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Background

On May 25, 2023, the Ecosystem and Ocean Planning (EOP) Committee and Advisory Panel
(AP) were sent a Google Survey Form seeking additional feedback on risk elements and
their definitions for possible inclusion in an updated Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries
Management (EAFM) risk assessment. The risk elements and definition options included in
the survey were updated and developed from previous feedback from the Committee and
AP. The input received from the survey is intended to help continue to refine and identify a
preferred list of potential risk elements/definitions.

Based on prior feedback, the survey provided different risk element and definition
combinations for the 24 current and 19 potential new risk elements. EOP Committee and
AP members were asked to review all of the risk element/definition combinations and
select their preferred option or provide a suggested modification.

Overview of Survey and Results

The Google Survey was open for EOP Committee and AP members to complete from May
25,2023 through June 9, 2023 (total of 16 days). The survey was completed by 20
Committee and AP members, or 63% of all eligible members. Survey participants were
asked for their input on all current and potential new risk elements but were not required
to select a preferred option for any risk element/definition combination; therefore, there
was a range in the number of responses for a particular risk element/definition (max of 20
responses, low of 16 responses).

All of the survey feedback received from the Committee and AP is summarized below. For
each current and potential new risk element, there is a bar graph that shows the total
number of survey respondents that selected a particular element/definition option. The
most frequently selected option is always on the left side of the figure and there is a
description (i.e., risk element and definition) of the option below each bar. If a participant
selected “Other” and provided a modification or another suggested option, that input is also
captured on the bar graph so all feedback received can be seen together in one figure.

Meeting Approach and Goals


https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1GBkgRn6prtdQmsBfJ_NDcbK7dOx_A4TyMcy2eXs9qcI/edit

During the July 7th EOP meeting, the group will review the feedback provided from the
survey. As the group reviews the feedback on the risk elements and definitions, we will also
discuss the potential indicators we may want to use to track and evaluate each risk element
(see background document “EAFM Risk Elements, Definitions, and Indicators” for more
information). We will try and discuss the associated components of each risk element, but
similar to the approach taken at during the April 27th meeting, we will try and spend less
time on those elements where there is more agreement from the group (e.g., Stock Biomass
Status, page 4) and spend more time on those risk elements where there is a wider
diversity of opinions and preferences (e.g., Allocation, page 25).

The goal for the July 7th meeting is to have a general consensus on the list of risk elements
and the preferred definitions. We will also identify the potential indicators we might want
to use to track and evaluate each risk element. During this meeting, we don’t need to limit
potential indicators and/or data sources to be used for a risk element. Staff will take the
feedback on potential indicators and, between now and the next meeting, will see what
data is available and how that might be used to track the risk element and evaluate its risk.
This information will then be presented and discussed at the next meeting (September
2023) when the Committee and AP will make recommendations for Council consideration
on the risk elements, definitions, indicators, and ranking criteria to be included in an
updated risk assessment.



Current Risk Elements

Stock.Assessment.Performance

count

T
Modified version

T
Current version:

1: Stock Assessment
Performance - Risk
of not achieving OY
due to analytical
limitations and/
or retrospective
performancre
CONCErns

Stock Assessment
Performance - Risk
of not achieving OY

due to analytical
limitations

T
Risk of not
achieving OY due to
lack of data caused
by offshore wind
impacts on NMFS
suUneys

T
this one still IMO
needs clarification,
neither forecasted
analytics or
retrospective
analytics pose risk
to achieving OY, it
is the management
decisions made based
on those.




Fishing.Mortality..F..Status

154

104

count

T
current version

T
Current version: F

F Status - Risk of
not achieving OY due

Status - Risk of not

T
Risk of not
achieving OY due to

is fine, but its
not clear to me

achieving OY due to
to overfishing or overfishing caused
overfishing if the risk is not underfishing by the Recreational
achieving OY in year HCR which allows for
1, ar in subsequent overfishing
years due to

overfishing? clarity
sought because nisk
here might not be
for year 1, but
could very well be
for years out due to
overfishing in year
1..



Stock.Biomass..B..Status

154

104

count

Current version: B

Status - Risk of not

achieving OY due to
depleted stock

B Status - Risk of
not achieving OY due
to depleted stock
and geographical
stocks shifts.




count

Food.Web..Council.Managed.Predators.

T
Modified version
1: Food Web (All)
- Risk of not
achieving OY due to
predator, prey, and
protected species
interactions with
MAFMC managed
Species

Current version:
Food Web (Council-
Managed Predators)

- Risk of not
achieving OY
due to predatory
interactions between
Council-managed
species

Risk of Council
actions due to
depletion of HMS
recreational stocks
being allowed by
NMFS HMS

T
these food-web risk
elements are written
awkwardly because
in most cases the
risk is to the food-
web not to achieving
OY. it was hard to
have a conversation
about this on the
AP call for a few
reasons. Lots of
these are about
“risk of achieving
O%" but there are
other risks at play
here that go beyond
next years OY, and |
thought that's what
the risk elements
were intending to
iluminate?




Food.Web..Council. Managed.Prey.

count

3=

D -
T T T T T
Modified version Current version: Risk of not Should expand this could use
1: Food Web [All} Food Web (Council- achieving OY due to consideration of cleanfication,

- Risk of not Managed Prey) - Risk predator, prey, and impacts to Council- is the intent here
achieving OY due to of not achieving OY protected species managed prey (MSEB) flagging concerns
predator, prey, and due to interactions interactions {not beyond Council- with "choke
protected species with Council-managed  just Council-managed managed predators species” like rule

interactions with prey species species) and include risk to
Council-managed
species

constraints because
ecosystem component of bycatch of shad
species in Unmanaged and riverherring,
Forage Omnibus for example? if so,
perhaps we could
Just be more clear.
Is the concern
about the shad/
river herring, or
not achieving OY
for say the mackerel
fishery because of
the interaction?




Food.Web..Protected.Species.Prey.

count

Current version:
Food Web (Protected
Species Prey) - Risk

of not achieving

protected species
objectives due to
interactions with
Council-managed
species

T
Maodified version 2:
Food Web {(Protected
Species Prey) - Risk
of not achieving
protected species
objectives due to
species interactions
(mot just MAFMC-
managed species)

T
Muodified version
1: Food Web (All)
- Rizk of not
achieving OY due to
predator, prey, and
protected species
interactions with
Council-managed
sSpecies

risk of not
achieving protected
species objectives
due to direct or
indirect effects
of fishing actives
managed by the MAFMC
(suggest a companicn
cne that reads the
same, but is not for
protected species
and instead for
other species (like
HMS, ASMFC managed
fish, or other
council managed
species, or non-
managed species)

T
Support Modified
Version 1 except
I don't think "OY"
works here; maybe
"achieving protected
species objectives?"




count

Ecosystem.Productivity

T
Modified version
1: Ecosystem

T
Current version:

Productivity - Risk
of not achieving
0¥ due to changing
system productivity
or spatialtemporal
overlap at the base
of the food web

Ecosystem
Productivity - Risk
of not achieving
0¥ due to changing
system productivity
at the base of the
food web

T
Risk of not
achieving OY due
to impacts of ocean
industrialization
on the food web (10%
decrease in primary
productivity by
large scale offshore
wind farms)




count

Climate

Current version:
Climate - Risk of
not achieving OY due
to projected climate
change impacts cn
species productivity

Risk of not
achiewing OY by
ignoring fishing
opportunities from
emerging species

Rizk of not
achieving OY due
to lack of Council
responsiveness to
additional harvest

opportunities
related to climate
change

nisk of not
achieving OY due to
projected climate
change or ccean
acidificaticn
impacts on species
productivity

10



Distribution.Shifts

10.0 7

e
=
§ 5.01
2.5
0.04
T T T
Current version: Modified version 1: Distribution
Distribution Climate - Risk of shifts caused
Shifts - Risk of not achieving O% due by displacement
not achieving OY to projected climate due to ocean
due to spatial change impacts on industnalization
mismatch of stocks species productivity and habitat
and management as a (i.e., make this destruction/
reuslt of climate- element part of #8 - modification
dnven distnbution Climate)
shifts

11



Estuarine.and.Nearshore.Coastal.Habitat

count

T
Current version:

Risk of not
Estuarine and
Nearshore Coastal

Risk of not
achieving Estuanne achieving OY
and MNearshore due to stressors

Habitat - Risk of Coastal Habitat and impacts to
not achieving OY objectives due to estuarine/nursery
due to threats to MAFMC managed fish habitats
estuarine/nursery interactions

habitat




Commercial.Revenue

84

count

0+

Current version:
Commercial
Revenue - Risk
of not maximizing

different fisheries

Modified version 1:

Commercial Fishing
Revenue - Risk

Support modified
may have different version; perhaps
socCio economic
of not maximizing objectives - so
commercial fishery commercial CRUE
value

add "...CPUE of
target MAFMC-managed
species?”

perhaps "risk of
not achieving socio-
economic goals
for the commercial
fishery” - and
this could force a
serious and overdue
conversation on
defining what those
goals are.

13




Marine.Recreational. Angler.Days.Trips

7.5

2.5

0.0 1

Modified version 1:
Recreational Angler
Days/Trips - Risk
of not maximizing
recreational days/
hours at sea

Current version:
Recreational Angler
Days/Trips - Risk
of not maximizing
recreational
fishery value and
opportunities

As with #11, should
this be MAFMC-
species specific?

Regardless, support

modified version #1.

| like the current
version better,
but similar to
#11, | dont think
the council is in
alighnment on what
the socic-economic
objectives are
for recreational
fisheries -so would
go with something
like "risk of not
achieving the socio-
gconomic objectives
for the recreational
fishery” and then
force a conversation
about what those
goals should be - if
the council is not
in alignment then
these indicators
wont have value.

Risk of not
maximizing
recreational angler
days/hours at land
and at sea.

14



count

Commercial.Fishery.Resilience..Revenue.Diversity.

T

Current version:
Commercial Fishery
Resilience (Species
Revenue Diversity)
- Risk of reduced of
commercial fishery
business resilience

(at permit level)

Dont’ think you
need the second
"of" in last line,
otherwise, this is
fine.

Include something
about impacts to
historic commercial
business resilience
due to new entrants!
latent effort
into historically
important fisheries.
As in, when new
entrants/latent
effort jump
into established
fisheries, historic
participants as a
result get a smaller
piece of the pie,
which leaves them
non resilient.

T
This is pretty good
as is, but since
most operations
carry multiple
permits, the "at
permit level”
is confusing - |
think the idea was
around flexibility
and ability for
businesses to
adjust and react
to changing
circumstances. like
what was percived to
be the case before
different permits
were needed for each
fishery. and permit
cost/availability
became a constraint.

15



Commercial.Fishery.Resilience..Shoreside.Support.

count

T
Modified version

1: Commercial
Fishery Resilience
(Shoreside Support)
- Rigk of reduced
commercial fishery
business resilience
due to loss of
shoreside support
infrastructure

T
Current version:
Commercial
Fishery Resilience
(Shoreside
Support) - Risk of
reduced commercial
fishery business
resilience due to
shoreside support
infrastructure

T
Include impacts
to shoreside
infrastructure as a
result of management
decisions

T
Rizk of reduced
shoreside support
resilience

16



count

Commercial.Fleet.Diversity

T T
Current version: Maodified version 3: Modified version
Commercial Fleet Commercial Fishery 2: Commercial Flesat
Diversity - Risk Resilience (Revenue Diversity {2) -
of reduced fishery Diversity) - Risk Risk of reduced
resilience (number of reduced of fishery resilience
and diversity of commercial fishery (diversity of
fleets) business resilience fleets)
(at permmit level)
{Mote: same as risk
element #13 above)

17



Community.Vulnerability

154

104

count

T
Current version:

Community
Vulnerability -
Risk of reduced
community resilience
{vulnerability,
reliance,
engagement)

Include loss
of traditional
knowledge as
a community
vulnerability

this would need a
definition on what

and what underhying
conditions
"resilience” is
referring to.

the "community” was,

18



Commercial. Seafood.Production

count

T
Current wersion:
Commercial Seafood
Production - Risk
of not optimizing
commercial seafood
production

T
Modified version 1:
Commercial Seafood
Production - Risk
of not increasing
domestic seafood
proudction

T
Commercial Seafood
Production - Risk decreasing seafood
of not maintaining production as well
domestic seafood
prouduction

T
Include risk of

19




count

Recreational. Subsistence.Seafood.Production

5 -
T T T T T T
Current version: Changes in How would this ever Modified version  Risk of negatively Risk of not
Recreational! recreational be measured? 1: Recreational! impacting those who satisfying demand
Subsistence Seafood  landings may Subsistence Seafood rely on personally  for personal food
Production - Risk be due to other Production - Risk catching/harvesting production.
of not maintaining factors besides of notincreasing  seafood for family
personal food regulations or personal food subsistence.
production fishery condition-- production

changes in angler
preferences could
be at play as well
for certain species/
areas/times.

20



Fishing.Mortality.Control

count

10.0
7.5+
5.014
2.5

Modified version 1:

Fishing Mortality
Control - Risk of
not achieving OY
due to inadequate or
excessive management
control (measurement
and monitoring)

Current version:
Fishing Mortality
Control - Risk of
not achieving OY
due to inadequate
management control
{measurement and
monitoring )

T
Risk of not
achieving OY due
to a mismatch of
projected effects of
management controls
with harvest targets
(intent here is
to capture both
situations mentioned
in modified
version without the
judgement language
that comes with
"inadequate” or
"excessive")

T
The modified
version 1 applies to
commercial. Current
version applies to
recreational.

21



count

Technical.Interactions

Current version:
Technical
Interactions - Risk
of not achieving OY
due to interactions
with non-Council
managed species,
including protected
species

T
this could use
some further
clarification, is it
the interaction with
protected species
that's the "risk” or
is the risk actually
the rules that get
triggered because of
the interaction’?

22



count

Other.Ocean.Uses

10.0 4

5.0+

0.0

Modified version 1:
Other Ocean Uses and
Users - Risk of not
achieving OY due to
fishery displacement
or damage to
resource/habitat
from non-fishing
ocean activities and
USEr groups

Current version:
Other Ocean Uses
- Risk of not
achieving OY due to
fishery displacement
or damage to
resource/habitat
from non-fishing
ocean activities

current version is
more clear - if you
go with the modified
version, then "and
user groups” sort
of needs to be
fleshed out, it is
not a non-fishing
activity, specify
what it is that
"user groups” are
doing that would
put achieving OY at
risk?

Perhaps add
"designations" {e.g..
marine monuments,

etc.) to modified
version #1: "_.non-
fishing ocean
activities, user
groups, andlor
designations.”




count

Regulatory. Complexity.and.Stability

T
Modified version

1: Regulatory
Compliance - Risk
of not achieving
regulatory
compliance due
to complexity and
modifications

T
Current version:

Regulatory
Complexity and
Stability - Risk
of not achieving
compliance due
to regulatory
complexity and
medifications

T
Risk of not
achieving OY due
to regulatory
complexity and
madifications

24



count

10.0 1

Discards

Modified version 3:

7.5
5.0
| I
0.0 . -

Discards {3) - Risk
of not minimizing
dicard/bycatch
mortality fo extent
practicable

Current version:
Discards - Risk
of not minimizing
discards/bycatch to
extent practicable

T
Modified version 1:
Discards (1) - Risk
of not minimizing
regulatory discards/
bycatch to extent
practicable

T
Risk of not
minimizing
incidental catch
to the extent
practicable. {This
would include
species like river
herring that are
not considered
bycatch under the

MSA because they are

retained and sold)

25



Allocation

B4

count

0=

T
Current version: Modified version 1:

Allocation - Risk of
not achieving OY due
to spatial mismatch
of stocks and
management or sub-
optimal allocation
by sector andfor
area

Allocation - Risk of
not achieving OY dus
to mismatch between

fishery conditions

and existing
allocations

T
Modified version 2:
Allocation - Risk
of not acheiving OY
due to spatial or
user group mismatch
of stocks and
management

Modified version
3: Distribution
Shifts - Risk of

not achieving OY
due to spatial
mismatch of stocks
and management as a
reuslt of climate-
driven distribution
shifts (i.e., part
of risk element #9
above)

T
Risk of de facto
allocations due to
lack of recreational
accountability

26



Potentially New Risk Elements

Offshore.Habitat

count

Option a: Offshore

Habitat - Risk of
not achieving OY due
to changing offshore

habitat

add "and ocean
industrialization”

27



Population.Diversity

count

Option a: Population

| like this one,

Diversity - Risk of
not achieving OY due
to reduced species/
stock diversity
{size, sex, genetic,
reproductive)

but in this case the
risk is likely long
term, not risk for
achieving OY next
year.

Is this referring
to reduced diversity
within a single
species/stock? May
want to clari

Risk of not
achieving OY due
to single stock
impacts from ocean
industrialization

Risk of not
achieving OY, or
maximizing fishery
resilience, due to
management failure
by not priorntizing
access to emerging
species

28



Ecological.Diversity

count

T
Option a: Ecological

T
risk of .._and
Diversity - Risk of

T
Risk of not
altered ecosystem

T
Risk of not
achieving OY due

achieving OY due
not achieving OY due structure to entire food web to reduced species
to reduced species impacts from ocean diversity and
diversity and industrialization changing ecosystemn
ecosystem structure

structure

T
similar to last
one, this is pretty
good, but the link
to next years OY is
problematic, these
things represent a
longer term risk

29



count

Fishery.Resilience..2.

Option c: Fishery
Resilience - Risk
of reduced fishery
business resilience
due to business and
ECONOMIC pressures
(e.g., insurance,
inflation, gas,
capital, etc.)
{Mote: this would
essentially be
a comprehensive
element that
combines elements

#4, #5, and #6)

Option b: Fishery
Resilience (2) -
Risk of reduced
fishery business
resilience due

to financial

constraints (e.g.,

access to capital,

inflation)

suggest combine
4.5.and 6 to
reference changing
financial situations
that impact the
commercial fleets,
this is an important
topic that should
likely be a
bigger part of the
conversation, but
its likely widely
varied and not clear
if risk eliment is
the most effective
way to get this to
be a bigger part of
the conversation.
Perhaps there
should be an annual
update on economic
pressures facing
the industry? so
council members are
all equally aware as
they make decisions

These economic
variables are
not within the

range of Councils’
fishery management
responsibilities

30



Fishery.Resilience..3.

count

T
Option ¢ Fishery
Resilience - Risk
of reduced fishery

T
Option b: Fishery

business resilience
due to business and
ECONOMIC pressures
{e.g., insurance,
inflation, gas,
capital, etc.)
{Note: this would
essentially be
a comprehensive
element that
combines elements
#4, #5, and #6)

Resilience (3) -
Risk of reruced
fishery business
resilience due
to insurance
availability and
cost

T
Same as above...how
could these elements
be monitored or
controlled by
RFMCs"?

31




count

104

Fishery.Resilience..5.

T
Option b: Fishery
Resilience - Risk
of reduced fishery
business resilience
due to business and
SCONomic pressures
(e.g., insurance,
inflation, gas,
capital, etc.)
(Mote: this would
essentially be
a comprehensive
element that
combines elements
#4 #5, and #6)

T
Option a: Fishery
Resilience (3) -
Risk of reduced
fishery business
resilience due to
lack of access to
emerging markets/
opportunities

32



Commercial Employment

count

04

T
Option c: Commercial

Employment - Risk
of not optimizing
commerical job
creation and
retention

T
Option a: Commercial
Employment - Risk
of not optimizing
commercial
employment
opportunities

T
All of the above

T
Optionb & c

T
Option b: Commercial
Employment - Risk
of not maximizing
commercial
employment
opportunites and
wages




Recreational. Employment

count

Option c: Option a: Option b:
Recreational Recreational Recreational
Employment - Risk Employment - Risk

of not optimizing
recreational
job creation and
retention

of not optimizing
recreational
employment
opportunities

Employment - Risk
of not maximizing
recreational
employment
opportunities and
wages

34



count

Seafood.Safety

T
Option a: Seafood
Safety - Risk of not
maintaining access
to markets and not
minimizing risks to
human health

T
| do not see
these as Council

responsibiliies.. focus

on resource
opportunities;
seafood companies
understand markets
beyond what we
can expect RFMCs’
to understand or
control; DOC and
FDA manage seafood
safaty, also not
within RFMCs'
capabilities

T
Take out "minimizing
risks to human
health". That is
all regulated- would
not be a risk at
all. Risk of not
maintaining access
to markets or loss
of markets is a big
deal.




Other.Food.Web

count

Option c: Food Web
(All) - Risk of not
achieving OY due to
predator, prey, and
protected species
interactions with
Council-managed
species (Note: this
is the same option
under the Food Web
elements in the
previous section)

T
Option a: Other Food
Web - Risk of not
achieving OY due to
interactions between
Counci-managed
species and HMS and
seabirds

T

Option b: Other
Food Web - Risks

to maintaining
HMS and shorebird
populations due to

interactions with
Council-managed

species

T
Risk to maintaining
objectives for
HMS and marine
bird (seabird and
shorebirds) because
of impacts of
activities managed
by the Mid Atlantic
Council

36



count

Forage.Base

10.0'9

5.0

0.0

Cption a: Forage
Base - Risk to
not maintaining
aggregate forage
base and ecosystem
function for
Council-managed
species and
protected species

T
Option b: Forage
Base - Risk of
negatively impacting
the integrity of the
forage base

T
At some point, the
forage base needs
to be measured so
that adequacy can
be articulated and
understood

T
Cption b but add

"including from non-

fishing activities"

37



Offshore.Wind..Biological.Ecosystem.

10.01

count

T
Option c: Offshore

7.549
5.01
| I
0.0 . -

Wind {All) - Risk
of not achieving OY
due to impacts on
stock productivity,
fishery access,
scientific
uncertainty, and
ecosystem function

T
Option b: Offshore
Wind (Biological!
Ecosystem) - Risk
of not achieving OY
due to biological
impacts to stock
productivity,
distribution, and
ecosystem structure/
interactions

T
Option a: Offshore
Wind (Biological/
Ecosystem) - Risk
of not achieving OY
due to biological
impacts to stock
productivity

T
Option c if it also
includes everything
listed in b;
it's not clear as
definition of terms
can vary

38



count

10.0 1

5.0

0.0

Offshore.Wind..Fishery.Science.

T
Option b: Offshore
Wind (All) - Risk
of not achieving OY
due to impacts on
stock productivity,
fishery access,
scientific
uncertainty, and
ecosystem function
(Mote: same oplion
as that provided
under risk element
#12 above)

T
Option a: Offshore
Wind (Fishery/
Science) - Risk of
not achieving OY due
to fishery impacts
to due access,
stock availability,
and scientific
uncertainty

T
| don't support
industry-specific
risk elements

T

wyou could combine
12 and 13 or have

one focused on
ecological effects,

one on fishery
operations effects,
and perhaps one
on fishery science
and management

implications?

39



Invasive.Species

7.51

count

2.5

0.01

T
Option b: Invasive

Species - Risks
to Council-managed
stock productivity

Option a: Invasive
Species - Risk of
not achieving OY
due to interactions
with Council-managed
Species

Does invasive
include any species
whose distribution
shifted because of
climate change? If
option A means the
invasive species
are limiting OY then
option A

40



Recreational.Fleet.Diversity

count

T
Option a:

Recreational Fleet
Diversity - Risk of
reduced recreaticnal
fishery business
resilience

T
Risk of reduced
recreational flest
types

41



Recreational.Fishery.Resilience..Shoreside.Support.

count

T
Option a:

Recreational
Fishery Resilience
(Shoreside Sopport)
- Risk of reduced
fishery business
resilience due to
shoreside support
infrastructure
{marinas, bait and
tackle shops, etc.)

T
Recreational
Fishery Resilience
{Shoreside Sopport)
- Risk of reduced
fishery business
resilience due to
shoreside support
infrastructure
{marinas, bait
and tackle shops,
physical access,
efc.)

T
Risk of reduced
shoreside business
resilience (marinas,
bait and tackle
shops, efc.)

42



Essential.Fish.Habitat

154

104

count

T
Option a: Essential

T
and "and loss of
EFH due to offshore
industrialization™

and prey not
managed.

Fish Habitat - Risk
of not identifying
and/or protecting

essential fish
habitat and

implications for

Council-managed

species

T
Risk of not
identifying and/or
protecting essential
fish habitat

43



Offshore.Energy..Exclusive.of.Wind.

Option a: Offshore Energy - Risks from other offshore
energy production not as habitat beneficial as offshore wind
turbines

Risks to habitat and council-managed species from non- |
fishing offshore activities other than wind energy.

risks of offshore energy exploration and/or production other
than OSW

Risks from all offshore energy production on offshore |
habitat

Mot sure | understand this option.__.displacement of fishing

effort, and compensating for it, is the wind priority for |
maintaining fishery resilience; habitat impacts important
but not likely to be as easily measured.

I don't understand this

I do not understand what this means. s it implying that |
turbines are habitat beneficial?

Examples? 5

count

44



Aquaculture

Option a: Aguaculture - Risks from escapes and contamination |
on Council-managed species

risks stemming from ocean agquaculture operations on wild- |
stock fisheries in the Mid Atlantic

risks from wastes produced by aguaculture, antifoulants,
antibiotics, and other chemicals used in aquaculture etcused
in cage culture,

Risks from escapes, contamination and area closures from any |
aquaculture species.

Risks from escapes and contamination on Council-managed |
species including diseases

Make risks more specific. Pollution (including nutrient
overload)? Disease? Genetic impacts? Ecological impacts of 4
escapement?

| would rate this as a very low risk since farmed finfish is

generally genetically altered to eliminate their ability to |
procreate...spatial impacts to commercial and recreational
fishing seems like a greater priority.

Add "and agquaculture facility displacement of existing |
fisheries" to option a

2.5

5.0

count

7.5
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