
Appendix 1: Public Comments 

The following public comments were received for the Notice of Intent to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fishery bycatch 
management program. 

1. E. Weiss, Aleutians East Borough
2. J. Bonney, Alaska Groundfish Data Bank
3. S. Carroll, Alaska Marine Conservation Council
4. T. Keegan
5. M. Pinto
6. D. Maynes
7. G. Kirk
8. L. Wilbur
9. T. Evers
10. K. Dutton
11. J. Mulcare
12. G. Myrick
13. L. Rhodes
14. L. Bassett
15. T. Berg
16. C. Wheaton
17. K. Riley
18. S. Glaholt
19. T. Harrington
20. A. Tennant
21. K. Zafren
22. J. Miller
23. D. Black
24. C. Bingham
25. B. Uher-Koch
26. J. Sonin
27. J. Chesnut
28. S. Morse
29. B. Ashley
30. B. Connor
31. C. Johnson
32. C. Woodley, Groundfish Forum
33. City of Kodiak and Kodiak Island Borough
34. C. Whiteley
35. D. Smith
36. D. Ashley
37. S. Jud, Environmental Defense Fund
38. H. Berns, Icicle Seafoods
39. J. Chandler
40. J. Public
41. J. Cook
42. J. Plesha, Trident Seafoods
43. J. Stoll
44. K. Cochran
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45. K. Leslie
46. K. Cochran
47. L. Woodard
48. M. Chandler
49. M. Alferi
50. H. Mann, Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
51. J. Warrenchuk, Oceana
52. M. Okoniewski, Pacific Seafood
53. P. Olson, The Boat Company
54. R. Kreuger, Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association
55. R. Puratich
56. S. Brooks
57. S. Mallison
58. S. Iankov
59. S. Kram
60. T. Kishimoto, International Seafoods
61. T. Evich
62. W. Fejes, Polar Seafoods
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Docket ID: NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150 August 28, 2015 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments as part of the scoping process for the EIS related to 
a Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries bycatch management program. 

The Aleutians East Borough (AEB) encompasses the six communities of Akutan, Cold Bay, False Pass, 
King Cove, Nelson Lagoon and Sand Point, along the Alaska Peninsula and on the Aleutian and Shumagin 
Islands, nestled between the Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska (GOA).  According to AEB Municipal Code, 
the AEB Natural Resources Department is responsible for the study and monitoring of fish and wildlife, 
and to provide assistance to fishery managers.  The Department is also tasked with maximizing benefits 
to Borough residents from the use of these natural resources. 

The Aleutians East Borough fishing communities of Sand Point, False Pass and King Cove are unique 
single processor towns.  A fishing vessel with local captain and crew will feed up to 15 mouths in the 
community.  All of our local businesses are dependent on continued fishing opportunities.  

The AEB Natural Resources Department supports an effort by the North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council (NPFMC) to formulate a trawl bycatch management plan for the GOA fisheries and communities. 
However the Resources Department does not support any new catch share program that would 
permanently allocate shares to individuals.  Catch share programs that use a vessel’s historical landings 
to convert them into “shares” that can be bought and sold like a commodity, can eliminate jobs and 
devastate fishing communities. 

In April 2010, Aleutians East Borough Mayor Stanley Mack wrote to the House Natural Resources 
Committee, Oceans Subcommittee, “Based on the experience of the Aleutians East Borough, we believe 
the implementation of a Catch Shares system, which privatizes publicly owned fisheries resources, is 
destructive to local fishermen and communities. We also believe the record shows that implementing 
Catch Shares does not necessarily protect fisheries resources, and that there are other existing 
management tools to accomplish this which are less destructive to communities and fishermen”. 

In January 2013 the Aleutians East Borough Assembly stated nine goals for fishery management 
programs, in AEB Resolution 13-16: 

1. Provide effective controls of prohibited species catch and provide for balanced and sustainable
fisheries and quality seafood products.

2. Maintain or increase target fishery landings and revenues to the Borough and AEB communities.
3. Maintain or increase employment opportunities for vessel crews, processing workers and support

industries.
4. Provide increased opportunities for value-added processing.
5. Maintain entry level opportunities for fishermen.
6. Maintain opportunities for processors to enter the fishery.
7. Minimize adverse economic impacts of consolidation of the harvesting or processing sectors.
8. Encourage local participation on harvesting vessels and use of fishing privileges.
9. Maintain the economic strength and vitality of AEB communities.

The AEB Natural Resources Department urges the NPFMC to continue to advance the GOA Trawl 
Bycatch Management proposal only as it meets these goals. 
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The AEB Natural Resources Department supports a program that includes a cooperative management 
structure. We believe cooperative management does not necessitate quota ownership.  Instead, quota 
for the directed fishery could be allocated annually, and be associated with some amount of prohibited 
species catch (PSC) allowed.  Through the cooperative, PSC could be utilized more efficiently, and 
encourage best fishing practices. 

The current status quo system, License Limitation Program (LLP) with the sector split between gear 
groups and vessel designations, is working for Western GOA fishermen and communities, and should be 
maintained.  In recent years our local trawl fishermen have fished under a voluntary agreement for a 
cooperative plan to limit bycatch of Chinook salmon, a potential template for future trawl bycatch 
management. We believe the LLP program combined with a cooperative management structure would 
be the most appropriate regime for GOA trawl bycatch management. 

If a catch share plan like the one currently proposed in the October 2014 motion by the NPFMC is to be 
implemented, the AEB Natural Resources Department supports inclusion of a community fishing 
association (CFA) as described in Alternative 3 of the motion.  The AEB has received a NFWF grant to 
work with stakeholders in the GOA to put a CFA in place according to NPFMC and MSA requirements. 

Bycatch can be unpredictable and hard caps on PSC can be constraining, for example NMFS had to close 
the GOA non-pollock non-rockfish 2015 season gulf-wide for trawl catcher vessels on May 3rd of this year 
due to the fleet exceeding the annual 2700 Chinook salmon bycatch cap. We believe that extrapolated 
bycatch data onto unobserved vessels was part of the reason the cap was exceeded.  Although the 58-ft 
limit trawl fleet in the AEB communities of Sand Point and King Cove rarely participate in this fishery 
later in the year, we understand the importance of this late season fishery to the community of Kodiak, 
and the AEB joined the request by the community of Kodiak to the NPFMC in June 2015 for an 
emergency regulation to allow additional chinook PSC to prosecute the fishery. 

We understand that placing observers in fisheries is important for better data that results in improved 
fisheries management.  The AEB fully supports immediate implementation & utilization of electronic 
monitoring in place of human observers on all fishing vessels. When human observers must be used, 
they should be allowed to embark/disembark to tender vessels in the fishery. 

In August 2015 the AEB received a report entitled Western Gulf of Alaska Trawl Bycatch Management 
Social Impact Assessment written and researched by Dr. Katherine Reedy.  The AEB contracted with Dr. 
Reedy in June 2014 to conduct an analysis of the foreseeable impacts of the proposed GOA trawl 
bycatch management program on AEB communities and local fishermen.  The study is an accurate 
portrayal of the small vessel trawl fleet that fish for pollock and Pacific Cod, home-ported in Sand Point 
and King Cove, and of fishery management actions impacting our region.  We have shared the report 
with NPFMC staff and have publicly posted the document at http://www.aebfish.org/wgoatbmpsia.pdf. 
Key Findings from the study can be found listed on pages 9 & 10 of the document. Our hope is that this 
Social Impact Assessment will help inform the critical decisions the Council will need to make about GOA 
trawl bycatch management.  

The communities that rely on this fish resource must not be forgotten as this program moves forward. 

Ernie Weiss, Director 
Aleutians East Borough Natural Resources Department 
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August 28, 2015 
 
 
Glenn Merrill 
Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska Region 
NOAA–NMFS–2014–0150 
Re: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any Gulf of Alaska (GOA) trawl 
bycatch management program 

 
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank (AGDB) is a member organization that includes the majority of the shorebased 
processors located in Kodiak and trawl catcher vessels home ported in Kodiak that participate in the Gulf of Alaska 
trawl fisheries.     
 
We have been advocating for GOA trawl rationalization since 2001. Except for the shoreside cod fishery in the Bering 
Sea, most of which operate under AFA pollock cooperative rules, the Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries are the only trawl 
fisheries remaining in Alaska and on the West Coast which have not been rationalized. 
 
AGDB members support an analysis of ALTERNATIVE 2 as outlined in the Council’s October 2014 motion for the 
EIS: 
 It is a reasonable alternative, has undergone extensive scoping already and meets the Council’s Purpose and 

Need Statement in that it would: 
o Create a new management structure which allocates allowable harvest to individual, cooperatives, or 

other entities, which will mitigate the impacts of a derby-style race for fish.  
o Improve stock conservation by creating vessel-level and/or cooperative-level incentives to eliminate 

wasteful fishing practices, provide mechanisms to control and reduce bycatch, and create 
accountability measures when utilizing PSC, target, and secondary species. 

o Reduce the incentive to fish during unsafe conditions and improve operational efficiencies.  
o Increase the flexibility and economic efficiency of the GOA groundfish trawl fisheries and support the 

continued direct and indirect participation of the coastal communities that are dependent upon those 
fisheries. 

o Authorize fair and equitable access privileges that take into consideration the value of assets and 
investments in the fishery and dependency on the fishery for harvesters, processors, and communities. 

o Improve the ability of the groundfish trawl industry to achieve Optimum Yield (OY) 
 We support analyzing Alternative two with the following modifications (rationale is detailed later in the letter): 

o Analyze the allocations of secondary species to consider total catch as well as retained catch. 
o Analyze the effects of increasing the pollock trip limit from 136 mt to 159 mt. 
o Analyze the effects of changing the trawl cod directed fishery season to Jan 20 – June 10 and June 10 

– Nov 1 with no change to the A and B seasonal allocations. 
o Analyze the feasibility and effects of requiring 100% retention for the inshore sector of trawl-caught  

pollock and cod from Jan 20 – Nov 1 and increasing the MRA’s for pollock and cod in other targets 
for the period Nov 1 – Dec. 31 to reduce regulatory discards. 

o Analyze the effects of increasing the Chinook PSC cap from 32,500 to 40,000 fish. 
o Compare and contrast community protection mechanisms within alternative 2 versus alternative 3. 
o Analyze how best to resolve the parallel fishery with a new management structure. 

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

5



  
Historical Background of GOA Rationalization:  Congress has recognized the importance of rationalization for the 
Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries since 2000.    As part of the Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2001 (Public Law 
106-554 http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/PLAW-106publ554/html/PLAW-106publ554.htm ), Congress directed the 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council to examine fisheries under its jurisdiction to determine whether 
rationalization is needed— 
 

“The North Pacific Fishery Management Council shall examine the fisheries under its jurisdiction, 
particularly the Gulf of Alaska groundfish and Bering Sea crab fisheries, to determine whether rationalization 
is needed.   In particular, the North Pacific Council shall analyze individual fishing quotas, processor quotas, 
cooperatives, and quotas held by communities.   The analysis should include an economic analysis of the 
impact of all options on communities and processors as well as the fishing fleets.  The North Pacific Council 
shall present its analysis to the appropriations and authorizing committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives in a timely manner.” 

  
To date, the Council has not fully satisfied this congressional mandate (the crab fisheries were rationalized in 2005; the 
Central Gulf trawl rockfish fishery was rationalized in 2007 as a precursor to rationalizing the GOA groundfish 
fisheries).   Changes in administrations for the State of Alaska have led to multiple starts and stops for this initiative 
within the Council process.  Under the Murkowski Administration, consideration of a Gulf rationalization plan moved 
forward smoothly starting in 2001.  Council progress was halted abruptly in 2006 when the Palin Administration took 
over.  Under the Parnell Administration, the Council started to consider and scope cooperative style management of 
pollock in 2010; in 2012, the Council re-energized and focused their attention on Gulf trawl rationalization as a 
potential solution to bycatch management with a particular emphasis on halibut and Chinook salmon Prohibited 
Species Catch (PSC) within the trawl fisheries (termed “Gulf Trawl Bycatch Management” or GTBM program).  
However, with the change to Governor elect Walker in 2014, the Administration and the newly appointed Alaska 
Department of Fish & Game Commissioner Sam Cotten (in December 2014) opted to delay further consideration of 
Gulf Trawl Bycatch Management within the Council process until at least October 2015.  The Commissioner on behalf 
of the Administration suggested that they wanted to review the cooperative catch share program as outlined in the 
October 2014 Council motion to determine if and how the Council and the State of Alaska might want to move forward 
with Gulf Trawl bycatch management.  
 
Need for bycatch management “tools”: Since 2011, the Council has adopted a number of actions to reduce prohibited 
species catch (PSC) in the Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries including the implementation of Chinook salmon PSC limits 
in the GOA pollock and non-pollock fisheries and reducing halibut PSC caps:  

1. Amendment 93 (effective August 2012) to the GOA FMP imposed a hard cap of 25,000 Chinook in the Gulf 
pollock fishery (6,684 Chinook limit in Area 610 Western Gulf; a separate cap of 18,316 Chinook for the 
Areas 620/630 in the Central Gulf);   

2. Amendment 95 reduced the GOA trawl halibut PSC by 15 percent, phased in over a three year period (2014 to 
2016) 

3. Amendment 97 (effective Jan 2015) imposed a hard cap of 7,500 Chinook in the GOA non-pollock trawl 
groundfish fisheries, further broken down into three sub-limits: 

a. Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish program catcher vessel (CV) sector:  1,200 Chinook. 
b. Central and Western GOA non-pollock, non-rockfish fisheries (CV sector): 2,700 Chinook 
c. Central and Western GOA non-pollock fisheries, catch processor (CP) sector:  3,600 Chinook 

 
The groundfish trawl fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska are still operating under the arcane “race-for-fish” or limited access 
fishery structure and do not have the management structure or the tools to fully adapt to these new PSC caps and 
reductions, especially with an expanding groundfish fleet (new entrants). This was evident by the May 3, 2015 closure 
of the catcher vessel non-pollock, non-rockfish program trawl fisheries when the fishery exceeded its 2,700 Chinook 
salmon cap.  
 
Scoping Process: Because of the new GOA PSC management measures, the Council has publically recognized since at 
least December 2010 that there is a need to develop a new management structure whereby fishery participants are held 
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accountable and are able to work cooperatively to modify fishing practices to adapt to these new or reduced PSC limits.  
Relevant council documents from the beginning of this recent scoping process include: 
 

1. December 2010 motion Chinook PSC GOA pollock fisheries: “The Council also requests staff to provide the 
following…a discussion of potential benefits, with respect to available bycatch measures and salmon savings, 
of a cooperative management structure for the GOA pollock fisheries. The discussion should assume a 
cooperative program for the Central and Western GOA directed pollock catcher vessels. Licenses qualifying 
for the program would annually form cooperatives that would receive allocations based on the catch histories 
of members.” 

2. February 2011 discussion paper in response to Dec 2010 Council motion: Bycatch control cooperatives for 
Gulf of Alaska Chinook Salmon Bycatch. Discusses a “system of cooperatives that would be intended to 
reduce Chinook salmon prohibited species catch (PSC). Specifically, cooperative formation, cooperative size, 
the need to create fishing opportunities for nonmembers of cooperatives, cooperative reporting requirements 
and continual entry into the cooperatives/fishery due to the amount of latent license.” 

3. April 2011 Council motion on GOA Halibut PSC stated: “In anticipation of a future discussion, the Council 
requested that staff prepare a white paper that surveys allocation of prohibited species catch in all fisheries 
management programs that allocate individual or cooperative catch programs in US, Canada, or other 
countries.” 

4. September/October 2011 discussion paper in response to April 2011 Council motion – Individual Bycatch 
Allowances in other fisheries.  

 
The Council focused their process in earnest in June of 2012 when they passed the following motion:  
 

The Council will schedule a specific agenda item, preferably for the October meeting, that begins the process 
of developing a program to provide tools for effective management of PSC, incentives for the minimization of 
bycatch, and vessel level accountability for the Central Gulf of Alaska trawl groundfish fishery. The Council 
should develop a purpose and need statement with goals and objectives for a new fishery management system 
at that time. 

 
To date, the council has adopted a purpose and need statement and Council staff has prepared five different GBTM 
discussion papers: 

1. October 2012: adopted a Purpose and Need statement, identifying goals and objectives for an action that 
provides flexible and effectual PSC management tools 

2. Feb 2013. Options for catch share program; modified Purpose and Need statement to include WGOA 
3. June 2013. State Waters management issues; benefits and detriments of limited duration quota allocations, 

including non-monetary auctions; potential community protection measures. 
4. October 2013. A review of current literature on the effects of catch share programs; summary of the eight 

proposals that stakeholders presented to the Council in June; discussion of the relationship between State and 
Federal fisheries that occur in adjacent waters; discussion of early considerations and the Council’s role in the 
development of a Community Fishing Association 

5. April 2014. Discusses program structure defined in Council October 2013 motion; information on bycatch 
reduction results from other trawl catch share programs in the North Pacific and other regions. 

6. October 2014. Review the expanded program structure defined at the April meeting; discuss how the fishery 
would operate under the proposed design; 2) discuss how well it may meet the Council’s stated objectives; and 
3) identify which decision points are necessary to transform the program structure into alternatives for 
analysis. 

 
A parallel complementary process was started by CGOA trawl industry stakeholders (harvesters and processors) as 
requested by the State of Alaska and several Council members. The industry workgroup began meeting in February 
2012 to start formulating their vision of a purpose and need statement and possible frameworks to provide the 
necessary tools to meet the Council bycatch management objectives and also create fair and equitable access to the 
GOA trawl groundfish fisheries that take into account the value of assets and investments in the fishery and 
dependency of harvesters, processors and communities for consideration by the Council. The participating groups 
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included: Alaska Groundfish Data Bank (AGDB), Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association (ATWA), Pacific Seafood 
Processors Association (PSPA), Groundfish Forum (GFF), United Catcher Boats (UCB) and Mid-Water Trawlers 
Cooperative (MTC). Extensive discussion and collaboration over multiple meetings resulted in several industry 
comment letters that were provided to the Council for their GOA Trawl Bycatch Management agenda item. All these 
documents were reviewed, revised and finally approved over numerous meetings by the diverse members of these large 
industry groups which in combination represent virtually all Central GOA trawl industry participants, many of which 
also participate in WGOA trawl fisheries: 
 

1. October 2012 Purpose and Need statement 
2. June 2013 GOA Catch Share Program Proposal 
3. April 2014 Comment letter C-2 
4. October 2014 Comment letter C-7 

 
At the April 2013 meeting, the Council requested that the public bring management alternatives (program proposals) to 
their June 2013 meeting. The Council scoping call resulted in eight different alternatives. Council staff reviewed and 
examined these proposals to determine whether the stakeholders proposed structure would meet the Council’s purpose 
and need statement for the action:   
 

1. Americans for Equal Access:  IBQ’s.   
2. Alaska Marine Conservation Council/GOACC:  CFA’s 
3. Industry proposal (AGDB, AWTA, GFF, PSPA, MTC): Cooperative catch shares with target and PSC 

allocations   
4. Groundfish Forum (GFF): Western Gulf directed rockfish species (Northern, dusky, and Pacific Ocean perch) 

be included in the trawl catcher/processor allocation. 
5. Pacific Seafoods:  include harvest shares to processors and quota to the “community sector” in any program 

considered 
6. Peninsula Fishermen’s Coalition: WGOA IFQ’s for both cod and pollock by over/under 60 ft. vessel length 
7. United Catcher Boats: WGOA co-op proposal for vessels greater than 60 ft. 
8. Christopher Riley and Joseph Plesha (Trident Seafoods): cooperatives for pollock and cod, each linked to a 

processing facility; harvesters, processors and communities all allocated QS. PSC avoidance incentives. 
 
Through Council analysis and public input, the 2014 October motion was formulated (the most recent motion as of 
August 2015).  Though the alternative with voluntary harvester cooperatives with harvester/processor linkages with 
both target and PSC species allocations has not been fully analyzed up to this point, it has already been through several 
years of scoping within the Council process.    
 
According to NMFS’s NOI to prepare an EIS for the GOA trawl bycatch management program (NOAA-NMFS-2014-
0150), the process initiates a supplemental scoping process.  A principal objective of the scoping and public 
involvement process is to identify a range of reasonable management measures. Because of the extensive scoping that 
has already occurred for the October 2014 motion (alternative 2 - as outlined in the federal register notice) our 
members believe that this alternative should be included in the EIS for analysis – it is a reasonable alternative and 
will meet the Council’s purpose and need statement for the action.  
 
For the record, we would note that the GOA groundfish fisheries have gone through a similar scoping process before. 
During the first attempt at rationalization for the GOA groundfish fisheries under the Murkowski administration the 
following public processes occurred: 
 
EIS scoping 
 May 29, 2002:  NMFS published the NOI and requested written and in person public comments. The Public 

Scoping Report Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) Gulf of Alaska Rationalization was 
presented to the Council in December 2002 by NMFS AK Region staff.  
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 Eight public meetings were held in late 2002 (Anchorage, Cordova, Homer, King Cove, Kodiak, Petersburg, 
Sand Point, Seattle) to solicit feedback from the public on the need for action, scope, range of alternatives, and 
issues that should be addressed in GOA Rationalization SEIS. 

 
From page 4 of the 2002 scoping report:   During the public hearings, and in the draft public scoping documents, 
NMFS and Council staff reviewed some of the potential alternatives that have been suggested, including: rights-
based management programs such as individual fishing quotas (IFQs); cooperatives similar to those established 
under the AFA; “two-pie” management with linked IFQ and individual processor quota shares (IPQs), and 
mechanisms that might regionalize the catch of groundfish species…Cooperative management was the most 
frequently supported of the rationalization alternatives. Most public commenters supported this alternative 
because it was generally perceived that this alternative would provide the greatest flexibility to address 
management needs and avoid potentially limiting allocations of small blocks of QS to individual vessels. In 
particular, this issue and support for cooperatives was presented by C/P representatives in Petersburg and Seattle. 
Participants in Kodiak supported this approach partially based on experiences under the American Fisheries Act 
(AFA). 
 

Council Processes 
Numerous GOA Rationalization Committees and the NP Council spent much time and effort scoping the different 
GOA rationalization management program options and different alternative frameworks throughout this earlier process, 
which lasted roughly from 1999 until it was permanently taken off the table by former Governor Palin in December 
2006. All the trawl alternatives from this rationalization effort involved Cooperatives with target species allocations: 
the same result as occurred during the present scoping process from 2010 to 2014. Trawl stakeholders, from 1996 to 
2006 or 2010 to 2014, have supported cooperatives with both PSC and target species allocations.  This again 
underscores that alternative 2, as outlined in the EIS notice, is a reasonable alternative and should be analyzed in 
the EIS for a new management program for trawl groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Support for Alternative 2 (October 2014 motion): 
The main objectives for the new management program are to provide tools for the effective management and reduction 
of PSC and bycatch (NS9), promote increased utilization of both target and secondary species harvested in the GOA 
(NS1) and recognize that GOA harvesters, processors and communities all have a stake in the groundfish trawl fisheries 
(NS4 & 8).  To meet these objectives there are three critical elements: (1) what to allocate, (2) how to allocate and (3) 
fishery harvesting design.  The council and the CGOA trawl stakeholder group spent a considerable amount of time and 
energy resolving these questions. 
 
What to allocate? 
The goal is to prevent a “race for fish” now and into the foreseeable future. Harvesters and processors need the ability 
to plan and execute fisheries in a cooperative manner. Groundfish trawl vessels need the ability to fish more slowly, 
strategically, and cooperatively, both amongst the vessels themselves and with their shore-based processors to meet the 
objective of reducing bycatch, both PSC and other bycatch and meet OY.  Both the Council and the industry 
stakeholder group spent a considerable amount of time discussing this topic. After much deliberation five target species 
– Pollock, Pacific cod, Pacific Ocean Perch, northern rockfish and dusky rockfish – across the GOA are suggested for 
possible allocation.  All five of these species typically close when the TAC is reached, not due to PSC caps.  The 
conclusion through the scoping process was that if these species were not allocated then the fleet would continue to 
race versus fish more slowly and strategically to avoid PSC.  While both the Council and the industry stakeholders did 
consider allocating flatfish species, because these species have never closed due to TAC but instead due to PSC 
restrictions, it was determined that the appropriate control for these fisheries would be PSC allocations only.  The 
unallocated flatfish species within the proposed management plan would be a means of incentivizing expanded harvests 
of these underutilized flatfishes by better utilizing PSC. As noted in the industry comment letter (October 2014), 
revisiting whether these flatfish species should be allocated at the 5 year review of the new program would be 
appropriate if harvests approach available ABCs and the fishery incentives change from clean fishing to racing for the 
available flatfish quotas.   
 

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

9



Just to be clear, the objective to reduce bycatch is more expansive than just PSCs. Bycatch as defined by the MSA 
National Standard 9 guidelines is defined as fish that are discarded. In many cases, bycatch occurs because of 
regulations that require fisherman to discard their incidental catches. In the trawl fisheries, regulatory discards occur for 
Prohibited Species Catches (PSC) such as crab, halibut and salmon that can only be retained by certain gear types 
which is definitely one of the focuses of this action.  
 
To slow the rate of harvest of some other species, Maximum Retainable Allowances (MRAs) only allow retention of an 
amount of a species determined as a percentage of the target species catch. Vessels that exceed the MRA must also 
discard this excess catch. These rules are used to implement stock management policies. To reduce bycatch on non-
PSC species, efforts should be made to minimize the use of management measures that result in regulatory discards. 
Alternative two of the present Council motion can be used to investigate tradeoffs for relieving MRA regulations for 
secondary species as well as changes in other fishery regulations that force discards. AGDB members support the 
options for secondary species allocations and management contained in alternative 2.  However, we believe the means 
of allocating secondary species should be expanded to consider total catch as well as retained catch.  Secondary species 
that are managed by MRAs can change management status over the calendar year from bycatch status to PSC status so 
retained catch may not be a good metric for the needs of the different sectors; therefore, the analysis should look at the 
allocation mechanism both ways. 
 
There are several regulations that require discards of non PSC species in the present trawl fishery environment.  These 
are detailed in the industry letter submitted to the Council October of 2014: Seasonal Pollock structure, Seasonal 
Pacific cod structure, prohibition of targeting Pacific cod and pollock from Nov 1 to Dec 31 and pollock trip limits.  
The present Council motion addresses the pollock fishery structure but does not address changes to the Pacific cod 
fishery structure.  The proposed changes in alternative 2 for the pollock fishery structure are having two seasons (Jan 
20 – June 10 and June 10 to Nov 1) and revising the seasonal allocations to 60% for the “A” season and 40% for the 
“B” season. AGDB members support adding an option that would modify the Pacific cod fishery seasons to Jan 20-
June 10 and June 10-Nov 1 for the trawl sector – this would remove the prohibition of directed fishing from June 10 to 
Sept 1 and relieve the fleet from MRAs for cod in other target fisheries during that time period.  Since there appears to 
be some resistance to changing the directed fishing closure date of Nov 1 to Dec 31 due to SSL protections, we support 
a different approach; consider increasing the MRA for both pollock and cod in other target fisheries for this time 
period. We also support adding an option that would modify the present pollock trip limit from 136 mt to 159 mt.  
 
The inshore sector’s goal is to keep as much as we can of what we catch so relief from many of the current regulations 
that require discards (bycatch) is needed to allow us to meet this goal of reducing wastage.  For several of the flatfish 
targets there can be a large amount of cod and/or pollock caught within a haul, depending on the time of year and 
fishing location. While allowing the industry to keep what we catch will reduce bycatch, it should be noted that neither 
the pollock nor the cod quotas would be exceeded since once the sector’s allocation for the species is reached the sector 
would be required to stop fishing.  Creating this type of management regime requires that both cod and pollock be 
allocated to the co-ops.  The analysis should examine how best to reduce discards of pollock and Pacific cod within the 
inshore trawl fisheries with the design of a new fishery structure. 
 
The present motion allocates PSC to participants and also considers reductions of the present PSC caps.  0- 25% 
reduction for the pollock Chinook caps and 0-15% reduction of the PSC halibut caps are under consideration.  We 
believe that the analysis should consider increasing the Chinook cap for two reasons: 1) the recent closure of the non-
pollock non-rockfish program fisheries because the fishery exceeded the 2,700 cap and 2) the new Chinook stock of 
origin data that suggests that the 97% of the Chinook bycatch are from areas with high hatchery production of Chinook 
salmon and not Alaska wild stocks of concern.  We believe the analysis should consider increasing the overall Chinook 
cap from 32,500 fish to 40,000, which is the ESA limit. 
 
How to allocate? 
Allocations for a new management plan are designed to capture historical participation in the fishery and investment of 
the participants in those fisheries: communities, processors and harvesters. We support the proposed allocations to the 
cooperatives for allocated species and the method for allocation of halibut PSC and Chinook salmon PSC as outlined in 
alternative 2.   

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

10



 
We also support the federally regulated processor associated-cooperative structure as proposed in alternative 2 where 
individual harvesting licensees choose to form an initial (2 years) association with a processor based on historical 
landings; those licenses that qualify for the program but wish to opt out of the co-op structure may participate in a 
limited access fishery. After those two years, a QS holder can change co-ops according to the terms set forth in the 
Processor Contract: if a harvester wants to leave that cooperative and join another cooperative or the limited access 
sector, they could do so if they meet the requirements of the contract.   
 
We also believe that the processor associated-cooperatives will keep landings within historical dependent communities 
especially when coupled with either regionalization or a port landing requirement. These mechanisms go a long way in 
capturing historical participation in the trawl groundfish fisheries by communities. 
 
Fishery design – Why cooperatives? 
We believe that a cooperative program is necessary and appropriate for the conservation and management of the fishery 
and will provide industry with the tools, accountability and management structure necessary to better manage and 
control bycatch, achieve OY, and provide greater economic stability and opportunity for harvesters, processors, and 
communities. The increased flexibility offered by the cooperative system will allow the fleets to respond more rapidly 
and appropriately to the prevailing fishing conditions. Co-op structures build cooperation amongst harvesters and 
processors since the entire industry works together towards common goals. But cooperatives must be federally 
regulated.  
 
AGDB and its members strongly support the voluntary inshore cooperative structure as described in the Council’s 
October 2014 motion: 

• Voluntary Co-op structure where qualified licenses have a choice to join a co-op in association with 
their historical processor or stay in the status quo fishery.  

• The ability of a qualified license to be in one co-op in each region (WGOA and WYAK/CGOA). 
• The Annual cooperative formation process, contracting and filing requirements 
• The Annual reporting requirements & oversight by Council 

 
Our members’ experiences with co-ops structures show that these systems work. Co-op contracts can be design to meet 
Council’s objectives for bycatch management, harvests strategies to meet OY and contracting obligations to mitigate 
social concerns. Fishery-based bycatch measures raise the entire fleet’s bycatch performance versus a competitive 
structure that pits participants against one another. Co-op contracts allow the industry to self–enforce the bycatch 
avoidance plan (set fishery performance standards) versus the much more cumbersome and inflexible regulatory 
approach with input controls such as trip limits, area closures, etc. Co-op management is not true ownership like an IFQ 
system since allocations only occur if an LLP joins a cooperative. Allocations for the co-op are managed by all co-op 
members versus a straight IFQ system were one individual makes single minded decisions.  Cooperative management 
structures are much more cost effective since industry manages the fishery with oversight by NMFS versus NMFS 
managing the day to day harvesting of individual vessels via an IFQ program.  
 
These three design components – what to allocate, how to allocate and the fishery harvest design are the critical 
elements to meet program objectives and create the needed stability for the trawl industry when considering a new 
fishery management structure.  However, Alternative 2 takes the next step by addressing concerns expressed by the 
general public with regards to balancing industry efficiencies with future industry diversity and entry into the 
groundfish trawl industry.  
 
What mechanisms for community stability? 
Elements in the present motion that provide community stability and protection include: processor associated-
cooperatives coupled with regionalization or a port landing requirement, Consolidation limits for ownership, vessel use 
caps, active participation criteria, processor processing caps, and cooperative contract signed by the community that the 
processor is located in.   
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AGDB supports ownership caps with a grandfather provision but the range needs to be large enough to consider 
persons who own multiple LLPs/vessels. We would prefer no harvesting caps on individual vessels.  However, this is 
most likely unrealistic, due to community concerns regarding the potential of excessive fleet consolidation such as 
occurred in the Crab Rationalization program which had no vessel use caps if that vessel joined a co-op (virtually all 
the vessels did join a co-op). Flexibility needs to be incorporated into the vessel use caps so the industry can expand 
and contract based on actual fishery quotas and the economics of the fishery.  Caps need to allow for larger harvests by 
those vessels that can best avoid bycatch, incorporate liberal enough caps that acknowledge the different vessel size 
classes, harvesting capacities, and individual vessel’s fishing plans across the fleet. Industry believes the range of caps 
within the Council motion is appropriate for now. Vessel use caps have been constraining for certain vessels in the 
Rockfish Program and for both Dusky and Northern Rockfish and the inshore co-ops have been unable to harvest all 
the quota. The appropriately equipped vessels that can catch these species have hit the vessel’s harvesting cap resulting 
in stranded inshore quotas. In retrospect, no harvest caps should have been applied to these two harder-to-catch species 
underscoring that this is a critical decision point and needs to be thoroughly analyzed in the EIS so the right balance 
between NS1 (OY) and NS8 (community stability) can be struck. 
 
Processor caps for each target species should be set at the appropriate level with a grandfather provision and be 
“facility-based” not entity-based. We support analyzing the active participation criteria contained in the motion to 
determine if the described elements meet the intended goal and whether the required active participation criteria can be 
enforced. 
 
Proposals to include community approval of cooperative contracts could have the unintended consequence that no 
cooperatives form. Community politics should not be inserted into what are fundamentally business decisions about the 
daily operation of private companies and individual fishing operations. In devising GOA community protections, the 
Council should be very explicit in regards to its objectives with the measures it develops. We do not understand the 
objective for community sign off on cooperatives contracts and what the Council’s objective is for this element. 
 
We do believe that community concerns and stability can be addressed through the proper design of the cooperative 
program as described in alternative 2. 
 
One additional issue - State and federal fishery coordination across the three mile boundary: Alternative 2 
anticipates that a share of the pollock harvest will be taken from state waters (i.e., inside 3 nautical miles of shore) 
which requires coordination with the State of Alaska since the State manages all waters inside 3 nautical miles. 
Currently, trawl fisheries in state waters are managed by the state under a 'parallel' system, in which the state generally 
applies the same overall management measures imposed on the federal fishery to the adjacent state waters fishery. Both 
federal and state waters open at the same time and close concurrently when the total allowable catch (TAC) for the 
sector is taken (all vessels stop fishing at the same time). All harvest comes off of the federal TAC.  This system will 
not work if the Council adopts some type of cooperative catch share plan (alternative 2 or 3).  The EIS analysis needs 
to clearly demonstrate how best to meet the primary objectives of the new program - to reduce trawl bycatch by 
allowing vessels to fish more slowly, strategically, and cooperatively; to achieve optimum yield in the groundfish 
fisheries; and to promote community stability. How can state waters fishing be structured so federal participants can 
continue to have access to the state zone from 0 to three miles without creating a race for fish for pollock harvests 
inside three miles? 
 
Approaches we do not support: 
 
Individual or Cooperative Bycatch Quotas (IBQ’s):  
The Council spent a considerable amount of time scoping an IBQ system where individual or cooperative bycatch 
quotas were awarded without accompanying target species quota. 
 
A discussion paper on IBQ’s was presented to the council in October 2011 (Agenda item C-2(c)).  The paper details 
PSC allocations for catch share programs that also allocate target species (Amendment 80 BSAI fisheries, Rockfish 
Program, West coast groundfish trawl fisheries, British Columbia Multispecies Trawl Fisheries) with only one example 
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of IBQ without target species allocations:  incidental take of dolphins in the Eastern Pacific tuna fisheries (it should be 
noted here that these tuna fisheries do not have any target species harvest limits):  

 
“In 1992, as a part of efforts to reduce dolphin mortality in the Eastern Pacific tuna fisheries, fleetwide limits on 
dolphin mortality were apportioned among vessels, with each receiving an equal share of the total limit. Each vessel 
fished subject to its individual non-transferable dolphin mortality limit, which required the vessel to suspend fishing for 
the season once it reached that limit” 
 
The author of the 2011 IBQ discussion paper also notes (page 4): “The paper [1993 Council], however, suggested that 
without IFQ for target species, the most valuable fisheries might still be prosecuted as a race for fish. This race could 
result in the use of most of the individual PSC allocations being used in those more valuable target fisheries, leaving a 
substantial share of other fisheries unharvested. In addition, any fisheries that are not constrained by the allocated 
PSC would be unaffected by the program. Despite these shortcomings, management of the PSC allocations would 
require 100 percent observer coverage, effectively imposing the cost of a fully rationalized fishery on the participants, 
while not providing the benefits that are derived from target species allocations.”  
 
From the Council October 2014 GTBM discussion paper, page 4:  The Council intends for the program to contribute to 
the stability of volume and timing of landings to allow better planning by processors. The allocation of PSC would 
create an individual incentive for each participant to obtain the greatest possible value from the use of available PSC. 
When allowable catch of target species is not a limiting factor on the fishery, PSC quotas may allow participants to 
respond to constraining PSC limits by managing their own usage. Without PSC limits, an individual vessel’s PSC 
affects everyone fishing under that PSC limit. However, if target species catch limits are a constraint, PSC quotas 
alone (without target species allocations or other program elements that could slow the fishery) are unlikely to result in 
a slower or more coordinated fishing behavior. When target species are limiting – i.e., when total allowable catch 
(TAC) is fully harvested in a typical year – a participant with PSC quota will face a choice when determining his or her 
investment in PSC avoidance. The participant must decide whether more rapidly harvesting the target species (using 
relatively more PSC quota in the process) would sufficiently increase the participant’s share of the available target 
catch to justify forgoing future fishing in the event that PSC limits close the fishery early. Target allocations would 
allow vessels to privately determine when to fish within a season or year in order to achieve the greatest return from 
available PSC. Secure target species allocations would allow a quota share holder to decide when and where to fish 
based on a variety of factors without the risk of other participants depleting the availability of the target species in the 
interim. Those factors include: target species catch rates, availability of marketable incidental species, PSC rates, 
market conditions, and weather, among others. 
 
We do not support individual or cooperative bycatch quotas without accompanying target species quota share 
because it: 

1. Would not stop the race for fish in fully prosecuted fisheries (i.e. pollock and cod) 
2. Would not foster fleet cooperation since race for target species still exists (affects fleet coordination of hot spot 

reporting, fleet willingness to share technology improvements such as excluders, electronics, fishing gear) 
3. Creates “good” and “bad” bycatch coops with membership discrimination: fisherman adept at bycatch 

avoidance would likely exclude “bad” bycatch users from their coop. 
4. Changes the incentives from fleet improvements for bycatch performance to individual vessel improvements 
5. No ability to reduce discards of target species catches since they are not allocated 

 
Alternative 3 – Off the top allocations to Community Fishery Associations (CFA) or an Adaptive Management 
Program (AMP). Our largest concern about alternative 3 for either the CFA or AMP is the off the top reallocation of 
the trawl groundfish fishery to other entities; the extra cost that this allocation will impose on historical stakeholders. 
During public scoping there has been little to no support from trawl industry stakeholders for this alternative. Assuming 
that alternative 3 is included in the EIS, the analysis should compare and contrast community protection mechanisms 
within alternate 2 or alternative 3.   Is there additional benefit offered via a CFA or AMP versus alternative 2 (the 
cooperative program)? Is it just a cost with little to no discernable benefit? A CFA would still have to allocate quota 
(the right to fish) and could be susceptible to local community politics. It appears to us that a CFA is just adding an 
unnecessary third party (allocative, administrative and managing) that will increase costs and make the program more 
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complicated. We are skeptical of proposals that simply transfer quota from one group to another unless there is a clear 
community interest that cannot be addressed in another way. 
 
Adaptive Management Quota (AMQ) sounds good in that it’s promoted as protection for the very broad, undefined 
category of “unintended consequences”. If this will allay some of catch share fears expressed by other groups and 
individuals, then a small set aside may be appropriate as long as the objectives for the AMQ are clearly defined. If it 
becomes clear that this set aside is not needed to meet the stated objectives, then there needs to be a simple mechanism 
to reallocate this quota annually to the co-ops so it can be harvested. At some point the AMQ should sunset if it is 
determined that it is unnecessary. Many of the concerns raised by the general public regarding catch share programs are 
for high valued IFQ fisheries not low valued groundfish harvested through cooperatives.  Many of the ills suggested as 
a result of a catch share program – destroying communities, putting participants out of business, creating excessive 
consolidation – are either happening now or could happen within the present fishery structure. The records of current 
trawl catch share programs in the North Pacific (BSAI pollock cooperatives, the Amendment 80 cooperative fishery, 
CGOA rockfish cooperative program – all with target species coop allocations) have shown the benefits and successes 
of cooperative management where harvesters and processors work together through a co-op structure to better utilize 
target species catch, control and minimize bycatch, reduce regulatory discards (improve retention, reduce waste), 
contain the costs of operations and management, and meet other conservation and community goals. 
 
Keep in mind that whereas we strongly believe that this program, if designed correctly, will ultimately be beneficial to 
harvesters, processors, and communities and will be a huge improvement over the status quo, it is going to incur 
additional costs on the industry. These costs include 100% observer coverage, Catch Monitoring Control Plans for 
processors, annual NMFS Cost Recovery (up to 3% of the ex-vessel value) and Co-op Management Fees.  Another 
added cost would be a potential State water pollock fishery. Should a portion of the pollock ABC be allocated to an 
open access seine, jig, and/or trawl fishery in the AK Peninsula, Kodiak, Cook Inlet and/or Southeast management 
areas, historical trawl participants could lose access to a portion of the pollock resource so vital to their fisheries 
portfolio.  These extra costs will be significant and may be excessive especially if an additional off the top allocation is 
given to a CFA or AMQ. Given the low-value of most trawl species (on the order of 5-35 cents per pound), owners will 
be weighing the cost-benefits of staying in the fishery.  Should the costs of staying in the fishery prove too high, we 
could see increased economic consolidation and stranded fish where everyone loses. Consolidation caps by regulation 
do not prevent economic consolidation. The program needs to be well designed to create efficiencies and increase fish 
value and not give the economics of the fishery away through reallocation or poor fishery design; it won’t be worth it.  
 
Given the high amount of attention this potential action has generated, we agree a more detailed and robust EIS would 
be more suitable than the normal EA.  The members support alternative two for analysis with the suggested changes 
outlined in this letter. Alternative 2 should be included in the EIS for analysis. Thank you for the opportunity to 
make comments and we look forward to working with the Council and the Agency to design an effective, well-
designed cooperative management program for the Gulf of Alaska trawlers, processors and communities. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Julie Bonney 
Executive Director 
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank 
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August 28, 2015 
 
Via Federal eRulemaking Portal (www.regulations.gov )  
NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150  
 
Glenn Merrill  
Assistant Regional Administrator  
Sustainable Fisheries Division, Alaska Region, NMFS  
Attn: Ellen Sebastian  
P.O. Box 21668 Juneau, AK 99802-1668  
 
Re:  NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150, Gulf of Alaska Trawl Bycatch Management Program EIS  

Dear Mr. Merrill:  
 
This letter provides the public comments of the Alaska Marine Conservation Council ("AMCC”) in 
response to the National Marine Fisheries Service’s ("NMFS") notice of intent (“NOI”) to prepare an 
environmental impact statement ("EIS") on a new management program for trawl groundfish fisheries in 
the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). AMCC is a non-profit organization committed to the long-term ecological 
health and social and economic well-being of GOA communities. Our members include fishermen, 
subsistence harvesters, marine scientists, small business owners, and families. We applaud NMFS’ 
willingness to implement measures to reduce bycatch in the GOA and we appreciate the Agency’s 
consideration of these comments.   
 
I. Objectives of the Proposed Action  
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the GOA trawl bycatch management 
program specifically to reduce bycatch in the GOA trawl fisheries. While providing the fleet with the 
“tools” necessary to reduce bycatch is an essential component of the program, the intent of the program is 
not merely to provide the fleet with the tools necessary to adapt to the current bycatch limits; rather, it is 
to reduce bycatch further. As such, any analysis of the bycatch management program must consider 
additional reductions to bycatch.  
 
The need to reduce bycatch in the GOA remains critical. GOA Chinook salmon returns remain at 
depressed levels, despite significant sacrifices made by directed commercial, sport, and personal use 
fishermen. Halibut stocks have likewise declined, causing a sharp reduction in commercial and charter catch 
limits. In the last ten years, the commercial halibut harvest in the GOA (Areas 2C, 3A and 3B) has declined 
by 73% and strict bag limits have been imposed on the charter sector. The commercial Tanner crab fishery 
in the Kodiak Island district was closed in 2014 due to low crab abundance. Although fishermen in these 
fisheries collectively recognize the need to accept cuts during periods of low abundance, the responsibility 
of rebuilding these important stocks must fall on all users. And, while we commend the Council for setting 
salmon and halibut bycatch limits for the GOA trawl fisheries, these limits are far less than the reductions 
borne by participants directed fisheries. The bycatch management program must include meaningful 
bycatch reductions that will ensure that Chinook salmon, halibut, and Tanner crab—species that are an 
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essential to Alaska’s economy and culture—have the chance to rebuild. As NMFS moves forward with its 
analysis, therefore, it must consider specific bycatch reduction measures as a core component of the 
proposed action.  
 
II. Range of Alternatives and Impacts Considered 
 
Nearly twenty years of direct experience with catch share programs in Alaska has demonstrated that catch 
share programs will change the composition of the fishing fleet, alter the relationship of historical fishing 
communities to that fleet, and cause adverse impacts to historical fishing communities and fishermen. These 
impacts include, among others, absentee ownership, loss of locally-based vessels, rapid vessel consolidation, 
consolidation of quota ownership, lower crew pay and fewer crew jobs, out-migration of fisheries based 
wealth, and declining access opportunities. Given the foreseeability of these impacts, any analysis of a catch 
share program must consider the degree to which coastal communities and individuals will be adversely 
affected by these impacts. NMFS must not only consider the immediate and near-term impacts of any new 
management program, but must also consider the foreseeable impacts on future generations of fishermen 
and fishing-dependent communities. Finally, NMFS should consider these impacts in the context of its 
responsibility under National Standard 8 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and Management 
Act (“MSA”), which requires that management measures provide for the sustained participation of 
communities and the minimization of adverse impacts on communities.  See 16 U.S.C. § 1851(a)(8).   
 
It is important to note that bycatch management does not necessitate a “traditional” catch share program, 
nor does bycatch management preclude community protections. In that context, NMFS should consider 
whether a Community Fishing Association (“CFA”), as defined in section 303A(c)(3) of the MSA, can 
mitigate some of the negative impacts associated with traditional catch share programs. Among other 
things, NMFS should: consider the degree to which CFAs strengthen the relationship of captain, vessel, 
vessel owner, and crew to the community; address transitional entrance into the trawl fisheries; provide 
opportunity for future generations; and encourage equitable crew compensation. In its analysis of 
foreseeable impacts, NMFS should consider the benefits that CFAs provide by directly anchoring fishing 
quota to fishing communities, and it should explicitly address whether ensuring community access to the 
fishery into the future is a primary goal of the bycatch management program.   
 
The EIS should also analyze how community protections will be provided for during allocation of quota. 
For example, NMFS and the Council crafted the Community Quota Entity (“CQE”) program in the 
Halibut/Sablefish IFQ fishery to provide for community access to the resource and to reverse some of the 
negative community impacts experienced as part of rationalization of the fishery. However, NMFS and the 
Council did not provide the CQEs with an initial allocation of quota, instead requiring communities to 
independently secure funding to purchase quota. Consequently, only two CQEs have acquired quota, and 
that amount is insufficient to mitigate many of the adverse community impacts associated with 
rationalization. While the structure of the trawl bycatch management program is significantly different than 
the Halibut/Sablefish IFQ program, the dynamics of leasing, consolidation, inactive participation, and 
wealth migration are the same. The EIS should therefore consider whether and to what extent providing an 
initial allocation to a CFA is critical to the success of the CFA and the broader goals of the bycatch 
management program.1  

                                                   
1 For example, the Council Goals and Objectives related to the program include authorizing fair and equitable access privileges 
that take into consideration the value of assets and investments in the fishery and dependency on the fishery harvesters, 
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NMFS should also analyze the need for flexibility in the bycatch management program. Although we know 
many of the impacts associated with catch share programs, some impacts are difficult to predict. Because 
CFAs provide communities with the ability to manage quota and respond without the time constraints of 
the Council and NMFS rulemaking process, CFAs will have the ability to adaptively respond to unexpected 
programmatic community impacts. This ability to adapt and address impacts as they arise is critical—
experience from other catch share programs shows that once quota is allocated it is very difficult if not 
impossible for the Council to address these impacts (see, for example, Rights of First Refusal in the crab 
program). CFAs can provide an accessible and flexible way to address community concerns. Anchoring a 
portion of quota in the community ensures that the community—and community residents—retain access 
to some portion of the fishery over the long-term. The community can use this quota to maintain a local 
fleet, provide opportunities for transition and entry into the fishery (for example, by serving as a stepping 
stone for residents to transition into quota ownership), and ensure access to the resource for future 
generations. CFAs also provides a mechanism for maintaining equitable crew compensation and maintaining 
local crew hire. Because the community owns the quota in a CFA, they have the ability to set rules on how 
that quota is used, much as an individual quota owner does.  
 
In addition to a CFAs, NMFS should consider other mechanisms for community protections including active 
participation requirements, requiring a community sign-on on co-op contracts and meaningful 
consolidation limits. More specifically, NMFS should analyze options for requiring active participation to 
acquire quota, as well as the need for ongoing active participation (with the exception of community 
entities such as CQEs and CFAs). In addition, NMFS should consider the benefits of reserving some portion 
of quota share for active crew and skippers-for-hire. The EIS should also analyze whether community sign-
ons on co-op contracts, as well as meaningful consolidation limits, will advance the Council’s of ensuring 
community protections. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of our comments on this very important matter.  
 
Sincerely,  

 
Shannon Carroll 
Fisheries Policy Director  
Alaska Marine Conservation Council 

                                                                                                                                                                    
processors, and communities; promoting community stability and minimizing adverse economic impacts by limiting 
consolidation, providing employment and entry opportunities, and increasing the economic viability of the groundfish harvesters, 
processors, and support industries; and, minimizing adverse impacts on sectors and areas not included in the program. 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Thomas Keegan 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Mercedes Pinto 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Doug Maynes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

20



Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
George Kirk 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Lynn Wilbur 
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Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Timothy Evers 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. I have lived and worked in marine environments over seas and know first hand how 
wasteful and devastating high percentages of (often valuable) bycatch can be to the local 
communities, the fish species themselves and the environment they live in. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
KM Dutton 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

24



 
 
 
Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
James Mulcare 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Gary Myrick 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Linda Rhodes 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Linda Bassett 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
I am writing this to urge you to take drastic measures to limit the amount of halibut by-catch by 
the trawl fleet.  I am a 40 year Alaska resident and am very disappointed in the mis-management 
of many of our fisheries here in this beautiful State.   But none is more glaring than how the 
halibut bio mass has been decimated. The halibut long-liners have already paid the price for the 
destruction that has been caused by the indiscriminate destruction caused by the super trawlers.   
The sport charter fleet has been cut in half due to this shortage of halibut. Alaska residents and 
also non-residents who fish on charter vessels have also been heavily restricted due to this 
critical shortage.  Many user groups have suffered substantial cutbacks, except for the group of 
Trawlers who are the ones who are mainly responsible for this situation in the first place. 
 
Do what is obvious and what is right – cut back at least 50% on the amount of by-catch that is 
allowed by the trawl fleet immediately, right now, this year. It is very hard to understand any 
rational reason why this has not already happened.  The Trawl Fleet harvests at random, our most 
prized Alaska fish, both King Salmon and Halibut, for the gain of a very, very chosen privileged 
few.   
 
Allowing this to continue makes no sense whatsoever.  
 
Please do what is right. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 Tim Berg 
 
720 K-Beach Road 
 
Soldotna, Ak. 99669 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Chris Wheaton 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kelly Riley 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Stephen Glaholt 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Tyler Harrington 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Allie Tennant 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Ken Zafren 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Julie Miller 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As a former, long-time Alaskan resident 
that cares about the health of our Yukon/Kuskokwim fisheries, I am convinced that bycatch is 
adversely and significantly contributing to the drastic decline in these fisheries, particularly to 
the chinook salmon runs.  I have seen with my own eyes the waste of chinook salmon bycatch at 
a cannery in Dutch Harbor. 
 
It is well past time for significant bycatch reductions in the GOA trawl groundfish fisheries.  To 
me, this is a debate over the claimed rights of big commercial fishing fleets versus the 
constitutionally guaranteed rights of  native Alaskan subsistence fishermen and the rights of 
international treaty rights of Canadians to chinook salmon that run the Yukon.  Our commercial 
fishing fleets have had their way virtually unchecked.  Now is the time to reel them in, just like 
they reel in those devastating trawls. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries.  In 
addition to adversely affecting salmon fisheries, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch 
limits in the GOA have been reduced 73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in 
Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.  
 
Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska, not just the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers, have 
been poor, resulting in economic and social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and 
communities that are dependent on the fishery.  
 
The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not reduced 
trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have been 
affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve bycatch reductions 
impressively beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Bycatch reductions well beyond 
the status quo must represent the core component of the proposed action. 
 
It is past time to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska.  Please provide 
the backbone to stand up to the big commercial trawlers.  Bring our salmon back to the Yukon 
and Kuskokwim Rivers.Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
David Black 
 

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

37



 
 
 
Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Charles Bingham 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Brian Uher-Koch 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
John Sonin 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Joanna Chesnut 
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Dear Mr. Merrill: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to submit scoping comments on the proposed bycatch 
management program in the Gulf of Alaska (“GOA”). As an Alaskan that cares about the health 
of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines in Chinook salmon and halibut populations 
in the GOA, I recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl groundfish 
fisheries. 
 
The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (“Council”) initiated the proposed GOA bycatch 
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in the GOA has a significant 
impact on the communities of Alaska that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For 
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits in the GOA have been reduced 
73%, and halibut charter bag limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska. 
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been poor, resulting in economic and 
social disruption to the individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on the 
fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been distributed evenly: the Council has not 
reduced trawl bycatch by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut fisheries have 
been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must do their part to support conservation. 
 
Moving forward, the Council’s bycatch management program must achieve additional bycatch 
reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch share programs, such as those being 
considered in the range of alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather, bycatch 
reduction must be included as key part of the program design.  Thus, in order to meaningfully 
evaluate both the potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a reasonable range 
of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond the status quo must represent the core component of 
the proposed action. 
 
The time is now to take meaningful action to reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Stephen Morse 
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Bert Ashley 
F/V Gold Rush 
PO Box 425 
Kodiak AK 99615 
Bert_ashley@goldrushfisheries.com  
 
To: Glenn Merrill, Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska Region  
NOAA–NMFS–2014–0150  
Re: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any Gulf of Alaska (GOA) 
trawl bycatch management program NOAA–NMFS–2014–0150, by any of the following methods:  
 
I own and operate the Kodiak-based trawler F/V Gold Rush and have participated in the Gulf trawl groundfish fisheries 
since 1989.  These fisheries represent about three-quarters of my annual commercial fisheries catch so I am very 
dependent on these Gulf trawl fisheries.    
 
Every year I am asked to catch less bycatch and become a better steward of the fishery and its habitat so we can have a 
strong, sustainable fishery into the future.  Yet we still do not have the tools to perform better – we cannot continue 
with these voluntary catch agreements indefinitely. With an ever-increasing and diversifying fleet, these agreements 
will become more and more fragile and uncertain.  The present fishery environment (race for fish) does not work. The 
Council has put many restrictions on us such as new Chinook salmon limits and reduced halibut PSC caps. The closure 
of the non-pollock non-rockfish program fisheries on May 3rd of this year had a major impact on our fleet this year.   
 
 Our fleet needs the appropriate regulated fishery management structure to stop the race for fish so we can focus our 
efforts on reducing and controlling bycatch (both PSC and regulatory discards).  
 
 I have extensive and positive experiences with cooperative fishery management in both the BSAI AFA pollock and 
Central Gulf Rockfish Program.  The cooperative style management works for bycatch management, strategic fishing 
and increased efficiency and safety.    Examples include salmon bycatch reduction in AFA co-ops, halibut bycatch in 
the Rockfish Program, and few discards in these fisheries with the 100% retention requirements of co-op target species.  
The structures also allow for improved utilization of the co-op species.  The certainty of these fisheries is also improved 
allowing for us to draft and improve on our business plans.  
 
 I support the present Council motion (alternative 2) for analysis in the EIS that was developed within the Council 
process starting in 2010. Alternative 2 is a cooperative program that allocates cod and pollock and halibut and Chinook 
salmon PSC to harvesters. Harvesters may voluntarily join co-ops in association with shorebased processors.   
 
 I particularly support allocation of pollock and cod to eligible trawl catcher vessel LLP’s based on historical 
participation as well as Chinook and Halibut PSC as outlined in the October 2014 Council motion Alternative 2.  I also 
very much support changing the present GOA pollock seasons to Jan 20 – June 10/June 10 – Nov 1 (as in the BSAI) 
and changing the pollock trip limit from 136 mt to 159 mt if pollock is allocated to the coops as a target species. I do 
not support individual or co-op bycatch quotas (IBQ’s) which would not stop the race for fish in those fisheries that are 
fully prosecuted.   
 
 I do not support any reduction in Chinook or Halibut PSC limits at this time.  We need to test any new management 
program prior to any additional cap reductions.  
 
 Alternative 3 allocates a portion of the groundfish quota to Community Fishing Association or an Adaptive 
management Program. I would like to see a comparison of how the community is protected via CFA versus the 
community protection elements in Alternative 2.   A Right of First of Offer (ROFO) of quota share for sale and/or lease 
would also be worth analyzing as a means of entry into the fishery. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 

Bert Ashley 
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Comment by Bill Connor 
 
Chairman Hull 
Council Members 
 
My name is Bill Connor. 
I am an owner of a 58 foot trawl vessel that trawls both WG and CG of  
Alaska, and has since 1992. The trawl fisheries provide 42% of our annual  
gross stock. It supports 4 working crew members and their family's, who  
have wives and children that depened on this income for food and shelter.  
It keeps the doors of my business open. 
 
The present form of the fishery does not work. The new Chinook limits and  
lower halibut PSC caps will impact our survivability. We need new tools to  
survive. 
 
Closing the fishery on May 3rd of this year caused grave uncertainty  
within me, my business, and the jobs of the crew. It caused uncertainty  
in our ability to provide food, cover mortgage payments and monthly bills. 
 
We also need new tools to stop the race for fish. With the tools to stop  
the race for fish we can reduce byctach and PSC discards. We have all  
seen the success that the Halibut and Sablefish IFQ fishery has had with  
eliminating the race for fish. 
 
I support most of alternative 2 and urge the council to support it also. 
 
As for qualifying years, the council needs to use the most recent  
available data to stay in concert with their previous ruling on  
eligibility for recency ruling on the elimination of LLPs in the pot,  
trawl and long line ruling. 
I support the qualifiying years 2003 to 2014. 
 
I strongly support gear conversion. 
 
I strongly oppose CFAs in any form. 
CFAs will only create un-needed bureaucracy. 
 
I am from Petersburg, Alaska, and I have been participating as a trawler  
in WG and CG for 23 years. How will a CFA help my community? What chance  
would I have of leasing quota from a WG or CG community? What provisions  
will you provide me for a fair chance at CFA quota lease? 
 
How will CFA employees be paid? What is their salary cap? What is their  
bonus caps? What if there is left over funds from CFA management  
expenses, were does this go? Haven't we had enough czars the last 6 years? 
 
WG has averaged 21000 tons of p-cod from 2011 to 2014 and of that, roughly  
8000 tons is annually trawl sector quota. 
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At .27 cents a pound average that = 4.8 million dollars. Divide that by  
the 23 WG trawl vessels = 209,000.00 average income, and that's if they  
catch the quota, which has not happened for years. 
 
Then from that gross---before a crewman or boat gets paid there is a 4%  
state and borough tax = 8,000.00, a new cost recovery tax of 3% =  
6,000.00, plus 
a new 100% observer coverage fee (projected at 666.00 a day) for 30 days,  
which would be 20,000.00. Typical fuel used for the season = 31,000.00  
which leaves 144,000.00. 
 
So after 2 to 3 months of hard dangerous work, a crewmen makes 10% or  
14,400.00, and the vessel makes 86,400.00, not deducting insurance or  
maintenance, AND we want to take 5 to 15% more for a CFA? WHY? 
 
CFAs will force consolidation of jobs and vessels. 
 
It will not provide for new entrants, it will eliminate existing participants simply because this is not a low 
cost fishery. 
 
Lease fees were not even provided in the above expense figures. 
 
WILL THE CFAs ALSO WANT QUOTA FROM THE POT SECTOR? 
 
If the average gross for WG trawl sector is 4.8 million dollars and 10% is  
the figure the CFA gets, and they lease the quota amount for half the  
dock price, that is only 240,000.00 dollars to them. That money gets eaten  
up in administration fees, offices, salary's etc...which leaves nothing  
for the community. 
 
CFAs only create a new bureaucracy and another tax on small business. 
 
I would ask who on the council would want to give up 10% of their take  
home pay! 
 
Vote no on CFAs. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
Bill Connor, F/V Cape Reliant 
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Comment by Chandler Johnson 
 
My name is Chandler Johnson and I run a Kodiak-based, family owned trawler. I have been running the 
boat for 24 years and have a good idea of what problems our fishery faces. We fish both the Bering Sea, 
and Gulf of Alaska, so I see the difference in fishing under a rationalized fishery versus a non-rationalized 
one. The race for fish in the Gulf of Alaska is very wasteful. The industry is under-fire to reduce bycatch, 
but it is next to impossible under a race for fish. The last few years, the fleet has agreed to split the quota 
during pollock seasons, which allows us to control bycatch better. However, one boat not signing up for 
our catch share agreements can cancel the whole thing, and send us back to the race for fish. Also, as we 
voluntarily agree to these "catch shares", more and more vessels want in on it, further dividing the pot. 
We are forced to include them, or go back to the race for fish, and higher bycatch. When we race for fish, 
then the fleet targets on the most valuable, or most profitable fish first (usually pollock and cod). Then 
seasons for those species close. The fleet moves on to target other species, but cod fish and pollock are 
still caught in numbers that are greater than Maximum Retainable Allowances, and are discarded. This is 
terribly wasteful! With rationalization, we would be able to keep what we caught. If we wanted to pursue 
flatfish, then we would make sure we had enough pollock and cod fish quota to cover our bycatch. We 
could keep it all! Rationalization also gives us flexibility in what we do with our boats. Currently, there 
are a number of trawlers tendering salmon as it is a very big salmon year. However, the trawlers need to 
have their tendering contracts up by August 25th, as that is when pollock season opens. The cannery 
would prefer to wait until the salmon gets slow before buying pollock. If one plant decides to buy 
pollock, then the others will be forced to do so since they are competing for pollock market share, or lose 
out on their portion of the pie. In order to do this, they need to quit buying salmon. This essentially shuts 
the salmon fishery down. I support alternative 2 for a trawl bycatch management program.. This 
alternative is a co-op fishery structure similar to AFA which in my experience works really well. It is a 
history based program with both target and PSC allocations that takes into account historical dependency 
of harvesters, processors and communities. Please give us the means to control bycatch. I also support 
changing the pollock seasons to: January 20th - June 10th, June 10th - November 1st. This allows much 
greater flexibility, and allows us to keep the canneries in fish when they need fish. Thank you, Chandler 
Johnson 
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August 27, 2015 

 

Mr. Glenn Merrill 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Sustainable Fisheries Division, Alaska region NMFS  
Re:  NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150, Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for any Gulf of Alaska trawl bycatch 
management program 
 
Dear Mr. Merrill, 
 
I am writing on behalf of Groundfish Forum to provide comments on the proposed Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) for Gulf of Alaska (GOA) bycatch management.  Groundfish Forum is a 
consortium of 5 companies that operate trawl catcher-processors in the Amendment 80 sector of the 
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) as well as in Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries.  Our companies have a long 
history of participation in, and dependence on, Gulf of Alaska fisheries. 
 
Our comments are based in large part on our experience with Amendment 80, which was implemented 
in 2008 to, among other things, control bycatch and discards in non-pollock trawl fisheries.  That 
program has been extremely successful, and can serve as a reference when determining what actions 
are appropriate in the GOA. 
 
One of the reasons Amendment 80 has worked so well is that it allocates both prohibited species and 
target species, and allows vessels to form cooperatives to manage their allocations. This comprehensive 
design allows vessels to work together and has shown to reduce bycatch and increase utilization of the 
resource.  A program that allocates just bycatch (IBQs) will result in a race for target species if the fishery 
is high value or TAC-limited, and continuing the race for fish will compromise the bycatch reduction 
goals. 
 
The importance of history in the fishery and dependence on the resource cannot be overstated.  Many 
of our member vessels were pioneers in Gulf of Alaska fisheries before shoreside markets developed.  
They have made significant investments in the fishery, and several spend a significant part of the year in 
the Gulf.  Those most dependent on the Gulf of Alaska received lower Amendment 80 (BSAI) allocations 
because of time spent in the GOA.  Our sector’s ability to participate in GOA fisheries at the current level 
must be preserved. 
 
We look forward to working with you and with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to craft a 
fair and effective bycatch management program in the GOA. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Chris Woodley 
Executive Director 
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CITY OF KODIAK 
RESOLUTION NUMBER 2012-31 

A JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF KODIAK AND 
THE KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH ASSEMBLY SUPPORTING COMMENTS TO THE 
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL ON PENDING ACTIONS 
REGARDING COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT OF PROHIBITED SPECIES 
CATCH BY THE TRAWL FISHERY IN THE CENTRAL GULF OF ALASKA 

WHEREAS, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council is considering the need for 
and beginning development of a comprehensive program to manage prohibited species catch by 
the trawl fleet of the central Gulf of Alaska; and 

WHEREAS, any such comprehensive management program for fisheries in the central 
Gulf of Alaska will have major and direct effects on the economy and well-being of residents of 
the Kodiak region; and 

WHEREAS, National Standards of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act require that federal fishery management decisions take into account the 
importance of fishery resources to fishing communities, in order to provide for the sustained 
participation of such communities and minimize adverse economic impacts on such 
communities; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island Borough represent the 
communities of the Kodiak region, rather than individual user groups or fishing interests; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Kodiak and the Kodiak Island Borough have begun a program to 
participate directly in public processes for fishery policy decision-making as outlined in 
Resolution No. 2012-30 of the City of Kodiak. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Kodiak and the 
Assembly of the Kodiak Island Borough that these bodies support the Kodiak Fisheries 
Workgroup's proposed overarching purpose for consideration of fishery management issues of 
interest and concern to the Kodiak region as follows: 

Overarching Purpose: 
1. Maintain healthy, sustainable resources in the central (and western) Gulf of Alaska. 
2. Promote a sustainable, vigorous economy in the Kodiak region with healthy and 

competitive harvesting and processing sectors and support industries. 

3. Maintain quality oflife and social well-being in Kodiak. 

Resolution No. 2012- 31 
Page 1 of2 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Kodiak and the Assembly 
of the Kodiak Island Borough that these bodies support the Kodiak Fisheries Workgroup's 
proposed goals for management programs as follows: 

Goals for Management Programs: 
1. Provide effective controls of prohibited species catch and other bycatch to provide for 

balanced and sustainable fisheries and healthy harvesting and processing sectors. 
2. Maintain or increase target fishery landings and revenues to Kodiak. 

3. Maintain or increase employment opportunities for vessel crews, processing workers, and 
support industries. 

4. Provide increased opportunities for value-added processing. 

5. Maintain opportunities for fishermen to enter the fishery. 

6. Maintain opportunities for processers to enter the fishery. 

7. Minimize adverse economic impacts of consolidation of the harvesting or processing 
sectors. 

8. Maximize active participation by owners of harvesting vessels and fishing privileges. 

9. Maintain the economic strength and vitality of Kodiak's working waterfront. 

10. Establish methods to measure success and impacts of all programs, including collection 
and analysis of baseline and after-action data. 

ATTEST: 

Resolution No. 2012-31 
Page 2 of2 

CITY OF KODIAK 

Adopted: September 27, 2012 
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Comment by Cory Whiteley 

I am not in favor of a derby-style system, as it currently stands. A harvest privilege system, as proposed 
by Alt. 1 and 2 seems to be capable of alleviating some of the fisheries' current issues. Though, I am 
concerned about the process and effect of allocation on ownership and participation. Stated in the 
Registrar: "..the Council and NMFS have determined that allocating exclusive harvest privileges of target 
and bycatch species creates a structure for fishery participants to efficiently manage harvesting and 
processing activities that can result in reduced bycatch and improved utilization of groundfish fisheries 
(page 2, middle column)." I do not contest that Alt.1 or 2 could promote fishermen choices of "fishing in 
a slower and more efficient fashion, using modified gear with a lower harvest rate but which reduces 
bycatch, coordinating with other vessel operators to avoid areas of high bycatch, and processing fish in 
ways that yield increased value but which are possible (page 2, middle column)," all of which will most 
likely benefit the fisheries. I would argue, that such a system may not benefit Alaska and Alaska 
communities in the most preferred way. Alaska's fisheries have a long standing history of non-resident 
ownership. I would like any EIS to consider the likely development of ownership and participation in a 
system of harvest privilege. To be clear; the inefficiencies sought by a harvest privilege (slower fishing, 
lower harvest rate, modifying gear) has the potential of creating high barriers of entry for fishermen 
whom may not be able to afford such choices. For instance, if a smaller scale fishermen incurs costs 
greater than the potential revenue of his/her quota before reaching his/her quota (in an effort to fish, 
effectively, less efficiently), then he or she may not be able to afford fishing in the future. This would 
result in the transference of ownership to one more likely to withstand such uncertainty and adversity. 
Other fishery systems like this have seen the consolidation of opportunity (quota) into the hands of 
fishermen who are more apt to withstand one, two, three, etc. years of high costs. And in the case of 
Alaska, this type of consolidation has typically lead to greater ownership and participation of non-
residents and less ownership by Alaskans. Whether or not the proposed Alt. 1/2 cooperatives can protect 
against this event is debatable, and a point of consideration I would like to see included.  
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Don Ashley, 
F/V Gold Rush Fisheries LLC 

PO Box 425 
Kodiak, Alaska 99615 

 
Mr. Glenn Merrill, 
Asst. Reg’l Administrator, 
Sustainable Fisheries Division, 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
PO Box 21668 
Juneau, AK 99802 
 
August 28, 2015 
 
RE:  EIS for Gulf of Alaska Trawl By-catch Management Program. 
 
 
I partner with my brother in the F/V Gold Rush, a Kodiak based AFA Exempt trawler, operating 
in the Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska.  
We fish for Pollock, Cod and Rockfish and are dependent on Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries 
to maintain a viable fishing business. 
 
We have significant positive experience with cooperative management structures in the BSAI 
AFA Pollock fishery and the CGOA Rockfish fishery, where we have successfully managed our 
by-catch, created efficiencies, enhanced safety at sea and maximized yield of target species. 
 
I strongly advocate for the Council Motion Alternative 2 to be analyzed in the EIS with 
cooperative management structures. 
 
I also strongly advocate for a streamlined and expedient forward movement of the trawl by-
catch management program through the Council process. I believe failure to do so will have 
serious negative impacts on our fleet, our processing partners, our community and our fishery 
resource. 
 
Thank you for attention to this most serious matter. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Don Ashley,  
F/V Gold Rush Fisheries LLC 
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August 28, 2016 

 

Glenn Merrill 

Assistant Regional Administrator, SFD 

Alaska Region NMFS 

 P.O. Box 21668 

Juneau, AK 99802-1668 

 

Re: Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for a proposed Gulf of 

Alaska trawl bycatch management program 

 

 

Dear Mr. Merrill, 

 

On behalf of our 1,000,000 members and supporters, we are submitting comments on the 

proposed action to create a new management program for trawl groundfish fisheries in the Gulf 

of Alaska (GOA). We believe it is vitally important to end the “race for fish” derby-style fishery 

that currently occurs in GOA trawl fisheries, and provide fishermen with the tools to effectively 

reduce prohibited species catch (PSC) and other bycatch.  Based on our experience in many 

regions of the United States and in countries around the world, we believe that the best way to 

do that is by coupling exclusive harvest privileges (i.e. cooperatives, individual fishing quotas 

(IFQs), territorial use rights for fishing (TURFs) and other catch share type management 

systems) with strong accountability. We believe the current range of alternatives includes 

options that would achieve the goal of effectively reducing bycatch while fostering profitable 

trawl fisheries that continue to provide economic benefits to fishermen, processors, and fishing 

communities.  

 

Race-for-fish-style fisheries like the trawl fisheries in the GOA fail to provide the conditions in 

which fishermen are able to effectively act to avoid bycatch. For example, fishermen who 

voluntarily avoid fishing in certain areas or certain times, or employ excluder devices or similar 

selective gear modifications, are at a disadvantage and effectively subsidize those who seek to 

maximize landings despite bycatch. And, as additional permit holders enter the active fishery, 

which appears to be the case in GOA trawl fisheries in recent years, a race for fish can actually 

exacerbate the problem with more vessels racing to harvest as much groundfish as possible 

before the PSC is fully utilized. In fact, earlier this year, we saw the attainment of the PSC for 

chinook salmon forcing the closure of a portion of the non-rockfish program catcher-vessel 
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sector,  which, without emergency action, would have resulted in significant and avoidable loss 

of revenue for the industry and fishery dependent communities.  

 

In contrast, carefully designed exclusive harvest privilege programs create strong incentives for 

fishermen to avoid bycatch. Those strong incentives typically lead to a variety of selectivity 

improvements including: 

• Geographic selectivity  

• Temporal selectivity  

• Gear modifications  

• Better communication about areas to avoid because of high bycatch (this is particularly 

true in co-op systems where participants seek to optimize value for the co-op) 

Furthermore, there are often ancillary benefits to this kind of more flexible management 

system including the potential to extend the season providing opportunities to extract 

additional value from the resource, and safety improvements stemming from the fact that 

fishermen have more options regarding when to fish without having to worry about losing 

access to the resource.   

 

We laud the alternative development that stakeholders, the North Pacific Fishery Management 

Council (NPFMC), the Agency and State have done to date, and we believe that a strong 

foundation has been laid for a program that facilitates bycatch reduction, and creates 

opportunities for additional revenue to be generated in the fishery. We offer a few specific 

comments below.  

 

• Given the number of species involved in GOA trawl fisheries, a co-op system may prove 

more able to utilize target species quota than might be the case under individual 

allocation. Specifically, with quota for many species divided amongst many permit-

holders, it is possible that under an individual allocation some quota might be stranded 

reducing overall fishery value. For that reason, the co-op structure envisioned in the 

alternatives seems like a wise choice. And, as mentioned above, a co-op system can also 

bring a structure to bycatch management and avoidance which has proven extremely 

effective in many fisheries.  

 

• Consolidation limits, area and port specific landing requirements, community fishing 

associations (CFAs), and an adaptive management program (AMP) are all important 

tools to consider when seeking to maintain fishery revenue and community stability in 

fishery dependent communities. Regarding CFAs, we recommend consideration of the 

amount of quota to allocate to CFAs, how that quota will move from the CFA to a co-op 

to actually be fished, and what purposes the CFA should seek to achieve. For example, in 
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addition to anchoring quota in a community, CFAs have also been established for the 

purposes of facilitating new entrants (e.g. skippers working to move into ownership 

positions), educating consumers about seafood resources, and linking harvesters with 

markets. Regarding the AMP, we recommend considering a formulaic approach 

whereby use of the quota would be triggered by specific occurrences in the fishery. The 

other possible approach, in which a group of people or an elected board would allocate 

quota based on program goals, is likely to result in significant administrative burden, 

delay in quota use on the water, and might need oversight to ensure that quota is being 

allocated fairly.  

 

• While not present in the current range of alternatives, we understand that Individual 

Bycatch Quota (IBQ) has been discussed as one potential way to solve bycatch 

challenges in the Gulf. In our view, without addressing the underlying race for fish, IBQ 

alone is unlikely to create the right incentives nor provide fishermen with the tools to 

reduce bycatch. Despite individual bycatch allocations, fishermen will still be compelled 

to participate in the race for fish for target species and will be unwilling to take actions 

to reduce bycatch where those actions might reduce overall groundfish catch. Allocating 

target and bycatch species would end the race for fish and make the program much 

more likely to be effective.  Likewise, IBQ programs are unlikely to capture the ancillary 

benefits often seen under exclusive harvest privilege programs like cooperatives, IFQs 

and TURFs. These benefits can include increased economic profitability of the fishery, 

improved safety and working conditions, and ability for effective management of 

overfished species. Furthermore, the performance of IBQ programs is unknown and 

untested.  

In conclusion, it’s clear that the current range of alternatives contains viable options for a new 

management system that will create incentives to encourage fishermen to avoid bycatch, while 

fostering GOA trawl fisheries that continue to provide economic benefits to fishermen, 

processors, and fishing communities. 

   

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. We look forward to 

providing additional comments as the process unfolds.  

 

Sincerely,  

 

Shems Jud 
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Glenn Merrill  
Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska Region  
NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150 
 
Re: Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for any GOA trawl bycatch management program 
 
 My name is Jason Chandler, I am an owner/operator of the F/V Topaz, a family owned 
trawler that has fished in the Gulf of Alaska for over 30 years.  I am writing to support the 
advancement of alternative 2 in the council motion on GOA trawl bycatch management dated 
10/12/14. It is imperative that this option continue to be analyzed. 
 My family and many members of the trawl fleet have been asking for and working 
towards a new management structure in the GOA since 2001, with a major and collaborative 
effort in the last 4 years. With the introduction of the motion in October 2014, we felt that a 
rational, cooperative management program would finally be put in place to help the GOA trawl 
fleet reduce bycatch and live within the hard caps recently applied to our fisheries. These hopes 
were dashed when, in December 2014, the new Alaska state administration decided to sideline 
the program for 10 months while they examined other possible alternatives. 
 The trawl fisheries in the GOA are one of the last in Alaska or US west coast to operate 
under a derby style “race for fish”. This style of management is wasteful and unsustainable. It 
offers little incentive or opportunity to reduce bycatch and creates many regulatory discards. We 
desperately need a management plan that allocates quota of target and PSC, to end this race. I 
have seen what can be accomplished under allocative cooperative management through my 
participation in the GOA rockfish program and Bering Sea AFA pollock fishery. Given the time to 
operate safely and thoughtfully we, the trawl fleet, can make great strides in reducing PSC 
bycatch and all but eliminate discards of target species. To accomplish this, we must end the 
race. This means allocating not only PSC, but also target species. Only when fishermen have 
security in their quota, can they slow the pace and do the best job possible in reducing bycatch 
as well as environmental impact.  
 I believe that this alternative also does a good job of protecting the communities that 
have historically been involved in the GOA groundfish fisheries. Through vessel use and 
ownership caps, they are protected from excessive consolidation of the fishing fleet. This will 
help to maintain the traditional number of fishing jobs available to local residents. It also 
includes regionalization of target quota, as well as a port of landing requirement for the 
community of Kodiak, my home town. I feel it is very important to protect Kodiak, as it has been 
the major recipient of central gulf trawl deliveries. I do not think that a CFA is necessary to 
accomplish this. A CFA, in my mind, will only add another unnecessary level of bureaucracy, 
putting more strain on fishermen and overly complicating an already complicated fishery.  
 I urge you to keep this motion alive in the EIS. Cooperative style fishery management 
has been proven to work, with many examples. The Gulf of Alaska trawl groundfish fisheries 
need reform now. No more band aids or restrictions, give fishermen the incentive and ability to 
do our best. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jason Chandler 
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Comment by Jean Publi 
 
CUT ALL QUOTAS BY 50%. NO TRAWLING SHOULD B ALLOWED AT ANY SITE. TRAWLING 
DESROYS THE BOTTOM FOR 50 OR MORE YEARS. THIS COUNTRY CANNOT AFFORD THAT 
KIND OF ENVIRONMENTAL DESTRUCTION. UNLESS RESTRAINED THE COMMERCIAL FISH 
PROFITEERS WILL DESTROY ALASKA SOON. THEY NEED RESTRAINT ON WHAT THEY 
TAKE. NOAA SEEMS TO INSTEAD BE IN THEIR BACK POCKET. 
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Attn:  Glenn Merrill, Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska 
Region NOAA - NMFS - 2014 - 0150 
 
Re: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for a Gulf of 
Alaska (GOA) trawl bycatch management program. 
 
Dear Mr. Merrill, 
 
My name is Jody Cook.  I am 55 years old and have been involved in the Gulf of Alaska cod and 
pollock trawl fisheries for over 30 years.  I own and operate the 58’ combination pot and trawl 
vessel Cape Reliant. The vessel is home ported in Petersburg, Alaska.  Most of the recent 
trawling that we have done has been based out of Sand Point, Alaska.  I am a member of the 
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank , trawlers association, out of Central Gulf and Kodiak,  and also a 
member of the Peninsula Fishermans Coalition,  a trawlers association representing most of the 
local Western Gulf trawlers.   
 
I am writing to give my support for Alternative 2 of the current Council motion from October 2014  
regarding a Trawl bycatch management program, to be considered for analysis in the related 
EIS that was developed thru the council process. 
 
In regards to the GOA trawl fisheries, I believe that there has been extensive effort by the 
council, by the state of Alaska,  by all stakeholders and even by many uninvolved parties,.. to 
develop some sort of program that will take into account  the measures and standards set forth 
by the Magnuson Stevens Act.  I have been involved with the council process for some years 
now and have been impressed by the pains that were taken to make sure that every voice was 
heard.  The October motion was drafted through a long process of testimony, economic studies, 
discussion paper drafts, more testimony and more discussion papers and research.  There were 
proposals from Western Gulf fishers,  from conservation groups,  from Central Gulf fishers, from 
processors, from other gear groups, and from communities, and others.  I believe it is past time 
to take the next step. 
 
The council has moved forward and finalized action on reduced caps for halibut and salmon 
bycatch, for the trawl fleet.  The council has also moved forward and finalized action on 
increased observer coverage for the trawl fleet.     
 
I feel that with the current move toward more observer coverage and the financial burden it will 
impose upon the industry,  that it is imperative that the trawl fleet be given the tools to develop 
their fishery in the most efficient manner possible.  I feel that with the current reduced caps and 
the current “race for fish” status of the fishery, that the fleet will see similar shutdowns like the 
2015 closure for cod from salmon bycatch.   I strongly urge the Council to follow up and move 
forward on Alternative 2 of the October 2014 motion.  
 
It has been proposed that 100% observer coverage be fast tracked for the Gulf trawl fleet.  This 
proposal came by the same source that proposed delaying progress on the October motion.  I 
appeal to the council to take into consideration the financial hardship this will impose upon a 
relatively small boat operation that most of the Sand Point and King Cove trawlers are.  At least 
22 of the fishing vessels are 58’ vessels.  In 2013 the Cape Reliant burned $30,350 worth of 
fuel, between January 6 , when we left Petersburg, to February 16, when the A season ended 
for cod, in Western Gulf.  We burn more fuel fishing for Pollock.  In 2015, I believe there was 
7004 tons of cod harvested by the trawl fleet in Western Alaska. There was about 22 vessels 
fishing.  That is an average of 636,727 lbs per boat.  At .26/lb that is  $165,549 gross stock, 
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before fuel or any expenses.  Fuel is the biggest operating cost, but maintaining equipment for 
trawling is very expensive.  In the race for fish it is very important to have the latest electronics,  
the latest developments in nets, the latest doors.  There are expenses with VMS requirements 
and upgrades.  Each vessel needs at least two bottom trawls and two midwater trawls. A 
relatively basic Marport electronic net and door monitoring system cost the Cape Reliant 
$30,000, 4 years ago.  There needs to be a bottom mapping system that is a complex network 
of gps, depth sounder and computer program.  There needs to be a communication system to 
log observer trips, ( a new expense that will probably lead to needing the latest developments 
for internet connections.)   
 
I mention these details, just to point out that there is already a large expense load and a not so 
large gross stock.  The looming expense of full observer coverage is a scary prospect.  I hope 
that some sort of alternative that may involve electronic monitoring may help to some degree.  
Also,  Alternative 2, proposes cooperatives that would end the “race for fish”.  This would 
change many things for the better.  Fishers could choose to fish later when the cod are 
schooled  for spawning.  The yield per effort would be greater and would lead to significant fuel 
savings.  At the same time, bycatch is generally much less when the cod are schooled for 
spawning.    
 
In Western Gulf there has been no success at harvesting cod with a trawl in the B season.  The 
cod are dispersed and on grounds that are impossible to trawl.   In 2015 this leaves over 2500 
tons of cod stranded from the trawl fleet.  Alternative 2 of the October motion addresses this 
issue by proposing that this portion of the trawl quota could be fished with pots.   
 
In regards to Alternative 3, Community Fishing Associations:  I do not support this alternative at 
all.  I believe that the key to a healthy fishing community is a healthy fishing fleet.  If there is any 
allocation of catch shares,  I believe that the fisherman that have been the most involved with 
effort and investment in developing the trawl fishery should be the ones that are enabled to 
continue under any new program.  Alternative 2 proposes measures that will protect community 
interests.  As I have mentioned,  to maintain and operate a trawl vessel is a complex and 
expensive process.  It has taken many years to get to the point where we are with the Cape 
Reliant.  There just isn’t any “extra” money floating around in the Western Gulf that could 
support some experiment of administration. 
 
A Co-operative fishing program , similar to that which is proposed in Alternative 2 has been 
successfully administered in Kodiak, for Central Gulf fishermen.  It has been voluntary and has 
been successful at controlling bycatch.  There was an attempt to have a co-operative stand 
down from fishing, in Western Gulf, to avoid a high salmon bycatch,  in January of this year.  It 
was not completely successful, as there was not 100% compliance.  This resulted in a proposal 
to the council to have a regulation adopted to change the Western Gulf start date to a later date. 
It was contested by Central Gulf fishermen and some Western gulf fishermen and did not get far 
in the process.  Alternative 2 would lay the foundation for a comprehensive plan that has been 
successfully administered in Kodiak and in Bering Sea fisheries and on the Washington/Oregon 
coast.  It is a program that has already been practiced and proven.  There is still flexibility given 
in a number of options in most of the proposed measures.  
 
I believe that Alternative 2 would finally bring the Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries up to date with 
many of the other developed fisheries.  I believe that measures to protect communities, to 
reduce bycatch and discards exist in this part of the motion.  I believe that the end of a “race for 
fish” will mean safer conditions.   I believe it would mean less time for trawls to be on bottom, as 
fishers could choose to wait until the cod are the most concentrated, to target them.  I believe 
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that it could increase market conditions as processors could work with fishermen to avoid fish 
backing up at the plant and compromising quality.  I believe that measures to require historical 
delivery to be made to the same community will protect communities.  That vessel caps will limit 
consolidation.  
 
Thanks for your consideration,.. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jody Cook 
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August 19, 2015 
Mr. Glenn Merrill 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
Sustainable Fisheries Division 
NOAA Fisheries Alaska Region 
Juneau, Alaska  
 
Re: Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Impact Statement for the Trawl Groundfish 
Fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska 
 
Dear Mr. Merrill, 
 
I am writing to provide comment on the scope of Alternatives for the Environmental Impact Statement for 
the proposed fisheries management program for bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) trawl groundfish 
fisheries as outlined in the Notice of Intent (NOI) posted in the Federal Register (NOAA-NMFS-2014-
0150).  
 
The NOI outlines two substantive Alternatives for the EIS; in both cases these options lead to the creation 
of a catch share system for bycatch in the groundfish fisheries in the GOA. Moving towards a market-
based approach may solve the bycatch problem by creating individual- or cooperative-level 
accountability. However, it will also likely change the composition of the fishing fleet in the process. 
Indeed, the history of catch share programs in the US is one of fleet consolidation. The size and 
geographic distribution of fishing fleets have been reduced in most (if not all) federal fisheries that are 
managed under these systems, including those in the Northeast, Mid-Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, West 
Coast, and Alaska. The point of flagging this pattern is not to question the appropriateness of a catch 
share program in this situation. Rather, I intend to encourage the Council to be explicit about the 
objective(s) of the proposed bycatch program and develop Alternatives to match these goals. As written in 
the NOI, the expressed purpose of the proposed action is to “improve stock conservation by imposing 
accountability measures for utilizing target, incidental, and prohibited species catch, creating incentives to 
eliminate wasteful fishing practices, providing mechanisms for participants to control and reduce bycatch 
in the trawl groundfish fisheries, and to improve safety of life at sea and operational efficiencies.” If the 
Council does not also intend for the bycatch program to reduce the size of the fleet and/or shift the 
geographic distribution of the industry, then each Alternative should be explicit in outlining the 
mechanisms that will be put in place to maintain the existing composition of the fleet and anchor fishing 
quota in communities. Alternative 3 does this with the establishment of Section 303A(c)(3) Community 
Fishing Associations, but Alternative 2 is overly vague in this respect [“a number of elements that are 
intended to provide for fishery dependent community stability”] and could be refined further.   
 
Being explicit about these provisions will help to ensure that they are not treated as secondary 
considerations or trailing amendments. This should be viewed as a real concern because there are several 
cases in other regions where this dynamic has played out. In the Northeast Multispecies Sector Program, 
for example, the New England Council is embroiled in a highly polemic debate about fleet diversity and 
allocation limits because a cap was not created in 2010 when the program was established. Frustration has 
also been voiced in the Pacific Trawl Rationalization Program where efforts to create Community Fishing 
Associations and reallocation set-aside quota after the initial program was established have continued to 
be put off into the future. These suggest that if safeguards are not established at the outset they will be 
more difficult to create in the future.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Joshua S. Stoll  
School of Marine Sciences  
University of Maine  
Orono, Maine  
joshua.stoll@maine.edu 
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Glenn Merrill 
Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska Region 
NOAA–NMFS–2014–0150 
Re: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
any Gulf of Alaska (GOA) trawl bycatch management program 
 
My name is Keith Cochran and I skipper the F/V Bay Islander in Kodiak. I am 
relatively young in this business, but I do believe I have seen enough to know that 
we operate in a broken system regarding GOA groundfish management. I grew up 
fishing with my father in Kodiak, and hope that we can soon see change to 
sustainable management that will ensure a healthy fishery for my kids someday.  
 
The present fishery environment simply does not work. A great example is the 
closure of the groundfish fishery this past spring. The Bay Islander alone supports 
seven families who were all greatly impacted when we had to tie up our boat and 
quit fishing.  
 
Effective bycatch reduction in a trawl fishery requires effort from all parties 
involved. This includes fisherman, processors, and governing bodies including 
NMFS, NOAA, and the NPFMC. 
 
I can tell you that the trawl fisherman of Kodiak have been earnestly seeking ways 
to improve bycatch reduction, this being done through gear modification, excluder 
research, voluntary catch share agreements, better fleet communication, among 
other things. All of this does help to some extent to avoid bycatch, but without the 
help from the council, in the form of proper management tools, we will continue to 
fail without doubt.  
 
I write all this to say that I am in support of Alternative 2 for consideration in the 
EIS. I believe a co-op management system is the best possible way to manage a 
fishery as it benefits all stakeholders, not just one particular group. I have seen 
much success with co-op management in both the GOA rockfish program and the 
West Coast Whiting fishery, of which I have participated in both. These programs 
have greatly reduced bycatch, reduced at-sea discards, and increased the value of 
the fish. 
 
Two other issues I believe need to be addressed in the EIS are, GOA Pollock trip 
limits, and the GOA Chinook PSC cap.  
 
I would like to see the Pollock trip limit increased somewhere between 50,000lbs 
and 100,000lbs. I believe the Kodiak fleet has outgrown the current trip limit and 
the increase would help improve operating efficiencies without negating the 
benefits of a limit. I also believe this small increase would decrease at-sea discards 
as more boats holding capacities would comply with regulation. 
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The Chinook PSC cap in the GOA also needs to be seriously considered. I suggest 
increasing the hard cap would have no adverse affect on stock levels while allowing 
trawlers to prosecute groundfish quotas effectively.  
 
Again, I ask that you would consider alternative 2 within the EIS while also 
identifying the impacts of increasing GOA Pollock trip limits and the Chinook PSC 
cap. 
 
Thank you for your consideration,  
 
Keith Cochran  
F/V Bay Islander 
keith@bayislander.net 
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Kent Leslie 
F/V Excalibur II 
PO Box 69 
Kodiak, AK 99615 
 
August 28, 2015 
 
Glenn Merrill 
Sustainable Fisheries Division 
Alaska Region NMFS 
PO Box 21668 
Juneau, AK 99802 
 
Re: NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150 
 
 
Dear Mr. Merrill, 
 
Thank you for accepting my comments regarding the Environmental Impact 
Statement for a management program for Gulf of Alaska trawl groundfish fisheries.  
 
I am the owner and operator of the Excalibur II, a trawler that has fished in the Gulf 
of Alaska and Bering Sea for over 30 years. We spend the bulk of each year 
delivering pollock, cod, rockfish, and flatfish to processors in Kodiak.  
 
The groundfish fisheries in the GOA have been held together the last few years by 
very tenuous threads. Allowable bycatch levels are becoming ever more restrictive 
and have only been achieved by voluntary cooperative plans from the fleet. These 
plans can be jettisoned by any one individual vessel. This arrangement has also 
encouraged more vessels to join and receive a share of the fishery, even though it 
may not have been a significant portion of their annual catch in the past. Finally, this 
year, our best efforts were not able to prevent a closure of the non-pollock, non-
rockfish fisheries after hitting our limit of Chinook salmon. Emergency measures 
from the Council were required just to give us an opportunity to target cod and 
flatfish this fall.  
 
This is a sad excuse for managing a fishery, particularly when very successful 
alternatives are currently in use in Alaska and the West Coast. I fish AFA pollock in 
the Bering Sea and GOA rockfish, both of which allow the fleet to maximize target 
species and truly minimize bycatch. Alternative 2 in the Council’s proposed 
management plan would extend those opportunities to the Gulf of Alaska. Besides 
improving the utilization of our resources in the Gulf, it would protect local 
communities by imposing limits on consolidation, and requiring delivery of fish to 
historical ports of landing. This would preserve the diverse fleet that targets 
groundfish and the processors and services that support them.  
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Other alternatives that would allocate bycatch to individual boats, but not the target 
species, will not stop the race for fish that is creating the instability in the fishery 
now. Likewise, I feel that a Community Fisheries Association would just be an 
additional level of bureaucracy that could do nothing to improve the protection of 
communities beyond what would be provided by the aforementioned limits on 
consolidation and port of landing.  
 
I strongly support Alternative 2 as a template for a rational management program, 
and encourage its continued analysis and development going forward.  
 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Kent Leslie 
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Comment by Lee L. Woodard II 
 
My name is Lee Laurence Woodard II. I am an individual heavily invested in trawling in the G.O.A. My 
history as a harvester spans back to the winter of 1980. I have purposely and with diligent effort worked 
in the harvesting sector in these waters for 35 years now. The proposed action and the options within the 
proposed action will effectively bankrupt my vessel the "Pacific Storm". I built this vessel with a 
purchased and valid LLP in hand before one minute of work began. This LLP was in no way limited, 
restricted, or within any action at that time to be restricted in the near future. It survived the "Recency 
Reduction Action" completed in August of 2008. I invested nearly 3 million dollars connected to this LLP 
and the vessel it resides with. Now This council and some very pointed effort wish to use 2012 as a final 
time frame for acceptance of history or dependence on the trawl fishery. This has effectively set a course 
for disaster for my future. Any LLP that is/was valid and intact after August 2008 and invested and 
utilized before the action to rationalize the trawl fisheries in the GOA is completed by this council should 
in no way sustain damage either physically or financially. This time period is roughly from August 2008 
until final action occurs. I implore those persons who are aware of this issue and have the structured 
obligation and ability to mitigate damage to affected LLP holders to include a provision or provisions to 
allow these LLP holders actively dependent on harvesting in the trawl sector of the GOA to survive intact 
and without damage. Lives, jobs, families and years of dependence harvesting are at stake. 
 
This is Lee L. Woodard II again. I felt it necessary to suggest a few potential solutions to the problem as 
the control date of 12/31/2012 causes for the few LLPs involved. One fair approach would be to provide 
an exemption for these effected LLPs to use similar options of "sweet years" beyond 12/31/2012. Another 
possible solution might be to use 1 year of 1 if said LLP holder has one complete year of operation prior 
to 12/31/2012. The attempt here is to hold the LLP intact as it is completely reliant upon it's use for 
income. So, being completely dependent on my vessels right to fish, I ask you consider one of my 
suggestions, or utilize another that protects without harm these few LLPs, Lee. 
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Comment: Glen Merrill, Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable
Fisheries, NMFS, Alaska Region NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150 RE: Notice
of intent to prepare an EIS for GOA trawl bycatch management I
am Mark Chandler, owner of the F/V Topaz, a family owned and
operated trawler that has been participating in GOA groundfish
for 33 years. We and our crew of 5 and their families are
completely dependent on the Gulf of Alaska trawl groundfish
fishery for our livelihood. The economic success of our
fishery and to a large extent the community of Kodiak is
increasingly driven by effective bycatch management.
Unfortunately, the current management structure precludes the
needed effective bycatch controls. The NPFMC Alternative 2,
cooperative fishery management, would provide the tools we
need as an industry to manage our fishery for economic success
and biological sustainability. I support Alternative 2, a
cooperative management structure with allocations to coops
based on vessel landing histories. This includes directed
fishery allocations for pollack and cod and PSC allocations
for the flatfish fishery. This type of management improves the
safety of the fishery, incentivizes operators to fish cleanly,
and creates a successful business environment for vessels and
for the community as a whole. I have experience with
cooperative management as my vessel has operated in an AFA
pollack coop and in the GOA cooperative rockfish program, as
well as the voluntary cooperative pollack fisheries in the
GOA. The Alternative 2 proposal provides good community
protection with processor associated coops including a
regionalization or port landing requirement. Also
consolidation limits on ownership, vessel use and processing
help to maintain community stability. Alternative 3,
allocations to Community Fishing Associations or an Adaptive
Management program would add unneeded complexity and burdens
to the fishery with no clear benefit. A carefully crafted
cooperative management structure will provide adequate
community protection and will also undoubtedly come with
additional costs to industry in any case. One shortcoming of
the current Alternative 2 is that while the suites of
qualifying years do a good job of capturing the participation
of vessel in recent years; I would like to see a more
inclusive range for vessels that have participated for many
years. This would apply only for vessels that are still in the
fishery and participated before the years in the current
proposal which only goes back to 2003. Many of the current
vessels pioneered this fishery in the early 1980's and remain
in the fishery. The early years were difficult with little
reward; but they did establish an industry that is now a
mainstay for the community of Kodiak. GOA rationalization has
been bounced around in the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council since the mid 1990's with 2 separate programs getting
well developed before being sidetracked. The economics of the
fishery as well as the biological concerns continue to get
more complex and difficult to successfully manage. The NPFMC
Alternative 2 with some fine tuning needs to move forward in
an expeditious manner. Sincerely Mark Chandler 240
Rhododendron Dr. Florence, OR 97439
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Comment by Mike Alfieri  
 
I am the owner and full time operator of a 58' trawler that fishes for Pollock and Cod in the Central and 
Western Gulf of Alaska. I began trawling with my vessel in 1993. My vessel also seines for Salmon but 
trawling has always been responsible for the majority of my income throughout the years.  
I've been involved in the Council process since 2001 trying to implement some sort of rationalized fishery 
in the Gulf of Alaska. We were close to final action in 2006. Then there was a new governor elected in 
Alaska and that administration was not in favor of a rationalized Gulf. So with a new governor and new 
Council appointments the Gulf Rationalization process was stopped. Then in 2008, a new Alaska 
governor and new Council appointments and a new Gulf Rationalization package is again proposed at the 
NPFMC. The package is moving along fine through the Council process and, here we go again. A new 
governor is elected in 2014, new council appointments and the first order of business is to table the Gulf 
Rationalization package until October 2015 and the rumor mill has it that the package will be stopped at 
the October meeting. So the Gulf of Alaska trawl fishery doesn't seem to be about the best way to manage 
and harvest the resource, it's about the political climate at the time.  
I've witnessed firsthand the benefits of rationalized fisheries. Let's face it the Bering Sea would not have a 
chance to catch their Pollock quota, with the current Chinook and Chum restrictions, if it were not for 
AFA. Also the West Coast Hake fishery has flourished since the implementation of a rationalized fishery. 
I was at the NPFMC meeting in Nome in 2011 when the Council passed the motion creating the Chinook 
cap in the Gulf Pollock trawl fishery. While creating the 25000 fish Chinook cap the council also 
PROMISED to provide the fleet with the tools needed to prosecute the Pollock fishery. To me meaning 
the Gulf Rationalization package already moving through the Council process. Now, without the 
necessary tools, and the implementation of a Chinook cap in the non Pollock fisheries, the entire Gulf of 
Alaska was closed to bottom trawling in May of this year. It was only recently opened with an emergency 
order allocating 1600 more Chinook. So it's obvious to me status quo, or Alternative 1 in the Council 
motion will not work.  
When I listen to arguments against Rationalization I hear a lot about consolidation, like in the Bering Sea 
crab fleet. First off I don't believe there will be a lot of consolidation because the majority of the trawl 
fleet, especially in the Western Gulf is locally owned and/or operated. But after the recent events I don't 
know what would be better, a little consolidation or no trawling at all. Maybe all the processors and crew 
that would usually have been busy processing and catching trawl caught bottom fish the past 3 months 
would have a better answer to that question. 
I am totally in favor of moving forward with the Gulf Rationalization package and strongly support 
Alternative 2. I could go through and point out which Options in the Alternative I am in favor of, but it's 
to early for that, as the EIS and further Council Staff studies will be produced.  
I do believe that trawl fishing in the Gulf, under the present race for fish, will become prohibitive for the 
local small boat owner to compete. At the present time there are major fish processing companies 
purchasing trawl vessels that fish primarily in the Gulf of Alaska. Under the present scenario, racing for 
fish with the by catch limits for Halibut being reduced and the current Chinook caps. Those company 
owned boats will eventually be the majority of the vessels trawling for fish in the Gulf because they will 
be the only ones able to afford to fish there. Mainly because they can do other fisheries with the vessels 
that I can't do. Like fish in the Bering Sea or Whiting off the West Coast. Under the present scenario of 
Chinook caps and the closure of the non Pollock fisheries I, and other small boat owner operators, are 
currently looking for other opportunities for our vessels. To me it seems like the small boat owner 
operator is being phased out of the Gulf and our only salvation is to implement Rationalization in the 
Gulf.  
If you would have asked me 5 years ago I would have favored getting rid of all Rationalized fisheries but 
with the current climate of bycatch caps and reducing those caps Rationalization is the only way the 
Pollock and Cod trawl fisheries can be successfully prosecuted in the Gulf of Alaska. 
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THE PEW ENVIRONMENT GROUP2

Executive Summary
Catch shares are fishery management programs that allocate fishing privileges
in the form of a specific portion of the total annual catch quota. These programs
range from individual transferable quotas to community-based management
systems such as sectors. While catch shares take many forms, in general they
allocate the quota to allow fishing entities—individuals, communities,
cooperatives, etc.— exclusive access to a portion of the quota, but require
that fishing cease once that entity’s share of the quota is met.

Science-based annual catch limits are essential if catch shares are to be effective
and if requirements to end overfishing and rebuild depleted fish populations are
to be met. These limits ensure that the amount of fish taken each year remains
at levels that allow fish populations to reproduce and maintain an adequate
biomass to support maximum sustainable catch. After science-based catch limits
have been determined, the quota can be allocated to participants in the fishery.
This allocation must be done with careful consideration of the socioeconomic
changes that may result.

The critical decisions about how a catch share program is designed and
implemented, and who receives an allocation, must be given careful analysis.
A properly designed program must include:

• science-based annual catch limits that include all fish killed as a result
of fishing (target fish landed and non-target fish—or bycatch—
discarded at sea)

• adequate monitoring of the target fish catch and bycatch

• identification of explicit conservation, social and economic goals that
the program intends to achieve and metrics for measuring attainment
of those goals

• permits issued for no more than 10 years and regular review and
evaluation of program performance with opportunities to modify and
improve the program, as required by section 303A of the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
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3DESIGN MATTERS: MAKING CATCH SHARES WORK

• adequate enforcement, including validation of catch and discard
reporting and, to the extent possible, real-time management with the
authority to close the fishery as soon as the quota is reached

• fair and equitable allocation through a transparent and open process,
including mechanisms to accommodate recreational anglers, working
fishermen and coastal communities; ownership caps so that one entity
does not hold an excessive share of the quota; and opportunities for
new fishermen.

Ocean fish are public resources. Catch shares, therefore, grant privileges to only
a portion of the total catch and do not convey exclusive property rights to the
resource. These programs can improve fisheries performance, management
and ecosystem health, but only if properly designed and monitored. Correctly
applied, catch shares are viable management options along with other measures
such as adjusting the length of the fishing season, refining areas that are opened
or closed to fishing, restricting gear to protect fish habitat and limiting catch size.
Catch shares are not, however, a panacea. They should be part of a comprehen-
sive approach that strengthens conservation and supports communities by
providing access for recreational anglers and diverse fleets and crew, qualities
regarded by many as the heart and soul of a working waterfront.

Science-based catch limits that don’t result
in overfishing are critical to ensuring long-
term sustainability; properly designed catch
shares are a way to allocate those limits.
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THE PEW ENVIRONMENT GROUP4

Design Matters: Making Catch Shares Work
Catch shares have been widely lauded for their economic and ecological benefits.
Indeed, recent studies in the journals Science and Nature describe catch share
programs as a solution to fishery collapse, and some conservation groups have
proposed that each sector of U.S. fisheries be required to consider catch shares
or explain why the management system being used instead is superior. Like other
management tools—such as limits on fishing seasons, gear restrictions, area
closures and size requirements—catch shares can be a viable tool if correctly
designed and applied. However, there are significant questions regarding the
actual impact of these programs (as opposed to other management tools) on the
ecological health of the fisheries in which they have been implemented, as well as
on their economic impacts—the latter of which is the specific focus of this paper.

The current discussion on catch shares too often focuses on the economic
benefits that have accrued to the fishermen and fishing communities that are able
to participate in these programs, without adequate consideration given to the
economic downsides of these programs for those who have been left out. This
paper does not seek to provide a detailed, thorough analysis of catch share
programs. Rather, its purpose is to highlight some of the economic downsides
of these programs, while simultaneously acknowledging their benefits, in order to
provide a broader context for discussion. We believe that catch shares, like many
management tools, are not a cure-all for the various problems facing fisheries in
the United States and elsewhere in the world. To be effective, they need to be
implemented as part of a comprehensive approach that includes measures aimed
at reducing the scope and severity of negative fishing impacts on the marine
environment, while also taking into account the economic needs of fishermen
and fishing communities. What follows is a discussion of catch shares: examining
problems created by this tool and indicating possible ways to minimize those
problems through effective program design.
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5DESIGN MATTERS: MAKING CATCH SHARES WORK

In theory, fishing privileges and exclusive access

to a portion of the catch give fishermen an

incentive for economic efficiency and prudent

stewardship of the resource. Economic theory also

suggests, however, that for market forces to work

effectively, the privileges need to be permanent,

secure, restricted and transferable.4 Since fisher-

men have little control over fish populations,

exclusivity is reduced and the “tragedy of the

commons” problem occurs—that is, all fishermen

suffer when individual fishermen maximally use

public resources for their personal benefit.

Granting permanent rights to a public resource

runs counter to the public trust doctrine that

holds that certain lands and their natural resources

belong to the public and that, although the

government is the legitimate administrator of

those lands, resources must be managed for the

public good rather than for the exclusive benefit

of private individuals.5 Additionally, the

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and

Management Act (MSA) states that quota shares

are not property rights, but privileges to fish.

The MSA further defines catch shares as Limited

Access Privilege Programs (LAPPs). While catch

shares are often equated only with individual

transferable quotas (ITQs) or individual fishing

quotas (IFQs), the system also includes other

quota share arrangements, among them

community development quotas (CDQs), sector

allocation, and community and regional fishing

associations. Typically, various forms of catch

shares have been used in commercial fisheries,

where participants are readily identifiable.

However, there is increasing interest in employing

catch share programs in recreational fisheries,

which face significant challenges, including the

absence of real-time data, insufficient monitoring

and untested methods of assigning quotas to

individual anglers.

What Is a Catch Share?
Catch share is an umbrella term that includes a number of fisheries management
strategies. Catch share programs allocate fishing privileges as a share of allow-
able catch to individuals, cooperatives, communities or groups of fishermen.1

Figure 1 represents the hierarchy of programs. They are incentive-based tools
that bestow privileges to access a public resource (not a property right) and that
are thought to enhance fishermen’s flexibility and efficiency by allowing them
to choose how and when to catch their portion of the quota.2 Studies of catch
shares have found that they can improve economic and environmental health
and eliminate the “race to fish,” thus enhancing safety and minimizing
bycatch and other ecosystem impacts.3
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THE PEW ENVIRONMENT GROUP6

Individual Fishing Quotas (IFQs) are allocated to

eligible fishermen, allowing them a specific por-

tion of the total allowable catch (TAC). The MSA

defines IFQs as a federal permit to catch a certain

quantity of fish (a percentage of TAC); the permit

is held for the exclusive use by a person; thus, it is

distinct from a community development quota.6

Individual Transferable Quotas (ITQs) can be

bought, sold or transferred to other fishermen.7

While ITQs are sometimes construed as a prop-

erty right, U.S. law states that there is no creation

of right, title or interest and that the quota can be

revoked, limited or modified at any time without

compensation.8

Limited Access Privilege Programs (LAPPs) are

defined by the MSA as a federal permit held for

exclusive use by an individual to catch a portion

of the total quota. IFQs are a form of LAPP, but

LAPPs include more than IFQs. LAPPs allow

flexibility for allocating the total quota, whereas

IFQs are always a percentage of the total quota.9

Community Development Quotas (CDQs)

allocate portions of the annual TAC to coalitions

of villages with limited economic opportunities

(e.g., rural coastal communities in western

Alaska).10

Sector Allocation gives a portion of a quota,

in accordance with an approved plan, to a

self-selecting group of fishermen bound by a

contractual agreement. The participants allocate

the quota to those in the sector. These allocations

are a form of harvesting cooperative, but the

MSA does not consider them to be LAPPs

because allocations are granted to the whole

sector rather than to individuals.

Recently, community-based fisheries manage-

ment (CBFM) has attracted considerable interest;

the U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO)

found that “the easiest and most direct way to

help protect communities under an IFQ program

is to allow the communities themselves to hold

quota.”11 CBFM encompasses programs such

as CDQs, cooperatives and sectors. In CBFM

programs, communities play a large role in man-

aging their fisheries and protecting the resource.

These programs have been established in Alaska,

Maine, Massachusetts, Nova Scotia and Mexico.

Each type of catch share program has its strengths

and weaknesses, and the diversity of U.S. fisheries

and fishing communities necessitates a variety of

approaches. Because each fishery is unique, catch

share programs must be tailored to its needs and

challenges and the communities that depend on it.

FIGURE 1

Some Types of Catch Shares

Limited Access Privilege Programs (LAPPs)
Dedicated Access Privileges (DAPs)

Individual Quotas (IFQs, ITQs)
Community Quotas

(CDQs, Cooperatives, Sectors)

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

179



7DESIGN MATTERS: MAKING CATCH SHARES WORK

The MSA details discretionary provisions that

could be included in fishery management plans,

including the establishment of a LAPP. The law

stipulates that in developing such management

programs, regional fishery management councils

shall consider historical and present-day fishing in

the fishery, the communities and economies that

would be affected, and the “fair and equitable

distribution of access privileges.”13 In addition,

under the MSA, a LAPP must include regular

monitoring and review, a system for enforcement

and monitoring, and a mechanism to prevent

an entity from acquiring an excessive share.

More importantly, the MSA requires that a

permit issued under a LAPP cannot exceed

10 years but that it will be “renewed before the

end of that period, unless it has been revoked,

limited, or modified.”14 In addition, the MSA

requires that catch share holders pay the costs

of the program’s implementation.15

The Magnuson-Stevens Act
The MSA12 describes catch share programs such as IFQs as limited access
privilege programs (LAPPs), while the U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy
describes them as dedicated access privileges (DAPs) to emphasize that
they are not a property right (Box 1).

BOX 1

The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy

The U.S. Commission on Ocean Policy supported use of the term dedicated access privilege
to underscore that shares of a quota grant access for fishing, but not a right to the fish.
The Commission’s Recommendation 19-15 proposed that the National Marine Fisheries
Service be responsible for issuing national guidelines for such programs, and it outlined
several key features:16

• specifying goals (biological, social and economic)

• providing for periodic review

• limiting the duration of quota shares

• establishing user fees to fund the program and support ecosystem-based management

• allowing for public participation by and consultation with all stakeholders.
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Pacific Sablefish
Permit Stacking

Gulf of Mexico Red
Snapper IFQ

Gulf of Mexico
Grouper IFQ

Atlantic Sea Scallop
General Category IFQ

Georges Bank Atlantic
Cod Fixed Gear Sector

Georges Bank Atlantic
Cod Hook Sector

Mid-Atlantic Golden
Tilefish IFQ

Mid-Atlantic Surf
Clam/Ocean Quahog

South Atlantic Wreckfish

Western Alaska Community Development Quota

(Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands quotas for
groundfish, halibut and crab to eligible western
Alaskan villages)

Alaskan Halibut
and Sablefish

Central Gulf of Alaska
Rockfish Pilot

Bering Sea King
and Tanner Crab

Bering Sea American
Fisheries Act Pollock
Cooperatives

Bering Sea Groundfish
(Non-Pollock) Cooperatives

Individual Fishing Quotas/Individual Transferable Quotas Community Development Quotas/Sectors

15 Active Catch Share Programs in U.S.

In addition, several more catch shares are in active development, including the West Coast Groundfish

Trawl Individual Quotas and 17 sectors proposed in New England under an amendment to the Northeast

Multispecies Fishery Management Plan.17
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9DESIGN MATTERS: MAKING CATCH SHARES WORK

No Single Solution

Catch shares are not a cure-all for fisheries management problems and should
not be considered an end unto themselves; rather, they should be evaluated
as one of a number of possible tools that councils can employ when developing
management plans.

Catch shares function as an allocation tool to

achieve management objectives for fisheries and

to obtain a continuing optimum yield of fish catch.

To prevent overfishing, fishing must remain within

science-based annual limits through improved

accountability and enhanced monitoring.

Catch share systems can be effective and lead

to substantial benefits from economic efficiency

and capacity reductions. However, it is unrealistic

to assume a catch share program will guarantee

desired change and provide a single, simple

remedy. Overfishing and other fisheries problems

require a package of measures, including catch

shares (where appropriate), gear and effort

controls, and spatial management.18 In addition,

poorly designed catch share programs may

encourage compensatory behavior such as

increased discarding and misreporting or

underreporting of catch. They can also induce

fishermen to upgrade their vessels and gear

when the number of vessels in the fishery falls,

thus increasing fishing effort.

In addition, catch share programs may not be

appropriate for some fisheries and may lead to

unintended consequences. Among these

fisheries are:

• recreational fisheries where managers lack

real-time data or the ability to effectively

manage an allocation of quota (for-hire and

charter segments may be an exception)

• fisheries where the size of the population

fluctuates widely (resulting in significant

variations in the value of quota shares)

• fisheries with poor or unreliable catch data

• fisheries that lack monitoring, enforcement

or a hard TAC.19

In addition to these fisheries, there may be others

where such programs may be ineffective. For

example, the slow growth and late maturity of a

species can create an economic incentive for

fishermen to catch and sell fish now rather than

conserve them because the economic payback for

conservation is so far in the future, thus minimiz-

ing the economic-efficiency gains sought through

catch shares. To counter such negative incentives,

positive ones must be established—for example,

the management of orange roughy requires a

program that offsets incentives to catch and sell

fish now and instead focuses on conserving the

population for the future.20 Catch shares are also

of limited use in British Columbia, where five

species of salmon spawn in more than 1,500

streams. Therefore, these wide fluctuations in

salmon population size and distribution make

it impractical to implement IFQs.21

Additionally, the performance of catch shares

depends upon when and where quotas are

used. Catch shares may not be fully effective

for fish populations found in various locations

at different densities and times. Under these

conditions, fishermen will target highly abundant

fish populations and compete for the higher-

valued species.22

Catch shares are not a panacea for all
fisheries management problems and should
not be an exclusive goal; rather, they are
one of a number of possible management
tools regional fisheries management
councils can employ.
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Unintended Consequences

Further empirical research is necessary to

determine whether catch share programs

can address and manage broader ecosystem

concerns, such as the unintentional catching

of non-target species, habitat destruction

and changes to the food web.

Catch share programs may also cause adverse

social and economic consequences, including

consolidation (concentration of quota in just a

few large operations), loss of jobs, reduced

income, unemployment and displacement of

small-scale fishermen.24 Consolidation was

apparent in the Mid-Atlantic Surf Clam/Ocean

Quahog fishery when the fleet shrank from 128

vessels to 59 in just two years. By 1995, the largest

quota holders were outside investors (a bank

and an accounting firm).25 In contrast, the Alaskan

halibut/sablefish fishery IFQ program was

designed to minimize socioeconomic impacts

by capping the quota share that a single fisher-

man or entity could have, prohibiting absentee

ownership and creating categories of quota

based on vessel size with rules against transfer-

ring quota to another category. Because they

are data-intensive, catch share programs may

also result in increased administrative costs

(to train staff, hire observers, enforce quotas and

collect data for accurate stock assessments) as

well as in prohibitive costs for fishermen trying

to enter the fishery as lease and quota prices

escalate.26 Once established, such programs

may be difficult to adjust as conditions or

management change because of vested

interests in the fishery and potential difficulty

in modifying or revoking shares.

Socioeconomic inequities that catch shares

create or magnify are a critical concern. These

inequities may arise from initial allocation of

quota shares or from the ability of some quota

holders to acquire more shares and dominate a

fishery.27 For instance, in the IFQ programs

implemented in various British Columbia fisheries,

reducing the number of available licenses

through buybacks and policy reform also reduced

the size of the fishing fleet and led to escalating

license and quota prices.28 As a result, the costs

of licenses and quotas are now prohibitively high.

Rural, small-scale and aboriginal fishermen can

no longer afford to participate in the fisheries;

consequently, the number of rural licenses has

dropped roughly 45 percent.29 A GAO report

underscored this point, concluding that IFQ

programs have “raised concerns about the fair-

ness of initial quota allocations, the increased

costs for fishermen to gain entry, and the loss of

employment and revenues in communities that

have historically depended on fishing.”30

Catch shares, as well as other types of fisheries management programs, can
unintentionally create incentives for unsustainable fishing practices, such as:
high grading—discarding low-market-value fish in favor of those with higher
value to maximize quota returns; underreporting catch; overfishing non-quota
species in multispecies fisheries; and poaching.23

Single-factor solutions are not always
sufficient: overfishing and other fisheries
problems require a package of measures,
including catch shares (where appropriate),
gear and effort controls, and spatial
management.
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11DESIGN MATTERS: MAKING CATCH SHARES WORK

An analysis of 20 fish populations managed under

IFQs in many countries found that 12 populations

improved after IFQ implementation, while eight

continued to decline.31 Although IFQs played a

role in helping some fisheries reduce capacity,

end the race to fish and improve compliance

with quotas, it is unclear to what extent these

changes were due to IFQs or the larger manage-

ment plan of which IFQs were a part. In some

fisheries, improvements were more likely the

result of hard TAC limits than an IFQ system.

This was demonstrated by declines in populations

in fisheries where limits were set too high or com-

pliance was lacking even with an IFQ system in

place.32 Moreover, some IFQ fisheries may require

additional, complementary measures for effective

management, such as seasonal or area closures

and gear restrictions to protect juvenile fish.33

In addition, management of multispecies

fisheries can be challenging because both target

and non-target fish are generally caught together,

causing the quota of one species to constrain

the catch of relatively healthy species. However,

if all species caught together are included in a

properly designed and monitored catch share

system with appropriately set catch limits for all,

the number of discards (low-value, non-target

species thrown back) can decrease. For instance,

in British Columbia’s groundfish trawl fishery, an

IFQ system and at-sea observer coverage have

successfully discouraged discarding and led to

matching catches for individual species to their

quotas in this multispecies fishery. This is due to

the fishermen’s ability to adjust their fishing

practices and target species to match changes in

catch limits. These fishermen avoided rougheye,

shortraker and yelloweye rockfish when limits

were reduced for these species. The system,

which includes annual catch limits for individual

species, dockside monitoring, mortality limits

(instead of landing limits) and accounting for

catch in subsequent years (i.e., carry-forward of

up to 37.5 percent for overruns and underruns),

has resulted in fewer discards (a 51 percent

decrease after IFQ introduction) than in similar

U.S. fisheries.34

Mixed Results

The use of a catch share program does not necessarily result in consistent,
positive changes in the size and health of a population. For example, IFQs have
been widely used in a variety of fisheries and illustrate a range of effects.

In some fisheries, improvements are more
likely to result from hard total allowable
catch limits than because of an ITQ system.
This was demonstrated by declines in fish
populations for fisheries where limits were
set too high or compliance was lacking
even when an ITQ system was in place.
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The IPQ program was intended to achieve equity

between the harvesting and processing sectors

by assigning processor quota shares to proces-

sors based on the amount of fish that each had

processed over a period of time.35 In an IPQ

program, fishermen with IFQs in the fishery may

sell fish only to processors with processor quotas

in the fishery. In the Bering Sea and Aleutian

Islands crab fishery IPQ program, 90 percent of

the market is limited to processors with quotas.36

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council

(NPFMC) struggled with instituting the crab

rationalization plan—to match fishing capacity

to the amount of crab that could sustainably be

caught each year—in large part because of

controversy over establishing processor quotas.

The program did not take effect until Congress

mandated it when the MSA was amended

through the Consolidated Appropriations

Act of 2004.

IPQs like the one established in the Alaska crab

fishery are highly controversial due to their

potential for discouraging competition in the

marketplace. The U.S. Department of Justice

advised the National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration to oppose IPQs on the grounds

that they would inhibit efficient use of resources

and thwart beneficial competition, leading to

distortions in the market by giving companies

excessive control over price and product.37 As a

result, language in the MSA requires IPQs to

comply with antitrust laws. Also, in the face of

much criticism of the crab rationalization plan,

the NPFMC decided to require the collection

of extensive socioeconomic data and to review

progress at 18 months, three years and

five years.38

Consolidation became a significant issue in the

crab rationalization system because only a few

companies stood to gain from the redistribution

of capital. In the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery,

the number of boats fell from 251 in 2004 to 89 in

2005-6 after IFQ implementation; likewise in the

Bering Sea snow crab fishery, the number of boats

dropped from 189 in 2004 to 80 in 2005-6.39

These declines resulted in an estimated loss of

1,200 jobs from 2004 to 2006.40 Other estimates

of the economic impact were seen in small

Alaskan fishing communities such as King Cove,

where there was a 75 percent reduction in income

for local businesses,41 and in Kodiak, where Bristol

Bay red king crab fishermen’s earnings declined

between $1 million and $1.6 million following

rationalization.42 For those left in the Bristol Bay

king crab and the Bering Sea snow crab fisheries,

however, fleet-wide crew member pay increased

from an average of $24,314 in 2004 to an average

of $53,585 in 2007.43 Remaining vessel owners in

the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery saw their

average harvest increase from 56,000 pounds per

vessel in 2004 to 185,000 pounds in 2005-6, and

the average value of their catch increase from

$262,000 in 2004 to $792,000 in 2005-6.44

In addition, processor shares have been highly

consolidated, leaving only a few corporations

in control of the industry and raising antitrust

concerns. Trident Seafoods, for example, was

allocated 23.3 percent of the red king crab quota

and 25.8 percent of the snow crab quota.45

High-grading also became a problem in the

fishery. An estimated 677,000 legal male crabs

were discarded in the first year of rationalization,

compared to the six years prior to rationalization,

when the highest estimate for total discarded

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab Rationalization

In 2005, to improve conservation efficacy and address social and economic
concerns, the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands crab fishery was restructured and
downsized through IFQs and individual processing quotas (IPQs).
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legal males was 80,000 crabs in the 2002 season.46

In response, the Alaska Department of Fish and

Game adjusted the quota down for the 2006-7

season to account for the high number of dis-

cards, and the crab industry agreed to implement

measures to remove the incentive to high-grade.

Discarding of legal males has not occurred on a

similar scale since the initial season.47

Absentee ownership is also a problem, and

some quota holders lease their shares at rates

substantially higher than the actual value.

Managers therefore are considering alternatives

to require that shares be held by active

participants in the fishery.
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By 1991, despite no overfishing, the effects of

a drastically short season prompted the North

Pacific Fishery Management Council to take

steps to rationalize the fisheries and in 1995,

after many years of debate, an IFQ program was

implemented. Under this program, quota holders

can sell their fishing privileges as long as there

is no excessive consolidation or change in the

character of the fishing fleet. If an overage

occurs, up to 10 percent will be reduced from

the subsequent year’s quota and additional

overage is subject to a penalty.48

The initial allocation of quota was defined by

several objectives, including preserving the char-

acter of the fishing fleets, discouraging corporate

ownership and rewarding longtime and active

participants.49 As such, quotas were given only to

vessel owners or fishermen leasing vessels, with a

portion of the quota going to local communities

under a CDQ program. To preserve the character

of the fleet, vessel classes were created within

each fishery (three in sablefish and four in halibut).

Initially, quota holders were restricted to their ini-

tial vessel class to maintain the quota distribution

among vessel classes. Flexibility was later intro-

duced by allowing unused large-vessel quotas to

be reallocated to smaller vessels in the fishery.50

The Alaskan halibut and sablefish IFQ program is

considered successful in many respects: increased

economic efficiency, decreased operating costs,

higher prices at the dock, decreases in lost gear

and higher values for quota shares.51 There have

also been improvements in vessel safety (mea-

sured by a decrease in the number of search-and-

rescue operations), longer seasons, and greater

availability and quality of fish for consumers.

In addition, the fishery resource continues to

be sustainably managed.

Along with these improvements, however, are

downsides: lost jobs, high cost of entry into the

fishery, consolidation of quota holdings and

increased administration costs (in 2005, adminis-

tration and enforcement of these IFQ programs

cost the federal government $1.3 million and $2.4

million, respectively).52 Small coastal communities

in western Alaska were especially affected by the

program, and a CDQ was implemented through

Community Quota Entities (whose small-boat,

community-based fishermen with limited financial

opportunity struggle to raise sufficient capital to

enter the quota fisheries) to address these con-

cerns. More recently, fishermen can lease their

quota share in every halibut/sablefish area except

southeastern Alaska. This has changed the char-

acter of the fishing fleet because about half the

quota for each species is leased to and caught by

hired skippers rather than owner-operators.53

Leasing drives up the price of quota shares and

pushes out those with limited capital and other

resources. Absentee ownership and high entry

costs threaten one of the program’s goals of pro-

tecting small-scale, community-based fishermen.

Alaskan Halibut and Sablefish

In the late 1980s, the open access Alaskan halibut and sablefish fisheries were
prime examples of a race to fish, and overcapitalization led to seasons as short
as a day and fishing in hazardous weather.
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Due to tightened regulations and lowered

quotas—required for ending overfishing and

rebuilding this depleted population—the

commercial red snapper fishery became highly

overcapitalized; the number and fishing capacity

of the vessels in the fishery exceeded the amount

of allowable quota. In the late 1990s, the quota

was divided into two separate seasons open for

only the first 15 days of the month. To further

constrain catch, these seasons were reduced in

1999 to the first 10 days of the month. This small

window resulted in derby fishing with a rush to

fit as many trips in and catch as many fish as

possible in the available time. This in turn led to

instability in the supply of fresh red snapper to

markets, high levels of bycatch and unsafe condi-

tions for fishermen, all of which lowered prices.

A red snapper IFQ program, developed as

Amendment 26 to the Reef Fish Fishery

Management Plan,54 was implemented to reduce

overcapacity in the fishery and discourage derby

fishing.55 The overall intent of the program is to

help end overfishing and rebuild the red snapper

population. Specific anticipated benefits include:

• increased market stability

• replacing fishing seasons with year-round

fishing

• increased flexibility to modify fishing

operations

• cost-effective and enforceable

management of the fishery

• improved safety at sea

• optimized social, economic and biological

benefits from the fishery.

Also, the program is intended to provide direct

and indirect biological benefits to red snapper and

other marine resources by reducing bycatch and

discard mortality and eliminating quota overages.

Since implementation, after a further reduction

of the quota in 2008, the price paid to fishermen

has increased 17 percent, while average landings,

number of trips and days at sea have declined.

Coupled with the reduction in minimum size, the

ratio of landed to discarded fish has improved

threefold to fourfold, reducing overall mortality

by lowering the amount of discarded fish.

Between 1996 and 2003, the red snapper fleet

concentrated its fishing effort in an average of just

77 days to catch its quota. In the past two years,

however, that same effort has been spread across

an entire year. The IFQ program also provides a

better system of accounting for fishing activity.

In the past two years, annual landings have been

just shy of the allowed commercial quota—a

sharp improvement over the previous 17 years,

when the quota was exceeded nine times.

The IFQ program has resulted in fewer entities

in the commercial red snapper fishery.56 Before

the program was implemented, there were 764

permitted participants in the Gulf commercial

red snapper fishery. After implementation, 546

entities qualified for quota shares; now, after two

years of operation, the number of individuals

holding IFQs has dropped to 466, a 14.6 percent

reduction since the start of the program and a 39

percent reduction from pre-IFQ levels. In addition

to the consolidation that followed the IFQ pro-

gram’s implementation, other issues have arisen.

For example, catch reports have mislabeled

species and underreported landings. Bycatch also

remains a problem, particularly of other reef fish

encountered as the red snapper population

expands and returns to its historical range.

A commercial IFQ program for the red snapper fishery was implemented in the
Gulf of Mexico in January 2007. This population is categorized as overfished
and subject to overfishing because fishing levels remain too high.

Gulf of Mexico Red Snapper
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A sector is a community of fishermen who

voluntarily work together to manage an annual

allocation of fish. In exchange for operating under

higher standards of monitoring and reporting,

sector fishermen are given more flexibility in how

they fish and are offered exemptions from various

federal regulations. Sector members agree to

stop fishing once their allocation (enforceable

TAC) has been met.

In 2004, CCCHFA worked with local codfish

hook-and-line fishermen to develop the Georges

Bank Cod Hook Sector. By operating under their

own annual enforceable TAC of Georges Bank

cod, hook sector members are exempt from limits

on daily trips and the number of hooks they can

use. Furthermore, the fishermen of this sector are

allowed to determine how to divide this allocation

among members. The hook sector operates by

allocating monthly quota targets of 8.33 percent

of the sector’s total annual quota.57 Quota that is

not landed in a particular month is rolled over to

a subsequent month, and all cod fishing stops

when the annual quota is reached. The agree-

ment among these fishermen is codified in

federal regulations and in the form of a binding

annual contract. To prevent excessive consolida-

tion and unfair market control, the hook sector

cannot be allocated more than 20 percent of the

overall Georges Bank cod TAC. One problem

remains, however: fishermen are still bound by

regulations for days-at-sea and trip limits for all

other groundfish they catch.58

A second sector was developed by CCCHFA

in 2006—the Georges Bank Cod Fixed Gear

Sector. This allowed local gillnet fishermen

the opportunity to join. Support for the sector

concept has spread throughout New England,

and Amendment 16 to the Groundfish Fishery

Management Plan would authorize an additional

17 sectors to be implemented in 2010. Sector

members would receive additional benefits,

including allocations of nearly all groundfish

species, transferability of quotas among sectors

and additional regulatory exemptions. The 20

percent cap on sector ownership would be

eliminated, and yearly overages would be

deducted from subsequent years. A minimum

of 30 percent observer coverage would be

required, as would weekly catch reports. Fishing

still would have to stop when a sector caught

its allocation.

The main benefit to fishermen is that they can

run their businesses more profitably and effi-

ciently by spending less time on the water and

by fishing when market prices are high. However,

the costs involved in producing environmental

assessments, operations plans and increased

monitoring must be borne by the fishermen.

These costs are shared by all sector participants

and can reach $80,000 to $100,000 a year for the

sector.59 One of the biggest concerns to sector

members is that while they operate under a

enforceable TAC and must stop fishing when they

meet their quota, the rest of the fishery that is not

part of a sector operates under an effort-control

system. Therefore, non-sector members will fish

with only a target TAC and will not be required to

immediately stop when that is reached. That, in

turn, can undermine any conservation gains.

Georges Bank Atlantic Cod Sectors

The Cape Cod Commercial Hook Fishermen’s Association (CCCHFA) has
developed a form of community-based fisheries management that fosters
a highly adaptive means of local decision-making, self-monitoring and
enforcement known as sectors.
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17DESIGN MATTERS: MAKING CATCH SHARES WORK

If properly designed, catch share programs can

lead to substantial gains in fisheries by reducing

capacity, increasing economic efficiency and

ensuring sustainable catches. Poorly designed

programs, however, may induce unintended

behavior such as increased discarding, underre-

porting catch, misreporting catch or overfishing

of non-quota species.

While traditionally employed in commercial

fisheries, catch share programs are gaining

advocates for use in some recreational fisheries.

The application of catch shares needs careful

design and review, and ultimately may not be

feasible in many recreational fisheries as they

currently are managed. A key challenge is the

lack of real-time monitoring of recreational

catch, which allows managers to take action

before quotas are exceeded. Certain segments

of recreational fisheries, such as the for-hire

industry or charter boats, may be more willing

to explore a catch share program because of

existing licensing and reporting requirements,

which would serve as the basis for such

a program.

Lessons can be learned from the many IFQ

programs implemented to date. In the red king

crab fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian

Islands, consolidation and reduction in the fleet

led to a loss of jobs, and quotas for processors

restricted the market. Elsewhere in the North

Pacific, the Alaskan halibut and sablefish fishery

included clear objectives that guided the design

of the program, including the establishment of

vessel classes to preserve the character of the

initial fishing fleet. The halibut and sablefish IFQ

program succeeded in ending derby fishing and

extending the season, improving fishermen’s

safety and enhancing product quality. However,

recent developments, including the trend for

quota holders to hire captains to catch their

portion, are driving up leasing costs and

making it difficult for rural residents to enter or

stay in the fishery. In the Gulf of Mexico, the red

snapper IFQ program has shown initial benefits,

increasing the length of the season and the price

paid to fishermen, and reducing overcapacity in

the fishery. And in New England, sectors appear

to be a promising alternative to the historical

status quo. While there have been beneficial

outcomes across the country in the fisheries that

employ catch share programs, important issues

remain to be addressed in many of them.

Elements of Successful
Catch Share Programs
Catch share programs must include effective and

explicit policies that address overfishing, bycatch

and habitat protection. They should also contain

regulations to protect the health and resilience

of the marine ecosystems that sustain productive

fisheries. Finally, catch shares should also

accommodate recreational anglers and diverse

community-based fleets and crew that are the

heart and soul of a working waterfront.

For example, fishing businesses and communities

could be harmed by the consolidation of quotas

or by allocation schemes that favor just a few

participants. Consequently, catch shares should

be viewed as an allocation tool to be employed

only in certain fisheries after being carefully

designed to address potential social and

economic consequences.

When properly designed and implemented,

catch share programs can lead to better-man-

aged fisheries. They should be implemented,

however, only if science-based annual catch limits

are properly set to ensure that fish populations

are not subject to overfishing and that depleted

populations are rebuilt.

Conclusion
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All fishery management systems, including catch

share programs, require an infrastructure for

monitoring and accountability measures to ensure

that limits are not exceeded. They entail high

upfront costs to adequately handle the influx of

information and data. Additionally, a well-planned

program must include reliable monitoring and

enforcement as well as the ability to report

verifiable trip and catch information in real time.

These management imperatives, combined

with the experiences of established catch share

programs, underscore the importance of a

carefully designed program to meet both

conservation and socially responsible objectives.

Positive trends in fisheries are the result not

merely of catch share programs, but also of a

combination of measures—an enforceable TAC

and restrictions on fishing season and gear. Catch

shares should be viewed as an allocation tool that

is appropriate only with the right combination of

other management measures in a comprehensive

approach to fisheries management. As a critical

step in this approach, fisheries managers should

focus on setting science-based annual catch limits

that end overfishing and rebuild depleted popu-

lations, as well as defining equitable social

objectives for fishery management.

More specifically, catch share programs must

follow the design principles outlined below if

they are to succeed:

• science-based annual catch limits that include

all fish killed by fishing (target fish landed and

non-target fish—or bycatch—discarded at sea)

• adequate monitoring of the target fish catch

and the incidental catch of non-target species

• identification of explicit conservation, social
and economic goals and objectives and metrics

for measuring progress

• permits issued for no more than 10 years and

a regular evaluation of program performance,

with an opportunity to modify and improve it as

required by section 303A of the Magnuson-

Stevens Act

• adequate enforcement, including validated

catch and discard reporting and, to the extent

possible, real-time management that has the

power to close the fishery as soon as the quota

is reached

• fair and equitable quota allocation that is

conducted through a transparent and open

process, including mechanisms to provide

access opportunities to recreational anglers,

working fishermen and coastal communities;

ownership caps so that one entity does not hold

an excessive amount of quota; and opportuni-

ties for new fishermen to enter the fishery.
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August 28, 2015 

 

Glenn Merrill, Assistant Regional Administrator 

Sustainable Fisheries Division, NOAA Fisheries, Alaska Region 

P.O. Box 21668Juneau, AK 99802-1668 

 

RE:  NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150, Gulf of Alaska Trawl Management EIS 

 

Dear Mr. Merrill: 

 

We appreciate your continued commitment to reduce bycatch in the groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of 

Alaska and commend the National Marine Fisheries Service and the North Pacific Fishery Management 

Council (NPFMC) for taking some steps to cap and reduce Pacific halibut and Chinook salmon bycatch in 

the Gulf of Alaska trawl fisheries.  While this reactionary approach to management has been necessary to 

respond quickly to severe bycatch concerns, there is a clear need for comprehensive, proactive 

management that will reduce bycatch, protect habitat, increase the ecological sustainability of the 

fisheries, and provide stability to coastal communities.   

 

A new program should be focused on progress towards ecosystem-based fishery management and 

ecologically sustainable fisheries (which includes reducing bycatch), and it should not simply allocate 

harvest privileges or divide up current or historic trawl bycatch among participants.  As part of 

developing this program, NMFS and the NPFMC should consider, at a minimum:  

 

 Requirements to reduce bycatch, including bycatch of prohibited species;  

 Clear annual catch limits, overfishing limits, and bycatch caps for all marine life; 

 100% observer coverage and estimation of the catch and bycatch of all species, including benthic 

invertebrates; 

 Incentives for one-way transfer of quota to lower impact gears;  

 A timeline to achieve zero discards of edible fish; 

 Protection of important ecological areas and sensitive habitats; 

 Mitigation of any cumulative impacts on areas supporting remaining open-access fisheries, 

including fisheries in Alaska state waters; 

 Cost recovery to pay for monitoring, research, and management of the fishery; 

 An expiration date for any exclusive fishing privileges granted, with option to renew contingent 

on meeting program goals and individual performance measures; 

 Adaptive management that involves review and evaluation of program performance with 

opportunities to modify and improve the program; and  

 

We note that the two ‘strawman’ Alternatives described in the Federal Register Notice
1
 are focused on 

improving operational efficiency of the trawl fleet and stability to fish processors and communities.  

Those goals are important and laudable, but they are not sufficient.  The issues outlined above should be 

                                                 
1
 http://www.regulations.gov/#!documentDetail;D=NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150-0001 
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August 28, 2015 

Page 2 of 2 

 
considered as you develop a reasonable range of alternatives that will move us forward toward healthy 

ocean ecosystems and ecologically sustainable fisheries.   

 

We will continue to work with you to find ways to protect the health, productivity, and biodiversity of the 

North Pacific marine ecosystem while maintaining fishing opportunities and vibrant coastal communities. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Jon Warrenchuk 

Senior Scientist and Campaign Manager 

Oceana 
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Paul Olson, Attorney-at-Law August 28, 2015
606 Merrell St.
Sitka, AK 99835
polsonlaw@gmail.com

Glenn Merrill, Assistant Regional Administrator
Sustainable Fisheries Division, Alaska Region, NMFS
P.O. Box 21668
Juneau, AK 99802-1668
Attn:  Ellen Sebastian
Fax:  (907) 586-7557

Re:  NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150

Dear Mr. Merrill:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal to implement a new
management program for Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish fisheries. I submit the following
comments on behalf of The Boat Company (TBC).   TBC is a tax exempt, charitable,
education foundation with a long history of operating in southeast Alaska.  TBC conducts
multi-day conservation and wilderness tours in southeast Alaska aboard its two larger
vessels, the 145’ M/V Liseron and the 157’ M/V Mist Cove. TBC’s clients fish for halibut and
Chinook salmon populations affected by trawl bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA).
Additionally, TBC’s charitable programs support southeast Alaska communities that depend
on access to Chinook salmon and halibut for commercial and guided sport fishing, unguided
sport fishing and subsistence.

The Notice of Intent (NOI) includes the worthy goals and objectives of reducing and
avoiding the waste of Chinook and halibut taken as prohibited species catch (PSC).  Alaska’s
fishery resources, including those taken as PSC, are a public trust resource and a new
management regime will have consequences for every port along the Alaska coast and
adjacent fisheries.  Bycatch control measures will affect coastal community residents for
decades and the adequacy of control measures to a large extent will determine whether
conservation, recreation, targeted commercial and subsistence interests will continue to have
adequate access to public marine resources affected by bycatch in the federal groundfish
fisheries.

As explained in the following comments, TBC urges NMFS to prepare a DEIS that fully
considers the broader interests of non-trawl users of fishery resources, including
recreational, commercial, subsistence and conservation interests in bycatch reduction.  The
need to minimize adverse impacts on sectors and areas not included in the program is a
significant issue and should be an explicit and driving component of the purpose and need
for a new management regime for GOA groundfish fisheries.   It is not appropriate to proceed
with a program to privatize public fishery resources, even on a temporary basis, unless it
includes significant and meaningful conservation benefits, including significant PSC limit
reductions, effective incentives for gear conversion and spatial and temporal measures to
address halibut PSC in the flatfish trawl fisheries and Chinook PSC in the pollock trawl
fisheries.
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Introduction:  The range of alternatives needs to include a broader range of PSC limit
reductions

The NOI requested comments to assist in determining the appropriate range of
management alternatives for the EIS.  [80 Fed. Reg. 40988].   The NOI’s description of
Alternative 2 mentions “PSC species to be allocated” but does not address how PSC will
actually be reduced.  TBC submits that the DEIS needs to include alternatives that provide
for significant PSC limit reductions in order to reflect significant resource uncertainties and
to address the ongoing inequity caused by placing the conservation burden primarily on
directed fishery user groups.     A reasonable range of alternatives should include options
well beyond those approved in the Council’s October 2014 motion, which proposes to reduce
halibut PSC by 10% (1,364 mt), 15% (1,288 mt), or even not at all (maintaining the 1,515 mt
limit implemented by Amendment 95), and reduce the Chinook salmon PSC limit of 25,000
by 25% (18,750), or possibly not even at all. [40 C.F.R. § 1501.14].

The existing halibut and Chinook PSC limits reflect outdated programmatic analyses
that preceded the recent population declines, and assumed that PSC species were either
stable, or that groundfish fishery impacts to them were insignificant. [NMFS. 2004 at 2-54,
4.7-164, 4.9-163, 4.9-171 (Groundfish PSEIS);  NMFS.  2007 at 7-5 – 7-15, 12-29 (Harvest
Specifications EIS]. The changed condition of the halibut and Chinook stocks warrants the
development of a more precautionary approach.  For example, the Amendment 95 EA
identified significant environmental changes and resource depletion, as well as significant
uncertainties regarding the impacts of PSC on the halibut resource related to the high level of
juvenile halibut mortality in the trawl fisheries and depressed halibut growth rate. [NMFS
2012 at 25, 80 – 81 (Amendment 95 EA/RIR/IRFA)]. Similarly, data showed significant
declines in Chinook productivity, abundance and harvest throughout the state that first
became evident in 2007 and eventually became a federal fisheries disaster in 2012.1 TBC
believes that NMFS needs to respond to declines in PSC species with a more highly
precautionary approach via PSC limit reductions of 50% which could later be modified as
additional scientific information becomes available. [NMFS. 2004 at 2-57, 4.8-158].

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

The DEIS needs to consider equity among fishery resource users as
a significant issue2

One of the main components of the GOA bycatch management program will involve
allocating halibut and Chinook PSC. TBC requests that you consider equity among halibut
resource users as an alternative driving, significant issue in the DEIS . Over the past
decade, the combined catch limit for directed commercial fisheries in the GOA (Areas 2C, 3A
and 3B) declined from 46.7 million pounds in 2006 to 17 million pounds in 2015 – a
reduction of roughly 64%. The 2014 guided sport halibut allocation under the Pacific halibut
Catch Sharing Plan (CSP) was less than half of the 3A Guideline Harvest Level in 2011. Area
2C guided sport allocations have also dropped by nearly 50% since 2007. While the
resource finally may have stabilized at near historically low harvest levels, the low abundance

1 ADF & G Chinook Research Team. 2013.  Chinook salmon stock assessment and research plan.  ADF
& G Special Pub. No. 13-01:  Anchorage, Alaska.
2 Data sources for this section are Tables 2.6A-G in the 2015 IPHC Annual Meeting Briefing Book and
NMFS Final Rules implementing the Pacific halibut Catch Sharing Plan for Areas 2C & 3A.
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trend is likely to continue in the near future.3 Yet during this period of substantial declines
in abundance and directed fishery harvests, NMFS has reduced the halibut PSC limits for the
GOA groundfish fisheries by a mere 15%. [78 Fed. Reg. at 53419-20].4

In 2013, NMFS and the Council addressed a similar scenario – the problem of a fixed
limit for a declining resource - in the Pacific halibut Catch Sharing Plan for Guided Sport and
Commercial Fisheries in Areas 2C and 3A.  The commercial halibut fisheries experienced
larger poundage and proportional reductions relative to the charter fishery as the Total
Constant Exploitable Yield (TCEY) declined because the commercial quota declined along
with halibut abundance, but charter fishery allocations were not directly tied to fishery
abundance.  [78 Fed. Reg. 75844-75845].  NMFS noted that as the resource declined, the
commercial share of the TCEY declined by more than 15% in Areas 2C and 3A, while the
charter sector increased its share by 1.6% in Area 2C and 3.1% in Area 3A.  [Id. at 73583].
According to NMFS, that allocation system caused negative economic impacts to the
commercial sector from reduced catch limits.  [Id].

Halibut PSC limits in the GOA also have no direct relationship to fishery abundance,
causing an adverse economic impact to directed fisheries.  Indeed, halibut PSC has a much
more significant impact on resource availability to other halibut users – both proportionally
and in terms of overall volume. From 2006 – 2010, the Area 3A and 3B TCEY began to
decrease slightly per year, but averaged over 40 million pounds.   The all-gear PSC limit was
3.8 million pounds - always less than 10% of the TCEY during that time period.  But
beginning in 2011, the TCEY began to decline substantially, dropping nearly in half to 21.3
million pounds by 2013.  The amount of the TCEY allocated to the PSC limit nearly doubled
over a three year period – to 17.8%.  In 2014, the TCEY declined yet again, to 15.9 million
pounds.  The 3.5 million pound PSC limit in 2014 under the staggered “reduction”
implemented by Amendment 95 was the highest allocation of the resource yet to the
groundfish fisheries - 22% of the TCEY.

TBC believes that the additional and maximum 15% halibut PSC limit reduction in
Council’s October 2014 motion is inadequate to address the inequity between resource users.
Unless there is an unanticipated sudden recovery of the resource, the Council’s motion will
give more fish to PSC users, causing further economic harm to commercial and guided sport
halibut fisheries.  TBC thus requests the DEIS consider adverse impacts to Alaska’s halibut
fishermen under the bycatch management program as a significant issue and recognize that
alternatives currently under consideration are not adequate to reduce those impacts.

The DEIS needs to provide a full economic analysis of impacts to
directed fisheries and halibut dependent communities

The DEIS needs to comprehensively evaluate the adverse economic impacts of PSC to
communities that depend on the halibut resource for commercial and recreational fishing.
Sitka and Homer, for example, each have substantial numbers of IFQ holders and charter
halibut permittees. Alternatives that fail to adequately limit trawl PSC, particularly over the
long-term, may impede the recovery of fishery resources and add to existing economic losses
in the commercial sector and perpetuate or exacerbate the current restrictive daily bag and
size limits imposed on the charter sector. The DEIS should provide information on how

3 Stewart, I. J. & S. Martell. 2015.  Assessment of the Pacific halibut stock at the end of 2014.  Pp.
121-140
4 Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Amendment 95 to the Fishery Management
Plan for Groundfish, 78 Fed. Reg. 53419 at 53420.  (August 29, 2013).
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different charter management measures and IFQ quota reductions have affected GOA
communities that share substantial dependence on the halibut resource.  In particular, the
DEIS needs to update and improve previous methodologies for measuring impacts to directed
fishery users.  The Amendment 95 EA, for example, underestimated economic impacts to
directed commercial fisheries by using outdated pricing information and by excluding the
long-term value of reduced juvenile halibut mortality from its quantitative analysis.5

There is also a critical need to utilize and/or develop a methodology that provides a
reasonable evaluation of economic impacts to recreational fisheries.6 The 2013 analysis for
the Halibut Catch Share Plan indicated that NMFS lacked updated information on charter
sector costs, consumer demand and angler willingness to pay, thus limiting your ability to
assess the economic impacts of shifts in utilization of the halibut resource.7 The Amendment
95 EA used an average daily client cost metric that underestimated economic impacts in part
because it utilized outdated and minimum client day values - the average value of a charter
caught halibut was approximately $136 per fish – an absurdly low estimate.

But at the same time, NMFS and the NPFMC have contracted repeatedly with
Northern Economics to develop models that provide worst case economic scenarios for the
groundfish fisheries.  In other words, the inability to fully evaluate directed fishery losses is a
problem of priority rather than impossibility.  The DEIS should consider and utilize multi-use
fisheries models that are available.8 The guided saltwater sport fisheries make critical
economic contributions to coastal communities throughout the Gulf of Alaska through direct
spending on charter fishing trips and through additional visitor expenditures. 9 Several
studies have explored the relationship between bag limits, angler decisions and economic
outputs and determined that a bag limit reduction of one halibut resulted in an angler
expenditure reduction of $13.5 million. 10 These foregone revenues have a real impact in
coastal communities that are dependent on economic activity associated with recreational
saltwater angling.  A more regionalized model therefore needs to be developed to analyze local
effects.  [Id.]. NEPA requires NMFS to make this effort to develop the information needed to
assess adverse economic impacts to guided sport fisheries.  [40 C.F.R. § 1502.22].

5 Specifically, the Amendment 95 EA used wholesale values from 2003 – 2010 to quantitatively
measure impacts even though those wholesale values similar to or lower than the ex-vessel value at
the time of the analysis (depending on the port of delivery).
6 See Plummer, M.L., W. Morrison and E.Steiner.  2012.  Allocation of fishery harvests under the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act:  Principles and practice at 8.  U.S.
Dept. of Commer., NOAA Tech. Memo. NMFS-NWFSC-115, 84 pp.
7 NPFMC. 2013.  Regulatory Amendment for a Pacific Halibut Catch Sharing Plan for the Charter
Sector and Commercial Setline Sector in International Pacific Halibut Commission Regulatory Area 2C
and Area 3A, Draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis.  Anchorage, AK:  June 2013.
8 See, e.g. Criddle, K. et al. 2002.  Property Rights and the Management of Multiple-Use Fisheries
Working Paper 2002-04.  Utah State University Economics Research Institute Study Papers, Paper 36.
9 See Fay, G. et al. 2007.  Testing a Methodology for Estimating the Economic Significance of Saltwater
Charter Fishing in Southeast Alaska at 8.  Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of
Alaska Anchorage:  May 2007 (finding that the gross saltwater charter fishing revenue in southeast
Alaska in 2005 was $73.5 million – or equal to the wholesale value generated by the GOA trawl catcher
fleet in 2009(Amendment 95 EA at 179)); Criddle, K. et al. 2003.  Participation Decisions, Angler
Welfare and the Regional Impact of Sportfishing.  Marine Resource Economics, Vol. 188, pp. 291-312
(finding that visitors spent an additional $16 million in the Cook Inlet area beyond the client day costs
of halibut and salmon sport fishing trips).
10 Id.; Lew, D.K. & C. K. Seong.  2010.  The economic impact of saltwater sport fishing harvest
restrictions in Alaska:  an empirical analysis of non-resident anglers.  In:  N. Am. Journal of Fisheries
Management 30: pp. 538-551.
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The DEIS needs to address halibut PSC in the Flatfish Fisheries

TBC requests that NMFS consider halibut PSC in the trawl flatfish fisheries as a
significant issue for in-depth analysis in the DEIS. [40 C.F.R. §§ 1501.7(a); 1508.25]. Over
the past six years, all GOA trawl fisheries have accounted for between 75% and 87% of the
total GOA halibut PSC and the flatfish fisheries have taken more than half of the trawl PSC
each of these years.11 In 2011 and 2014 the arrowtooth flounder fishery alone took over a
million pounds of halibut – more than half of the total GOA trawl halibut PSC:

TABLE: Halibut PSC in GOA Flatfish Fisheries (thousands of pounds, net weight)12

Arrowtooth
Flounder

Flathead
Sole

Rex Sole Shallow
Water Flats

Total GOA
Flatfish Fisheries

2009 286 44 267 788 1,385
2010 674 203 403 714 1,994
2011 1,225 99 182 401 1,907
2012 591 123 78 258 1,050
2013 478 47 246 228 999
2014 1,145 4 91 259 1,499

Notably, the 2010 and 2011 combined ex-vessel value of the halibut taken as PSC (3.9
million pounds) in the trawl flatfish fisheries would have been generated $21.5 million had
those fish been harvested in the IFQ fisheries and delivered to GOA processors.13 In
contrast, the total ex-vessel value of the flatfish fisheries in 2010 and 2011 was $14.5 million
– roughly 2/3 of the value of the halibut wasted as PSC.14 TBC believes that the DEIS needs
to consider more narrowly tailored management measures such as area closures as
authorized by the GOA FMP to reduce PSC in these fisheries. Finally, the cost-benefit
analysis in the DEIS needs to clearly address the value of halibut taken in these fisheries in
way that allows for meaningful consideration of the trade-offs between alternatives.  [40
C.F.R. § 1502.24].

11 Williams, G. 2015.  Incidental catch and mortality of Pacific Halibut.  Int. Pac. Halibut Comm.
Report and Research Activities 2014.  Pp. 313-336; Williams, G. 2015.  Incidental catch and mortality
of Pacific Halibut.  Int. Pac. Halibut Comm. Report and Research Activities 2014.  Pp. 313-336;
Williams, G. 2014.  Incidental catch and mortality of Pacific Halibut.  Int. Pac. Halibut Comm. Report
and Research Activities 2013.  Pp. 289-310.; Williams, G. 2013.  Incidental catch and mortality of
Pacific Halibut.  Int. Pac. Halibut Comm. Report and Research Activities 2012.  Pp. 315-336; Williams,
G. 2012.  Incidental catch and mortality of Pacific Halibut.  Int. Pac. Halibut Comm. Report and
Research Activities 2011.  Pp. 381-396; Williams, G. 2011.  Incidental catch and mortality of Pacific
Halibut.  Int. Pac. Halibut Comm. Report and Research Activities 2010.  Pp. 281-298; Williams, G.
2010.  Incidental catch and mortality of Pacific Halibut.  Int. Pac. Halibut Comm. Report and Research
Activities 2009.  Pp. 389-404.
12 Data Source: see id.
13 Fissel, B. et al. 2014. Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation Report for the Groundfish
Fisheries of the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Area; Economic Status of the
Groundfish Fisheries of Alaska 2013.  Seattle, WA:  November 2014.  Table H54A (halibut ex-vessel
prices used to calculate value of PSC).  (November 2014 Council Draft).
14 Id. at Table 19.
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Gear Conversion and Spatial Management Alternatives

The NOI states that the EIS will consider “alternative ways … to manage bycatch
species.”  [80 Fed. Reg. at 40990]. TBC supports the Council’s October 2014 decision to
allow using pot gear to fish trawl Pacific cod quota and requests that the DEIS provide a
comprehensive analysis of ways to further incentivize gear conversion in order to create
conservation benefits across the Gulf of Alaska and beyond through a shift to gear types with
lower bycatch levels and mortality rates and greatly reduced habitat impacts. The 2004
PSEIS provided for a broad range of practicable management tools to encourage the use of
more selective harvesting methods, such as closing areas to trawl gear. [See, e.g. NMFS 2004
at 2-54 - 2-60].

Incentivizing PSC reduction through gear conversion should be a critical component of
the bycatch management program. The halibut PSC rate in the Bering Sea Aleutian Islands
(BSAI) trawl cod fisheries has generally been double the rate in the BSAI longline fisheries.15

Also, the longline fisheries consistently generate twice as much economic value relative to
their take of halibut PSC.  [Id. at 29, Table 15].  The cod pot fishery has a “very low” bycatch
rate which is “generally at least an order of magnitude lower than any of the other sectors.”
[Id. at 25].  As a result, the pot fishery generates “extremely high” economic value per unit of
halibut take relative to other gear types.  [Id. at 26]. Notably, the GOA halibut PSC rate in
the trawl cod fisheries is considerably higher than the BSAI PSC rate. [Fissel, B. et al. 2013,
Tables 14, 15].

The DEIS should include a section reviewing the effectiveness of catch
share programs in terms of realizing ecological and socio-economic benefits

TBC requests that the DEIS review the relationship between catch share programs for
target species and broader conservation benefits.    In the past few years, more than 30
published articles have addressed the socio-economic and environmental effects of catch
share programs in a way that would help to inform the analysis in the DEIS.16 Target species
catch share programs are not bycatch reduction measures by themselves but rather
primarily aim towards improving the economics of target fishery harvests.17 Catch share
proponents characterize privatization as an incentive for resource stewardship.18 But this
incentive does not necessarily extend to the larger ecosystem; it addresses fishery practices
in order to maintain consistent and predictable harvests.19 If PSC allocations are not
reduced relative to the status quo, the program may achieve more economic utilization of

15 Northern Economics. 2014.  A quantitative examination of halibut mortality in BSAI Groundfish
fisheries.  P. 24, Table 14.
16 See, e.g. http://www.seaweb.org/science/MSRnewsletters/MSR_FA_FisheriesManagement_4-
2013.php
17 See e.g. Hannesson, R.  Norway’s Experience with ITQs.  Marine Policy 38: 45-53, 2013; Rieser, A.,
Watling, L. and Guinotte, J. Trawl fisheries, catch shares and the protection of benthic marine
ecosystems:  Has ownership generated incentives for seafloor stewardship?  Marine Policy 40:  75-83,
2013; Emery, T.J., Green, B.S., Gardner, C. and Tisdell, J.  Are input controls required in individual
transferable quota fisheries to address ecosystem based fisheries management objectives?  Marine
Policy 36(1):  122-131, 2012; Nowlis, J. and Van Benthem, A.A.  Do property rights lead to sustainable
catch increases?  Marine Resource Economics 27(1):  89-105 (2012).
18 Nowlis, J. and Van Benthem, A.A.  2012.
19 Rieser, A., Watling, L., and Guinotte, J.  Trawl fisheries, catch shares and the protection of benthic
marine ecosystems:  Has ownership generated incentives for seafloor stewardship? Marine Policy 40:
75-83, 2013.
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PSC species and even reduce PSC rates yet fail to achieve any meaningful reduction in the
amount of PSC mortality.

The relationship between privatization and conservation is frequently assumed, but
the scientific literature does not document a clear relationship, warranting caution “before
broad generalizations about ITQs and resource outcomes are made.”20 Two recent reviews of
catch share system trends indicated that a more plausible hypothesis is that other
components of the new programs – particularly improved catch monitoring and reporting –
are the key to achieving conservation benefits.21 Also, management measures that regulate
fisheries in terms of the timing and location of bycatch are more important than economic
efficiency measures.22

The amount of additional management control needed to achieve ecosystem objectives
in catch share fisheries can vary by fishery, and non-selective fishing methods require more
intensive spatial and temporal management because of habitat effects and non-target species
interactions.23 According to a 2012 review of catch share systems and ecosystem effects,
“[i]ndustrial scale fishing methods and oversized and heavy fishing gear can result in high
levels of mortality to pelagic marine life caught in or encountering the fishing gear, as well as
extensive damage to the seafloor environment” and “[m]arket based instruments such as
catch share arrangements are not designed to address these ecological costs.”24 Thus,
“[e]cological losses … are not diminished unless additional regulations are imposed upon the
owners of the fishing quotas.”25

In other words, the DEIS should address the uncertainty surrounding the ability of
catch share programs by themselves in achieving ecological objectives, and evaluate the role
of other management components in ensuring that the bycatch management program is also
a bycatch reduction program. TBC believes that an allocation of PSC species as proposed in
the action alternatives may have some merit relative to the status quo, but only if those
allocations reflect a meaningful reduction in PSC limits and are accompanied by additional
management measures.

Sincerely,

Paul Olson

20 Carothers, C., and Chambers, C.  Fisheries privatization and the remaking of fishery systems.
Environment and Society 3:  39-59, 2012 (explaining that catch share proponents overlook how the
conservation goal is created by limits on overall harvests, which exist independently of ITQs, which
simply divide up the overall harvest among individuals, and thus, where there is a conservation
benefit, it results from the presence of a total quota than the division of that quota into shares).
21 Essington, T.C., Melnychuk, M.C., Branch, T.A., Heppell, S.S., Jensen, O.P. Link, J.S., Martel,
S.J.D., Parma, A.M., Pope, J.G., and Smith, A.D.M.  Catch shares, fisheries and ecological
stewardship:  a comparative analysis of resource responses to a rights-based policy instrument.
Conservation Letters 5(3):  186-195 (2012); Nowlis, J. et al. 2012.
22 Emery, T.J. et al. 2012.
23 Id..
24 Rieser, A. et al 2012.
25 Id.
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8/26/2015 
 
Glenn Merrill 
Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska Region 
NOAA–NMFS–2014–0150 
Re: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any Gulf of 
Alaska (GOA) trawl bycatch management program 
 
AWTA supports Alternative 2 from the October 12th, 2014 North Pacific Fisheries 
Management Council’s GOA Trawl Bycatch Motion.  
 
If additional elements and options are considered for inclusion in the Gulf of Alaska Trawl 
Bycatch package, Alternative 2 in the existing council motion must remain as the analysis is 
developed 
 
AWTA members feel that the following measures are especially important: 
 
Cooperative Style Management Program - We have experience with the Central Gulf of Alaska 
Rockfish fishery and the Bering Sea AFA Pollock fishery which are cooperative style programs 
both of which have proven to be very successful.   
 
Allocation of Primary and Secondary species - It is very important to stop the race-for-fish in the 
GOA.  This will allow time for the fisheries to be prosecuted more thoughtfully and carefully.  
Allocating target (Pollock and Pacific Cod) and some secondary species in a CO-OP style 
management program will accomplish this goal. 
 
Allocation of PSC – Allocation of Halibut and Chinook salmon PSC pro-rate based on 
groundfish harvests will insure  individual accountability and reduce the likelihood that poor 
PSC performance by one vessel will adversely impact other vessels with good PSC performance. 

o Halibut There should be no additional Halibut PSC reduction.  The trawl fleet is 
already subject to Halibut PSC reductions from a previous NPFMC action.  
Pollock quotas are at historical highs now and the fleet spends the majority of its 
effort catching them.  As the abundance of Pollock cycles back down in the future 
Pacific Cod and flatfish target fisheries will increase and having adequate Halibut 
PSC available is necessary 

o Chinook salmon - The analysis should look at allocating additional Chinook 
salmon PSC to the trawl fisheries in the GOA and consider the ESA limit of 

Alaska Whitefish 
Trawlers Association 

 P.O. Box 991 
Kodiak, AK   

99615 
aktrawlers@gmail.com 

alaskawhitefishtrawlers.org 
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40,000 Chinook as the upper bounds instead of the current 32,500 Chinook.  
Genetic analysis is showing that bycaught Chinook salmon in the GOA are 
coming from hatcheries and Alaskan river systems of concern are not being 
impacted.  Hatcheries continue to release hundreds of millions of Chinook every 
year and more, small hatchery fish are being seen on the fishing grounds. 
Environmental conditions are resulting in increased survival rates and presently 
we are already seeing increasing returns of Chinook to Alaskan river systems. 
 

Allocation to historic, dependent stakeholders – Access privileges should be granted to 
harvesters that demonstrate long term involvement and dependence on the GOA trawl fisheries.   
 
AWTA members do not support Community Fishing Associations (CFA).  We are concerned by 
the additional regulatory burden and inevitable costs associated with having another government 
regulatory authority involved in fisheries management.   
 

The Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association (AWTA) is located in Kodiak, Alaska, and has been 
in existence for over 40 years.  A not-for-profit industry trade association, AWTA represents 22 
trawl vessels that are independent family-owned businesses. AWTA members harvest pollock, 
cod and other groundfish in the Gulf of Alaska, as well as the Bering Sea and off the West Coast.  
AWTA vessels contribute to the economies in the state of Alaska as well as Washington and 
Oregon and fishery management issues that occur within the North Pacific Fishery Management 
Council (NPFMC) directly affect AWTA businesses. 
 
The trawl groundfish industry in the Gulf of Alaska has been fully engaged in the Council 
process and has been asking for a new fisheries management structure for over 14 years.  In 2001 
congress directed the North Pacific Fishery Management Council to examine fisheries under its 
jurisdiction to determine whether rationalization is needed— 
 

“The North Pacific Fishery Management Council shall examine the fisheries under its 
jurisdiction, particularly the Gulf of Alaska groundfish and Bering Sea crab fisheries, to 
determine whether rationalization is needed.   In particular, the North Pacific Council 
shall analyze individual fishing quotas, processor quotas, cooperatives, and quotas held 
by communities.   The analysis should include an economic analysis of the impact of all 
options on communities and processors as well as the fishing fleets.  The North Pacific 
Council shall present its analysis to the appropriations and authorizing committees of the 
Senate and House of Representatives in a timely manner.” 
 

The Council did create a new management program for the Bering Sea Crab fishery but has not 
complied with the congressional direction for the Gulf of Alaska.  The groundfish trawl fisheries 
in the Gulf of Alaska remain one of the last major fisheries in Alaska that is still operates under 
an antiquated management style.  The needs for a comprehensive new management program 
have time and time again been side-tracked due to political maneuvering rather than concern for 
the GOA groundfish resources and the stakeholders that are dependent on them.  Good progress 
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on a new management program was being made until Sarah Palin was elected governor in 2006 
when her administration stopped further work on this program.  After a number of years progress 
was again being made until recently Bill Walker was elected governor and again the 
administration has sought to stop moving forward on a new management program.  These 
decisions were made without regard to the impacts on the resource and dependent 
stakeholders.  It is critically important that the new trawl bycatch management program in the 
Gulf of Alaska stop being subjected to the political whims that result from changes in 
administration and actually move forward for development and implementation. 
 
It is assumed that the trawl sector in the Gulf of Alaska can continue to operate successfully 
under the current management structure but the industry is being set up to fail.  The recent May 3 
closure of the non-Pollock, non-Rockfish fisheries due to the Chinook salmon hard cap being 
exceeded is a dramatic example of what the industry will likely see in the future. 
 
This rationalization plan was promised to participants as a way to provide the necessary tools 
and incentives to harvest healthy target species while significantly reducing bycatch of salmon 
and halibut by ending the race for fish.  The fleet is in the untenable situation of meeting the 
burden of reduced bycatch allowances and facing the increased costs of avoiding that bycatch 
without any of the tools that can help us achieve that goal and keep expenses in check.  As 
requirements to significantly reduce bycatch in other areas continue to be implemented, 
particularly in the Bering Sea, we will see increased and unsustainable fishing pressure occur in 
the unprotected Gulf of Alaska which only exacerbates the underlying race for fish and its 
associated problems. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
Robert L. Krueger, Executive Director 
Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association 
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August 27, 2015

Glenn Merrill

Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries

NMFS Alaska Region

Re: NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150

Dear Mr. Merrill,

With my brother, I own and operate a trawler based in Sand Point.  Over the last 25

years, cod and pollock have contributed to over half of our annual income.

The current "race for fish" structure is not compatible with the by-catch limits which are

in place for salmon and halibut.  Co-ops are the tool that is needed to reduce by-catch.

That is the primary reason I support catch share plan, alternate 2.  Also, this plan is

history based, which will reward investments of time, money, and effort.

Linking catch history to specific processors will support local communities.  I strongly

oppose Alternative 3, community shares.  I can imagine nothing more destabilizing to the

industry than having a quota controlled by communities.

Sincerely,

Robert Puratich

FV Marauder
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Page Count: 0

Submitter Info

Comment: Dear Mr. Merrill Thank you for the opportunity to submit
scoping comments on the proposed bycatch management program in
the Gulf of Alaska ("GOA"). As an Alaskan that cares about the
health of our fisheries and is adversely affected by declines
in Chinook salmon and halibut populations in the GOA, I
recognize the importance of bycatch reduction in the GOA trawl
groundfish fisheries. The North Pacific Fishery Management
Council ("Council") initiated the proposed GOA bycatch
management program specifically to reduce bycatch. Bycatch in
the GOA has a significant impact on the communities of Alaska
that depend on Chinook salmon and halibut fisheries. For
example, over the past decade, commercial halibut catch limits
in the GOA have been reduced 73%, and halibut charter bag
limits have been reduced in Southeast and Southcentral Alaska.
Similarly, Chinook salmon returns throughout Alaska have been
poor, resulting in economic and social disruption to the
individuals, businesses, and communities that are dependent on
the fishery. The negative impacts of bycatch have not been
distributed evenly: the Council has not reduced trawl bycatch
by nearly the same level as the directed salmon and halibut
fisheries have been affected. To rebuild stocks everyone must
do their part to support conservation. Moving forward, the
Council's bycatch management program must achieve additional
bycatch reductions beyond existing levels. Importantly, catch
share programs, such as those being considered in the range of
alternatives, do not guarantee bycatch reduction; rather,
bycatch reduction must be included as key part of the program
design. Thus, in order to meaningfully evaluate both the
potential impacts of the bycatch management program, and a
reasonable range of alternatives, bycatch reductions beyond
the status quo must represent the core component of the
proposed action. The time is now to take meaningful action to
reduce bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. Thank you again for the
opportunity to comment on this important issue. Sincerely,
Sarah Brooks

First Name: Sarah

Middle Name:

Last Name: Brooks

Mailing Address:

Mailing Address 2:

City:

Country: United States

State or Province:

ZIP/Postal Code:

Email Address:

C8 Public comments for EIS scoping on GOA TBM 
October 2015

211



Comment by Stephen Mallison 
 
My name is Stephen Mallinson and I am writing to you in regards to the rationalization of the Gulf of 
Alaska trawl fisheries. I have been a trawl skipper for several decades. I started fishing here in Kodiak, 
Alaska in 1979 and have fished from San Francisco to ST. Paul. Over the years I've seen all sorts of 
attempts to manage fish stocks and none of them have been successful, they try surveys, observers, raise 
and lower quotas the list goes on. The truth is that no one can really predict with 100% accuracy what is 
going on in our oceans. All I know is what goes on around me, the longer I fish the more I realize the 
ocean is a complex place that continues to change. I see people comment on trawling but they have 
limited knowledge of the reality, i.e. we are destroying the oceans eco system, yet i return year after year 
to the same grounds and i am still catching fish. No fishery is perfect yet some would have you believe 
otherwise. The issues of by-catch has been front and center in our fishery, we have attempted to work 
together to reduce this problem but is it really a problem or the politics of fishing. Rather than by -catch 
why is it not My-catch, I caught them why shouldn't i be allowed to keep and sell them. Someone long 
ago decided that trawling for halibut or salmon shouldn't be allowed, why? Fish share the ocean and don't 
live in segregated areas, i don't target these fish but I do catch them, with the use of modified gear these 
incidents are being reduced but they will never be 100% effective. Help me to mitigate these occurrences 
by giving me the tools to accomplish this end. My career in fishing is coming to an end soon but not for 
the young men and women that follow like my son and son in-law. Don't be swayed by the other user 
groups that have their own agendas, everyone has bycatch. Please follow the other areas of the USA that 
have rationalized fisheries and don't be swayed by the politics of governors, senators, and council 
members that only speak to get themselves reelected. I therefore support Alternative 2 for the EIS at this 
time as it seems to support my efforts over the span of my career. Thank you Stephen Mallinson 
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To: Glenn Merrrill Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska Region 
NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150 Re: Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for any GOA trawl bycatch 
management program  
 
My name is Stoian Iankov. I am writing this letter on behalf my wife and our son Stefan Iankov who lives 
in Kodiak and is the captain and part owner of the vessel Michelle Renee. In addition to the captain we 
employ 3 to 4 crewmen. The vessel is based in Kodiak, AK. and is dependent on the GOA trawl fisheries. 
Pollock, P Cod, Rock fish and Sole fish. Throughout the years we have seen the change of management in 
the Bering Sea fisheries, Rock Fish in the GOA and recently off the West Coast (Washington, Oregon & 
California) to Catch Shares. Allocating the target species and bycatch. These programs have been great 
SUCCESS STORIES for everyone to see. Our vessel is involved in the GOA rock fish Catch Share 
program. Right away we experienced a reduction in halibut bycatch and the fishery also answers the 
concerns in the National Standard Guidelines. I do not know of any other way to manage a trawl fishery 
then through a CO-OP. The GOA trawl fisheries are under tremendous scrutiny from NPFMC. Reducing 
bycatch without a CO-OP style Catch Share program constrains our ability to produce and deliver fish to 
the communities that we so much want to protect. Like we saw this last spring, with the closure of the 
non-pollock, non-rockfish fisheries due to a very low Chinook salmon cap. We also have reduced halibut 
PSC cap. The impact of this action we will not know until the Pollock TACs start going down and the 
GOA dependent vessels have to rely on P Cod and Sole fish to make up for revenue. We support 
Alternative 2 from October 12th. 2014 Council's GOA Trawl Bycatch Motion. By allocating target 
species, some secondary and PSC species in a CO-OP style management, all concerns from the 
Communities will be addressed. We will see Sustainable Fisheries and Healthy Communities. We DO 
NOT support CFAs. Another bureaucracy will only add to the cost of doing business. IBQ will not solve 
anything. The race for fish will still remain. Lets model the GOA trawl fisheries on a proven program and 
save the GOA dependent vessels. In addition , there is a mandate from Congress. "Congress has 
recognized the importance of rationalization for the Gulf of Alaska ground fish fisheries. As part of the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2001 (Public Law 106-554)" "The North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council shall examine the fisheries under its jurisdiction, particularly the Gulf of Alaska 
ground fish and Bering Sea crab fisheries, to determine whether rationalization is needed. In particular, 
the North Pacific Council shall analyze individual fishing quotas, processor quotas, cooperatives, and 
quotas held by communities. The analysis should include an economic analysis of the impact of all 
options on communities and processors as well as the fishing fleets. The North Pacific Council shall 
present its analysis to the appropriations and authorizing committees of the Senate and House of 
Representatives in a timely manner." Sincerely Stoian Iankov 
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August 14, 2015 

 

Mr. Glenn Merrill 

Assistant Regional Administrator 

Sustainable Fisheries Division, Alaska Region, NMFS 

P.O. Box 21668,  

Juneau, AK 99802-1668. 

 

Attn: Ellen Sebastian 

 

Subject: Comment on Draft “Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone off Alaska; Groundfish 

Fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska (NOAA–NMFS–2014–0150, billing code: 3510–22–P)” 

 

Dear Sir or Madam,  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration of our comments on the management program for 

trawl groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). We, the authors of this letter, are five 

marine (social and natural) scientists currently working for different American research 

institutions. This letter, however, is written from our personal perspectives, as individuals and 

seafood consumers interested in the value and protection of the groundfish fishery. The goal of 

the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the North Pacific Fishery Management 

Council (hereafter “The Council”) in developing a new management plan for GOA Groundfish is 

to enhance the status of the marine ecosystem and the economic development of the region. With 

the wish of contributing to this relevant goal, and given our knowledge about the functioning of 

social-ecological systems like fisheries, we find ourselves obligated to transfer to you our 

thoughts about the proposed plan. 

 

Despite the groundfish fishery is currently considered well-managed and sustainable (North 

Pacific Fishery Management Council 2015), the bycatch rates are outrageously high and they 
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must be reduced (National Standard 9 in Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 

Management Act). Bycatch directly impacts on the ecosystem status and the economy of the 

fishing communities, as well as it creates conflicts between fleets because it includes the target 

species of other fisheries in the area, such as halibut or Chinook salmon. Additionally, bycatch 

makes the fishery inefficient since the trawlers often fish the prohibited species catch (PSC) 

before achieving the total allowable catch (TAC). Consequently the fishery is closed despite the 

groundfish stock being underexploited. 

In order to address the bycatch problem, the proposed rule, for which comments were solicited, 

includes three alternatives. 1) No action; 2) Allocate exclusive harvest privileges to participants 

who join a cooperative; 3) Allocate exclusive harvest privileges to participants who join a 

cooperative and either a Community Fishing Association or an Adaptive Management Program.  

We strongly support either Alternative 2 or 3 over Alternative 1, since there is evidence 

that the implementation of catch share programs leads to reduced by-catch rate and interannual 

variability in landings and exploitation rate, making fisheries more predictable (Essington 2010). 

However, we are unable to select between Alternatives 2 and 3 because key information to 

understand what option is more practicable and fair is missing from the bill. In this regard, the 

rights and responsibilities of the members of a community fishing association or a cooperative, 

the economic cost to join them, as well as the responsibilities of the fishermen participating in an 

adaptive management program, must be well explained so that stakeholders, the public, NMFS 

and the Council can analyze the pros and cons of both alternatives. 

Additionally, we want to emphasize the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should 

assess not only the impact of the new management program on the biophysical system, but also 

on the fishing communities. Although it is not specified in this proposal, a Social Impact 

Assessment should be undertaken as part of the EIS process required under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 U.S.C. § 4321) in order to understand how these 

alternatives would impact the social system (as required by law under the Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act [sec.303]). In addition, climate change and other 

external factors can influence the outcomes of these alternatives, so they should be addressed in 

the EIS as well. 
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Opposition to Alternative 1 

We oppose Alternative 1 because it supports a derby fishery, a fishery of brief duration where 

fishermen race to catch as much fish as they can before the fishery closes.  Derby fisheries have 

been used globally, but in recent years, many fisheries have been converting from derby fisheries 

to an allocated quota, such as an Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) system (National Research 

Council 1999). While derby fisheries allow many fishermen to simultaneously participate, they 

can create problems based on the common property nature of the fishery resource, such as when 

a given resource is accessible to multiple users, the result is a free-for-all competition for the 

greatest share of the resource to the detriment of themselves, the resource, and society as a whole 

(Ciriacy-Wantrup).  Because an allocated quota system promotes safer working conditions for 

fishermen, is preferred by fishermen, and reduces bycatch we support Alternative 2 or 3, which 

eliminates the derby fishery.  We oppose Alternative 1, the status quo.  

Derby fisheries promote more dangerous working conditions for fisherman, as there is 

reward for working in risky and adverse conditions, promoted by the “race to fish” (Dewees 

1998). Switching to an allocated quota system, either Alternative 2 or 3, would secure each 

vessel’s share of the groundfish and eliminate the need to work in adverse, dangerous conditions.  

Furthermore, allocated quota systems are supported by fishermen.  An extensive survey 

conducted of GOA fisherman concluded that the perceived positive impacts of eliminating derby 

fishery include: improved safety, improved price, market stability, improved management, 

consumer benefits, environmental benefits, longer fishing season, and professionalization and 

stability of the fishing fleet (Carothers 2013). Another study, Anderson et al (2014), conducted a 

novel, quasi-continuous time experimental environment to explore the effort timing behavior of 

harvesters managed under common pool (derby) and individual fishing quotas. After 

experiencing both management systems, subjects choose to be in a group with Individual Fishing 

Quotas (IFQs) by a 3:1 margin.    

A positive environmental outcome of moving away from a derby fishery is reduced 

bycatch, as fishermen can afford time to strategically fish different areas.  The current GOA 

Groundfish management program aims to improve management of all species caught in the GOA 

trawl groundfish, even if the total allowable catch limit for that species has not been 

harvested.  Catching legal limits of any bycatch would close down the groundfish 
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fishery.  Already this year an Emergency Rule has been instituted to keep the groundfish fishery 

open in the face of Chinook salmon bycatch limits being reached earlier than 

expected.  Reducing bycatch by switching to an allocated quota system would be positive for 

both the environment and the fisherman by promoting longer fishing seasons of the target 

species.   

 

Key considerations for the EIS 

Climate change is and will continue to be a huge challenge for managing natural resources. 

There is clear evidence that the GOA is experiencing, and will continue to see, changes in ocean 

temperature and pH that can lead to changes in primary and secondary productivity, with 

ramifications to target stocks, their essential habitats and ecosystems in which they play an 

important role (Pinsky et al, 2013, Peterson et al 2015, Mathis et al 2015). Because of this, a 

precautionary approach to management of fisheries is increasingly important for target and 

bycatch species, the ecosystems they are a part of and socio-economic considerations.  

The long-term sustainability of the GOA Groundfish management plan is dependent upon 

incorporating climate change contingencies and continuing to build the social and ecological 

framework for adaptive and dynamic management of these resources (e.g. Maxwell et al, 

2015).  We would like to stress the need for creative, forward thinking, inexpensive, and targeted 

monitoring methods that will allow the fishery to adapt to environmental changes such as 

species’ range shifts, shifts in species’ preferred depths, and changes to community composition, 

including important species interactions that can influence availability of commercial species, 

(Pinsky et al, 2013). As the GOA Groundfish fishery is comprised of 141 species (NPFMC 

2015), this is particularly important. The currently proposed management plan includes 

monitoring efforts to specifically ensure that bycatch regulations are met (Goal 10, Section 2.6, 

Table 13); however, some of these same tools (Observers, Vessel Monitoring Systems, electronic 

logbooks, and video monitoring) can be and should be used to collect information to develop the 

tools to adaptively manage the GOA Groundfish fishery. Real-time information sharing from 

these methods can be employed to directly reduce bycatch and adaptively manage. We would 

like to see these methods directly addressed in the EIS.  We feel that spatially explicit (in three 

dimensions) fisheries-based monitoring of both physical and biological components is crucial to 
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reducing bycatch and discards, adapting to changing environmental conditions, and to the 

continued labeling of this fishery as sustainable (Driscoll, 2014; seafoodwatch.org). Finally, we 

note that the review process (a five year review, Discussion Paper, Section 10, pp 131), and a 

continued structure for review and adaptation is key to the continued sustainability of this 

fishery. 

 

Addressing the Human Environment 

We are unable to choose between Alternatives 2 and 3 until a better understanding of the fishing 

communities’ perceptions and potential participation in both a community fishing association 

and adaptive management plan is reached. Furthermore, it is unclear what the criteria are for 

establishing an adaptive management plan; this should be explicit when considering management 

alternatives. We would like to provide the following considerations: (1) Collection of fishing 

profiles to update current ones (Himes-Cornell, 2011); (2) using profiles to understand 

perceptions of proposed rule and participation within cooperatives, CFAs, or adaptive 

management plans; (3) and how these alternatives will lead to changes in participation and 

impact people. 

 In order to achieve the Council’s operating goals and objectives in addressing the human 

environment (Discussion Paper, section 1.4, page 6) it is required that a Social Impact 

Assessment (SIA) be conducted to understand how best to allocate quota and ensure “fair and 

equitable access privileges” (Goal 4, page 7), “limit consolidation and provide entry 

opportunities” (Goal 6, page 7), and “promote active participation by owners of harvest vessels 

and fishing privileges” (Goal 14, page 7) (North Pacific Fishery Management Council, 2014). 

Port profiles used to inform SIA have already been completed in Alaska in addition to 

136 community short-form profiles (Sepez, J., et al. 2005). To ensure the validity of these data it 

is important to have social scientists from the Alaska Fisheries Science Center (AFSC) undertake 

an additional study to document current social trends and changes over time (Abbott-Jamieson 

and Clay 2010). There are numerous studies conducted by social scientists that indicate the 

importance of assessing vulnerability of human populations to specific management actions (e.g., 

Pollnac et al. 2006; Clay and Olson 2008; Johnson, T. et al. 2014). Information regarding current 

and/or potential participation in cooperatives, community fishing associations, or adaptive 
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management plans for the GOA Groundfish trawl fishery can be derived from these port profiles 

and additional social impact analysis. We recognize that sociocultural analysis is equally 

intensive and costly as stock assessments or economic analyses (Pollnac et al. 2006), which will 

require substantial investment from NMFS. However, to ensure sustainability of this fishery a 

thorough assessment is needed. 

Many important considerations of impacts on the human environment have been 

addressed as priorities by the North Pacific Council, one key priority of the Council on the 

human environment is to support the continued participation of coastal communities that are 

dependent on the fisheries, which is mandated by National Standard 8 in the MSA (16 U.S.C. 

§1851(2)(8)). It is imperative that there are mechanisms for new participants to enter the fishery. 

One of the more recent issues in coastal fisheries, especially along the west coast of North 

America, is the aging of the fleet, which some social scientists at NOAA are currently addressing 

(Pollnac et al. 2006; Russell et al. 2014). This issue has been attributed to catch share programs 

like IFQ management programs becoming too costly to enter the fishery. Alternatives 2 and 3 

may be potential solutions to address this critical issue, but to evaluate this, we think the EIS 

should include information about the mechanisms that will address allocation and new 

participant entry. 

We agree with the GOA FMP that data collection via observer coverage is a priority to 

contribute to data availability and understanding of bycatch distribution. However, it is unclear 

how observer expenses will be covered. Will the expenses be covered by NMFS, through 

cooperatives, or by individuals (vessels or otherwise)? How will the GOA fishermen be impacted 

by different alternatives? This is an issue that needs to be addressed prior to choosing a 

management alternative and moving forward with implementation of a new FMP that requires 

100-200% observer coverage. If industry ceases to cover observer expenses, there are other 

options that could be considered, such as the use of a NOAA intern program, trained volunteer 

efforts, and/or the continued and expanded use of electronic reporting and vessel monitoring 

systems. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this issue. We hope you find our 

comments helpful to improve the proposed EIS and address the sustainability of this new 

management program. 
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August 28, 2015 
 
Glenn Merrill, Assistant Regional Administrator for Sustainable Fisheries NMFS, Alaska Region 
NOAA–NMFS–2014–0150 
 
Re: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any Gulf of Alaska (GOA) trawl 
bycatch management program 
 
I am Ted Kishimoto, president of International Seafoods of Alaska, Inc., which operates a full service fish processing 
plant in Kodiak, Alaska with approximately 350 employees.  
 
Approximately 50% of the whole round fish we purchase come from our trawl fleet. It cannot be overstated that we 
rely on the GOA trawl Groundfish fisheries. We believe that the present fishery environment does not work. The 
Council has put restrictions on the trawl industry – new Chinook salmon limits and reduced halibut PSC caps. There 
is so much uncertainty in the fishery my company is concerned about our business staying profitable. In fact the 
company posted a net loss in the month of May 2015 because we just did not have enough fish in plant due to the 
non-pollock non-rockfish program fishery closure on May 3rd when the Chinook cap was reached. This affected our 
employee’s income and Kodiak Island Borough’s tax revenues.  
 
We have positive experiences with cooperative fishery management (rockfish, AFA pollock, etc.). The cooperative 
management works for bycatch management (salmon bycatch in AFA, halibut bycatch in Rockfish, and little discards 
in these fisheries) and improving utilization of groundfish fisheries. The cooperative fishery management enables us 
to make our production plan and marketing easier as we can see how much fish will be harvested and processed 
and available for the market place. 
 
We support the present Council motion (alternative 2) for analysis in the EIS that was developed within the Council 
process. Alternative 2 is a cooperative program that allocates cod and pollock and halibut and Chinook salmon PSC 
to harvesters. We do not suppert Alternative 3 because the extra cost will be impose on historical stakeholders.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ted Kishimoto 
President 
International Seafoods of Alaska, Inc. 
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August   26, 2015 

Glenn Merrill 
Assistant Regional Administrator, Sustainable Fisheries Division 
Alaska Region NMFS 
P.O. Box 21668 
Juneau, AK 99802-1668 
 
Docket ID: NOAA-NMFS-2014-0150 
 
Dear Mr. Merrill, 
I am writing in response to the request by NOAA to comment on the proposed management change for 
the G.O.A. ground fish.  I own and operate a boat based in Sand Point, Alaska and predominantly fish in 
the Western gulf with some time spent in the Central gulf.  At the N.P.F.M.C. meeting, Oct. 2014 the 
state of Alaska put forth a catch-share plan to give the trawl fleet the "tools" to control and reduce by-
catch.  I liked the plan, testified this to the council, and asked that they move forward.   

I have read the six points that the program intends to accomplish, and I agree with all of them.  I wish 
there would have been a seventh point, and that would be to save the financial well being of the fishing 
vessels.   

There have been fifteen years of different plans and/or discussions on G.O.A rationalization.  The second 
time around there was much concern for the crew members.  This last time all we heard was about 
protecting the communities.    At some point, someone ought to be concerned with the financial well 
being of the boats and the owners.  Without a healthy business environment for boat owners, 
eventually crew jobs will go elsewhere.  My boat is based in Sand Point, a small community which the 
core of its economy is fishing based.  G.O.A. ground fish is important to Sand Point, and without some 
stability soon for the local fleet, fishing businesses will go elsewhere.  There was one "local" boat sold 
this spring and it was not sold to another Sand Point resident.  It was sold to a Seattle resident that has 
money made from the American fisheries act.  Another sale pending is also not being sold to a local 
resident, but to a person who owns a Bering Sea crab boat.  Does this give you any idea of where money 
is actually generated in this business?   In the last four years an average 71% of my boat’s gross income 
has been from a combination of trawl cod and pollock. 

With all the restrictions and by-catch quotas placed on the trawl fleet it is becoming more and more 
difficult to remain profitable and make a living for myself and my crew.  In June of 2014 I listened to 
Nicole Kimball tell the council, and B.O.F. members present, that the trawl fleet would be fishing under a 
catch-share plan by 2017.  You cannot reduce, or in many cases control by-catch while racing for fish.  
The mind set is to get as much target species on the boat before the next guy does.  

The trawl fleet has never been given the opportunity to prove just how clean we can fish if we are not 
racing for fish.  When at a council meeting, all the focus is on reducing by-catch so that's all we talk 
about.  In reality, when I haul back, what I am focused on is how much target species we have.  I'm 
trying to make money for the boat.  I've got three guys behind me that are depending on me to make 
them a living, so I'm doing whatever I can to put as much fish on the boat, before the next boat does.   
Some of us know you can clean up fishing by investments in gear.  When the consensus was that we 
were going to be fishing under a catch share plan I spent, in  the last three years, over thirty  thousand 
dollars on excluders,  gear to make the excluder work better, freight, and excluder modifications, for 
both the pollock and the cod trawl.   At this point I feel foolish for spending that money, because I am 
just lumped in with a fleet that hasn't made the same investments.   Of the small boat fleet there are 
only two of us that are using salmon excluders on our pollock nets, but  my investment does absolutely 
no good if everyone else who is trying to catch the same quota does not comply to measures that have 
been proven to reduce salmon by-catch.    
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As with the processors, these businesses need to show a profit.  Starting with sea lion restrictions placed 
on the trawl fleet   15 years ago and now the by-catch quotas, it has resulted in more and more 
uncertainly with the business.    All those protections come with a cost.   Cod and pollock are both a 
commodity that have to compete on the world market.  All the protections that we have to live with 
make my fish more expensive than that same fish coming from another country.    

Cod and pollock are worth what they are worth on the world market.  When it is sold all the costs from 
area restrictions, from having the quotas divided up, from observers, from "stand downs" (where the 
majority of the fleet believe it is a good idea not to fish when one vessel has a bad observed tow), and 
now having to try and control by-catch by "committee", ultimately comes out of the price of fish.        

The last goal is continued support of the coastal communities.  I couldn't agree more.  If you have a 
healthy, profitable fishing fleet and local processor, the community should also do well.    I have no 
problem linking my catch history to the processor to whom I have historically sold.  That will then tie me 
to that same community or town.  (In my case, Sand Point, Kodiak, and a little of it delivered into 
Akutan). 

I support catch share plan (alternate 2).  I like the plan because it was based on history which represents 
a person's investment and time in the fishery. All catch share plans, to this point, have been history 
based.  Fishing history reflects investment, risk of money, time and hard work.  You would be 
responsible for controlling your own by-catch.  I like that if a boat owner wished to participate, that 
person could then organize with a co-op.  That co-op would then provide protection for both the 
processors and the communities where those processors were based.  I like the solution to the parallel 
fishery that we depend on in the Western gulf. 

 The only concept that under no circumstance could I support, in fact the thought of makes my blood 
run cold, is "community shares" aka CFA (alternative 3).    One could only imagine the corruption bred 
from placing control of quota in the hands of the community.   I have been advocating rationalization for 
fifteen years now, but given the choice of any community shares or status quo, I would choose status 
quo.    

It was discouraging when the state delayed the package that was moving forward.  We have been trying 
since 2000 to rationalize the G.O.A. groundfish fisheries.  I support Alternative 2 in the October 2014 
Council motion which calls for a cooperative management structure with target species pollock and cod 
allocated to the coops based on history (investment) as well as PSC allocations.   I strongly believe that 
the status quo (Alternative 1) is not working and that alternative 2 is the way to move forward and 
should be analyzed in the EIS. 

Sincerely, 

 

Tom Evich 
owner/operator 
F/V Karen Evich 
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POLAR EQUIPMENT, INC. 
dba 

Polar Seafoods 
August 26, 2015 

Glenn Merrill 
Assistant Regional Administrator for 
Sustainable Fisheries 

NMFS, Alaska Region 
NOAA-NMFS-201-0150 

Re: Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for any 
Gulf of Alaska (GOA) trawl bycatch management program 

Polar Seafoods is in favor of trawl bycatch reduction, and appreciates the effort put forth 
by everyone involved to make that goal a reality. 

However, we do oppose any part of the plan that would require the fish to be delivered to 
only one port in the Gulf of Alaska - Kodiak. 

Polar Seafoods has a history of processing Pollock and Cod and would suffer 
economically, and by extension the economy of the City of Seward where Polar is 
located, if the fish are forced to be delivered to Kodiak. 

~~ c 
William C. Fejes, 
General Manager 
Polar Equipment, Inc. dba 
Polar Seafoods 

1035 W. Northern Lights Blvd. • Anchorage, AK 99503 
Ph ron7' ?7? _n.4nA • s:,.v ton7' ?7?_AF\A~ 
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