FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

I. Purpose of Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI): The National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any
proposal for a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.
42 U.S.C. § 4332(C). The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations direct agencies
to prepare a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) when an action not otherwise excluded
will not have a significant impact on the human environment. 40 CFR §§ 1500.4(b), 1500.5(b),
& 1501.6. To evaluate whether a significant impact on the human environment is likely, the CEQ
regulations direct agencies to analyze the potentially affected environment and the degree of the
effects of the proposed action. 40 CFR § 1501.3(b). In doing so, agencies should consider the
geographic extent of the affected area (i.e., national, regional or local), the resources located in
the affected area (40 CFR § 1501.3(b)(1)), and whether the project is considered minor or small-
scale (NAO 216-6A CM, Appendix A-2). In considering the degree of effect on these resources,
agencies should examine, as appropriate, short- and long-term effects, beneficial and adverse
effects, and effects on public health and safety, as well as effects that would violate laws for the
protection of the environment (40 CFR § 1501.3(b)(2)(1)-(iv); NAO 216-6A CM Appendix A-2 -
A-3), and the magnitude of the effect (e.g., negligible, minor, moderate, major). CEQ identifies
specific criteria for consideration. 40 CFR § 1501.3(b)(2)(i)-(iv). Each criterion is discussed
below with respect to the proposed action and considered individually as well as in combination
with the others.

In preparing this FONSI, we reviewed the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Amendment
127 to the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) for Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands (BSAI) Management Area, Amendment 115 to the FMP for Groundfish of the Gulf
of Alaska (GOA), Amendment 56 to the FMP for BSAI King and Tanner Crabs,
Amendment 17 to the FMP for the Salmon Fisheries in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ)
off Alaska, and Amendment 3 to the FMP for Fish Resources of the Arctic Management
Area. This EA evaluates the affected area, the scale and geographic extent of the proposed
action, and the degree of effects on those resources (including the duration of impact, and
whether the impacts were adverse and/or beneficial and their magnitude). The EA is hereby
incorporated by reference. 40 CFR § 1501.6(b).

II. Approach to Analysis:

This action revises many of the essential fish habitat (EFH) descriptions and maps in the FMPs
based on new habitat and life history information. This action complies with the Final Rule (67
FR 2343, January 17, 2002) implementing the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act) (50 CFR Part 600, subpart J). The
EFH Final Rule states that a review of the EFH components of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council’s (Council’s) FMPs should be completed at least every five years and that
the EFH provisions should be revised or amended, as warranted, based on the best available
science contributing new information. Based on the 2023 EFH 5-year Review, substantial new
scientific information is available requiring the revision of many of the EFH descriptions and
maps in five FMPs (BSAI Groundfish, GOA Groundfish, BSAI King and Tanner Crab, Arctic,
and Salmon) to incorporate this new information. New information in the 2023 EFH 5-year
Review included: the evaluation of new environmental and habitat data, improved models to map
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EFH, updates to the model to evaluate fishery impacts on EFH, updates to the assessment of non-
fishing impacts on EFH, and assessment of information gaps and research needs.

A. Considering the direct impacts of the proposed action, which are limited to updating EFH
to reflect new habitat and life history information to improve fisheries management with
no accompanying changes to Federal regulations or management of the fisheries, the
impacts of the proposed action are determined to be not significant (EA Section 4.2.3). In
all cases, the refinement to EFH text and maps improves the identification of EFH, and
any new area that is identified has already been designated as EFH for one of the other
Alaska marine species. The total aggregated area of EFH description and identification
for all managed species is unchanged as a result of this proposed action (EA Section 4.2).
Therefore, the proposed action is considered minor in scale and is not expected to result
in any significant impacts.

B. The existing spatial and temporal footprint of the fisheries would be maintained under
current federal management. Fishing gear and methods would also not be changed by this
proposed action. The total level of fishing effort in all waters of the EEZ would not be
expected to change significantly. Therefore, significant impacts to other marine resources
and parts of the human environment are not expected (EA Sections 4.2.3 and 5.3).

C. This proposed action is not directly connected to other actions that may cause effects to
resources in the area. The proposed FMP amendments contemplated in this action differ
very little from the actions that were comprehensively analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS. In
many cases, the proposed revisions to the EFH description are solely to update new
information, and as such are largely technical or housekeeping changes. For those species
for which an EFH text or map description has been proposed for a particular life history
stage, the amendments would provide the best available information for these text and
map descriptions. Providing more accurate EFH information could be beneficial to
species where EFH is considered in the management of those species. A change in the
designation of EFH has no direct impact, as there are no management measures or
regulations associated with the designation of EFH, nor are such conservation measures
required (EA Section 4.2.3).

ITI. Geographic Extent and Scale of the Proposed Action:

The proposed action would revise and update many of the EFH descriptions and maps in the
FMPs, and those revisions would apply to the majority of the EEZ off Alaska. While this action
covers a large geographic extent, the proposed action would maintain the existing spatial and
temporal footprint of the fisheries. Stock assessment authors did not call for mitigation measures
against the impacts of fishing gear to EFH for any species assessed. Fishing gear and methods
would not be changed by this action (EA Section 3.4).

IV. Degree of Effect:

A. The potential for the proposed action to threaten a violation of Federal, state, or local
law or requirements imposed for environmental protection.



This proposed action complies with the Final Rule implementing the EFH provisions of the
Magnuson-Stevens Act (50 CFR Part 600, subpart J). The EFH Final Rule states that a review of
the EFH components of the Council’s FMPs should be completed at least every five years and
the EFH provisions should be revised or amended, as warranted, based on the best available
science contributing new information (EA Section 3.4). Therefore, this proposed action does not
threaten a violation of Federal, state, or local law or requirements for environmental protection.

B. The degree to which the proposed action is expected to affect public health or safety.

This proposed action does not significantly change existing fishing areas, timing, practices or
patterns (EA Section 3.4). The impact of the changes under these proposed amendments is not
substantively different from that analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS, and, therefore, no changes are
expected in fisheries activities that would lead to public health impacts or safety impacts (EA
Sections 13.1, 13.2).

C. The degree to which the proposed action is expected to affect a sensitive biological
resource, including:

a. Federal threatened or endangered species and critical habitat;

This proposed action does not significantly change existing fishing areas, timing, practices or
patterns (EA Section 3.4). The impact of the changes under these proposed amendments is not
substantively different from that analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS, and, therefore, no changes are
expected in fisheries activities that would have significant impacts on endangered or threatened
species, or their critical habitat. This proposed action would only revise EFH text and maps and
would not require changes to fisheries management such that fisheries might adversely impact
endangered or threatened species, or their critical habitat.

b. stocks of marine mammals as defined in the Marine Mammal Protection Act
(MMPA);

This proposed action does not significantly change existing fishing areas, timing, practices or
patterns (EA Section 3.4). The impact of the changes under these proposed amendments is not
substantively different from that analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS, and, therefore, no changes are
expected in fisheries activities that would have significant adverse impacts to marine mammal
stocks as defined under the MMPA (EA Section 4). This proposed action would only revise EFH
text and maps and would not require changes to fisheries management such that fisheries might
impact marine mammals.

c. essential fish habitat identified under the Magnuson—Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act;

This proposed action does not significantly change existing fishing areas, timing, practices or
patterns (EA Section 3.4). The impact of the changes under these proposed amendments is not
substantively different from that analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS, and, therefore, no changes are
expected in fisheries activities. In all cases, the proposed refinement to EFH text and maps
improves the identification of EFH, and any new area that is identified has already been
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designated as EFH for one of the other Alaska marine species. The total aggregated area of EFH
description and identification for all managed species is unchanged as a result of this proposed
action. As such, federal agencies that conduct both fishing and non-fishing actions in that area
are already required to consult with NMFS on EFH in that area (EA Section 4.2).

d. bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act;

This proposed action is not expected to affect bird species protected under the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (EA Section 4), including seabirds, because this proposed action does not
significantly change existing fishing areas, timing, practices or patterns (EA Section 3.4). The
impact of the changes under these proposed amendments is not substantively different from that
analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS, and, therefore, no changes are expected in fisheries activities.

e. national marine sanctuaries or monuments,

This proposed action would not change the management of national marine sanctuaries or
monuments; therefore, no impacts to national marine sanctuaries or monuments are expected
(EA Section 4).

f- vulnerable marine or coastal ecosystems, including, but not limited to, shallow or
deep coral ecosystems;

This proposed action is only a revision to the description and maps of EFH to use in
consideration of fisheries management and EFH consultations. It would not change management
of the fisheries and therefore would not affect vulnerable marine or coastal ecosystems (EA
Section 4).

g. biodiversity or ecosystem functioning (e.g., benthic productivity, predator-prey
relationships, etc.).

This proposed action is only a revision to the description and maps of EFH to use in
consideration of fisheries management and EFH consultations. It would not change management
of the fisheries and therefore would not affect biodiversity or ecosystem functioning (EA Section
4).

D. The degree to which the proposed action is reasonably expected to affect a cultural
resource. properties listed or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places; archeological resources (including underwater resources), and resources
important to traditional cultural and religious tribal practice.

This proposed action would have no effects on properties listed or eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places or archeological resources (including underwater resources),
because this proposed action is only a revision to the description and maps of EFH to use in
consideration of fisheries management and EFH consultations. Because there would be no
change to management of the fisheries, there would be no change to cultural resources.



E. The degree to which the proposed action has the potential to have a disproportionately
high and adverse effect on the health or the environment of minority or low-income
communities, compared to the impacts on other communities (EO 12898).

This proposed action is not expected to have disproportionately high adverse impacts on the
health or environment of minority or low income communities, because this proposed action is
only a revision to the description and maps of EFH to use in consideration of fisheries
management and EFH consultations. It would not change management of the fisheries.

F. The degree to which the proposed action is likely to result in effects that contribute to the
introduction, continued existence, or spread of noxious weeds or nonnative invasive
species known to occur in the area or actions that may promote the introduction, growth,
or expansion of the range of the species.

This proposed action does not change any fishery management measures that would result in the
expansion or introduction of invasive species. This proposed action poses no risk of the
introduction or spread of nonindigenous species into the EEZ off Alaska because it would not
change fishing, processing, or shipping practices that may lead to the introduction of
nonindigenous species. The existing spatial and temporal footprint of the fisheries would be
maintained under current federal management (EA Sections 4.2.3 and 5.3).

G. The potential for the proposed action to cause an effect to any other physical or
biological resources where the impact is considered substantial in magnitude (e.g.,
irreversible loss of coastal resource such as marshland or seagrass) or over which there
is substantial uncertainty or scientific disagreement.]

This proposed action does not significantly change existing fishing areas, timing, practices or
patterns (EA Section 3.4). The impact of the changes under these proposed amendments is not
substantively different from that analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS, and, therefore, no changes are
expected in fisheries activities. Therefore, this proposed action is not expected to have
substantial or irreversible effects on any physical or biological resources.

V. Other Actions Including Connected Actions:

This proposed action does not have additive effects with other actions in the region that could
result in significant impacts. This proposed action is not directly connected to other actions that
may cause effects to resources in the area. This proposed action is not contingent on other
actions, a trigger for other actions, or otherwise a part of a larger action (EA Section 4.2.3).

VI. Mitigation and Monitoring:
This proposed action would not require mitigation to avoid significant impacts and none are

implemented. This proposed action would only revise EFH text and maps and would not require
changes to fisheries management.



DETERMINATION

The CEQ NEPA regulations, 40 CFR § 1501.6, direct an agency to prepare a FONSI when the
agency, based on the EA for the proposed action, determines not to prepare an EIS because the
action will not have significant effects. In view of the information presented in this document
and the analysis contained in the supporting EA prepared for Amendment 127 to the FMP for
Groundfish of the BSAI Management Area, Amendment 115 to the FMP for Groundfish of the
GOA, Amendment 56 to the FMP for BSAI King and Tanner Crabs, Amendment 17 to the FMP
for the Salmon Fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska, and Amendment 3 to the FMP for Fish
Resources of the Arctic Management Area, it is hereby determined that these proposed FMP
amendments will not significantly impact the quality of the human environment. The EA for
these proposed FMP amendments is hereby incorporated by reference. In addition, all beneficial
and adverse impacts of the proposed action as well as mitigation measures have been evaluated
to reach the conclusion of no significant impacts. Accordingly, preparation of an EIS for this
proposed action is not necessary.
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