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COVER SHEET
2004 Groundfish Specifications and Management Measures
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Proposed Action: Specify harvest levels (acceptable biological catch [ABC] and optimum
yield [OY] values) for species and species complexes in the fishery
management unit and establish management measures to constrain total
fishing mortality to these specifications. These specifications and
management measures will be established for calendar year 2004, although
they are considered within the context of past management and long-term
sustainability of managed fish stocks. Harvest specifications for 2004
include new harvest levels for species with new stock assessments and re-
established harvest levels for species with stock assessments completed in
prior years. Long-term management programs, such as capacity reduction
programs, are not implemented as part of the annual management process,
but in separate Council deliberations. Management measures may be
modified in 2004, so total fishing mortality is at the OY's identified in the
preferred alternative. The environmental impact of any such changes in
management measures is expected to fall within the range of impacts
evaluated in this environmental impact statement (EIS). Federally-managed
Pacific groundfish fisheries occurring off the coasts of Washington, Oregon,
and California (WOC) establish the geographic context for the proposed

action.
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Abstract:

The Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan (FMP) establishes a framework authorizing the
range and type of measures that may be used to manage groundfish fisheries, enumerates 18 objectives that
management measures must satisfy (organized under three broad goals), and describes more specific criteria
for determining the level of harvest that will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, or OY.
Fisheries subject to management measures include limited entry trawl fisheries, limited entry fixed gear (pot
and longline) fisheries, and a variety of other fisheries catching groundfish, either as target species or
incidentally, but not license limited under the management framework established in the groundfish FMP.
Allocations to tribal fisheries in Washington State are also identified. To date, nine groundfish species have
been declared overfished by the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary), and measures to prevent overfishing
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and rebuild these overfished stocks are a central element of this action. The proposed action establishes
harvest guidelines for groundfish species, species groups, and geographic subunits. In order to constrain
fisheries to these harvest guidelines, management measures for commercial and recreational fisheries are
identified. Management measures considered for commercial fisheries include two-month cumulative
landing limits for species, species groups, and geographic subunits for limited entry trawl and fixed gear
sectors, and fisheries not license limited under the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan, and
gear restrictions to reduce bycatch of overfished species and reduce habitat impacts. Management measures
considered for recreational fisheries include bag limits, size limits, and fishing seasons; which vary by state.
In addition, area closures based on depth and intended to reduce bycatch of species apply to both commercial
and recreational fisheries that are likely to catch these species. These closures vary by geographic area and
time of year.

Comments due by: February 17, 2004.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION

This document provides background information about, and analysis of, harvest specifications and
management measures for fisheries covered by the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) and developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (hereafter, the Council). These measures
must conform to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the principal
legal basis for fishery management within the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), which extends from the outer
boundary of the territorial sea to a distance of 200 nautical miles from shore. In addition to addressing MSA
mandates, this document is organized so that it contains the analyses required under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), and Executive Order (EO) 12866,
which mandates an analysis similar to the RFA. For the sake of brevity, this document is referred to as an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), although it addresses the mandates just mentioned and contains
required elements of an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) pursuant to the RFA and a Regulatory
Impact Review (RIR) pursuant to EO 12866.

This EIS is divided into the following ten chapters:

Chapter 1 describes the purpose and need for, and goals and objectives of, the proposed action, which also
defines the scope of the subsequent analysis, and the scoping process used to identify the range of
alternatives and the potentially significant environmental impacts to be analyzed in this document.

Chapter 2 outlines different alternatives the Council and NMFS considered to address the purpose and need.

Chapter 3 describes the affected environment, or baseline environmental and social conditions as they exist
before implementation of the proposed action.

Chapter 4 assesses the predicted potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives
outlined in Chapter 2. This analysis compares and contrasts the alternatives and evaluates how the human
environment may potentially be changed by the proposed action in comparison to the baseline conditions
described in Chapter 3.

Chapter 5 explains how these management measures are consistent with the groundfish FMP and 10 National
Standards set forth in the MSA (§301(a)) and governing plans, plan amendments, and pursuant regulations.

Chapter 6 describes how this EIS addresses relevant laws and EOs, other than the MSA. As appropriate, it
also includes additional required elements of and determinations required by these mandates.

Chapters 7 and 8 provide background information on the staff who prepared this document and its
distribution to other agencies and interested parties. Chapter 9 is the bibliography.

Chapter 10 reproduces comments received on the draft EIS and the responses to those comments.
Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed action falls within the management framework described in the groundfish FMP, which
enumerates 18 objectives that management measures must satisfy (organized under three broad goals),

describes more specific criteria for determining the level of harvest that will provide the greatest overall
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benefit to the Nation (defined as OY), and authorizes the range and type of measures that may be used to
achieve OY. The management regime described in the groundfish FMP is itself consistent with 10 National
Standards described inthe MSA. Harvest specifications (OYs) and management measures must be consistent
with the goals, objectives, and management framework described in the groundfish FMP.

The Proposed Action

The Council’s and NMFS' proposed action, evaluated in this document, is to specify acceptable biological
catch (ABC) and OY values for species and species complexes in the fishery management unit and establish
management measures to constrain total fishing mortality to these specifications. These specifications and
management measures will be established for calendar year 2004, although they are considered within the
context of past management and long-term sustainability of managed fish stocks. Harvest specifications for
2004 include new harvest levels for species with the new stock assessments and re-established harvest levels
for species with stock assessments completed in prior years. Long-term management programs, such as
capacity reduction programs, are not developed as part of the annual management process, but in separate
Council deliberations. Management measures may be modified in 2004 so that total fishing mortality is at
the OYs identified in the preferred alternative. The environmental impact of any such changes in
management measures is expected to fall within the range of impacts evaluated in this EIS. Federally-
managed Pacific groundfish fisheries occurring off the coasts of Washington, Oregon, and California (WOC)
establish the geographic context for the proposed action.

Need (Problems for Resolution)

The proposed action is needed to constrain commercial and recreational harvests in 2004 to levels that will
ensure groundfish stocks are maintained at, or restored to, sizes and structures that will produce the highest
net benefit to the nation, while balancing environmental and social values.

Purpose of the Proposed Action

The purpose of this action is to ensure that Pacific Coast groundfish subject to federal management are
harvested at OY during 2004 and in a manner consistent with the aforementioned groundfish FMP and
National Standards Guidelines (50 CFR 600 Subpart D), using routine management tools available to the
specifications and management measures process (FMP at 6.2.1, 50 CFR 660.323(b)). Chapter 5 of this EIS
describes how the proposed action (preferred alternative) is consistent with the FMP and MSA.

Groundfish Management and the Annual Specifications Process

The groundfish FMP allows harvest guidelines and quotas to be re-specified on a periodic basis. Harvest
guidelines are specified numerical harvest objectives which are treated as targets but not absolute limitations.
Therefore, a fishery does not have to be closed if its harvest guideline is reached, although the Council may
choose to do so. All recent numerical harvest specifications, including OY values, have been harvest
guidelines. A quota is defined as a specified numerical harvest objective, the attainment (or expected
attainment) of which causes closure of the fishery for that species or species group. The main use of harvest
guidelines and quotas recently has been to designate allocations and sub-components of a specified OY.

In accordance with the groundfish FMP, since 1990 the Council has annually set Pacific Coast groundfish
harvest specifications (acceptable and sustainable harvest amounts) and management measures designed to
achieve those harvest specifications. Of the more than 80 groundfish species managed under the FMP, only
about 20 are assessed for stock size and status on a regular basis. When the Council recommends a new set

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003
C:\Documents and Settings\Mary\My Documents\KERRY\!Spex\Good Master 2004 GF Spex Dec9_03.wpd

iv



ofharvest specifications in a given year, normally only specifications for those species with new assessments,
or past assessments containing an OY projection for the coming year, are changed from the previous year’s
value. In addition, nine groundfish species have been declared overfished by the Secretary of Commerce,
pursuant to provisions in the MSA." Based on stock assessments, scientists have conducted rebuilding
analyses for these species in order to determine suitable harvest levels consistent with the rebuilding
framework established by the MSA and the groundfish FMP. OY's for unassessed stocks are based on more
limited data, such as catch history, and are not usually changed year to year.

Proposed 2004 OY's differ from 2003 values for 12 stocks. Five of these are based on data from new stock
assessments conducted in 2003, and in the case of overfished species, updated rebuilding analyses using the
new assessment information.” Of the remaining seven stocks, new values for all but Pacific whiting are
based on projections contained in assessments conducted in earlier years. In the case of Pacific whiting a
new assessment will be completed by March 2004, in time for the May 1 start of this fishery. The range of
whiting OY's evaluated in this EIS captures the range of potential values expected from that assessment. In
summary, the alternatives described in Chapter 2 are structured around different OY values for a limited
number of stocks. However, the different management measures needed to achieve these OYs can limit
catches of other species, resulting in large differences among the alternatives in terms of actual landings.

In order to rebuild overfished groundfish species while satisfying the groundfish FMP’s resource utilization
goal, Council policy is to use management measures that discourage or prevent targeting of these species.
The Council has also recommended management policies to reduce the incidental catch of overfished species
taken in fisheries targeting healthier stocks. When suites of management measures are developed for each
alternative, projected bycatch (discarded fish) is estimated for overfished species. (The “bycatch scorecards”
presented in Chapter 2 as Tables 2.2.1-1, 2.2.2-1, 2.2.3-1, 2.2.4-1, and 2.2.5-1 summarize these estimates.)
From a practical perspective, OY's for overfished species therefore represent a cap on total fishing mortality.
In 2003, the Council began using observer data from the West Coast groundfish observer program as a basis
for overfished species’ total catch (landed catch plus bycatch) projections.” Additional observer data will
become available early in 2004 and will likely be used to adjust total catch projections for the year (which
could lead to inseason changes in management measures, as occurred in 2003). These efforts to account for
total catch mortality serve as a basis for the development of management measures. Cumulative landing
limits, which groundfish fishery managers have used in different forms for many years, still feature
prominantly in 2004 management. Trip limits are generally set in combinations that allow higher landings
of healthy stocks in months and seasons when those healthy stocks co-occur less frequently with overfished
stocks. “Rockfish Conservation Areas” first implemented in the second half of 2002, are now a key feature
of management measure®. These closed areas vary in configuration by area, season, and fishery, and are
intended to exclude commercial vessels from fishing in depths where overfished species are concentrated.

1/ These species are: bocaccio (Sebastes levis), cowcod (S. levis), canary rockfish (S. pinninger),
darkblotched rockfish (S. crameri), Pacific ocean perch (S. alutus), widow rockfish (S. entomalas),
yelloweye rockfish (S. ruberimus), lingcod (Ophidon elongates), and Pacific whiting (Merluccius
productus).

2/ These are: bocaccio, Pacific ocean perch, and widow rockfish, which have been declared overfished;
and black rockfish (Sebastes melanops) and yellowtail rockfish (S. flavidus), which are considered
healthy stocks.

3/ The first full year of these data, from August 2001 through August 2002, became available in March
2003.

4/ GCAsinclude the Rockfish Conservation Area (RCA), Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area (YRCA),
and Cowcod Conservation Area (CCA).
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Finally, gear restrictions, combined with differential landing limits, have been established to discourage
bottom trawling in rocky nearshore areas where some overfished groundfish occur.

Determining the Scope of the Analysis

According to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) the public and other agencies must be
involved in the decision-making process. “Scoping” is an important part of this process. Scoping is designed
to provide interested citizens, government officials, and tribes an opportunity to help define the range of
issues and alternatives that should be evaluated in the environmental impact statement (EIS).

On June 5, 2003, NMFS and the Council published a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register
announcing their intent to prepare an EIS in accordance with the NEPA for the 2004 acceptable biological
catch and optimum yield specifications and management measures for the Pacific Coast groundfish fishery.
The NOI described the proposed action and the way in which alternatives to be analyzed in the EIS would
be formulated; it also enumerated a preliminary list of potentially significant impacts that could result from
implementing the proposed action. A public scoping period, ending on July 7, 2003, was announced in the
NOI. Two opportunities for the public to comment orally on the scope of the EIS occurred on June 17,2003,
and June 20, 2003, as part of the regular agenda of a Council meeting. In addition, written comments were
accepted through the end of the scoping period. The Council process, which is based on stakeholder
involvement, also allows for public participation and public comment on fishery management proposals
during Council, subcommittee, and advisory body meetings. These processes contributed to the development
of alternatives analyzed in this EIS and helped in identifying issues screened for potentially significant
impacts.

Alternatives Considered by the Council

The Council, in consultation with its advisory bodies and the public, developed the five alternatives evaluated
in the EIS, representing a full range of permissible harvest levels and practicable management measures.
These are the No Action alternative, the Low OY alternative, the Medium OY alternative, the High OY
alternative, and the Council OY alternative, which is the preferred alternative recommended by the Council
for implementation by NMFS.

Each alternative has two components. One is a specification of an optimum yield (OY) for each species or
species complex managed under the groundfish FMP. These OY's represent the total fishing mortality (which
includes bycatch mortality) that stocks can safely sustain. The Council evaluated a preliminary range of OY's
at their June 2003 meeting and began crafting the set of OY's that became part of the Council OY alternative.
The Council finalized and approved these OY's, along with the other sets of OYs, at their September 2003
meeting.

Once OYss for each managed species or species complex have been identified, management measures must
be crafted which will limit the total catch across all fishery sectors to the OY harvest level. Given the multi-
species nature of these fisheries, it is not possible to manage them so that each species’ OY is met while none
are exceeded. Some species thus become “constraining stocks” because their relatively low OY necessitates
management measures which prevent the higher OY's of other species from being completely caught.

The range of available management measures is generally limited to those that can be periodically
implemented through the management framework described in the FMP. These measures include gear
restrictions, limits on how many fish a vessel can catch in a specified time period (referred to as cumulative
landing limits), closed areas, and for recreational fisheries, bag limits and seasons. The allocation of fishing
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opportunity between fishery sectors and the states (usually expressed as percentage shares of a species’ OY)
is another important component of each alternative.

At their June meeting, the Council also identified a list of management measures the Groundfish
Management Team (GMT) should consider in crafting the alternatives. The GMT identified suites of
management measures for each set of OY's based on analyses of total catch mortality. The Team carried out
much of this work between the June and September meetings, and working with the Council at their
September meeting, finalized the suites of management measures for each alternative. Management
measures for the Council OY alternative were developed during the September meeting once the Council had
finalized the OYs for that alternative.

Chapter 2 details three management issues that were considered when crafting the alternatives presented in
that chapter:

Alternative harvest levels (discussed in Section 2.1.1): Harvest levels for eleven species or species
complexes differ from their 2003 values (which represent the OY's in the No Action alternative). Of these,
nine OYs differ among the other, action alternatives. (This includes separate OY's for the sablefish stocks
north and south of Point Conception.) Generally, OYs were ranged in the action alternatives for species
below their MSY biomass level for which new assessments and/or rebuilding analyses presented alternative
interpretations of stock status or a tradeoff between biological and socioeconomic goals. A new stock
assessment for Pacific whiting was not available for Council decision-making. OY alternatives were ranged
around a multiple of the 2003 OY. Since this fishery occurs in the summer months, the Council delayed
identifying an OY for this species in their preferred alternative until March 2004, when the new information
will be available. Black rockfish had not been previously assessed and was managed as part of the remaining
rockfish and other rockfish categories. With a new stock assessment it can be managed under its own OY,
requiring an adjustment to the “Other Rockfish North” and “Other Rockfish South” categories to compensate
for the removal of black rockfish from those categories. (This adjustment is not tallied as a change between
the 2003 and 2004 harvest levels.) Table 2.1.1-1 lists all the OYs under each of the five alternatives.

Catch sharing (discussed in Section 2.1.2): Once an overall harvest level (OY) has been established for a
given stock under an alternative, it is often necessary to determine how that harvest opportunity will be
allocated among different groups. Some allocations have been previously established and are more or less
fixed—the sub-division of OYs among at-sea, shore-based, and tribal participants in the Pacific whiting
fishery, for example. In other cases, a variety of allocation schemes are considered, depending on the
species. Generally, these schemes involve a complicated mix of allocations between recreational and
commercial fisheries, within sectors in the commercial fishery, and among the three West Coast states.
Chapter 2 describes allocation schemes for black rockfish, bocaccio, canary rockfish, lingcod, sablefish,
widow rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish. Allocations are usually based on the distribution of past catches
of a given species by sectoral or geographic groups. Determining an appropriate base period and evaluating
any peculiarities that may have influenced catch distribution during the base period complicate these
calculations.

Trawl B platoon (discussed in Section 2.1.3): The limited entry trawl fishery has been managed according
to a platoon system. Vessels may elect to join either the A or B platoon; the cumulative landing limit period
for the B platoon is staggered by two weeks. This system was established to allow better coordination of
landings with processor demand. Fishermen also argue that the platoon system makes it easier for them to
avoid bad weather when deciding when to fish, so its elimination could have an effect on weather-related
vessel safety. But with the implementation of RCAs this system has complicated enforcement because RCA
boundaries can change between cumulative limit periods. As a result, two different sets of boundaries have
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to be simultaneously monitored and enforced according to which platoon a vessel is in. Dual platoons also
complicate some management functions, such as catch accounting and scheduling fishery observer trips. In
structuring and evaluating alternatives the Council considered the costs and benefits of eliminating the
platoon system.

Chapter 2 also describes each alternative in terms of management measurers applied to each of the major
fishery sectors. The main features of each alternative are briefly summarized below.

The No Action Alternative

The No Action alternative (described in Section 2.2.1) represents the harvest specifications and management
measures in place as of September 2003. These differ somewhat from what was described in the EIS
evaluating 2003 management measures and implemented at the beginning of the year. The Council
recommends inseason adjustments to the measures based on information received during the fishing year.
Switching to bycatch rates for the trawl fishery based on observer data (versus logbook data as previously
used) influenced total catch estimates and required changes to management measures. Preliminary landings
estimates also influenced total catch estimates requiring further inseason changes. Where OYs differ
between the No Action alternative and the other alternatives, they mostly show an increase from 2003 levels
(No Action) to 2004 levels, at least for the Medium OY, High OY, and Council OY alternatives. For stocks
that have been assessed, but not since the last round of OY setting (for 2003), OY's are calculated by applying
the appropriate fishing mortality rate to an estimate of current exploitable biomass projected from the last
assessment. Assuming no grave model or estimation errors, actual exploitable biomass for stocks below
Bysy Will have increased, resulting in higher OYs. The bocaccio and widow rockfish OY's under No Action
represent perhaps the most significant difference between it and the other alternatives. Because of new
assessments, the bocaccio OY is substantially larger under all the action alternatives while the widow
rockfish OY is smaller under the action alternatives. Since the management measures under the No Action
alternative are designed to ensure that none of the OY's are exceeded, there would be a mis-match between
the application of these management measures and what could be acceptably harvested in 2004, as reflected
in the action alternatives’ OYs.

In general, the same types of management measures would be used under the No Action alternative as under
the action alternatives. For commercial fisheries these include the RCAs and cumulative trip limits, which
vary by two-month limit period. RCAs are larger under the No Action alternative and extend further offshore
for trawl vessels in order to constrain catches of darkblotched rockfish, which has a lower OY under the No
Action alternative. South of Point Conception, the low bocaccio OY required more extensive RCAs.

Another important gear-related management measure applies to the trawl fishery under No Action. Vessels
using small footrope trawl gear at any time in a cumulative limit period are subject to lower trip limits for
Dover sole, thornyheads, and sablefish (DTS species) for the entirety of that period. Small footropes are
more commonly used in areas inshore of RCAs; but if this gear is used, the lower trip limits act as a penalty
by limiting the amount of fish that can be caught in deeper water with either small or large footrope trawl
gear. (Large footrope gear is preferred when trawling on the soft bottom areas offshore where DTS species
are found.) This is meant to encourage vessels to fish exclusively seaward of the RCA, using large footrope
gear, thereby avoiding bycatch of overfished groundfish species (particularly canary rockfish) found on the
continental shelf. This management measure would also be used under all the action alternatives.

Bycatch of overfished species is a major consideration determining recreational management measures under
all alternatives including the No Action alternative. Recreational fisheries south of Cape Mendocino are
subject to the most restrictive management measures, to limit catches of bocaccio, which has a very low OY
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under this alternative. (Canary and yelloweye rockfish catches are also a consideration.) In 2003, the fishery
in this area was restricted to waters shallower than 20 fathoms (fm) during a six-month, July through
December season. North of Cape Mendocino, California recreational management measures are similar to
those in Oregon. Along with Washington, these areas would have a year round recreational season along
with various bag limits and sub-limits intended to discourage catches of overfished rockfish.

The Low OY Alternative

The Low OY alternative (described in Section 2.2.2) represents the most precautionary approach to
management with OY's reflecting the most conservative interpretation of stock assessment results. In Table
2.2.2-1 the Medium OY alternative ABCs and OYs apply to the blank cells in the Low OY and High OY
alternatives. This highlights the differences between the action alternatives. Keeping this in mind, and
comparing the Low OY alternative to the No Action alternative, it can be seen that they differ in a few crucial
respects. Looking only at those OYs which differ between the Low OY and Medium OY alternatives, and
comparing them to the No Action alternative, the widow rockfish OY is substantially lower while the
bocaccio OY is substantially higher. These differences result from new stock assessment results that
differentiate the No Action and action alternatives generally. Other overfished species also have lower OY's
under this alternative, but the differences are not great and are unlikely to require substantially different
management measures under the Low OY alternative. Sablefish is an exception; since this is a high-value
species, the almost 2,000 mt reduction in the OY would affect revenues generated from fisheries.

RCA boundaries do not vary substantially among the action alternatives. For limited entry trawl fisheries
they are almost identical among the action alternatives. (South of the 40° 10" N latitude management area
boundary the shoreward RCA boundary is 25 fm deeper in most periods under the High OY alternative.)
RCA boundaries do vary more among the alternatives for limited entry fixed gear and open access sectors;
RCAs are generally wider under the No Action alternative in comparison to the other alternatives.
Commercial cumulative trip limits do not differ substantially from the No Action alternative or, for that
matter, among the action alternatives. (Tables 2.2.2-2 through 2.2.2-7 describe trip limits by regulatory
sector and area.) In formulating the trip limits, adjustments are made by modeling projected total catch
(including bycatch), taking into account the effect of RCAs. This results in modest variations across the
alternatives. It should be noted that the No Action alternative trip limits show greater variability between
periods in part because of inseason changes. The Council OY alternative, as implemented as the preferred
alternative for 2004 management, will likely undergo similar adjustments inseason. Such adjustments are
based on preliminary landings data and either relax or increase constraints on fisheries in order to ensure total
catch stays within OYs without necessitating fishery closures before the end of the fishing year.

The Pacific whiting OY under this alternative is half that under the No Action alternative (74,100 mt versus
148, 200 mt). Although Pacific whiting are a relatively low value fish, large catches make the directed
fisheries an major component of the total revenue generated by groundfish fisheries. This comparatively low
OY would reduce these revenues by $13.5 million.

Under the Low OY alternative recreational fisheries would be more limited in comparison to the other
alternatives. South of Cape Mendocino restrictions would be somewhat relaxed in comparison to the No
Action alternative, mainly due to the higher OY for bocaccio. However, recreational fisheries along much
of the West Coast must be managed to limit canary rockfish catches because of the low OY for this species.
Open seasons are increased and vessels are allowed into deeper water during some parts of the year south
of Cape Mendocino. (Under the action alternatives, the region south of Cape Mendocino is divided into sub-
zones in which different recreational management measures would be implemented.) North of Cape
Mendocino, management measures tend to be considerably more restrictive in comparison to the No Action
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alternative. For example, in Northern California recreational fishing is prohibited in waters deeper than 30
fm and limited to a March through December season. A 40 fm maximum depth limit is imposed in Oregon.
Canary rockfish retention is also prohibited in Washington and Oregon, along with existing retention limits
and prohibitions for overfished groundfish species.

The High OY Alternative

The High OY alternative (described in Section 2.2.4) derives OYs (for those differing from the Low OY
alternative) using the least precautionary interpretation of uncertainties about the true condition of stocks.
Except for widow rockfish, OY's are greater than or equal to those under the No Action alternative.

RCA boundaries, where they vary from the other action alternatives, result in smaller closed areas, or in the
case of limited entry fixed gear and open access sectors, their elimination south of Point Conception.
Cumulative trip limits are very similar to the other action alternatives, with some adjustments to account for
generally higher OYs. (Tables 2.2.4-2 through 2.2.4-7 describe the trip limits under this alternative by
regulatory sector and area). Bycatch of widow rockfish is an important consideration in the Pacific whiting
fishery, since these fleets account for the largest share of this bycatch. Although the widow rockfish OY is
less than under No Action, it is high enough to accommodate the expected widow rockfish bycatch. (In2003
and bycatch rates were such that total catches of widow rockfish were well below the OY.)

Recreational measures are generally liberalized under this alternative, both in comparison to the No Action
alternative and the other action alternatives. Depth restrictions are relaxed or eliminated south of Cape
Mendocino. However, a 30 fm depth limit would apply in California waters north of there; no depth
restriction applies to this area under No Action. Seasonal restrictions are more modest too; recreational
fishing would be open year round south of Point Conception, for example. Bag limits and retention
prohibitions are also relaxed.

The Medium OY and Council OY Alternatives

In developing their preferred alternative (the Council OY alternative, described in Section 2.2.5), the Council
modified the Medium OY alternative (described in Section 2.2.3); this explains the close similarity between
the two. For this reason they are treated together in this summary. The OY's under both of these alternatives
are generally greater than or equal to the No Action alternative OY's and intermediate to the Low OY and High
OY alternatives. As with the other action alternatives, widow rockfish OY's are lower in comparison to No
Action because of the results of the stock assessment completed in 2003. Pacific whiting, canary rockfish,
bocaccio, and darkblotched rockfish differ under Council/ OY in comparison to the Medium OY alternative.

Pacific whiting is a special case; the Council recommended deferring choosing a 2004 OY until March 2004.
A new stock assessment will be available at that time and since most whiting are caught between in May and
August in the directed fishery this delay has little practical effect. Whatever OY is chosen, it is expected to
fall within the range of alternative analyzed in this EIS, so potential impacts can be anticipated.

Canary rockfish shows a one metric ton increase in the OY under the Counci/ OY alternative in comparison
to the Medium OY alternative. Canary rockfish OYs vary depending on the proportion of the total catch
caught in the recreational versus commercial sectors.” Different allocations between the two sectors account

5/ Since OYs are measured in terms of weight, a metric ton of smaller size fish represent a greater number
(continued...)
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for the difference between the Low OY alternative canary rockfish OY (44 mt) and the value under the
Medium OY and High OY alternatives (46 mt). The OY under the Council OY alternative (47 mt) results
from the actual anticipated allocation between the sectors, based on the management measures under this
alternative. Once catches in each sector were projected, these values were used to also recalculate the
appropriate OY.

The Council applied a precautionary reduction in the bocaccio OY (from 306 mt to 250 mt) in their preferred
alternative. Given projected total catch (161 mt under the Medium OY alternative and 136 mt under the
Council OY alternative), this is unlikely to have much practical effect. If the actual total fishing mortality
of bocaccio is substantially higher than projected, then this reduction could obligate the Council to modify
management measures inseason; however, this is unlikely.

Finally, the Council reduced the darkblotched rockfish OY in their preferred alternative. This reduction
results from what might be called an anomaly in the assessment process, which resulted in the OY exceeding
the ABC under the Medium OY and High OY alternatives. The darkblotched rockfish assessment completed
in 2003 was an update rather than a full assessment. The ABC is calculated by multiplying the best estimate
of exploitable biomass by a proxy fishing mortality rate. The OY is calculated differently as part of the
rebuilding analysis. This calculation takes into account stock productivity (in terms of past recruitment or
spawner-recruitratios) to determine a trajectory of OY's for a given rebuilding probability. Because of recent
favorable recruitment included in the analysis, resulting OY's exceed the differently-calculated ABC value.
Since harvests above the ABC would constitute overfishing under the management framework, the Council
made a precautionary reduction to this threshold level. It may be that the proxy fishing mortality rate for
darkblotched rockfish, underlying the ABC calculation, is overly conservative. However, stock dynamics
will have to be much better understood before any conclusion can be made.

Because of these adjustments to OYs, management measures under the Council OY alternative differ from
the Medium OY alternative in a number of ways. The seaward RCA boundary for limited entry trawl north
of Cape Mendocino is extended to 200 fm (in comparison to 150 fm under the Medium OY alternative) for
all but the May-June cumulative limit period. This primarily addresses the change to the darkblotched
rockfish OY. The 200 fm seaward boundary is currently in place in 2003 (representing the No Action
alternative). The shoreward boundary for this RCA is set at 75 fm under the Council OY alternative, as
opposed to 50 fm under No Action (2003 management). This change reduces effort concentration in
nearshore areas. Cumulative trip limit changes, discussed below, encourage trawling seaward of the RCA,
which may also reduce nearshore effort concentration. The RCA boundary for limited entry fixed gear and
open access fleets south of Cape Mendocino also shows some modest changes: north of Point Conception
periods in which the shoreward boundary approximates the 30 fm depth contour, as opposed to the 20 fm
contour, are different. This represents a slight relaxation in the depth restriction, mainly due to a tightening
of California state regulations applied to nearshore fisheries. South of Point Conception the shoreward
boundary is set at 60 fm as opposed to 80 fm in the Medium OY alternative. This change supports state
management of nearshore rockfish and may also help reduce cowcod bycatch. (Boccacio bycatch also will
be likely reduced; but as noted above, even with the precautionary reduction under the Council OY
alternative, bocaccio should not act as a constraining species in terms of fishing opportunity.)

5/ (...continued)
of fish. However, in considering sustainable production from a fish population it is the number of fish
(reaching reproductive age, for example) that matters. Since the recreational fishery catches smaller size
fish than commercial fisheries, a larger allocation to that sector requires a reduction in the OY in order
to achieve the same stock rebuilding rate.
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Limited entry trawl cumulative trip limits mainly differ between the Medium OY and Council OY alternatives
north of Cape Mendocino. These changes mostly relate to the differential trip limits for large versus small
footrope trawl gear, discussed above under the No Action alternative. If small footrope gear are used in a
cumulative limit period, trip limits under the Council OY alternative are generally smaller than under the
Medium OY alternative. Combined with the difference in the RCA boundary, discussed above, these
measures are intended to increase trawling in deep water where overfished species bycatch rates are lower.
A comparison of trip limits under the Council OY and No Action alternatives is more difficult because of the
inseason changes reflected in the No Action trip limit tables. But overall, this same intent—to make fishing
on the continental slope more attractive—can be discerned by this comparison. Limited entry fixed gear and
open access cumulative trip limits do not differ between the Medium OY and Council OY alternatives. In
comparison to No Action, these cumulative trip limits show modest increases for a range of both deepwater
and nearshore species.

Differences in recreational management measures between the Medium OY and Council OY alternatives
mainly reflect more cautious management of nearshore species in California waters south of Cape
Mendocino. Washington measures do not differ between the alternatives. Other differences between the
Council OY and No Action alternatives are changes in bag limits and sub-limits to address changes in the OY
for overfished species, which were discussed above.

The Impacts of the Alternatives on the Human Environment

As noted above, Chapter 3 describes all environmental resources potentially affected by the proposed action
and alternatives. It provides details about West Coast geography, bathymetry, ocean currents, and climate;
the various stocks of groundfish and where they occur; and essential fish habitat. The chapter also describes
the current status of the overfished stocks, as well as other stocks that are affected by actions contemplated
for the West Coast groundfish fisheries. There is also a description of the affected socioeconomic
environment, including all the affected fisheries and fishing communities. Groundfish fisheries include
limited entry trawl, limited entry fixed gear, directed open access, incidental open access, charter,
recreational, and tribal fisheries. Potentially affected markets and the structure and values of fishing
communities are also described. The affected environment description serves as a baseline for assessing the
changes resulting from implementation of any of the alternatives. The baseline represents conditions in
2002, because the most recent time period when complete data are available. Since the No Action alternative
represents the estimated effect of management measures applied in 2003, the other alternatives are compared
to No Action as another way to gauge their effects.

Chapters 4 evaluates the impacts of the alternatives. The discussion in this chapter is summarized below
according to the main human environment components evaluated in the EIS. For each human environment
component evaluation criteria were developed in order to measure impacts. The direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects to each environmental component are evaluated based on these criteria. (Direct impacts
occur at the same time and in the same place as the proposed action. Indirect impacts, occur at a different
time or place. The cumulative effect is the total effect, including other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions.)

Habitat and Ecosystem

The 1996 Sustainable Fisheries Act re-authorizing and amending the Magnuson-Stevens Act obligates the
Councils and NMFS to identify and characterize essential fish habitat (EFH), which for West Coast
groundfish is defined as the aquatic habitat necessary to allow for groundfish production to support long-term
sustainable fisheries for groundfish and for groundfish contributions to a healthy ecosystem. To satisfy this
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description EFH must be described for all life history stages of managed species. EFH descriptions have
been incorporated into the groundfish FMP. West Coast groundfish species managed by the groundfish FMP
occur throughout the EEZ and occupy diverse habitats at all stages in their life histories. EFH may be large,
because a species' pelagic eggs and larvae are widely dispersed for example, or comparatively small as is the
case with the adults of many nearshore rockfishes, which show strong affinities to a particular location or
type of substrate. The ecosystem concept is closely related to the habitat concept. Ecosystems embody both
the relationships between species, represented by the flow of material and energy through a network of
relationships, and the sum total of the species comprising the system within a given physical setting. This
overlaps with habitat as the physical and biological attributes to the space occupied by a particular species.

There are limited data available on the distribution, intensity, and duration of fishing effort associated with
the groundfish fisheries. Furthermore, the different gear types used in fisheries would have different kinds
of impacts to habitat, although bottom trawl gear is likely to have the greatest impact because of its extensive
contact with substrate. The effects of fishing gear on different types of habitat is not well understood either.
For example, in high energy environments (e.g., strong wave action or currents) the relative effect of fishing
gear may be modest compared to more stable, low energy environments. For these reasons, there is
insufficient information to fully evaluate the effects of the proposed action on essential fish habitat.

The alternatives are assessed in terms of their effect on EFH and ecosystems as a whole. It is expected the
Low OY alternative will have the least impact as it will likely result in the least fishing effort. Because trip
limits under the No Action alternative, Medium OY alternative, and Council OY alternative are similar, these
alternatives will likely result in comparable levels of fishing activity and effects. It is expected the High OY
alternative would have the greatest effect on EFH because it provides for the highest trip limits, which may
result in the highest intensity of fishing effort. Because all alternatives include similar area closures on the
continental shelf (GCAs), bottom-contacting groundfish gear will not disturb benthic habitat in these areas.
Because it is likely that the distribution of fishing effort will shift in response to changes in these shelf
closed areas, there may be more impacts to EFH in deep water (depths greater than 150 fm) and nearshore
areas (depths less than 75 fm). Cumulative effects cannot be distinguished among the alternatives except
in relation to the intensity of direct and indirect impacts. Thus the relative cumulative impacts have the same
relative intensity as the direct and indirect impacts discussed above.

Overfished Groundfish Stocks

Overfished groundfish are managed according to a framework for rebuilding these species to a target
biomass, which represents the best estimate of Bygy, which is in turn based on guidelines for National
Standard 1 in the MSA (detailed at 50 CFR 600.310). (National Standard 1 states “Conservation and
management measures shall prevent overfishing while achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum yield
form each fishery for the United States fishing industry.”) This framework represents a policy tradeoff
between rebuilding stocks more rapidly, which requires a greater reduction in harvests of a given overfished
species, and the short-term socioeconomic benefits to fisheries and fishing communities of allowing
comparatively higher harvest. Using this framework, the Council manages according to a target rebuilding
year (Trarget) for each overfished stock, which then dictates the allowable harvest in the current year. The
analytical method (called arebuilding analysis) used to determine the current-year harvest level also provides
ameasure of risk associated with that policy in the form of a “rebuilding probability” (Py;5x). Both the target
year and this measure of risk can be used to evaluate the overfished species OYs chosen under the
alternatives.

This picture is complicated because most of the new stock assessments on which harvest specifications for
2004 were based present a range of results. Stock assessments are an attempt to model complex natural
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processes—population dynamics—and the nature and intensity of all relationships are not completely known
or precisely measured. Recognizing this uncertainty, in most cases, stock assessment authors presented
several sets of results, based on different sets of assumptions. In essence, these results represent different
interpretations of the actual state of nature. Rebuilding analyses depend, in turn, on which stock assessment
results are used as a basis for the analysis. For a given species, the OYs in the different alternatives may vary
based on the choice of model results. This choice entails the assumption of some level of risk, given that the
range of results reflect uncertainty, although this risk is not specified. Comparison of policy choices about
rebuilding (in terms of Py, x, for example) is consequently difficult because the metrics related to rebuilding
are based on different state-of-nature assumptions.

Management measures are crafted to keep total fishing mortality for a given stock within the OY identified
for that stock in the alternative. As part of the analytical process, total catch mortality for each overfished
species under each alternative has been estimated. These estimates are detailed in bycatch scorecards for
each alternative (No Action: Table 2.2.1-1, Low OY: 2.2.2-1, Medium OY:2.2.3-1, High OY: 2.2.4-1, Council
0Y: 2.2.5-1). If projected catch exceeds the OY for a species, this would be a significant impact. Because
of the inherent error in catch estimates (since all fishing mortality cannot be directly measured) projected
catch only slightly below the OY represent a greater impact—in terms of risk—than cases where there is
more of a buffer between projected catch and the OY.

The No Action alternative uses the OY's in place for the 2003 fishing year. It therefore does not incorporate
the results of new stock assessments and rebuilding analyses. Even for overfished species not newly
assessed, such as lingcod and canary rockfish, ABCs and OY's may be adjusted based on recent data and
productivity estimates from the most recent assessment. No Action alternative OY's are generally lower than
the intermediate OY choices represented by the Medium OY alternative with the exception of the widow
rockfish OY, which was lowered substantially based on a new stock assessment completed in mid-2003. The
bycatch scorecard for this alternative (Table 2.2.1-1) represents current estimates of total fishing mortality
in 2003; except for bocaccio—with its very low OY—mnone of these 2003 OYs are anticipated to be
exceeded. Comparing estimated catch to Medium OY alternative OY's (which should represent a more
accurate picture of stock status in 2004), projected catches if 2003 management measures were re-applied
(representing No Action) would not exceed these OY's. (Even the widow rockfish projected catch, at 109 mt,
is well below the 284 mt OY under Medium OY. However, the No Action OY for this species is much higher
than what the best estimate based on the new stock assessment would allow as a harvest specification.)
Practically speaking, these comparatively low projected harvests would make this alternative more risk
averse in terms of rebuilding.

The Low OY alternative is the most precautionary of the action alternatives in terms of the OYs. Generally,
these OY's represent the most risk-averse interpretation of stock assessment results, and given this choice,
a higher likelihood of rebuilding the stock. Projected catches of canary, darkblotched, and widow rockfish
would exceed these OY's, based on the management measures proposed for this alternative, however.

As noted above, the Medium OY alternative assumes mid-range stock assessment results, and where they
vary, an intermediate rebuilding probability, in order to specify OYs. Projected catches of canary and widow
rockfish are expected to exceed their respective OY's. For widow rockfish the total catch estimates are based
on historic bycatch rates in the whiting fishery, where a large proportion of widow rockfish occurs.
However, two factors may reduce bycatch from historic levels. First, the fishing fleet is getting better at
avoiding bycatch as total catch mortality accounting acts as a disincentive to incurring bycatch. Second, in
2003 the whiting stock was highly aggregated and distributed in the northern-most portion of the EEZ. Both
these factors contribute to lower bycatch rates.
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The High OY alternative bases OYs on the least precautionary interpretation of stock assessment results, and
assumes lower rebuilding probabilities than the other alternatives, in cases where they vary among the
alternatives.” Examining the bycatch scorecard for this alternative (Table 2.2.2-4), estimated total catch of
canary rockfish, lingcod, and cowcod would exceed their respective OYs.

As discussed above, the Council OY alternative represents a modification of the Low OY alternative, with
precautionary adjustments to three OY's, the deferral of a choice of a whiting OY, and further tailoring of
management measures to keep projected catches within OYs.

Other Fish Stocks

The groundfish FMP includes more than 80 fish species in its fishery management unit. A fairly large subset
of these are targeted in groundfish fisheries, although a much smaller proportion represent the bulk of
commercial and recreational landings. Most of these species have not been fully assessed because they are
not target species and/or caught in large amounts. Therefore, they are managed to keep landings at or below
historic levels. Some assessed species, including some of the most important target species such as sablefish,
Dover sole, and shortspine thornyhead are below the target biomass, By,qy, although not overfished. OYs
for these stocks are set according to a precautionary formula that progressively reduces the OY below the
ABC as the estimated stock size is lower. This precautionary reduction allows sufficient surplus production
to allow the stock to increase to the target biomass over time. As discussed above, OY's only differ from
those under No Action for assessed stocks. The only OY's that vary among the action alternatives, excluding
overfished species, are for sablefish and black rockfish. The range of sablefish OYSs is based on different
model assumptions in the most recent stock assessment. Under all the alternatives management measures
have been tailored to keep total harvest mortality within respective OYs.

Protected Species

Protected species are those subject to the provisions of the Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to
Protect Migratory Birds). Various stocks of Pacific salmon are subject to Endangered Species Act protection
measures, as are several West Coast marine mammal, sea turtle, and bird species.

Presumably, effects on protected species correlate with changes in the level of fishing effort. Increased
fishing effort could lead to an increase in interactions between fishing vessels and protected species while
a decrease in fishing effort would have the opposite effect. Thus, changes in fishing effort could be one way
to evaluate the relative effects of the alternatives. However, there are limited data available on the
distribution, intensity, and duration of fishing effort associated with the groundfish fisheries. Furthermore,
different gear types would affect protected species differently, so the relative level of fishing effort by gear
type would have to be accounted for. Even if such data were available, this distribution and intensity level
of fishing effort would have to be correlated with the distribution of protected species. Finally, the effects
of resulting interactions (aside from observed mortality) need to be better understood. Given these
limitations, projected groundfish landings and proposed closed areas are used as proxies for fishing effort
as criteria to assess the relative effects of the alternatives on protected species.

6/ The framework for rebuilding overfished species does not allow risk-prone management; that is, the
choice of a rebuilding probability less than 50%. This applies to all the alternatives.
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It is predicted the Low OY alternative will have the least impact on protected species as it will likely result
in the least fishing effort. Because trip limits under the No Action alternative, Medium OY alternative, and
Council OY alternative are similar, these alternatives will likely result in comparable levels of fishing activity
and effects on protected species. It is expected the High OY alternative would have the greatest effect on
protected species, because it provides for the highest trip limits, which may result in the highest intensity of
fishing effort. Because all alternatives include similar area closures on the continental shelf (GCAs),
protected species would benefit from a decreased likelihood of interactions with groundfish vessels in these
areas. Because it is likely that the distribution of fishing effort will shift in response to changes in these
shelf closed areas, there may be an increased likelihood of interactions between protected species and
groundfish vessels in deep water (depths greater than 150 fm) and nearshore areas (depths less than 75 fm).

The Socioeconomic Environment

Public Sector

The public sector represents the policy, science, and management entities comprising the current
management regime. Effects on the public sector correlate with changes in the level of regulatory
complexity. Regulatory complexity affects the public costs of implementing a management regime by
increasing the burden of monitoring, enforcing, and adjusting fisheries to meet but not exceed intended
impact levels. The assessment of risk to the resource is intrinsic to the costs to the public sector.
Management alternatives with a high degree of regulatory complexity or a substantial reliance on accurate
and timely inseason fishery data not only increase the expense of enforcement and monitoring, they also
increase the risk of non-compliance and overfishing. Reducing OYs has several impacts related to these
issues. First, monitoring bycatch becomes crucial to effective management. This is generally a difficult
proposition because, by definition, bycatch is discarded at sea. Selfreporting, if done, is usually not accurate
enough and placing fishery observers on vessels (a current key monitoring strategy in the groundfish fishery)
is costly and administratively complex. Fishery dependent data—information derived from actual
catches—can be an important or primary basis for stock assessments. Constraining fisheries through lower
OYs, albeit necessary, may hamper the assessment process. Two issues bear on enforcement-related
management complexity. The size and extent of closed areas, which have to be monitored, add to the
enforcement burden. Implementation of a vessel monitoring system (VMS), slated for the beginning of 2004
and covering all limited entry vessels, is a separate action that could cumulatively affect enforcement in a
positive way. Satellite-based VMS allows real time shore-based monitoring of vessels’ positions making it
much easier to monitor incursions into RCAs. Elimination of the trawl B platoon, discussed above, would
also simplify enforcement because all vessels within a given regulatory class would be subject to the same
set of regulations in every two-month cumulative limit period.

Alternatives with a larger buffer between their OY's and projected catches better account for the uncertainties
inherent in catch (and especially bycatch) monitoring. All alternatives except for the Council OY alternative
(the preferred alternative) have projected catches of overfished species over their respective OYs. The
Council OY includes measures resulting in a larger decrease in projected catches in relation to OY's, although
the absolute size of these buffers are small for the most constraining species. The difference among the
alternatives in terms of the configuration of RCAs and areas closed to recreational fishing is not great enough
to create substantially different impacts on enforcement complexity. Only the Council OY alternative
eliminates the trawl B platoon, facilitating enforcement. In conclusion, the Council OY will likely have the
least impact on public sector issues of the alternatives considered here.
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Commercial Fisheries

The Pacific Coast groundfish fishery is a multi-species fishery that takes place off the coasts of Washington,
Oregon, and California. Maintaining year-round fishing opportunities for groundfish has been one of the
primary management objectives for the fishery. Pacific Coast groundfish support or contribute to a wide
range of commercial, recreational, and tribal fisheries and the communities dependent on these fisheries.
Groundfish is only one component of the West Coast fish harvest that supports commercial seafood vessels,
processors, and commercial seafood dependent communities. Commercial fisheries targeting groundfish are,
for the most part, regulated under a license limitation program implemented in 1994. Fisheries targeting
groundfish that are not under the groundfish license limitation program, and fisheries that catch groundfish
incidentally while targeting nongroundfish species, are termed open access. The Council allocates
commercial harvest (OYs) between limited entry and open access fisheries. Buyers and processors are an
important value-added component of regional fisheries.

Changes in exvessel revenue is used in this EIS as a general indicator of the change in expected net economic
benefits derived from harvest by the commercial seafood vessels. This evaluation is made according to major
regulatory sectors of the groundfish fleet: limited entry trawl, limited entry fixed gear, and open access. The
open access fishery can be further subdivided between those vessels likely targeting groundfish (defined as
those deriving more than 5% of their gross income from groundfish) and those for which groundfish catches
are incidental to targeting nongroundfish species (defined as those deriving less than 5% of their gross
income from groundfish). Evaluating changes in costs is also important if one wishes to specify net benefit.
However, data are insufficient to do so in a quantitative manner. This EIS does include a qualitative
discussion of factors affecting costs to fishing firms. Other criteria used to evaluate impacts include changes
in operational flexibility, safety, and cumulative effects of other current or planned regulatory programs.

The following table summarizes the impacts of the alternatives on commercial fisheries in terms of exvessel
revenue. As discussed above, elimination of the B platoon will result in cost savings for fishery enforcement
but may represent a cost increase for the vessel owner/operator.
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Alternatives

No Action (Status

1998 Quo, 2003) Low OY Medium OY High OY Council OY
Commercial Groundfish Exvessel Revenue (millions of dollars, no inflation adjustment)
- Whiting $11.6 $15.3 $7.6 $15.3 $23.1 $15.3
- Trawl Nonwhiting GF $34.5 $22.9 $21.2 $23.6 $24.0 $22.8
- Nontrawl $16.7 $12.1 $8.7 $13.1 $14.2 $13.5
Other Compliance Costs
-RCA Generally Generally Generally Generally

smaller than smaller than smaller smaller than

— 2003 2003 _ ___ than2003 2003 __ __ __

-B Platoon Same as Option Same as Option
2003 eliminated 2003 eliminated
(some cost (some cost
increase, increase,

— - __ __ __ simplifiedregs) __ __ __ ___simplified regs)
-Impact on Adjacent Possible Similar to 2003  Possible Similar to 2003
Fleets short-Term short-Term

increase in increase in
_________________ pressure =~ __ __ __ __ __ pressure __ _ __ __ __
Safety Negative Neutral to Positive Neutral to
positive positive
Cumulative
VMS Imposed on the trawl fleet in 2004. Capital and operation costs are associated with the
— . _ _ _ _ __ _ __requirement. May be extended to other portions fo the groundfish fleet in coming years. _
Buyback Referendum has occurred. Industry costs of approximately $36 million. May result in
__________ ___higher trip limits after permits are refired, possibly in mid-2004._ _ __ _ _ _ _ _
ITQs Under consideration in the long-term. May result in consolidation within the fleet and

increased efficiency. There will be monitoring and enforcement costs, some of which will
likely be born by industry.

Buyers and Processors

The seafood distribution chain begins with deliveries by the harvesters (exvessel landings) to the shoreside
networks of buyers and processors, and includes the linkage between buyers and processors and seafood
markets. In addition to shoreside activities, processing of certain species (e.g. Pacific whiting and pollock)
also occurs offshore on factory ships. Several thousand entities have permits to buy fish on the West Coast.
State fishtickets in the year 2000 (excluding tribal catch) show 1,780 buyers purchased fish which were
caught in ocean areas and landed in Washington, Oregon, or California. Of those buyers, 732 of them
purchased groundfish. An important and growing share of groundfish harvest is delivered live, primarily to
restaurants. Live fish command a much higher exvessel price, fueling growth in this fishery sector. In 2000,
nearshore rockfish and perch—but also included thornyheads, sablefish and lingcod roundfish—were the
primary groundfish species delivered live. The great majority of live fish landings occur in California, with
the remainder in Oregon.

Due to the lack of data on prices, costs, and profitability of buyers and processors, many of the same
indicators as used for the harvesting sectors are used for comparing impacts on the buyer/processing sector.
Specifically, as a proxy for profits, exvessel revenue is used as an indicator of activity level. From the
buyers’ perspective, exvessel revenue represents expenditures for a primary production input. In the EIS,
projected change in exvessel revenue under the alternatives is stratified by different categories to examine
impacts by buyer/processors’ relative size and level of involvement in or dependence on groundfish
purchases.

Aggregate impacts on buyers and processors under the alternatives are shown in the table below.

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003
C:\Documents and Settings\Mary\My Documents\KERRY\!Spex\Good Master 2004 GF Spex Dec9_03.wpd

XViii



Buyer/processor Impacts Low OY Medium OY High OY  Council OY

Total raw material purchases (% change from No Action) -21.6% 3.9% 18.4% 3.0%
Operating costs uncertain uncertain uncertain uncertain
Markets and balance of trade no effect no effect no effect no effect

Recreational Fisheries

Marine recreational fisheries consist of both charter and private vessels. Charter vessels are larger vessels
for hire that can typically fish farther offshore than most vessels in the private recreational fleet. Both
nearshore and shelf opportunities are important for West Coast recreational groundfish fisheries.

Evaluating impacts to recreational fisheries is less straightforward than commercial fisheries because benefits
arenot priced. (This excludes revenue and income from commercial activities, such as charter fishing vessel
firms, that support recreational fishing.) Changes in the number of recreational trips, which can be projected
based on the management measures under each of the alternatives, is one measure used to compare the
alternatives. Changes in the quality of these trips, which affects the recreational experience, is another
consideration. Reducing bag limits, for example, may affect trip quality. Management regulations governing
recreational fishing seasons or permitted fishing areas can also affect safety. Recreational fishers may be
more likely to go out in bad weather or fish in areas with dangerous sea conditions in response to limits on
opportunity. For example, closing areas outside of a shallow depth zone (such as the 20 fm depth closure
applicable under No Action) places recreational boaters closer to the shore where marine hazards (rocks, surf,
etc.) may be greater. The EIS also considers differential impacts by state, since recreational regulations vary
by jurisdiction.

Aggregate impacts on recreational fisheries under the alternatives are shown in the table below.

No Action

Recreational Fishery Impacts Indicator (est. 2003) Low OY Medium OY High OY Council OY
Estimated effort

All Trips (000 trips) 3,430 4,738 5,183 5,330 4,303

GF Trips (000 trips) 986 2,294 2,740 2,886 1,860
Quality of trips (-,0,+) - + + ++ +
Effect on adjacent fisheries (-,0,+) - - - - R
Operational safety

WA (-,0,%) 0 0 0 0 0

OR (-0.4) 0 0 0 0 0

CA (North of 40-10) (-,0,+) 0 - - - -

CA (40-10 to 34-27) (-,0,+) - + + "

CA (South of 34-27) (-,0,%) - + + +
Demand for charters (-,0,+) - + + ++ +

Tribal Fisheries

Indian tribes in Washington, primarily the Makah, Quileute, and Quinault, harvest groundfish in the EEZ.
There are set tribal allocations for sablefish and Pacific whiting, while the other groundfish species'
allocations are determined through the Council process in coordination with the tribes, states, and NMFS.
Commercial tribal groundfish fisheries are described in Section 3.5.5, which describes ceremonial and
substance harvests. Like non-tribal commercial fisheries, the impacts of the alternatives are evaluated based

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003
C:\Documents and Settings\Mary\My Documents\KERRY\!Spex\Good Master 2004 GF Spex Dec9_03.wpd

XiX



on changes in projected exvessel revenue. Aggregate impacts on tribal fisheries under the alternatives are
shown in the table below. Projected tribal landings and revenues under the Council OY alternative are
relatively higher than in 1998 and 2002, and roughly the same as expected in 2003.

No Action
Tribal Groundfish Harvest (est. 2003) Low OY Medium OY High OY Council OY
landings (mt) 26,597 14,286 26,709 31,815 25,000
revenue ($,000) a/ 5,661 3,745 6,024 6,775 6,024

a/ Assuming average 2002 exvessel prices.

Fishing Communities

Fishing communities are defined in a broad sense as collections of ports and processing facilities that are
grouped based on geographical proximity and similarity of available fishery commercial opportunities and
the applicable management regime. Due to data limitations and statistical uncertainty, recreational fisheries
are differentiated at a broader, regional level: the state level for Washington and Oregon, and Northern (north
of Point Conception) and Southern components for California recreational fisheries.

Projected commercial landings and recreational fishing effort under the different alternatives are compared
against comparable recent historical data to estimate change in landings by port area. The resulting change
in personal income due to these changes is then modeled for each port area. Personal income changes are
used to estimate changes in employment. These changes in personal income and employment serve as a
proxy for a range of potential effects on communities.

Aggregate income and employment impacts on coastal communities under the alternatives resulting from
commercial fishing and recreational fishing activities are shown in the table below.

No Action Medium

Community Impacts (est. 2003) Low OY oY High OY Council OY
Commercial fishing community impacts:

income impact ($,000) 524,663 507,285 526,623 537,794 526,191

employment impact (jobs) 18,365 17,742 18,484 18,919 18,460
Recreational fishing community impacts:

income impact ($,000) 214,926 309,808 327,643 337,154 270,272

employment impact (jobs) 8,321 11,656 12,281 12,612 10,289

The effect of the alternatives on non-consumptive values is also considered in the impact analysis. Examples
of non-consumptive uses include wildlife viewing and the derivation of secondary benefits from ecosystem
services. One or more of the following non-use benefits may result from preservation of fish stocks at higher
levels of abundance (1) existence value derived from knowing a fish population or ecosystem is protected
without intent to harvest, observe, or otherwise derive direct benefits from the resource; (2) option value
placed on knowing a fish population, habitat, or ecosystem has been protected and is available for use,
regardless of whether the resources are actually used; and (3) bequethal value placed on knowing a fish
population, habitat, or ecosystem is protected for the benefit of future generations. It is difficult to measure
and aggregate individuals’ non-use values for a given resource. For this discussion, the primary criterion
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used as a proxy for non-use values is unharvested biomass in the ocean. This is assumed to be inversely
proportional to harvest levels under the alternatives. Action alternatives ranked from highest to lowest
unharvested total biomass are: Low OY, Council OY, Medium OY, High OY.

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003
C:\Documents and Settings\Mary\My Documents\KERRY\!Spex\Good Master 2004 GF Spex Dec9_03.wpd

XXi



2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003
C:\Documents and Settings\Mary\My Documents\KERRY\!Spex\Good Master 2004 GF Spex Dec9_03.wpd

XXii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

COVER SHEET . . . e e e e e e e e e 1-i
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .. e e e e e e e 1-iii
INTRODUCTION .. . e e e e e e e e e e e e e 1-iii
Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action . ........ ... .. i 1-iii
The Proposed ACtiON .. ...ttt e e e 1-iv

Need (Problems for Resolution) . ......... ... . i 1-iv
Purpose of the Proposed Action . ........... .. 1-iv
Groundfish Management and the Annual Specifications Process .. ........................... I-iv
Determining the Scope of the Analysis . .......... .. 1-vi
Alternatives Considered by the Council ........... ... .. .. i 1-vi
The No Action AIErnative .. ... .. ...ttt et e e e 1-viii

The Low OY Alternative . ... ... ... ..ttt et 1-ix

The High OY Alternative . ... ...ttt e e et e 1-x

The Medium OY and Council OY Alternatives .. ....... ... ..o iuiiinninenennn.. 1-x

The Impacts of the Alternatives on the Human Environment . ............................... 1-xii
Habitat and Ecosystem . . ......... .. 1-xii
Overfished Groundfish Stocks . ....... ... ... . e 1-xiii

Other Fish Stocks .. ... ..o e 1-xv
Protected SPeCies . ...t 1-xv

The Socioeconomic Environment . .. ........ . ... i 1-xvi

Public Sector .. ... .. 1-xvi

Commercial Fisheries . ........... ... i 1-xvii

Buyers and Processors . ... ... ... e 1-xviii
Recreational Fisheries ... ........ ... i 1-xix

Tribal Fisheries ... ... ... ... 1-xix

Fishing Communities . . ........... ittt ittt et 1-xx

TABLE OF CONTENTS .. .. e e e e e 1-xxiii
LIST OF TABLES .. .o e e e e e e e 1-xxxi
LIST OF FIGURES . .. e e e e e e e e I-xxxviii
ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY .ottt e e e 1-xli
1.0 INTRODUCTION . . e e e e e e e e e e e 1-1
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXV



1.1 How This Document is Organized . .. ...t 1-1
1.2 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action . ............ ... iiiinnnnn... 1-2
1.2.1  The Proposed ACtion ........... ..., 1-2
1.2.2  Need (Problems for Resolution) . ............... ... ... ... ........... 1-2
1.2.3  Purpose of the Proposed Action ........... ... ... ... . iiiinin... 1-2
1.3 Background .. ... . e 1-3
1.3.1 Backgroundto Purposeand Need . .. ........... ... ... ... .. ........ 1-3
1.3.2  Background to Groundfish Management and the Annual Specifications

Process . ... 1-5
1.3.3  Changes to the FMP Affecting Annual Management . ................... 1-7
1.4 SCOPINg SUMMATY . .. ...t e e e 1-9
1.4.1 Background to Scoping ... ...ttt 1-9
1.42 Council and Agency NEPA Scoping ................c.iiiiiiinnn... 1-9
1.4.3 Summary of Comments Received . ................................. 1-10
1.4.3.1 The Range of Alternatives: Harvest Specifications (OYs)........ 1-10
1.4.3.2 The Range of Alternatives: Management Measures ............. 1-11
1.4.3.3 The Range of Alternatives: Allocation of Harvest Opportunity . ... 1-12
1.4.3.4 Description of the Baseline Affected Environment . ............. 1-13
1.4.3.5 Evaluationof Impacts .............. .. ... ... 1-13

1.4.3.6 Monitoring and Evaluation of the Management Program, Adequacy of
Data, Enforcement of Management Measures . . ................ 1-13
1.43.7 Other ISsues . ... ..ottt e 1-14

1.44 Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts Identified Through Scoping and
Criteria Used to Evaluate Them ......... ... ... ... ... .. .. ....... 1-25
2.0 ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION . ....... ... ..c.oiiion... 2-1
2.1 How the Alternatives Address Key Management Issues ........................ 2-1
2.1.1  Alternative Harvest Levels .......... ... ... .. . . i .. 2-1
2.1.1.1 BlackRockfish...... ... .. . 2-2
2.1.1.2 BOCACCIO .ottt 2-2
2.1.1.3 Canary Rockfish .......... ... ... ... .. . . i, 2-2
2.1.1.4 Darkblotched Rockfish .......... ... .. .. ... .. ... ... ... 2-3
2115 Lingcod ..ot e 2-4
2.1.1.6 PacificOceanPerch ......... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . ... 2-4
2.1.1.7 Pacific Whiting ........... ... ... 2-4
2.1.1.8 Sablefish ...... ... 2-5
2.1.1.9 Shortspine Thornyhead .................. .. ... ... oiv.... 2-5
2.1.1.10 Widow Rockfish ........ ... .. .. 2-6
2.1.1.11 Yelloweye Rockfish ................................ 2-6
2.1.1.12 Yellowtail Rockfish .......... ... .. .. ... .. .. .... 2-6
2.1.1.13 Other Harvest Level Changes from Status Quo ........... 2-6
2.1.2  Catch Sharing Options . ..........itttn e, 2-9
2.1.2.1 BlackRockfish ...... ... .. . 2-9
2.1.2.2 BOCACCIO .o\ttt ettt et e 2-10
2.1.2.3 CanaryRockfish .......... ... ... ... ... . ... 2-10
2.1.2.4 Lingcod .. ..o 2-11
2.1.2.5 Sablefish ...... .. 2-12
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXVi



2.1.2.6 Widow Rockfish ....... ... . . . .. 2-12

2.1.2.7 Yelloweye Rockfish . .............. ... .. ... ... i oo... 2-12

2.1.3 Trawl BPlatoon ....... ... ... 2-15
2.1.4 New Management Lines ................ .ot 2-15
2.2 Description of the Alternatives . .......... ... .. i 2-16
2.2.1 The No Action Alternative ........... .. ..o .ioiiniiinnnennnn.. 2-16
2.2.1.1 Limited Entry Trawl ........ ... . .. . . i 2-16

2.2.1.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear ........... .. .. ... .. .. . oo, 2-17

2.2.1.3 Open ACCESS .+ v vt e ettt e 2-18

2.2.1.4 Tribal Fisheries ........... ... . 2-18

2.2.1.5 Washington Recreational . ............. .. ... .. ... ... ..... 2-19

2.2.1.6 Oregon Recreational ............ ... .. .. ... .. .. . ... 2-19

2.2.1.7 California Recreational ........... ... .. ... .. ... .. ... ..... 2-20

2.2.2 The Low OY Alternative . ............iiiniiiin .. 2-37
2.2.2.1 Limited Entry Trawl ........ .. ... . . . i 2-37

2.2.2.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear ........... .. .. ... .. .. ..o, 2-38

2.2.2.3 OPeN ACCESS .+ v vt ettt e e 2-38

2.2.2.4 Tribal Fisheries ........... ..., 2-38

2.2.2.5 Washington Recreational . ............. .. ... ... .. ... ..... 2-39

2.2.2.6 Oregon Recreational ................ .. ... 0., 2-39

2.2.2.7 California Recreational ............. .. .. ... .. ... ... ..... 2-39

2.2.3 The Medium OY Alternative ........... ...t 2-55
2.2.3.1 Limited Entry Trawl ........ ... . .. . i 2-55

2.2.3.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear ........... .. .. ... .. .. . o, 2-55

2.2.3.3 OPen ACCESS .+ v vt ettt e e 2-56

2.2.3.4 Tribal Fisheries ........... ... .. 2-56

2.2.3.5 Washington Recreational . ............. .. ... ... .. ... ..... 2-56

2.2.3.6 Oregon Recreational ................ .. .. .. oo, 2-56

2.2.3.7 California Recreational ............. .. .. ... .. ... .. .. .. ... 2-57

2.2.4 The High OY Alternative . ........ ..ottt 2-72
2.2.4.1 Limited Entry Trawl ........ .. ... . .. . i 2-72

2.2.4.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear ................ .. i, 2-73

2.24.3 OPen ACCESS .+ v vttt ettt 2-73

2.2.4.4 Tribal Fisheries ........... ... i, 2-73

2.2.4.5 Washington Recreational . ............. .. ... ... .. ... ..... 2-73

2.2.4.6 Oregon Recreational ................ .. .. .. oo, 2-73

2.2.4.7 California Recreational ........... ... .. ... .. ... .. ... ..... 2-74

2.2.5 The Council OY Alternative . ... ...ttt 2-89
2.2.5.1 Limited Entry Trawl ........ ... . .. . . i 2-89

2.2.5.2 Limited Entry Fixed Gear ........... .. .. ... .. ... ... 2-90

2.2.5.3 OPen ACCESS .+ v vttt e et 2-91

2.2.5.4 Tribal Fisheries ......... ... . i, 2-92

2.2.5.5 Washington Recreational . ............. .. ... .. ... ... ..... 2-92

2.2.5.6 Oregon Recreational ................ ... ..., 2-92

2.2.5.7 California Recreational ........... ... .. ... .. ... ... ..... 2-93

2.2.6  Alternatives Considered, But Eliminated From Detailed Study . ......... 2-109
23 Comparison of the Environmental Consequences .. ......................... 2-110
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXVii



2.4 Social Net Benefit Analysis ... ...t i 2-118

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT . ... . e e e e 3-1
3.1 Ecosystem, Habitat, and Biodiversity ............ .. .. .. .. ... 3-1
3.1.2  Essential Fish Habitat ................. .. .. ... .. .. ... 3-7
3.2 Groundfish Resources ......... ... 3-8
3.2.1 Overfished Stocks . ... ... 3-14
3.2.1.1 BOCACCIO vttt 3-14

3.2.1.2 Canary Rockfish .......... .. ... ... . . . . 3-15

3.2.1.3 CoWeod .ottt 3-17

3.2.1.4 Darkblotched Rockfish ................. ... ... ........... 3-18

3.2.1.5 LingCod .o viti 3-20

3.2.1.6 PacificOceanPerch ............ ... ... ... ... .. .. ....... 3-22

3.2.1.7 Pacific Whiting .............. .0t 3-23

3.2.1.8 Widow Rockfish ......... ... ... ... 3-25

3.2.1.9 Yelloweye Rockfish . ........... ... ... ... ... .. ... ..... 3-26

3.2.2  Precautionary Zone Stocks . ...........iiiiii 3-32
3221 DOVEr Sole . ..o 3-32

3.22.2 Sablefish ... ... 3-33

3.2.2.3 Shortspine Thornyhead ................. ... ... .. ......... 3-34

3.2.3 Stocksator Above Target Levels . ........... ... ... ..., 3-37
3.2.3.1 Arrowtooth Flounder ............. ... .. ... ... .. .. ....... 3-37

3.2.3.2 BankRockfish ......... ... .. ... .. . . . 3-37

3233 BlackRockfish.......... ... .. . 3-37

3.2.3.4 Blackgill Rockfish ........... ... ... .. . . i 3-38

3.2.3.5 Chilipepper Rockfish ............. ... ... ... .. .. .. .. ..... 3-39

32.3.6 EnglishSole ........ ... i 3-39

3.2.3.7 Longspine Thornyhead ................. ... ... .. .. ... ... 3-40

3238 PacificCod . ... i 3-40

3239 Petrale Sole . ......... 3-41
3.2.3.10 Shortbelly Rockfish ............................... 3-42
3.2.3.11 Splitnose Rockfish ................................ 3-42
3.2.3.12 Yellowtail Rockfish ............................... 3-43
3.2.3.13 Groundfish Stock Complexes ........................ 3-44

3.2.4 Nongroundfish Fish Stocks .. ......... ... ... .. . . . .. 3-44
3.2.4.1 California Halibut ............. ... .. ... ... ... ..., 3-44

3.2.4.2 California Sheephead .. ........... ... ... ... .. ... 3-44

3.2.4.3 Coastal Pelagic Species (CPS) ......... ... ... 3-45

3244 Dungeness Crab . .........ouit it 3-45

3.2.4.5 Highly Migratory Species (HMS) ........................... 3-46

3.2.4.6 Ocean Whitefish .............. .. ... ... ... . .. 3-46

3.2.4.7 Pacific Pink Shrimp ............ ... . . . . 3-46

3248 PacificHalibut ............ .. ... ... .. 3-46

3.2.49 Ridgeback Prawn .. ....... ... ... i 3-46
3.2.4.10 SeaCucumber . ... 3-47
32.4.11 SpotPrawn ........ . ... ... 3-47
3.2.4.12 White Seabass . .......... 3-47

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXViii



3.2.4.13 Miscellaneous Species . ............oviiiviinenenn... 3-48

33 Protected SPecies . . ..ottt 3-48
3.3.1  ESA-Listed SPeCIies ..ottt 3-48
33001 Salmon ... 3-48

33.1.2 SeaTurtles . ..ot 3-49

332 Marine Mammals ... ....... ..ttt 3-52
333 Seabirds . . ... 3-53
34 Public Sector ... ..ot 3-54
3.4.1 Current Management ISSUES . ........ ... ..ttt .. 3-54
3.4.1.1 Minimizing Impacts to Essential Fish Habitat . ................. 3-54

3.4.1.2 Fleet Reduction and Fishery Rationalization................... 3-55

3.4.2 The Stock Assessment Process ... .........ouiiiiiinnnnnnnenan.. 3-55
3.4.3 Capture of Fish in Research Fisheries .............................. 3-57
3.4.4 The Harvest Management Cycle (Biennial Management) ............... 3-58
345 Enforcement .......... ... 3-59
3.4.6 Federal, State, and Tribal Roles and Responsibilities in Management . . . .. 3-60
3.4.6.1 State/Federal Jurisdiction under the Magnuson-Stevens Act ...... 3-60

3.4.6.2 Treaty Indian Fishing Rights ............................... 3-61

3.4.7 Uncertainty and Risk in the Management Process ..................... 3-62
3.5 Socioeconomic Environment .. .......... ... .. .. .. 3-64
351 OVEIVIEW . o ettt ettt e e e e e 3-65
3.5.2 Commercial Fisheries . ........... ... . .. 3-70
3.5.2.1 Limited Entry Fisheries ............. ... ... .. ... 3-70

3.5.2.2 Open Access Groundfish Fishery ........................... 3-73

3.5.2.3 Fishery Participation ................. 0., 3-83

3.5.2.4 Vessel Type and Participation . ............................. 3-83

3.5.2.5 Vessel Groups: Gears, Size, Dependence and Involvement . . . .. .. 3-83

3.5.2.6 Health and Safety On Commercial Seafood Vessels . ............ 3-83

3.5.3 Buyers, Processors, and Seafood Markets .......................... 3-132
3.5.3.1 Buyersand Processors ..............c.ciiiiiiiiiii... 3-132

3,532 LiveFishFishery ....... ... ... ... .. i ... 3-133

3533 Seasonality ... ..ot 3-133

3.5.3.4 Processing Costs and Capacity .............covvuiviunnnn... 3-133

3.5.3.5 West Coast Groundfish and the World Market ................ 3-133

3.5.4 Recreational Fisheries .. ............. ... ... 3-145
3.5.4.1 Recreational catch of overfished species . .................... 3-145

3.5.4.2 Recreational catchbyregion .............................. 3-146

3.5.4.3 Seasonality and participation in recreational fishing ........... 3-146

3.5.4.4 Recreational charterindustry .. ............. ... ... ....... 3-146

3.5.4.5 Recreational fishing experience markets . .................... 3-146

3.5.4.6 Safety on private recreational and charter vessels . ............. 3-147

3.5.5 Tribal Fisheries .. ... .. i i 3-155
3.5.5.1 Description of Tribal groundfish fisheries ................... 3-155

3.5.5.2 Bycatch in the Tribal groundfish fisheries ................... 3-156

3.5.5.3 Discard and retention in Tribal sablefish fisheries ............. 3-156

356 ComMMUNILIES . .o\ttt et e 3-162

3.5.6.1 Geographic Distribution of Commercial Fishing Fleet and Revenue3-162

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXiX



3.5.6.2 Geographic Distribution of Groundfish Buyers ............... 3-163

3.5.6.3 Geographic Distribution of Personal Income Impacts . .......... 3-163
3.5.6.4 Dependence on and Engagement in Fishing and Fishing-related

ACHVIEICS . oottt e 3-164
3.5.6.5 Demographics, Ethnic, and Social Characteristics ............. 3-165
3.5.6.6 Social Structure: Networks, Values, Identity ................. 3-167
3.5.6.7 Impact on the Built Environment in Fishing Communities . . .. ... 3-167
3,57 General Public ...... ... .. ... 3-206
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES ... .. . e 4-1
4.1 Habitat and Ecosystem . . .. ...t 4-1
4.1.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts .................. ... ..ccvvin... 4-1
4.1.2 Directand Indirect Effects ......... ... ... ... .. .. . i, 4-2
4.1.3 Cumulative Effects ........... i 4-3
4.1.4 Summary of Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects of the Alternatives . ... 4-4
4.2.1 Overfished Groundfish Stocks .......... ... ... .. .. ... . i, 4-5
4.2.1.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ............................ 4-6
4.2.1.2 Directand Indirect Effects . ............. ... ... .. ... ... .... 4-7
4.2.2  Target Groundfish Stocks and Other Groundfish Stocks ................ 4-19
4.2.2.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ........................... 4-19
4.2.2.2 Direct and Indirect Effects . ............... ... ... ... ..... 4-19
4.2.3 Nongroundfish Stocks .. ....... ... ... . i 4-24
4.2.3.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ........................... 4-24
4.2.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects . ............. ... ... ... ....... 4-24
424 Cumulative Effects .. ...... ... . . . 4-25
4.2.4.1 Methodology . .......c.oiinii e 4-26
4.2.42 External factors ............... i 4-26

4.2.5 Summary of the Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects of the Alternatives on
Fish Stocks . ... .. 4-31
4.2.5.1 The No Action Alternative ................cccviiirniunenn... 4-31
4.2.52 The Low OY Alternative ... ..., 4-32
4.2.5.3 The Medium OY Alternative . ..., 4-32
4.2.5.4 The High OY Alternative ........... .. ... 4-32
4.2.5.5 The Council OY or Preferred Alternative ..................... 4-32
4.3 Protected SPecies .. ..ottt 4-32
4.3.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ................ ... ... .ou..... 4-32
4.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects on Protected Species ...................... 4-33
4.3.2.1 ESA Listed SPECIS . ..ottt et 4-33
4322 MarineMammals . ........... ..., 4-34
4323 Seabirds . ...... . 4-35

4.3.3 Summary of the Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Effects of the Alternatives on
Protected Species .. ...ttt 4-35
4.4, The Public Sector . . . ..ot e 4-38
4.4.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ................ ... .. i, 4-38
442 Directand Indirect Impacts .. ......... .. ... . i 4-38
4.4.2.1 Fishery Management .................uuirinenenenenennn.. 4-38
4422 Enforcement . .. ........uutninn 4-40
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXX



443 Cumulative Impacts . ............ i 4-42

4.43.1 VMSEXPansion .. ........uuunininrer i, 4-42
4.4.3.2 Fishery Monitoring and Biennial Management . ................ 4-43
4.4.3.3 Fleet Reduction and Fishery Rationalization................... 4-43

4.4.4 Summary of the Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Effects of the Alternatives on
the Public Sector .. ... i 4-43
4.5 Socioeconomic Impacts . ...........co it 4-44
4.5.1 West Coast Groundfish Fishery - All Sectors . ........................ 4-44
4.5.1.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ........................... 4-44
4.5.1.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts ............... .. ... ... ..., 4-51
4.5.1.3 Cumulative Impacts .......... ..., 4-63
4.5.1.4 SUMMATY . ..ttt ettt e 4-64
4.5.2 Commercial Fleets Non-Tribal) .......... ... .. ... ... ... ... ....... 4-68
4.5.2.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ........................... 4-68
4.5.2.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts ............... ... ... .. ....... 4-68
4.5.2.3 Cumulative Impacts . ......... ..., 4-73
4.52.4 SUMMATY . ..ttt et ettt 4-76
4.5.3 Buyers and proCeSSOTS . .. .. uvtitntr e e 4-90
4.5.3.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ........................... 4-90
4.5.3.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts ............... ... ... ... ..... 4-90
4.5.3.3 Cumulative Impacts .......... ..., 4-92
4534 SUMMATY . ..ttt ettt 4-92
4.5.4 Recreational Fishery . ........ ... . . . i 4-95
4.5.4.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts ........................... 4-95
4.5.4.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts ............... ... ... ... ..... 4-97
4.5.4.3 Cumulative Impacts . ......... ..., 4-104
4544 SUMMATY . . oot e e 4-104
455 Tribal Fishery ... ... i 4-124
4.5.5.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts .......................... 4-124
4.5.5.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts ................. ... ... ...... 4-124
4.5.5.3 Cumulative Impacts . ......... ..., 4-125
4554 SUMMATY . ..ttt e e e 4-125
4.5.6  Fishing Communiti€s ................uninitmrnrmrenenenenenennn. 4-130
4.5.6.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts .......................... 4-130
4.5.6.2 Direct and indirect impacts ..................itiiiiiin... 4-130
4.5.6.3 Cumulative Impacts . ......... ..., 4-132
4.5.6.4 SUMMATY . .. vttt ettt e e e 4-132
457 General Public ...... ... .. . . 4-139
4.5.7.1 Criteria Used to Evaluate Impacts .......................... 4-139
4.5.7.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts ............... ... ... .. ...... 4-139
4.6 Summary of Environmental Management Issues ........................... 4-140
4.6.1 Other Types of Impacts Identified in NEPA Regulations (40 CFR 1502.16) 4-140
4.6.1.1 Short-term Uses Versus Long-term Productivity .............. 4-140
4.6.1.2 TIrreversible and Irretrievable Resource Commitments .......... 4-140

4.6.1.3 Possible Conflicts Between the Proposed Action and Other Plans and

Policies For the Affected Area ............................ 4-141

4.6.1.4 Energy Requirement and Conservation Potential of the

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003
XXXi



ARErnatives .. ...t 4-141
4.6.1.5 Urban Quality, Historic and Cultural Resources, and the Design of the

Built Environment ........... .. .. .. . . i 4-142
4.6.2 Mitigation Measures Not Already Included in the Alternatives . ......... 4-142
4.6.3 Adverse Effects that Cannot Be Avoided . .......................... 4-143
4.6.2 Rationale for Selecting the Preferred Alternative and Identifying the
Environmentally Preferred Alternative . . ........................... 4-144
5.0 CONSISTENCY WITH THE GROUNDFISH FMP AND MAGNUSON-STEVENS ACT
NATIONAL STANDARDS . . .o e e e 5-1
5.1 Consistency with the Groundfish FMP ....... .. .. .. .. . .. .. . ... ... ... 5-1
52 Consistency with Magnuson-Stevens Act National Standards ................... 5-4
6.0 CROSS-CUTTING MANDATES . .. e 6-1
6.1 Other Federal Laws .. ... . . e 6-1
6.1.1 Coastal Zone Management ACt .. .........c.vrvrerenenenenunenennn.. 6-1
6.1.2 Endangered Species ACt .. ......coviii e 6-1
6.1.3 Marine Mammal Protection Act .. ......... .. .. .. . .. .. i 6-2
6.1.4 Migratory Bird Treaty Act . ...... .. i 6-2
6.1.5 Paperwork Reduction Act ......... ... .. .. ... 6-2
6.1.6 Regulatory Flexibility Act ....... ... .. .. . i 6-2
6.2 Executive Orders . .. ...ttt 6-3
6.2.1 EO 12866 (Regulatory Impact Review) .............................. 6-3
6.2.2 EO 12898 Environmental Justice ............ .. .. ... ... 6-3
6.23 EO 13132 (Federalism) ...............u i, 6-5
6.2.4 EO 13175 (Consultation and Coordination With Indian Tribal Government) . 6-5
6.2.5 EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds) 6-6
6.3 Regulatory Impact Review and Regulatory Flexibility Analysis ................. 6-6
6.3.1 EO 12866 (Regulatory Impact Review) .............................. 6-6
6.3.2 Impacts on Small Entities (Regulatory Flexibility Act, RFA) ............. 6-9
7.0 LIST OF PREPARERS . .. . e 7-1
8.0 AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS TO WHOM COPIES OF THIS
STATEMENT WERE SENT . ... e 8-1
9.0 BIBLIOGRAPHY . ..o 9-1
10.0  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS . .. ..o e e 10-1
10.1  EPA COMMENES .. ..ottt ettt e e e e e 10-1
10.2 Public Comments . .. ... ...ttt e 10-4
NRDC Comments .. ... ...ttt e et 10-4
The Ocean CONSEIVANCY .. .. v\ttt ettt ettt e ettt 10-8
10.3  Incorporation of New Information inthe Final EIS . . ........................ 10-13
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXXii



LIST OF TABLES

Page

TABLE 2.1.1-1. Pacific Fishery Management Council-recommended alternatives for acceptable

biological catches (ABCs) and total catch optimum yields (OYs) (mt) for2004 ............... 2-7
TABLE 2.1.2-1. Catch sharing options to be analyzed in the 2004 Annual Groundfish Specifications

and Management Measures EIS. . ... ... . 2-111
TABLE 2.2.1-1. Estimated mortality (mt) of overfished West Coast groundfish species by fishery in

2003 under the No Action alternative. ............. ... .. ittt 2-111
TABLE 2.2.1-2. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear north of 40°10' N

latitude as specified October 1, 2003 and analyzed under the No Action alternative. .......... 2-23
TABLE 2.2.1-3. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear south of 40°10' N

latitude as specified October 1, 2003 and analyzed under the No Action alternative. .......... 2-27
TABLE 2.2.1-4. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear north of 40°10' N latitude as specified

October 1, 2003 and analyzed under the No Action alternative. ......................... 2-29
TABLE 2.2.1-5. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear south of 40°10' N latitude as specified

October 1, 2003 and analyzed under the No Action alternative. ......................... 2-30
TABLE 2.2.1-6. Trip limits for open access gears north of 40°10' N latitude as specified

October 1, 2003 and analyzed under the No Action alternative. ......................... 2-32
TABLE 2.2.1-7. Trip limits for open access gears south of 40°10' N latitude as specified

October 1, 2003 and analyzed under the No Action alternative. ......................... 2-34
TABLE 2.2.2-1. Estimated mortality (mt) of overfished West Coast groundfish species by

fishery in 2004 under the Low OY alternative. ........... ... ... it .. 2-111
TABLE 2.2.2-2. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear north of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the Low OY alternative. ......... ... ... .. .. ... 2-43
TABLE 2.2.2-3. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear south of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the Low OY alternative. ......... ... . ... .. ... 2-46
TABLE 2.2.2-4. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Low OY alternative. ... ... ... ... e e 2-48
TABLE 2.2.2-5. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Low OY alternative. ... ... ... ... e e 2-49
TABLE 2.2.2-6. Trip limits for open access gears north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Low OY alternative. ... ... ... .. 2-51
TABLE 2.2.2-7. Trip limits for open access gears south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Low OY alternative. ... ... ... ... e e 2-53
TABLE 2.2.3-1. Estimated mortality (mt) of overfished West Coast groundfish species by fishery

in 2004 under the Medium OY alternative. .......... ... ... ... ... .. ... .. 2-111
TABLE 2.2.3-2. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear north of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the Medium OY alternative. ........... .. .. .. ... .. ... ... ... 2-60
TABLE 2.2.3-3. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear south of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the Medium OY alternative.  ......... .. .. .. ... .. ... .. ... ..... 2-63
TABLE 2.2.3-4. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under

the Medium OY alternative. ... ... ... ... .. i i 2-65
TABLE 2.2.3-5. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under

the Medium OY alternative. ... .......... .. i e 2-66
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXXiii



TABLE 2.2.3-6. Trip limits for open access gears north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Medium OY alternative. ... ... ... ... i 2-68
TABLE 2.2.3-7. Trip limits for open access gears south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Medium OY alternative. ... ... ... ...t e 2-70
TABLE 2.2.4-1. Estimated mortality (mt) of overfished West Coast groundfish species by fishery in

2004 under the High OY alternative. ........... ... e, 2-111
TABLE 2.2.4-2. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear north of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the High OY alternative. ......... .. .. ... .. .. .. .. . . ... 2-77
TABLE 2.2.4-3. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear south of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the High OY alternative. ............. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ... 2-80
TABLE 2.2.4-4. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

High OY alternative. .. ... ... . e e e e 2-82
TABLE 2.2.4-5. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

High OY alternative. .. ... ... e e e e 2-83
TABLE 2.2.4-6. Trip limits for open access gears north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

High OY alternative. . . ... ... e e e e e 2-85
TABLE 2.2.4-7. Trip limits for open access gears south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

High OY alternative. .. ... ... e e e e 2-87
TABLE 2.2.5-1. Estimated mortality (mt) of overfished West Coast groundfish species by fishery

in 2004 under the Council OY alternative. ......... ... ... .. ... 2-111
TABLE 2.2.5-2. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear north of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the Council OY alternative. ........... .. .. .. ... .. .. . oo, 2-96
TABLE 2.2.5-3. Trip limits and gear requirements for limited entry trawl gear south of 40°10' N

latitude analyzed under the Council OY alternative. ............ .. .. ... .. ... .. ... .... 2-100
TABLE 2.2.5-4. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under

the Council OY alternative. . ......... .. i e 2-102
TABLE 2.2.5-5. Trip limits for limited entry fixed gear south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under

the Council OY alternative. . ......... .. i e 2-103
TABLE 2.2.5-6. Trip limits for open access gears north of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Council OY alternative. . .. ... ..o 2-105
TABLE 2.2.5-7. Trip limits for open access gears south of 40°10' N latitude analyzed under the

Council OY alternative. . .. ... ... e 2-107
TABLE 2.3.0-1. Summary of the effects of the alternatives for 2004 West Coast groundfish

fISheries. ..o 2-111
TABLE 2.4.0-1. Social net benefit summary. . .. ............ttntntnrner ... 2-111
TABLE 3.2.0-1. Latitudinal and depth distributions of groundfish species (adults) managed under

the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan. . . ......... ... ... ... .. ... ... ... 3-10
TABLE 3.2.1-1. Current rebuilding parameter/target estimates specified for overfished West

Coast groundfish: shelf species. ........ ... . . i e 3-111
TABLE 3.2.1-2. Current rebuilding parameter/target estimates specified for overfished West

Coast groundfish: slope and midwater SPECies. . ..........c.vririrerirnenenennnnn.. 3-111
TABLE 3.3.1-1. Protected salmon species on the West Coast with their protected species

deSIgNationS. .. ...ttt e e 3-50
TABLE 3.3.1-2. Total catch of salmon (number) and chinook salmon bycatch rates (number of

salmon/mt of whiting) taken by the at-sea and shore-based processing fleets, 1999-2001. . ... 3-50

TABLE 3.3.1-3. Incidental catch of chinook salmon in the whiting fishery 1991-2001, all sectors.  3-51
TABLE 3.3.1-4. Protected sea turtles on the West Coast with their protected species designations. 3-51

2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003
XXXiV



TABLE 3.3.2-1. Protected marine mammals on the West Coast with their protected species

deSIgNationS. .. ...ttt e e 3-52
TABLE 3.3.3-1. Protected seabirds on the West Coast with their protected species designations. .. 3-54
TABLE 3.5.1-1. Overview of domestic shoreside landings and at-sea deliveries (round weight mt)

from West Coast (Washington, Oregon, California) ocean area fisheries (0-200 miles) coastwide,

1981-2001 (includes commercial tribal fisheries, based on PacFIN data and Council [1997]). . 3-111
TABLE 3.5.1-2. Overview of domestic shoreside landings and at-sea deliveries (exvessel revenue,

thousands of inflation adjusted dollars) from West Coast (Washington, Oregon, California) ocean

area fisheries (0-200 miles) coastwide, 1981-2001 (includes commercial tribal fisheries, based on

PacFIN data and Council [1997]). .. ..ot e 3-111
TABLE 3.5.1-3. Overview of domestic shoreside landings and at-sea deliveries (round weight mt)

from West Coast (Washington, Oregon, California) ocean area fisheries (0-200 miles) north and

south of Cape Mendocino and by state, 1981-2001 (includes commercial tribal fisheries, based on

PacFIN data (August, 2002) and Council (1997). ....... ... i, 3-111
TABLE 3.5.1-4. Overview of domestic shoreside landings and at-sea deliveries (total exvessel

revenue in thousands of inflation adjusted (2001) dollars) from West Coast (Washington, Oregon,

California) ocean area fisheries (0-200 miles) north and south of Cape Mendocino and by state,

1981-2001 (includes commerecial tribal fisheries, based on PacFIN data (August, 2002) and Council

(1997 ). oo 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-1. Numbers of vessels most involved in West Coast fisheries and the groundfish

(GF) fishery and total exvessel revenue for each group (November 2000 through October 2001)--to

produce this table vessels were ranked from highest to lowest producer (by value), the first ranking

(columns) was based on revenue from all species and a second ranking (rows) was based on revenue

from groundfish . .. ... ... . 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-2. Catch and bycatch in the gillnet fishery, 1996-2000, by depth strata, number of

fish or number of pounds (information on average weight per fish is required to sum the number of

fish and pounds rows, generating a single number to represent bycatch). ................. 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-3. Summary of pink shrimp Log CPUE for south of Cape Mendocino .. ........... 3-90
TABLE 3.5.2-4. Summary of Spot Prawn Trawl LogCPUE. ...... ... ... ... ... ... ... .... 3-91
TABLE 3.5.2-5. Spot Prawn Trap Log CPUE. ... ... ... . . . . . . . i 3-92
TABLE 3.5.2-6. Summary of Ridgeback Prawn Trawl Log CPUE. ......................... 3-93
TABLE 3.5.2-7. Catch and bycatch in the market squid fishery from vessel logbooks ........... 3-111

TABLE 3.5.2-8. Annual coastwide and area participation in the Highly Migratory Species gillnet

fishery by open-access vessels, with associated groundfish on the same landing day, 1990-2001 3-95
TABLE 3.5.2-9. Annual coastwide and area participation in the Highly Migratory Species seine

fishery by open-access vessels, with associated groundfish on the same landing day, 1990-2001 3-96
TABLE 3.5.2-10. Annual landings (mt) of "other" rockfish species for hook-and-line (HKL) and

pot gear by price interval and PacFIN disposition code ("live" or "other"), 1994-2001. ....... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-11 Estimated Open Access Fishery Landings in 1996 and 2001, by state, weight and

VAU, . 3-99
TABLE 3.5.2-12a. Number of vessels by fleet category, level of dependence and level of gross

income (November 2000 through October 2001).  ......... ... .. ... 3-100
TABLE 3.5.2-12b. Exvessel revenue by fleet category, level of dependence and level of gross

income (November 2000 through October 2001).  ......... ... .. ... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-13a. Number of vessels by fleet category, level of dependence and vessel size

category (November 2000 through October 2001). ......... ... .. .. i, 3-103
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXXV



TABLE 3.5.2-13b Exvessel revenue by fleet category, level of dependence and vessel size

category (November 2000 through October 2001). ........ ... .. ... ... 3-104
TABLE 3.5.2-14 Number of vessels by length class, INPFC area, gear and species groups for

November 2000 through October 2001. ... ... ... .. . it 3-106
TABLE 3.5.2-15. Coastwide annual and bi-monthly commercial landings of overfished species by

fleet, metric tons 1999-2001. . . ... ... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-16. Annual and bi-monthly commercial landings of overfished species by area and

fleet, metric tons, 1999-2001. .. .. ...t 3-111

TABLE 3.5.2-17. Recreational catch of overfished groundfish, 1999-2001 (landed catch in mt). .. 3-120
TABLE 3.5.2-18. Bycatch rates of overfished species observed by sector and year in the whiting

fishery, 1998-2003. . . . ... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-19. Landings (mt) of target species and estimated discard mortality (mt) of overfished

West Coast groundfish species in incidental open access fisheries in 2001. ............... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.2-20. Incidental overfished groundfish landings (Ibs) in non-Indian commercial salmon

troll fisheries by salmon management area for 2000 and 2001. ................. ... ..... 3-124
TABLE 3.5.2-21. Expanded logbook data from the sea cucumber trawl fishery, by depth strata,

1996-2000 (includes overfished species bycatch). ............ ... ... ... .. ... ........ 3-125
TABLE 3.5.2-22. Expanded logbook data from the spot prawn trawl and trap fisheries south of Cape

Mendocino, by depth strata, 1996-2000 (includes overfished species bycatch). ............ 3-126

TABLE 3.5.2-23. Estimated bycatch of overfished groundfish species in spot prawn trawl and trap
fisheries south of Cape Mendocino. Estimates from Reilly and Geibel (2002) for the October 2000-

September 2001 period. . ... . .t 3-127
TABLE 3.5.3-1. Number of buyers on the West Coast in the year 2000 (excluding at-sea whiting

AelIVeTICS ). ottt 3-136
TABLE 3.5.3-2. Value of purchases ($1,000) by West Coast buyers (groundfish and nongroundfish)

inthe year 2000. ... ... . 3-136
TABLE 3.5.3-3. Groundfish buyers' expenditures on all species and groundfish in the year 2000

(excludes at-sea Whiting). . ....... ...ttt e e 3-111
TABLE 3.5.3-4. Number of buyers by amount and proportion of total purchases that are groundfish

from trawl vessels and nontrawl vessels in the year 2000 (excludes at-sea whiting). ........ 3-111
TABLE 3.5.3-5 Disposition of groundfish harvest to live and fresh (dead) catch markets on West

Coastin 2000. . ... e 3-111
TABLE 3.5.3-6. Number of buyers (groundfish and nongroundfish) by number of months buying

and exvessel value of purchases in the year 2000 (excluding at-sea whiting). .............. 3-141
TABLE 3.5.3-7. Number of groundfish buyers by seasonality of activity and amounts of purchases

(exvessel value) for the year 2000 (excludes at-sea deliveries). ......................... 3-142
TABLE 3.5.3-8. Percent of monthly exvessel value of all 2000 West Coast commercial fishery

landings by month. . ... ... 3-144
TABLE 3.5.3-9. Exvessel price per round weight pound ($). ........... .. .. ... ... ...... 3-144
TABLE 3.5.3-10. Producer Price Indices: Groundfish vs. Substitutes. ....................... 3-144
TABLE 3.5.4-1. Number of marine anglers in West Coast states, 2000. ..................... 3-148
TABLE 3.5.4-2. Trends in effort for recreational ocean fisheries in thousands of angler trips ... .. 3-148
TABLE 3.5.4-3. Estimated recreational catch of selected overfished groundfish species in ocean

waters by subregion for charter and private boats (mt). ............... ... . . ..., 3-111
TABLE 3.5.4-4. Estimated total mortality of selected species in Oregon recreational fishery in

2002, 3-150
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXXVi



TABLE 3.5.4-5. Estimated recreational fishery harvest by region for charter and private boats for

2002 (IND).  « ettt e e 3-111
TABLE 3.5.4-6. Estimated number of selected groundfish species landed in the Oregon ocean

recreational fishery, 2000-2002. ... ... . e 3-111
TABLE 3.5.4-7. Estimated recreational groundfish effort by season and region for charter and private

vessels in 2002 (1,000's angler trips). . ..o vt vttt 3-153
TABLE 3.5.4-8. Charter vessels engaged in saltwater fishing outside of Puget Sound in 2001 by

POTE ATCA. . ottt ettt e e e e e 3-154
TABLE 3.5.5-1. Historical West Coast groundfish catch in ocean areas by Tribal fleet: 1995 through

2002. (round weight-pounds) . ... .. .. 3-157
TABLE 3.5.5-2. Historical West Coast groundfish catch in ocean areas by tribal fleet: 1995 through

2002 (exvessel revenue $). ... e 3-158
TABLE 3.5.5-3. Bycatch of groundfish species (pounds) in Makah trawl and troll fisheries in

2000, 2001 and 2002. . ... 3-159
TABLE 3.5.5-4. Bycatch of groundfish species in tribal longline fisheries in 2000, 2001 and

2002, 3-160
TABLE 3.5.5-5. 2003 tribal sablefish allocations and discard estimates. .................... 3-161
TABLE 3.5.6-1. Location and composition of port groups. . ............vuvrvrerenenennn... 3-169
TABLE 3.5.6-2. Number of vessels by vessel primary port and species group in 2001 .......... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-3. Number of vessels by port by length class in 2001. ....................... 3-176
TABLE 3.5.6-4. Number of processors/buyers by primary port in 2001. ..................... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-5. Number of buyers/processors by purchase value of raw product (exvessel value) in

200 ], 3-182
TABLE 3.5.6-6. Local income impacts associated with commercial fishery landings by major port

group for 2001 ($1,000). . ...t 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-7. Local income impacts associated with commercial fishery landings by major port

group for 2001 (%o of Total). . ... .ot 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-7. Local income impacts associated with commercial fishery landings by major port

group for 2001 (% of Total). .. ..ot 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-8. Local income impacts associated with commercial fishery landings by major port

group for 1999 ($1,000). .. ..ttt 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-9. Local income impacts associated with commercial fishery landings by major port

group for 1999 (% of Total). .. ... i e 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-10. Income and employment from commercial fishing activities by port group in

200 . o 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-11. Effort, personal income and jobs related to the West Coast recreational ocean

fisheries in 2001, . ... o 3-193
TABLE 3.5.6-12a. Coastal Counties Economic Profile: 2001. .......... ... ... .. ... ... ... 3-111
TABLE 3.5.6-13. Coastal Counties Social Profile. ........ .. .. .. .. .. ... .. . ... ... ... 3-111

TABLE 4.2.1-1. Harvest specifications and strategic rebuilding parameters for overfished West
Coast groundfish species under alternatives considered by the Council for 2004 management .. 4-16
TABLE 4.2.1-2. Yelloweye rockfish distribution by depth from the IPHC Survey. Halibut distribution
by depth from IPHC commercial fishery logbooks. Halibut catch from 1996-2000 commercial

JogbOOKS. .o 4-17
TABLE 4.2.1-3. Estimated catch of yelloweye rockfish in 2003 Washington recreational fisheries by

port and month through July 31. ... ... . . . 4-111
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXXVii



TABLE 4.3.2-1. Interactions between marine mammals and the Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries
documented by West Coast Groundfish Observers between September 2001 and October 2002. . 4-37
TABLE 4.3.2-2. Interactions between seabirds and the Pacific Coast groundfish fisheries documented

by West Coast Groundfish Observers between September 2001 and October 2002. ........... 4-37
TABLE 4.4.4-1 Effects of alternatives on the public sector. ............... ... ... ......... 4-44
TABLE 4.5.1-1. Harvest of black rockfish from Oregon and California north of San Francisco

compared to0 2004 OY OPtiONS. ...ttt et ettt e e e 4-64
TABLE 4.5.1-3. Range of proposed caps (mt) on black rockfish by alternative (caps are management

targets that may be set more conservatively than the OY and the allocation for each state). ... 4-111
TABLE 4.5.1-4. Recreational and commercial harvest of canary rockfish compared to 2004 OY

o) 015 101 4 T3P 4-67
TABLE 4.5.2-1a. Reported 2002 West Coast fishery exvessel revenue for the commercial fishery

and projections for status quo and the management alternatives (tribal fisheries included) .. ... 4-77
TABLE 4.5.2-1b. Reported 2002 West Coast fishery exvessel revenue for the commercial fishery

and projections for status quo and the management alternatives (tribal fisheries excluded) .. ... 4-78

TABLE 4.5.2-2. Projected average exvessel groundfish revenue per vessel and total revenue for the
sectors under each alternative by level of vessel dependence on groundfish (thousands of dollars,
catcher-processors excluded). . ... ... 4-79

TABLE 4.5.2-3. Projected average exvessel groundfish revenue per vessel and total revenue for the
sectors under each alternative by average vessel revenue from all species (thousands of dollars,

catcher-processors excluded). . ... ... 4-81
TABLE 4.5.2-4. Projected average exvessel groundfish revenue per vessel under each alternative by
vessel length category (thousands of dollars, catcher-processors excluded). ................ 4-82

TABLE 4.5.2-5. Alternative Pacific whiting allocations and set-asides analyzed for 2004 fisheries. 4-84
TABLE 4.5.2-6. Estimated catch (mt) of groundfish species in the whiting fishery under the 2004

EIS alternatives. . ... ...t 4-85
TABLE 4.5.3-1. Value of purchases for buyers/processors grouped by dependence on groundfish

and level of total purchases (excludes catcher-processors). ..............covvrvrvrenn .. 4-111
TABLE 4.5.3-2. Percent change in value of purchases for buyers/processors grouped by dependence

on groundfish and level of total purchases (excludes catcher-processors). ................ 4-111
TABLE 4.5.4-1. Estimated 2004 Oregon recreational fishery under No Action alternative . ...... 4-111
TABLE 4.5.4-2. Estimated 2004 Oregon recreational fishery under High OY alternative ........ 4-111
TABLE 4.5.4-3. Estimated 2004 Oregon recreational fishery under Medium OY alternative .. ... 4-111
TABLE 4.5.4-4. Estimated 2004 Oregon recreational fishery under Low OY alternative ........ 4-111
TABLE 4.5.4-5. Expected 2004 California recreational bocaccio catch (mt) south of Cape Mendocino

by region, depth, and period. . ........ .. ... 4-113
TABLE 4.5.4-6. Expected 2004 California recreational canary catch (mt) south of Cape Mendocino

by region, depth, and period. . ........ .. .. 4-114
TABLE 4.5.4-7. Expected 2004 California recreational cowcod catch (mt) south of Cape Mendocino

by region, depth, and period. . ........ .. ... 4-115
TABLE 4.5.4-8. Expected 2004 California recreational deeper nearshore rockfish catch (mt) south

of Cape Mendocino by region, depth, and period. ............ .. ... ... ... ... ...... 4-116
TABLE 4.5.4-9. Expected 2004 California recreational lingcod catch (mt) south of Cape Mendocino

by region, depth, and period. . ........ .. ... 4-117
TABLE 4.5.4-10. Expected 2004 California recreational shallow nearshore rockfish catch (mt)

south of Cape Mendocino by region, depth, and period. ............. ... ... ......... 4-118
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXXViii



TABLE 4.5.4-11. Expected 2004 California recreational widow rockfish catch (mt) south of Cape

Mendocino by region, depth, and period. ........ ... .. ... 4-119
TABLE 4.5.4-12. Expected 2004 California recreational yelloweye rockfish catch (mt) south of

Cape Mendocino by region, depth, and period. ............ .. .. ... .. .. . . .. ... 4-120
TABLE 4.5.4-13. Expected 2004 California recreational California scorpionfish catch (mt) south

of Cape Mendocino by region, depth, and period. ............ .. ... ... ... ... ...... 4-121
TABLE 4.5.4-14. Estimated distribution of ocean recreational catch of important groundfish species

under the 2004 management alternatives (mt). ...............uutnininninrnnnnenannn 4-122
TABLE 4.5.4-15. Estimated recreational groundfish effort and total effort under the 2004 management

alternatives. (thousand angler trips) ......... .. i e 4-123
TABLE 4.5.5-1. Projected groundfish landings by Tribal fleet under the 2004 alternatives, displayed

against 1998, 2002 and estimated 2003 landings (mts). ...............cciiiiinenen.... 4-126
TABLE 4.5.5-2. Projected groundfish revenue by Tribal fleet under the 2004 alternatives, displayed

against 1998, 2002 and estimated 2003 revenue ($ ,000 exvessel ). ..................... 4-127

TABLE 4.5.5-3. Expected bycatch in the tribal whiting fishery under three OY options for 2004 . . 4-128
TABLE 4.5.5-4. Expected catch of important groundfish species under the 2004 Council OY tribal

fishery management alternative. . .......... .. ... 4-128
TABLE 4.5.5-5. 2004 tribal sablefish allocations and discard estimates. ..................... 4-129
TABLE 4.5.6-1. Estimated total income impacts from commercial fishing activities by port area

under the 2004 management alternatives ($,000). .......... .. ... .. .. .. ... 4-111
TABLE 4.5.6-2. Estimated % change (from 2003) in total fishery related-income by port area

under 2004 groundfish management alternatives. .............. .. .. ... .. .. .. 4-111
TABLE 4.5.6-3 Estimated employment impacts from commercial fishing by port area under the

2004 management alternatives. ... ... ... 4-137
TABLE 4.5.6-4. Estimated personal income impacts related to trip expenditures in the ocean

recreational fishery under the 2004 management alternatives. .......................... 4-111
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

XXXiX



LIST OF FIGURES

Page
FIGURE 1.3.1-1. Management lines and zones and West Coastports.1-4 . ...................... 14
FIGURE 2.2.1-1. Schematic showing closed area boundaries under the different alternatives . ... .. 2-36
FIGURE 3.1.1-1. Bathymetry of the U.S. West Coast.3-4 . ... ... .. .. .. .. 3-4
FIGURE 3.1.1-2. Surface current systems of the northeast Pacific Ocean.3-6 ................... 3-6
FIGURE 3.2.0-1. Illustration of default OY compared to ABC; the 40-10 rule.3-13 ............. 3-13
FIGURE 3.5.2-1. Limited Entry Permits, by State and Gear3-127 ........................... 3-128
FIGURE 3..5.2-2a. Groundfish trawl vessel participation in nongroundfish fisheries.3-128 ....... 3-129
FIGURE 3.5.2-2b. Groundfish hook-and-line (includes open access) vessel participation in
nongroundfish fisheries .. ....... ... .. . . . 3-130
FIGURE 3.5.2-2¢c. Groundfish pot (including open access) vessel participation in nongroundfish
fISheries . . .o 3-131

FIGURE 3.5.6-2. Distribution of groundfish landings in 2001 by round weight for port groups . ... 3-201
FIGURE 3.5.6-3. Distribution of groundfish landings in 2001 by exvessel value for port groups . .. 3-202
FIGURE 3.5.6-4. Per capita personal income in West Coast and selected regional counties, 2001 . 3-203

FIGURE 3.5.6-5. Unemployment rates in West Coast and selected regional counties, 2002. . ... .. 3-204
FIGURE 3.5.6-6. Poverty rates in West Coast and selected regional counties, 1999.3-204 .. ... ... 3-205
FIGURE 4.5.2-1. B Platoon landings, 1998-2002, half-month periods (Source PacFIN, run on

AUgUSt 25, 2003) ..ot 4-86
FIGURE 4.5.2-2. Aggregated "B" platoon landings by half-month period, 1998-2002 ............ 4-86
FIGURE 4.5.2-3. Distance from ports compared to the fall 2003 trawl RCA boundary,

Oregon and Washington (distance rings are at 10,20, and40nm) ........................ 4-87
FIGURE 4.5.2-4. Distance from ports compared to the fall 2003 trawl RCA boundary, central

California (distance rings are at 10, 20, and 40 nm).4-88 . .. ... ... .. .. ... i, 4-88
2004 GF Specifications EIS NOVEMBER 2003

xl



ABC

Busy
BO

BO

BRD
CalCOFI
CCA
CDFG
CEQ

CFR

CMC
Council
CPF
CPS

CPUE
CZMA
DAP
DTS

2004 GF Specifications EIS

ACRONYMS AND GLOSSARY

acceptable biological catch. The ABC is a scientific calculation of the
sustainable harvest level of a fishery, and is used to set the upper limit of the
annual total allowable catch. It is calculated by applying the estimated (or
proxy) harvest rate that produces maximum sustainable yield to the estimated
exploitable stock biomass (the portion of the fish population that can be
harvested).

The biomass that allows maximum sustainable yield to be taken.

Unfished biomass; the estimated size of a fish stock in the absence of fishing.
Biological Opinion

bycatch reduction device

California Cooperative Oceanographic Fisheries Investigation

Cowcod Conservation Area

California Department of Fish and Game

Council on Environmental Quality

Code of Federal Regulations. A codification of the regulations published in
the Federal Register by the executive departments and agencies of the federal
government. The CFR is divided into 50 titles that represent broad areas
subject to federal regulation Title 50 contains wildlife and fisheries
regulations.

Center for Marine Conservation
Pacific Fishery Management Council
commercial passenger fishing vessel

coastal pelagic species. Coastal pelagic species are schooling fish, not
associated with the ocean bottom, that migrate in coastal waters. They
usually eat plankton and are the main food source for higher level predators
such as tuna, salmon, most groundfish, and humans. Examples are herring,
squid, anchovy, sardine, and mackerel.

catch per unit effort
Coastal Zone Management Act
domestic annual processing

Dover sole, thornyhead(s), and trawl-caught sablefish complex
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS, GLOSSARY (continued)

EA

EC
EEZ

EFH

EFP
EIS

EO
ENSO
EPIRB
ESA

FEAM
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environmental assessment. As part of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process, an EA is a concise public document that provides evidence
and analysis for determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact.

Enforcement Consultants

Exclusive Economic Zone. A zone under national jurisdiction (up to 200
nautical miles wide) declared in line with the provisions of the 1982 United
Nations Convention of the Law of the Sea, within which the coastal state has
the right to explore and exploit, and the responsibility to conserve and
manage, the living and non-living resources.

essential fish habitat. Those waters and substrate necessary to fish for
spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.

exempted fishing permit

environmental impact statement. As part of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process, an EIS is an analysis of the expected impacts
resulting from the implementation of a fisheries management or development
plan (or some other proposed action) on the environment. EISs are required
for all fishery management plans as well as significant amendments to
existing plans.

Executive Order
El Nifio southern oscilation
emergency position indicating radio beacons

Endangered Species Act. An act of federal law that provides for the
conservation of endangered and threatened species of fish, wildlife, and
plants. When preparing fishery management plans, councils are required to
consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to determine whether the fishing under a fishery management
plan is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of an ESA-listed species,
or to result in harm to its critical habitat.

The instantaneous rate of fishing mortality. The term “fishing mortality rate”
is a technical fishery science term that is often misunderstood. It refers to the
rate at which animals are removed from the stock by fishing. The fishing
mortality rate can be confusing because it is an “instantaneous” rate that is
useful in mathematical calculations, but is not easily translated into the more
easily understood concept of “percent annual removal.”

Fishery Economic Assessment Model
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fecundity
fm

FMP

FONSI

FRFA

FVCTF
GAP

GCA
GMT

HAPC
HMS
INPFC
I[PHC
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The potential to produce offspring.
fathoms

Fishery management plan. A plan, and its amendments, that contains
measures for conserving and managing specific fisheries and fish stocks.

Finding of No Significant Impact. As part of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) process, a finding of no significant impact (FONSI) is a
document that explains why an action that is not otherwise excluded from the
NEPA process, and for which an environmental impact statement (EIS) will
not be prepared, will not have a significant effect on the human environment.

Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis. the FRFA includes all the information
from the initial regulatory flexibility analysis. Additionally, it provides a
summary of significant issues raised by the public, a statement of any changes
made in the proposed rule as a result of such comments, and a description of
steps taken to minimize the significant adverse economic impact on small
entities consistent with stated objectives.

The U.S. Coast Guard's Fishing Vessel Casualty Task Force

Groundfish Advisory Subpanel. The Council established the GAP to obtain
the input of the people most affected by, or interested in, the management of
the groundfish fishery. This advisory body is made up of representatives with
recreational, trawl, fixed gear, open access, tribal, environmental, and
processor interests. Their advice is solicited when preparing fishery
management plans, reviewing plans before sending them to the Secretary,
reviewing the effectiveness of plans once they are in operation, and
developing annual and inseason management.

Groundfish Conservation Area

Groundfish Management Team. Groundfish management plans and annual
and inseason management recommendations are prepared by the Council’s
GMT, which consists of scientists and managers with specific technical
knowledge of the groundfish fishery.

habitat areas of particular concern
highly migratory species
International North Pacific Fishery Commission

International Pacific Halibut Commission. A commission responsible for
studying Pacific halibut stocks and the halibut fishery. The IPHC makes
proposals to the U.S. and Canada concerning the regulation of the halibut
fishery.
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ITQ
JVP
kg
m

Magnuson-Stevens Act

MBTA

mean generation time

MFMT

MHHW

mixed stock exception

MMPA
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Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis. ~ Anytime an agency publishes a
notice of proposed rule making and the rule may have a significant impact on
a substantial number of small entities, an IRFA is required. It describes the
impact of the proposed rule on small entities and includes a description of the
action, why it is necessary, the objectives and legal basis for the action, the
small entities that will be impacted by the action, and the projected reporting,
record-keeping, and other compliance requirements of the proposed rule.
Rules that duplicate, overlap, or conflict with the proposed rule are also
identified.

individual transferrable quota
joint venture processing
kilogram

meter

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act. The MSA,
sometimes known as the “Magnuson-Stevens Act,” established the 200-mile
fishery conservation zone, the regional fishery management council system,
and other provisions of U.S. marine fishery law.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

A measure of the time required for a female

reproductively-active female offspring.

to produce a

maximum fishing mortality threshold. A limit identified in the National
Standard Guidelines. A fishing mortality rate above this threshold constitutes
overfishing.

mean higher high water (level, high tide line)

In “mixed-stock complexes,” many species of fish swim together and are
caught together. This becomes a problem when some of these stocks are
healthy and some are overfished, because even a sustainable harvest of the
healthy stocks can harm the depleted stock. In order to avoid having to shut
down all fisheries to protect one particular overfished stock, the national
standard guidelines allow a “mixed-stock” exception to the “overfished”
definition. This would allow higher catches of some overfished species than
ordinarily allowed in order to avoid severe hardship to fishing communities.

Marine Mammal Protection Act. The MMPA prohibits the harvest or
harassment of marine mammals, although permits for incidental take of
marine mammals while commercial fishing may be issued subject to
regulation. (See “incidental take” for a definition of “take”.)
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MPA
MRFSS
MSA

MSST

MSY

mt
NAO
NEPA
NGO
NMFS

NOAA
NOI
NPOA
NSG
NRDC
NWR
ODFW

overfished
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marine protected area
Marine Recreational Fisheries Statistics Survey

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (see
Magnuson-Stevens Act, above).

minimum stock size threshold. A threshold biomass used to determine if a
stock is overfished. The Council proxy for MSST is B,sy,.

maximum sustainable yield. An estimate of the largest average annual catch
or yield that can be continuously taken over a long period from a stock under
prevailing ecological and environmental conditions. Since MSY is a
long-term average, it need not be specified annually, but may be reassessed
periodically based on the best scientific information available.

metric ton. 1,000 kilos or 2,204.62 pounds.
NOAA Administrative Order

National Environmental Policy Act
non-governmental organization

National Marine Fisheries Service. A division of the U.S. Department of
Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA).
NMES is responsible for conservation and management of offshore fisheries
(and inland salmon). The NMFS Regional Director is a voting member of the
Council.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Notice of Intent

National Plan of Action

National Standards Guidelines

Natural Resources Defense Council

Northwest Region

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife

Any stock or stock complex whose size is sufficiently small that a change in
management practices is required to achieve an appropriate level and rate of
rebuilding. The term generally describes any stock or stock complex
determined to be below its overfished/rebuilding threshold. The default proxy
is generally 25% of its estimated unfished biomass; however, other
scientifically valid values are also authorized.
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004

PacFIN
PDO

PEIS

Pyviax
PMCC
POP

RCA
Rebuilding

RecFIN
RFA

RGC
RIR
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ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS, GLOSSARY (continued)

Fishing at a rate or level that jeopardizes the capacity of a stock or stock
complex to produce MSY on a continuing basis. More specifically,
overfishing is defined as exceeding a maximum allowable fishing mortality
rate. For any groundfish stock or stock complex, the maximum allowable
mortality rate will be set at a level not to exceed the corresponding MSY rate
(Bypgy) or its proxy.

optimum yield. The amount of fish that will provide the greatest overall
benefit to the Nation, particularly with respect to food production and
recreational opportunities, and taking into account the protection of marine
ecosystems. The OY is developed on the basis of the MSY from the fishery,
taking into account relevant economic, social, and ecological factors. In the
case of overfished fisheries, the OY provides for rebuilding to a level that is
consistent with producing the MSY for the fishery.

Pacific Coast Fisheries Information Network

Pacific decadal oscillation

programmatic environmental impact statement

The estimated probability of reaching Ty;,x. May not be less than 50%.
Pacific Marine Conservation Council

Pacific ocean perch

Rockfish Conservation Area

Implementing management measures that increase a fish stock to its target
size.

Recreational Fishery Information Network

Regulatory Flexibility Act (see IRFA and FRFA above). The Regulatory
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601-612) requires federal agencies to consider the
effects of their regulatory actions on small businesses and other small entities
and to minimize any undue disproportionate burden.

rockfish, greenling, cabezon

Regulatory Impact Review. RIRs are prepared to determine whether a
proposed regulatory action is “major.” The RIR examines alternative
management measures and their economic impacts.

NOVEMBER 2003
xlvi



ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS, GLOSSARY (continued)

SAFE

Secretary
SFA
SSC

STAR

STAT

SWEFSC
TAC
TALFF

TMAX

TTARGET

TMIN

Uand A
USFWS
VMS
VMSC
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Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation. A SAFE document is a document
prepared by the Council that provides a summary of the most recent biological
condition of species in the fishery management unit, and the social and
economic condition of the recreational and commercial fishing industries,
including the fish processing sector. It summarizes, on a periodic basis, the
best available information concerning the past, present, and possible future
condition of the stocks and fisheries managed in the FMP.

U.S. Secretary of Commerce
Sustainable Fisheries Act (see Magnuson-Stevens Act, above).

Scientific and Statistical Committee. An advisory committee of the Council
made up of scientists and economists. The Magnuson-Stevens Act requires
that each council maintain an SSC to assist in gathering and analyzing
statistical, biological, ecological, economic, social, and other scientific
information that is relevant to the management of Council fisheries.

Stock Assessment Review Panel. A panel set up to review stock assessments
for particular fisheries. In the past there have been STAR panels for
sablefish, rockfish, squid, and other species.

Stock Assessment Team. Stock assessment authors from the National Marine
Fisheries Service fisheries science centers.

NMFS Southwest Fishery Science Center
total allowable catch
total allowable level of foreign fishing

The maximum time period to rebuild an overfished stock, according to
National Standard Guidelines. Depends on biological, environmental, and
legal/policy factors.

The target year, set by policy, for a fish stock to be completely rebuilt.

The minimum time period to rebuild an overfished stock, according to
National Standard Guidelines. Technically, this is the minimum amount of
time in which a fish stock will have a 50% chance of rebuilding if no fishing
occurs (depends on biological and environmental factors).

usual and accustomed
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
vessel monitoring system

Ad Hoc Vessel Monitoring System Committee
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WDFW Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
WwOC Washington/Oregon/California
YRCA Yelloweye Rockfish Conservation Area
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 How This Document is Organized

This document provides background information about, and analysis of, harvest specifications and
management measures for fisheries covered by the Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery Management Plan
(FMP) and developed by the Pacific Fishery Management Council (hereafter, the Council). These measures
must conform to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA), the principal
legal basis for fishery management within the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), which extends from the outer
boundary of the territorial sea to a distance of 200 nautical miles from shore. In addition to addressing MSA
mandates, this document is organized so that it contains the analyses required under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), and Executive Order (EO) 12866,
which mandates an analysis similar to the RFA. For the sake of brevity, this document is referred to as an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), although it addresses the mandates just mentioned and contains
required elements of an Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) pursuant to the RFA and a Regulatory
Impact Review (RIR) pursuant to EO 12866.

This EIS is divided into the following ten chapters:

The rest of this chapter discusses why the Council and NMFS must establish management measures for
fisheries anticipated to catch groundfish in 2004 and the process that has been used to develop these
measures. This description of purpose and need defines the need for, and goals and objectives of, the
proposed action, which also defines the scope of the subsequent analysis. Chapter 1 also describes the
scoping process by which Council and NMFS staff identified the range of alternatives and the potentially
significant environmental impacts to be analyzed in this document.

Chapter 2 outlines different alternatives the Council and NMFS considered to address the purpose and need.
One of these alternatives is chosen by the Council and NMFS as its preferred alternative, representing the
harvest specifications and management measures that could be applied in 2004. Each alternative has two
components. One is a specification of an optimum yield (OY) for each species or species complex managed
under the groundfish FMP. These OYs represent the total fishing mortality (which includes bycatch
mortality) that stocks can safely sustain. Each alternative also contains a suite of management measures that
can be periodically implemented through the management framework described in the FMP. These measures
include gear restrictions, limits on how many fish a vessel can catch in a specified time period (referred to
as trip limits), closed areas, and for recreational fisheries, bag limits, and seasons. The allocation of fishing
opportunity between fishery sectors and the states (usually expressed as percentage shares of a species’ OY)
is another important component of each alternative. The suite of management measures in each alternative
is crafted so as to constrain total fishing mortality, across all fishery sectors, to a level at or below the OY
for each identified species or species complex.

Chapter 3 describes the affected environment, or baseline environmental and social conditions as they exist
before implementation of the proposed action.

Chapter 4 assesses the predicted environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the alternatives outlined in
Chapter 2. This analysis compares and contrasts the alternatives and evaluates how the human environment
may potentially be changed by the proposed action in comparison to the baseline conditions described in
Chapter 3.
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Chapter 5 explains how these management measures are consistent with the groundfish FMP and 10 National
Standards set forth in the MSA (§301(a)) and governing plans, plan amendments, and pursuant regulations.

Chapter 6 describes how this EIS addresses relevant laws and EOs, other than the MSA. As appropriate, it
also includes additional elements and determinations required by these mandates.

Chapters 7 and 8 provide background information on the staff who prepared this document and its
distribution to other agencies and interested parties. Chapter 9 is the bibliography.

Chapter 10 reproduces comments received on the draft EIS and the responses to those comments.
1.2  Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action

The proposed action falls within the management framework described in the groundfish FMP, which
enumerates 18 objectives that management measures must satisfy (organized under three broad goals),
describes more specific criteria for determining the level of harvest that will provide the greatest overall
benefit to the Nation (defined as optimum yield), and authorizes the range and type of measures that may be
used to achieve optimum yield. The management regime described in the groundfish FMP is itself consistent
with 10 National Standards described in the MSA. Harvest specifications (OY's) and management measures
must be consistent with the goals, objectives, and management framework described in the groundfish FMP.

1.21 The Proposed Action

The Council’s/NMFS' proposed action, evaluated in this document, is to specify acceptable biological catch
(ABC) and OY values for species and species complexes in the fishery management unit and establish
management measures to constrain total fishing mortality to these specifications. These specifications and
management measures will be established for calendar year 2004, although they are considered within the
context of past management and long-term sustainability of managed fish stocks. Harvest specifications for
2004 include new harvest levels for species with the new stock assessments and re-established harvest levels
for species with stock assessments completed in prior years. Long-term management programs, such as
capacity reduction programs, are not developed as part of the annual management process, but in separate
Council deliberations which are outside the scope of this EIS. Management measures may be modified in
2004, so total fishing mortality is at the OYs identified in the preferred alternative. The environmental
impact of any such changes in management measures is expected to fall within the range of impacts evaluated
in this EIS. Federally-managed Pacific groundfish fisheries occurring off the coasts of Washington, Oregon,
and California (WOC) establish the geographic context for the proposed action.

1.2.2 Need (Problems for Resolution)

The proposed action is needed to constrain commercial and recreational harvests in 2004 to levels that will
ensure groundfish stocks are maintained at, or restored to, sizes and structures that will produce the highest
net benefit to the nation, while balancing environmental and social values.

1.2.3 Purpose of the Proposed Action

The purpose of this action is to ensure Pacific Coast groundfish subject to federal management are harvested
at OY during 2004 and in a manner consistent with the aforementioned groundfish FMP and National
Standards Guidelines (50 CFR 600 Subpart D), using routine management tools available to the
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specifications and management measures process (FMP at 6.2.1, 50 CFR 660.323(b)). Chapter 5 of this EIS
describes how the proposed action (preferred alternative) is consistent with the FMP and MSA.

1.3  Background

1.3.1 Background to Purpose and Need

Marine fish are “common pool” resources with access and use stemming from the public trust doctrine. It
is difficult to exclude people from using a common pool resource, because of the physical characteristics of
these resources (Ostrom 1990). (Fish are a relatively mobile, “fugitive” resource, making it impossible for
any one individual to precisely know their location or control their distribution.) A fish stock is also
“subtractable,” meaning that exploitation by any one person diminishes the total amount available to others.
Under the common law public trust doctrine, resources in ocean areas under U.S. jurisdiction are believed
to be held in trust by government to satisfy a broadly-defined public interest (Committee to Review
Individual Fishing Quotas 1999). This doctrine also makes a legally defensible exclusive property right to
fishery resources difficult or impossible (at least before fish are harvested). The MSA, originally enacted
in 1976 as part of the extension of jurisdiction to the 200-mile EEZ (and most recently amended in 1996),
establishes the goals, standards, responsibilities, and processes needed to address the characteristics of the
fishery resource. A paramount purpose is to “conserve and manage the fishery resources found off the coasts
of the United States” (§2(b)(1)). This Act delegates management responsibility to the U.S. Secretary of
Commerce (Secretary) who, with the aid of eight regional fishery management councils and through the
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), implements measures to ensure the conservation and
management goals of the MSA and fulfills the trust responsibility. Councils develop FMPs describing how
particular species and fisheries will be managed. The Pacific Fishery Management Council was assigned
stewardship responsibilities for the fish resources in the EEZ off the Pacific Coast (see Figure 1.3.1-1) and
first approved the groundfish FMP in 1982.”

Chapter 6 in the groundfish FMP describes the management measures the Council may recommend NMFS
use and the process of establishing and adjusting such measures. Various biological reference points and
information on fishery performance are used to determine, on an annual basis, the OY for particular species
or species groups (see Section 3.2. for a description of these reference points). The groundfish FMP also
describes “points of concern” and socioeconomic frameworks, which help managers determine whether and
what types of management measures are needed. Section 6.2 of the groundfish FMP describes the
deliberative process the Council must follow and the parallel process NMFS uses to translate Council
recommendations into regulations. NEPA-mandated environmental impact assessment is a central
component of this process. (Due to recent litigation, Natural Resources Defense Council v. Evans discussed
in Section 1.3.3, the current process differs somewhat from what is described in the groundfish FMP. The
NEPA analysis has gained greater prominence, and there is more opportunity for public notice and comment
during rulemaking.)

7/ The groundfish FMP has been amended 15 times to date.
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2004 GF Specifications EIS

NOVEMBER 2003

C:\Documents and Settings\Mary\My Documents\KERRY\!Spex\Good Master 2004 GF Spex Dec9_03.wpd

1-4



1.3.2 Background to Groundfish Management and the Annual
Specifications Process

The groundfish FMP lists three overall goals to guide the management process:

1. Conservation - prevent overfishing by managing for appropriate harvest levels and prevent any net loss
of habitat of living marine resources.

2. Economics - maximize the value of the groundfish resource as a whole.

3. Utilization - achieve the maximum biological yield of the overall groundfish fishery, promote year-round
availability of quality seafood to the consumer, and promote recreational fishing opportunities.

A variety of management measures have been employed to achieve these goals, including gear restrictions,
a license limitation program, time/area closures, the specification of OY's or other harvest limitations for
some species, seasons, and trip/cumulative landing limits, which are limitations on the amount of certain
species that may be caught, retained, and landed by any vessel. The groundfish FMP allows harvest
guidelines and quotas to be re-specified on a periodic basis. Harvest guidelines are specified numerical
harvest objectives which are treated as targets but not absolute limitations. Therefore, a fishery does nothhave
to be closed if its harvest guideline is reached, although the Council and NMFS may choose to do so. All
recent numerical harvest specifications, including OY values, have been harvest guidelines. A quota is
defined as a specified numerical harvest objective, the attainment (or expected attainment) of which causes
closure of the fishery for that species or species group. The main use of harvest guidelines and quotas
recently has been to designate allocations and sub-components of a specified OY.

In accordance with the groundfish FMP, since 1990 the Council has annually set Pacific Coast groundfish
harvest specifications (acceptable and sustainable harvest amounts) and management measures designed to
achieve those harvest specifications. Of the more than 80 groundfish species managed under the FMP, only
about 20 are assessed for stock size and status on a regular basis.®” As a general principal, assessments are
scheduled for stocks on a three-year ro