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1 Introduction 
Fisheries management in Alaska has long been recognized as being particularly responsive to ecosystem 
concerns. The Council has practiced an ecosystem approach for many years. The Alaska Fisheries 
Science Center (AFSC) has worked continually and closely with the management process (i.e., stock 
assessment authors, Plan Teams, SSC and Council members) since the early 1980s to incorporate 
ecosystem science into decision-making. The Council has adopted harvest conservation measures, 
protection measures for ecosystem resources, and has adopted ecosystem-based policy goals for its 
groundfish FMPs.  
 
The Council has acknowledged that moving toward ecosystem-based fishery management (EBFM) is a 
process, and as new information or tools become available, the Council has responded by improving the 
fishery management program. Nonetheless, while there are strong relationships between management and 
ecosystem science in Alaska, which are recognized worldwide as exemplary, they often remain informal. 
Fisheries Ecosystem Plans (FEPs) are a tool that can serve as a framework for continued incorporation of 
ecosystem goals and actions in regional management. An FEP for the Bering Sea could be used to guide 
policy options and associated opportunities, risks, and tradeoffs affecting FMP species and the broader 
Bering Sea ecosystem in a systematic manner. The Bering Sea FEP could document current procedures 
and best practices for EBFM, provide brief, targeted, and evolving descriptions of the interconnected 
                                                      
1 Prepared by: Bering Sea Fishery Ecosystem Plan Team. 
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physical, biological, and human/institutional Bering Sea ecosystem and through ecosystem thresholds and 
targets, and direct how that information can be used to guide fishery management options. The Council 
underscored its commitment to EBFM with the adoption of an ecosystem approach policy statement in 
2014 (Figure 1). With the development of a Bering Sea FEP, the Council has another opportunity to 
progress on the continuum of EBFM, allowing Alaska to lead internationally in fishery management, and 
provide a clear record of the Council’s ecosystem-based policy decision making, while still applying 
policies that are suited to Alaskan circumstances. 
 
The Council’s intent has been to develop an FEP that: 

1) provides added value to existing Council documents, processes, and decision-making;  
2) delivers targeted, evolving ecosystem evaluations but does not overwhelm the audience with a 

compilation of ecosystem information; and  
3) results in measurable improvements to Bering Sea fishery management, but does not directly 

authorize management actions (action-informing rather than action-forcing).  
 

2 Goals and Objectives 

 Council ecosystem vision statement 

In February 2014, the Council adopted an ecosystem policy that expressed the Council’s intent to 
continue moving towards EBFM: 
 

Ecosystem Approach for the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 

Value Statement 

The Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea, and Aleutian Islands are some of the most biologically 
productive and unique marine ecosystems in the world, supporting globally significant 
populations of marine mammals, seabirds, fish, and shellfish. This region produces over half the 
nation’s seafood and supports robust fishing communities, recreational fisheries, and a 
subsistence way of life. The Arctic ecosystem is a dynamic environment that is experiencing an 
unprecedented rate of loss of sea ice and other effects of climate change, resulting in elevated 
levels of risk and uncertainty. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has an important 
stewardship responsibility for these resources, their productivity, and their sustainability for 
future generations. 
 
Vision Statement 

The Council envisions sustainable fisheries that provide benefits for harvesters, processors, 
recreational and subsistence users, and fishing communities, which (1) are maintained by healthy, 
productive, biodiverse, resilient marine ecosystems that support a range of services; (2) support 
robust populations of marine species at all trophic levels, including marine mammals and 
seabirds; and (3) are managed using a precautionary, transparent, and inclusive process that 
allows for analyses of tradeoffs, accounts for changing conditions, and mitigates threats. 
 
Implementation Strategy 

The Council intends that fishery management explicitly take into account environmental 
variability and uncertainty, changes and trends in climate and oceanographic conditions, 
fluctuations in productivity for managed species and associated ecosystem components, such as 
habitats and non-managed species, and relationships between marine species. Implementation 
will be responsive to changes in the ecosystem and our understanding of those dynamics, 
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incorporate the best available science (including local and traditional knowledge), and engage 
scientists, managers, and the public.  
 
The vision statement shall be given effect through all of the Council’s work, including long-term 
planning initiatives, fishery management actions, and science planning to support ecosystem-
based fishery management.  

 
 Bering Sea ecosystem goals 

WHAT WE HAVE RIGHT NOW: 

The FEP, though not legally binding, should incorporate explicit principles, policies, and guidelines for 
ecosystem-based management to be implemented in Fishery Management Plans, including measures 
designed to meet the mandates of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 
other applicable law, and the following goals:  

1) Protect, restore, and maintain the ecological processes, trophic levels, diversity, and overall 
productive capacity of the system; 

2) Rebuild, restore, and maintain fish stocks at levels sufficient to protect, maintain, and restore food 
web structure and function; 

3) Conserve habitats for fish and other wildlife; 
4) Provide for subsistence, commercial, recreational, and non-consumptive uses of the marine 

environment;  
5) Avoid irreversible or long-term adverse effects on fishery resources and the marine environment;  
6) Provide a legacy of healthy ecosystems for future generations. 

 
WHAT IS IN THE GROUNDFISH FMP (PSEIS) 

• Prevent Overfishing: 
• Promote Sustainable Fisheries and Communities 
• Preserve 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: 
• Improve Data Quality, Monitoring and Enforcement: 

 



Chapters 1-3 – rough draft for FEP team meeting Sep 2017 

ROUGH START OF Bering Sea Fishery Ecosystem Plan, September 2017 4 

WHAT WE TALKED ABOUT IN APRIL – a hybrid of PSEIS goals and additions 
● Promote well-being in communities through sustainable fisheries (communities in the broad 

sense; fishery, non-fishery, subsistence, place, and practice) 
● Preserve food web, maintain predator-prey relationships and energy flow, prevent single-species 

and ecosystem overfishing, ecological diversity 
● Limit bycatch and preserve non-FMP species from an ecosystem perspective  
● Avoid or minimize adverse impacts to seabirds and marine mammals (Bycatch as well as indirect 

impacts on habitat, disturbance, subsistence harvest - esp timing) 
● Reduce and avoid impacts to habitat (habitat-forming organisms e.g. corals may be here or under 

bycatch) 
● Promote equitable and efficient use of fishery resources (socioeconomic indicators, spatial 

closures, sectors and trade-offs) 
● Incorporate/improve Alaska Native, local community, external stakeholder/agency involvement, 

Local and Traditional Knowledge, access in process - (more procedural goal? Further discussion 
with Ecosystem Committee)  

● Maintain ecological and human resilience under effects of climate change/changing ecosystem 
dynamics 

 
ANOTHER OPTION WE TALKED ABOUT IN APRIL – the EcoSAFE goals and objectives: 

1. Maintain predator-prey relationships and energy flow (Drivers: need for fishing, percapita 
seafood demand) 

a. Availability, removal, or shift in ratio between critical functional guilds 
b. Energy redirection 
c. Spatial/temporal concentration of fishery impact on forage 
d. Introduction of non-native species 

2. Maintain diversity (Drivers: need for fishing, per capita seafood demand) 
a. Effects of fishing on diversity 
b. Effects on functional (trophic, structural habitat) diversity 
c. Effects on genetic diversity 

3. Maintain habitat (Drivers: need for fishing, per capita seafood demand) 
a. Habitat loss / degradation due to fishing gear effects on benthic habitat, HAPC biota, and 

other species 
4. Incorporate/monitor effects of climate change (Driver: concern about climate change) 

a. Change in atmospheric forcing resulting in changes in the ocean temperatures, currents, 
ice extent, and resulting effects on production and recruitment 

 
 Purpose of the FEP  

The Council has identified the following potential benefits from developing an FEP for the Bering Sea, in 
the short term and long term: 

● Create a transparent public process for the Council to identify ecosystem goals and management 
responses 

● Serve as a communication tool for ecosystem science and Council policy 
● Provide a framework for strategic planning that would guide and prioritize fishery, habitat, and 

ecosystem research, modeling, and survey needs  
● Identify connected Bering Sea ecosystem components, and their importance for specific 

management questions 
● Assess Council management with respect to ecosystem-based fishery management best practices, 
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and identify areas of success and gaps indicating areas for improvement on a regular basis2 
● Provide a framework for considering policy options and associated opportunities, risks, and 

tradeoffs affecting FMP species and the broader Bering Sea ecosystem (e.g., evaluation of 
management tradeoffs among FMPs, fisheries, or with other activities)2 

● Build resiliency of Council management strategies, and options for responding to changing 
circumstances (e.g., climate change-driven changes to fish distribution and abundance, changes in 
shipping patterns, etc.)2 

 
The FEP will provide value by facilitating dialogue among stakeholders, scientists, and fishery managers. 
In the Council’s ecosystem approach statement (Figure 1), the Council has set out a commitment to 
managing fisheries through a precautionary, transparent, and inclusive process. Public outreach and 
stakeholder involvement throughout the process helps develop a common understanding of the Bering 
Sea ecosystem by managers, scientists, and user groups. The FEP will help to bring information into 
management from those people closest to the resource, for example through traditional knowledge (TK) 
or local and traditional knowledge (LTK)3, and to communicate with those that are most affected by 
management decisions. Although this can also be achieved outside of an FEP, a formal FEP will 
coordinate and direct research and outreach resulting in a transparent and efficient mechanism to integrate 
best available science into management decisions and communicate with stakeholders that are affected by 
management policies.  
 
While the intention of the FEP is to focus on actions within the Council’s authority, the Council can also 
use the FEP to promote dialogue with non-fishery authorities about activities affecting fishery resources. 
The framework can also be used to inform new lines of research relevant to management. The value of 
including individuals who cannot attend Council meetings for various reasons is significant, and by 
increasing transparency, the FEP process would make the decision-making process more accessible.  
 
Currently, there is a strong atmosphere of collaboration at the AFSC between ecosystem scientists and the 
management process. A visible product of that collaboration is the Ecosystem Considerations report of 
the groundfish SAFE, presented annually to the SSC and the Council as an immediate prelude to setting 
quotas on groundfish. Similarly, some stock assessments also directly incorporate ecosystem and climate 
variables. While this collaboration would continue regardless, choosing to develop an FEP could provide 
the Council greater control over the ongoing transition to EBFM, and help to formalize current ad hoc 
practices. The FEP presents another step in that transition by allowing the Council to define its 
information needs with respect to ecosystem considerations in stock assessments and management. The 
FEP can provide specific advantages for both the Council and the AFSC by improving communication 
about management needs and the relationship to research. The NOAA Integrated Ecosystem Assessment 
(IEA) program emphasizes that best practices for EBFM include developing a shared vision for 
ecosystem-based management between stakeholders and scientists. Researchers need to develop science 
that is both timely and actionable for managers, while managers need to be prepared and expected to 
receive and (as relevant) act on results. The proposed structure of this FEP ensures that this “handshake” 
takes place early in the process, thus setting clear expectations on both sides for any given analysis or 
piece of research. 
 

                                                      
2 Some of these benefits are likely to be realized through action modules under the FEP framework. See Section 3 for further 
description. 
3 TK is defined as traditional indigenous knowledge that is acquired through long-term resource use and environmental observation, 
and is transmitted intergenerationally, while LTK more broadly includes the observation and experience of local participants that 
may be, but are not necessarily, indigenous. A detailed definition of TK can be found in Raymond-Yakoubian and Raymond-
Yakoubian 2015, p.8. 
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The development of proposed FEP process coincides well with the process of Activity Planning that is 
currently used to prioritize research in the AFSC. While multiple methods of prioritization exist (e.g., the 
Council’s annual Research Priorities), the combination of the FEP planning and activity plans will aid in 
prioritizing (and allocating) current funds and when seeking future growth. 
 
The Council also believes it will be valuable to synthesize our scientific understanding of the Bering Sea 
ecosystem specifically from a fishery management perspective. The Bering Sea is well-studied, and the 
Council is not interested in creating a redundant compilation of information that is available elsewhere. 
Rather, it will be useful to develop our understanding of ecosystem connectivity as it may relate to 
specific fishery management concerns (e.g., the halibut stock, Norton Sound communities, or red king 
crab spawning habitat in Bristol Bay). The FEP would build off the existing Eastern Bering Sea 
Ecosystem Assessment, which is part of the Ecosystem Considerations chapter of the SAFE report, and 
already synthesizes ecosystem information on an annual basis. FEP-relevant findings can be readily 
incorporated into the existing process. 
 
Another purpose of the FEP could be to document our current procedures and best practices for EBFM. 
While the Council believes that our current approach is precautionary and effective, documentation will 
be helpful to demonstrate this to the broader public. Additionally, a gap analysis will allow the Council to 
have a more informed understanding of the strengths and areas of improvement of its EBFM approach. 
This is currently envisioned as an action module under the FEP framework (Section 3). 
 
Finally, the FEP provides a framework to address tradeoff issues that arise, and supplement existing 
decision-making processes to respond to a range of issues, such as changing environmental conditions, or 
potential conflicts with other sectors (e.g., shipping or oil extraction). In working with other agencies or 
stakeholders in other industries, it is extremely valuable to have a clear statement of the ecosystem goals 
and concerns of the fishing sector. Under the FEP framework, decision tools can be developed that allow 
the Council to evaluate tradeoffs and alternative management policies and tools (e.g., harvest limits, 
time/area closures) for their performance and effectiveness (especially stationary and static management 
tools). Thus, the FEP can help ensure that management is flexible, responsive, and resilient to ecosystem 
shifts and changing pressures, and able to continue to support long-term sustainable fisheries harvest in 
the Bering Sea.  
 

 Objectives for the FEP 

The following are process objectives for the Bering Sea FEP: 

● Synthesize and update current scientific understanding and ongoing monitoring of Bering Sea 
ecosystem processes and status, including fisheries and subsistence use, to inform fishery 
management and identify areas that need further work for our understanding of ecosystem 
processes. 

● Create and implement a cohesive process for Bering Sea EBFM, including developing an 
operational definition of EBFM, providing a mechanism for incorporating new sources of 
ecosystem information into Council processes, and defining the Council’s management process to 
improve understanding by the broader public. 

● Establish a process to use ecosystem information to inform decisions for adaptive management, 
to: 

○ address change under novel or intensified stressors, 
○ understand and consider tradeoffs among ecological, social, and economic factors of 

fishery harvest, and 
○ to consider subsistence needs and traditional knowledge. 
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● Review and evaluate the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of fishery management actions on 
the Bering Sea ecosystem to provide a baseline for evaluation of future council actions. 

 

3 Background on EBFM theory 

In their paper, Link and Brownman (2014) describe EBFM on the spectrum of management philosophies 
between EBM and single species management (Figure 4). EBM, which may be considered place-based 
management, necessarily considers and tries to balance trade-offs in multisectoral (sometimes conflicting) 
mandates that may be acting on system of interest (e.g., between tourism, extraction, shipping, fisheries, 
land use, and conservation). In contrast, single species management (SSM) is focused on a species of 
interest but does not specifically consider the species in the context of the broader ecosystem or food-
web, or effects of the species-specific managed activities on non-target species per se (usually due to a 
lack of sufficient data). An Ecosystem Approach to Fisheries management (EAFM), is on the EBM – 
SSM spectrum, where fisheries management considers the ecological and ecosystem context of the focal 
species in that habitat, environmental, and trophic considerations are included in the management process. 
EBFM builds upon EAM while still primarily focused on the fisheries sector. In EBFM, trophic and 
environmental interactions and cumulative impacts are specifically accounted for in the management 
process (e.g., using multi-species or environmentally enhanced singles species models, food web-models, 
coupled physical-fishery-socioeconomic models). 
 
Both EBFM and EBM are expected to result in more holistic management recommendations that are 
robust to the nonstationarity characteristic of ecosystem dynamics, which can confound single species 
management. EBFM has the particular advantage of quantifying the value of marine resources beyond 
fisheries extraction and provides the management framework for optimizing fisheries productivity and 
meeting ecosystem-level goals (Fogarty, 2014; Large et al., 2013; Link, 2010; Samhouri et al., 2010). 
Specifically in the context of fisheries management, implementing ecosystem-based fisheries 
management requires recognition that no fish population is independent of other species in the ecosystem, 
acknowledgement of interdependent biological and human systems, and use of the best available models 
of interactions among interdependent ecosystem components to sustain fisheries and conserve all valued 
components of marine ecosystems.  
 
Globally, EBM of living resources of the oceans has made substantial progress over the past decade in 
balancing tradeoffs and meeting multiple, sometimes conflicting management objectives for a region 
(Link 2010; Belgrano and Fowler 2011). Examples include establishing and showing the effectiveness of 
marine protected areas (e.g., Halpern 2003), building ecosystem resilience and resource sustainability 
(e.g., Levin and Lubchenco 2008, Link 2010) though anticipating and avoiding tipping points and 
ecosystem state changes (e.g., Scheffer et al. 2009, Travis et al. 2014), and adapting management to test 
and monitor impacts of management actions (e.g., Pauly et al. 2000). 
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Figure 4 The spectrum of ecosystem based fisheries management 

 
Source: http://www.st.nmfs.noaa.gov/ecosystems/ebfm/ebfm-myths# 
 
Regionally, significant progress has been made at the Regional Fishery Management Council-level 
toward implementing EBFM and EAFM. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) has 
been a leader in implementing these approaches including developing fishery ecosystem plans, protecting 
forage species, basing management choices on reliable science and modeling, and implementing 
precautionary protection measures. These steps and others are of great benefit to the conservation and 
management of fishery resources. Particularly in light of changing conditions in the ocean, continuing the 
momentum and progress toward ecosystem-based management approaches is a key to ensuring the long-
term sustainability of the nation’s fisheries. 
 
Operationalizing EBFM for the Bering Sea FEP includes (but is not limited to):  

o Regular incorporation of emergent science and tools to address novel challenges and changing 
conditions. 

o Models that are maintained with current and up-to-date information and are set up to deliver 
results in a timely manner so that outputs can feed directly into the management cycle. 

o Regular evaluation of management tools, in particular stationary and static management limits in 
order to ensure that they are effective under changing environmental conditions. 

o Regular collaboration between stock assessment, physical, ecosystem, and socio-economic 
research scientists through action modules, and periodic ecosystem workshops reviewing new and 
existing science (assessment). 

o Regular review and evaluation of ecosystem-level science as part of the ongoing stock assessment 
(in order to evaluate the integration of new science into management).  

o Regular (e.g., annual) quantification of the effects of harvest on both target and non-target marine 
species and habitats (and interactions) as well as the effects of trophic and environmental 
processes on target fisheries. 

 

The FEP 
operates 

at this 
level 
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o Consideration/evaluation of the aforementioned direct and indirect effects on management limits 
and recommendations (e.g., recommended harvest rates, fishing season, lower and upper 
harvested biomass limits, and/or exclusion zones of fisheries in the EBS). 

o Extent to which local and traditional knowledge is incorporated. 
 

4 Council primer 

 How does the Council process work 

 Description of the Council’s ecosystem-based fishery management 

 Management onramps 

 How will the FEP interact with Council processes and documents? 

 How will the FEP foster partnerships with other processes or agencies? 

 

5 Synthesis of the Bering Sea ecosystem 

The Bering Sea is one of the most well-studied marine ecosystems in the world. Recent scientific efforts 
to describe the Bering Sea Ecosystem include publications from the National Research Council (1996), 
Alaska Sea Grant (1999), and the North Pacific Marine Science Organization (2010). There are annual 
research programs by the National Marine Fisheries Service, Bureau of Ocean Energy Management 
(BOEM), and projects funded annually by the North Pacific Research Board (NPRB).  
Recently, the NPRB and the National Science Foundation (NSF) completed a multi-year (2007-2013) 
study of the impacts of a changing climate and dynamic sea ice cover on the eastern Bering Sea 
ecosystem. This collaborative project, known as the Bering Sea Project, included more than 100 scientists 
from around the world conducting studies to link climate, physical oceanography, plankton, fishes, 
seabirds, marine mammals, humans, traditional knowledge, and economic outcomes to better understand 
the mechanisms that drive this region. The project has resulted in nearly 150 peer-reviewed publications, 
to date, including three special issues of Deep-Sea Research II, with the fourth special issue on the way. 
Results are also available as project reports to the NPRB, and as “Project Headlines”, two page 
summaries of each project available on the NPRB website4. 
The data provided by these new and recurring studies and surveys are being used to develop models to 
better describe the dynamics of the Bering Sea ecosystem. These new models may allow resource 
managers to consider multi-step interactions between exploitable resources and other ecosystem 
components, including ecological interactions, environmental drivers, human activities, and human 
wellbeing. Current modeling efforts in the Bering Sea use hind cast models (such as ROMS, NPZ, 
FEAST) to forecast the effects of management scenarios (FAMINE).  
The annual Ecosystem Considerations chapter of the SAFE Report, and the Bering Sea ecosystem 
assessment (Zador 2014) provide an annual summary of multiple ecosystem and management indicators 
of the Bering Sea ecosystem. Through the structuring theme of production, the Bering Sea ecosystem 
assessment focuses in on ten key community-level indicators of ecosystem-wide productivity. Together, 
these documents allow scientists and managers to track the state of the ecosystem across time.  
Other studies have focused on the potential impacts of opening the Arctic, and an increase in 
transportation through Bering Strait. In 2015, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) published a Port Access 
                                                      
4 http://www.nprb.org/bering-sea-project/explore-the-science/project-headlines 
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Route Study (PARS) for the Chukchi Sea, Bering Strait, and Bering Sea. This study was designed to 
allow the USCG to designate necessary fairways and traffic separation schemes to provide safe access 
routes for vessels transiting through the Bering Straits region. The 2009 Arctic Marine Shipping 
Assessment was commissioned by the Arctic Council to address this question, and there have been 
periodic progress reports to update the assessment since then5. The Aleutian Islands Risk Assessment 
project6 also tracks the potential increase in Arctic shipping, which also affects the Aleutian Islands, and 
has developed a number of risk reduction strategies in the follow-up to its 2011 report (AIRA 2011). 
While there is less information available on the Bering Sea ecosystem at the local level, the State of 
Alaska Department of Fish and Game Subsistence Division has ongoing projects to document traditional 
use patterns and provide a wide range of subsistence use data. In addition, organizations such as the 
Alaska Marine Conservation Council and the Bering Sea Elders, and Pew Charitable Trusts, Oceana, and 
Kawerak, Inc. have begun work to describe and document local and traditional knowledge of the 
subsistence use patterns of Alaska Native communities in the Bering Sea region7. These traditional use 
data are now available in map and GIS formats that allow managers to evaluate them for potential 
conflicts with commercial fisheries.  

 
 Geographical area of the FEP  

The geographic area of the FEP is approximated by the eastern Bering Sea LME, excluding the Aleutian 
Islands west of 169° W. longitude (Figure 5). In the development of the FEP, the area should be refined 
by assessing biophysical characteristics, rather than be limited to the boundaries of the U.S. EEZ, and 
where appropriate, the geographic boundaries should be relaxed to allow understanding external pressures 
and drivers. Studies have shown that there may also be multiple biogeographic regions within the core 
FEP area identified in Figure 5 (e.g., Sigler et al 2011), and there is considerable connectivity of the 
ecosystem with neighboring areas, especially north of Bering Strait, and westward with Russia. The 
arrows in Figure 5 are intended to indicate that the FEP boundary of the Bering Sea ecosystem is flexible. 
 

                                                      
5 http://www.pame.is/amsa  
6 http://www.aleutianriskassessment.com/  
7 Northern Bering Sea Mapping Project available at http://www.akmarine.org/fisheries-conservation/protect-habitat/northern-bering-
sea-initiative/ and Bering Strait Marine Life and Subsistence Use Data Synthesis available at 
http://oceana.org/publications/reports/the-bering-strait-marine-life-and-subsistence-data-synthesis.  

http://www.pame.is/amsa
http://www.aleutianriskassessment.com/
http://www.akmarine.org/fisheries-conservation/protect-habitat/northern-bering-sea-initiative/
http://www.akmarine.org/fisheries-conservation/protect-habitat/northern-bering-sea-initiative/
http://oceana.org/publications/reports/the-bering-strait-marine-life-and-subsistence-data-synthesis
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Figure 5 Initial map of FEP core boundary 

 
 
The Fisheries are concentrated in the southern Bering Sea region, which also includes the southern shelf 
and the whole of the Bering Sea slope area, and is distinguished by annually variable bottom 
temperatures. If appropriate, the southeastern area should be prioritized, in a stepwise approach to FEP 
development. 
 
5.1.1 Jurisdictional boundaries  
[need maps] 
Groundfish in Federal waters of the eastern Bering Sea are managed by the National Marine Fisheries 
Service and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council under the authority of the Bering 
Sea/Aleutian Islands fishery management plan. Some groundfish allocations may be harvested anywhere 
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands management area; others are spatially restricted to as specific subarea. 
Certain groundfish species may also be harvested in State of Alaska waters, within 3nm of shore.  
 
The State of Alaska is also responsible for day-to-day management of the crab and scallop fisheries that 
take place in the area. These fisheries are managed under the oversight of a Federal fishery management 
plan, with direct management deferred to the State. Additionally, the State manages herring and salmon 
fisheries in the areas, which are prosecuted wholly within State waters. The State of Alaska uses its own 
grid of statistical areas to record catch and manage these fisheries. 
 
The other regulatory areas within the eastern Bering Sea are those of the International Pacific Halibut 
Commission (IPHC). [describe more] 
 
Inseason data are collected at many spatial levels, including Federal statistical areas, State of Alaska 
statistical areas and precise global positioning system haul locations for some directed fisheries.  
 
Table 3-4 describes the regulatory responsibility of various international, Federal, State, and municipal 
agencies over the resources and people of the Aleutian Islands ecosystem. 
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Table 3-1 Regulatory responsibility in the eastern Bering Sea 
Resource, Population Agency Responsibility 
groundfish NPFMC/NMFS 

 
ADF&G 

3-200nm; population abundance; setting harvest levels, fishery 
management, monitoring, and enforcement 

0-3nm 
halibut IPHC 

NPMFC/NMFS 
population abundance, setting harvest levels 
management of fishery 

crab NPFMC/NMFS 
ADF&G 

monitor overfishing levels, allocations 
harvest levels; fishery management, monitoring, enforcement 

scallop NPMFC/NMFS 
ADF&G 

monitor overfishing levels 
harvest levels, fishery management, monitoring, enforcement 

salmon ADF&G 
NPFMC/NMFS 

population abundance, harvest levels, fishery management 
retention prohibited 3-200nm 

herring ADF&G population abundance, harvest levels, fishery management 
other fish NMFS advisory authority for habitat for all fish incl nearshore watersheds 
marine mammals (except 

walrus and otters) 
NMFS population abundance, advisory authority, protection under 

MMPA and ESA 
walrus and otters USFWS population abundance, advisory authority, protection under 

MMPA and ESA 
birds USFWS population abundance, advisory authority, protection under MBTA 
citizens of each coastal 

community 
Municipal entity municipal responsibility 

Land [update] USFWS 
 

BLM, DNR 

protection of Alaska Maritime National Wildlife Refuge, including 
marine responsibility extending offshore 

own some small parcels 
shipping DEC 

USCG 
oversight of spill response 
ensure safety of vessels in US ports and waterways 

oil and gas development BOEM 
DNR or DEC 

3-200nm 
0-3nm 

military activity Alaskan Command, 
Pacific Command 

? 

formerly used defense sites AFCEE cleanup 
Other?   
KEY: ADF&G – Alaska Department of Fish and Game; AFCEE – US Air Force Corps of Engineers; DEC – Alaska Department of 

Environmental Conservation; DNR – Alaska Department of Natural Resources; DOD – Department of Defense, EPA – 
Environmental Protection Agency, MMS – Minerals Management Service, NMFS – National Marine Fisheries Service, 
NPFMC – North Pacific Fishery Management Council, USFWS – US Fish and Wildlife Service 

 
5.1.2 Interconnectivity of ecosystem components  
The FEP encompasses relationships among fisheries, communities, prey and predators of target and non-
target species, their habitat, the impacts of climate, and the cumulative impact on the ecosystem from all 
fisheries and non-fishing impacts. In order to understand the impact of these components on the Bering 
Sea ecosystem, influences from areas external to the core FEP geographical area will be considered at the 
geographical range that is appropriate to that component. This may be especially important for the area 
north of Bering Strait. 
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 Conceptual model of the Bering Sea ecosystem 

 Recruitment and oceanographic processes 

 Economic activities 

 Social networks 

 Non-fishing activities 

 
6 Action module process  
The Council has designed the FEP as a strategic planning document that describes a process for 
addressing Council management concerns about ecological goals, as expressed in the Council’s 
ecosystem policy statement, and is able to be flexible to new information and changing resources. As 
such, this core FEP document identifying Council goals and policies has been developed, which forms a 
structured framework to regularly evaluate and initiate specific analyses or tasks (action modules) to 
address Council priorities. This type of structure is responsive to the Council’s concerns about staff 
resources, as the action modules can be initiated progressively as and when management needs and 
available resources allow. 
 
The Council has developed a core FEP with the potential for various action modules to be developed 
under the FEP framework, as time and resources allow. In order for the FEP to be useful and used in the 
Council process, there needs to be clear forethought about how the core FEP, and the action modules 
initiated under the FEP framework, will be incorporated into the Council management process. This 
process is described below. 
  

 Design of the core FEP and action modules 

 How do action modules interact with funding agencies 

 Council’s current list of action modules 

 

7 Public Involvement Plan 

8 Feedback mechanisms 

9 Preparers and references 

 Preparers 

Bering Sea Fishery Ecosystem Plan Team 
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