
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1GPRA 309 Performance Measures Form

Title:   NOAA:  Amendment 17A to the Fishery Management Plan for the Snapper Grouper

                           Fishery of the South Atlantic Region________________________________
Principal Reviewer(s): Chris Hoberg (R4)  Project Location:  South Atlantic Region                                      

CEQ Number(s): 20100061 (DEIS: EC-2)  ERP Number (optional): NOA-E91030-00___ 

                              20100319 (FEIS: EC-1)
******************************************************************************

Environmental Impacts, Alpha-Numeric Codes:
	Air Issues:
A1= Air Quality

A2= General Conformity

A3= Air Toxics

A4= Transportation Conformity
	Water Issues:
B1: Wetlands

B2: Groundwater

B3: Surface Water

B4: Sole Source Aquifer

B5: Aquatic Resources

B6: Sediment
	Other Issues:
C1: Toxics/Hazardous Waste

C2: Noise

C3: Habitat

C4: Essential Fish Habitat

C5: Pesticides

C6: Radiation
	Other Issues: 
D1: Farmland 

D2: Endangered Species

D3: Environmental Justice

D4: Historic Preservation

D5: Indigenous Peoples

E1: Other (please specify)


******************************************************************
1. Significant Environmental Impact:
Impact (Enter Alpha Numeric Code(s) for All that Apply):  E1 (Other: Fisheries) 

*          *            *           *            *           *           *          *          *          *         *          *

Prior To Draft Time Frame (if available)       Date of EPA Communication: N/A__________
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible): N/A____________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Recommendation:  _____________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:   Increase in Impact:  
Result: _______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

*          *          *          *          *         *         *          *          *          *         *         *         *        *

Draft (including Draft Supplements)    Date of EPA Communication: 3/26/10 NEPA Letter  
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible): The lengthy 35-year term of the proposed rebuilding strategy, which means that the red snapper resource would recover slower than for a shorter term.____________________________________________________

Recommendation:  In our DEIS NEPA letter, R4 stated that although we overall supported Amendment 17A, “…our main concern with Amendment 17A as proposed is its lengthy rebuilding schedule of 35 years and the fact that only a 50% probability for recovery to OY is expected by 2044.  As a rule, EPA prefers rebuilding strategies with shorter restoration periods that emphasize resource recovery but still reasonably consider socioeconomic impacts on affected fishers of all demographics, with particular emphasis on any EJ fishers.”___________

______________________________________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:  X   Increase in Impact:  
Result: Wait on FEIS____________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

*        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *       *

Final (including Final Supplements)       Date of EPA Communication: 8/17/10 NEPA Letter
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible): Same as above, since NOAA continues to support a 35-year rebuilding schedule to minimize fisher impacts.___________

______________________________________________________________________________

Recommendation: In our FEIS NEPA letter, R4 stated, in response to DEIS Comment #3 in Appendix X, that: _____________________________________________________________

“We appreciate the response’s thoughtful explanation for selecting a long rebuilding schedule; nevertheless, we note that the selected 35-year schedule is the longest allowed.  As such, this would seem to favor the fishers to the maximum extent rather than more of a balance between the resource being restored and the socio-economic impacts of the fishers.  Although we defer to NOAA and the Council in this regard, a more balanced recovery plan might be further considered.  Similarly, we suggest that adaptive management measures occurring over the recovery period involving reassessments (e.g., length of area closure times) should not overly favor fishers, but should again balance fisher and resource impacts (if not favor resource recovery).  However, special considerations may be warranted to minority and/or low-income fishers.”_____________________________________________________________________
Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:   X   Increase in Impact:  
Result: NOAA continues to support a long recovery period._________________________
2. Significant Environmental Impact:
Impact (Enter Alpha Numeric Code(s) for All that Apply):    D3 (EJ)_______ 

*          *            *           *            *           *           *          *          *          *         *          *

Prior To Draft Time Frame (if available)       Date of EPA Communication: N/A________
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible): N/A____________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Recommendation:  _____________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:   Increase in Impact:  
Result: _______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

*          *          *          *          *         *         *          *          *          *         *         *         *        *

Draft (including Draft Supplements)     Date of EPA Communication: 3/26/10 NEPA Letter  
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible): Better documentation of fisher demographics which may or may not suggest an EJ impact._______________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Recommendation:  In our DEIS NEPA 309 letter, R4 stated under “Environmental Justice (EJ)” that:  “Although societal issues were considered in the DEIS, no direct discussion on EJ (pp. 157; 163) was found relative to fishers that would be impacted by Amendment 17A regulatory reductions.  It therefore remains unclear if any minority and/or low-income fishers would be impacted by the reduced landings of red snapper and other snapper-grouper species.  Through community outreach and other means, the FEIS should attempt to determine the demographics of affected fishers and how the impacts of fishers of all demographics can be reasonably offset.”____________________________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:  X   Increase in Impact:  
Result: Wait on FEIS.___________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

*        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *        *       *

Final (including Final Supplements)      Date of EPA Communication: 8/17/10 NEPA Letter
____________
Description of Impact (Include Quantitative Data if Possible): Same as above, since no apparent outreach was done to determine fisher demographics. ________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

Recommendation:  In our FEIS NEPA 309 letter, R4 stated that: 

“Section 7.2.3 in Appendix U addresses EJ considerations.  Although well-written, this section does not confirm the presence or absence of EJ fishers potentially affected by the proposed reduction in red snapper fishing associated with Amendment 17A.  We realize that 2000 U.S. Census data would not necessarily capture fisher communities (it would instead capture the broader census geographic area such as a block group) and now is also dated.  We also agree that all fisher demographics would be affected equally by the proposed Amendment 17A regulations.  However, it is unclear if the red snapper fishers constitute a large percentage of minority and/or low-income populations in the red snapper fishery, resulting in potential EJ impacts.  While Table 7-1 documents general EJ threshold comparisons, it is not specific to pocket concentrations of fisher communities that may or may not exist for the red snapper fishery.  

We note and appreciate that a public hearing was held for this EIS.  Such hearings can be useful in collecting EJ comments (since it would reduce red snapper landings to restore the fishery) but are notably dependent on the attendance and participation of affected fishers.  To maximize the value of such public hearings, we recommend that they be well advertised through various media, and that they be preceded by lead agency outreach to selected communities to ensure that community or church leaders have coordinated participation with any affected fishers.  The NOAA ROD should discuss the level of planning for the public hearing for this EIS.  Moreover, if any EJ-related comments were made at the public hearing, the ROD should also address how they will be addressed by NOAA. 

Overall, we recommend that if a long recovery time (if pursued in the ROD) is still not adequate in minimizing fisher societal and economic impacts, additional offsets will be considered by NOAA and the Council for fishers of all demographics, particularly  any affected minority and low-income fishers.  In contrast, if a shorter recovery time is selected and somewhat greater socio-economic impacts are experienced by fishers of all demographics, that additional offsets will also be considered.”_________________________________________________________

Result:  Decrease in Impact:   No Change:  X   Increase in Impact:  
Result: Although an EJ section was provided in Appendix U of the FEIS, it remains unclear whether or not red snapper fishers that would be affected by the proposed Amendment 17A are of minority and/or low income status._____________________________________________

	GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS– Complete this form for each impact identified by EPA during the EIS 309 review process in accordance with instructions included on the form and indicated below and submit to Headquarters.



SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS FOR GPRA 309 PERFORMANCE MEASURES FORM
$ 
PROJECT REFERENCE INFORMATION
Title:  Enter the title of the document (Enter the title as written in the lotus notes database, if available). 

Principal Reviewer(s):  Enter the name of the EPA lead reviewer for the project.  (If the lead reviewer changes during the project time frames, more than one name may be listed in this section.)

Project Location:  Enter information regarding the location of this project.  Depending on the relevant and available project information, the data may vary and could include: state, city, or county information, latitude or longitudinal coordinates, etc. 

CEQ Number(s):  Enter the CEQ number(s) for the draft and final time frames of the project (during the prior to draft time frame, the number(s) is not available and the field should be left blank).

ERP Number:  Enter the family number for the project, if one is assigned (during the prior to draft time frame, the number is not available and the field should be left blank).

$ 
SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Impact:  Using the table of impact types listed on the form, reference the impact(s) that apply and enter the alpha-numeric codes in the space provided.  To the maximum extent practicable, an impact should correspond to one impact category on the table.  However, for certain impacts, groupings of closely related categories are possible (i.e. sediment and surface water). 

$ 
PRIOR TO DRAFT
Date of EPA Communication:  Enter the date when EPA identified an impact during the prior to draft time frame and made recommendations to the agency.  In the prior to draft time frame, this communication may include formal or informal meetings, emails, phone calls, etc.  

Description of Impact:  Enter a brief description of impact identified by EPA during the prior to draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.  

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact during the prior to draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.

Result (box)::  Check the box that applies to changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.

Result (narrative):  If the lead agency has made a change or commitment during the prior to draft time frame related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.

$ 
DRAFT
Date of EPA Communication:  Enter the date when EPA identified an impact and made recommendations to the agency. During the draft time frame, this date will most likely be the date of EPA’s 309 comment letter to the agency.

Description of Impact:  Enter a brief description of an impact identified by EPA in the draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when it is reasonably available.  If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft time frame that has changed in the draft time frame (due to a decrease or increase in impact), briefly describe the changes.  If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft time frame that has not changed in the draft time frame, enter- “no change.”

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact in the draft time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available. If EPA made a recommendation during the prior to draft time frame that has changed during the draft time frame, briefly describe the changes.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft time frame that has not changed in the draft time frame, enter- “no change.”

Result (box):  Check the box that applies to changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.

Result (narrative):  If the agency has made a change or commitment during the draft time frame related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when reasonably available.  
$ 
FINAL
Date of EPA Communication: Enter the date when EPA made a recommendation to the agency on an impact.  During the final time frame, this date will most likely be the date of EPA’s 309 comment letter to the lead agency.

Description of Impact: A new impacts identified by EPA during the final time frame should not be entered on the form.   If EPA identified the impact during the prior to draft or draft time frame that has changed during the final time frame (due to a decrease or increase in impact), briefly describe the changes.  If EPA identified t he impact during the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, enter- “no change” recommendation to the agency on the impact in the final time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, simply note- “no change.”  If EPA does not make a recommendation during the final time frame, enter- “no recommendation.”

Recommendation:  Enter a brief description of EPA’s recommendation to the agency on the impact in the final time frame, and include quantifiable data when reasonably available.  If EPA made a recommendation in the prior to draft or draft time frame that has not changed in the final time frame, simply note- “no change.”  If EPA does not make a recommendation during the final time frame, enter- “no recommendation.”

Result (box):  Check to box that applies or changes or commitments made by the agency during this time frame related to the impact.  The change should be considered in relation to the impact as it was first identified by EPA.  

Result (narrative):  If the agency has made a change or commitment during the final time frame of the project, related to EPA’s recommendation, briefly describe this result, including quantifiable data when reasonably available. 







