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Current Procedures and Best Practices for EBFM 
NOAA Fisheries defines EBFM as “a systematic approach to fisheries management in a 
geographically specified area that contributes to the resilience and sustainability of the 
ecosystem, recognizes the physical, biological, economic and social interactions among the 
affected fishery-related components of the ecosystem, including humans; and seeks to optimize 
benefits among a diverse set of societal goals.” This section documents how the Council’s 
existing procedures and policies for managing fisheries in the Bering Sea EEZ account for 
interactions among Bering Sea fisheries, ecosystems, and human activities to optimize food 
production and protect the marine ecosystem. 
  
OVERARCHING POLICIES AND OBJECTIVES 
The Council’s fishery management policy in the Bering Sea EEZ recognizes the dynamics of the 
Bering Sea ecosystem and the need for a flexible management regime to accommodate new 
information as more is learned about the ecosystem. This section describes the extent to which 
ecosystem considerations are incorporated into the overarching management approach in each 
Bering Sea FMP. 
  
Groundfish FMP 
The BSAI groundfish FMP, implemented in 1981, is based on ecosystem principles reflected in 
policy goals and objectives. These policy goals and objectives were unchanged from 1981 
through 2004. In 2005, through the 2004 Alaska Groundfish PSEIS, the Council updated its 
management approach and objectives for BSAI groundfish fisheries and formalized its intention 
to consider and adopt measures that accelerate the Council’s precautionary, adaptive 
management approach through community-based or rights based management, 
ecosystem-based management principles that protect managed species from overfishing, and 
where appropriate and practicable, increase habitat protection and bycatch constraints. The 
Council uses the management objectives in the 2004 Alaska Groundfish PSEIS as guideposts 
when considering amendments to the BSAI groundfish FMP. Forty-five management objectives 
are organized into the following nine categories: prevent overfishing, promote sustainable 
fisheries and communities; preserve the food web; manage incidental catch and reduce bycatch 
and waste; avoid impacts to seabirds and marine mammals; reduce and avoid impacts to 
habitat; promote equitable and efficient use of fishery resources; increase Alaska Native 
consultation; and improve data quality, monitoring and enforcement. The Council’s BSAI 
groundfish policy goals and objectives include a broad ecosystem view of the fisheries. 
  
The Council’s stated management approach for Bering Sea[1] groundfish is multifaceted and in 
aggregate comprises a precautionary, ecosystem-based approach. The Council’s groundfish 
management approach incorporates forward looking conservation measures that address 
differing levels of uncertainty. All management decisions are based on the best scientific 
information available to achieve the fishery management goal to provide sound conservation of 
the living marine resources; provide socially and economically viable fisheries for the wellbeing 
of fishing communities; minimize human-caused threats to protected species; maintain a healthy 
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marine resource habitat; and incorporate ecosystem-based considerations into management 
decisions. 
  
Crab FMP 
The goals and objectives of the crab FMP have not been updated since the FMP was 
implemented in 1989. However, an ecosystem focus was added to the crab FMP through the 
requirement in the 1996 MSA reauthorization to identify essential fish habitat (EFH) in every 
FMP. The policy objectives of the crab FMP are to: ensure the long term viability of king and 
Tanner crab populations; maximize the social and economic benefits to nation over time; and 
protect, conserve, and enhance adequate quantities of EFH to support king and Tanner crab 
populations and maintain a healthy ecosystem. The FMP also notes the importance of 
considering the potential impact of king and Tanner crab fisheries on other fish and shellfish 
populations. 
  
Scallop FMP 
The management goals and objectives of the scallop FMP were established in 1998 and 
centered on operational, biological, and socio-economic aspects of the scallop fishery. In 1999, 
the scallop FMP was amended to add a habitat objective: to protect, conserve, and enhance 
adequate quantities of EFH to support scallop populations and maintain a healthy ecosystem. 
  
Salmon FMP 
The Council’s existing salmon management policy is the application of judicious and responsible 
fisheries management practices, based on sound scientific research and analysis, proactively 
rather than reactively, to ensure the sustainability of fishery resources and associated 
ecosystems for the benefit of future, as well as current generations. The management policy 
recognizes the need to balance many competing uses of marine resources and different social 
and economic objectives for sustainable fishery management, including protection of the 
long-term health of the resource and the optimization of yield. The management objectives of 
the FMP center on conserving the fishery resource, maximizing economic and social benefits of 
the fishery, and promoting crew safety at sea. As with all FMPs, the salmon FMP identifies EFH 
needed to support targeted populations and maintain a healthy ecosystem.[2] 
  
Council’s Overarching Ecosystem Approach to Management 
In 2014, the Council underscored its commitment to EBFM by formally adopting an ecosystem 
approach for fisheries in the EEZ off Alaska. The Council’s ecosystem approach includes a 
vision statement that applies to all of the Council’s work, including long-term planning initiatives, 
fishery management actions, and science planning to support ecosystem-based fishery 
management (Figure 1). The Council’s 2014 overarching ecosystem approach statements and 
strategy extend the broad EBFM principles, similar to those in the groundfish FMP, to all 
fisheries in the Council’s jurisdiction. 
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 Figure 1. Ecosystem Approach for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(adopted 2014). 
 

 
  
EBFM Measures Embedded in MSA Legal Framework 
The purposes of the MSA, the highest level overarching fishery management policy for fisheries 
in the Bering Sea EEZ, include ecosystem-based principles. Specifically, the MSA provides for 
the development of FMPs which achieve and maintain, the optimum yield from each fishery and 
promotes the protection of EFH in the review of Federal permits, licenses, or projects of any 
nature. The MSA requires that fishery conservation and management measures be designed to 
assure that irreversible or long-term adverse effects on the fishery resources and environment 
are avoided and that there are a multiplicity of options available with respect to future uses of 
these resources. 
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The MSA established 10 national standards for fishery conservation and management and 
requires that all FMPs and all regulations implementing the FMPs, be consistent with these 
standards. Several of these standards compel the Council to take non-fishery aspects of the 
ecosystem into account when making fishery policy and setting fishery total allowable catch. For 
example, National Standard 1 compels the Council to take the protection of marine ecosystems 
into account and to consider relevant social, economic and ecological factors when setting the 
fishery OY. National Standard 8 compels the Council to take the importance of fishery resources 
to fishing communities into account when establishing conservation and management measures 
and National Standard 9 requires management measures to minimize bycatch and bycatch 
mortality in the fisheries to the extent practicable.[3] 
  
By design of the MSA, all FMPs center on preventing overfishing and protecting the long term 
productivity of the fishery resource to allow for the achievement of OY on a continuing basis. 
MSA section 3(33) further defines the term "optimum" with respect to the yield from a fishery to 
mean, “the amount of fish which -- (A) will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, 
particularly with respect to food production and recreational opportunities, and taking into 
account the protection of marine ecosystems; (B) is prescribed on the basis of the maximum 
sustainable yield from the fishery, as reduced by any relevant social, economic, or ecological 
factor; and (C) in the case of an overfished fishery, provides for rebuilding to a level consistent 
with producing the maximum sustainable yield in such fishery.” 
  
Summary 
Through the requirements of the MSA and the Council’s stated ecosystem policy objectives, the 
Council approaches Bering Sea fishery management with EBFM principles. The MSA requires 
the Council to take the protection of the marine environment and the social, economic, and 
ecological factors into account when setting the fishery OY; to take into account the effects of 
conservation and management measures on fishing communities; and to minimize any adverse 
effects of fisheries on EFH. Moreover, the Council has used an ecosystem approach to 
groundfish fishery management since 1981 and expanded those broad ecosystem principles to 
all FMPs through its 2014 ecosystem approach value statement, vision statement, and 
implementation strategy. 
  
EXISTING PRACTICES FOR ESTABLISHING NEW MANAGEMENT 
In addition to the overarching fishery management policies compelling an ecosystem-based 
management approach described above, the Council must comply with all applicable Federal 
law when establishing fishery conservation and management measures. NOAA Fisheries must 
comply with all applicable law when authorizing fisheries per the Councils’ FMPs in the Bering 
Sea EEZ. Many of these laws require the consideration of, and in some cases, minimization of, 
effects of the fisheries on components of the ecosystem. Such applicable laws and policy 
related to EBFM include the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (RFA), the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Marine Mammal Protection Act 
(MMPA), and Executive Order 12866 (EO 12866). 
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NEPA 
The chief purpose of NEPA is to declare a national environmental policy, which directs Federal 
agencies to use all practicable means to maintain conditions in which man and nature can live in 
productive harmony (i.e., fulfilling the social, economic, and other requirements of present and 
future generations of Americans). NEPA includes requirements for Federal agencies to consider 
the effects of their actions on the environment, to consider alternatives during the 
decision-making process, and to provide opportunities for public involvement. 
  
Environmental review under NEPA is required whenever the Council proposes to take an action. 
The environmental review under NEPA can involve three different levels of analysis: categorical 
exclusion determination (CATEX), environmental assessment/finding of no significant impact 
(EA/FONSI), and an environmental impact statement (EIS). An action may be categorically 
excluded from the requirement to prepare a detailed environmental analysis under NEPA if the 
action does not individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the human environment. 
Each Federal agency has a set of procedures detailing the categories of actions eligible to be 
categorically excluded from environmental review under NEPA. If an action does not meet the 
CATEX criteria, then Council staff prepare an EA which determines whether or not the action 
has the potential to cause significant environmental effects. 
  
In essence, the EA and EIS analytical documents compare and contrast the effects of the 
various alternatives on the effected environment so that decision-makers, and the public, are 
informed of the tradeoffs associated with their policy choices. For example, the NEPA analysis 
examines the effects of the fishery management alternatives on the target species, non-target 
species, marine mammals, seabirds, habitat, and the marine ecosystem. 
  
RFA 
The RFA (5 USC 601, et seq.) requires Federal agencies to assess the impacts of their 
proposed regulations on small entities and to seek ways to minimize economic effects on small 
entities that would be disproportionately or unnecessarily adverse. Under the RFA, a business 
primarily engaged in commercial fishing is classified as a small business if it is independently 
owned and operated, is not dominant in its field of operation (including its affiliates), and has 
combined annual receipts not in excess of $11 million for all its affiliated operations worldwide. 
For Alaska fisheries, these criteria include most fishing firms except for the large catcher 
processor vessels and most coastal communities except for Anchorage. Although the RFA 
allows agencies to certify that a proposed rule will not have significant impacts on a substantial 
number of small entities, an initial regulatory flexibility analysis (IRFA) is routinely prepared for 
most proposed Alaska fishery management measures. The IRFA is usually combined with the 
EA or EIS document required by NEPA. If, following public comments on the proposed rule, the 
action is still considered to meet the criteria for requiring RFA analysis, then a final regulatory 
flexibility analysis (FRFA) must be prepared. The FRFA contains most of the same information 
presented in the IRFA, but also must include (1) a summary of significant issues raised in public 
comment on the IRFA and the agency’s response to those comments, and (2) a description of 
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the steps the agency has taken to minimize the significant economic impacts on small entities, 
including a statement of factual, policy, and legal reasons for selecting the alternative adopted in 
the final rule and why all other alternatives considered were rejected. Finally, the FRFA or a 
summary of it must be published in the Federal Register with the final rule. 
  
EO 12866 
Regulatory Planning and Review EO 12866 requires agencies to take a deliberative, analytical 
approach to rulemaking, including assessment of costs and benefits of the intended regulations. 
For fisheries management purposes, it requires NOAA Fisheries (1) to prepare a regulatory 
impact review (RIR) for all regulatory actions, (2) to prepare a unified regulatory agenda twice a 
year to inform the public of the agency’s expected regulatory actions, and (3) to conduct a 
periodic review of existing regulations. The purpose of an RIR is to assess the potential 
economic impacts of a proposed regulatory action. As such, it can be used to satisfy NEPA 
requirements and to serve as a basis for determining whether a proposed rule will have a 
significant impact on a substantial number of small entities which would trigger the completion of 
an IRFA under the RFA. For this reason, the RIR is frequently combined with an EA and an 
IRFA in a single EA/RIR/IRFA document that satisfies the analytical requirements of NEPA, 
RFA, and EO 12866. Criteria for determining “significance” for EO 12866 purposes, however, 
are different than those for determining significance for RFA purposes. A significant rule under 
EO 12866 is one that is likely to (1) have an annual effect on the economy (of the nation) of 
$100 million or more; (2) create serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken 
or planned by another agency; (3) materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, 
user fees, or loan programs or the rights and obligations of recipients thereof; or (4) raise novel 
legal or policy issues. 
  
Although fisheries management actions rarely have an annual effect on the national economy of 
$100 million or more or trigger any of the other criteria, OMB makes the ultimate determination 
of significance under this EO, based in large measure on the analysis in the RIR. 
  
EA/RIR/IRFA 
In sum, an EA/RIR/IRFA provides assessments of the environmental impacts of an action and 
its reasonable alternatives (the EA), the economic benefits and costs of the action alternatives, 
as well as their distribution (the RIR), and the impacts of the action on directly regulated small 
entities (the IRFA). An EA/RIR/IRFA is a standard document produced by the Council and 
NOAA Fisheries Alaska Region to provide the analytical background for decision-making. 
  
ESA 
The ESA (16 USC 1531 et seq.) provides a means for the conservation of threatened and 
endangered species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. Section 7 of the ESA 
requires Federal agencies to use their authorities to advance conservation for threatened and 
endangered species and to ensure that any action authorized, funded, or conducted by a 
Federal agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or destroy 
or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 
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NOAA Fisheries conducts consultations under the ESA on any proposed action that may affect 
a listed species or its designated critical habitat. If a proposed action has the potential to 
adversely affect a listed species or critical habitat, NOAA Fisheries or the USFWS (depending 
on the affected species) conducts an analysis of the expected effects to determine whether the 
effects of the action, when added to the baseline, would be expected to reduce a species 
survival or recovery. If the proposed action may reduce a species survival or recovery, or 
adversely modify critical habitat, the Federal agency must include reasonable and prudent 
alternatives with the implementation of the action, developed in consultation with NOAA 
Fisheries or the USFWS, to ensure that the action is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the species or destroy or adversely modify critical habitat. As discussed below, 
many conservation and management measures have been implemented in the Bering Sea 
fisheries to conserve threatened and endangered species and their critical habitat. 
  
MMPA 
The MMPA (16 USC 1361, et seq.) establishes a Federal responsibility to conserve marine 
mammals. Congress declared that marine mammals are resources of great international 
significance and that they should be protected and their development promoted to the greatest 
extent feasible, commensurate with sound resource management policies. Finding that certain 
species and populations of marine mammals are or may be in danger of extinction or depletion 
due to human activities, Congress vested NOAA Fisheries with management responsibility for 
cetaceans (whales) and pinnipeds (seals and sea lions) other than walrus. All other marine 
mammals found in Alaska, such as the sea otter, walrus, and polar bear, fall under the auspices 
of the USFWS. 
  
The MMPA’s primary management objective is to maintain the health and stability of the marine 
ecosystem, with a goal of obtaining an optimum sustainable population of marine mammals 
within the carrying capacity of the habitat. The MMPA is intended to work in concert with the 
provisions of the ESA. The MMPA prohibits take of marine mammals where “take” is broadly 
defined to mean “to harass, hunt, capture, or kill, or attempt to harass, hunt, capture, or kill any 
marine mammal.” If a fishery affects a marine mammal population, then the potential impacts of 
the fishery must be analyzed in the appropriate EA or EIS, and the pertinent regional council or 
NOAA Fisheries may be requested by NOAA Fisheries or the USFWS to consider regulations to 
mitigate adverse impacts. As discussed below, conservation and management measures have 
been implemented in the Bering Sea fisheries to mitigate incidental take of marine mammals. 
  
EO 13175: Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments 
EO 13175, signed by the President on November 6, 2000, and published November 9, 2000 (65 
FR 67249), is intended to establish regular and meaningful consultation and collaboration 
between federal agencies and Native tribal governments in the development of federal 
regulatory practices that significantly or uniquely affect their communities. EO 13175 prohibits 
regulations that impose substantial direct compliance costs on Native tribal communities. 
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The Council’s Rural Outreach Committee advises the Council on how to provide opportunities 
for better understanding of fishery management issues and participation from Alaska Native and 
rural communities; provides feedback on community impacts sections of specific analyses; and 
provides recommendations to the Council about which proposed actions need a specific 
outreach plan. 
  
EO 13186 
Signed by the President on January 10, 2001, this EO directs executive departments and 
agencies to take action to further implement the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711). 
EO 13186 directed each Federal agency taking actions that have, or are likely to have, a 
measurable negative effect on a migratory bird population to develop and implement a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the USFWS to promote the conservation of 
migratory birds. 
  
EFH 
The MSA requires each FMP to describe and identify EFH for the fishery, minimize to the extent 
practicable, the adverse effects of fishing on EFH, describe non-fishing effects on EFH and 
identify other actions to encourage the conservation and enhancement of EFH. All of the 
Council’s FMPs identify and describe EFH. To date, all fishery impacts on EFH have been found 
to be minimal in nature, however, the Council has adopted precautionary conservation and 
management measures to conserve EFH. Such measures adopted by the Council in the Bering 
Sea are described below. 
  
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) 
EFH implementing regulations provide a means for the Council to identify HAPCs [50 CFR 
600.815(a)(8)] within FMPs. Specific to fishery actions, HAPCs are areas within EFH that are 
ecologically important, sensitive to disturbance, or rare. In 2010, the Council revised the process 
by which it solicits nominations for HAPC designations to align the nomination process with the 
EFH 5-year review. During each EFH 5-year review, the Council decides whether to initiate a 
call for HAPC proposals focused on specific sites consistent with HAPC priorities identified by 
the Council. 
  
The Council may designate HAPCs as habitat sites and consider management measures, if 
needed, to be applied to a habitat feature or features in a specific geographic location. The 
feature(s), as identified on a map or chart, must meet the considerations established in the 
Federal regulations, and address identified problems for an FMP species. Proposals must 
provide clear, specific, and adaptive management objectives. HAPC designations in the Bering 
Sea are described below. 
  
Summary 
Many Federal laws and policies require the Council and NOAA Fisheries to consider effects of 
the fisheries on the ecosystem when choosing and implementing conservation and 
management measures. The Council considers tradeoffs among ecosystem components and 
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cumulative impacts of fishery management decisions through analyses presented in the 
EA/RIR/IRFA (or EIS/RIR/IRFA) prepared for each action it proposes. The Council has identified 
EFH for all of its FMPs and adopts measures to ensure compliance with the ESA, MMPA and 
relevant EOs to minimize effects of the fisheries on other components of the ecosystem. 
  
EXISTING ECOSYSTEM BASED FISHERY MANAGEMENT IN THE BERING SEA 
This section describes existing processes implemented by the Council to take ecosystem 
considerations into account during the annual TAC setting process and the existing 
ecosystem-based conservation and management measures the Council has implemented in the 
Bering Sea fisheries in accord with the overarching policies, objectives, and applicable law 
described above. 
  
Protect Marine Food Webs 

·         All OY amounts account for protection of marine ecosystems 

o    The OY of the BSAI groundfish complex is 85% of the historical estimate of MSY, or 
1.4 to 2.0 million mt. 

o    Salmon OY specifications vary according to species and area and are based on the 
State of Alaska’s MSY escapement goal policies. 

o    The weathervane scallop OY (BSAI and GOA combined) is 1.284 million lbs. 

o    The OY for king and Tanner crab is 0 to < OFL where OFL is the annualized MSY. 
The annualized MSY is derived through the annual stock assessment process using a 
five-tier system. 

·         The annual TAC setting process considers the marine food web. Formally, stock 
assessments focus on biological limits and stock production variability; account for uncertainty 
at each step to manage in a precautionary manner; account for natural mortality, including 
predation mortality; and aim to continually reduce uncertainty through continually improved 
understanding of functional relationships. The status of ecosystem indicators in the Ecosystem 
Status Report are considered through informal steps in the annual TAC setting process.[4] 
Interdisciplinary experts serve on the Council’s FMP teams and on the Council’s SSC and 
consider ecosystem factors in the recommendation of the annual ABCs and TACs. 

·         Forage fish protections – groundfish FMP Amendment 36 (1998) establish a forage fish 
category as an ecosystem component and prohibit directed fishing on forage fish species to 
conserve prey for marine mammals, seabirds, and commercially important groundfish species. 

·         Global harvest control rule for SSLs (groundfish FMP) 

·         Spatial/temporal measures to conserve SSL prey availability (groundfish FMP) 

·         Squid and grenadier – ecosystem component species in groundfish FMP 

·         Ecosystem Component scallop species in scallop FMP (Amendment 13, 2011). All 
non-targeted scallop species, including pink or reddish scallops, spiny scallops, and rock 
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scallops are in the FMP ecosystem component. Directed fishing on these species is prohibited 
and they will continue to be monitored to ensure they are not targeted and that incidental catch 
does not reach a point where there are concerns for the sustainability of these stocks. 

·         FATE 

·         Developed a conceptual model of the food web 

  
Monitor Ecosystem Health 
·         Annual TAC Setting. TAC based on biological condition of the stock and socioeconomic 
considerations ~ based on annual stock assessments, annual stock assessments based on 
current survey and fishery dependent data 

·         Ecosystem Considerations Status Report: updated annually, this Report compiles most 
current information on eastern Bering Sea ecosystem indicators. 

·         NOAA Fisheries Resource Surveys: biennial bottom trawl, acoustic echo-integration/trawl, 
and sablefish longline 

·         Uses data from the IPHC longline survey, ADFG crab survey, OTHERS 

·         Uses data from NMFS Office of Science and Technology Integrated Ecosystem 
Assessments 

  
Evaluate Ecological, Social and Economic Tradeoffs of Different Management Actions 
·         NEPA, RFA, EO 12866 (EA/RIR/IRFA, primarily). Occasionally prepare an EIS for actions 
with significant impacts on the human environment. 

·         Council Ecosystem Committee reviews actions with ecological implications. 

  
Reduce Bycatch 

·         Amendment 12 to the Groundfish FMP established the PSC framework. 

·         Chinook and chum salmon bycatch in groundfish fisheries (Groundfish FMP Amendment 
21b Chinook Salmon Savings Area (1995); 58 reduce Chinook salmon PSC caps (2000); 84 
voluntary rolling hot spot closures (2007); 91 salmon intercooperative agreement (2010); 110 
comprehensive Chinook and chum salmon avoidance program (2016). 

·         Halibut PSC caps in groundfish fisheries (Groundfish FMP Amendment 12a halibut PSC 
limits for 1989 and 1990 (1989): 16 modified halibut PSC limits (1991); 19 established halibut 
PSC limits for non-trawl fisheries (1992); 21 framework for halibut PSC limits (1993); 25 adjust 
halibut PSC limits (1994); 57 reduce halibut PSC limits (2000); reduce halibut PSC limits (2016). 

·         Crab PSC caps in groundfish fisheries (Groundfish FMP Amendment 10 Bristol Bay Trawl 
Closure and crab PSC limits (1987); 12a red king crab and Tanner crab limits for 1989 and 1990 
(1989); 16 modified crab PSC limits (1991); 37 Bristol Bay Red King Crab Savings Area and 
Nearshore Bristol Bay Trawl Closure Area (1996); 40 C. opilio PSC limits and bycatch limitation 
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zones (1997); 41 reduce C. bairdi PSC limits (1997); 57 pollock bottom trawl gear prohibition 
and reduce crab PSC limits (2000). 

·         Seabird bycatch mitigation measures. In 1996 the Council adopted seabird bycatch 
avoidance measures for all hook-and-line vessels fishing for groundfish in the BSAI (and GOA) 
and expanded similar measures for the Pacific halibut fisheries using hook-and-line gear in 
1997. These measures were designed to reduce interactions between the hook-and-line 
fisheries and seabirds, including the rare, but occasional interactions with short-tailed albatross. 
From 1999 through 2005, several research projects were conducted to test the efficacy of 
various seabird avoidance tactics on hook-and-line vessels. As a result of this research, the 
seabird avoidance requirements for hook-and-line vessels were revised in 2007 (72 FR 71601) 
and again in 2009 (74 FR 13355). 

NMFS finalized its MOU with the USFWS on the effects of the fisheries on Migratory Birds per 
EO 13186 on October 3, 2012 (77 FR 60381). As part of the MOU, NMFS maintains a National 
Seabird Program with two primary focus areas: seabird bycatch (minimizing seabird bycatch, 
understanding the effects of seabird bycatch on marine ecosystems, including seabird 
populations, and addressing domestic and international fishery issues) and seabirds as valuable 
ecosystem indicators. 

Each year, NMFS provides a report to the USFWS on the amount of seabird bycatch in the 
fishery in the prior year. The USFWS issued a biological opinion under section 7 of the ESA on 
the effects of the groundfish hook-and-line fisheries on endangered short-tailed albatross in 
December, 2015 and concluded that the fisheries were not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the short-tailed albatross. NMFS reinitiated ESA section 7 consultation on the 
effects of the hook-and-line halibut fisheries with the USFWS on September 1, 2017. 

·         Annual crab bycatch limits in the Bering Sea scallop fishery are specified red king crab and 
Tanner crab by the State of Alaska Board of Fisheries. 

·         State crab bycatch limits in state regs for crab fisheries? 

  
Conserve Important Habitat 

·         Steller sea lion critical habitat 

·         Essential Fish Habitat. All fishery management plans include a description and identification 
of essential fish habitat, adverse impacts, and actions to conserve and enhance habitat. The 
Council completed a 5-year review of EFH and 

·         Northern Bering Sea Research Area – 65,559 nm2 set aside for research on impacts of 
bottom trawling on benthic habitat. Implemented in 2008; prohibits bottom trawling in the 
northern part of the Bering Sea. Council goal: develop a research plan that would provide data 
to allow better understanding of the potential impacts of trawling on the benthic and epibenthic 
fauna of the northern Bering Sea before any commercial trawling was authorized. 

·         Bering Sea Habitat Conservation Area 
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·         The most recent call for HAPC proposals was April 26, 2010. The process concluded with 
the designation of the only HAPCs in the Bering Sea to date, the designation of six areas in the 
eastern Bering Sea where relatively high concentrations of skate eggs occur for several skate 
species (family Rajidae). Fishing activities are not restricted within these skate egg HAPCs. 

·         Deep Sea Corals – describe recent process to evaluate density of corals and sponges; 
effects of fishing on those resources; and the result of the Council evaluation. 

·         Large areas around Pribilof Islands, Bristol Bay and the Bering Sea Red King Crab Closure 
Area closed to scallop fishing and bottom trawling to protect crab and other sensitive habitat 

·         HAPCs for the Bering Sea crab fisheries – 

·         Ten miles around St. Lawrence, King and Little Diomede Islands closed to king and Tanner 
crab fishing to protect subsistence fisheries for crab. 

·         Walrus Transit Areas 

·         Trawl Sweep Modifications 

  
Adapt management to maintain resilient fisheries and ecosystems in a changing climate 
  
Summary 
Emerging issues based on indicators (e.g., abnormally low salmon escapement or high salmon 
bycatch, declining abundance or protected status of key food web species (e.g., Steller sea 
lions, STAL) 
 

 
[1] Applies to BSAI and GOA groundfish management. 
[2] Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals (Court) remanded to NMFS, Amendment 12 to the salmon 
FMP on February 21, 2016. Amendment 12 removed the historic net-fishing area of Cook Inlet 
from the salmon FMP and delegated management authority to the State of Alaska. The Council 
is developing an analysis to amend the salmon FMP in response to the Court’s remand. 
However, the overarching management objectives of the existing salmon FMP are not affected 
by the February, 2016 ruling. 
[3] A complete explanation of the National Standards is provided online at: 
http://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/sfa/laws_policies/national_standards/ 
[4] Currently there is no stock assessment model for weathervane scallops. OTHERS 
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