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1.0Introduction

1.1 Goals and objectives of OA2

The purpose of Omnibus Essential Fish Habitat Amendment 2 (OA2) is meet NMFS’
published guidelines for implementation of the Magnuson-Stevens Act’s EFH provisions.
As an omnibus action, this action is intended to minimize adverse effects from fishing on
EFH across all Council plans. Deep-sea coral-related goals and objectives were moved to
a separate amendment in September 2012. The specific goals and objectives for OA2 are
as follows:

GOALS:

1.

Redefine, refine or update the identification and description of all EFH for those
species of finfish and mollusks managed by the Council, including the
consideration of HAPCs;

2. ldentify, review and update the major fishing activities (MSA and non-MSA) that
may adversely affect the EFH of those species managed by the Council,;

3. Identify, review and update the major non-fishing activities that may adversely
affect the EFH of those species managed by the Council;

4. ldentify and implement mechanisms to protect, conserve, and enhance the EFH of
those species managed by the Council to the extent practicable;

5. Define metrics for achieving the requirements to minimize adverse impacts to the
extent practicable;

6. Integrate and optimize measures to minimize the adverse impacts to EFH across
all Council managed FMPs;

7. Update research and information needs;

8. Review and update prey species information;

9. Enhance groundfish fishery productivity’*

10. Maximize societal net benefits from the groundfish stocks while addressing
current management needs*

OBJECTIVES:

A. ldentify new data sources and assimilate into the process to meet goals (state,
federal and other data sources);

B. Implement review of existing HAPCs and consider modified or additional HAPCs

(Goal 1);

! Goals and objectives indicated with an * were approved October 2012 by Groundfish Committee,
November 2012 by the Council
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Review EFH designations and refine or redefine where appropriate as improved
data and analysis become available (Goal I);
Develop analytical tools for designation of EFH, minimization of adverse
impacts, and monitoring the effectiveness of measures designed to protect habitat
(Goal I, Goal 3 and Goal 5);
Modify fishing methods and create incentives to reduce the impacts on habitat
associated with fishing (Goal 4);
Support restoration and rehabilitation of fish habitat which have already been
degraded (by fishing and non-fishing activities) (Goal 4);
Support creation and development of fish habitat where appropriate and when
increased fishery resources would benefit society (Goal 4);
Develop a strategy for prioritizing habitat protection (Goal 4);
Develop criteria for establishing and implementing dedicated habitat research
areas (Goal 7);
Design a system for monitoring and evaluating the benefits of EFH management
actions including dedicated habitat research areas (Goal 7);
Improved groundfish spawning protection; including protection of localized
spawning contingents or sub-populations of stocks* (Goal 9); including:

- Spawning fidelity

- Conservation of sub-stocks and spawning components

- Prevent extirpation
Improved protection of critical groundfish habitats (Goal 9)*

. Improved refuge for critical life history stages (Goal 9)*

Improved access to both the use and non-use benefits arising from closed area
management across gear types, fisheries, and groups. These benefits may arise
from areas designed to address the other three groundfish closed area objectives
(Goal 10).*
- Not a primary reason for closed areas, but a consideration for spatial
management
- May produce benefits to specific fisheries or ocean users

1.2 Document contents
This document includes four sections, plus references:

Section 2.0: Area-specific habitat management alternatives and component
options (current as of 03/19/13 Habitat Committee meeting)

Section 3.0: Area-specific dedicated habitat research area options (current as of
03/19/13 Habitat Committee meeting)

Section 4.0: Additional alternatives related to monitoring and frameworkability
Section 5.0: Area-specific habitat management options that have been previously
discussed by the Habitat Committee and removed from further consideration
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Options to address groundfish productivity goals and objectives are currently under
development and are not discussed in this document.

1.3 Definitions
The following definitions are used throughout:

e Option refers to a single habitat management area (exisiting, modified, or newly
proposed) and a single associated management measure. For example, “Establish
the Platts Bank habitat management areas and close them to mobile bottom-
tending gear”. The intention is to provide some analysis of options on an
individual basis. This document summarizes adverse effects minimization
options; options designed to achieve groundfish objectives are currently in
development.

e An alternative is a combination of options that would be discussed and analyzed
as a group. For example, the no action alternative would include options to
maintain each of the six existing habitat closed areas.

e A habitat management area (HMA) is a location where habitat management
measures could be implemented. These locations are bounded by specific
coordinates that were developed by the Habitat Committee and Plan Development
Team between July 2011 and June 2012.

e Management measures are the fishing restrictions that could be associated with
new or modified habitat management areas. Individual areas generally have two
different types of measures that might be selected, specifically a mobile bottom
tending gear restriction, where these gear types are prohibited entirely, or a
prohibition on all fishing gears. The latter is only proposed for the Ammen Rock
habitat management area. This area overlaps completely with the Cashes Ledge
HMA and would therefore represent an enhanced protection level for the specific
habitat types on the Ammen Rock pinnacle.

e A dedicated habitat research area (DHRA) is a location that may or may not
overlap with a habitat management area, and is designed to allow for one or more
specific research and monitoring objectives to be addressed. DHRASs would be
implemented via separate regulations from the HMAs as they may involve
different boundaries, restrictions on fishing, and time frames for review of
effectiveness.

Updated 04/11/2013 Page 11 of 85



Habitat Management Options and Alternatives
Omnibus Essential Fish Habitat Amendment 2

2.0Management alternatives to minimize the adverse effects of fishing
on Essential Fish Habitat

The Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act states that fishery
management plans must do the following:

“Describe and identify essential fish habitat for the fishery based on the guidelines
established by the Secretary under section 305(b)(1)(A), minimize to the extent
practicable adverse effects on such habitat caused by fishing, and identify other actions
to encourage the conservation and enhancement of such habitat™

The Secretarial guidelines define ‘adverse’ as a combination of effects on habitat that are
both ‘more than minimal’ and ‘not temporary’ (see EFH final rule for details; a copy is
posted at http://www.nefmc.org/habitat/efhfinalrule.pdf). However, determinations about
what exactly is meant by minimal and temporary, and about what management measures
are practicable, are left to the Council’s discretion.

Habitat management in the region has been area-based for many years. The two existing
Habitat Areas of Particular concern were designated in 1999 via Omnibus EFH
Amendment 1, and six habitat closure areas were implemented via Amendment 13 to the
multispecies FMP.

To foster objective decision making in regards to habitat management across FMPs, the
Council’s Habitat PDT developed the Swept Area Seabed Impact (SASI) approach to
estimating the spatial extent of the adverse effects of fishing gears to benthic habitats.
The NEFMC Habitat PDT developed SASI especially for use in OA2. This document
assumes that the reader has a basic understanding of the SASI approach to evaluating the
impacts of fishing on benthic habitats. A brief summary of the SASI approach is
available here: http://www.nefmc.org/habitat/sasi_info/110624 SASI_Summary v2.pdf.
A more detailed explanation of the SASI approach is available here:
http://www.nefmc.org/habitat/sasi_info/110121 SASI_Document.pdf. Work on SASI
was substantially complete by early 2010, and the primary focus since June 2010 has
been the development of habitat management area options.’

One important output of the SASI model is spatially specific estimates of habitat
vulnerability by gear type. SASI uses a dominant-substrate based definition of habitat,
and habitats dominated by larger substrate grain sizes (i.e. gravels) were found to be more
vulnerable to accumulating adverse effects from fishing due to extended recovery periods
(i.e., not minimal or temporary). The LISA The Local Indicators of Spatial Association
(LISA) analyses of these SASI vulnerability results used spatial statistics to identify
clusters of vulnerable habitats, specifically showing which of the SASI grid cells had
higher or lower than average vulnerability, and whether they were within higher than

2 Recent meeting summaries may also be of interest and are available at
http://www.nefmc.org/habitat/index.html.

Updated 04/11/2013 Page 12 of 85



Habitat Management Options and Alternatives
Omnibus Essential Fish Habitat Amendment 2

average or lower than average vulnerability ‘neighborhoods’. These two analyses
complemented one another, with the raw SASI results locating the vulnerable habitats
and the LISA analysis indicating which are clustered together and best the focus for
management. For example, all gravels are vulnerable but it is not practical - or
practicable - to manage impacts to all gravel patches due to the complex of gear
composition and fishing paterns. However, clusters of vulnerable habitats can be of
sufficient size to implement practical spatial management measures.

These clusters were used as a starting point for PDT discussions about which locations to
recommend to the Committee as adverse effects minimization habitat management
areas.® Although clustering of the SASI model vulnerability outputs for all gear types
were evaluated using the LISA analysis, the PDT’s recommendations were based on the
trawl gear SASI outputs. This was because trawl gears represent the bulk of the adverse
effects in the region relative to other gears, in large part because their realized area swept
is an order of magnitude greater than that for all other gear types. Per unit of area swept,
scallop dredge impacts were estimated to be the same as for trawl gears. Fixed gear
(longline, gillnet, and trap) impacts were found to be less adverse than mobile gear
impacts. This is because geological and biological habitat features were estimated to be
less susceptible to damage from fixed gears, and because with more minimal damage,
recovery was estimated to occur more quickly. Hydraulic dredge impacts were also
evaluated using SASI, but this fishery is spatially very localized, and only operates within
certain habitat types. Specifically, areas with larger substrate grain sizes are not fished
with hydraulic dredges.

In June 2011, the PDT evaluated the model outputs, underlying data, and other available
habitat data to move from a set of cluster outputs to a set of “vulnerable areas’ (see Map
1). These vulnerable areas were based on both model results and the known locations of
natural features including banks, ledges, or gravel-dominated hotspots that meet the
conceptual definition of vulnerability as used in the model. This list of areas included
some areas that were based on the LISA clusters and some that were outside the clusters.
Also, some of the coastal LISA cluster areas were not included on the list. The
vulnerable areas were presented to the Committee in July 2011. The area boundaries
identified by the PDT at this time were not intended to be management area boundaries,
rather, the intention was to highlight vulnerable features such as banks and ledges in the
Gulf of Maine, and gravel-dominated hotspots on Georges Bank and to the west of Great
South Channel. Cox Ledge in Southern New England was also highlighted.

Following the July 2011 Committee meeting, the PDT refined the boundaries of some of
these areas (in particular the areas west of the Great South Channel, the gravel-dominated
hotspots on and west of Georges Shoal, and the Jeffreys Ledge area) to produce more
straightforward boundaries that were intended for adoption as management areas (see

® The PDT also conducted an Equal Area Permutation analysis, which evaluated the performance of the
existing habitat closures in terms of whether or not they encompassed high vulnerability habitats. Some of
the closures performed well based on this metric, and others relatively poorly.
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Map 2). At this time, the PDT also suggested intermediate options between maintaining
and eliminating the Nanctucket Lightship and Closed Area Il habitat closed areas (again,
see Map 2), although the Committee did not adopt these options for further consideration
at their August 30 meeting (see Map 3).

In February 2012, the PDT developed some area-based management options for
Stellwagen Bank and the surrounding area, as well as two other locations in the
inshore/western Gulf of Maine, New Scantum and Gloucester Bank-Lower Stellwagen
Bank. The Committee reviewed these options later that month and decided to move
forward with the Stellwagen option for the southern part of the WGOM habitat closure.
The full range of options as initially proposed is shown on Map 4. Details are provided
in the section of this document summarizing previously considered options.

Also at their February 2012 meeting, the Committee asked the PDT to revisit the
boundary options for Platts Bank, Fippennies Ledge, and Cox Ledge, to make them more
discrete. The Committee reviewed these options in April and June 2012 and accepted
them for further analysis at their June meeting in Providence. Also at the June 2012
meeting, the Committee reconsidered a previously rejected option to modify the
boundaries of the Jeffreys Bank habitat area. In March 2013, the Committee updated the
range of area-based management options for the Great South Channel to include three
variations on a single GSC management area (Map 7), moving the four-box option to
considered but rejected.

Also in June 2012, the Committee reconsidered the use of gear modifications as a
management strategy in various GOM areas, and added ground cable length limit options
for all areas except Ammen Rock (Map 6). At their August and December 2012
meetings, and at their March 2013 meeting, the Committee considered PDT and advisory
panel advice about whether or move forward with these types of options in OA2.
Ultimately, the Committee decided not to move forward with these types of options in
OAZ2, but is exploring enhanced monitoring and data collection to facilitate development
of such options in future management actions. Further discussionof gear modification
options can be found in section 5.1.1.11.

Aside from gear modifications, the Committee has discussed the closure of specified
habitat areas to particular types of fishing gear. A mobile bottom tending gear restriction,
which includes all types of trawls and dredges, applies to the existing habitat closed
areas, and is proposed as an option for most of the new and modified areas:

Another option under consideration is closure to all types of fishing activity. This
restriction would include all types of bottom tending gear: bottom trawls, dredges,
demersal longlines, sink gillnets, and traps, with the exception of lobster traps, as well as
midwater trawl gear and recreational gear. Although for an equal amount of area swept
fixed gears were estimated to have substantially reduced adverse effects in comparison to
trawls and dredges, for some types of benthic features, habitat impacts due to fixed gear
use could be significant and long lasting (‘ad