AGENDA C-8

DECEMBER 2001
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke 2 HOURS
Executive Director
DATE: November 28, 2001

SUBJECT: Draft Programmatic Groundfish SEIS

ACTION REQUIRED

Receive status report from NMFS and NOAA General Counsel.

BACKGROUND

In October, we received a status report from Steve Davis, SEIS Team Leader, on the team’s review and
synthesis of public comments received on the draft programmatic SEIS. The team expected to complete its
review and have a written report ready at this meeting. This work was completed and a copy of the Draft
Comment Analysis Report (CAR) is included in your supplemental folder. Also in October, the Council
requested that a letter (item C-8(a)) be sent to Secretary Evans expressing the Council’s desire to be a full
partner in developing the preferred alternative and finalizing the DSEIS. We also wanted a briefing from
NOAA GC on any settlement talks and whether we could be involved.

Though we have not received a formal response to our letter, NMFS recently published a Notice of Intent
(item C-8(b)) to revise the DSEIS in 2002 and 2003. It will be restructured from “...single-focus alternatives
to more comprehensive, multiple-component alternatives.” NMFS will work with the Council and
stakeholders in restructuring the document and the alternatives. At this meeting, NMFS will present a
preliminary framework within which restructured alternatives will be developed. It is unclear in the FR
notice of intent exactly when the Council will be expected to choose a preferred alternative. If possible, the
timing of that decision should be clarified by NMFS.

Our newly reconstituted Ecosystems Committee (item C-8(c)), chaired by Dr. Fluharty, will play amajorrole
in advising the Council on how to move toward ecosystem-based management and restructured and preferred
alternatives. The Committee will hold a brief organizational meeting at lunch time, probably on Thursday,
December 6™. Their main work will commence early next year.



AGENDA C-8(a)
DECEMBER 2001

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4th Avenue, Suile 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

David Benton, Chairman :
Clarence Pautzke, Executive Direclor

Telephone: (807) 271-2809 Fax: (807) 271-2817

October 10, 2001

The Honorable Donald Evans
U.S. Secretary of Commerce
Herbert C. Hoover Building
14th & Constitution Avenue NW
Washington, DC 20230 '

Dear Secretary Evans:

At its meeting last week the North Pacific Fishery Management Council received a status report on
development of the draft Alaska Groundfish Fisheries programmatic supplemental environmental impact
statement (DSEIS). NMFS described the issues identified in the 21,000+ comments received during the 150-
day comment period, and indicated that in the near future they would be addressing various policy and legal
issues concerning the adequucy of the alternatives, development of a preferred alternative, and how to
proceed toward a final SEIS and record of decision by next summer.

The Council wants to be a full partner with NMFS in developing the preferred alternative and finalizing the
DSEIS.. We would like to be involved in any settlement discussions with the plaintiffs, and barring that, at
least informed, in closed session if necessary, about the substance and content of settlement talks. At our
upcoming December 5-10, 2001 meeting, we request a report from NOAA General Counsel regarding
settlement discussions. At our February 6-11, 2002 meeting, we request a more detailed summary of issues
raised in the comments, and then will proceed with crafting a preferred alternative. Later we intend 1o
develop more specific alternatives to amend our groundfish fishery management plans and regulations as
deemed necessary.

The Council has worked very closely with NMFS in developing protective measures for Steller sea lions over
this past eight months and deeply appreciate the efforts of NMFS to develop the biological opinion and SEIS
for these protective measures. Dr. Hogarth made an excellent decision to include us in review of the draft
biological opinion and we think the resulting product was well worth the time and effort everyone invested

init. We seek your support for our continued close working relationship with NMFES on further development
of the groundfish DSEIS.

N

cc:  Dr. William Hogarth
Dr. James Balsiger
Craig O’Connor
Mariam McCall
Lisa Lindemann

Scerely,

avid Benton
Chairman

GA\WPAWPFILES\CORR\SOC-SE!1510-01.frm



-~

59228

AGENDA C-8(b)
DECEMBER 2001

Federal Register/Vol. 66, No. 228/ Tuesday, November 27, 2001 /Proposed Rules

Imeasures were necessary to meet certain
statutory deadlines in the AFA while
the comprehensive suite of permanent.
management measures under '
Amendments 61/61/13/8 continued to
undergo development, revision, and
analysis by the Council and NMFS. The
first emergency interim rule set out
permit requirements for AFA vessels,
processors, and cooperatives (65 FR 380,
January 5, 2000; extended at 65 FR
39107, June 23, 2000). The second
emergency interim rule established
sector allocations, cooperative
regulations, sideboards, and catch
monitoring requirements for the AFA
fleets (65 FR 4520, January 28, 2000;
extended at 65 FR 39107, June 23,
2000).

February 2000. At its February 2000
meeting in Anchorage, AK the Council
reviewed its revised analysis of
groundfish processing sideboards and
excessive share processing caps and
requested analysis of several additional
issues with the stated intent that the
analysis would be reviewed again in
June 2000. The Council postponed
action on proposed changes to the
structure of the inshore cooperative
program and independent catcher vessel
proposal until June 2000. Finally, at that
meeting, the Council and NMFS
decided it would be appropriate to
expand the environmental assessment
prepared for Amendments 61/61/13/8
into an EIS given the magnitude of the
proposed management program to
implement the AFA.

pril 2000. At its April 2000 meeting
in Anchorage, AK the Council received
extensive testimony from industry on
several elements of Amendments 61/61/
13/8. Catcher vessel owners requested
that the Council consider revising
several of its recommendations related
to catcher vessel sideboards, retirement
of vessels, and the formula for
calculating inshore cooperative
allocations. The Council requested
preparation of a supplemental analysis
of these issues for consideration in June
2000. The Council also received
testimony from crab fishermen who
opposed the crab processing caps
implemented in 2000 through an
emergency interim rule. The Council
announced its intent to examine
alternatives for crab processing caps at
its June 2000 meeting with final action
on any changes scheduled for
September 2000. In addition, the April
Council meeting was used as a scoping
meeting to solicit input from the public
on issues and alternatives that should be
addressed in the EIS under preparation
for Amendments 61/61/13/8.

June 2000. At its June 2000 meeting
in Portland, OR the Council reviewed its

analysis of proposed structural changes
to the inshore cooperative program

" “including the independent catcher

vessel proposal. The Council did not
adopt changes promoted by
independent catcher vessel owners that
would have allowed greater flexibility
in choosing which cooperative a vessel
could join. Instead, the Council
recommended two changes related to
retirement of vessels and allocation
formulas that would supersede the
measures set out in the AFA. These
changes were incorporated as revisions
to Amendments 61/61/13/8. The
Council also examined the issue of
groundfish processing sideboards and
excessive processing share caps and
voted to release its analysis for public
review with intent to take final action
on these measures at its October 2000
meeting. The Council’s original intent
was to include groundfish processing
sideboards and excessive processing
share caps in Amendments 61/61/13/8.
However, due to the extensive
additional analysis required for these
two issues, the Council decided to
address these issues on a separate
timetable with a separate analysis.

September 2000. At its September
2000 meeting in Anchorage, AK the
Council examined proposed changes to
crab processing sideboard limits and
recommended that the 1995-1997
formula used to calculate crab
processing caps under the AFA be
revised by adding 1998 processing
history and giving it double-weight. In
other words, 1995-1998 would be used
to determine crab processing history
with the 1998 year counting twice. The
purpose of this change was to give
greater emphasis to recent processing
history in consideration of changes to
the crab processing industry that have
occurred since 1995.

October 2000. At its October 2000
meeting in Sitka, AK the Council
considered the issues of BSAI pollock
excessive processing share limits and
groundfish processing sideboard limits.
The Council adopted a 30-percent
excessive processing share limit for
BSAI pollock that would be applied
using the same 10 percent entity rules
set out in the AFA to define AFA
entities for the purpose of the 17.5
percent excessive harvesting share limit
contained in the AFA. This action
represents the Council’s final revision to
Amendments 61/61/13/8 before official
submission of the Amendments to the
Secretary of Commerce for review and
approval. With respect to non-pollock
groundfish processing sideboards, the
Council took no action. The Council
believed that placing non-pollock
groundfish processing limits on AFA

processors could have negative effects
on markets for both AFA and non-AFA
catcher vessels. In addition, the Council
concluded that its suite of harvesting
sideboard restrictions on AFA catcher
vessels and catcher/processors also
serve to protect non-AFA processors in
the BSAI, which are primarily non-AFA
catcher/processors. Instead of imposing
non-pollock processing limits on AFA
processors, the Council indicated its
intent to explore revisions to its
Improved Retention/Improved
Utilization program set out at 50 CFR
679.27. Testimony from non-AFA
processors indicated that such changes
could be a more effective means of
providing a more level playing field for
non-AFA catcher/processors.

Public comments are being solicited
on Amendments 61/61/13/8 through the
end of the comment period specified in
this document. A proposed rule that
would implement Amendments 61/61/
13/8 may be published in the Federal
Register for public comment following
evaluation by NMFS under the
Magnuson-Stevens Act procedures. All
comments received by the end of the
comment period specified in this
document, whether specifically directed
to Amendments 61/61/13/8 or to the
proposed rule, will be considered in the
decision to approve, disapprove, or
partially approve Amendments 61/61/
13/8.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
Dated: November 20, 2001.
Jon Kurland,

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 01-29496 Filed 11-26-01; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 3510-22-S

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 679
[1.D. 053001D]

Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands Area and the Gulf
of Alaska

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of intent to revise the
Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Draft
Programmatic Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

SUMMARY: NMFS announces its intent to
revise the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries
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draft Programmatic SEIS. After
reviewing more than 21,000 comment
letters received on the draft
Programmatic SEIS, NMFS has
determined that revisions to the draft
Programmatic SEIS are appropriate and
necessary. NMFS has also determined
that these revisions will require the
release of a revised draft Programmatic
SEIS. Based on these decisions, NMFS
announces a new date for the
completion of the Programmatic SEIS
and issuance of the Record of Decision
based thereon.

DATES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
for the dates concerning completion of
the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries
Programmatic SEIS. The December 2001
North Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council) meeting will be held
December 5 through 10, 2001.
Additional information concerning the
agenda for the Council’s December 2001
meeting can be found at http://
www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmec.

ADDRESSES: The December 2001 North
Pacific Fishery Management Council
meeting will be held at the Hilton Hotel,
Anchorage, AK.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven K. Davis, Programmatic SEIS
Coordinator, Anchorage, Alaska, (907)
271-3523.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
January 26, 2001, NMFS released a draft
of the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries
Programmatic SEIS for a 90-day public
review and comment period. As a result
of NMFS granting requests by the
interested public for two extensions of
the public comment period, the
comment period for the draft
Programmatic SEIS ran for a total of 180
days and ended on July 25, 2001. As a
result of this extended public comment
period and the voluminous public
comments received therein, NMFS
determined that it would issue a final
Programmatic SEIS for the Alaska
groundfish fisheries during the summer
of 2002 and a Record of Decision shortly
thereafter.

NMFS received 21,361 letters
commenting on the draft Programmatic
SEIS during the comment period.
Comments on the draft Pro atic
SEIS were received from all 50 States,
as well as the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico. Citizens from 28 foreign

countries also provided comments.
Within these 21,361 letters, NMFS

" identified 4,044 substantive comments.

Based on its review and preliminary
analysis of the comments received on
the draft Programmatic SEIS, NMFS has
made several decisions concerning the
draft Programmatic SEIS. First, NMFS
has determined that the draft
Programmatic SEIS should be revised to
include additional analyses concerning
environmental, economic and
cumulative impacts. Second, NMFS has
determined that the alternatives
contained in the draft Programmatic
SEIS should be restructured, shifting
from single-focus alternatives to more
comprehensive, multiple-component
alternatives. Third, NMFS has
determined that the draft Programmatic
SEIS should be edited to evaluate more
concisely the proposed action. The
revisions to the Programmatic SEIS will
build from the information and analyses
contained in the January 26, 2001, draft
Programmatic SEIS. Given its decisions,
NMFS has determined that it will
release a revised draft Programmatic
SEIS for public review and comment
before issuing the final Programmatic
SEIS.

General Process and Dates for
Completion of the Programmatic SEIS

Given the determinations described
above, NMFS has decided thata
modification to the current schedule for
completion of the Programmatic SEIS is
appropriate and necessary. The
following dates reflect the amount of
time that NMFS has determined will be
needed to complete the additional
analyses and editing of the draft
Programmatic SEIS, and to allow for
adequate public review and comment
on the revised draft Programmatic SEIS,
including the restructured alternatives.
NMFS will seek assistance and input
from the Council and the public in

developing the restructured alternatives.

It will consider, among other things,
several restructured alternatives in the
revised draft Programmatic SEIS,
including alternatives that were
suggested or proposed in comments
received on the January 2001 draft
Programmatic SEIS and that are
developed in conjunction and
cooperation with the Council and/or the
public.

December 2001 North Pacific Fishery
Management Council Meeting

NMFS will present the Council and
the public with a preliminary template
that describes the framework within
which restructured alternatives will be
developed.

January Through August 2002

From January through August 2002,
NMFS will prepare the revised draft
Programmatic SEIS. NMFS will prepare
additional analyses concerning
environmental, economic and
cumulative impacts, restructure the
alternatives and prepare an analysis of
the effects of those alternatives on the
human environment, and edit the
Programmatic SEIS to evaluate more
concisely the proposed action. As noted
above, NMFS will seek assistance and
input from the Council and the public
in developing the restructured
alternatives.

September Through December 2002

From September through December
2002, NMFS will issue a revised draft
Programmatic SEIS for a public review
and comment period.

January Through August 2003

From January through August 2003,
NMFS will prepare the final
Programmatic SEIS. NMFS will review
and consider public comments received
on the revised draft Programmatic SEIS
and will present a summary of those
comments to the Council and the
public.

September 2003

NMFS will issue a final Programmatic
SEIS and allow a 30-day public
comment period on the final
Programmatic SEIS.

No later than December 31, 2003

NMFS will issue a Record of Decision
on the Programmatic SEIS.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
Dated: November 20, 2001.
Jon Kurland,

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 01-29497 Filed 11-26-01; 8:45 am])
BILLING CODE 3510-22-S

-



Ecosystem Committee

Dave Fluharty, Chairman
School of Marine Affairs
University of Washington
3707 Brooklyn N.E.
Seattle, WA 98105-6715
(206) 685-2518

FAX: (206) 543-1417
fluharty @u.washington.edu

Stosh Anderson

P.O. Box 310

Kodiak, AK 99615
(907) 486-3673

FAX: (907) 486-4938
stosh_a@hotmail.com

Dorothy Childers

Alaska Marine Conservation Council
P.O. Box 101145
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Tony_DeGange @FWS.gov

Dan Falvey
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DanKathy @ak.net
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George Hunt, Jr.

School of Biological Sciences
University of California, Irvine
Irvine, CA 92717-2525

(949) 824-6322

FAX: (949) 824-2181

glhunt @uci.edu

Patricia Livingston

Alaska Fisheries Science Center
7600 Sand Point Way NE, Building 4
Bin C15700

Seattle, WA 98115

(206) 526-4242

Pat.Livingston @noaa.gov

Donna Parker

81 Big Bear PI NW
Issaquah, WA 98027-3026
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FAX: (206) 547-3165
dparker @arcticstorm.com

Staff Support/Agency Liaison

David Witherell
Doug Eggers
Steve Davis
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Explanation of Matrix

What are the FMP components?

Building from the current draft PSEIS, we have currently identified 6 integral and major
components upon which the subject FMPs are based. These 6 components are listed in the far left
column of the matrix. There may be other components not currently listed that could be added (such as
a component addressing monitoring issues like observer requirements, recordkeeping and reporting
requirements, etc.). Conversely, currently combined components could be broken out into separate
components (such as prohibited species from other non-targets). Additionally, we have added the term
“ecosystem” with the habitat component mainly, at this time, to assure the Council and the public that
we received many comments about integrating ecosystem concerns into the fisheries management
process and recognize that we need to address those comments, either on a component level or in
some other fashion. We anticipate and expect that this column will be further developed based on a
combination of NMFS, Council and public input.

What are the management tools?

In order to adequately manage an FMP component, several major management tools may be
used. Again, building from the current draft PSEIS, we have identified those major FMP management
tools set forth in the draft PSEIS. The management tools are listed in the second column from the left
of the matrix. For example, in Alternative 3 in the draft PSEIS (Increase Protection to Target Species),
three major management tools were identified: (1) TAC setting, (2) spatial and temporal closures, and
(3) gear restrictions. Therefore, those management tools were listed across from the FMP component
for Target Species. We recognize that there may be other tools not currently listed and again we
anticipate and expect that this column will be further developed based on a combination of NMFS,
Council and public input.

How do we craft comprehensive, multiple component alternatives?

A. In order to craft comprehensive, multiple component alternatives that will fit the action
as well as be comparable to the status quo, each alternative to the status quo must have
an approach to each management tool dealing with each major component of an FMP.

B. In addition to the FMP components and management tools listed in the matrix, there are
5 concepts presented in the matrix that will guide the agency, the Council and the public
in the restructure of the alternatives from single focus to comprehensive, multiple
component alternatives.
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Concept #1 — Continuum of Alternatives
NEPA requires that an adequate range of reasonable alternatives be examined in an EIS. Concept il

is a broad, overarching concept, and it is included to make sure that there will be an adequate rangeof
reasonable alternatives examined in the Programmatic SEIS. Concept #1 is presented in the top rov of
the matrix and is entitled “Management Approach Continuum.” In the context of alternatives for tle
Programmatic SEIS, one end of the continuum represents a fishery management scenario where fisling
constraints are minimized consistent with the statutory goals described in Concept #2 (far left-handside
of continuum). The other end of the continuum represents a fishery management scenario where fithing
impacts are minimized consistent with the statutory goals described in Concept #2 (far right-hand sde

of continuum).

Placement of this concept in the top row serves several purposes. First, the continuum acts as a
reminder to ensure that there are alternatives that represent each end the continuum. Second, the
continuum serves as a way to make sure that additional alternatives are spread out along this contimaum
and are not clustered together or clustered at one end of the continuum. Third, the continuum faciliates
the development and use of the comprehensive, multi-component alternatives concept as describedin

the Federal Register notice.

Concept #2 — Statutory Requirements ' m
Fisheries management under approved FMPs must conform to those reqmrements contained in

applicable law, such as the Magnuson-Stevens Act and the Endangered Species Act. These statutory
requirements must be considered and followed when developing FMPs or FMP amendments.

Therefore, each alternative contained in the next version of the PSEIS should be consistent with these
statutory requirements. For example, the alternative that ultimately represents the fishery management
scenario where fishing constraints are minimized must still avoid overfishing a target species or species
group. This draft matrix identifies the need for consistency with statutory requirements but we haven’t

had a chance to fill in those requirements.

While NEPA regulations allow the consideration of reasonable alternatives not within the Council’s or
NMEFS’s jurisdiction (40 CFR 1502.14(c)), inclusion of a list or column of statutory requirements
provides a reminder of the requirements within which alternatives should be developed, thereby
reinforcing the reasonableness of the alternatives developed. It also serves to separate the Statutory
Requirements (with which the alternatives should be consistent) from the Management Objectives (see

Concept #4).



Concept #3 — Alternative Themes
Concept #3 is expressed in the second row under the Management Approach Continuum. The inteat

of this concept is to express the overall, or operational, theme of the alternative. For example, the
operational theme represented by Alternative #1 in the draft matrix is to “Obtain the Maximum
Economic Return from Fisheries.” An operational theme should be reflected in the Management
Objectives for each management tool under an alternative (see discussion under Concept #4).
Additionally, as can be seen under Alternative #2, status quo will be an alternative, the operational
theme of which has not yet been displayed in the matrix.

At this time, there are columns for four alternatives but four is not a magic number. As represented with
the X in Alternative 4, more Alternatives may be added to the matrix. To keep the draft matrix to a
single page for ease of discussion, there was only room for four Alternatives columns.

Concept #4 — Management Objectives

An example of Concept #4 is contained in the Target Species Component and the TAC Setting tool
row. Management objectives articulate the policy goal or objective for each management tool within
each FMP component and should be consistent with the Alternative Theme. Using the TAC setting
tool for the Target Species component as an example, the Management Objective for setting TACs
under Alternative #1 (Obtain the maximum economic return from Fisheries) may be to maximize the
TACs of target species without overfishing target species. The Management Objective, along withthe
Alternative Theme, represent the decision point for decisionmakers and will be the direction for future
fisheries management contained in the Record of Decision. A Management Objective is distinct from
the Hypothetical Management Measures (see Concept #5). '

Concept #5 — Hypothetical or Model Management Measures

Given the above description for Concept #4, Concept #5 is one possible or hypothetical means of
achieving the Management Objective. Using again the TAC setting tool for the Target Species
component, if the Management Objective for setting TACs is to maximize the TAC:s of target species
without overfishing target species TACs, one possible way to implement that Management Objective
would be to eliminate the OY cap and set TACs for each species or species group equal to the
overfishing level. Distinct from Concept #4, the Hypothetical Management Measure(s) is for analytical
purposes only and is not binding on decisionmakers. If Alternative #1 is ultimately selected as the
preferred alternative and contained in the Record of Decision, the Council and NMFS would pursue
changes to the BSAI and GOA FMPs consistent with the operational theme of Alternative #1 as well

as the Management Objectives listed under the Alternative. Subsequent analyses to implement this
change in direction would examine reasonable alternatives, likely including an alternative that eliminates
the OY cap and setting TACs at the overfishing levels as well as other alternatives consistent with the
change in direction adopted in the PSEIS.
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draft Programmatic SEIS. After
reviewing more than 21,000 comment
letters received on the draft
Programmatic SEIS, NMFS has
determined that revisions to the draft
Programmatic SEIS are appropriate and
necessary. NMFS has also determined
that these revisions will require the
release of a revised draft Programmatic
SEIS. Based on these decisions, NMFS
announces a new date for the
completion of the Programmatic SEIS:
and issuance of the Record of Decision
based thereon.

DATES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
for the dates concerning completion of
the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries
Programmatic SEIS. The December 2001
North Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council) meeting will be held
December 5 through 10, 2001,

Additional information concerning the -

agenda for the Council’s December 2001
meeting can be found at http://
www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfme.

ADDRESSES: The December 2001 North
Pacific Fishery Management Council

-meeting will be held at the Hilton Hotel,

Anchorage, AK.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT.
Steven K. Davis, Programmatic SEIS
Coordinator, Anchorage, Alaska, (907)

- 271-3523.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
January 26, 2001, NMFS released a draft
of the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries.-
Programmatic SEIS for a 90-day public
review and comment period. As a result
of NMFS granting requests by the
interested public for two extensions of
the public comment period, the -
comment period for the draft
Programmatic SEIS ran for a total of 180
days and ended on July 25, 2001. As a
result of this extended public comment
period and the voluminous public
comments received therein, NMFS
determined that it would issue a final
Programmatic SEIS for the Alaska
groundfish fisheries during the summer-
of 2002 and a Record of Decision shortly
thereafter.

NMFS recewed 21,361 letters
commenting on the draft Programmatic
SEIS during the comment period.
Comments on the draft Programmatic
SEIS were received from all 50 States,
as well as the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico. Citizens from 28 foreign

countries also provided comments,
Within these 21,361 letters, NMFS
identified 4,044 substantive comments.
Based on its review and preliminary
analysis of the comments received on-
the draft Programmatic SEIS, NMFS has
made several decisions concerning the
draft Programmatic SEIS. First, NMFS
has determined that the draft .
Programmatic SEIS should be revised to

-include additional analyses concerning

environmental, economic and
cumulative impacts. Second, NMFS has.
determined that the alternatives:
contained in the draft Programmatic.
SEIS should be restructured, shifting
from single-focus alternatives to more
comprehensive, multiple-component
alternatives. Third, NMFS has
determined that the draft Programmatic
SEIS should be edited to evaluate more
concxsely the proposed action. The
revisions to the Programmatic SEIS will
build from the information andanalyses
contained in the January 26, 2001, draft
Programmatic SEIS. Given its decxsmns.
NMFS has determined that it will” -
release arevised draft Programmahc
SEIS for public review and comment
before issuing the final Programmatic '
SEIS.

General Process and Dates for . )
Completion of the Programmatic SEIS.
Given the determinations described
above, NMFS has decided thata - -
modification to the current schedule for
comp]etlon of the Programmatic SEIS is
appropriate and necessary. The -
following dates reflect the amount of
time that NMFS has determined will be
needed to complete the additional *
analyses and editing of the draft .
Programmatic SEIS, and to allow for
adequate public review and comment.

on the revised draft Programmatic SEIS,
including the restructured alternatives.
‘NMFS will seek assistance and input

from the Council and the public in

developing the restructured alternatives.

It will consider, among other t}nngs.
several restructured alternatives in the
revised draft Programmatic SEIS, .
including alternatives that were
suggested or proposed in comments
received on the January 2001 draft -

-Programmatic SEIS and that are

developed in conjunction and
cooperation with the Council and/or the
public.

Sep tember 2003

December 2001 North Pac:ﬁc Fi
Managem ent Coun cil Meetmg

NMFS will presént the Concil and
the public with d preliminary template -
that describes the framework within  °

~ which restructured allematwes Wlll be

developed.” ;
January Thmugh August 2002

From January through Augnst 2002,
NMFS will prepare the revised draft
Programmatic SEIS: NMFS will prapara
additional analyses concermng
environmental, economic and . .-
cumulative impacts, restructure the
alternatives and prepare an analysis of
the effects of those alternatives on the"’
human environment, and edit tha
Programmatic SEIS to evaluate more
concisely the proposed action, As noted -
above, NMFS. wzlfseek assistance and
input from the Council and the pubhc
in developing the restmctured
altematweq i,

& September Thmugh December 2002

: I’-’rom September tln-ough December
2002, NMFS: will'issue a revised draﬂ: o
Programmiatic SEIS for.a pubhc I‘GVIBW Fe

“and comment period. .

Ianuary Through August 2003 .
From January throhgh August 2003, + )

 NMFS,will preparé the final

Programmatic SEIS: NMFS will 7 mvxaw '
and consider pubhc comients received .-
on the revised draft Programmahc SEI8..
and will present a summary of those:
comments to tha Councxl and th :
public, .

NMFS will issue a ﬁnal Programmahc -
SEIS and allgw a 30—;!ay pub}xc
comment penod on th
Programmanc SEIS.

No later than December 31 2003 s

NMFS will i issuea Record of De
on the Programmatiu SP.Z[S s
Autliority: 16 us.c. 1801 et seq.
Dated Novemher 20, 200‘1
}on Kurland, -

Actmg Djrecfor. Oﬁ' ce of S Sustamab!e ;
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 01-29497 Fﬂad 11—25—01 8: 45 am]
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AGENDA C-8
DECEMBER 2001
Groundfish
Programmatic
SEIS

GROUNDFISH
FISHERIES

Draft Programmatic Supplemental

Environmental Impact Statement ;
Notice of Intent to Revise - S

December 2001

NM_FS*has-determined revisions
to the draft programmatic SEIS
_ are appropriate and necessary

m Revisions will require release of a revised
draft Programmatic SEIS for public review
and comment

m Revisions will be in three areas

== Handout: copy of Nov. 27, 2001,
Federal Register pages 59228-59229




Revisions will be in three areas:

- m 1. Additional analyses concerning
environmental, economic and cumulative
impacts

m 2. Alternatives should be restructured
shifting from single-focus to multiple-
component

m 3. The SEIS shall be edited to evaluate
more concisely the proposed action.

Assistance and Input from the

NPFMC and the public will be
sought in developing the
restructured alternatives

m Several restructured alternatives will be
considered.Alternatives suggested or
proposed in comments received on the draft
will be considered.

m Alternatives developed in conjunction and
cooperation with the Council and/or the
public will be considered

[§]



STEPS IN THE NEPA-EIS PROCESS

Federal Nutier of lateat (NOI) ta
Prepere Frogrammutic SELS
Outober 1, 1999

Seoping
Scuping Peried Ocmber | - December 15, 19900
Scoping Report Lasued - March 27, 2000

Draft SEIS liswed
Draft F15 is published and made
available for a 150-day public seview
January 26 - July 28,2091

YOU ARE HERE

TFublic Cament Review and Syntheshs
Ongoing

I Legal / Policy Declilons Made

Concernlag Next Step

o
CPTION A OPTION B
Respoad to i Respond 1o
Comments / Revise Comments ; Revise
SEIS Drafi SEIN
Council/ NMFS Cousell / NMES
Sebect Preferred Select Preferred
Alternative i Aliernative
J
Isvuc Final SEIS Tmac Sccund Draft SEIS
Avnilable for mumimm Availabic for mpeman |
-ty publicTevier 45day public roview :
Repeat und follow steps |
4,5 6atoRa i
Record of Declsion

Public sicrnenis of agency decisons

Timelin_e: — Estimated Dates

B Dec 2001 — Pr ehmmary template of restructured
¢ alternatives

m Jan-Aug 2002 — Prepare rev1sed draft
Programmatlc

m Sept-Dec 2002 — Public review and comment
- period of Revised Draft.

m Jan-Aug 2003 — Review and consider public
‘comments. Summarize public comments.

m Sept 2003 — Issue Final Programmatic SEIS

m Dec 31, 2003 — Sign Record of Decision.
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/
measures were necessary to mget certain
statutory deadlines in the AFA while
the comprehensive suite of germanent
management measures undgr
Amendments 61/61/13/8 gontinued to
undergo development, refi
analysis by the Council
first emergency interi
permit requirements fér AFA vessels,
processors, and coopgratives (65 FR 380,
January 5, 2000; ext¢énded at 65 FR
39107, June 23, 20§0). The second
emergency interird rule established
sector allocationg, cooperative
regulations, sid oards, and catch
monitoring reghirements for the AFA
fleets (65 FR 4520, January 28, 2000;
extended at g5 FR 39107, June 23,
2000).

February 2000. At its February 2000
meeting iff Anchorage, AK the Counc;j
reviewed/ its revised analysis of
groundfish processing sideboards a
excessjve share processing caps a
requefted analysis of several addj
issugs with the stated intent that the
analysis would be reviewed ags
Jugfe 2000. The Council postpofied
agtion on proposed changes t¢/the
cture of the inshore coopfrative
program and independent catcher vessel
proposal until June 2000. Binally, at that
meeting, the Council and
decided it would be appy
expand the environmenfal assessment
prepared for Amendmg¢nts 61/61/13/8
into an EIS given the yhagnitude of the
proposed managemefit program to
implement the AFA/

April 2000. At itf April 2000 meeting
in Anchorage, AK/the Council received
extensive testimgny from industry on
several elements of Amendments 61/61/
13/8. Catcher yessel owners requested
il consider revising
several of ityrecommendations related

and the formula for

ing inshore cooperative
allocatighs. The Council requested
preparation of a supplemental analysis
s issues for consideration ix

oppfosed the crab processing caps
plemented in 2000 through A
efnergency interim rule. The ¢
fnnounced its intent to exanfine

its June 2000 meeting witl/final action
on any changes scheduleg for
September 2000. In addifion, the April
Council meeting was uged as a scoping
meeting to solicit inpyt from the public
on issues and alternajives that should be
addressed in the EI§under preparation
for Amendments 67/61/13/8.

June 2000. At it June 2000 meeting
in Portland, OR the Council reviewed its

analysis of progosed structural changes

- to the inshore fooperative program

including thefindependent catcher
vessel propgéal. The Council did not
adopt changes promoted by
independent catcher vessel owners thdt
would hafe allowed greater flexibility
in choosfng which cooperative a vessel
could jgin. Instead, the Council

formfulas that would supersede
meAsures set out in the AFA.
anges were incorporated as fevisions
t Amendments 61/61/13/8 The

groundﬁsh processing sidep
excessive processing shard caps and
voted to release its analygis for public
review with intent to tale final action
on these measures at it§ October 2000
meeting. The Councils original intent
was to include groundfish processing
sideboards and exceSsive processing
share caps in Amegdments 61/61/13/8.
However, due to the extensive
additional analygis required for these
two issues, the founcil decided to
address these ifsues on a separate
timetable witl{ a separate analysis.
Septembey2000. At its September
g in Anchorage, AK the
Amined proposed changes tg
crab proc¢ssing sideboard limits and
recommended that the 1995-1997

procesging caps under the AFA be
reviset by adding 1998 processing
and giving it double-weight. In
oth¢r words, 1995-1998 would e used

with the 1998 year counting
purpose of this change was tg give
Breater emphasis to recent pfocessing
history in consideration of £hanges to
the crab processing indusyry that have
occurred since 1995.
October 2000. At its GJctober 2000
meeting in Sitka, AK tife Council
considered the issues/of BSAI pollock
excessive processing/share limits and
groundfish processiag sideboard limits.
The Council adopt£d a 30-percent
excessive processing share limit for
BSAI pollock thgt would be applied
using the same A0 percent entity rules
set out in the AFA to define AFA
entities for the purpose of the 17.5
percent excessive harvesting share limit
contained ifi the AFA. This action

approyal. With respect to non-pollock
groun/dfish Erocessing sideboards/ the
Couicil took no action. The Couyhcil
belfeved that placing non-pollotk
gréundfish processing limits g AFA

processors could have negatife effects

concluded that its suite of harvesting
sideboard restrictions orf AFA catcher

serve to protect non-AFA processors in
the BSAI, which are primarily non-AFA
catcher/processors. Jastead of imposing
non-pollock procesging limits on AFA
processors, the Copincil indicated its
intent to explore fevisions to its
Improved Retenfion/Improved
Utilization program set out at 50 CFR
679.27. Testinfony from non-AFA
processors inflicated that such changes
could be a more effective means of

-

e comment period specified in
this dpcument. A proposed rule that

would implement Amendments §1/61/
13/§ may be published in the Fed

) agnuson—Stevens Act proc - ures. All
omments received by the efid of the
comment period speclﬁed jn this
document, whether speciffcally directed
to Amendments 61/61/13/8 or to the
proposed rule, will be cpnsidered in the
decision to approve, disapprove, or
partially approve Am¢ndments 61/61/
13/8.

Authority: 16 U.S.Cf 1801 et seq.
Dated: November 20, 2001.
Jon Kurland,

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, Nationfil Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 01-29496 Filed 11-26-01; 8:45 am]

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 679
[1.D. 053001D]

Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering Sea
and Aleutian islands Area and the Gulf
of Alaska

AGENCY: National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Notice of intent to revise the
Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Draft
Programmatic Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS).

SUMMARY: NMFS announces its intent to
revise the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries

LN
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draft Programmatic SEIS. After

reviewing more than 21,000 comment . -

letters received on the draft
Programmatic SEIS, NMFS has
determined that revisions to the draft
Programmatic SEIS are appropriate and
necessary. NMFS has also determined
that these revisions will require the
release of a revised draft Programmatic
SEIS. Based on these decisions, NMFS
announces a new date for the
completion of the Programmatic SEIS
and issuance of the Record of Decision
based thereon.

DATES: See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
for the dates concerning completion of
the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries
Programmatic SEIS. The December 2001
North Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council) meeting will be held
December 5 through 10, 2001.
Additional information concerning the
agenda for the Council’s December 2001
meeting can be found at http://
www.fakr.noaa.gov/npfmc.

ADDRESSES: The December 2001 North
Pacific Fishery Management Council
meeting will be held at the Hilton Hotel,
Anchorage, AK.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Steven K. Davis, Programmatic SEIS
Coordinator, Anchorage, Alaska, (907)
271-3523.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On
January 26, 20601, NMFS released a draft
of the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries
Programmatic SEIS for a 90-day public
review and comment period. As a result
of NMFS granting requests by the
interested public for two extensions of
the public comment period, the
comment period for the draft
Programmatic SEIS ran for a total of 180
days and ended on July 25, 2001. As a
result of this extended public comment
period and the voluminous public
comments received therein, NMFS
determined that it would issue a final
Programmatic SEIS for the Alaska
groundfish fisheries during the summer
of 2002 and a Record of Decision shortly
thereafter.

NMFS received 21,361 letters
commenting on the draft Programmatic
SEIS during the comment period.
Comments on the draft Programmatic
SEIS were received from all 50 States,
as well as the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico. Citizens from 28 foreign

countries also provided comments.
Within these 21,361 letters, NMFS
identified 4,044 substantive comments.

Based on its review and preliminary
analysis of the comments received on
the draft Programmatic SEIS, NMFS has
made several decisions concerning the
draft Programmatic SEIS. First, NMFS
has determined that the draft
Programmatic SEIS should be revised to
include additional analyses concerning
environmental, economic and
cumulative impacts. Second, NMFS has
determined that the alternatives
contained in the draft Programmatic
SEIS should be restructured, shifting
from single-focus alternatives to more
comprehensive, multiple-component
alternatives. Third, NMFS has
determined that the draft Programmatic
SEIS should be edited to evaluate more
concisely the proposed action. The
revisions to the Programmatic SEIS will
build from the information and analyses
contained in the January 26, 2001, draft
Programmatic SEIS. Given its decisions,
NMFS has determined that it will
release a revised draft ammatic
SEIS for public review and comment
before issuing the final Programmatic
SEIS.

General Process and Dates for
Completion of the Programmatic SEIS

Given the determinations described
above, NMFS has decided that a
modification to the current schedule for
completion of the Programmatic SEIS is
appropriate and necessary. The
following dates reflect the amount of
time that NMFS has determined will be
needed to complete the additional
analyses and editing of the draft
Programmatic SEIS, and to allow for
adequate public review and comment
on the revised draft Programmatic SEIS,
including the restructured alternatives.
NMFS will seek assistance and input
from the Council and the public in

developing the restructured alternatives.

It will consider, among other things,
several restructured alternatives in the
revised draft Programmatic SEIS,
including alternatives that were
suggested or proposed in comments
received on the January 2001 draft
Programmatic SEIS and that are
developed in conjunction and
cooperation with the Council and/or the
public.

December 2001 North Pacific Fishery
Management Council Meeting

NMFS will present the Council and
the public with a preliminary template
that describes the framework within
which restructured alternatives will be
developed.

January Through August 2002

From January through August 2002,
NMFS will prepare the revised draft
Programmatic SEIS. NMFS will prepare
additional analyses concerning
environmental, economic and
cumulative impacts, restructure the
alternatives and prepare an analysis of
the effects of those alternatives on the
human environment, and edit the
Programmatic SEIS to evaluate more
concisely the proposed action. As noted
above, NMFS will seek assistance and
input from the Council and the public
in developing the restructured
alternatives.

September Through December 2002

From September through December
2002, NMFS will issue a revised draft
Programmatic SEIS for a public review
and comment period.

January Through August 2003

From January through August 2003,
NMFS will prepare the final
Programmatic SEIS. NMFS will review
and consider public comments received
on the revised draft Programmatic SEIS
and will present a summary of those
comments to the Council and the
public. :

September 2003

NMFS will issue a final Programmatic
SEIS and allow a 30-day public
comment period on the final
Programmatic SEIS.

No later than December 31, 2003

NMFS will issue a Record of Decision
on the Programmatic SEIS.

Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
Dated: November 20, 2601.
Jon Kurland,

Acting Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.

[FR Doc. 01-29497 Filed 11-26-01; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 2510-22-S
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Turn over to Lauren Smoker for
explanation of preliminary
template describing restructured
alternatives
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C-3 Sopslemental
December 2CCH

NPFMC -- Ecosystem Committee Report — Meeting 12/06/01
The Council’s Ecosystem Committee was reconstituted by Chairman Benton,

Dan Falvey, Donna Parker, Stosh Anderson, Dorothy Childers, Patti Lmngston, Tony DeGange George
Hunt, Dave Fluharty [Chair]-— David Witherell, Council Staff. :

Government and Industry Advisors

The group met in an erganization session at lunch. The main item. for discussion was the charge to the - -
Ecosystem Committee. The charge has been a moving target and remains. - We anticipate that some
additional clarity will emerge by the end of the December Council meeting.

Based on discussions, the prime task of the Ecosystem Committee could be to develop an ecosystem
framework with which to evaluate Council actions. This framework would build off of definitions and -
earlier efforts of the:committee and the Plan Development Teams, Ecosystem Chapter for the Stock
Assessment Fisheries-Evaluation and the Draft Programmatic SEIS work and the Steller Sea Lion RPA
SEIS.. It would take into account the NMFS Ecosystem Principles Advisory Panel’s Report to Congress
on Ecosystem-Based Fisheries and other relevant literature. Considerable information exchange is
expected between the Ecosystem Committee and the Essential Fish Habitat Committee.

Among the possible tasks that could tier off of this framework could include: -

1. Development of suggestions for incorporating ecosystem principles into fisheries management in the
FMPs. [Committee to-meet in January to report to' Council in February meeting] -

2. Assisting the Council develop a suite of integrated programmatic alter'l'latxves for the Groundfish
Programmatic SEIS - {Possible coordination with NMFS and Consultants work products. Depending
on direction set by Council, this could be a topic for January consideration and February or Apnl
reporting].

3. Reviewing Groundfish Programmatic SEIS and EFH EIS and making recommendations to Council
[This would likely occur at the earliest in June and most likely over the summer].

4. Organizing a workshop for the Council on marine protected areas/marine reserves as a management
tool. Council Ecosystem Committee would explore possibility of coordinating with ADFG as it
develops its framework process for considering MPAs, [Timing sounds like it should be earher rather
than later, e.g., March/April 2002].

5. Assisting Council SSC with its development of an approach to the F40 requirements -especxally re:
ecosystem-based fisheries implications. [Timing and task uncertain].

6. Review of research priorities. [February]
7. Review of Ecosystem ‘indicators’ from Ecosystem Chapter and PSEIS.

8. Track proposed legislative changes re: ecosystem-based fishery management in MSFCMA
Reauthorization and implementation of Presidential Executive Order on MPAs.

In order to get started, the date for the January meeting must be set. In the meantime, a package of -
Ecosystem Committee materials will be prepared and sent out [distribution list reviewed, website
expanded].



