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MEMORANDUM Agenda Item G-6
DATE: January 8, 1980

TO: Advisory Panel

FROM: Mark Hutton

SUBJECT: Bering Sea/Aleutian Groundfish Fishery Management Plan - issues.

ACTION REQUIRED:
Possible reconsideration of the Advisory Panel recommendations
for the Domestic Fishery and the winter halibut savings
area.

BACKGROUND

Four issues have been carried over from the December Council meeting.
They deal with (a) the salmon savings time and area closure to
foreign trawling (b) the domestic fishery in the winter halibut
savings area (c) in season field order authority (d) the impacts of
time and area closures. The Scientific and Statistical Committee

- will address these issues and has been asked to comment on the
proposals submitted to relax the domestic trawl restrictions in the
winter halibut savings area.

WINTER HALIBUT SAVINGS AREA

- A request has come from Daniel Webster to eliminate the domestic
trawl restrictions in winter halibut savings area (i.e., 2000
metric ton quota between December 1 and May 31) and instead use
observers to monitor the incidental catch of halibut; wusing 1% as
a maximum guide line for the incidental catch rate. You have
submitted recommendations which are being considered by the SSC.
Recommendations have also been made by the IPHC which are also
being considered by the SSC. Last, Bert Larkins, Bering Sea Groundfish

\




TIME

Plan drafting team leader, has responded to the Daniel Webster
request to relax the trawl restriction by establishing a maximum
incidental catch rate equal to 1% of the 2000 metric ton quota orx
20 metric tons of halibut.

AND AREA CLOSURES ("WINDOWS'")

New England Fish Company and Icicle Seafoods Inc. have withdrawn
all their proposed time and area closures around certain shore

based processing plants. A new Icicle Seafoods proposal is attached.

Because their area recommendations for time and area closures
around Petersburg, Seward, Kodiak and Akutan have been withdrawn
the Advisory Panel's previous recommendation for conditions and
restrictions to the Joint Ventures permits should be readdressed.
The new proposal from Icicle calls only for a general 12 mile coast
wide exclusion to joint venture foreign processing and for a time
and area closure around Akutan.



Agenda Item G-6
December, 1979

MEMORANDUM
DATE: December 7, 1979
TO: Council Members, Scientific & Statistical Committee

and Advisory Panel
FROM: Jim H. Branson
SUBJECT: Bering Sea/Aleutian Island Area Groundfish FMP

ACTION REQUIRED

1. To approve an amendment giving the Regional Director
inseason field order authority.

2. To consider relaxing domestic trawling restrictions in
the winter halibut savings area, and

3. Readdress a salmon savings time and area closure to
foreign trawlers.

BACKGROUND
(Inseason Field Order Authority)

The Bering Sea and Aleutian Island Groundfish Fishery Management Plan

was approved by Terry Leitzell and published in the Federal Register on
November 19th. It is expected to be implemented in late January, 1980.
The plan contains no provision for the issuance of field orders for
inseason adjustments of time and area . . . an oversight. This provision
is standard in the Tanner Crab and Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Plan. Bert
Larkin, Management Plan Drafting Team Leader, has recommended that we
amend the plan to include a section similar to 8.3.1.1(h) Issuance of
Field Orders in the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Plan. The proposed language
is attached. (Attachment 1) .

BACKGROUND

Mr. Daniel Webster, Steuart Investment Company, represented by Henry
Haugen, has critized the 2,000 metric ton quota for the winter halibut
savings area for domestic fisheries as " . . . excessive to comservation
and management needs and unnecessary." In the plan, Section 14.3.1.3.b.2(i)
states:



"December 1 - May 31: Domestic trawling will be permitted only [N
until the total U.S. trawl catch from this area exceeds 2,000
metric tons:" Section 14.3.1.3.c.1(i) permits a similar 2,000
metric ton U.S. longline catch in the area excluding halibut."

Attached (attachment 2) is an October 26 letter from Daniel Webster to
Mr. William Gordon, National Marine Fisheries Service, explaining his
request. We expect Mr. Webster and/or Mr. Haugen to discuss this matter
with the Council.

A proposed alternative by Mr. Webster to relax the quota restriction
would be to use observers to monitor the incidental catch of halibut
and/or other prohibited species.

The Halibut Commission has recently recommended that a by-catch of 1500
mt of halibut be placed on groundfish fiseries in the Bering Sea.

Halibut would be returned to the sea and the by-catch estimated from
observer programs. The limit would be divided among domestic and foriegn
fisheries. Then when a nation's by-catch allocation is reached all
fishing for groundfish for that nation ceases for the remainder of the
year. Their report is attached.

POSSIBLE COURSES OF ACTION

(1) Raise, maintain or eliminate the 2,000 metric ton quota for
U.S. boats in the winter halibut savings area and place observers
on domestic groundfish vessels to monitor the incidental catch ' !
of halibut and other prohibited species. A prerequisite to
this is a committment from U.S. boats of their voluntarily
taking aboard observers.

(2) Defer action and ask the Management Plan Drafting Team to
study the problem for the next meeting.

(Salmon Savings Time and Area- Closures)

We have been asked to reconsider time and area closures to foreign
trawling for the 1980 winter season to protect salmon of Western Alaska
origin. In June the Council concluded the available data were insufficient
to isolate specific time and area closures without using large broad
closures. The attached report (prepared by the National Marine Fisheries
Service) discusses the problem, ‘the available data and summarily states

no further restrictions are recommended at this time.

The Council requested increased observer coverage on these vessels in
the 1980 fishery so the data we have could be verified and hopefully, if
warranted, a time and area closure enacted for 1981.



POSSIBLE COURSE OF ACTION

No action can be taken at this meeting: the issue was placed on the

agenda too late to advertise. Therefore, we Could postpone any consideration
of the issue, examine the proposed 1980 observer coverage and date and

when appropriate advertise for the next meeting.

Attachments

MIH

1.

2.

November 6th letter from Larkin to Branson and proposed amendment
to the Bering Sea Plan regarding issuance of field orders.
October 31st letter from Bill Gordon to Daniel Webster and
October 26th letter from Daniel Webster to Bill Gordon regarding
winter halibut savings area in the eastern Bering Sea.

November 29th letter and report from Don McCoughran, Internationmal
Pacific Halibut Commission to Branson on the recommendations

for minimizing by~catches of halibut in the Bering Sea.

November 26th letter from Terry Leitzell to John Negroponte
regarding incidental catch of salmon by foreign trawlers in

the Bering Sea.
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Mr. Clem Tillion

Chairman

TR

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
Suite 32, 333 West:Fourth Avenue

Port Office Mall Building

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

‘-Dear Clem:

At the December meeting of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council,'

Icicle Seafoods presented several proposals concerning its bottomfish
processing in the Bering Sea/Aleutian area. During the three days in
which area restrictions to protect the U.S. processing industry were
discussed, several constructive criticisms were made concerning our
proposals which have led us to re—-examine and modify®the original
request I made on behalf of Icicle in my letter preceding the December
meeting dated December 5, 1979. As you may also recall, I also wrote
the Council concerning the use of time and area restrictions to protect
the U.S. processing industry on June 20, 1979; I have attached both of
these former letters to this document for your convenience. Our
evaluation since the December meeting has led us to simplify our
request concerning area restrictions in the following manner:

1. An amendment to the Bering Sea Groundfish Management Plan and
conditions on Korean and Soviet processing vessel permits
which would provide for an exclusion of foreign processing
activity within 12-miles of Alaska shores. We feel that
this would protect the U.S. processing industry adequately in
1980 given the stage of development the industry has achieved
at this time. It is also our view that if it is right to
protect the harvesting segment of U.S. industry from foreign
harvesting competition in this 12-mile zone, it surely is
right to protect the processing segment from a foreign
processing competition in the same area.

2. Because of the significant enforcement problems which we -
now understand might be encountered by the Coast Guard with
our previous circle area proposal, we instead are requesting
an area restriction as an amendment to the Fishery Management
Plan and as a permit: conditions on foreign processing
vessels which would provide for an exclusion of foreign
processing within a rectangular window bounded on the north
by 54° 40 minutes latitude, on the south by 53° 40 minutes

VIKING AND ICICLE BRAND SEAFOODS
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2. (cont'd)
latitude, on the west by 164 45 minutes longitude and on the east
by 166° g minutes longitude.

Foreign competition, both in harvesting and processing sectors, for the
-fisheries resources in the area immediately adjacent to our processing
blant would present an unreasonable burden which could greatly affect
the success or failure of our operations. We do not feel that we should
have to compete with foreign interests which are not subject to the same
regulatory, economlc and social constraints that we are (i.e., OSHA, FDA,
minimum wage, etc. ),' We require a high quality product delivered on a
timely basis in order tossurvive in a highly competitive, quality-conscious
world bottomfish market. If we are forced to receive product from areas
distant to our plant, either because we cannot compete with foreign
processors monetarily for 1local product or because local stocks are
depleted due to foreign processing operations, our product quality will
drop and we will no longer be competitive. While the highly mobile
foreign processing vessels can move to new areas to find new fish stocks,
we are not able to deo so. If the fish stocks in the area around Akutan
disappear, even on a short-term basis, we would be forced to cease
operations. Although it is essential to conserve fish stocks in the
aggregate in theeBering Sea or Gulf of Alaska, it is also necessary, in
my view, to apply the same conservation goals to localized fish

stocks = 1f ¢ fishery management is to be truly meaningful. We need
protection from unfair foreign competition in order to survive and evolve.

3. An exclusion of foreign processing activity through permit conditions
and FMP amendments in the winter Halibut Savzngs Area between
December 1lst and May 3lst.

The 2,000 metric ton quota in the Bering Sea Halibut Savings Area on
trawl-caught fish was established to provide for expansion of the
traditional crab bait troll fishery and for the initial development of
domestic human consumption fishery. Clearly, the present U.S. bait
fisheries in conjunction with planned U.S. domestic processing operations
will be more than adequate to fully utilize this quota. In a word, there
is no surplus for allocation to foreign processing operations in this
area. Whatever uncertainty may still exist about the applicability and
meaning of the Processor Preference, one thing is clear: Foreign pro-
cessors may be allocated only that portion of the U.S. harvest which
domestic processors do not have the capability and intent to process.

It is my view that a foreign processor allocation should occur only after
domestic operations have ceased or when it becomes readily apparent that
domestic processors will be unable to reach the quota figure.

Because we believe that the protection provided in the 12-mile area

restriction proposal will be adequate at this time, we are no longer
asking for additional area restrictions around our Petersburg, Sitka,
Homer and Seward facilities. By way of further clarification, we no
longer are requesting the area restriction on foreign fishing within
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70 miles of Akutan nor are we any longer requesting the time restrictions
presented in my December 5 proposal.

I should probably also comment on two arguments which were made at the
December meeting in opposition to the protection we are seeking from the
Council: first, it has been argued that because foreign processing
activities would not be allowed in certain areas that these area restric-
tions would "significantly affect" the operation of U.S. fishing vessels
and therefore cannot be imposed. Second, it has been argued that area
restrictions may not be imposed unless a conservation goal is present
and that no conservation goals are present in the use of these area
restrictions on foreign processing vessels.

As to the first point, although the imposition of an area restriction on
foreign factory ships may affect or inconvenience some U.S. fishermen who
choose to fish for the Soviet and Korean vessels, clearly U.S. fishermen
are not significantly affected if they are still able to harvest fish wherever
they pelase and they may even .do. so .gquite . conveniently in areas out-
side of the protection zones we request. As to the second point, we do
not acknowledge that a conservation goal is necessary in order to impose
area restrictions on foreign factory ships to protect U.S. processors,

but even if a conservation goal is needed, there clearly is a significant
conservation purpose served through the reduction of incidental halibut
mortality when fish are sorted on U.S. decks rather than delivered in a
cod end operation to foreign factory ships. An additional localized
conservation purpose would also be served by avoiding concentrated foreign
processing activities on near shore stocks.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our proposal with the Council
at your Janaury 10th meeting. We will be happy to answer any questions
the Council may have concerning our proposal for our bottomfish program.
We are committed to the goal of developing &100%U.S: fishing industry
where Americans harvest and process the flshery resources of the 200-mile
zone. We urge you to support that goal and the area restrictions we have
requested in this letter if you believe it isx ‘in the best interest of
Alaska and the nation. b

Respectfully Submitted,
ICICLE SEAFOODS, INC

A//W7 /g//z//

obert M. Thorstenson
President

RMT:pbl

Enclosures
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20 June 1979
MEMORANDUM

T0: Clem Tillion, Chairman
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

FROM: Robert M. Thorstenson, President
Icicle Seafoods, Inc.

RE: Imposition of Conditions and REstrictions on Foreign Factory
Ships and Permits

VT

I am writing:regarding agenda jtem number 12 which will be
considered at the North Pacific Fishery Management Council meeting
on June 28 and 29 in Alaska. It is my understanding that the Council
intends to consider an amendment to the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish
Fishery Management Plan whereby certain areas of the Gulf would be |
closed to joint venture operations in order to implement the provisions
of Public Law 95-354, the processor preference Jaw. I wish in this
memorandum to express some of the views of those of us in the
processing industry concerning the necessity of imposing such time and
area restrictions and to support the Council's decision to develop same.
I hope that we will have an opportunity to make a more substantial
submission to the Council at the July meeting and intend to do so
and would like to request time to make a presentation at that meeting.
Therefore, on a preliminary basis, I have the following thoughts that

I would like to submit to the Council.

BASIS FOR IMPOSITION OF
CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS

Initially and foremost it must be recognized that the Secretary
of Commerce through the Regional Councils has the discretionary
authority not to grant a foreign factory ship permit for operations
within the 200-mile zone, even if there is a surplus of U.S. harvested

- fish. That is, in order to foster the development of the United States

fishing industry, such permit applications could be denied. As a
general matter, I am not advocating this position, but rather advocate
the vigorous enforcement of the processor preference law along with
jmposition of conditions and restrictions on any permits that will

be issued. If appropriate conditions and restrictions are imposed
upon the permits and the United States processors are not inhibited in
their development or adversely affected by the operation of the foreign
factory ships in the 200-mile zone, there would be no reason not to
have the additional value of increased United States harvesting
activities -accrue to the nation. However, it must always be kept

in mind that the goal of Congress and the only way to achieve the
greatest value of our 200-mile fishery resources is to have the United
States fishing industry eventually fully harvest and process all
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fishery resources in the zone.

It is no longer questioned by the Regional Councils or the
Secretary of Commerce whether such conditions and restrictions can be
legally imposed; indeed, several conditions and restrictions have been
imposed on the recent Soviet permits in california, Oregon and
Washington and the Soviet and Korean permits that have been issued for
Alaska. The issue. now is, what types of conditions and restrictions
would best protect®all segments of the United States fishing industry
and cuase it to dévelap while, at the same time, permit certain
factory ship operatiaons within the 200-mile zone.

TYPES OF CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS

1. Area Restrictions

It is clear that foreign operations should not be permitted in
those limited areas where the United States fi§hing industry is
initiating operations. These areas jn Alaska include: :

Kodiak
Seward

Sitka

Homer
Cordova
Dutch Harbor
Sand Point
King Cove

ONO O WN -

It would be appropriate to protect these areas from foreign factory ship

operations. There is no reason why foreign operations should be
allowed to occur in these areas when other vast areas remain open.

Indeed, it would be extremely harmful "to permit forel
in those limited areas where the United States fishing and processing

industries have chosen to initiate their operations.

Stated most simply, the scope of protection offered to these areas

should be whatever is necessary to cause them to develop fully. For

example, one day's steaming distance from each area would be a reasonable

level of protection and still leave vast areas open for joint venture
operations.

2. Time Restrictions

The area closure suggested above could fluctuate depending upon
the nature of operation of the domestic industry in those areas that
was being protected. For example, for a year round domestic operation
the closure would, of course, be on a full time basis. For a start-up
operation in other areas that chose, would operate only at certain .
times during the season, jt may be reasonable to only close such areas

A FAavAaimn Eantnavu chine a2+ +hnaco ravtain +imoc

S~

gn factory operations

/N
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General time closures may also be appropriate to close all areas
at certain times to encourage maximum utilization by the United States
fishing industry. For example, when the domestic industry is targeting

“upon salmon or crab, it may be appropiate to permit foreign factory
ship operations in certain areas for bottomfish. Whereas, when such
species are not being fished or processed, it would be appropriate to
encourage domestic bottomfish utilization and protect the industry from

such foreign operations.
3. Gear Restrictions

Gear restrictions also should be imposed upon the U.S. harvesting
operations that intend to deliver to foreign factory ships in order
to assure that the donestic industry has available to it those
species which it choses to utilize. 1t appears that sablefish and
pacific cod will be targeted upon by the United States fishing industry
before other bottomfish species. Gear restrictions (and other conditions
and restrictions) should be imposed to assure that the domestic industry
has sufficient amounts of these species available to it to meet its needs.

4. Conditions

Restrictions generally should be absolute in most circumstances,
that is, the restrictions imposed on the foreign factory ship permits
chould be fully effective. It may be possible, however, in certain
circumstances to incorporate conditions into a permit that would provide
for increased or additional foreign factory ship operations under certain
circumstances. For example, it may be appropriate to 1ift a gear
restriction if a foreign factory ship operator provided a suitable method
to transfer prohibited species (so long as the 0Y had not been
exceeded) back to the domestic industry.

In conclusion, I very much appreciate the opportunity which the
Council has provided for this input to their Fishery Management Plan

amendemnt process and hope that you will give these several concepts
your consideration .

Very truly yours,

Robert M. Thorsenson



MEMORANDUM

TO: Clem Tillion, Chairman
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
FROM: Robert M. Thorstenson, President
ICICLE SEAFOODS, INC.
DATE: December 5, 1979
SUBJECT: ESTABLISHMENT OF CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS IN

FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS AND FOREIGN PROCESSING
VESSEL PERMITS TO PROTECT THE UNITED STATES
FISH PROCESSING INDUSTRY

I am writing concerning the establishment of area restrictions
for foreign fishing and processing vessel operations in the
Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea through amendment to the 1980
Gulf of Alaska FMP (item G.5(c) of the draft agenda for the
December meeting of the Council) and through permit conditions
and restrictions on Soviet and Korean processing vessel permits
(item H.5 of the agenda). I will also try to set out what I
understand to be the U.S. processing industry's plans for
Alaska groundfish in 1980 as well as Icicle's specific plans
for same. I would appreciate your having copies of this
memorandum and its attachments included in the briefing books
of the Council members for their consideration at the December

meeting.

Also attached for your convenience is a copy of my earlier
memorandum to you, in which I addressed the imposition of
conditions and restrictions, dated June 22, 1979.

UNITED STATES FISH PROCESSOR PLANS FOR 1980

Icicle plans to begin processing bottom fish in the Bering
Sea early in January and will operate until April. The target
species will be Pacific Cod, but other species will be pro-

cessed as wgll.

Fishing will be done by bottom and mid-water trawl gear.
Also, several vessels will be fishing longline and pots for

Black and Pacific Cod.

Also, it is my understandiﬁg that several plants in Dutch
Harbor and Unalaska plan similar operations. '

As we have for the past several years, Icicle is currently
processing, at Petersburg, bottom fish from Southeastern
Alaska, up to and including Yakutat; and it is our understanding

that NEFCO is planning an expanded operation in Kodiak.
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Our plants at Seward, Sitka and Homer will again process
bottom fish from local fishing fleets. This fish is caught ~
by longline, pots and bottom trawls.

REQUESTED AMENDMENTS TO THE GULF OF ALASKA GROUND FISH
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN

1.

Area Restrictions

General: It is respectfully requested that a general

12-mile area restriction be imposed on foreign processing

ship operations; that is, a restriction identical to that
imposed upon foreign harvesting ship operations in the

Fishery Management Plan. If it is appropriate to protect

the United States harvesting segment of the fishing industry

by a general 12-mile zone 3n which foreign fishing is pro-
hibited, it would be equally appropriate to protect United
States processing segment of the fishing industry in the

same general area. In fact, I and others were of the

belief that the 1979 Gulf of Alaska Fishery Management

Plan provided this protection. However, the Secretary of
Commerce interpreted the Fishery Management Plan differently.
Currently, the Secretary of Commerce has prcmulgated final
regulations which specifically provide that foreign

processing ships can operate up to three miles of the Alask7‘~\
chore in the Gulf of Alaska. I believe it is incumbent upo ‘
the Regional Council to reassert in a clear and unmistakable
fashion that it wishes to establish a general 12-mile

restriction on foreign fishing and processing activities in
the Fishery Management Plans.

Specific: It is also respectfully requested that specific
area restrictions be established in the Fishery Management
Plan for those areas in which the United States fish
processing industry plans to operate in 1980. With respect
to the Akutan area, where Icicle Seafoods plans to have
three processing ships, the Alaska, Arctic and Bering Stars
operating for a portion of the season in a pilot project,
it is respectfully requested that the Bering Sea Fishery
Management Plan restrict all foreign fishing within fifty
miles of Akutan and all foreign processing within thirty
miles. With respect to Icicle's continuing operations in
Homer, Seward and Petersburg, accordingly, it is respect=-
fully requested that foreign fishing be prohibited within
seventy miles of said cities and foreign processing be
prohibited within’ thirty-five miles. Because of the new’
processing operation of NEFCO and others, I believe that
similar area restrictions should be established for Kodiak.
N

Time Restrictions

It is rgspectfully requested that foreign fishing and
processing be prohibited at all times within twelve miles

»>
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of the shore of the Gulf of Alaska, and in those protected
areas requested above for Kodiak, liomer, Petersburg and
Scward. With respect to Akutan, the area requested to be
closed on account of our pilot operation, it should be
closed only when we are operating, that is, from early
January until April or longer if U.S. processors are
operating in that area.

3. Conditions

Along with an amendment of the Fishery Management Plans,
these conditions and restrictions should be specifically
recommended to the Secretary for inclusion in the 1980
Soviet and Korean permits. I would also request an
additional condition that any foreign processing permit for
the receipts of U.S. harvested fish should be issued upon
the condition that it will be suspended if any United States
fish processor has the capacity and intent to process such
fish, but is unable to do so because of a lack of supply.
If United States fish processors are not receiving a steady
supply of United States harvested fish in a timely fashion,
it would be appropriate to suspend the foreign processing
permits until such time as deliveries were initiated or
resumed; bear in mind that, because of the Nicholson Act,
United States fish processors on shore cannot receive fish
from foreign fishermen and consequently are totally
dependent on United States fishermen for their supply of
Fish. Thus, any effort to interrupt a steady, timely flow
of product to the United States fishing industry would
prevent it from obtaining raw product elsewhere. It is
therefore respectfully requested that the Fishery Management
Plan be amended to impose a ban on foreign processing of
U.S. harvested fish during any period of time when the
United States fish processing industry desires fish but is

unable to obtain a supply.

CONCLUSION:

Several .arguments have been put forth that the Fishery Manage-
ment Plans cannot impose area restrictions to foster the develop-

ment of the U.S. processing industry and that time and area

restrictions on foreign permits to accomplish this result would

be illegal. I understand that some have argued that the imposi-
tion of conditions and restrictions by the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council on foreign factoryship operations would
unfairly discriminate against certain United States fishermen.
What I have proposed allows all U.S. fishermen to harvest
bottomfish without discriminating against any fisherman's.
ability to do so. The conditions and restrictions I have
requested to protect Icicle and other U.S. processing operations
would restrict foreign processing ships in the same way that
U.S. fishermen in several fisheriles are protected through the
imposition of area restrictions on foreign harvesting ships.
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The fact is, one man's discrimination is another man's f )
priority or preference. If there is discrimination, it is

against foreign processing of U.S. fish and it is a result

of the passage by the United States Congress of the Fishery
Conservation and Management Act, itself. I suggest that

such tools are precisely what Congress intended the Regional
Council to use to cause the development of the United States
industry. In a November 20, 1978 letter to the Secretary of
Commerce, the ranking members of the House Merchant Marine

and Fisheries Committee stated,

"(C) Careful consideration should be given to
implementing the provisions of Section 303(b)
relating to such things as fishing time, ocean area
in season, and type and quantity of fishing gear,
to insure that fisheries management plans provide
the maximum opportunity for development of the
entire U.S. fishing industry." (See Attached)

There can be no questions that the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council has the authority to impose conditions

and restrictions in fishery management plans and should use

such authority to insure that it develops the United States

fish processing industry in addition to the harvesting

segment of the fishing industry. There also can no longer be »
any question that if the Council recommended area conditions ! \
and restrictions on foreign fishing or processing permits,

to protect the U.S. processing industry, that the Secretary

has the discretion to impose such conditions on these permits.-

I believe it is becoming more and more clear that the infant
United States ground fish industry will continue to be unable
to compete against the existing fully-developed foreign
ground fish industry unless the FCMA fishing and processing
priorities are enforced and area restrictions are imposed.
The costs that our developing United States industry incurs
to engage in this business are, understandably, far greater
that the costs incurred by the foreign fishing industry; any
United States enterprise must comply with all of the minimum
wage, OSHA, EPA, tax and other laws which, in the aggregate,
support the American way of life. Obviously, foreign operators
do not need to meet such standards. Nonetheless, I believe
the United States industry can do the job if we are given the
time and the opportunity to do so.

Respectfully submitted,

ICICLE SEAFOODS, INC.

RMT:pbl



PROPOSED RESOLUTION

TO: North Pacific Fishery Management Council
FROM: Alaska Board of Fisheries
DATE: January 4, 1980

It has come to the attention of the Alaska Board of Fisheries
that Korean and Soviet factory processing ships propose to
operate in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea to process U.S.
harvested fish and that area restrictions have been proposed

on these operations as follows: A 12-mile closure throughout
Alaska; a closure for foreign processing in the Halibut Savings
Area in the Bering Sea; and a rectangular window in which foreign
processing will not be allowed near Akutan in the Aleutian chain
bounded on the west by 164° 45 minutes longitude, on the east by
166° § minutes longitude, on the north by 54° 40 minutes latitude
and on the south by 53° 40 minutes latitude. It is the view of
the Alaska Board of Fisheries and its biologists that these area
closures should become amendments to the Fishery Management Plans
and that these area closures should be included as conditions on
foreign processing ship permits in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
Sea both to provide protection to American processing operations
on and offshore and to support conservation goals for these
fisheries. It is our view that these area closures will protect
near shore fish stocks from intensive harvesting activity which
could be occasioned by the location of large foreign factory ships
at those sites and that mortality of incidental halibut catches
will be greatly reduced to the extent that they are caught and
sorted on the deck of U.S. fishing vessels rather than caught and
transferred in cod end operations with foreign factory ships.

It is therefore resolved that the North Pacific Fishery Manage-
ment Council support the conservation goals of the Alaska Depart-
ment of Fish and Game and of the 200-mile Fishery Conservation
Zone by imposing the above area restrictions on the operations of
Soviet and Korean factory ships, both as conditions on the permits
for such ships and as amendment to the Fishery Management Plans.
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200 WEST THOMAS STREET
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98109

206-284-848|

December 17, 1979

Mr. Clement Tillion, Chairman

Mr. Jim H. Branson, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
P. 0. Box 3136 DT

Anchorage, Alaska 96813

Dear Clem and Jim,

| enclose copies of my remarks on December 14 to the Council, with the request that
you provide them to the members in view of the recess of the meeting until January

10-11. A number of questions were asked before and after the recess, which | will

comment on here.

The present time and area restrictions in the Bering Sea plan in conjunction with
the descent of winter ice would preclude domestic trawling for six months per year
except for 2,000 MT for bait. Steuart Fisheries will commence trawling from Dutch
Harbor with 1-3 vessels on or about April 15 (45 days before the areas would be re-
opened for both foreign and domestic trawling). By then, 100% of the present quota
of groundfish should be taken.

In winter the Davidson Bank is not enough area for trawlers to operate in. In one
particular area like the Bank, there may be an ice storm, fog or sea swells which
interrupt fishing while the weather is better elsewhere. Fishermen and process
workers will quit if the vessels are forced to stay in port. In summer, the foreign
trawlers fish in the Bering Sea and are numerous enough to preempt the grounds.

Steuart Fisheries will accept observers on its vessels to monitor the bycatch of
halibut - in winter or summer, in any area of Alaska. Wherever its vessels operate,
| expect a halibut mortality rate not higher than 1% of the groundfish catch on the
basis of weight, because the vessels are equipped both for off-bottom trawling and
dragging and have decks partitioned off by bin boards for rapid sorting. | wish
every trawler carried this protection for halibut.

The Bering Sea already is '"trawler country,'" just as west Texas is renowned for cattle
raising. | cannot agree with the extreme positions of some longliners from Southeast
Alaska and Seattle who want the area for themselves. They might make a better deal
for both longliners and trawlermen with pedple like us than with U.S.-foreign joint
ventures or foreign fishermen. We want to stay in Dutch Harbor. We want the local
economy to expand and provide more employment for fishermen and process workers,

and halibut is part of the picture.



4 \ The question of effective enforcement appears to be troubling all of us. Observers

and the mandatory logging of halibut bycatch on domestic trawlers might help, but
what else could the Council do, short of throttling trawling? -

\

One approach which the Council has not tried is to give the facts first to the fish-
ermen, including foreign nations, and tell them to get out of trawl or pot fisheries,
unless their operation in individual cases involves low mortality of halibut. This
will give fishermen a choice between keeping or losing their privileges, and may
require a study and follow-up reports. The drawback of time and area restrictions

is that fishermen don't become involved in enforcement, and without their coopera-
tion, a depressed fishery might not come back.

When the meeting recessed, we agreed that you will ask the plan development team to
make- specific recommendations by January 10. | would appreciate an extension of
the final review period if necessary to allow time to incorporate any changes when
the meeting is over.

Sincerely,

Do e

Daniel E. Webster

DEW:hb

N\ Encl.



DANIEL WEBSTER/STEUART FISHERIES
REMARKS BEFORE THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
) DECEMBER 12-14, 1979

Your plans and ours in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery
are not the same at this time. Hopefully, the differences will be ironed
out so that halibut in the region receive adequate protection and our
trawlers can fish there 12 months a year.

Some of you may not know who we are, or what Steuvart Fisheries is doing

-and planning in Dutch Harbor. Steuart Fisheries is a fishing vessel

owner. We want to become a successful distributor-wholesaler of Alaskan
fish/shellfish. Steuart Fisheries is resident in Alaska, registers its
fishing vessels in the State, hires fishermen in Dutch Harbor, processes
its products there, pays local taxes and is owned and operated by a
diversified U. S. distributor-wholesaler.

There is still time for the Council to reconsider the winter halibut
savings areas and the pot sanctuary provided for in the groundfish manage-
ment plan for the Bering Sea. The plan is in the Secretary's final, 45-day
review period. Unless the Council acts, our progress will be stopped cold
by these measures. You will need details of our business to know why.

Highlights of our planning for the next few years are the following:

1. Domestic sales of $40 million per year of frozen fish portions and
fresh fillets. This figure includes approximately 20 million portions.
Our portions will be 5 oz. net weight and consist of a frozen fillet
garnished and individually packaged.

2. The U. S. is a big market for processed fish. Caterers such as
Marriott, Stouffers, Sheraton Hotels and United Airlines buy frozen food
portions delivered by surface freight in refrigerated vans. Also, food
markets such as Safeway Stores want fresh fillets shipped by air/truck.
The fresh fillet market is relatively small, but selling fresh fish pro-
vides a mechanism needed to price products properly and pay fishermen fair
prices for all of their catch.

3. The raw product we will require is approximately 60 million 1b.
(27,000 MT) per year of true cod, perch and flathead sole from the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands region. Also, Alaskan shrimp, crab and halibut will
be needed for garnishes in order to transform fillets into ''a seafood
dinner in one serving." :
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4., We will require processing in Alaska. We want custom packing con-
tracts with one or two Dutch Harbor plants employing altogether about 150
process workers on a year-around basis. We estimate the local payroll
will be $2 million per year using a minimum wage of $4.50 per hour. The
arithmetic is $4.50 per hour x 60 hours per week x 50 weeks per year x
150 workers = $2,025,000 payroll. Experience indicates that a worker can
fillet 50 1b. of fish per hour, so we expect that local processors will
hire approximately 150 workers to do our work. The requirement for 150
workers is based upon matching production (50 1b. per hour x 60 hours per
week x 50 weeks per year x 150 workers = 22,500,000 1b.) and sales (60,000,000
1b. of raw fish x 33% recovery = 20,000,000 1b.) with enough margin for the
operation of the plants at less than 100% capacity.

5. Until recently, there were production barriers. All of them are
being removed except, of course, for the time and area restrictions on
trawling in your management plan for the Bering Sea. The breakthroughs
most important to us are a new groundfish unloader which is faster and

less damaging than unloading iced fish with pughs and shovels, and a vacuum
packager which seals 24 instead of 3 portions per minute previously. We
also are working to reduce the shortage of housing and storage in Dutch
Harbor.

6. Sixty million 1b. (27,000 MT) of raw fish annually requires a minimum
of three 108-ft. trawlers and three 90-ft. trawlers operating 300 days per
year in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. Steuart Fisheries already has
spent more than half of the $12 million needed to buy these fishing vessels.
The 108-ft. trawlers presently in service are the DISCOVERY BAY, HALF MOON
BAY and SUNSET BAY. The three 90-ft. trawlers will not be built in 1980,
however, unless the Council removes the time and area restrictions on
domestic trawling on the best fishing grounds. The following table contains
a summary of proforma operations which indicates that such restrictions will
cripple all of our plans:

Hold Capys. Weekly Combined )
(Per Vessel) Trips/ Production/Yr. Fishing Grounds/
Lb. _MT Year Lb. .~ . MT Target Species

Three 108-ft. trawlers 300,000 136 40 34,200,000 15,500 Winter-Bering Sea

(ea. 6,700 cu. ft. of Summer-Davidson Bank
insulated fish holds) . True Cod/Flathead Sole

Three 90-ft. trawlers 275,000 102 4o 25,800,000 11,700 Winter-Bering Sea

(ea. 5,000 cu. ft. of Summer-Aleutian Isl.

insulated fish holds) , " True Cod/Perch
' 60,000,000 27,200

The present quota of 2,000 MT is adequate only for bait trawling in the
eastern Bering Sea between December 1 and May 31. We know the restrictions
will force us to compete with foreign fishermen for the resources of the
same area during the rest of the year. There is an obvious potential for
gear conflict. The vast preponderance in numbers in their favor indicates
that more than 400 foreign trawlers will overwhelm Steuart Fisheries' small



fleet and preempt the fishing grounds. We know we can trawl on other fish-
ing grounds when the foreigners are not fishing in the Bering Sea such as
the Davidson Bank, but the notoriously variable weather (ice storms, fog
banks and sea swells) requires significantly more area for trawling in
winter than summer.

We spelled out our future plans so that the Council will agree it is neces-
sary to amend the management plan. We are not promising a definite date,

but we know that a minimum of 2-3 years will go by before we can be in full
operation. Meanwhile, we can sell brine frozen cod, and the HALF MOON BAY
will begin delivering them in Dutch Harbor on or about April 15. This vessel
will be joined by one or both sister ships for the following 100-day fishing
season, if they do not receive government research work.

Hopefully, the plan development team will make amendment proposals before the

next meeting of the Council. We believe that present time and area restrictions
will not contribute much to the recovery of halibut stocks in the other regions
of Alaska where fishermen want more, not less, protection. The key to adequate
protection for halibut is to be found instead in off-bottom trawling, in sort-
ing the trawl catch on deck and in reducing the storage of crab pots at sea.
There is research supportlng the effectiveness of these other measures which

the plan development team is aware of. :

We request the following action at the next meeting of the Council:

1. Amend the groundfish management plan in the Bering Sea to eliminate time
and area restrictions on domestic trawl operations. Presently these operations
cannot conceivably be a probable threat to halibut stocks of the region.

2. Amend the same plan and the groundfish management plan for the Gulf of
Alaska to require observers on domestic trawlers in times and areas when the
Alaska Commissioner of Fish and Game may seek to corroborate logging of inci-
dental catch of halibut.

3. Request a study followed by a report to the Council next year on restric-
tions which might be instituted with respect to the design and use of trawl
nets and pots throughout Alaskan waters. This report should evaluate scient-
ifically the probable impact on halibut stocks of alternat|ve restrlctlons and
practices.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
RMational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
P. O. BOX 1668 - JUNEAU, ALASKA 99802
I
l i — ——
January 3, 1980 _‘—““f“'*jf*-n-----r#-" e AL A
J—:f: ,,,,,, e T
g Jim Branson, Executive Director f ——“f~—~7-m~f¢,.;_:;;w;;m:g*
North Pacific Fishery Management Council T R e
P.0. Box 3036 DT: B T T AN e ——!
Anchorage, AK 99510.. _!h__%---t--——?ndﬁ-ﬁ!w _"1;:’\_
Dear Jim: o
The Regional Office has taken action to extend the PMP/Environmental
Assessment for the Trawl and Herring Gillnet Fishery of the Eastern
Bering Sea and Northwest Pacific into the 1980 fishing year to regulate
o~ foreign fisheries until the NPFMC's FMP is implemented. Enclosed are
the necessary amendments to accomplish this action.
Sincerely,
A
¢ EWHarry L. Rietze
s Director, Alaska Region
Enclosures
—



December 27, 1579
F/CM3 - William Gordon
F/AXR - Harry L. Rietze

Supplement to "Proposed Changes” to the PMP for the Trawl Fisheries and
Herring Gillinet Fishery of the Eastern Bering Sea and Northeast Pacific.
(Roland Smith's call to Bob McVey December 25, 1973).

The following should be included in the "Proposed Changes" to the
subject PMP that we submitted December 21, 1979.
Page 9325 Section 4.0(4). Insert the following after "Pacific ocean

perch and other rockfishes.”

Four rockfish species, including Sebastes polyspinus, S. aleutianus,

S. borealis, and S. zacentrus, that formerly were in the "other rockfish"
category, are combined with S. alutus as Pacific ocean perch. The
specification of the "other rockfish® TAC did not include the above four
Sebastes species because they were historically recorded as Pacific
occean berch réther than "other rockfish."”
Page 9325 Section 4.0(8) Herring. Add the following sentence:
This figure is an adjustment of the acceptable biclogical catch (ABC),
taking into account best available information. The ABC has been derived
by applying an exploitation rate of 0.18 to the 1979 estimated biomass
of 224,874 mt. The exploitation rate was derived by procadures worked
out by scientists of the Northeast and Alaska FiShery Center and the
Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF3G). The estimated biomass was

determined through aerial surveys conducted by ADF2G.




The TAC of 41,200 mt includes a DAH of 33,200, which is the sum of DAP
(27,000), JvP (5,000), and Subsistence {200); these components have
been established as follows:

DAP - Although maximum harvest capacity is projected to be 65,33C mt,

processing capacity is approximately 36,400. The best real estimate of

DAP §s 27.,00C wt, which is a slight increase over the 1972 upper limit
potential harvest of 25,000 mt to account for unexpected additional
effort and/or ideal weather conditions during the time critical to the
roe fishery. This 27,000 -mt is expecied to be caught in the.inshore roe
and food fisheries all of which will probably be utilized by domestic
processors, | |

JVP ~ The remaining 6,000 mt of DAH could be taken in an offshore food
and bait fishery. It is unlikely, however, that any of this offshore
herring catch wou1dvbe utilized by domestic processors, in the absence
of expressed intentions and in view of the much higher value of the
inshore roe fishery. Therefore, this 6,000 mt is available for utili-
zation by joint ventures. One proposed joint venture has already in-
dicated its fntent to utilize 4,900 mt éf herring and a second proposed
joint venture will probably experience incidental catches.

Subsistence - During the period 1975-73, the subsistence harvest of
herring averaged 109 mt annually. Subsistence is set at 200 mt to
provide ample amounts for any increases in subsistence harvests.

ce:

Pat Travers

cc: F/8%R12
JYWBROOKS/RJIBERG:c1 12-27-79

-




 Decewber 21, 1979

F/CH3

(S5D) R03ERY . esEY
F/A¥R - Harry L. Rietze

wtonsion of the PMP/Environmental Assessment for the Trawl Fisheries
and Herring Gillnet Fishery of the Eastern Bering Sea and Northeast
Pacific into the 1980 fisking year.

Ve had submitted an sarlier "Proposed Changes" that updated the subject
PHP/Environmental Assessment {reference: our September 25, 1979, mero
with attachments). The earlier version included all HMSY, EY, OV, and
TALFF figures, except for herring, that are in the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council's FMP for the Groundfish Fishery in the Bering Sea/
Aleutian Island area. He have since obtained new data that jJustify
changes to MSY, EY, OY, TALFF, and DAH values for herring and DAH values
for the other species and species groups. Accordingly, we are submitting
a new version of the "Proposed Changes” %o the pMp/Environmental Assess-
ment; it will supersede the earlier version. Attached is the Enviren-
menta) Assessment. The "Proposed Changes® was communicated to F/Ci36 on
Cecember 21, 1879,

RJIBERG:cl 12-21-79
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EMYIRONMENT IMPACT ASSESSMENT O PROPOSED AMENTMENTS
TO THE PRELIMINARY MANAGEMENT PLAN FCR THE
TRAWL FISHERIES AiD HERRING GILLKET FISHERY OF THE
EASTERN BERING SEA AND HORTHEAST PACIFIC

Description of Action

The nropssed action is to extend into the 1980 fishing season the pre-
Tirinary management plan (PNP) for the Trawl Fisheries and Herring
Gillnet Fishery of the Eastern Bering Sea and Hortheast Pacific, which
vas adopted for foreign fishing in 1977 under provisions of the Fishery
Conservation and Management Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-265). An envircnmental
impact statement was prepared relative to the action of adopting the
PP, and 1t was determined that there were no significant environmental
impacts. The PHP was'published in the Federal Resister on February 15,

1977.

In 1979, respective optimum vields (0Y), total allewable levels of
foreign Fishing (TALFF), and domestic annual harvest (DAR) were as
follows: pollock-950,000, 950,000, and zero; yellowfin sole~106,000,
105,800, and zero; other flounders-133,000, 133,000 and zero; Pacific
ccean perch, Areas I, 11, and III combined-6,500, 6,500, and zero; Area
IV-15,000, 15,000, and zero; sablefish, Areas I, II, and III, combirad-
3,000, 3,000, and zero; Area IV-1,508, 1,500, and zero: cod-58,000,
56,500, and zers; herring-18,670, 8,670, and 10,6005 squid-10,000,
10,000, and zero; Atka mackerel-24,800, 24,500, and zero; and other
species-93,600, 93,500, and zero.

¥ost 0Y's and allocations will change for t&e 1680 fishihg year, In
addition, new species groups, namely turbots and rockfish, have been
assigned OY, TALFF, and DAH values. A separate OY with TALFF and DAS
has been established to proviﬂe for a pelagic pollock fishery off the

Aleytian Islands, This is in addition to the Dering Sea/Aleutian
Ls[ana fole .k fiche, : .

TeTomd maltlast £330 ..




For the various species or species groups new OY (TAC), and 1nitial
TALFF, BAH, and Reserves {difference batween OV and TALFF plus DAH) are
surmarized in the following table:

0Y and initial TALFF, DAH, and Reserve in Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands -
Area - 1980 (metric tons)

Species group Sub-area DY (TAC) TALFF OAH Reserve

Pollock - Bering Sea/ ‘
Aleutians 1,000,000 930,450 15,550 50,000
Aleutians : :

(P&?agtc) 160,000 100,000 0 4]
Yellowfin
Sole 117,000 102,100 2,080 5,856
Turbot 50,000 84,425 1,075 4,500
Othepr
Flounder €1,000 56,650 1,200 3,080
Pacific cod 58,700 31,500 24,265 2,235
Pacific ' .
ocean perch Bering Sea 3,250 1,708 1,386 182
Alesutians 7,500 5,745 1,330 375
Other
rockfish 7,727 5,677 1,580 £00
Sablefish Bering Sea 3,850 2,350 700 350
Aleutians 1,800 650 - 700 150
- Atka
mackerel . 24,800 23,480 - 100 1,240
Herring 41,200 6,000 33,200 2,000
Squid 18,000 9,450 50 - 500
Gthers 74,249 68,537 2,000 3,712

Otter changes proposed for the management of the 1980 fishery include
provisiens for releasing portions of DAH and Reserves rot utilized by
U.S. fishermen to TALFF,




Environmental Elements

The following jtems ané impact assessments reTating.to the proposad
action were raviewed:

o Fishery Resource ~ Tha estimated equilibrium vields for the species
concernad are as follows: pollock, Bering Sea/
Aleutians-1,000,000; Area IV-Aleutians (pelagic)
~unknown; yellowfin sole~117,000; turbots-
90,000-95,0C0; other flounders-44,300-76,800;
cod-83,700; Pacific ocean perch, Areas I, II,
and IIT combined-5,500; Area IV-15,000; othar
rockfish-unknown; sablefish, Areas I, II, and
IIT combined-3,500; Area IV-1,500; Atka
mackerel-unknown; herring-not applicable;
squid-more than or egual to 10,000; others-
§2,400.

o Marine Mammal Résource ~ Seven important marine mammals, including

| the northern sea lion, northern fur seal,

bearded seal, ringed seal, harbor seal, larga
seal, and ribbon seal, are affected by ths
Bering Sea and Aleutian Island fisheries. Of
the seven species, 1t is expected that harvest-
ing groundfish, princinally pollock, could
potentially affect the sea 1ion and fur seaj.
The other marine mammal species feed primarily .
on pelagic fish, cépha]opods, attéched benthic
fauna, and crustaceans. Although the author-

1zed harvest level of herring for 1980, which




is a pelagic species, represents about a 120
percent increase over that of 1979, it is well
below MSY and far below scme'historically high
catches. Mo adverse effects on marine marmal
species thai feed on herring are expected té
occur as a result of the herring harvests. The
total allowable caich of groundfish iﬁ 1889,
however, 1s about 25 parcent below the average
catch of 1969 to 1976; more groundfish should
be évai?ab}e to marine mammals than in previous
years of higher harvests.
The total allowable catch of groundfish in the
1280 fishing year is about 9 percent higher ‘
than in 1978, The actual impact of this higher
harvest level on the sea lion and fur seal,
while immeasuréab?e, 1s thought to be insignif
ficant when the large biomass of groundfish
' available to these mammals is taken into account.
¢ Piysical Environment - Discharqe of sewWage and procaessing wastes in
nearshore areas will occur: these discharges
will be permitted and monitored by tﬁe Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Ecological effects
of these discharges, i properly handled, will
be insignificant.

Economic and Social Factors

0 The United States trawl fishery is presently small and will not be

influenced by the foreign fisheries managed




urder this PMP. Reserves will provide a supply
of fish for U.S. fishermen in the event that
U.S. capacities heve been underestimated. If
- : any U.S. capacities have been overestimated,
portions may be reallocated to foreign nations.
Conclusions
¢ Mitigating Measures Relatgd £0 the Proposed Action - to sfgnificant
: envircnmeﬁta] impacts are expected, therefore,
no actions ars proposed to mitigate rotential
adverse effects.
¢ Unavoidable Adverse Effects with the Implementation of the
Proposed Action - As mentioned previously, discharces and process-
¥ ino wastes would have the only unavoidable
| environmental effects.
0 Relationships Betwsen Local Short-term Uses of the Environment
and the Haintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity -
The proposed action will comply with P.L. 93~
265 by preventing ovarfishing while achieving,
on a continuous basis, the OY from the fishery.
Monitoring of catch levels and re-evaluation of
the preduction dynamics of fish stocks will
ensure the long range productivity ofAthe
regource. |
o Irreversible and irretrievable Commitment of RQesources Involved
with the Proposed Action - Mo Permanent lossas to fishery, air or
waier resources are expected, except where

possible future processing plants are constructed.




| o Alternatives to the Proposed Action -~ The adjustments of the total
allowable éatch, upward or downward are alter-
natives. However, in light of the known cond-
ition of the stocks and/or the lack of bio?&gical
data to support adjustments, these é]ternatives
are not practicable at this time.

Recormendation

Having reviewed the Environmental Impact Assessment and considered the

| spirit and intent of P.L. 94-2685 and the available information relating

to the proposed action, we have determined that there will be no signifi-

cant effects on the rescurces. Ye recommend a negative environmental

impact determination on the proposad action.

Approved:

Director, Hational Harine Fisheries service

cc:
F/AXR12
RJBERG:c1 12-21-79
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE : £\
PRELIMINARY FISHERY MAMAGEMENT PLAMN
FOR THE

"TRAWL FISHERIES AND HERRING GILLNET FISHERY OF THE
EASTERN BERING SEA AND MORTHEAST PACIFIC

1.0 gtatement of Proposed Action

The proposed action is to modify for the 1980 fishing
season, certain species categories and certain values for maximum ~
sustained yield (MSY), equilibrium yield (EY), and optimum yiéld
(0Y), which equals total allowable catch (TAC), for the
preliminary fishery manégement plan (PMP) for the Trawl and
Herring Gillnet Fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands.
This PMP, published in the Federal Register February 15, 1977,
was implemented March 1, 1977, under provisions of fhe Fishery
Conservation and Management Act of 1976.

These modification§ will change certain values for total
allowable 1evéls of foreign fishing (TALFF), domestic annual
harvest (DAH), and reserves for the 1980 fishing year. They
result from analysis of fishery data obtained since this
preliminary fishery management plan wés proposed and are being
incorporated, except for herring, into the fishery management
plan (FMP) for the Groundfish Fishery in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Island area, prepared by the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council and curfent]y being reviewed by the Secretary of
Commerce. The Couﬁci] is preparing a draft FMP for Bering-
Chukchi Sea herring that may be implemented by November, 1980.
Certain parts of the PMP pertaining to herring are being /a-\

modified, using the best current data that are also utilized in



./‘~\,the draft FMP.

Amounts set aside for DAH were determined by analysis of
fishing fleet capacity and its expected intent to fish, taking

into account processing capacity and intent to process. Amounts

~expected to be needed for subsistence and joint ventures have

N

~

)

been considered. As effective utilization of living marine
resources is a result of wise conservaiion and management, these
changes are intended to reflect that concept in respect to the
various fisheries of the EasternfBéring Sea and Aleutian Region.
It is expected that implementation of these modifications will
substantia]]j contribute to the improvement and well-being of the
fishery resources to which they are directed.
2.0 The Preliminary Fishery Management Plan

(1) Page 9325 Section 4.0, Table 18 (see attached table of
changes). Méke the following additional changes pertaining to
herring: MSY, change fo 48,186 from 50,000-100,000; EY, change
to "not applicable" (NA) from 21,000, Status, delete all and add
“herring, although overfished 1n.previous years, have shown an
increase in abundance in all major spawning areas during the
1976-78 period and a similar or slightly greater abundance in
1979 relative to 1978"; 1980 TAC, change to 41,200 from 18,6703
U.S. capacity, change to 33,2001/ from 10,000; TALFF, change to
6,000 from 8,670; reserve, create a reserve of 2,000.

(2) Page 9320 Section 3.0(2) Yellowfin Sole

(c) Maximum sustainable yield. Delete all after first

1/ 33,200 = 27,000 (DAP) + 6,000 (JVP) + 200 (Subsistence)

P



sentence and add: The results of cohort analyses indicate that
exploitable biomass reached a historic low in 1969 but then rose
to 90,000 mt by 1975. Applying the Alverson-Pereyra yield
equation to the pre-1963 biomass estimate results in an MSY range
of 169,000-260,000.

(e) Equj]ibrium yie]d._.De1ete all and add: 'Based on
the 1975 research survey, equilibrium yield was calculated to be
126,000 mt with a confidence interval of 106,000 to 147,000 mt.
Wakabayashi (1976) estimated that equilibrium yield in the same
period was 117,000 mt. On the basis of data through 1975
Wakabayashi, Bakkala, and Low (1977) inferred that a conservative
approximation of -equilibrium yield would be the low end of the
-above range -- 106,000 mt. |

A cohort analysis was conducted to determine population age
structure and abundance. It indicated biomass of age six and
older fish increased from 1971 to 1975. Projected estimates of
biomass from cohort analysis suggest the improvement of the
yellowfin sole resource, which started in 1973 or earlier,
continued at least through 1976 and 1977. Considering the
conservative nature of the EY based on data through 1975 and the.
positive trends since then, EY is now set at 117,000 mt.

(3) Page.9320 Section 3.0(3) Other Flounders. Change to
read: Turbots and Other Flounders. Delete all under this
section and add: Under the Preliminary Fishery Managemenf Plan
of 1977 and as updated in 1978 and 1979, all flatfishes, other
than Pacific halibut and yellowfin sole, were grouped under an

"Other Flounders" category; species within this category, .

3.
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however, may be separated into two main complexes by virtue of
their biology and bathymetric distribution. Also the fisheries
for these two flounder complexes are quite distinct.

(a) Distribution. The turbots (arrowtooth flounder
and Greenland turbot) are large flatfishes which are distributed
along the continental slope in deep water. "Other Flounders"
include the following smaller species; flathead sole, rock So]e,
Alaska plaice, and trace amounts of rex sole, Dover sole, starry
flounder, longhead dab, butter sole, and lefteye flounders.
“Other Flounders" are small in size and are generally found well
up on the continental shelf in shallow water.

(b) Maximum Sustainable Yield. After a long period of

/_§\relative1y small catches, turbot production increased

substantially in the early 1970's and continued at a high level.
0f the two species in this complex, Greenland turbot has
accounted for 80 percent of the catch.

Since turbots are secondary or only occasional target
species taken in the fisheries for po}iock, sablefish, and
yellowfin sole, it is difficult to estimate the MSY of this
complex with standard production models which rely on commercial
catch-effort statistics. | |

A1thodgh catches averaging 105,000 mt have been sustajned
during the.period 1972-76, catch rates of Greenland turbot in one
foreign fleet have decreased substantially during the same

period. Acéordingly, MSY for the turbot complex is believed to

/" \be in the order of 100,000 mt.

“rv
Information on the abundance of all the "Other Flouﬂers" is

7



1dcking; a NMFS traw] survey in 1975 indicated a standing stock
of 232,000-334,100 mt of flathead sole and rock sole, implying a
virgin biomass of 462;000~668,200 mt. Inasmuch as plaice and dab
are virtually unutilized by the fisheries, they are excluded from
the cémputation of MSY.

Estimates of MSY of “Other Flounders" range from 44,300 mt
to 76,800.

(c) Edui1ibrium Yield. Commercial catch-effort
statistics are of little use for stock assessment of turbots
because they are not primary target species. In the case of such
secondafy species, it is extremely difficult to determine data
points that are indicative of stock abundance. Catch rates for
these species tend to vary more in response to fishing strategy
for primary target species than to turbot abundance. The problem
is compounded because data from individual vessels that do target
on turbot are often merged and summarized with data of all other
vessels. |

Given-the difficulty in using commercial CPUE data for non-‘
target species and the lack of researéh survey coverage of the
depth strata where adult turbbt reside, the only quantitative
information bearing on current stock conditfon is that for |
Juveniles which occur in shallow water and were sampled by
research vessels. In one area sampled since 1973, catch rates
for young arrowtooth flounder increased from 1.1 kg'per km
trawled to 3 kg per km trawled in 1976; the preliminary value for
1977 was almost identical to thaf for 1976, Therefore, the

current catch level of about 21,000 metric tons does not appear

—
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to be detrimental to recruitment.

Catch rates of juvenile Greenland turbot have been
relatively stable since 1974, also indicating that fishery
removals have not impacted Greenland turbot recruitment in recent
yearss

As mentioned above, 1tvis difficult to evaluate the
condition of individual species using catch rates of mixed
species fisheries. Nonetheless, it may be significant that
during the period 1972-76 when the total annual Greenland turbot
catch decreased about 16 percent (from 95,300 to 79,800 mt), the
catch rate of that species in the Japanese landbased dragnet
fishery decreased by 32 percent (from 40 to 27 mt/100 hours).
This fleet accounted for 44 percent of the total Greeniand turbot

/‘“\ catch.

In summary, recognizing the lack of adequate stock
assessment information, but considering the downward trend in
catch and CPUE for Greenland turbot, the equilibrium yield for
this complex is believed to be about 5-10 percent below MSY, or
90,000-95,000 mt.

There is no evidence to suggest that MSY for "Other

- Flounders" is unattainable and therefore EY equals MSY, or

44,300-76,800 mt.

(4) Page 9320 Section 3.0(4) Pacific ocean perch. Change
to read: "Pacific ocean perch ahd other rockfish". Add sentence
at end of each of following subsections as follows:

(a) Distribution and abundance. Add: Little

' | information is available on the distribution and abundance of

/



other rockfish species.

(b) Status. Add: Little information is available on
the status of other rockfish species.

. (c) Maximum sustainable yield. Add: No information
is available on the MSY of the other rockfish species.

(d) Estimated equilibrium yield. Add: No information
is available on the EY of other rockfish species.

(5) Page 9322 Section 3.0(5) Sablefish (Blackcod).

(a) Maximum sustainable yield. Delete last paragraph
and add: Although the sablefish resource should be managed by
regions, the long-term productivity in each region is probably
related to the overall condition of the resource. Therefore, it
is difficult to get an accurate estimation of the MSY within each
region by using fishery information of that region alone. To
reduce this problem, both Japanese and U.S. scientists have
estimated MSY of the resource as a whole. The latest Japanese
estimate of MSY for the entire resource from Ca]ifornig to the
Bering Sea was 69,000 mt (Anon. 1978). The U.S. estimate of MSY
was 42,600 to 46,500 mt (Low et al. 1976), using essentia]]y the
same general production model, but with a different weighting of
data among regions. The MSY estimate of 69,600 mt appears high
in view of the fact that the highest catch in history was 65,000
mt (1972) and that average catches from 1968 to 1975 of 48,200 mt
have resulted in continuing and rapid declines in CPUE;
accordingly, the high end of the U.S. estimate of overall MSY is
considered to be most appropriate -- 46,500 mt. Apportioning
this value among regions according to fishing effort results in

'~‘]
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/‘-“Wan MSY for the Bering Sea/Aleutian regjon of 13,500 mt. This MSY
15 further divided between the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island
subareas into 11,600 mt and 1,900 mt, respectively.

(b) Equilibrium Yield. Catch and catch per unit
effort (CPUE) trends clearly indicate that sablefish stocks in
"the Eastern Bering Sea/Aleutian Island Region are considerably
reduced in abundance when compared to earlier years of the
.fishery.

" The average annual sablefish catch for 1973-75 was 7,800 mt
compared to the average catch for the preceeding five years of
18,700 mt. Averages for CPUE were lower during the latter period
than during the former. Furthermore, CPUE continued downward
during 1976-1977. C(Clearly, an average annual catch of 7,800 mt
cannot be sustained. Considering that the declines in CPUE
appear to have been less severe in 1976 and 1977, catch trends
during that period may be closer to the current EY. Hence, EY is
set at 5,000 mt for the Region; EY's for the Bering Sea and

- Aleutian Island subareas are 3,500 mt_and 1,500 mt, respectively.
(6) Page 9322 Section 3.0(6) Pacific Cod.

(a) Distribution and abundance of stocks. Delete
second paragraph and add: The annual catch of Pacific cod by
Japan increased from 19,100 mt in 1964 to about 74,600 mt in
1970; since then, catches have varied between 40,000 and
60,400 mt. Catches‘by the USSR have only been reporfed since
1971 and have increased from 4,000 mt in 1971 to 18,500 mt in

,"‘\1975. Since 1973, the total cod catch has varied between 55,600-

67,000 mt.

e



(b) Maximum Sustainable Yield. Delete all and add:
Few biological data concerning cod are available, and their
-incidental occurrence in the trawl catch makes questionable the
use qf CPUE trends for evaluating stock cdndition; Considering
that the cod catch grew very quickly in the mid-1960's and then
became rather stable thereafter, the average catch since 1968
should reflect at least a minimal estimate of MSY. That average
is 58,700 mt.

(d) Equilibrium Yield. Delete all and add: The HsyY
of 58,700 mt is believed to be achievable, and therefore EY
equals MSY. ‘ _

(7) Page 9323 Section 3.0(7) Pacific Halibut. Delete
paragraph two and add:

(a) Maximum Sustainable Yield. Dunlop et al. (1964)
estimated that MSY was about 3,000 mt (round weight) in the
southeastern Bering Sea (IPHC Areas 4A and 4B).

Historically, this area has been the most productive for the
North American setline fishery, and the MSY for the entire
eastern Bering Sea (east of 175° W) brobab]y is no more than
5,000 mt. Estimates of MSY are not available for the western
Bering Sea as the North American setline catch in this area has
been minor (less than 300 mt). Relatively large catches of

halibut (over 3,000 mt) in the western Bering Sea were reported

by the Japanese setline fishery in the early 1960's. MSY has not

been estimated for the Aleutian area; stocks are small relative
to those in the Bering Sea and are considered to be a component

of stocks in the Gulf of Alaska.

/A.\
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o~ (b) Equilibrium yield. The equilibrium yield
available to the North American setline fishery probably is about
the same as the present level of catch of 300 mt, which is well
below MSY.

The EY in the western Bering Sea and Aleutians is unknown
but probably substantially below MSY.

(8) Page 9324 Section 3.0(8) Herring, Table 17. Substitute
with new table 17. Delete all except Table 17, and add:

(a) Distribution and abundance. Herring are found in
the western Bering Sea along the Kamchatka Peninsula, in the
Olytorsky gulf, and north of the Gulf of Anadyr. 1In the eastern
Bering Sea, they occur from Unalaska Island to Port Clarence on
the Seward Peninsula. Bering Sea herring are found on the

f-‘\continenta1 shelf and slope area and do not move into deep water
of f the Bering Sea basin. In winter, herring concentrate on the
continental slope, avoiding shallower, colder waters of the shelf
(Rumyantsev and Darda, 1970).

In the late 1960's and early 1970's, there were three
principal fisheries for Pacific herring in the eastern Bering
Sea: a Japanese trawl fishery, a Soviet trawl fishery, and a
Japanese gillnet fishery (Table 17). The Republic of Korea
conducted a minor-trawl fishery for herring in the eastern Beriﬁg
Sea in 1974, catching about-200 mt. The main trawl fisheries
operated along and inside the 200-mile line between thé Pribilof
Islands and St. Matthew Island during the winter and spring

/_Qanmnths, Movember to March. The gillnet fishery operated off the

‘Bering Sea coast of Alaska from Bristol Bay to Norton Sound

-~
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Tablcz ']'7;' "{'l‘icrring catches in;metyict l:ons “6f Japan and the v.s.5. R. L'x tha' cns Bcr:l.ng Sco. b,' :L \.‘. Ay year: i
for 1559-1578 and all nation catches by calendar’ yca : .
. . Gillnet’ ’ Fishing :
*ishing year . « ' Total fishery yaar Calendar i .
fJuly-Juae) U.S.S.R. _ Japan trawl Jz2onan v.S. total Year U.5.5.R. Japza U.$ Total
P 1659-¢0 10,099 10,000 ) ' ,10,000 1665 10,000 L2 - - 10,403
- 1660-51 . . 9,800 . 9,800 : . §,300 1551 9,830 772 - 10,5{2__
19¢61-62 24,450 24,4359 ) 24,\4 1962 25,450, 313 - 24,763
1962-63 47,060 47,060 : £7,060 1963 47,050° 2 - 47,660 -
1663-84 38,950 " 38,950 , - .18 38,968 1964 ,3, 30 8¢2 13 39,830
1964-65 10,000 1,362 11,362 ' "0+ 11,362 1965 lO,VVO Ez% 0 10.&2§
19€5-64 © 5,000 3,117 8,117 0 8,117 1966 5,005 V335 0 8 3
, 128687 2/ 2,821 a/ 30 , 122 al 1967 Y 2,714 122 -
" 1287-¢3 §,500 9,485" 19,286 €18 83 20,187 1968 22,255  38,:47 83 80,705
156369 - 75,.. 50,857. . 126,236 1,949 C 45 128,230 1969 94,491 34,535 L5 129,482
1549-70 92,228 23,901 116,129 1,585 . 32 117,746 » .
. 1970-71 60,126 24,238 84,362 4,603 .- 18 88,983 1970 117,202 28,345 32 145,579
. 1871-72 67,343 13,143 80,689 472" 88 81,250 1971 23,000 23,130 13 46,143
1972-73 35,999 345 40,345 1,878 78 42,301 1972 54,000 £,433 88 6C,546
©1973-74 16,810 219 17,029 3,337 A14 © 20,480 1973 34,351 1,613 78 36,352
~— 1974-75 15,039 2,663 17,702 736 51 18,489 1974 19,200 5,825 114 25,549
—— 13575-76 9,518 - 3,119 . 12,637 2,668 8 14,922. 1975 14,201 1,814 51 16,065 _.
1976-77 13,097 3,449 21,546 551 2,550 24,647 1976 16,812 6,425 8 23,248
1677-76 8,340 2,703 11,043 0- - 7,305 18,348 1977 13,145 5,392 21,530 21,237
| N 1978 6,663 2,323 7,305 16,288
Sources:
a/ Uaavailable. - : .
USSR 1960-1964: fishing season (November-April) from Shaboneev (1965) and Rumyantsev and Darda
(1970); 1964-1966: U,S. Fish and Wildlife Sevvice foreign I~
fistery surveillance rezorts, Alaska aeg ion; 1968~1976 fur-
rnished by the USSR under provisions of U,.S.-USSR fisheries
agreaments; 1977; data provided by the USSR uader provi-
sions of P.L. 94-265,
Japan  1260-1983: TForrester et al., 1978; 1964-15756: Fisherdies
Agency of Japan; 1977: data provided by Japan under pro-
visions-ef P,L, 94%-263, .
U.s., Alaska Departzent of Fish and Game, excludes subsistenca catches.
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' /"\ during the spring months, usually April to June. During this
period of foreign directed fishing for herring, abundance of
"herring in fhe eastern Bering Sea declined significantly. This
decline was indicated by thé catch and CPUE of foreign trawlers
on thé winter grounds and by reports from subsistence fishermen
along the coast. The catch and CPUE of foreign trawlers are no
lTonger useful as indicators of herring abundance, since herring
are now largely incidental catches.

The best indication of current herring abundance is the
results from ADF&G aerial surveys that have been conducted in
coastal spawning areas annually since 1976. Aerial surveys have
indicated an increase in herring abundance in all major spawning
areas during the 1976-78 period. Preliminary 1979 observations
indicate a similar or slightly greater abundance compared to
1978.

(b) Maximum sustainable yield. Herring populations
are subject to significant changes in abundance over relatively
short periods of time. It appears that the changes result mainly
from changing environmental conditions which influence spawning
success and juvenile survival; fishing pressure may also
contribute. Because of this aspect of herring population
dynamics, the maximum sustainable yield (MSY) is difficult to
establish wih precision. Using historical catches, MSY is
calculated to be 48,186 mt.

(c) Equilibrium yield. Since size of herring
™= populations varies markedly over short periods of time an

estimate of equilibrium yield is not meaningful and therefore is

.
~.



not stated.

(9) Page 9324 Section 3.0(10) Other species. Delete all
and add: This categbry includes sculpins, sharks, skates,
eulachon, smelts, capelin, and octupus.

(a) Maximum sustainable yield. Virtually nothing is known
of the population structure, biological attributes, or potential
yield of the individual components of this category; therefore,
only a pragmatic appraisal of "MSY" is possible.

During the last 5 years of record, the catch of this
category has averaged about 4 percent of fhe combined catch of
the other, specified groundfish species. During that period, no
indication of declining abundance has been noted; accordingly, it
is assumed that the aggregation of stocks in the "Others"
category can sustain removals equal to 4 percent of the total
catch of the specified species as long as that catch remains less
than the 1972 peak of 2,234,500 mt (see Annex IV-4).

Accordingly, "MSY" of this category is.considered to be
89,400 mt.

(b) Equilibrium Yield. MSY is believed attainable,
and therefore, EY equé]s MSY.

(10) Page 9324 Section 4.0(1) Walleye Pollock. Change
fourth sentence to read: ". . . the TAC‘in 1980 is set at
1,000,000 mt in the Bering Sea subarea and 100,000 in the
Aleutian Island subarea.

(11) Page 9324 Section 4.0(2) Yellowfin Sole. Delete all
and add: This resource has rebounded surprisingly well from a

state of depletion in mid-1960's. Current abundance is high (55-

/0



: /_‘\ 85% of the estimated virgin biomass) and all fishery and
biological indicators are possible. Furthermore, the average
catch in 1977-78 was well below the conservative estimate of EY
which, considering the low natural. mortality of the species,
should provide additional enhancement to the population in 1980.
Accordingly, TAC is considered equiQ{]ent to current EY --
117,000 mt. -

(12) Page 9325 Section 4.0(3) Other Flounders. Change to
read: Turbots and flounders. Delete all and add: The TAC for
the turbot complex is considered equivalent to the low end of the
EY range, or 90,000 mt. The "Other Flounders" complex appears
healthy and a significant portion of it (plaice and longhead dab)
are yet to come under exploitation. Therefore TAC is considered |

/7 equivalent to the mid-point of the MSY range, or 61,000 mt.

(13) Page 9325 éection 4.0(4) Pacific Ocean Perch. Change
to read: Pacific ocean perch and other rockfishes.;the TAC of
Pacific ocean perch will be set at half of the current EY in
order to balance the need for rebuilding stocks against severe
economic dislocation in the foreign trawl fisheries -- 3,250 mt
in the eastern Bering Sea and 7,500 mt in the Aleutian Islands.

Until additional, accurate fishery information becomes
available, tﬁe TAC of other rockfishes will be held at 7,727 mt.

(14) Page 9325 Section 4.0(5) Sablefish. Delete all and
add: Sablefish stocks in this Région have been overfished and
are not now capable of producing MSY. Although the source of

recruitment to these stocks is not known, neither eggs nor larvae

of sablefish have been detected in this region. It is possible,



therefore, that recruitment comes from spawning in the Gulf of
Alaska. If so, rebuilding of stock abundance will be a function
of healthy spawning stocks in the Gulf rather than in the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Region.' Therefore, ABC is considered equivalent to
EY - 3,500 mt jn the Bering Sea area, 1,500 mt in the Aleutian
area.

(15) Page 9325 Section 4.0(6) Cod. Delete all and add:
TAC is considered equivalent to MSY, or 58,700 mt.

(16) Page 9325 Section 4.0(7) Halibut. Delete 1979 and
add: 1980

(17) P3%3;9325 Section 4.0(8) Herring. Delete all and add:
The 1980 TAC:for this species is set at 41,200 mt.iﬁ

(18) Paée 9325 Section 4.0(10) Other Species. Delete all
and add: TAC for "other species" has been set at 74,249 mt and
is region wide instead of being divided into the eastern Bering
Sea and Aleutian Island subareas.

(19) Page 9329 7.0 References. Add the following as

indicated:
Yellowfin sole

Wakabayashi, K. 1976. Studies on resources of yellowfin sole in
the eastern Bering Sea. Fishery Agency of Japan. (Submitted to
INPFC).

Wakabayashi, KQ, R. Bakkala, and L. Low. 1977. Status of the
yellowfin sole resource in the eastern Bering Sea through 1976.
U.S. Dept. Commerce, NOAA, NMFS, NWAFC, Seattle, WA. (Doc.

-~
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submitted to INPFC) 45 p.
Sablefish

Anonymous. 1978. Report of the meeting between U.S. and
VJapanese §cientists for the exchange of information on the
condition of fishery stocks in the Bering Sea and northestern
Pacific. U.S. Dept. of Commerce, NOAA, NMFS, NWAFC, Seattle, WA.
(unpubl.) |
Low, L. L., G. K. Tanoanaka, and H. H. Shippen. 1976. Sablefish
of the northeastern Pacific Ocean and Bering Sea. U.S. Dept. of
Commerce, NOAA, NMFS, NWAFC, Seattle, WA. (Processed Rept.)
115 p. . »
/“\‘ (20) 9.0 Appéndix B, Section 2.0 Catch Quotas. Change the
catch quota of pollock to 930,450 in areas I, II, and III,
combined and to 100;000 in area IV from 950,000 iﬁ areas I-IV,
combined; for yellowfin sole to 109,100 from 106,000; for turbots
- 84,425; for other flounders to 56,650 from 139,000; for Pacific
ocean perch to 1,708 in areas I, II, and III, combined from 6,500
and to 5,745 in area IV from 15,000; other rockfish - 5,677; for
sablefish to 2,450 in areas I, 'II, and 111, combined from 3,000
and to 650 in area IV from 1,500; for cod to 31,500 from 56,500;
for-Atka mackerel - 23,460; for herring - to 41,200 from 18,670;
for squid to 9,450 from 10,055; for others to 68,537 from 93,600.
(21) 9.0 Appendix B Section 6.0 Statistical reporting.
(a) Annual, add "other rockfish" and "squid" to list.

A (22) 9.0 Appendix B add a new sectipn. 8.0 Reserves,



which reads as follows:
8.0 Reserves

Up to twenty fiye percent of the reserves shown in Section
4.0, table 18 shall be transferred to TALFF on or as soon as
practicable after the following dates if the Regional Director
determines the reserves are greater than the amount of fish that
will be caught by U.S. fishermen: 'February 2, April 2, June 2,
and August 2.

(b) In addition to the above, any portion of reserves
not transferred to TALFF on any of the first three dates above
may be transferred on a subsequent date(s).

(23) 9.0 Appendix B, add a new section, 9.0 Apportion-

ment of DAH to Talff, which reads as follows: As soon as

practicable after each of the following dates, the Regional
Director shall reasseﬁs each DAH amount as set forth in Section
4.0, Table 18, and apportion to TALFF such parts thereof as he
determines are greater than the amount of fish that will be
caught by U.S. fishermen: June 2, and August.2. Any portion of
DAH not transferred to TALFF on the first .date above may be
transferred on the second date.

(24) 9.0 Appendix B, add d new section, 10.0 Fishing-

prohibitéd which reads as follows: Fishing for groundfish by

trawl vessels of a nation is prohibited when that nations'
national allocation for any groundfish species is reached; and
fishing for groundfish by all vessels of a nation is prohibited
when that nation's national allocation for sablefish, Pacific

cod, turbots, or “"other species" is reached.
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Telephoned to NPFMC Headquarters today: January 9, 1980:

To: Clement V. Tillion, Chairman

The Pacific Sea Food Processors Association at its Annual Membership
Meeting today unanimously endorsed the area restriction requested by
Robert M. Thorstenson in his January 4, 1980 letter to you.

Sincerely,

Robert F. Morgan
President
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Exec. Sec, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
N NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Resource Ecology and Fisheries Management
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| weitarszz | Northwest and Alaska Fisheries Center
j
]

2725 Montlake Boulevard East

See. Typiar

Seattle, WA 98112

| L ]
ROV 131814
| November 6, 1979 F112:HAL

Mr. Jim H. Branson
Executive Director - NPFMC
P. 0. Box 3136 DT
Anchorage, Alaska 96813

Dear Jim:

In response to your letter of Octobser 31 regarding implementation of
the Bering Sea/Aleutian Groundfish FMP, your first glance was accurate-—-the
lack of a domestic provision for in-season authority was an oversight on
the part of the PDT; i.e., there was no purposeful exclusion of such a
provision.

I have recently heard of industry plans to soon begin a significant
domestic fishery in the Bering Sea/Aleutian region which may lead to a
petition to the Council to relax certain FMP restrictions (e.g. 2000 mt
limit during the winter halibut-savings closure). In considering such
requests, the Council may well want to do what it can to foster a domestic
fishery as long as it could be assumed that a relaxation of certain restric-
tions would not lead to conservation problems (e.g. unacceptably high
incidental halibut mortalities). Field order authority that would allow
conservation-based, in-season modifications to the domestic management
regime should help provide that assurance.

Therefore, I recommend that a section similar to 8.3.1.1(H), Issuance
of Field Orders in the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish FMP be added to the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Plan.

Sincerely,

Bz

H. A. Larkins
PDT Leader

cc: R. Bakkala (Fl1ll)

L. Low (F112)
P. Rigby (ADFG)
S. Hoag (IPHC)
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Horthwest and Alaska Fisheries Center
FPesource Ecology and Fisheries Management

Jjovember &, 197¢ F112:HAL

TO: BS/AL Groundfish POT
’ (L. Low, R. Bakkala, P. Rigby, R. Etokes, S. Hoaq)

FROM: H. A. Tarking, PDT ILeader
SUBJECT: BS/AL Groundfish PNMP
. The attached letter from Haugen and Thoreen is self-explanatorve. In
anticipation of the Council asking for PDT (as well) as SSC and AP) advice
on the matter, may I have your comments prior to the December Council
reating?

Hy letter of November 6 to Jim Branson (also attachead) might help &
bit with this if there is some way of wonitoring the domestic fishery

(e.g. Obsexrvers).

Attachments (2)

cct Je Bropks (FAK)
Z/L/ﬁr/:zson (NPFMC)

¥l12:8iarkins:2-772914ra111/6/79
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14.3.1.7  lssmance of Field Ocders : AGENDA G-6

DEC. 1979
(A} | In-Season Adjustment of Time and Area

Management of shellflsh and finfish fisheries by the State of
Alaska in recent years compares favorably with the management

of most other fisheries in the United States and elsewhere.

The success of this management program may be largely attributed
to the deliberate flexibility built into the governing system
by state law and the resultant ability of the Board of Fisheries
and the Department of Fish and Game to make timely changes in
the regulations to meet changihg needs and conditions. This
flexibility which has been realized through annual revision of
the regulations by the Alaska Board of Fisheries, together

with emergency orders and regulations issued in season by the

Department,'has result in many benefits:

(a) New information and data relating to resource mahagement
can be immediately incorporatéd into the management
program, even when the fishery is in progress.

(b) The management approach adopted by the Board prior
to the season can be adjusted and refined during the
season on the basis of assessments of actual resource
conditions.

(c) Unanticipated resource conditions can be reacted to
immediately to prevent both underfishing and wasteful
underutilization.

(d) The dangers posed by high effort levels of efficient
harvesting units (as where fleet capacity equals or
exceeds the 0OY) can be closely controlled.

(e) Unexpected developments with respect to economic and
social factors (natural disaster, changes in marketing
conditions, cannery fires) can be accommodated so the
resources are distributed and allocated in a manner

which maximizes overall public benefits.

e

K—4q
Amended
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(f) Management philosophies and policies formulated
‘through legislative and administrative processes may
be carried out in the field by personnel familiar
~with local conditionms. o

(g) Management approaches which are proving unworkable
or which are imposing undue hardships may be changed
~at once. g

(h) Necessary in-season refinements in management programs
can be accomplished primarily in the field with the
advice and assistance of the users more directly

affected.

Issuance of Field Orders
The Council finds that the Optimum Yields in this plan,
which are based upon projections of the status of the
stocks, economic and other conditions several months in
advance of the actual conduct of the fishery, may be found
to be mis-specified in light of unpredicted and unanticipated
adverse or favorable stock conditions which are revealed
in-season. Under such circumstances, the Council further
finds it appropriate for conservation purposes only, that
the Regional Director of the National Marine Fisheries
Service, Alaska Region or his designee in close coordination
with the Comﬁissioner of the Alaska Department of Fish
and Game, take immediate action by issuing field orders
adjusting time and/or area restrictions; therefore, this
plan provides that seasons and areas shall be subject to
in-season adjustment by the Regional Director of the
National Marine Fisheries Service. The Regional Director
or his designee may adjust season opening and closing
dates based upon the following considerations:

1. the effect of overall fishing effort within a

major statistical area;
2. catch per unit effort and rate of harvest;
H4v]

AMENDED
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-3, relative abundance of stocks within the area in
comparison with pre-season expectation;
4.  the proportion of halibut (éee section 8.3.1.1
(D)) or crab being handled; ’
5. general information on the condition of stocks
“-within the area; _
6. information pertaining to the optimum yield for
stocks within the statistical area; or
7. any other-factors-necessary for the conservation
and management of the groundfish resource.
In order to assume effective management of the groundfish resource
as a unit throughout its range, in-season adjustments made by the Regional
Director must be coordinated with similar actions taken by the State
regarding waters under state jurisdiction. It is necessary that the
Regional Director, to the extent possible, act in conjunction with the
Alaska Departmedt of Fish and Game in order to effect uniformity of
management in State waters and the fishery congervation zone. As a
result, any changes proposed by the Regional Director will be accompanied
by advance notice to the State to allow for opportunity to maintain such
uniformity. In most cases, the Regional Director will exercise his
authority on the basis of recommendations received from the Department,
and will reply on the Department for season data, reports, and assessments
necessary to make a determination as to the advisability of any action
contemplated. In all cases, continuous consultation between the Department

and the Regional Director will be maintained.

It is expected that the actual opening and/or closing dates for the
seasons presecribed in this plan will be adjusted by the Regional Director
pursuant to the Authority described in this section. Such action is not
considered emergency action that would require amendment of the plan, or
regulations implementing the plan; adjusting the season opening and
closing dates is meant to be inherent part of ihe sea;ons themselves.

For this reason, any adjustments made by the Regional Director or his
designee will be effected by the issuance of a field order and announcement

in the manner currently utilized by the State of Alaska.
| H-fe

AMENDED
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Any in-season amendment of the plan's season or area or other
implmenting regulations beyond the scope of the above descfibed authority
will be accomplished by emergency regulatiomns, as provided in section
305(e) of the Act, in accordance with the recommendation of the Regional
Director following consultation with the Commissioner of the Department
of Fish and.Game. It is understood that time will often be of the

essence in making effective the aforemented adjustment% and changes.

14-44d
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: AGENDA G-6
Haugen and Thoreen DEC. 1979 %

ATTORNEYS AT Law

) 4055 21sT AVENUE WEST
" SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98199

(ADJACENT TO FISHERMEN'S TERMINAL)

PHONE (206) 285-8393
HENRY HAUGEN HAROLD A. THOREEN

Davip H. Bovb November 27, 1979 fe | act | ieo |0 KF"{“{:?@LM
! Exae. Oir. ! E
| A, Exe. Oir.! ﬂ@i:
Y L
P admin, CfF
i €22z Sec.
VWrinere/1
\Writer/2
. Sz, Nzzan,
Mr. Jim Branson ‘ Sec, Typist
Executive Director - .
North Pacific Fishery Management Council %ﬂ\g iz Q%%J;’“‘
P.0. Box 3136 DT .

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

Re: Bering Sea FMP; Council meeting Dec. 12-14
Dear Jim:

Thank you for your letter of November 6, and this
. confirms that I will appear on behalf of Steuart Fisheries
';:=\ to discuss the winter halibut savings area at the December
meeting. I assume from the agenda that our item will come
up no sooner than late afternoon on Wednesday, December
12, 1979.

Fish politics makes strange bedfellows. I find that
Marine Resources Co. Inc. is also vitally interested in’
this item and, accordingly, Wally Pereyra and I will
coordinate a presentation to save the council's time,
though we may have differing views on certain aspects.-
of the problem. We should take no more than one hour
if Harold and Gordon don't work us over. :

Very truly yours,

HAUGEN & TH?SE%? )
~ 3 —7

S

HH:spm

jf;l\ , cc: Dan Webster

Frank Steuart
Wally Pereyra



v % iewwm s . - AGENDA G=6 - . -
DEC. 1979

UPHTED STAYVES DESARNTHENT OF CIMVERD
Mational Cceanic and Ntmospheris Administratl
National Marine Fisheries Seivice

Washington, D.C. 20225

October 31, 1979 F3/WGG

FILE ACT [ INFO | ROUTE 1S 1 =l mipl

Exec. Bir ! ;
A, Exec. Gfr.fhm/g
—_——— 1 S

Admin, OFF © ;
€x2c. Sec ! '
riter/1 !

Mr. Daniel E. Webster i
Daniel E. Webster and Company, Inc. Bac Raceo,
Sec. Tvpist |

200 West Thomas Street, Suite 225 ’

Seattle, Washington 98109
! ng 51970

Dear Mr. Vebster:

rahaTonLy MY

This will acknowledge your letter of October 26, 1979,
regarding your concern about the provision within the Fishery
Management Plan for Bering Sea Groundfish for a winter halibut
saving area in the eastern Bering Sea. I have discussed this
matter with Mr. Frank Steuart and fully understand the concern
that this management measure may impact on the operations of the
travlers. :

In my discussion with Mr. Steuart, I suggested that he
contact Mr. Jim H. Branson, Executive Director of the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council, and advise the Council mem—
bers of the possible adverse impact through him. I note that
copies of your letter to me were furnished to the Council, so
they will be aware of your concern. T also have discussed the
potential impact with Mr. Branson and he assured me that the
matter will be reviewed at the next Council meeting. I am
confident that the problem will be resolved satisfactorily.

Thank you for your letter.

Sincerely yours,

William G. Gordon .
- Director, Office of Resource
Conservation and Management

cc: Mr. Jim H. Branson




L. ' , AGENDA G-6

< 2 a ACLIINFO | 2OUTE TO | 'ITIAL, DEC. 1979
Exec. Die. A 7 !
- ) A, Exsc Dir.| ™
~"-i~.,-§;PANIEL E.WEBSTER AND COMPANL-NG Admin. OH.
/ Exac. Sea '
MARINE MANAGEMENT Writer/1 i
Wrimr/2 E
Sec. Recop, :
Soc. Tyolst SuITE 225
20D West THOMAS STREET
. : CodY Ldak 4420 /0, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98109
October 26, 1979 . / ] fé Q’/,-g;g 206-284-8481

Mr. William Gordon

F36 . | : AN
National Marine Fisheries Service. - . ‘
Page Building 2 ‘
3300 Whitehaven St.
Washington, D. C. 20235

Subject: WINTER HALIBUT SAVING AREA [N EASTERN BERING SEA
Dear Mr. Gordon,

| learned today that a huge area of the eastern Bering Sea is about to be closed to
bottomfish trawling (except for 2,000 metric tons of fish) by American fishermen
each year between December 1 and May 31. My company manages three new 108-ft.

= trawlers for Steuart Fisheries named DISCOVERY BAY, HALF MOON BAY and SUNSET BAY,
which operate from Dutch Harbor in the eastern Bering Sea. | oppose the proposed
winter closure of this bottomfishery and request a fair hearing on the matter.

The closure would deny access to American trawlers to an area covering some of the

. country's most abundant bottomfish grounds. The owner of the vessels has invested
approximately $7 million and will need seasonal income from these grounds to con-
tinue in business. ‘

The saving of large numbers of juvenile halibut is not assured by this measure.
Halibut is found not only in this area of the Bering Sea, but in the Gulf of Alaska
and other areas which will not be closed in the winter.

In my view, there are more effective ways to prevent the harvesting of halibut by
American trawlers such as "“drop" lines, which are a second ground line running
several feet below a drag net and provide an escape route for halibut. The vessels
which | manage have such lines 'in use' in addition to pelagic (midwater) nets which
never touch bottom. Government studies support the effectiveness of such approaches
in largely eliminating the catch of halibut by trawler. My company can demonstrate
the devices work well, but no one brought the problem to my attention before.

The area closure would be unnecessary in the case of the above-mentioned vessels,
but | was told today that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council wanted an
effective deterrent to poor practices by other fishermen. This action seems to




~.

"\ me to be an invasion of an individual's right which could be stopped by legal action,/a-h\
if necessary. ! am referring the matter today to my company's attorney, who will
contact you and the Council.

Sincerely,

222 /'{ /[/5/“'4\_

Daniel E. Webster

cc: Clement V. Tillion, Chairman
Jim H. Branson, Executive Director -
North Pacific Fishery Management Council’
Suite 32, 333 West 4th Avenue _ o U
P. 0. Box 3136DT
Anchorage, Alaska 99510



COMMISSIONERS: AGENDA G-6(a) DIRECTOR
NEILS M. EVENS

ELS M.EVENS DEC. 1979 DONALD A. MC CAUGHRAN
WILLIAM S. GILBERT
DAINBRIOGE ISLAND, WA. INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION P.0. BOX 5009
m:rp;slv.:g:rrea UNIVERSITY STATION
_ . SEATTLE, WA 98105
N A C'CONNOR ESTABLISHED BY A CONVENTION BETWEEN CANADA
;?:’-:’;:;’gf:‘gg'"s AND THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA TELEPHONE

(206) 634-1838
PETER C. WALLIN

PRINCE RUPERT. B.C.

29 November 1979 fILE

\!__‘Ad'nin. Off,

Mr. Jim Branson | Secdyoin |
Executive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Council (—13r?§?§§_“_‘
P.0. Box 3136 DT i ! ]

Anchorage, AK 99510
Dear Jim:

Enclosed are copies of IPHC staff recommendations for controlling incidental
halibut catches in the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea. The recommenda-
tions involve the domestic fishery as well as the foreign fishery.

/4-\\ I have recently sent copies to the commissioners and suspect that they may

‘ want to submit a formal recommendation at a later date. In any event, I
thought that you and the Council should be aware of the staff's views, and
might want to begin any reviewing process that is appropriate.

Steve Hoag has already presented our proposal to the Groundfish Plan Develop-
ment Teams, but the teams may not comment on the proposal unless specifically
asked to do so by the Council.

Sincerely yours,

D (AN

(sAHH
Donald A. McCaughran
Director

Encl.



. INTERNATIONAL PACIFIC HALIBUT COMMISSION

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MINIMIZING BY-CATCHES
OF HALIBUT IN THE BERING SEA

By
IPHC Staff

Background

Halibut are caught inadvertently by foreign and domestic fishermen
seeking other species of groundfish. Regulations prohibit the retention
of incidentally caught halibut in the groundfish fisheries, but many of
the released fish die from injuries received during capture. (Retention
of halibut is only allowed by Canadian and United States fishermen using
hook and line gear during the prescribed halibut season.)

Incidental or by-catches represent a loss in potential yield and are
partly responsible for present low abgndance of halibut stocks in the
Bering Sea (Hoag 1976; International Pacific Halibut Commission 1978).

Several restrictions have been placed on the groundfish fisheries to
reduce the by-catch. During the early 1970's the International Pacific
Halibut Commission (IPHC) proposed that foreign trawling be prohibited in
areas when the by-catch of halibut was high. As a result of subsequent
negotiations with Japan and U.S.S.R. area-time closures were enacted. The
closures were first negotiated for the Bering Sea in 1973, and the area
and duration of the closures were expanded in 1975 (Hoag 1976). With ex-
tended jurisdiction of fisheries resources to 200 miles in 1976, the area-
time closures in effect at that time were continued as part of the pre-
liminary management plén for groundfish in the Bering Sea. Area-time
closures, as well as other restrictions; were reexamined during the

preparation of the final management plan for the Bering Sea. As a
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result, the management plan included expanded area-time clbsures. Domestic
fishermen are allowed to fish during the closures until their groundfish catch
exceeds 2,000 m.t. The present closures occur from December 1 through May 31
and have been termed "winter halibut-savings areas" by the North Pacific
Management Council. These areas are shown in Figure 1. .

The purpose of this report is to evaluate present restrictions in the
groundfish fishery witﬁ regard to halibut and recommend any changes tha;
could provide better protection of halibut, while.at'the same time allow

for a productive groundfish fishery.

Effectiveness of Present Restrictions

The winter halibut-savings areas in the Bering Sea provide significant
protection for halibut and are, in part, responsible for a reduction in the
halibut by-catch. - By-catch declined from about 7,000 m.t. in 1973 to about
1,500 m.t. in 1977 (Hoag 1976; International Pacific Halibut Commission,
unpublished). The abundance of juvenile halibut increased during this period,

and the present ;estric;ions generally have been considered a success.

Recent estimates, however, indicate that the by-catch of halibut increased
to 2,853 m.t. in 1978 (U.S. National Marine Fisheries, unpublished).

The increase resulted from a high by-catch by small Japanese stern trawl-
ers (<1,500 GRT). These vessels accounted for 1,781 m.t. of halibut or 62%
of the total by-catch in the Bering Sea. Most of the small trawlers are part
of the Japaneseb"lahd~based" fleet and fish for different specieé than the
"mothership" and "freezer-trawl" fleets (H. A. Larkins, NMFS). Flounders and'
Pacific céd represent a relatively larger proportion of the total catch by
the small trawl fleet. Also, about 20% of the 1978 catch by small trawlers

consisted of unidentified species (NMFS, unpublished).
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NMFS observers indicate that the incidence of halibut in the groundfish

trawlers. Also, the incidence is consistently high over a large area (Figure 2).

catch is over 10 times higher on small trawlers than on motherships or large

These results suggest that present area-time closufeé are not effective in
protecting halibut from all elements of the fishery. The high halibut catch
by the small trawl fleet indicates that the problem is the pattern or method '

of -fishing and not the area énd;time of fishing.

Recommendations

I recommend that a by-catch limit of 1,500‘m.t. of halibut be piaced on
groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea. Halibut would be returned to the‘
sea, and the by-catch estimated from observer programs. The 1,500 m.t. limit
would be divided among domestic and foreign fisheries, similar to the way
optimum yield for each sfecies is now handled. Area divisions of tﬁe by-
catch limit could also be employed, although the§ may not be necesgary. When [‘-‘\
" a nation's b&—catch allocation is reached, all fishing for groundfish by that
nation ceases for the remainder of the year. The recommended limit is close
" to the annual catch during the 1975 to 1977 period and is above the 1978
catch by the mothership and freezer trawler fleets (1,072 m.t.). Therefore,
the limit should not be a burden on most components of the fishery. If the.
by-catch cannot be estimated soon enough to allow Llosures of the fishery,
then the allocation of other groundfish species should be reduced the follow-
ing year, i.e., invoke the penalty the year after the limit was exceeded.

The winter ﬁalibut—savings areas should be continued until the effectivef
‘ness of the by-catch limit cén be demonstrated. This assures some degree of

protection in the event that the by-catch limit proves to be ineffective.
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Adequate observer coverage of both the foreign and the developing

- domestic fisheries is essential if the by-catch limit is to be successful.

This probably will require expanding existing programs. Funds for an ob-
server program presently are being collected from the foreign fishery, but
only part of these funds are made available to the U.S. National Marine
Fisheries Service to enact the program. The exact level of coverage needed
to adequately monitor the by-catch is not known, but may be in the range of

30 to 50 percent.
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“ AGENDA T-65
DEC. 1979

UNITED S

Nationa! Marine Fisheries Service
Washington, D.C. 20235

Washington, D.C. 20520

TATES DBEPARTMENT OF COMIMIERCE
fational chamc end Atmospheric !-‘af.imi ziskrozion

o et

e F36: AMA
fme | acr o | roure o | mamad!
NOV 2 '!g"q Exec. Dir. .
A, Ewee, Dir,
Honorable John D. Negroponte zijgiﬁ‘
Deputy Assistant Secretary Writar/1 |
for Oceans and Fisheries Affairs Wt er 7
Bureau of Oceans and International Soc. oo em,
Environmental and Scientific Affairs | see, e |
U.S. Department of State EG 5 1919_
!

Dear John,

Thank you for your letter of October 17, 1979, expressing Congressman
Young's concern over the incidental catch of salmon by foreign trawlers
in the Bering Sea. The National Marine Fisheries Service and the
Scientific and Statistical Committee of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council have examined this issue in considerable detail.

" The available data indicate that the loss of salmon is relatively
small, has no apparent impact on the stocks, and thus warrents no
further restrictions on the foreign trawl fleet in the Bering Sca at
this time. I am enclosing a summary of the analyses of this issue so
that you can respond to Congressman Young in detail if you feel that

would be appropriate.
Sinceiiiz)yours,

Terry L. Leitzell
Assistant Administrator
for Fisheries

Enclosure

ce: F, F3, Fx31, F36(2), Fll2 (Larkins), FAK, NPEMC.
F36: NHFS.AMAndcrben 634—7449:11/8/79:y1 (d)
Revised:Andersen:11/15/79:p1j (d)

Revised:Andersen:11/19/79:p1j (£)

Control #NMFS 8567

NPFMc.



4 Impact of the Foreign Trawl Fisheries on
Salmon in the Bering Sea and Western Alaska

The U.S. Foreign Fishing Regulations designate salmon as a
prohibited species for the foreign fisheries operating in the U.S.
fishery conservation zone. Xevertheless, some salmon are caught
jincidentally. The regulations require that: (1) each foreign vessel
shall minimize its catch of prohibited species; and (2) after allowing
for sampling by an American observer, all prohibited species or parts
thereof shall be returned to sea immediately, with a minimum of injury,
regardless of condition. :

The data on incidental catches of salmon by foreign trawlers in the
Bering Sea come from two sources: catch reports submitted by the
foreign fishing vessels, and reports from U.S. observers placed aboard
" some of the foreign vessels. The U.S. observers sample the catches
before they are sorted by species. The observers count the number of
salmon (by species) in each weighed sample taken from the catches that
are sampled. This information provides an incident rate, expressed as
the number of salmon per metric ton (mt) of total catch. The salmon are
also weighed individually and their average weight determined. The
incident rate for each particular statistical area and three-month
period are averaged. Then the average incident rate is multipled by the
total catch per area, per period, by country, and the products are ,
summed over the year to determine the total incidental catch of salmon,
by nation, by year.

In 1977, for example, the foreign fleet caught an estimated 47,730
salmon along with 1,140,900 nt of groundfish. About 91 percent of the
salmon were chinook, with chum salmon making up the remaining 9 perceat.
The average weight of these salmon was 4.0 kilograms (kg) or 8.8 pounds.
Thus, the weight of the incidental catch of salmon in 1977 amounted to
190.92 mt (420,024 pounds). That gives a ratio of 0.167 kg of salmon
caught for each mt of groundfish. In other words, in 1977 the foreign
fishing vessels in the Bering Sea harvested 23.9 mt (52,690 pounds) of
groundfish for each individual salmon that was caught.

The Scientific and Statistical Committee and the NMFS Northwest and
Alaska Fisheries Center examined the times and locations of .the
incidental catches of salron to determine if some additional
restrictions on times and areas for foreign fishing could reduce the
number of salmon taken. The available data indicate that large areas of
the Bering Sea would have to be closed for long periods of time to
ensure a substantial reduction in the incidental catch of salmon.
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The analyses showed that the losses, in catches of groundfish to the
foreign nation and of fees to the U.S. treasury, that would occur to
save the salmon justified no further restrictions on foreign fishing at
present. One consideration was that there are only 1 1/2 years of
observer data. That is an inadequate basis for predicting what might
happen in the fishery year after year. Time and area closures that
might have saved a substantial number of salmon in 1978 might save no
salmon in 1980 if the groundfish or salmon congregate differently than
they did in 1978. Further, although there is a loss of salmon, most of
those caught are juveniles (average weight about 9 pounds).

Juvenile salmon suffer a natural mortality raunging from 15 to 34
percent each year they stay in the Bering Sea. Those caught accidently
in the foreign trawl fisheries would have probably remained in the
Bering Sea for another 2 1/2 years had they not been caught. Thus, had
the 47,730 juvenile salmon not been caught in 1977, and assuming they
would have suffered a natural mortality rate at the lower end of the
range (15%), then 7,160 would have died anyway during 1977, another
6,068 would have died during 1978, and 2,586 would have died in 1979
before the surviving 31,898 began their migrations up the rivers to

- spawn. o T o

0f the salmon killed by the foreign trawls, an average of 91 perceat
ara chinook. Thus, of the 31,898 salmon surviving in the example, about
29,027 would have been chinook. The NMFS Northwest and Alaska Fisheries
Center bslieves that about 93 percent of the chinook taken incidentally
in the trawl fisheries in the Bering Sea may be of Western Alaskan
origin. That percentage would mean about 26,995 of the original loss
would have been adult chinook returning to Western Alaska streaps. The
other chinook would have come from Asian streams and other streams in
North Awarica.

According to the Alaska Department of Fish and Game, the harvest of
Western Alaska chinook salmon amounted to 360,791 in 1977 and 394,754 in
1978, giving an average of 377,772. Thus, the 26,995 adult VWestern
Alaska chinook lost because of the foreign fishery would have amounted
to only seven percent of the harvest. The actual number of chinook
salmon lost to Congressman Young's couwstituents, therefore, is
relatively small. :

Furthermore, the available information indicates that the Western
Alaska chinook stocks have been increasing in abundance in récenkt years.
That would indicate that the incidental mortality caused by the foreizn

trawlers is having little impact on those runs.

We are, however, considering a proposal to ask one group of foreign
fishermen to change their fishing gear so that the incidental catch of
salmon might be further reduced. The available evidence indicates that
the small Japanese trawlers fishing with on-the-bottom trawls catch
proportionally more salmon than do the other foreign vessels which use



of f-the-bottom trawls. Although we have reached no decision yet, we may
request that the swmall Japanese trawlers replace their bottom trawls
with off-bottom trawls. '

In summarty, the number of salmon taken incidentally in the foreign
trawl fisheries in the Bering Sea warrent no further restrictions on the
foreign trawlers at this time. As we gain a better understanding about
the distribution of salmon and groundfish in the Bering Sea and the
impact of different types of fishing gear, we may find that we can close
certain areas for certain times oxr require the use of specific types of

_trawls to protect salmon while avoiding undue restrictions on the

harvest of groundfish.

Drafted By: A. M. Andersen, NMFS, F36, 634-7449, 11/20/79, plj
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A Exee,

Senator Clem Tillion
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
Box 3136 DT

Anchorage,Alaska 99510

Dear Clem:

As you know from our past discussions, I am
deeply interested in the development of our fisheries
in the Norton Sound area. I feel strongly that
the fishermen in my district should not have their
livelihoods threatened by the activities of foreign
vessels fishing in the Fisheries Conservation Zone.

Of specific concern to me right now is the
interception of king salmon by foreign trawlers
in the vicinity of the Pribilofs. Interception
of salmon in this area has a detrimental impact
on my constituents.: For this reason, I believe
that the establishment of a salmon saving area
in the vicinity of the Pribilofs which closes the
area to trawlers from Februrary to November should
be discussed by the North Pacific Fisheries Management
Council. I therefor request that you add discussion

- of such a salmon saving area:to the adgenda of the

next council meeting: and- that: you allow public testimony
relating to establishment of such an area.’ .

s

Thank you‘fofﬂibﬁr;cbnsidefatidn éf this matter.

Sincerely yours;:

PR

2o s

) képresentative John G. Fuller
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Mr. Jim Branson i
Executive Director !
North Pacific Fishery Mgt. Council
P.0. Box 3136 DT

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Jim:

As you know, my office has had~aTUmMber of discussions
with Western Alaska fishermen regarding proposed amendments
to the Bering Sea Groundfish FMP which has been approved
by the Council. The thrust of these amendments would be
to impose a time/area closure on a portion of the Bering
Sea foreign trawl fishery for the purpose of protecting
immature Western Alaska king salmon stocks.

EERARR axe

Although I recognize the problem of lack of observer
data to completely justify such a management scheme, I
do think it important that the residents of Western Alaska
be allowed to present their case for such an amendment
to the Council. I therefore ask that you convey to the
Council my request that the subject of the proposed
trawl closure area amendment be included on the agenda
at the forthcoming Council meeting this month.

As always, I appreciate your assistance in this
matter. If I can be of any assistance to the Council,
please let me know.

Si rely,

DON YOUKRG g

Congressman fof all fAlaska
cc: H, Sparck

DY:rhm



N

Receomiet

/Q-14-79

COMMENTS ON PROPOSED REGULATIONS TO IMPLEMENT THE
BERING SEA AND' ALEUTIAN ISLANDS GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
44 FEDERAL REGISTER 66356 (November 19, 1979)

PART 675, SUBPART A-GENERAL

Figure 2 appended to Section 675.2 gives incorrect geographical coordinates for
the sub-areas established by the regulations.

The "other fish" category of groundfish is not defined.

The definition of owner includes "character" when probably charterer was
intended.

The regional director of the National Marine Fisheries Service is given authority
to delegate his authority to any individual. This could include a private
person, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game or to the government of Japan.
His authority to delegate his powers should be more narrowly constrained.

675.4 PERMITS

It is stated that a permit is valid only for the vessel for which it is
issued and that it is not transferrable. This leaves uncertain whether
or not a change of ownership, or charterer, or type of fishing gear to be
used requires a new permit.

It is stated in this Section that a permit may be revoked or suspended if

the vessel is used in the commission of an offense prohibited by the Act

or these Regulations. , This is in excess of the authority granted by the

Act which allows revocation or suspension only in the case of violations by
foreign fishing vessels. See Section 204(b)(12) of the FCMA. It also seems to
be a difficult case of government overkill. For instance one of the Regulations
requires the operator of a vessel to "sort its catch as soon as possible." It
seems entirely inappropriate to give the government authority to revoke a
permit for an entirely subjective opinion as to whether or not sorting was
conducted as soon as possible. There are, of course, a number of other possi-
ble violations of an equally minor nature.

SECTION 675.5 REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The proposed regulations require submission of a State of Alaska fish ticket
or an equivalent document containing all of the information required on an
Alaskan fish ticket. The requirements of a State of Alaska fish ticket are
not set forth and are of course subject to change by the State of Alaska

at any time. The exact reporting requirements desired should be set forth in
the Regulations.

The fish ticket and other information is required to be submitted to the Alaska
Department of Fish & Game within one (1) week. This informational requirement
imposed on domestic fishermen is more burdensome and restrictive than the

weekly catch report requirement imposed on foreign fishermen by 50 C.F.R.§611.9(e).
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Likewise an extensive processor reporting requirement is set out which
appears to be far in excess of anything needed for the management of the
fishery and, so far as known, is not required for any other fishery in
the United States.

There is the usual failure to accord confidentiality to the statistics re-
quired to be submitted by the Requlations. See Section 303(d) of the FCMA
which requires the Secretary to prescribe procedures to preserve such confi-
dentiality. A clear statement should be included that any reports submitted
shall be utilized in aggregate form only for management purposes and will

not be utilized in civil or criminal prosecutions against the vessel submitting
the information nor will specific fishing locations and catches be divulged

to would be competitors.

SECTION 675.20 MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The Prohibited Species Section is extremely confusing. It should not be
difficult to merely Tist the species that are prohibited to certain gear.

It is unrealistic to by regulation require that the prohibited species

catch be minimized and that the catch be sorted as soon as possible. Likewise
it is beyond the mandates of the Act to create a rebuttable presumption that
any prohibited species found onboard was caught and retained in violation

of the Section. Thus under the language imposed, a vessel which catches a
halibut no matter how quickly it returns it to the sea is faced with a re-
buttable presumption of a violation. Section 310(e) of the Act creates a
rebuttable presumption only for the purposes of civil forfeitures of vessels or
catch.

The proposed regulations governing the cessation of domestic fishing are
ambiguous and more restrictive than provisions applying to foreign fishing.
They are not in accord with recommendations contained in the Fishery Management
Plan. Under Section 675.20(c)(1) fishing for all groundfish must cease when
the 0Y for any species is reached. Thus when 3,250 metric tons of Pacific
Ocean Perch are taken in the Bering Sea, the fishing for the one million tons
of Pollock in the same area must cease. This certainly is not the intent of
the Fishery Management Plan and is an indefensible way to manage the fishery.

The closure of an area when a particular 0Y is reached is not applied with
an even hand. Thus under the proposed regulations, domestic longlining for
sable fish can continue despite a general closure to domestic trawl fisher-
men. This is in spite of the fact that longlining for sable fish results in
a high catch of the same groundfish species that presumably are meant to be
protected.

The winter halibut savings area is defined as including waters within the
territorial limits of Alaska whereas the Regulations and Plan cannot, under
the FCMA provisions here pertinent, extend to those state waters.

The concept of the winter halibut savings area is inconsistent with the national

standards for fishery conservation and management, and should be substantially
revised. Halibut are but one species in the groundfish mix and fishing is by

-2-
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hook and line rather than trawl. The effect of the halibut savings area is

- to deny use of the eastern Bering Sea by domestic trawlers for six months

out of each year. The fact that 2,000 metric tons of groundfish may be taken
during closure is almost an insult to the fishery. That quantity of fish is
insignificant when compared to the one and a half million metric tons set up as
an 0Y. That quantity will not support a single viable domestic fishing effort
in these waters. Though the International Pacific Halibut Commission has been
regulating the halibut fishery for the past 50 years, they have never proposed
closing this portion of the eastern Bering Sea to U.S. trawlers even though
their sole purpese in life is to perpetuate halibut. 1In fact when a sanctuary
was imposed in the Queen Charlotte Sound because it was believed that it was a
nursery ground for halibut, it proved to be entirely ineffective as a measure
to increase the halibut stocks and was abandoned a number of years ago. It 7
would appear highly dubious to embark upon a similar program of much greater
consequences in light of this past history. The historical records indicate
that the Bering Sea supports only a very minor halibut fishery. The resource
was fished down years ago by the halibut fishermen and has never come back.
Even though there has been very little fishing in this area in the past

years, the gains to the halibut fishermen have been minimal or non-existent.
Data compiled by the IPHC in its extensive sampling program indicates that
halibut in the Bering Sea area have a higher mean age than in any other region,
and have a smaller percentage of younger fish present than any other area.
Thus to classify this extensive area as a nursery or a need for particular
halibut savings measures is discounted by the data available. Likewise
research conducted by the National Marine Fisheries Service indicates a
variety of other methods to conserve halibut rather than by a complete closure
to all trawling by domestic fishermen. The principal espoused in the proposed
regulations could have dire consequences. Quite simply, the most logical
extension wuld be to close the entire FCZ in the North Pacific to trawling in
order to allow the halibut resource complete freedom to expand. Of course no
scientific support for this can be found as the decline in the halibut resource
can only be attributed to overfishing by halibut fishermen, long-term environ-
mental conditions, and the unregulated heavy foreign fishing of the past.

Apportionment of Reserves. The method of apportionment of reserves needs
considerable refinement. One section of the Regulations contemplates an
apportionment of reserve either to TALFF or DAH whereas another contemplates
a transfer only to TALFF. The apportionment is to occur up to 25% of the
reserve on each of four (4) specified dates. An ineffective attempt is made
to allow any unutilized amount to be added to the reserve for apportionment
on the next specified date but this cannot be since the regional director

is allowed to apportion only 25% of the original reserve on each of these
four dates. Further the allocation among the various components of DAH con-
tains no recognizable standards for accomplishment.



SECTION 675.22 FIELD ORDERS

Though these are to be filed for publication in the Federal Register, pro-
vision is made to merely utilize the unspecified customary practices of the
Alaska Department of Fish & Game to make them effective presumably within 48
hours. The specific procedures to be utilized must be specified in the
Regulations. In addition a 48-hour broadcast notice seems poorly equipped

to regulate a fishery of this potential magnitude. With the quantities of
resource involved, the nature of the fishery that is exposed, open sea condi-
tions, and the substantial costs and effort necessary to mount a fishery, 48
hours is entirely too short. It does not appear impossible to expect our
managers to keep abreast of the fishery so as to be able to utilize more roy-
tine procedures. No closure should be allowed in the absence of truly emer-

Bristol Bay pot sanctuary is closed to trawling from June 15 to October 31
but not to other fishing gear. The period of closure is contrary to that
contained in the Fishery Management Plan and the area again includes waters
subject to the jurisdiction of the State of Alaska. That pot santuary is
presently larger than is needed for the storage of pots and should be reduced
in size.

DATED at Seattle, Washington this 11th day of December, 1979.

Respectfully submitted,

HAU THOREEN. /
y
./'b/l
e

4055 - 21st Avenue West
Seattle, Washington 98199
(206) 285-9393
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WH-10

UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98195

December 11, 1979 o . R

. The Honorable Clem Tillion, Chairman S NI e i S

North Pacific Fisheries Council
P.0. Box 3136DT : R
Anchorage, Alaska 99510 Bt et

Dear Clem:

As you well know the Fishery Conservation and Management -
Act of 1976 under which our Council operates has, as one of its .
goals, the encouragement of development of fisheries which are
currently underutilized or not utilized by United States fish
industry, including bottomfish off Alaska.

The largest underutilized resource in U.S. waters is the
pollock of Bering Sea. ' S ' _

I suggest that we ask our Plan Development Team and the
Scientific and Statistical Committee to develop a plan to
Provide an increased incentive to the U.S. fishing industry to
harvest Bering Sea pollock.

If we look back into our country's history, the methods
for encouraging the development of the land area and the
mineral resources of the West was by grants of land for home-
steads or for building railroads and the system of filing
claims for private ownership by prospectors who had located
and proved the existence of mineral resources.

| suggest we establish this system to allow fishing
claims or ''seastead' rights to Bering Sea pollock.

The first question will be, 'Is this a Limited Entry
Program?'' | believe it is and we must look to the Law to see -~ oo
what the Council and the Secretary must take into account.

The Law, in Section 303, is quite specific in its require-
ments to a system for limited access to a fishery in order to
achieve Optimum Yield. The Council and the Secretary must take
into account (a) present participation in the fishery, (b) histor-
ical fishing practices in and dependence on the fishery, (c) the
economics of the fishery, (d) the capability of fishing vessels

TIVX: 910+444-2235 | Telephone: (206) 543—1270




Page Two

-used in the fishery to engage in other fisheries, (e) the
cultural and social framework relevant to the fishery and (f)
any other relevant considerations. Since there is no present
fishery, the major item to be considered is item f. and the
other relevant considerations are the need to encourage the
development of fisheries, which are currently underutilized

~or not utilized by the U.S. fish industry, including bottom-
fish off Alaska. o :

There are a number of ways such a program could be
~.established. . The following are only examples. -| believe it
very important that the exact details of a number of alternatives
be worked out by the Council and tested in the public hearing -
. process, S : B S B R

For example, an individual, partnership, or corporation
would be eligible for the right to take one percent of the total
allowable catch per month for Bering Sea pollock for each metric
ton of pollock caught and processed each year for a two-year
period. There are obviously all kinds of alternatives for the
amount of leverage or the multipliers applied to what is caught
during the proving up period to the later right of fishing.

/ana\ , Another possibility is to provide the right to utilize a.
certain amount of fishing effort. For example, an individual,
partnership, or corporation that caught a metric ton of pollock
which w?s processed could be allowed the application of one
tillion' of fishing effort in perpetuity with the right to sell
or lease that right. : '

May | suggest that this topic be added to our Agenda for
discussion and, that with approval of the Council, it be referred
to the Plan Development Team and the Scientific and Statistical
Commi ttee, : :

SI?Cerely yours,

I/
Donald E. Bevan
DEB/aw Associate Dean
cc: Charles Fullerton
D. L. Alverson
Steve Penoyer

1/ A tillion is that amount of fishing effort which will provide
N ~ one percent of the monthly catch of Bering Sea pollock.

T e e e e .
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Table 14. Aerial survey salmon escapement estimates , Yukon River drafnage, 1978. :

- Stream (drainage) ' Date Rating " Xinas Cohos

Archuelinguk (Mt. Village) R.  7/15 Poor 3
Andreafsky River ' .
East Fork iezs oo e 18 i
. st Fork . * +28 ° . 0 : 48 - 127,050 -
L . , S B 7757 |
_ Anvik River drafnage . ‘ : : L
ower & Sonar count 6/22-7/21 - . 1,041 - 166,102 R
Lower drainage below 7/14-15 Good - 7 . 86,237 . e .

tower (fncluding
Yellow River) 2

Tower to Beaver Creek 7/19A - 168 =
Total Anvik River drainage - 1,2 251,339
Thompson Creek Zat Poor - 625
Simon Creek . ‘ ms Good - 4,212
Rodo River : mns Good : 37 17,845
Nulato River (main stem) 7726 Good . 4.750' P’
orth for 1/26 Good 498 36,509 -
South Fork - 7/26 Good 422 12,821 -
Subtotal : 920 54,580 <
* Koyukuk River drainage : ' :
E)isasa River 73 Poor ' a5 9,280 & @ .
0akli River 7/25 Fair 1,300
Wheeler Creek 7/26 Fair

Hogatza River

Clear Creek 7/28 Fair
. Cartbou Creek 7/25 . Fair
South Fork - 8/8 Fair

Jim River . 8/8 Fair

Total Koyukuk R. drainage

_Melozitna River

ox Gree L - In3 "~ Fair
.+ Turnaround Creek . - .. ooy L Fale oo
" Blacksand Creek ~ . " - -~ o7 7/13 - Faie o
Melozi Hot Springs Creek I3 . Fair
' :"f;ifo.z’itha River . - ?/20 Poor
Tanana River drﬁlhadg“ei : T
Kantishna River drainage :
Toklat Riverd/ 10/28-27  Fair
. Sushana Creekd/ 10/24-27 . Fair
- Gelger Creekd/ . 10/24-27 . Fair
. Subtotal ) . g v
Henana River 10/13 - - Good

Clear Creek?/ . o 7/25 . 6ood -



Table 14. (Cont'd)  Aerial survey salmon -escapement estimates.J,.Yukon River drainage, 1978.

]

tream {drain ge) _ Date Rating __Kings - Cohos
Upper Tanana R‘tver dra'lnage
Benchmark #735 Slough 10730 Poor - -
Delta River . 10/30 Fair - -
Tanana River (bridge to =~ . o
island) - 10/30 Fair -
Bluff Cabin Slough 10730 Good - -
c‘leamte5 La§7 and
5 outlet 2/» o 5 10726 Good - 570
Delta Clearvater River?/* ¥/ 10726 Good - 4,798
One Mile Slough 10/30 . Fair - e
Subtotal Upper Tanana River - 5,368

Subtotal Tanana River drainage

.. Morelock Cresk 8/3 Poor ‘ - -
o=, Porcupine River drainage
Sheenjek River 10/3 - Poor 2. -
Fishing Branch River 10/13 Good - -
Subtotal Porcupine River
‘ drainage . 2 -
Yukon Territory Streams 4 .
o Whitehorse Hsnway_ﬂ 7/25-8/30 - ’ 725 - ‘- -
“.".  Takhini River 8/17 Pgor 115 - - L -
Nordenskjold River 8/17 Poor 17 - - ; -
Nisutlin River 8/18 Fajr-Poor 375 - - -
Nisutlin Lake outlet 8/18 Fair-Poor - 109 - - -

. Big Salmon River 8/19 Good 1,150 - - -
‘Little Salmon_River 8/16 Good 330 - - -
Tatchun Creek3/» &/ 8/29 - 200 - - -

Subtotal 3021 - - -
. TOTAL YUXON RIVER ORAINAGE 14,536 6,384 549,824 .- 87,881.°. . . 2,654

Only peak estimates listed; carcasses included S ST R
Boat survey - oo e
" Data supplied by Environment Canada-Fisheries Service, Hh'ltehorse
Foot survey - .

Data furnfshed by Division of Sport Fish S
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7;Abﬁend1x Table 22. Comparative Yukon River drainage coho salmon aerial survey escapement
- estimates, 1971-1978 1/ -

— —— —— —— —— - —— e

9N - 197 1973 1974 1975 - 1976 1977 1978

Nenana River drainage

Lost Slough. ‘ ’ - e L R
- East Bank 1 mile below Anderson - - - 900 116 - 118 524 350
East Bank.3 miles Selow Anderson - - - 488 827 SRR - -

w | '. . ) - - ‘ - , . - ' . - Do "',j, "’l_’_,;;},-;;\‘_ f‘ 3]0 . | -A’ -
Clear Creek '  _ - - - - - :  13 N . o

Seventeen M1le Slough o - - - 27 1956 ‘;‘229 - 1,167 466

—— e——— oepe——— mm—

Subtotal Nenana R. drainage e - - 1,5 1,899 360 2,000 816
Delta Clearwater Rivér = . 3,000 6323 1,982 3,950 5,100 -/ 1 920) C a4t g, 798 ¥/

Clearuater Lake and Outlet - 417 249% se0 1500 e ¥ 730 Yy s Y

Richardson Clearwater River N - 527 ¥ s a3 4 -/ ‘f 80 _/: 321 ';f_

1/ Peak estimates presented only
2/ Poor or incomplete survey '
_/ Boat survey by Sport Fish Divis1on :
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Before the

NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

December_14, 1979
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan

I am Henry Haugen, a lawyer from Seattle, Washington,
appearing on behalf of Steuart Investment Company, which
owns 3 Alaska based 108 foot Marco trawlers - SUNSET BAY,
DISCOVERY BAY, and the newly launched HALF MOON BAY. I am
accompanied by Mr. Daniel Webster who is the manager of the
fishing activities of these vessels.

The base of operations for these vessels is Dutch
Harbor, Alaska. Support facilities are in place so that the
vessel can rather quickly shift from a crab vessel configura-
tion to a trawl configuration, but the primary emphasis is
on trawling and the vessels are so configured now. This is
a 100% U.S. operation with no foreign investment. We have
in the past and intend in the future to deliver to U.S.
shore-side processors. We have no involvement with either
the Korean or Russian joint ventures proposed for groundfish
off Alaska which is one of the major purposes enunciated in
the legistation which created the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, that is the Fishery Conservation and
Management Act of 1976.

It is thus with some degree of total frustration that I
must report that the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Ground-
fish Fishery Management Plan which this Council approved and
which was published in the Federal Register of November 19,
1979, is preventing us from engaging in the fishery. My
specific comments on the regulations are being submitted to
the Secretary of Commerce and a copy is provided for your
information. This also includes some supporting documenta-
tion f"om the literature and I would like to review with you
only the major substantive issue - the effect of the propos-
ed regulations on domestic trawling.

The eastern Bering Sea is the richest fishing area in
the world now that the North Sea has suffered some declines.
As you are well aware, it has supported major trawl fleet
operations by a number of nations for many years. We want
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to mount a domestic trawl fishery in this region targeting
on Pacific Cod and Pacific Ocean Perch, early in 1980. We
have made arrangements for the delivery of the catch by a
shore-based U.S. processor. We have arrangements for the
sale of the product in the market place. The Fishery
Management Plan will prevent our operation from taking
place. In essence, your ptan closes the Eastern Bering Sea
to trawling for ten (10) months of the year.

A modern Bering Sea fishing vessel must participate
in the king crab fishery to be economically viable. MWith
outfitting, transit, and fishing time, this consumes the
months of August, September and October during which no
significant trawling can be expected to take place. Further,
all processors will have their efforts fully devoted to the
crab fishery and be unable to accept any groundfish.

Now that the king crab season is over, our vessels
can turn to trawling, but where can he go? According to the
Plan, and I might add, the proposed regulations presently
fail to reflect this, the Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary is
closed. The pot sanctuary is closed to trawling from June
15 to October 31 according to proposed regulations. That
is, closed when pots are gone and open when grounds may be
full of pots (100,000 of them). The Plan proposed no
trawling year round. From December 1 to June 1, the Winter
Halibut-Savings Area is closed. These two areas total the
staggering sum of 36,000 square miles. In addition, the ice
extends to the northern edge of these areas, precluding
trawling. It is true that 2,000 metric tons of groundfish
may be taken from the sanctuaries by trawlers, but as the
rationale in the Plan makes clear, this is only to accommo-
date a crab bait fishery. This amount is clearly inadequate
to support a viable commercial trawl effort and it won't
even support our proposed effort. In short, with a 2,000
metric ton quota, the Steuart vessels cannot even plan to
conduct a commercial fishery.

To illustrate the effect of your plan, I have submitted
a rough. chart which sets forth the distribution of the
fishery resource and overlays on that the edge of the ice in
the spring, the Winter Halibut-Savings Area and the pot
sanctuary. As you can easily observe, there are essentially
no fishing grounds in the eastern Bering Sea made available
to U.S. trawlers prior to June 1.

Commencing.on June 1, a U.S. trawler could operate in
these waters but he would be competing with the large
foreign fleets that move here at that time. In August,
he must change gear and get ready for the September opening
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ofc the king crab fishery. Thus this plan in practical
effect will only allow domestic trawling in the eastern
Bering Sea for 2 months during the course of the year.

These draconian measures have, as their basic purpose,
the protection of the Bering Sea halibut resource. The
rationale is, quite simply, prohibit trawling wherever
halibut live and save the resource for the halibut setline
fleet. In populist terms, the trawler is made the whipping
boy for the decline in the halibut resource. I would
suggest that this rationale is faulty for the following
reasons:

1 - There.is no significant halibut resource or fishery
in the eastern Bering Sea to protect. - Halibut make up less
than 1% of the total resource in the area and supports only
the most minor of fisheries. Over the last decade, less
than 10 vessels per year even attempt to conduct a part time
fishery. The catch makes up less than 5% of the total catch
of the halibut fleet. This minor fishery does not warrant
the extraordinary savings measures here contemplated.

2 - Contrary to the suggestions in the plan, the
eastern Bering Sea does not serve as the nursery grounds for
the entire West Coast halibut resource. Far and away the
major movements of halibut find their way through the passes
into the Gulf of Alaska, but it is a cruel hoax to hold out
hope that creating a sanctuary in the Bering Sea will cause
a dramatic increase in the halibut resource elsewhere.

3 - The basic causes of decline in the halibut resource
has been over-fishing by halibut fishermen under IPHC
leadership in the 1960s, a poorly understood deterioration
of environmental conditions, and a grossly excessive foreign
fishing effort prior to the exercise of effective control by
the U.S. It remains uncertain whether or not the resource
can ever be brought back, but to place the sole burden of
restoring the stock on trawlers is inherently unfair. This
bias im favor of the halibut fishermen and against the
trawler is no where more clearly illustrated than in the

Bering Sea Fishery Management Plan. The trawler is pre-empt-

ed from the grounds when a total of 2,000 metric tons of
groundfish is taken. The halibut longliner, when the
halibut season is closed, can and does shift to longlining
for sablefish on these same grounds. By special exception
to the general regulatory scheme, he is given a right to
catch and land groundfish without regard to the 2,000 ton
quota placed on trawlers. He may well unintentionally catch
halibut with an attendant mortality rate which is nowhere
mentioned in the plan. 1In the draft halibut plan, this
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incidental catch of halibut by setliners was indentified as
being up to 14% by weight.

4 - The regulatory measures fail to address the major
sources of incidental catches but instead concentrate solely
on the unrepresented and -politically weak domestic trawler.

The setline catch of halibut is less than 300 metric
tons. It is estimated in your plan that 1,000 metric tons
of halibut are taken by crab pots incidental to their
fishing and, of course, used. There is no control placed on
this in your plan - it is a practice condoned by silence.
This makes it difficult to believe that the Council is
treating all classes of fishermen fairly and equitably.

5 - The halibut savings measures to date have not been
effective. These areas have been virtually closed to
intensive trawling for several years. In spite of an
expected increase in juvenile halibut, the actual benefits
have been almost imperceptible. The average age of halibut
in the Bering Sea is greater than in any other area on the
West Coast and the percentage of halibut les than age 9 is
less than any other area. Maybe the IPHC is encouraged by

these results, but I don't believe an outside observer can
be. '

Recommendations before you from other groups are most
disturbing, and if accepted, will also prevent the
development of a domestic trawl fishery. Thus the staff of
the International Pacific Halibut Commission has recommended
that when a total by-catch of 1500 metric tons of halibut
has been reached by both foreign and domestic trawlers, all
trawling should cease. An identical recommendation is made
for the Gulf of Alaska. Since in recent years you have
estimated the by-catch to be approximately 5,000 metric tons
in the Gulf of Alaska and 2,000 metric tons in the Bering
Sea, it is clear that the intent of the recommendations is
to curtail trawling. Unspecified in the recommendations is
the mechanism for determining the by-catch other than a hope
that observer coverage at the 50% level can be obtained. As
you are well aware, this is not a realistic goal for the
foreign fleet and observers have never been required on any
domestic fleet. I hasten to add that domestic trawlers
welcome government biologists on board their vessels and
have a good relationship with them. We should be careful to
avoid changing to a concept that envisions a policeman on
board every U.S. vessel.

The Advisory Panel report displays a similiar anti-trawl
attitude. At least the panel agreed that the 2,000 metric
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top trawl quota in the Winter Halibut-Savings Area should be
removed, but beyond that it becomes unsatisfactory from the
viewpoint of rational management. The proposal calls for a
5,000 ton quota with a 1/2% incidental catch of halibut to
be allowed. If the incidental catch is less than 1/2%, then
another 5,000 ton quota is-to be allowed. Assuming that the
1/2% is to be determined by weight, this means that catch of
55,000 pounds of halibut by domestic trawler will be the
trigger point. This represents less than one tow for a
modern off-shore trawl vessel. It is in stark contrast to
the 14% incidental catch of halibut by setliners and the
3,000,000 pounds taken by crab pots neither of which the FMP
addresses. There is a complete absence of data to support
the choice of 1/2% or the 5,000 ton quota.

As to the Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary, the panel was as
confused as the rest of us in trying to determine the
purpose. Thus again without any supporting rationale, a
2,000 metric ton quota was proposed without any incidental
catch limitations. The pot sanctuary is left over from an
earlier bilateral agreement with Japan. The area did not
appear to support any fishery resources and it was impossible
to store pots there. Since then, the Bering Sea has warmed
up, and the area now supports an ever-increasing resource.
The availability of more convenient pot Storage locations
and the economic necessity to reduce fuel costs have result-
ed in a declining use of the area for pot storage which in
any event is normally out of the pot sanctuary. Thus the
pot sanctuary has in fact become nothing more than a no
trawling area with little thought given to the rationale.

Unfortunately, neither the Plan Development Team or the
Scientific and Statistical Committee has been asked to look
at this particular problem and hence we do not have their
recommendations. It would be unwise to make a decision
without their input.

The Council has the duty to prepare an FMP which
contaips conservation and management measures;

(1) that are both necessary and appropriate.
(2) are bésed on best scientific information available;
(3) promote efficiency:

(4) 1in the case of an allocation of resource, be fair
and equitablie to all fishermen.

I do not believe that you have been receiving.sound
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adwice in preparing the Bering Sea Fishery Management Plan

in so far as the trawl management measures are concerned.

The advise you have received and the proposed FMP regulations
include domestic trawl closures which are not necessary and
appropriate, not based on best scientific information; do

not promote efficiency; and allocate resources in a manner
which is not fair or equitable to trawlers.

If we continue the present management philosophy there
will never be a viable domestic trawl fishery in the eastern
Bering Sea. This will match our track record in the Gulf of
Alaska, a sample of which is attached: zero landings in
the Shumagin area for the past year.

I believe that it is possible for -a domestic trawl
fishery and a halibut fishery to co-exist in the Bering Sea.
The measures you have proposed will preclude such a co-exis-
tence and in my view reflects an inability on the part of
the Council to properly manage the fishery resources of the
United States. I would suggest that you adopt a more
reasonable management scheme which recognizes the legitimate
needs of the resource, all segments of the fishing industry
and the overall national interest.

I would recommend that you withdraw the domestic trawl
closures in the eastern Bering Sea as presently contained in
the FMP regulations proposed by the Secretary of Commerce.
You should send this problem back to the team and the SSC
and direct them to come up with a more rational proposal
that is supported by the facts. To this end, the Steuart
vessels would more than welcome biologists on board to
observe operations and get a better grasp of the incidental
catch of halibut problem. There is no data now on a domestic
trawl fishery in the Bering Sea and to attempt to regulate
before the facts are gathered rather than after is unwarranted.
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North Pacific Fisheries Managémedf Council =~
Jim Branson, Executive Director

Department of Commerce NOAA

P, 0, Box 3136

Anchorage, Alaska 99510

ROUTE TO | INITIAL

FILE

ACT

INFO

Exec, Dir. - |-

A. Exec. Dir.

Admin, Off,

Szc. Racep.

Sz, Typist

My name is Roger Marshall and I have the F/V WI

I fished joint venture with KMIDC last summer off Kodiak.

am writing in reagrd to the Council meeting January

understand there are certain parties that would like

LD MARY. C‘l M{‘TU il
il o
I .
Wﬂ
10, I Mace
Ornau
to

severely restrict our joint venturé program by putting huge

restrictive areas around ports.

I would llke to express my oplnlons on thls mat

an American fisherman and T am entitled to fish and take fish

ter. B

I am

from American waters, The companies that are trying to restrict

foreign ventures are not capable of handling the volume of fish

., and they won't be in the near future. As I understand the 200

mile limit, if Americans can't catch the sustained yield, for-

eigners get to catch the fish, This doesn't make sense to me

because it won't help American fishermen and that was one of the

reasons for the 200 mile limit.

With my limited experience with a joint venture program .

PRt

I believe it is going to be good for the Amé%iéﬁn fisherman who

needs help because the fisherman's catch volumexhas increased in

TTr—— \—ﬂ_ - .

| the 1ast few years, far outstrlpplng the processing and markeflng

capabilites of the American proceSsor. Until such time the American

processor can catch up, we should not be restrlcted or stopped.

— T T S——

Respectfully,

RWM/m1m Zé’ﬁ //{) - m”ﬂjé@g
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NUMBER OF SALMON CAUGHT .INCIDENTALLY IN THE FOREIGN GROUNDFISH FISHERY
(Averaged from 1977 and 1978 U.S. Observer Data)
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_—locations of "Winter Halibut-savings Areas' and the 'Bristol Bay Pot
Sanctuary” in relation to the Akutan area closure proposed by Icicle, January,1980
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