2003
estimated transient killer whale abundance at 249<£@®.50), with 95% confidence interval of 99-628
(Zerbini et al. 2007). Unclear how this new information would affect the analysis in the 2004 PSEIS.

AT1 transients: At least 11 animals were alive in 1308,it appears that as of 2009, only 7 individuals
remain alive. The AT1 group has been reduced to 32% (7/22) of its 1984 level (Matkin et al. 2008). This
should not change the conclusiorached in the 2004 PSEIS.

Other Toothed Whales:

The Alaska Resident stock of killer whales in general continues to increase in population size. However,
a few pods in Prince William Sound have declinedaligw animals (i.e., AB25, AE, AN20, AS30, AY:

Allen and Angliss, 2013)Unclear how this new information would affect the analysis in the 2004

PSEIS.
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Harbor porpoise: Because the most recent abundesticeates are 11-13 years old and information on
incidental harbor porpoise mortality in commerciah®ries is not well understood, all Alaska stocks of
harbor porpoise (Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea, and Southeast) are classified as strategic stocks. Unclear
how this new information would affect the analysis in the 2004 PSEIS.

In the 2004 PSEIS, Cook Inlet belugas were listed as depleted under the MMPA. The population has
continued to decline. Cook Inlet beluga whales were listed as a Distinct Population Segment under the
Endangered Species Act in 2008 and Critical Habitet designated throughout much of Cook Inlet in
2011. This change in status may require reanalysis.

The Bristol Bay beluga stock continues to increaseze st he Alaska Department of Fish and Game and
the Alaska Beluga Whale Committee conducted betugaeys in Bristol Bay in 1999, 2000, 2004 and
2005, with maximum counts of 690, 531, 794, an®Z ,(owry et al. 2008). Using the correction factors
described above and the maximum counts fod20@ 2005 gives population estimates of 2,455 and
3,299 (L. Lowry, University of Alaska Fairbanks, pers. comm.).

No new information on Pacific white-sided dolphibs|l's porpoise, sperm whales, or beaked whales
(Allen and Angliss, 2013).

Baleen Whales:

Humpback whales: A large-scale study of piack whales throughout the North Pacific was
conducted in 2004-06 (the Structure of Populatibesels of Abundance, and Status of Humpbacks
(SPLASH) project). Initial results from this projg@alambokidis et al. 2008, Barlow et al. 2011),
including abundance estimates and movement infoomatiave been reported Baker et al. (2008), and
are also summarized in Fleming and Jackson (20biyever, these results are still being considered for
stock structure analysis (Allen and Argglj 2013). This may require reanalysis.

North Pacific right whales were relisted under H&A as a species in 2008 and Critical Habitat was
designated in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska ir6208bundance estimates as of 2008 indicate fewer
than 60 whales in Alaska waters (Wade et al., 20Thjs change in status should not affect the
conclusions reached in the 2004 PSEIS.

The Western Arctic bowhead whale stock has beere@sing in recent years; the estimate of 12,631 (in
2004) is between 22% and 124% of the pre-digiion abundance (estimates ranging roughly from
10,000 to 55,000), and this stock may now jperaaching its carrying capacity (Brandon and Wade
2004, 2006). This should not affect the conclusions reached in the 2004 PSEIS.

For Eastern North Pacific gray whale, the most recent estimate of abundance is from the 2006/2007
southbound survey, or 19,126 (CV£%) whales (Laake et al. 2009). Because of observed interannual
differences in correction factors used to correct for bias in estimating pod size (Rugh et al. 2008), the time
series of abundance estimates dating back to 1967 was reanalyzed. Laake et al. (2009) developed a more
consistent approach to abundance estimation et a better model for pod size bias and applied their
estimation approach to reestimate abundance for all 23 surveys. This reanalysis did not change the
current status of Eastern North Pacific gray whaleighvis continuing to increass about 3.2% per year

(Punt and Wade 2010). This should not affect the conclusions reached in the 2004 PSEIS. However,
three gray whales from the western North Pacific Wexke tagged with satelliteainsmitters (one in 2010,

two in 2011) migrated from Russian waters crossing the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska after passing
through Unimak and Umnak passes, following eastemihN®acific gray whales during their southbound
migration to Mexico (see Mate et al. 2011; Mate and llyashenko, unpublished data,
http://mmi.oregonstate.edi@khalin2010Map). On the northward migration, the one whale still

transmitting locations followed the coastline from Mexto Alaska before entering the Bering Sea
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through Unimak Pass then returning along the ice tml§eissian waters. Since this discovery additional
photographic matches have been found between wbbsesved off Sakhalin Island, Russia, and in the
Mexico lagoons. The western population of North Pacific gray whales (WGW), once thought extinct, is
now estimated at 130 individuals and feeds prilynaff northeastern Sakhalin Island, Russia, during
summer.

No new information on fin whales, sei whales, minke whales (Allen and Angliss, 2013) or blue whales
(Carretta et al. 2012).

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Are the fisheries affecting the resource differentirtldescribed in the 2004 PSEIS? Is this difference
within the range of variability atyzed in the 2004 PSEIS? Has thifference been analyzed in a
subsequent NEPA analysis (e.g., the difference imanjs the result of a management change for which
an EA or EIS was written)? Is there new scientifformation or research indicating or suggesting a
change in our understanding of the impact of the fisheries on the resource?

Killer Whale (Transients):

In previous assessments, there were six differeleréd commercial fisheries in Alaska that could have

had incidental serious injuries or mortalities of kilehales and were observed. In 2004, the definitions

of these fisheries were changed to reflect tasgeties; these new definitions have resulted in the
identification of 22 observed fisheries that use tréavigline, or pot gear. Of these fisheries, there were
two which incurred serious injury and mortality of killer whales (any stock) between 2007 and 2009: the
BSAI flatfish trawl and the BSAI Greenland turbongdine. The mean annual (total) mortality rate for all
fisheries for 2007-2009 was 1.5 (CV =0.19) (note: This does not include the AT1 pod with a known
range limited to waters of Prince William Sound &mhai Fjords where there are no federally managed
commercial fisheries). Unclear how this new inforimatvould affect the analysis in the 2004 PSEIS.

Other Toothed Whales:

Over the past few years, observers have collectaaktisamples of many of the killer whales which were
killed incidental to commercial fisheries. Géins analyses of samples from the killer whales have
indicated that the mortalities incidental to the B3Atfish trawl and the BSAPacific cod fisheries are

of the “resident” type, and mortalities incidental to the BSAI pollock trawl fishery are of the “transient”
type (M. Dahlheim, pers. comm., tianal Marine Mammal Laboratory, Alaska Fisheries Science Center,
7600 Sand Point Way, NE, Seattle, W8105). The mean annual estimatmgkl of serious injury and
mortality of Alaska resident killer whales is 1.49/yéallen and Angliss, 2013). There are many reports
of killer whales consuming the processing waste of Bering Sea groundfish trawl fishing vessels (Perez
2006). However, the ‘resident’ stock of killer whalesnost likely to be involved in such fishery
interactions since these whales are known to beefisdrs, while ‘transient’ whales have only been
observed feeding on marine mammals. Recently, sefigialies observers reported that large groups of
killer whales in the Bering Sea have followed ves$et days at a time, actively consuming the
processing waste (Fishery Observer Program, unpubl. data, Alaska Fisheries Science Center, 7600 Sand
Point Way NE, Seattle, WA 98115). On some ves#iséswaste is discharged in the vicinity of the
vessel's propeller (NMFS unpublishddta); consumption of the processing waste in the vicinity of the
propeller may be the cause of the propeller-causeathiities of resident killer whales in the BSAI

flatfish trawl fishery. Unclear how this new infoation would affect the analysis in the 2004 PSEIS.

One harbor porpoise mortality was observed in 2007 in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands flatfish trawl,
which is the only harbor porpoise mortality observed during the 2007-2010 period. Therefore, the mean
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annual (total) mortality rate resulting from obsefrwveortalities was 0.53 (Allen and Angliss, 2013).

Because the abundance estimates are 13 years altf@amadation on incidental mortality in commercial
fisheries is sparse, the Bering Sea stock of harbor porpoise is classified as a strategic stock. Unclear how
this new information would affect the analysis in the 2004 PSEIS.

Between 2007 and 2010, there was ohserved serious injury of a sperm whale inGhdf of Alaska
sablefish longline fishery (Allen and Angliss, 201Bhis animal was designated as seriously injured
because it became caught in the gear, and was released alive with trailing gear. Unclear how this new
information would affect the analysis in the 2004 PSEIS.

There were no serious injuries or mortalities inotdéto observed commercial fisheries reported for
Pacific white-sided dolphins, beluga whales, or ahthe beaked whales (Perez 2006; Allen and Angliss,
2013). However, for Bristol Bay belugas it is unkmowhether the U. S. commercial fishery-related
mortality level is insignificant and approaching zerartality and serious injury rate (i.e., 10% of PBR;
less than 4.9 per year) because a reliable estimate ofdhality rate incidental to commercial fisheries

is currently unavailable. Similarly, current obsmrdata on fisheries within Cook Inlet are lacking;
however, no mortalities in U. S. commercial fishehiase been reported for this beluga stock. Thus
annual mortality levels are considered insignificamd approaching zero mortality and serious injury
rate, although the lack of recent fisherietada a concern for this small population.

Baleen Whales:

Humpback whales: For the Western North Pasifick, the estimated human-related mortality rate
based solely on mortalities that occurred incidentél.t8. commercial fisheries is 0.37; therefore, the
estimated fishery mortality and serious injuaye exceeds 10% of the PBR (0.2) and cannot be
considered insignificant and approaching zero (Adled Angliss, 2013). This may require reanalysis.

No mortalities or serious injuries by groundfish commercial fisheries were reported for fin whales, minke
whales, North Pacific right whalelspwhead whales (Allen and Angliss, 2013), gray whales, or blue
whales (Carretta et al. 2012). However, thetgtie information on western gray whales that may

migrate through Alaska waters during the winter months.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Has a new methodology been developed for betterrstaateling or evaluating impacts of the fisheries on
the resource? Has that methodolbggn used in NEPA analysesnadinagement actions affecting the
resource, since the 2004 PSEIS?

No

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

If new information is available, consider whetheking that information into account would cause you to
reach a different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheries on the resource. Provide a
rationale if you conclude that it would not, or some discussion if you think this issue needs further
investigation. We are not asking for the new analysis to be undertaken, only for you to provide a
discussion of whether it is merited.

Potentially for Cook Inlet beluga whales now listed as a DPS under ESA.
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Also, Bering Sea harbor porpoise, Western North Pacific stock of humpback whales, western gray
whales, and killer whales (see notes above).
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Template for PSEIS SIR — review of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS

What resource component is this review?foMarine Mammals — Sea otters
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed? 4.9.8.9

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Yes. On August 9, 2005, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) published a final rule (70 FR 46366)
to list the southwest Alaska Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of the northern searotjelré lutris
kenyon) as threatened under the Endangered Species Act.

On October 8, 2009, the USFWS published a finkal designating 15,164 square kilometers (5,855

square miles) as critical habitat for the southwdaska DPS of the northern sea otter (74 FR 51988).

The critical habitat rule became effective on Novemb@099. The critical habitat is designated in five
units: the Western Aleutian Unit; the Eastern Aleutian Unit; the South Alaska Peninsula Unit; the Bristol
Bay Unit; and the Kodiak, Kamishak, Alaska Peninsul@.Uwithin these units, critical habitat occurs in
nearshore marine waters ranging from the meantidgHine seaward for a distance of 100 meters, or to

a water depth of 20 meters. While sea otter critichithbpredominately occurs within state waters, DOI
has designated some critical habitat within federakrgavhere water depth is 20 meters or less.

On September 6, 2013, the USFWS announced thialality of the recovery plan for the southwest
Alaska DPS of the northern sea otter (78 FR 549UhE recovery plan describes the status, current
management, recovery objectives and criteria, and specific actions needed to enable us to delist the
southwest Alaska DPS of the northern sea otter (USFWS 2013a).

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Yes. The southwest Alaska DPS of the nortlseais now listed as threatened under the Endangered
Species Act. However, based on the most rememprehensive assessment of the northern sea otter
status in the 2013 Recovery Plan, the populalmmdance and trends have generally not notably
changed since the early 2000s (USFWS 2013a).

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Yes. In 2006, NMFS and the USFWS consultedhensouthwest Alaska DPS of the northern sea otter
and the consultation conded that the groundfish, crab, and scallop fisheries are not likely to adversely
affect sea otters.

In response to the designation of critical habitat, NMFS reinitiated Section 7 consultation. The biological
assessment evaluated the potential effetii@BSAI Groundfish and GOA Groundfish FMPs on the
southwest Alaska DPS of the northern sea otter awmtititsal habitat. The analysis concluded that the
Alaska federally managed fisheries authorized by the FMPs and State of Alaska parallel groundfish
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fisheries are not likely to adversely affect the southwest Alaska DPS of the northern sea otter or its
designated critical habitat. On July 10, 2018, t{'5sFWS concurred with NMFS's determination that
authorization of the specified fisheries is not likelyadversely affect the southwest Alaska DPS of the
northern sea otter and will not result in adverse ficadion of sea otter critical habitat (NMFS 2013,
USFWS 2013b).

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?
No.
5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously

different conclusion?

No. NMFS conducted a new analysis for the Biologicsdessment and arrived at a practically similar
conclusion (NMFS 2013).
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 7/17/13

What resource component is this review f8gabirds

What sections of the PSEIS were reviewetort-tailed Albatross; Laysan and Black-footed Albatross;
shearwaters; Northern fulmars; Species of mamage concern (Red-legged Kittiwakes, Marbled and
Kittlitz’s murrelets); Other piscivorous species (mosidsd, gulls, and cormorants); other planktivorous
species (Storm-petrels and most Auklets); Spectacled Eiders and Steller’'s Eiders

Please answer the following questions with eespo the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirthaérrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

X

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed indeptndeather than as part of a complex;
implementation of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

The primary management action affecting seabird resources was the requirement for longline vessels to
use seabird mitigation measures (i.e., streamer liridss was implemented in February 2004, just

before release of the PSEIS. The Freezer Longlaet Aad largely adopted the practice of deploying
streamer lines in 2002, taking advantage of freeustes lines supplied first by the US Fish and Wildlife
Service and later by NOAA Fisheries. Use of seabird avoidance gear has likely reduced overall bycatch
by 100,000 birds since implementation (Fitzgeralds gemm). An analysis of the reduced overall

bycatch and reduction in bycatch rates is currenttienmay at the AFSC in partnership with Washington
Sea Grant Program. Another management changglernmentation of the restructured observer program

in 2013 — will allow a better evaluation of tofmhery impacts on the resource in the future.

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than desciib#éte 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has affected
the change in status? Is the current status witlimethge of variability angted in the 2004 PSEIS?

Status of the various seabird species groups remains unchanged. The short-tailed albatross
population continues to grow at an ca 7.5% rate and is currently estimated to be 4,023
individuals (STAL Recovery Team information). The USFWS and Japanese counterparts have
spent 5 years rearing and fledging translocated Short-tailed albatross chicks on Mukojima
Island. The project translocated 70 chicks and 69 fledged. In 2012/13 one nesting attempt
occurred but failed. This was a 2008 bird. Re-establishing a colony on the island is a goal of the
Short-tailed albatross recovery team. The USFWS was petitioned to list the Black-footed
albatross at threatened under the ESA. A review was completed on 7 October, 2011 where the
FWS determined that listing was not warranted at the time (Federal Register Vol 76, No. 195:
62504-62565). Populations of other birds, such as Northern Fulmars, are extremely difficult to
survey and assess due to the remote locations and difficult terrain of their colonies. Trend
information for many of these species is not available.
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~6/19/2013

What resource component is this review forRlabitat
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewéde,_4.1_ 4.4

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
x Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

x

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource, since the
2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed indeptydather than as part of a complex;
implementation of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resource)?

Substantial changes to the management of habiatihaluded implementation of regulations to protect
habitat that provides structural relief and gear modifications to limit adverse impacts of trawling on the
seafloor. In 2005 in the Aleutian Islands, closure stkat prohibit all bottom trawling in the Aleutians,
except in small discrete “open” areas were implaewrand Habitat Conservation Zones with high
density coral and sponge habitat welased to all bottom-contact fishing gear. In 2008 in the Bering Sea,
measures were enacted to conserve benthic fisgtahbl “freezing the footprint” of bottom trawling by
limiting trawl effort only to those areas more recently trawled. A deep slope and basin area and three
habitat conservation areas around St Matthew Islaricav@tence Island were closed to bottom trawling.
In 2005 in the Gulf of Alaska several new HAP@are implemented; the Slope Habitat Conservation
Areas, Seamount Habitat Protection Areas, and the Gulf of Alaska Coral Habitat Protection Areas. In
2011 for the Bering sea flatfish fishery elevating desi(e.qg., discs or bobbins) are required to be used
on the trawl sweeps, to raise the sweeps off theeseatd limit adverse impacts of trawling on the
seafloor.

For more information see
http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gopfmc/conservation-issues/habitat-protections.html

and
http://alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfemiservation-issues/gear-mods.html

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than desciibdte 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has affected
the change in status? Is the current status witleimahge of variability angted in the 2004 PSEIS?

The status or condition of habitat described inRB&IS was rated as “conditionally significant adverse”.
This status was based on the conclusion that, cowgthdistorical impacts, impacts to long-lived slow
growing species (i.e. corals) could cause long-term damwag@ossibly irreversible loss of living habitat.
The word “conditionally” was used to indicate that a significant impact is based on credible scientific
information and professional judgement, but mom@glete information is need for certainty. The
current status of habitat is the same as irR08 PSEIS because long liveldw growing species have
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likely not recovered from the impacts of historicahing and impacts continue in areas that are open to
bottom trawling.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

As mentioned in the PSEIS, a separate analydisséntial Fish Habitat (EFH) overlapped PSEIS
development. This analysis, resulting in the 2005 EFS| carried out many of the overarching policies
anticipated in the preferred alternative. It updated and detailed the designation of EFH for all species
managed under the Management Plans, establéspeatess for considering proposed habitats for
designation as Habitats of Particular Concern (BARnalyzed the effects of fisheries on EFH, and
proposed precautionary actions to minimize those effects. That analysis and its subsequent
reconsideration in 2009 clearly represent new inféionaegarding the impacts of groundfish fisheries
on habitat.

Some additional research on effects of fishing

Additional research on the habitat requirements of different species
EFH funded habitat research — e.g., flatfish juvenile habitat

Research and development of modificatitmgawl gear to reduce effects on habitat
Bottom trawl sweep modifications to reduce effects on structure and epifauna, implemented
through regulations for Bering Sea and GOA flatfish fisheries.

Limited additional research on the recovenhabitat from damage due to trawl gear

Some EFH funded research

Revisting sites that were trawled 13 years agbéneastern Gulf of Alaska to evaluate long term
effects of trawling on sponge habitat

Improved resolution of data on the distribution of ifigheffort due to broader implementation of VMS in
Alaska fisheries.

Vast majority of fishing effort is now trackedth VMS, providing much higher resolution of the
footprint of those efforts. Full use of such datau likely indicate more area unaffected by fishing but
fished areas having higher fishing intensities over aalypased on averaging effort over larger spatial
scales. The net effect would be a lowering of LEI estimates, albeit likely small.

Additional information on the distribution of habitat types and features
Efforts to provide better technology for characterizing habitats
Detailed habitat mapping in the Gulf of AlaskadaAleutian Islands in the vicinity of fishing
activities and for studies of corals

Development of an Alaska Essential Fish ittResearch Plan (Sigler et al 2012)

Consideration of the EFH EIS analysis resulted mumber of precautionary management actions to
reduce the effects of fishing on habitat. Thiduled a number of new areas closed to fishing,
particularly bottom trawling, and modifications teHing gear, specifically trawl sweeps. The existence
of those actions will also affect any new analysis of the effects of fishing on habitat.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

The 2005 EFH EIS included a detaikedhalysis of the effects of fishing on EFH of Alaska marine species
managed under FMPs. This analysis, described in Appendix B of the EIS, included 1) an analysis of the
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distribution and intensity of the effects of fishing @asses of features that function as habitat for fish
(infaunal prey, epifaunal prey, biological structunel @on-living structure) and 2) expert assessments of
the potential for that distribution of effects to affect the life history functions of spawning, breeding,
feeding, and growth to maturity for each of thanaged species. Those assessments were made against
the standard of whether they exceeded effects that were ‘more than minimal and not temporary’.

The effects of fishing analysis was based on a traeleloped by Jeff Fujioka (Fujioka 2006), that
considered the combination of fishing intensity, sensitivity of habitat features to fishing, and recovery
rates of habitat features to estimate a long-term effects index (LEI), representing the proportional
reduction in the habitat feature from the unfishedesshould that fishing intensity be continued
indefinitely. The spatial distribution of LEI valués each habitat features class provided a useful and
accessible description of fishing’s effects on habit&ich could then be considered by experts on each
managed species to assess the potential for significant effects on life-history processes. A significant
limitation on this assessment was the lack of comprehensive data to map the distribution of functional
habitat features or the distribution of their use by each life-history stage of the species. These limited the
assessment to use of a map of the proportional redusftisuch features (LEI) and expert knowledge of
the biological needs of each species.

Although this methodology for evaluating impacts is ddfe from that used in the PSEIS, it is important

to note that the scope of PSEIS is broader than the EFH EIS. The EFH EIS considered impacts of fishing
on benthic marine habitat from the perspective of mahapgecies that are dependent on habitat features.
The scope of the PSEIS was broader and considdreise impacts to marine benthic habitat from the
perspective of ecosystem structure and function, as well as managed species.

Other models for the effects of fishing have bpmposed and applied in different areas. Such models
either provide less specific information or requir®imation that is not available for Alaska fisheries
e.g., distribution of habitat features or growth ratkesuch features). At this point, the Fujioka model
remains a good fit for analysis of the effects of AldsKisheries on EFH. Nevertheless, the next cyclical
reassessment of the EFH EIS analysis has just lglimay identify an improved or superior model.

Fujioka, J.T. 2006. A model for evaluating fishingpacts on habitat and comparing fishing closure
strategies. Can. J. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 63:2330-2342

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

By and large, analyses and research subsequtiid RSEIS have confirmed g&neral conclusions. In
fact, the PSEIS used much of the same fishingatadean early version of the Fujioka model in its
analyses. Both the PSEIS and the EFH EIS idedtthat fishing reduced habitat features.

The EFH EIS also assessed whether the distribution and intensity of those effects matched with life-
history requirements of managed species in a wayrttiatated that their habitat was affected in a way
that was more than minimal and not temporary. Bisaessment, and a subsequent reassessment in 2009,
identified few places indicating that standard had lexeeeded. (A specific area of concern for red king
crab in the Amak Island area is receiving furttestiew). Appropriately, many assessments indicated
substantial uncertainty, primarily due to lack of specific knowledge of the distribution of fish use of
habitat features, particularly for juveniles and spawning concentrations. This uncertainty motivated
precautionary management actions to reduce fishfiiegts on habitat. Those actions, and a general
reduction in fishing intensity, if anything, may result in some reduction of the estimated effects on
reanalysis.

In a similar way, further research studies on thegseses that underlie the effects of fishing on benthic
habitat, while increasing the specificity and cetiaof knowledge, have not demonstrated any
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substantial errors in the information used ia #8005 EFH EIS or the PSEIS analysis. A subsequent
analysis will provide more specific estimates wéhks uncertainty, but is not likely reach seriously
different conclusions.
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Template for PSEIS SIR review of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/5/13

What resource component is this review fogdcioeconomics
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed?9-235 through 4.9351; Table 4.10-2b; Table 4.9-6;
Table 4.2-2_

Please answer the following questions with respect to the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documents where analysis can be found in detail.
Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting something in the range of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.

X

1 Has management of the resource changed?

Have there been substantial changes in the management program that have affected the resource,
since the 2004 PSEIS (e.g., species is now managed independently, rather than as part of a complex;
implementation of catch share privileges or closure areas affecting fisheries targeting resjjurc

The document (Section 4.9, Socioeconomics pages 235-351, in particular) makes references to increasing
the number of fisheries that will be rationalized in the coming years. Since 2004, we have seen the
rationalization of AM80 groundfish, the rockfish fishery, and the P. cod freezer longliners. BSAI crab

has also been rationalized, though it is obviously not part of the groundfish FMP, but referemcadear

to crab stocks at points throughout this resource component and to excess capacity in the crab fisherie
(now essentially gone). As such, much of the speculation about potential rationalization programs, or
unrealized benefits or costs of such programs, can be better articulated at this time. Accordingly
statements about unrealized benefits and the amount of those benefits should probably be toned down a
bit, as fishery rationalization has already occurred in many fisheries and there is noaseaulsh

unexplored territory as back in 2004.

Bycatch management in this document could be updated to reflect the new Chinook salmon bycatch
, 3%V DQG KDUG FDS DV ZH@€&B. DV 6WHOOHU VHD OLRQ FORYV

2 Has the status of the resource changed?

Is the status of the resource different than described in the 2004 PSEIS, and if so, how? What has
affected the change in status? Is the current status within the range of variability analyzed in the 2004
PSEIS?

The document makes reference to projected trends in particular species repeatedly in difterent par

this section (there are too many instances to mention; this document restates much of the same

information and conclusions in each section of the Socioeconomics porticdb DVLFD OO\ \RXJOO QH
read through the specific references to species trends and see if the projected trends based upon the
information in 2004 have played out. Similarly, references are made to the impacts of climate change and

| believe we have seen more of the impacts of climate change since this document was published.
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Specific statements that appear repeatedly and should be checked include:
x *Downward trends in salmon and crab fisheries
x *Significant decreases in sablefish and rockfish
X *Large increases in catch of P.cod expected

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

Are the fisheries affecting the resource differently than described in the 2004 PSEIS? Is this difference
within the range of variability analyzed in the 2004 PSEIS? Has the difference been analyzed in a
subsequent NEPA analysis (e.g., the difference in impact is the result of a management change for
which an EA or EIS was written)? Is there new scientific information or research indicating or
suggesting a change in our understanding of the impact of the fisheries on the resource?

7KHUH DUH VRPH LPSDFWV WKDW WKH GRFXPHQW GRHVQYW DGGUH
public and considered by the Council. For example, in the analysis of the preferred alternativesrin Secti
4.9.9.1.1, there is no discussion of the impacts of rationalization on crew and the concerns that have arisen
about the way in which high lease rates affect the financial return or average daily wages for cr

PHPEHUVY DERDUG YHVVHOV G6HFWLRQV DERXW 3(PSOR\PHQW DQG
insignificant. It is sort of assumed that crew are not adversely impacted but | think we mavesge

crew feel as though their compensation has decreased per day. This may be true and it may be due to

excess crew labor relative to boats on the water, but it should be addressed in the document or at least
acknowledged.

7KLY VHFWLRQ UHSHDWHGO\ P D Ntiatprédidtl chahbe ik MesdeRaddmGhyO UHV X O
species, with accompanying estimates of changes in catch and revenue. It seems as though whatever

model generated these predictions could be updated to reflect data covering the last 7 or so years. | doubt
any of the specific estimates (e.g., P.cod is expected to increase by about 29%, 44%- aliff&%nt

numbers are given in two paragraphs on page 4.9-301 and on page 4.9-321) are likely to be accurate today
(errors notwithstanding) , WV SUREDEO\ ZRUWKZKLOH QRWLQJ WKDW WKH 3 F
rationalized.

Comments are also made about decreases in ex-vessel value occurring with rockfish and bablefish,
WKLY GRHVQYW DSSHDU WR EH D Fdekish&ingl ratibkadaddd LV QR UHFRJQLW

Comments are made on 49-308 about what will happen if head-and-gut fisheries are rationalized (and
they were through AM80) and one should check to see if the species-specific predictions listed there are
accurate or can be updated.

4.9-313 comments about significant reductions in excess capacity among CPs seems overstated, as nearly
all CPs are rationalized at this point.

Impacts of salmon closures on Average Cost sections of the document should be included/addressed.
The entire section on Regional Socioeconomic Effects beginning on page 4.9-325 makes very specific

statements about community impacts coming from a model. | would recommend running this model with
newer data to see if the same trends arise. Given thé $¢pele L W\ KHUH LWV OLNHO\ WR EH
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4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Has a new methodology been developed for better understanding or evaluating impacts of the fisheries
on the resource? Has that methodology been used in NEPA analyses of management actions affecting
the resource, since the 2004 PSEIS?

You may want to check with AKR staff, but | believe Ben Muse has developed economic impact models
for the most recent Steller sea lion closures. The Biop has also been releasedreTdisoepablished

papers describing the impacts of crab rationalization:

Abbott, Joshua K.; Garber-Yonts, Brian; Wilen, James E.; Marine Resource Economics, 2010, v. 25, iss.
4, pp. 333-54

Matulich, Scott C.; Marine Resource Economics, 2009, v. 24, iss. 2, pp. 187-93

Matulich, Scott C.; Marine Resource Economics, 2008, v. 23, iss. 3, pp. 253-71

| recognize that crab is not part of this PSEIS, but there are interesting insights insoafffect
rationalization on various groups.

5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

If new information is available, consider whether taking that information into account would cause

you to reach a different conclusion about the effect of the groundfish fisheries on the resource. Provide
a rationale if you conclude that it would not, or some discussion if you think this issue needs further
investigation. We are not asking for the new analysis to be undertaken, only for you to provide a
discussion of whether it is merited.

, GRQMTW EHOLHYH WKH IXQGDPHQWDO LPSDFWWRLQIDWLR QDG RUQEK
in this document. | believe that the Council has essentially slowly implemented many of the palicies la

out in this document and that the basic understanding of the effects of rationalization on ovgrcapacit

efficiency, and the nature of the jobs is correct. However, the document seems to reflect the

understanding a decade ago of who would win and lose as a result of rationalization; there are some

relatively specific predictions about regional economies and how crew and vessel owners will &e. affect

There are also very specific model results and statements about species trends that could bé updated.

believe that given the number of raticdd | DWLRQ SURJUDPV WKDW KDYH EHHQ LPSO
rely on those predictions as heavily today, and could likely appeal to actual results rathexditdioms.

| think the magnitude of the benefits of the preferred alternatives is likely much stodiigrgiven how

much of the fishery has already been rationalized, and we also have a better idea of the economic costs of
spatial closures due to work done by regional economists estimating, for example, the costs sk&tell

lion closures.
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Template for PSEIS SIR — revi ew of conclusions in 2004 PSEIS
draft 6/6/13

What resource component is this review foE2osystems
What sections of the PSEIS were reviewed2.9.10

Please answer the following questions with ee$po the resource component in question.
X Please provide rationale and discussion of your response, while at the same time keeping it fairly
succinct.
X Where appropriate, reference other documehisre analysis can be found in detail.

X Responses can be written out, or in bullets.
X In most cases, we are expecting somethirtgaerrange of 2-5 pages for a particular resource
component.
1 Has management of the resource changed?
No.
2 Has the status of the resource changed?

The Ecosystem Indicators of status, including enéiayy, diversity, aggregate top predators, and forage
fish have been monitored through the annual patibn of the Ecosystem Chapter in the SAFE (e.g.
Zador et al. 2012). This has monitored short-telanges in properties — for example, forage fish
biomass was significantly below average for 2004-2@68,has since returnedsards average. There

iS no evidence that these variations are outside short or medium-term (3-5 year) range of natural
variability as measured over the last 30 years.

3 Is there new information regarding the impacts of the groundfish fisheries on the
resource?

There has been substantial new world-wide resdargh comparisons between ecosystems) on energy
flow within ecosystems, for example, the impodamf trophic structure or necessary minimum forage
fish biomass required to feed top predators widdosystems. However, this information does not
suggest that impacts of the groundfish fisheryranAlaska ecosystems specifically (BSAI and GOA)
have significantly changed. Impacts on ecosysteawe been analyzed in multiple EAs on specific
management changes and no significant giffees have been noted in those EAs.

4 Are there new methods of analysis or protocols for evaluating impacts?

Significant improvements have been made to manigccritical aspects of the ecosystem through the
development of annual Ecosystem Assessments and Report CardsdergetZd. 2012). Furthermore,
these improvements have been carried forwardNtanagement Strategy Analyses (MSES) of the
impacts of management strategies on different ecosyagpeatts. The ecosystem research is currently
being developed within the Alaska Fisheries BogCenter as an extended Integrated Ecosystem
Assessment (IEA) program to provide data for ‘endrtd’ models that connect climate variability to
groundfish and salmon (Chinook and chum; prohibitextigs catch) recruitment. The modeling effort
and ecosystem data provide a formal method faluating climate impacts on Alaska’s large marine
ecosystems.
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5 Would a new analysis using the latest methods and information reach a seriously
different conclusion?

No. The new research and information will enablpriosred monitoring of the ecosystem research, but to
date does not suggest that the conclusidrsection 4.9.10 would differ substantially.

Ref: Zador et. al. 2012. Ecosystem ConsideratitmsStock assessment and fishery evaluation report
for the groundfish resources or the Bering Sea/Aladskands regions. North. Pac. Fish. Mgmt. Council,
Anchorage, AK.
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