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1 Introduction and Purpose

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (MSA) includes provisions
concerning the identification and conservation of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH). The MSA defines EFH as
“those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.” The
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and regional Fishery Management Councils must describe
and identify EFH in fishery management plans (FMP), minimize to the extent practicable the adverse
effects of fishing on EFH, and identify other actions to encourage the conservation and enhancement of
EFH. Federal agencies that authorize, fund, or undertake actions that may adversely affect EFH must
consult with NMFS, and NMFS must provide conservation recommendations to federal and state
agencies regarding actions that would adversely affect EFH. Regional Fishery Management Councils also
have the authority to comment on federal or state agency actions that would adversely affect the habitat,
including EFH, of managed species.

Each FMP contains the following EFH components:

1. EFH descriptions and identification;
Fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH;
Non-MSA fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH;
Non-fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH;
Cumulative impacts analysis;
EFH conservation and enhancement recommendations;
Prey species list and any locations;
Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) identification;
Research and information needs; and
0. Requirement to review EFH every 5 years.

S0 XN L AW

1.1 2010 EFH 5-year review

In 2009 and 2010, the most recent 5-year EFH review was conducted for the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council (Council), and documented in the Final EFH 5-year Review for 2010 Summary
Report (Council and NMFS 2010). Prior to the 2009-2010 EFH review, an EFH review was last
conducted in 2005 with the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for EFH Habitat Identification and
Conservation in Alaska (NMFS 2005). The Council anticipated the 2009-2010 update to EFH as all FMPs
require EFH to be reviewed every 5 years. The report reviewed EFH provisions in five of the Council’s
six FMPs (Table 1): the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Management Area (BSAI Groundfish FMP), the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Gulf of
Alaska (GOA Groundfish FMP), the Fishery Management Plan for Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands King and
Tanner Crabs (BSAI Crab FMP), the Fishery Management Plan for the Scallop Fishery off Alaska
(Scallop FMP), and the Fishery Management Plan for the Salmon Fisheries in the EEZ Off the Coast of
Alaska (Salmon FMP). The Council’s sixth FMP, the Fishery Management Plan for Fish Resources of the
Arctic Management Area (Arctic FMP), was approved by the Secretary of Commerce in August 2009
(Table 1). As a thorough assessment of EFH was included in the Arctic FMP, EFH descriptions for Arctic
species were not addressed in the 5-year review report.

The review evaluated new information on EFH, assessed information gaps and research needs, and
identified whether any revisions to EFH are needed or suggested. The EFH 5-year Review for 2010
Summary Report (Council and NMFS 2010) and the affected environment analysis from the 2005 EFH
EIS (NMFS 2005) is incorporated by reference in this analysis).
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Table 1 List of Council Fishery Management Plans, and status of EFH review

Fishery Management Plan EFH Last Updated Review Status

Groundfish of the Bering Sea and 2005 Council review in 2009-10 (including Plan Team)

Aleutian Islands Management Area

Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska 2005 Council review in 2009-10 (including Plan Team)

Bering Sea/ Aleutian Islands King and 2005 Council review in 2010 (including Plan Team)

Tanner Crabs

Scallop Fishery off Alaska 2005 Council review in 2010 (including Plan Team)

Salmon Fisheries in the EEZ Off the 2005 Council review in 2010

Coast of Alaska No salmon plan team, so review was provided by
NMFS salmon experts.

Fish Resources of the Arctic FMP implemented in | Council review completed in 2009 with adoption

Management Area August 2009 of FMP

1.2 Purpose and Need Statement
At initial review, the Council adopted the following problem statement for this action:

The EFH Final Rule and each of the Council’s FMPs state that a review of EFH
components should be completed every 5 years and the EFH provisions should be revised
or amended, as warranted, based on the best available information. The 5-year review of
EFH was completed in April 2010, and synthesized in a Summary Report presented to
the Council. Based on the review, the Council has determined that new habitat and life
history information is available to revise many of the EFH descriptions and
recommendations in the Council FMPs. Additionally, the EFH review process has proven
to be an appropriate vehicle for identifying HAPC priorities, and the Council intends to
consider whether periodic calls for HAPC proposals should be synchronized with future
S-year reviews.

The purpose of this action is to update the EFH provisions in five FMPs to reflect new information from
the EFH 5-year review. Pursuant to section 303(a)(7) of the MSA, each FMP (1) describes and identifies
EFH for the fishery, (2) minimizes to the extent practicable the adverse effects of fishing on EFH, and (3)
identifies other actions to encourage the conservation and enhancement of EFH. The analysis contained
in this document is based upon the best scientific information available and the guidelines articulated in
the Final Rule to implement the EFH provisions of the MSA (see 50 CFR Part 600, Subpart J). This
action is necessary to ensure the FMPs reflect the most up-to-date information on EFH.

1.3 Proposed Action

Based on the review and the summary report, the Council identified various elements of the EFH
provisions that merit revision. Accordingly, the Council initiated an analysis to address recommendations
arising from the 5-year review.

In April 2011, the Council recommended all FMP amendments: Amendment 98 to the BSAI Groundfish
FMP, Amendment 90 to the GAO Groundfish FMP, Amendment 40 to the BSAI Crab FMP, Amendment
15 to the Scallop FMP, Amendment 11 to the Salmon FMP, and Amendment 1 to the Arctic FMP. These
recommendations are summarized in Table 2. Table 2 also pairs each recommendation with the
corresponding action included in this analysis. These recommendations and actions are minor changes to
the EFH provisions and will not substantively change how fisheries are managed or how EFH
consultations are conducted.
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Subsequent to the April 2011 Council meeting, Amendment 11 to the Salmon FMP was combined with
Amendments 10 and 12 to the Salmon FMP. Amendment 11 changes recommendations for non-fishing
activities, HAPC timeline change, and EFH research objectives. The Notice of Availability for
Amendments 10, 11, and 12 published in the Federal Register on April 2, 2012 (77 FR 19605). The
comment period closed June 1, 2012. The Secretary of Commerce approved Amendments 10, 11, and 12
to the Salmon FMP on June 29, 2012 (77 FR 19605, April 2, 2012).

Table 2 Summary of the Council’s recommended action resulting from the EFH 5-year review, April 2011
EFH Corresponding
Council FMP Recommended change action in this
component .
analysis
EFH BSAI Amendments for all 24 species or complexes whose habitat is
descriptions of | Groundfish described in the FMP, to revise some aspect of the EFH Action 1
individual description, as described in the summary report.
species GOA Amendments for all 24 species or complexes whose habitat is
Groundfish described in the FMP, to revise some aspect of the EFH Action 2
description, as described in the summary report.
BSAI Crab Amendments for all 5 species or complexes in the FMP, to
revise general EFH and fishery information for each species, as
described in the summary report (amendments to revise the Action 3
evaluation of fishing effects conclusions are not initiated at this
time, rather see discussion under evaluation of fishing effects).
Scallop Amendment for the one species whose habitat is described in
the FMP, to revise aspects of the EFH description, as described in Action 4
the summary report.
Fishing All FMPs A general re-evaluation of the effects of fishing activities on --

activities that
may adversely

EFH, including re-running the model, should not be initiated at
this time. Recent research results are consistent with the habitat

affect EFH sensitivity and recovery parameters and distributions of habitat
types used in the prior analysis of fishing effects for the EFH EIS.
Fishing intensity has decreased overall, gear regulations have
been designated to reduce habitat damage, and area closures
have limited the expansion of effort into areas of concern.
Non-fishing All FMPs Amendments to update EFH conservation recommendations
activities that for 14 of 27 non-fishing activities and the analysis of impacts .
o > Action 5
may adversely of non-fishing activities.
affect EFH
HAPC All FMPs Amendment to revise the timeline associated with the HAPC
process to coincide with the EFH 5-year review.
Note, the Council also set skate egg concentration sites as a Action 6
habitat priority, and initiated a call for proposals for candidate
HAPC sites. Any amendments resulting from the call for proposals
will be, however, implemented through a separate process.
Research and | All FMPs Amendments to revise research priority objectives in the FMP.
information The Council’s research priority objectives from 2005 have largely
needs been met, however many of the research questions are still valid Action 7
and remain to be investigated. The Council preliminarily identified
new objectives to guide EFH research over the next 5 years.
14 Future EFH Actions

The Council also recognized two actions under the EFH descriptions of individual species and fishing
activities that may adversely affect EFH that will be discussed in the future. These are detailed in Table 3.
At initial review in February 2011, the Council chose to postpone amendments to EFH descriptions in the
Salmon FMP. NMFS is currently developing a new methodology that will allow the Council to refine
areas identified as EFH for marine life history stages of the Pacific salmon species. Once the
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methodology has been peer reviewed, changes to EFH descriptions in the Salmon FMP will be initiated as
a separate amendment. Consequently, the action relating to changes to the Salmon FMP has been
removed from this omnibus amendment package.

Table 3 Future EFH actions

. Corresponding
EFH Council Recommended change action in this
component FMP .
analysis
EFH Salmon Amendments for all 5 species in the FMP, to revise some aspect | (delayed until
descriptions of of the EFH description, as described in the summary report, except | salmon EFH
individual that the recommendation to revise the conclusions of the effects of | methodology is
species fishing on Chinook salmon would not be forwarded for analysis. ready)
Fishing All Counci For crab species, the Council requested a discussion paper to (additional
activities that | FMPs - , research and
may adversely look at how the effects of fishing are considered for crab 3 :
affect EFH stocks. After review of this paper in February 2012, the Council discussions)
chose to postpone further discussion about crab habitat until
additional research is conducted.
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2 Description of Actions and Alternatives

This amendment package includes a series of actions for five FMPs; BSAI Groundfish, GOA Groundfish,
BSAI King and Tanner Crab, Alaska Scallops, and the Arctic. Actions 1 through 4, below, would amend
EFH provisions in four of the five FMPs that were addressed in the 5-year review (see Section 2.8 for
discussion of intended changes to the Salmon FMP). Action 5 updates the effects of non-fishing activities
in Alaska on EFH, and is applicable to all of the Council FMPs. Action 6 synchronizes the HAPC
identification timeline with the EFH review, and is also applicable to all of the Council FMPs. While the
EFH 5-year review addressed all of the Council’s FMPs except the Arctic FMP, Actions 5 and 6 will
require amendment of the Arctic FMP as well as the other FMPs. Under Action 7, the Council will adjust
its EFH research objectives in the five Council FMPs that were addressed in the 5-year EFH review
report.

More detail on the specific revisions proposed under Alternative 2 in Actions 1 through 7 is included in
the sections that follow relating to the specific actions.

2.1 Action 1 — BSAI Groundfish

Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo
Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Amend the EFH provisions for all twenty-four groundfish species or
complexes

2.2 Action 2 — GOA Groundfish

Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo
Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Amend the EFH provisions for all twenty-four groundfish species or
complexes

2.3 Action 3 — BSAI King and Tanner Crab

Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo
Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Amend the EFH provisions for all five crab species

2.4 Action 4 — Alaska Scallops

Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo
Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Amend the EFH provisions for weathervane scallop

2.5 Action 5 — Non-fishing Activities — All FMPs

Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo
Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Amend EFH conservation recommendations for non-fishing activities in
all Council FMPs and analysis of impacts of non-fishing activities

2.6 Action 6 — HAPC Timeline — All FMPs
Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo

Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Revise timeline for considering HAPCs from three to five years in all
Council FMPs
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2.7 Action 7 — EFH Research Priorities

Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo
Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Revise research objectives for EFH in five Council FMPs

2.8 Relationship to other Council actions resulting from the 2010 EFH 5-year review
Salmon EFH descriptions

For Salmon FMP species, EFH is described in three parts: marine, nearshore, and freshwater. Marine and
nearshore salmon EFH is generally described to include all marine waters from the mean higher tide line
to the limits of the EEZ. However, a new methodology to refine the geographic scope of EFH for Pacific
salmon in marine waters off Alaska has been developed by the Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC).
AFSC salmon experts have finalized their methodology, which will undergo peer review and be published
as a NOAA Technical Memorandum. Once the NOAA Technical Memorandum is complete, the
methodology can be used as a mechanism to update marine salmon EFH. The preliminary findings
indicate that habitat preferences exist by salmon species and life stage, and that the methodology will be
very useful to refine EFH for the different life stages of each Pacific salmon using oceanic variables (i.e.,
depth, temperature, salinity).

The omnibus amendment originally included an action to make technical or housekeeping changes to the
EFH description language, pending the completion of the comprehensive refinement of EFH descriptions
that would result from the application of the new methodology. At initial review in February 2011, the
Council chose to postpone any amendments to EFH descriptions in the Salmon FMP until the new
methodology is ready to be used. Once the methodology has been peer reviewed, the Council will initiate
an amendment to change EFH descriptions in the Salmon FMP. Consequently, Amendment 11 the
Salmon FMP is limited to updating non-fishing effects and revising the HAPC process to a 5-year cycle.
Amendment 11 is not included in this action because it was combined with Amendments 10 and 12 to the
Salmon FMP. The Secretary of Commerce approved Amendments 10, 11, and 12 to the Salmon FMP on
June 29, 2012 (77 FR 19605, April 2, 2012). Changes to EFH descriptions for salmon may be considered
in the future after the peer review of the new methodology for determining salmon EFH is completed.

Other discussion papers resulting from the 5-year EFH review

The Council requested two additional discussion papers during the April 2010 review of the final EFH 5-
year Review for 2010 Summary Report. The summary report for the S5-year review contained a
recommendation by the groundfish Plan Teams that the Council consider establishing measures to
conserve EFH from fishing threats to sablefish recruitment. In April 2010, the Council considered the
Teams’ recommendation, and asked for further information with which to evaluate how it should be
addressed. The Council was specifically interested in understanding whether the problems with sablefish
recruitment are habitat-driven, or is poor recruitment attributable to other factors. At initial review of the
omnibus amendment package, in February 2011, the Council reviewed a discussion paper on factors
affecting sablefish recruitment in Alaska, which was prepared by the AFSC. The conclusions in the
discussion paper indicate that adopting specific conservation measures for juvenile sablefish is premature
given ongoing research about the relationship between habitat and recruitment. Consequently, the Council
took no further action with regard to EFH conservation recommendations for sablefish.

The 5-year review also included recommendations by the BSAI Crab Plan Team that EFH for crab
species should include the pelagic environment and transport mechanisms and their importance for
spawning and breeding populations. A particular area of southwestern Bristol Bay, which is also an area
of intensive trawl fishing, was newly identified as particularly important spawning grounds for Bristol
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Bay red king crab. In April 2010, the Council requested a discussion paper to look at how the effects of
fishing are considered for crab stocks, both to address the Plan Team’s comments, and also to evaluate
existing closures for crab habitat to see if habitat usage by crab species has changed since the mid-1990s
when these closures were put into effect. Given the timing of the discussion paper, in February 2011, the
Council determined that any action that might result from this discussion paper will be moved forward as
a subsequent amendment to the omnibus package. The Council reviewed a draft of the discussion paper in
February 2012. Based on the paper, the Council requested that the discussion on crab habitat resume once
further research had taken place. It is anticipated that the nearshore crab survey conducted in summer
2012 will provide some additional input to the hypothesis that southwestern Bristol Bay habitat is
particularly important in cold years, and may be in need of some protection. The Council also asked that
the discussion paper be expanded to look at bycatch interactions with red king crab, to provide further
analysis of the efficacy of existing red king crab closures, given theories about the change in distribution
of the stock.
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3 Methodology
3.1 Revisions to the EFH description for each species

The EFH description in the FMPs for each species includes several components, all of which were re-
evaluated in the 2010 EFH 5-year review.

The EFH description by life history stage, in text and in maps, is included in the FMPs, as well as an
indicator for how much habitat information is known about each life history stage. This is the legal
description of EFH, based on which EFH consultations for fishing and non-fishing effects on EFH are
held as directed by the MSA. It is on the basis of these descriptions that evaluations are made by the
agency about whether an activity is likely to impact EFH.

The EFH descriptions were developed as part of the 2005 EFH EIS (NMFS 2005). In developing the text
descriptions and maps used to describe EFH for individual species for the 2005 analysis, the analysts
focused on two significant fishery geographic information data resources: survey (Resource Assessment
and Conservation Engineering Division [RACE]) and observer (NORPAC). For adult and late juvenile
life stages, each data set was analyzed for 95 percent of the total accumulated population for the species
using GIS. For eggs and larvae, the EFH description is based on presence/absence data from surveys.
EFH is identified as the areas where eggs and larvae are most commonly encountered in those surveys,
which is the best available information regarding habitat use for those life stages. EFH shape files were
developed based on these data sets.

For adult and late juvenile life stages of BSAI groundfish, GOA groundfish, BSAI crab, and scallop FMP
species, fishery catch per unit of effort data from the NMFS Observer database (NORPAC, 1990 to 2001)
and NMFS trawl survey data from RACE, 1987 to 2002, and, where appropriate, Alaska Department of
Fish and Game survey data were analyzed to estimate the population distribution of each species. Where
this information exists, the area described by these data is identified as EFH. The analyzed EFH data and
areas were further reviewed by scientific stock assessment authors for accuracy. This review ensures that
any outlying areas not considered were included, and errors in the data or described EFH area were
removed.

Additionally, the FMPs include general information about the life history and distribution of the species/
complex, the fishery, relevant trophic information, and habitat and biological associations. This
information is primarily descriptive; it is, however, an important basis for identifying the geographic
scope of EFH for each species. A literature section is also included in the FMPs, which cites references of
where habitat information on the species/complex can be found. Currently in the groundfish FMPs, a
section listing contact people for more information on the species is included, however it has been
suggested as part of the proposed actions analyzed in this amendment package that this section be
removed, as it is difficult to keep this contact information up to date in the FMP, and the information is
available more readily in the annual stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) reports. Finally, the
FMPs summarize conclusions from the evaluation of fishing effects on EFH for the species conducted
during the 2005 EFH EIS.

In this amendment analysis, a table is provided summarizing which components of the provisions are
being proposed for revision for each species in each FMP, and a series of bullets provides further detail.
The complete EFH revisions are detailed in the Final Summary Report for the EFH 5-year Review for
2010 (NPFMC and NMFS 2010), and the amendment text for each FMP is included in Appendices 1
through 6 of this document. These appendices represent the changes that would be made to the FMPs
under Alternative 2 in Actions 1 through 7.
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3.2 Impacts assessment incorporated by reference from 2005 EFH EIS

The Council last amended five of its FMPs (BSAI Groundfish FMP, GOA Groundfish FMP, BSAI Crab
FMP, Scallop FMP, and Salmon FMP) in 2005, to address EFH requirements. The Council and NMFS
developed a comprehensive EFH EIS (NMFS 2005) evaluating alternatives and environmental
consequences for three actions: (1) describing and identifying EFH for fisheries managed by the Council,
(2) adopting an approach for the Council to identify HAPC within EFH, and (3) minimizing to the extent
practicable the adverse effects of Council-managed fishing on EFH.

The Council used an extensive public process to develop the alternatives for the EIS, including numerous
public meetings of the Council and its EFH Committee. With respect to the description and identification
of EFH, it was identified that the action could have indirect negative effects for the industries and other
entities that may face requirements (for federally managed fishing activities) or recommendations (for
non-fishing activities) that are designed to protect fish habitats. Such negative effects could be short-term
for the fishing industry; longer-term effects are less certain, especially for sectors that may benefit from
enhanced habitat productivity resulting from EFH description and identification. The action identified that
there would likely be indirect positive effects for the habitats and species that could be protected by
measures resulting indirectly from EFH description and identification. Such measures would include
either required measures to minimize adverse effects of fishing on EFH or recommended measures to
minimize effects of non-fishing activities on EFH.

With respect to the effects of fishing on EFH, the analysis indicated that there are long-term effects of
fishing on benthic habitat features off Alaska, and acknowledged that considerable scientific uncertainty
remains regarding the consequences of such habitat changes for the sustained productivity of managed
species. Nevertheless, based on the best available scientific information, the EIS concluded that the
effects on EFH are minimal because the analysis found no indication that continued fishing activities at
the current rate and intensity would alter the capacity of EFH to support healthy populations of managed
species over the long term. The analysis concluded that no Council-managed fishing activities have more
than minimal and temporary adverse effects on EFH, which is the regulatory standard requiring action to
minimize adverse effects under the MSA. Importantly, the Council initiated a variety of practicable
management actions and precautionary measures to conserve and protect EFH.

Fishing effects on EFH were reconsidered in the 2010 EFH 5-year review. The various factors put in the
fishing effects model used for the 2005 EFH EIS were considered and compared against new information
available in 2010. The impact of fishing, and changes in the overall location of fishing since 2005 were
evaluated in aggregate, and also specifically considered by each of the stock assessment authors to
determine whether there would be any change in impact for their assessed species. The 5-year EFH
review concludes that recent research results are consistent with the habitat sensitivity and recovery
parameters and distributions of habitat types used in the prior analysis of fishing effects for the 2005 EFH
EIS. Fishing intensity has decreased overall, gear regulations have been designated to reduce habitat
damage, and area closures have limited the expansion of effort into areas of concern. Consequently, the
Council did not initiate a general re-evaluation of the effects of fishing activities on EFH, including re-
running the model, based on the information synthesized in the EFH 5-year review summary report.

The affected environment, fishing impacts, and cumulative effects analyses from the 2005 EFH EIS
(NMEFS 2005) is incorporated by reference into this analysis. The amendments that would result should
Alternative 2 be adopted in Actions 1 through 5 would result in relatively minor changes to the existing
EFH descriptions and identifications, to incorporate more recent information, improve mapping, and
identify new EFH descriptions for a few species that have been separated out from a complex since the
existing descriptions and identifications were compiled. None of the proposed changes would require
regulatory action, and the 2010 EFH 5-year review concluded that no change to the 2005 conclusions on
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the evaluation of fishing effects on EFH was warranted based on new information from the last 5 years.'
Consequently, the proposed actions contemplated in this amendment package differ very little from the
actions that were comprehensively analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS. This impact analysis is incorporated by
reference, including the discussions of uncertainty that were fully disclosed and analyzed in that
document.

In many cases, the proposed revisions to the EFH description are solely to update new information, and as
such are largely technical or housekeeping changes. For those species for which an EFH text or map
description has been proposed for a particular life history stage, the amendment would provide the best
available information for these text and map descriptions, ensuing the most accurate information possible
is available for EFH for these species. Providing more accurate EFH information could be beneficial to
species as EFH is considered in the management of species. A change in the designation of EFH has no
direct impact, as there are no management measures or regulations associated with the designation of
EFH, nor are such conservation measures required. There may, however, be indirect impacts arising from
the changes to the designation of EFH, as those text and map descriptions represent the legal description
of EFH that are used by NMFS to provide EFH consultations for fishing and non-fishing effects on EFH
as directed by the MSA.

The changes to the species’ text and map descriptions are addressed in more detail under each specific
action. In all cases, however, the refinement to the text and maps is minor, and any new area that is
identified has already been designated as EFH for one of the other Alaska marine species. The total
aggregated area of EFH description and identification for all managed species is unchanged as a result of
this amendment. As such, federal agencies that conducted both fishing and non-fishing actions in that area
are already required to consult with NMFS on EFH in that area.

The impact of the changes proposed under these amendments is not substantively different from that
analyzed in the 2005 EFH EIS (NMFS 2005).

' Note, as described in Table 2, a discussion of the effects of fishing evaluation did arise with respect to the BSAI
Crab FMP, and fishing in southwest Bristol Bay. This issue will be discussed further by the Council after additional
crab habitat research.
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4 Action 1 — BSAI Groundfish FMP amendments for all twenty-four
species or complexes

4.1 Background — BSAI groundfish species

For the EFH 5-year review, stock assessment authors were asked to evaluate EFH information on their
assessed species based on best available information. In addition, the review compared the EFH
descriptions of species and species complexes that are currently identified in the BSAI Groundfish FMP
(Table 4) with the species or species complexes that were assessed in the 2009 SAFE report. In a few
cases, there were discrepancies. For example, shortraker and rougheye rockfish were managed as a
complex in 2005, but are now managed separately (in fact, rougheye rockfish is managed as a complex
with blackspotted rockfish). In these cases, the EFH descriptions were updated to reflect the current way
the species are being assessed.

4.2 Description of Alternatives

Alternative 1 — No Action; status quo
Alternative 2 — PREFERRED — Amend the EFH provisions for all twenty-four groundfish species or
complexes as outlined in Table 5.

Table 4 lists the species and species complexes for which EFH is currently identified in the BSAI
Groundfish FMP, and identifies what species will have EFH descriptions under the revisions proposed in
Alternative 2.
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Table 4 Species or species complexes for which EFH is currently identified in the BSAI Groundfish FMP,
compared to species or species complexes that will have EFH descriptions under Alternative 2

Species or complexes for which EFH is
identified in BSAI Groundfish FMP

Species or complexes for which EFH
descriptions will be revised (Alternative

(Alternative 1) 2)
Pollock Pollock Pollock
Pacific cod Pacific cod Pacific cod
Sablefish Sablefish Sablefish
Flatfish Yellowfin sole Yellowfin sole
Greenland turbot Greenland turbot
Arrowtooth flounder Arrowtooth flounder
Kamchatka flounder
Rock sole Northern rock sole
Flathead sole Flathead sole
Alaska plaice Alaska plaice
Rex sole Rex sole
Dover sole Dover sole
Rockfish Pacific ocean perch Pacific ocean perch

Northern rockfish

Northern rockfish

Shortraker/ rougheye rockfish

Shortraker rockfish
Blackspotted/ rougheye rockfish

Yelloweye rockfish
Dusky rockfish
Thornyhead rockfish

Yelloweye rockfish
Dusky rockfish
Thornyhead rockfish

Atka mackerel

Atka mackerel

Atka mackerel

Squid Squids Squids

Other species Octopuses Octopuses
Sharks Sharks
Sculpins Sculpins
Skates Skates

Forage fish

Forage fish complex

forage fish complex

Table 5 provides an overall summary of the recommended changes to the EFH provisions under
Alternative 2, for each species. “Yes” indicates that a substantive change to the text is being included for
the identified section. To provide further detail on the summary table, the major changes recommended to
the EFH text are detailed in bulleted form below the table.
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Table 5
FMP text

KEY:

“—" = no changes to the existing text have been recommended

EFH review of BSAI Groundfish FMP species, with recommended changes to the existing EFH

yes = author has recommended an update to the existing FMP text, based on new information
e/c = author has recommended editorial changes or clarifications to the existing FMP text

Recommended changes to the FMP text
EFH description General information 5 c
5 " s é g * = “ 5 z
Species o % é S .§ :é E E é £ % S > g ;‘3 T
§| ¢ |eE|85| 82 | €| 35| B | 2 |28 s
= 95| 80 o5 = L o © Qo 5.2 =
SE| %8 S3 | £ 88| =] £ |8 |af
= | T g g% 8 |7 |RE
Pollock elc - - yes yes - - yes yes yes -
Pacific cod elc - - - yes - - yes yes yes
Sablefish yes - - yes yes yes - yes yes yes -
'Yellowfin sole - - - - - - - yes yes - elc
Greenland turbot - - - - elc - - yes yes - -
Arrowtooth flounder| - - - - yes - - yes yes - elc
Kamchatka flounder| yes | yes | yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Northern rock sole | e/c - - - yes - - yes yes - elc
Flathead sole - yes - yes yes - yes yes yes - elc
Alaska plaice - - - - - - - yes yes - elc
Rex sole - - - yes yes - yes yes yes - (IQI?/ItPI;]
Dover sole - - - - - - - - yes - -
Pacific ocean perch| - - - yes yes - yes yes yes yes -
Northern rockfish yes - yes yes yes elc - yes yes yes -
Shortraker rockfish | yes | yes | yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Blackspotted/
rougheye rockfish yes | yes | yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Yelloweye rockfish This EFH description will be deleted from the BSAI FMP.
Dusky rockfish - - - - elc elc - - yes elc -
Thornyhead - - - - elc elc - - yes yes -
rockfish
Atka mackerel yes | yes | yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes elc
Squids - - - - - - - - yes - -
Octopuses - (El\c;ﬁpl)n - - yes yes yes yes yes yes elc
Sharks - (E&tl::;] - yes yes yes yes - yes yes -
Sculpins — — — — yes — — yes yes yes -
Skates yes | yes | yes yes - - - yes yes - yes
Forage fish (not in
complex ~ |FMP) | - - - - yes | yes B B
42.1 Recommended revisions for individual species

A description of the recommendations that are captured in the summary table (Table 5) is provided below
for each individual species or species complex for which EFH is defined in the BSAI Groundfish FMP.
The complete review for each species may be found in Appendix 1 to the Final EFH