AGENDA C-2
NOVEMBER 1998

MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC, and AP
FROM: Clarence G, Pautzke
Executive Director
DATE: November 8, 1998

SUBJECT: Marine Mammal Issues

ACTION REQUIRED

Receive report from NMFS on Section 7 consultation on Steller sea lion/fisheries interactions and constder
potential management measures.

BACKGROUND

In October we were requested by NMFS to place this issue on the November agenda, to discuss possible
management actions necessary to address Steller sea lion—fisheries interactions. At this time NMFS has not yet
made a determination of ‘jeopardy”, nor have they forwarded any definitive measures for Council constderation
We do have a draft summary of the biological opinion (Section 7 consultation), which was mailed to you last
week In that mailing there were also three other papers regarding sea lion/pollock issues (Trites, Alverson, and
Boyd). While NMFS has not forwarded specific measures for consideration, information distributed at the public
workshops in October did contain some example measures being considered (Itgm C-2(a)).  For your reference,
we have also compiled a summary of previons Council actions that relate to sea lion/ecosystem protection under
Ttem C-2(b).

As requested by the Council in October, information from the /03 analysis regarding CVOA fishing patterns
and sea lion issues (Chapters 5 and 6 from that document) is included as a C-2 Supplemental item. Also recall
that four of the proposals from the annual groundfish cycle (#s 15, 22, 23, and 24) were noted by the Council for
consideration within the overall suite of alternatives to be considered. These are included as a C-2 Supplemental
item. Comments to NMFS from the October public workshops are also contained as a C-2 Supplemental item.
Comments to the Comneil on this issue are under Item C-2(c).

The Council could discuss these issues and provide guidance to NMFS at this time. Emergency Rule guidance
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Current Pollock Fisheries Management

Manaqement I Eastern Bering Sea ” Aleutian Islands “ Gulf of Alaska
Actions
o i
2 Seasons | 3 Seasons
Temporal TAC [A-Season: Jan 20 45% None Jan 20 25%
Distribution B-Season; Sep 1 55% Jul 1 35%
Sep1 40%
4 Areas
. 610
Spatial TAC
P None None 620
Distribution 630
E. Gulif
. Size Duration Site Type Number Location
Trawlzg:z:;usmn 10 nm Annual Rookeries 35 W of 150° W
20 nm A-season Rookeries 8 E. Aleutian Is.
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Draft Alaska Fisheries Science Center Reasonable and Prudent Alternative

Management " Eastern Bering Sea Aleutian Islands " Gulf of Alaska
Actions
" Short-term Long-term Shori-term Long-term I Short-term Long-term
Trimaster; Trimester:
Ter-;}:gra' A {(Jan 20): 35% Same No New Seasonal No New Seasonal || A (Jan 20): 35% Same
. Bul 1) 15% Allocation Allocation Bl 1) 15%
Distribution | c (sep 1): 50% C (Sep 1): 50%
Spatial TAC A-Seasorn: A, B, and C season No New Spatial TAC distributed In addition to TAC In addition to TAC
Distributi Maximum of 50% of | TACs distributed to Allocations inside and outside || allocation by allocation by
istrioution TAC from critical 3 areas on the of critical habitat on [ management area: | management area,
habitat foraging basis of surveys the basis of A-Season: A, B, and C season
area and CVOA surveys Maximum of 50% of | TACs distributed
(AREA) TAC from inside and outside
combined critical of critical habitat on
B&C Seasons: habitat foraging the basis of
Most recent survey area and within 20 surveys
is the basis for TAC nm of sites with
gllocation to 3 »200 sea lions ever
areas: counted
(1) AREA; B&C Seasons:
(2) E of 170W Neo moare than 33%
outside AREA; and of the aggregate
{3) W of 170W, B&C season TAC
from combined
critical habitat
foraging area and
within 20 nm of
sites with >200 sea
lions ever counted
Trawl] 20 nm around sites | 20 nm around sites || 10 nm around sites | 10 nm around sites || 10 nm around sites | 10 nm around sites
Exclusion with >200 sea lions | with >200 sea lions || with >200 sea lions | with =200 sea lions || with >200 sea lions | with »>200 sea lions
ever counted ever counted ever counted ever counted ever counted from ever counted from
Zones 144°-164°W, and 144°-164°W, and
20 nm around sites | 20 nm around sites
with >200 sea lions | with >200 sea lions
ever counted from ever counted from
164°-170°W 164°-170°W




Draft Alaska Fisheries Science Center Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA)

|

B Current Trawl Exclusion Zones
BEE Proposed Trawl Exclusion Zones
BEL Critical Habitat Foraging Areas

nm critical habitat
in GOA
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Previous Counci/INMFS Actions Relative to Sea Lion Concerns

T_he Council and NMFS have taken a number of actions to protect Seller sea lions from fishery interactions. As
discussed in the Section 7 Draft Biological Opimion, these interactions can occur through competition,
disturbance, and direct and incidental mortality.

Na shooting: This measure was enacted concurrent with listing of the Seller sea lions as threatened under the
ESA on December 4, 1990. Shooting at or within 100 yards of Seller sea lions was prohibited.

Limits on incidental kills: When Stellers were listed as threatened, the number of Stellers that could be killed
incidental to commercial fishing was reduced from 1,350 to 675 animals. Note that in recent years, mortality of
the western stock of Seller's due to commercial fishing has averaged about 35 animals per year, of which 14 per
year were taken in Alaska groundfish fisheries.

No entry buffer zones: Three mile no-entry zones were also established at the time of listing in 1990. No vessels
are allowed to operate within 3 miles of principal rookeries east of 141° W longitude. Limits on approach by land
(% mile around the rookeries) were also instituted to minimize disturbance and reduce opportunities for
individuals to intentionally shoot the animals.

No-trawl zopes: In 1992, 37 trawl closure areas were implemented under BSAI Amendment 20 and GOA
Amendment 25. These zones were established to reduce disturbance of feeding Seller sea lions around rookeries.
Trawling is prohibited vear-round within 10 nautical miles of these rookeries, extended to 20 miies around six
rookeries during the pollock A- season.

Seasonal apportionment of TACs: Fisheries have been both seasonally and spatially allocated to reduce
potential impacts of localized depletion of prey. In 1991, Amendment 14 banned roe stripping of pollock, and
apportioned the Bering Sea poliock TAC into a winter fishery (A-season) and a late swunmer fishery (B-season).
In June 1998, the Council adopted a regulatory amendment to seasonally apportion Atka mackerel in the Aleutian
Islands that should become effective in 1999, GOA pollock fisheries have been apportioned by tri-mester and
by more discrete management areas for several years.

Spatial appertionment of TACs: Beginning in 1994, with the passage of Amendment 28, the Atka mackerel
TAC was apportioned among Al subareas to prevent localized depletion. In June 1998, the Council adopted a

regulation to reduce fishing for Atka mackerel near rookeries to further reduce potential for localized depletion
of Atka mackerel within critical habitat areas.

Precautionary harvest limits on Seller sea lion prey: Catch specifications for some groundfish stocks have

incorporated safeguards for Seller sea lions. Concerns for sea lions have resulted in explicit conservative rates
for pollock and Atka mackerel. In 1993, the GOA pollock stock assessment incorporated risk estimation into the
stock assessment. The conservative 1994 pollock ABC was based in part on avoiding potential harm to sea lions.
Catch specifications have traditionally been conservative for the Atka mackerel stock. The Council adopted the
SSC's suggested “phase-in” approach to increasing Atka mackerel ABC's in the early 1990's, when new data
suggested a higher biomass. From 1993 through 1996, TAC's were set below ABC for the AI TAC. The 1998
mackerel ABC was based on a very conservative rate (Fy,).

Prohibition on directed fishing on forage fish: In 1997, the Council adopted an amendment that prohibits
directed fishing for forage fish, which are prey for groundfish, seabirds, and marine mammals. Under this

amendment, protection is provided for forage fish species such as capelin, sand lance, myctophids, and a host of
other forage species.
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THEFT RATES OF MODEL YEAR 1995 PASSENGER MOTOR VEHICLES STOLEN IN CALENDAR YEAR 1995—Continued

1995 {per
’ Production | 1,000 vehi-

Manufacturer Make/model (line) Thefts 1995 {migr's) cles pro-
1985 duced) thell

rale

205 ROLLS-ROYCE SIL SPIHITJ'SPUFI!MULS 1} 132 0.0000
206 ROLLS-ROYCE TURBOR . ireseemrnarenns o 19 0.0000
207 VOLKSWAGEN rveseosoo | EUROVAN . 0 1,814 0.0c00
208 VOLVO ... rcvansranissins s ersssnnons LIMOUSINE ..o e s siriessse e s 0 6 0.0000

Issued on: August 18, 1997,
L. Robert Shelton,
Associtie Adininistrator for Safety
Performance Standards.,
IFR Doc. 97-22263 Filed 8-20-97; 8:45 am]
8ILLING CODE 29t0-83-9

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Chapter VI

[Docket No. 370728184-7184-01; 1.D.
060837C]

Policy Guidelines for the Use of
Emergency Rules

. AGENCY: Natlonal Marine Fisherles

Service (NMFS), Mational Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),

Commerce.

ACTION: Policy puidelines for the use of
emergency rules,

SUMMARY: NMFS s issuing revised
guidelines for the Regional Fishery
Management Councils {Councils} in
determining whether the use of an
emergency rule is justified under the
authority of the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management
Act {(Magnuson-Stevens Act}. The
guidelines were also developed to
provide the NMFS Regional
Administrators guldance in the
developnent and approval of
regulations to address events or

problems that require Linimediale action.

These revisions make the guldelines
consistent with the requirements of
section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens
Act, as amended by the Sustainable
Fisheries Act.

DATES: Effective August 21, 1997,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT;
Paula N. Evans, NMFS, 301/713-2341.
SUPPLEMENTARY (NFORMATION:

Background

On February 5, 1992, NMFS issued
policy guidellnes lor the use of
emergency rules that were published in

the Federal Register on January 6, 1992
(57 FR 375). These guidellnes were
consistent with the requirements of
section 305(c) of the Magnuson Fishery
Conservation and Management Act. On
October 11, 1996, President Clinton
signed into law the Sustalnable
Fisheries Act (Public Law 104-297),
which made numerous amendments to
the Magnuson-Stevens Act. The
amendments significantly changed the
process under which fishe
management plans (FMPs), FMP
amendments, and most regulations are
reviewed and lmplemented. Because of
these changes, NMFS Is revising the
policy guidelines for the preparation
and approval ol emergency regulations.
Another change to section 305(c),
concerning interim measures to reduce
overfllshing, will be addressed in
revisions to the national standards
guidelines.

Rationalc for Emergency Action

Section 305(c) of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act provides for taking
emergency action with regard to any
{ishery, but does not define the
circumstances that would justily such
emetgency action. Section 305(c)
provides that:

1. The Secretary of Commerce
(Secretary) may promulgate emergency
regulations to address an emergency If
the Secretary lnds that an emergency
exists, without regard to whether a
fishery management plan exists for that
{ishery;

2. The Secretary shall promuigate
cmergency regulations to address the
emergency Il the Council, by a
unanimous vote of the voting members,
requests the Secretary to take such
action:;

3. The Secretary may promulgate
emergency regulations Lo address the
emergency Il the Council, by less than
a unanimous vote of lts voting members,
requests the Secretary to take such
action; and

4. The Secretary may promulgate
emergency regulations that respond to a
public heallh emergency or an oil spill.
Such emergency regulations may remain
in effect until the circumstances that

created the emergency no longer exist,
provided that Lthe public has had an
cpportunity to comment on the
regulation after it has been published,
and in the case of a public health
emergency, Lhe Secrelary of Health and
Human Services concurs with the
Secretary's action.

Policy

The NOAA Office of General Counsel
has defined the phrase “unanimous
vole,” in paragraphs 2 and 3 above, to
mean the unanlmous vote of a quorum
of the voting members of the Council
only. An abstention has no effect on the
unanimity of the quorum vote. The only
legal prerequisite for use of the
Secretary’s emergency authority is that
an emergency must exist. Congress
intended that emergency authority be
available to address conservatlon,
biological, economic, social, and health
emergencies. In addition, emerpency
regulations may make direct allocations
among user groups, i strong
Justification and the administrative
record demonstrate that, absent
emergency regulations, substantlal harm
will occur to one or more segments of

. the fishing industcy. Controversial

actions with serious economic elflects,
except under extraordinary
circumstances, should be done through
normal notice-and-commment
rulemaking,

The preparation or approval of
management actions under the
emergency provisions of section 305(c)
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act should be
limited to extremely urgent, special
circumstances where substantial harm
to or disruption of the resource, fishery,
or community would be caused in the
time it would take to follow standard
rulemaking procedures. An emergency
action may not be based on
administrative inaction to solve a long-
recognized problem, In order to approve
an emergency rule, the Secretary must
have an administrative record justifying
emergency regulatory action and
demonstrating its compliance with the
natlonal standards. In addition, the
preamble to the emergency rule should
Indicate what measures could be taken
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ot what alternative measures will be
considered to effect a permanent
solutlon to the problem addressed by
the emergency rule.

‘The process of implementing
emergency regulations limits
substantially the public participation in
rulemaking that Congress intended
under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and
the Administrative Procedure Act. The
CouncHs and the Secrelary must,
whenever possible, alford the full scope
of publlc participation in rulemaking. In
addition, an cmergency rule may delay
the revlew of non-emergency rules,
because the emergency rule takes
precedence. Clearly, an emergency
action should not be a routine event,

Guidelines

NMFS provides the following
guidelines for the Councils to use in
determining whether an emergency
exjsts:

Emergency Criteria

For the purpose of section 305(c) of
the Magnuson-Stevens Act. the phrase
“an emergency exlsts involving any
fishery™ is deflined as a situation that:

{1) Resulis from recent, unforeseen
evenis or recently discovered
clrcumstances; and

(2) Presents serious conservation or
management problems in the fishery;
and

{3) Can be addressed through
emergency regulations for which the
Immediate benefits outwelgh the value
of advance notice. public comment, and
deliberative consideration of the
impacts on participants to the same
extent as would be expected under the
normal rulemaking process.

Emergency Justification

If the time it would take to complete
notice-and-comment rulemaking would
result in substantial damage or loss to a
living marine resource, habitat, fishery,
Industry participants or communities, or
substantlal adverse effect Lo the public
health, emergency action might be
Justified under one or more of the
lollowing situations:

{1) Ecological—{A) to prevent
overfishing as defined tn an FMP, or as
defined by the Secretary in the absence
of an FMP, or (B) to prevent other
serious damage to the {ishery resource
or habitat; or

{2) Economic—to prevent significant
direct economle loss or to preserve a
sipniflcant economic opportunity that
otherwise might be leregone:; or

(3} Social—to prevent significant
community impacts or conflict between
uSer groups; or

(4) Public health—to prevent
significant adverse effects to health of
participants in a fishery or to the
consumers of seafood products.

Dated: August 14, 1997,

Gary C. Matlock,

Acting Assistant Administrator {or Fisheries,
Mational Marine Fisherles Service.

[FR Doc. 97-22094 Flled 8-20-97; B:45 am|
BILLING CODE 3810-22-F

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

50 CFR Part 205

[Docket No. 970702161=7197-02; L.D.
041097C]

RIN 0648-AJ93

Atlantic Highly Migratory Spacies
Fishertes; Import Restrictions

AGEMGY: National Marine Fisherles
Service (NMFS5), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: NMFS amends the regulations
governing the Atlantic highly migratory
specles fisheries to prohibit Importation
of Atlantic bluefin tuna {ABT) and its
products in any form harvested by
vessels of Panama, Honduras, and
Belize. The amendments are necessary
to implement {nternational Commission
for the Conservation of Atlantic Tunas
(ICCAT} recommendations deslgned to
help achieve the conservation and
management objectives for ABT
fisheries.

DATES: Effective August 20, 1997,
Restrictlons on Honduras and Belize are
applicable August 20, 1997; restrictions
on Panama are applicable January 1,
998,

ADDRESSES: Coples of the supporting
documentation are available from
Rebecca Lent, Chief. Highly Migratory
Species Management Divislon, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries (F/SF1), NMFS,
1315 East-West Highway, Silver Spring,
MD 20910-3282.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Chris Rogers or Jill Stevenson, 301-713-
2347.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Atlantic tuna fisheries are managed
under the authority of the Atlantic
Tunas Convention Act (ATCA). Section
971d{c){1) of the ATCA authorizes the
Secretary of Commerce {Secretary) to
issue regulations as may be necessary to
carry out the recommendations of Lhe

ICCAT. The authority Lo issue
regulations has been delegated from the
Secretary to the Assistant Administrator
for Fisheries, NOAA (AA).

Background information aboul the
need to implement trade restrictions
and the related ICCAT recommendation
was provided In the preamble to the
proposed rule (62 FR 38246, July 17,
1997) and 1s not repeated here. These
regulatory changes will further NMFS’
management ohjectives for the Atlantic
tuna fisheries.

Proposed Import Restrictions

In order to conserve and manage
North Atlantic bluefln tuna, ICCAT
adopted two recommendations at 115
1996 meeting requiring its Contracting
Parties to take the appropriate measures
o prohibit the Import of ABT and its
products in any form from Belize,
Honduras, and Panama. The first
recommendation was that its
Contracting Partles take appropriate
steps to prohibit the import of ABT and
its products in any form harvested by
vessels of Belize and Honduras as soon
as possible following the entry into
force of the ICCAT recommendation.
Accordingly, the prohibition with
respect to these countrles Ls effective
August 20, 1997. The second
recomimendation was that the
Contracting Parties take appropriate
steps to prohibit such imports harvested
by vessels of Panama effective January
1, 1998. This would allow Panaina an
opportunity o present documentary
evidence to ICCAT, at its 1997 meeting
or before, that Panama has brought its
fishing practices for ABT into
consistency with ICCAT conservation
and management measures.
Accordingly, the prohibition with
respect to Panama will become effective
January 1, 1998,

Under current regulations, all ABT
shipments imported Into the United
States are required to be accompanied
by a Biuefin Statistical Document (BSD),
Under this final rule, United States
Customs officials, using the BSD, will
deny entry into the customs territory of
the United States of shipments of ABT
harvested by vessels of Panama,
Honduras, and Bellze and exporied after
the effective dates of the trade
restrictions. Entry will not be denied for
any shipment in transit prior to the
effective dale of trade restrictions.

Upon determination by ICCAT that
Panama, Honduras, and/or Bellze has
breught its flshing practices into
consistency with ICCAT conservation
and management measurcs, NMFS will
publish a final rule in the Federal
Register that will remove jmport
restrictlons for the relevami party. In
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n E@EWE D
| U Allan Hokanson
NOV 2 1998 3331 Balika Ln.
Kadiak, AK. 99615 y
N PFM Re: .

Navember |, 1998

MNurth Pacific Fisheries Management Council

“Digtinguished members of the council.

~ §hrve been ﬁshmg for 32 years and have been captainona -
Emwilﬂf sut of Kodiak since 1983. 1 aiso hold 4 degree in
Ciseaniography, Master of inspected vessels up to 500 tons and mer
of: %mhmg vessels to 1600 tons,

'Imi Rﬁgenon()ctoberzz 1998 - SRR

fiveryone has an opinion and Mr. Ragen is certainly entltled' 'ta '
s, #mwever in the information 1 have available, I cannot find awmy fis

.....

ordalito support this opinion. The future of the pollock fishery is-one

th:at mht scnously 1mpact mwsands of people fmm ﬁshennen to sze*.nw

M lmaed up with substantml fucts.

" The assumption -has been made here that Pollock is the pteﬁ:mrﬁ
*fmwi uti'the Steller sea fon. Tf this is ttue T would like to address the

foliewing questions

e ::aisjin;- fisherman I seek out to highest concentrations of Polisek,
‘Wainldn't 2 Sea Mo that prefers polleck do the same? If so,
. w!sy is it that trawlers almost pever see 2 sea lion as |
. dosumented by the Marine Maramals Log and observer
. xaports? On the sther hand, Salmon fishermen (sometines .
- i ifislving only a mile.or two sway) report seeing sea Hons mﬁtﬁmm
- a&lmen almost every day. _ B
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epvisopnsent is constantly changing and it affects every living thiné O
thisisis T4-it assumed that the sea Hon population can go through such.as-.

2—98 MOHN i8@824a3F BURCH BROTHERS

*?-3&5&: the 1960's the sea lion population around Koediak was |
- §tpoag. Crab and shrimp were also sivong but there was almost
" jid'dod and polock. What were the sea lons eating then?

o Wietigve had 10 and 20 mile trawl exclusion zones for swmiaf.;:ft

*yaurs now. Have the sea lions rebounded-as 8 result?

- Over the years, Kodiak has seen vast changes in the ecosystemm off

- . i'sshores. Going from.a:major creb and shrimp: producer to amajor- - -
botivn fish producer. Did the trawlers bring in the fish so they womid. -

havesomething to do? Of course not? The sitnple fact is the

exfemsive change in the ecosystern without an affect?

. 'Fhe proposed changes to the poliock fishery is nothing more then
an.ciperiment. Not a new experiment, but an expansion of one that has
¢hiis far failed to produce the desired results. | fear that the cost of ths -
experiment, if perused, will be counted in humun lives. The lives of
thosé:Biving in the fishing communities like Kodiak. S

{.don't know why the sea lion population is continuing to decline.
bt | ave seen killer whales attack sea lions. | have also seen sea linas
refuse s pollock when a cod was available. My hope is that these ~

- guestivns and many others could be answered before such drastic sieps.

are tgken that affect the lives of so many people.

Thank-you

-

Allan Hoksnson
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DATE: November 3, 1998

TO: Rick Lauber, Chairman Noy .
NPFMC J 199g
605 West 4% Avenue, Suite 306 N
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 ‘REY
-C
FROM: Ami Themson, Executive Director
RE: AGENDA ITEM C-2, STELLAR SEA LIONS AND THE CVOA AS

CRITICAL HABITAT FOR BAIRDI TANNER CRAB, AN OVERFISHED
STOCK AS DEFINED UNDER AMENDMENT 7 TO THE BSAIL KING
AND TANNER CRAB FMP

At the time the NPFMC is reviewing protectionist measures for stellar sea lions, that
could likely restrict the trawl catch of pollock and other species in the CVOA, the Alaska
-~ Crab Coalition would like to remind the Council of the overfished status of c. bairdi
- tanner crab in the Eastern Bering Sea and the Council and ADF&G’s intent to initiate a
rebuilding program for ¢. bairdi.

ACC boat owners have recently brought it to our attention that the CVOA has beena
traditonal habitat for bairdi crab (as well as king crab). Although it has not been an area
of substantial harvests of bairdi crab, it has been an area of high concentrations of
females and juveniles. The recent period of decline of c. bairdi stocks coincides with the
adoption of Amendment 18 to BSAI Groundfish FMP, adopted on June 1, 1992. This
amendment initiated the inshore/offshore potlock allocation program, and included the
creation of the CVOA, a preferential access area for shorebased trawlers. The eastern
portion of the CVOA, that extends from 165 degrees N. latitude, east to 163 N. latitude
closely approximates the boundaries of the original “pot sanctuary,” closed year-round to
all trawling during the period 1967 to 1984.

Suffice it to say at this time, that the CVOA and the waters offshore of the north side of
the Alaska Peninsula, Unimak, Akutan and Unalaska islands are important habitat for
numerous marine resources, not only king and tanner crab, but also juvenile halibut.
There is a long history of regulation of industrial trawl fisheries in this arca, dating back
to the early 1960s.

The ACC wishes to submit for the administrative record ,two papers that document the
development of the bycatch management measures involving the CVOA.



2.

s A Brief History of Bycatch Management Measures for Eastern Bering Sea
Groundfish Fisheries, David Witherell and Clarence Pautzke, Marine Fisheries
Review, 59(4), 1997.

s Comment on Crab Closures in Bristol Bay, Amendment 41, BSAI Groundfish FMP,

Historical Reference Points, The Southeast Bering Sea King Crab Pot Sanctuary, Ami
Thomson, Alaska Crab Coalition, April 9, 1998

Aftachments: 2



A Brief History of Bycatch Management Measures
for Eastern Bering Sea Groundfish Fisheries

DAVID WITHERELL and CLARENCE PAUTZKE

Introduction

Bycatch management measures insti-
tted for zroundfish fisheries of the east-
emn Bering Sea have focused on reduc-
ing the incidental capture and injury of
species traditionally harvested by other
fisheries. These species include king
crab, Paralithodes and Lithodes spp.;
Tanner crab, Chionoecetes spp.; Pacific
herring, Clupea harengus pallasi; Pa-
cific halibut, Hippoglossus stenolepis,
and Pacific salmon and steelhead trout,
Oncorhynchus spp. Collectively. these
species are called “prohibited species,”
as they cannot be retained as bycatch in
groundfish fisheries and must be dis-
carded with 2 minimum of injury.

Regulations promulgated in the
1940°s and 1950°s prohibited taking and
retaining these species except by spe-
cific gear types. The concept of prohib-
ited species was incorporated into regu-
lations implemented following passage of
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conserva-
tion and Management Act (MSFCMA) in
1976, first for controlling foreign fisher-
ies within the U.S. Exclusive Economic
Zone, and then for the development of
domestic fisheries thereafter. The North
Pacific Fishery Management Council
(NPFMC) and the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) have enacted
many management measures to allo-
cate, control, and reduce the incidental
take of prohibited species in groundfish
fisheries, This paper provides a histori-

The authors are with the Nomh Pacific Fishery
Management Council Staff, 605 West dth Avenue,
Suite 306, Anchorage, AK 99501, Views or opin-
ions expressed or implied are thase of the au-
thors and do not necessarily reflect the position
of the Council or the National Marine Fisheries
Service. NOAA.
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cal review of these measures and analy-
sis of their effectiveness.

Pre-Magnusen Act Era

Prior to enactment of the MFCMA
in 1976. fishery management measures
in the eastern Bering Sea were imple-
mented through public laws and inter-
national agreements. The early regula-
tions applied only to the U.S. 3-mile
territorial sea and were administered by
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries
through 1959. Thereafter, they were
administered by the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game when Alaska gained
statehood, Prior to 1950, salmon con-
stituted the primary fishery in the
Bering Sea: Pacific haiibut, sablefish,
Anoplopoma fimbria; rockfish, Sebastes
spp-; flatfish, Pleuronectes and Hippo-
glossoides spp.: and king crab fisheries
developed in the late 1950's. As these
fisheries developed, regulations were
promulgated to prohibit the hasvest of
certain species by particular gear types
{Table 1). This set the stage for bycatch
and allocation disputes among fishermen
using the different gear types. These dis-
putes continue to the present day.

The International Convention for
High Seas Fisheries of 1959 was the
governing treaty for fisheries outside the
U.S. territorial sea. [tentered into force
in June 1953. The Convention estab-
lished the Imtemational North Pacific
Fisheries Commission to provide sci-
entific information and recommenda-
tions on conservarion measures Lo en-
sure maximum sustained productivity
of fish resources. One of the Conven-
tion's new regulatory measures was a
provision that Japan (the only foreign
fleet active in the eastemn Bering Sea at

the time) was prohibited from fishing
halibut in certain areas and from trawl-
ing in the Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary to
minimize interaction with the red king
crab, Paralithodes camtshaticus, pot
fishery (Fig. 1). A more comprehensive
review of early fishery managementin the
North Pacific is provided by Fredin' .

In 1966, the U.S. congress estab-
lished a 9-mile contiguous fishery zone
adjacent to the 3-mile temitorial sea.
Bilateral agreements with Japan and the
U.5.S.R. were first initiated in 1967, and
made biannually thereafter (Fredin').
Provisions of the agreements included
continuation and expansion of the
Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary, and an ar-
ray of area closures to prevent foreign
fisheries from targeting on Pacific hali-
but or having gear interactions with
domestic fisheries. The 1975 bilateral
agrecments established the Winter Hali-
but Savings Area (Fig. 1y in which
trawling was prohibited by all vessels
from December through March, and a
large zone between long. 170° W and
175° W closed to trawling by Japanese
vessels. The Pacific halibut siock had
declined throughout the 1960's, and the
intent of these closures was to reduce
bycatch and rebuild the Pacific halibut
resource.

Regulated Foreign
Fisheries, 1976-84

Passage of the MSFCMA in 1976
ushered in a whole new era of fishery
management in the North Pacific. Un-

! Fredin. R. A. 1987. History of regulation of
Alaska groundfish fisheries. U.S. Dep. Commer..
NOAA. Nail. Mar, Fish. Serv., Northwest Alaska
Fish. Cent, Proc. Rep. 37-07. 63 p.
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der this Act, the United States declared
exclusive management authority over
all fish resources out lo 200 n.mi., and

Tablo 1.~ Timea iine of managernant moasures to con-
urs! bycatch of prohitiied species in tho groundfish
fisheries of the Baring Soa and Aleutian Islandx arez,
1935-97.

Regulation

Teawis prohibited pxeept for shimp and floundor
fishing.

ge of dynamite prohibited,

Uso of giltnets prohibited lor catehing hatdbu,
Trawls porminted oxcepl for salmon and herring
teshting.

Usa of traw!s prohibited for catching halibut,
S.jnch mirnmsm Mo size ragquired for irawks,
Trawls prohibded ke laking any crab species. Teawl
ing prohibited in Eiistal Bay king Srab pot sanciuery.
Halitul nursory arga closed to halibut fishing, For
@ign fisherias pramibitad around Fox lalands.
Pnbilal (slands ared ¢losed 1o foreign fishing.

Pot gear prohibilod for catching hailiut,

Us« of tangle nats grokibited far catthing ceab.
Catch guatas ished for Jap graundfsh
fesharigs it affort.

Caten quotas established for USSA groundfish fish-
enes, Trawling prahibited in wintar halibut savings
area and along mast of tho Aleutian [slands.
Magnuson AC! passes. providing natienal stan-
dards and raguigiions.

Prefminary BSAL Groundlish FMP implemented
with saveral closurg angas.

B5Al Grouncish FMP L tad. Chimock salmon
bycatch Emits astablished far foreign tramdiers.
Hatiout, saimen, king crab. and Tanner crab bycaich
reduction schedula established for koreign trawl-
ing. Camestic rawiing allowed in pol sancieary and
Halbut Savings Arad.

Further reductions in zairman bycatch timits for for
aign trawling. Twe milkon meirie ton (1) optimum
yield cap on groundfish astabished.

Bycatch Emits and zones establishod for ced king
arab, Tannar crab, ard halibul 1aken in domaste
and JV flatfish pawl fisheries. Area 532 closed to
all iawking yoar-raund.

Bycaich timils for crab ang haiibut apply to all traw!
fisharlas, Arga 516 cioasd to trawling seasonally
during crab moltig pericd.

New observer program and data reporiing system
mmplementad,

VIP asiablished far rad king crab and halitut
bycateh, Hatiing Savings Araas astablished, Saa.
son for ysliowlin sole Gghary changed to May 1.
Hotspot aulherity geanied, VIP expanded for all
trawl figheries. Halibut PSC limila estatished for
BSAI nontrawl fisheries.

Gilthets and seines prohibited for groundfish tish.
ing. Cateful retease requiremonis astablished tor
halibut bycaich in groundfish langline fisherias,
Grab bycaich performance standarda sel kv po-
lagic trawi fishary,

Council adopts mingrum mesh 1ize requiramaents
for trawl codandd used tn polloci, cod, and roek
50ig fishasias. Volumary netantion of satmen for food
barks atowed. NMFS publishes vassel specific
byeateh rates on the Intarmat.

Chum Sal Savings Area, Chinoox Sal
Savings Araa. and Privdaf lalancs Habitat Corser.
walion Area astablished as trawt ¢iogura arond.
Bottom trawling prohiblted n Rod King Crab Sav-
ings Arom astablishad by smargency rla. Halbu
nd sablafish IFG program allows retartion of hali-
tut in sablafish figharss.

Red King Crab Savings Aroa permanartly
establishod 3¢ year-nund trawd closune res.
Mearshore Bristol Say closed to sl fhtg yaar

Yaar

1935

1937
1938
1942

1944
1548
1959

1967

1969
1972
1873
1974

1975

1978

1977

1983

1904

1987

1988

1950

1992

1993

1985

1997

prohibited fishing by foreign vessels
except as authorized under certain con-
ditions. A major goal of the Act was to
“Americanize” the fisheries off U.S.
coasts. The Act required preparation of
fishery management plans (FMP's) o
achieve and maintain optimum yield
from each fishery in accordance with
seven national standards for conserva-
tion and management. A preliminary
FMP for Bering Sea groundfish fisher-
ies was implemented in (977 with the
objectives of rebuilding depleted ground-
fish and halibut stocks and preventing
overexploitation of healthy stocks. This
preliminary plan set up both the pot
sanctuary and the winter halibut savings
area no-trawl zones.

A FMP for Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands {BSAI) groundfish was formally
implemented in 1982. The fisheries al
that time were prosecuted primarily by
foreign fleets from Japan, U.S.S.R.. and
the Republic of Korea, The pot sanctu-
ary and halibut savings area were in-
cluded in the original FMP, but the plan
was amended in 1983 to allow domes-
tic trawling within the areas. An over-
all management goal of the FMP is to
minimize prohibited species catch
(PSC) while attaining optimum yield of

groundfish species. In 1982, the FM
was amended to establish a prohibit :
species catch limit of 55,250 chinook
salmon, O. tshawytscha, for foreign
trawl fisheries, which were annually
allocated among foreign nations. Any
nation that exceeded their salmon alto-
cation would be prohibited from fish- <
ing in much of the Bering Sea for the
remainder of the season. This amend-
ment set a precedent for fleet-wide
bycatch limits that trigger area or en-
tire fisheries closures.

In 1983, the FMP was amended to
reduce the incidental catch of Pacific
halibut {50% reduction). Pacific salmon
(75% reduction), and king and Tanner
erabs (25% reduction) by the foreign
trawl fisheries over a 5-year period. The
FMP provided incentives for reaching
this goal by aflocating supplemental
groundfish within a fishing season to
nations on the basis of their bycatch
performance. The Japanese fleet suc-
cessfully accomplished bycatch reduc-
tions by allocating their bycatch allow-
ance among participating vessels. If a
vessel allocation was exceeded for any
species, that vessel had to stop fishi
unless it purchased unused bycat
shares from other vessels. This system

T

Bering Sea

Winter Halibut
Savings Area

%

Gulf of Alaska

round. PSC timits or red king crab and Tannes
erab roducad. S50 timits for snow crab
implementad.
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175°W 170°W

165°W

160°W

Figure 1. — The Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary and the Winter Halibut Savings Area. #%,

——
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resulted in an overall bycatch savings
by the entire fleet, and it represented the
first working system of individual ves-
sel bycatch accountability.

Joint Ventures and Developing
Domestic Fisheries, 1985-88

The transition period from foreign to
fully domestic groundfish fisheries was
stimulated by a rapid increase in joint-
venwre (JV) operations. The American
Fisheries Promotion Act (the so-called
*fish and chips” policy) required that
allocations of fish quotas to foreign na-
tions be based on the nations contribu-
tions to the development of the U.S.
fishing industry. This provided suffi-
cient incentive for development of JV
operations, with U.S. catcher vessels
delivering their catches directly to for-
eign processing vessels, and moving to
fully domestic fisheries. Additionally,
conservation policies adopted by the
NPFMC had the effect of restoring de-
pleted stocks such as yellowfin sole,
Pleuronecies asper; Pacific ocean perch,
Sebastes alutus, and sablefish (Megrey
and Wespestad, 1990). Based on good
management, healthy fish stocks, the po-
tentiai for hefty profits, and also the Bristol
Bay red king crab fishery collapse, ves-
sels were quickly built or converted for
participation in JV and domestic ground-
fish fisheries in the North Pacific.

This transition pericd was an era of
relatively few fishing regulations for
U.S. groundfish vessels, and yet bycatch
concerns of domestic hatibut longliner
fishermen and crab pot fishermen were
recognized and addressed. In 1987,
Amendment 10 to the FMP established
bycatch limitation zones (Fig. 2) and
PSC limits for red king crab, C. bairdi,
and Pacific halibut. This amendment
specified PSC limits of 135,000 red
king crab and 80,000 C. bairdi in Zone
L, and 326,000 C. bairdi in Zone 2.
These PSC limits applied to domestic
and JV fisheries for yellowfin sole and
other flatfish only. When this fishery
reached the specified PSC limir, vessels
were prohibited from fladish fishing
within that zone. In addition to PSC lim-
its, all erawling was prohibited from
Area 512 (long. 160° W to lat. 162° W,
south of {at. 58° N) in Bristol Bay to
protect red king crab stocks.

594}, 1997

Donut Hole
A —34°N
[N  ”
’ * * o - T . e ]
- Fdt Ciaff uf Aluska
Alewtian Istands
] | | ] ] |
185°W 180°W 175w 170°W 165"W 160*W

Figure 2. — The crab bycatch limitation zones and Regulatory Areas 512 and 516.

Domestic Fishery, 1988-97

Joint-venture operations peaked in
1987, giving way to a rapidly develop-
ing domestic fishery. By 1991, the en-
tire BSAI groundfish harvest (2,126,600
t, worth U.S. %351 million ex-vessel)
was taken by only 391 U.S. vessels
(Kinoshita et al., 1993). Along with
Americanization of the fleet came do-
mestic squabbles over allocation and
bycatch, leading to an array of regula-
tions intended to control this bycatch.

In 1989, Amendment 12a to the FMP
further addressed bycatch concems by
establishing a seasonal closure in Regu-
latory Area 316 and establishing by-
catch limits for crab and Pacific halibut
for all traw| fisheries. Total annual PSC
limits were 200,000 red king crab and
1,000,000 C, bairdi for a Zone 1 clo-
sure, 3,000,000 C. bairdi for a Zone 2
closure, and 5,333 t of halibut for a
BSAIl closure. In 1992, halibux bycatch
limits were extended te nontrawl fish-
eries {Amendment 21) and established
in terms of mortality rather than total
catch. PSC limits 3,775 t of halibut
bycatch monality for wrawl fisheries and
900 1 of halibut bycatch mortality for
nontrawl fisheries were established.
PSC limits are further seasonally appor-
tioned into specified fisheries (Table 2),
and several simulation models have
been used 1o analyze alternative bycaich

management measures in seeking opti-
mal PSC apportionment (Smith, 1993).

In 1990, the Council adopted a “pen-
alty box™ system to penalize individual
trawl vessels forexcessive bycatch rates
by requiring vessels to cease fishing for
2 set period. This system was disap-
proved by the Secretary of Commerce
based on concerns abour due process
and the application of observer data. In
its place, a vessel incentive program
(VIP) was implemenied. The VIP im-
poses fines for vessels exceeding
bycatch rate standards. These standards
for maximum acceptable bycatch rates
are established preseason. Unfortu-
nately, very few cases have been pros-
ecuted due to insufficient staff resources
necessary to investigate and prosecute
a case.

In 1991, concem about unregutated
Pacific herring bycatch in trawl fisher-
ies led to implementation of herring
bycatch limits that, when attained, trig-
ger closures of established areas to
trawling (Amendment L62). Areas with
relatively high bycatch rates of Pacific
herring were identified from data col-
lected by observers on foreign and JV
vessels. From this information, three
time/area closures (called Herring Sav-
ings Areas) were established. taking into
account herring rigration patterns (Fig.
3). These Herring Savings Areas close
10 trawling when a herring PSC limit is
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attained. Like other PSC limits, the her-  specified trawl fisheries. [f a bycatch
ring PSC limit (set at 1% of estimated  allowance is attained, Area | closes 15
hierring biomass) is apportioned among  June to | July, Area 2 closes from | July

Bering Sca
L I
Summer
‘¢ Summer £cal

o P v Gulf of Alaska  _|
g

] ] ]
175°W 170°W 165°W - 160°W

Figure 3. — The three Herring Savings Areas.

Tabls 2. — Pre-season apportianments of prohibited speclea for Bering Soa and Aloutlan Ialands groundtish
fisherias, znd resulting clesums 1396,

Fishary Paciic Pacific Aed xing Yannar Tanner Closure
and ] halibut herring erab erab crab reason
spaties (marnaity in ¢) 14 (Zene 1) (Zona 1) (Zoned) 1648

Trawl fisharlos

Yellowt!n acte
Jan 20-Mar 31 16¢ 287 5.000 50,000 1,530,000 Zone 1 Crab V20
Apr 1=May 10 150 RO 15,000 200,000 RO Halibutalt?
May 11-Aug 14 100 RO 16,000 RO RO  Haiibut 10426
Aug 15-Dac 31 410 RO 20.000 RQ RO

Ruock solg / athor Ratfish
Jan 20-Mar 28 453 Na? 1MG,00 425,600 510,000 Halibur 2/26
Mar 30-Jun 28 139 MA RQ RO RO Malbut 413
Jun 28-0mc 31 138 NA RO RD AD  Halibut &8, T

Rockiiah
Jan 20-Mar 29 30 7 NA NA 19,000
Mar 30-Jun 26 50 RO NA NA AQ
Jun 29-Dos 31 30 RO MNA NA RO

Pacific cod
Jan 20=0ct 24 1,545 22 10,000 250,000 280000 Mafbul 54
Oct 25=-Dac 31 100 RO RO RO RO Hafbu 623

Hatbu 11/9

Pollock [bottom trawii/othors
Jan 20-Apr 15 g 154 30,000 75,000 690,000 Halout 97
Apr 16=Doc 2 140 RO RO RQ RO

Failock (palagic trawi) NA 1227 NA NA NA

Total 775 1,687 200.000 1.000.000 3.000,000

N 1 Fahasi

Pacific cod longline}
Jan 1=Rpr 30 475 NA NA MNA, NA  Halibat 518
May 1-Aug 31 40 MA NA N&, NA  Halibut t15
Sapt 1=Dec 37 285 NA NA NA NA

Other fongiing fishories 100 NA NA NA NA  Halbut S1S

Groundtfish pot fisheries NA NA NA NA NA

Totat 0] 1

Y AQ o rmlover of mmaining aliowsncs untll Bmit is anzined.
INA © not spphicitia.

I8

o 15 August. and Area 3 closes duringa-,
(i

the winter months (| September throug
I March) for specified fisheries.
Analysis of bycatch and “hotspot™
areas was greatly enhanced by the
implementation of the domestic ob-
server program in 1990, and develop-
ment of Geographic Information Sys-
tem (GIS) technology. In the early
1990°s, GIS technology was used 1o
evaluate proposed trawl closure areas
to protect blue king crab, Paralithodes
plarvpus. habitat around the Pribilof Is-
lands. and to define hotspot closure ar-
eas to control bycaich of chinook and
chum salmon. ©. kera. The Chum
Salmen Savings Area (Fig. 4) closes to
all trawling during 1-3] August, and
remains closed if a bycaich limit of
42,000 churm salmon is taken in the
catcher vessel operational area. Trawl-
ing is prohibired in the Chinook Salmon
Savings Areas (Fig. 4) upon attzinment
of a bycatch limit of 48,000 chinook
salmon in the BSAL Beginning in 1995,
the Pribitof Islands Habitat Conserva-
tion Area (Fig. 5) was closed to all
trawling on a year-round basis (Fig. 5).
Closure of the Bristol Bay red king
ceab fishery in 1994 due to poor stock

=

conditions brought about a flurry of

regulatory activity to control crab
bycatch. A new trawl closure area,
called the Red King Crab Savings Area
(Fig. 5). was established by emergency
rule in 1993, and made permanent un-
der Amendment 37. This 4,000 n.mi.2
area in outer Bristol Bay was a prime
fishing ground for rock sole and other
flatfish, but it was found to have high
densities of adult male red king crab. In
adopting this area closure, the Council
expressed concerns about bycatch and
unobserved morality of these crab,
Amendment 37 also prohibited all trawl-
ing on a year-round basis in the nearshore
waters of Bristol Bay to protect juvenile
red king crab and critical rearing habitat
that could be impacted by wrawling (Fig.
5). This nearshore area encompasses
about 19.000 n.mi.2. The third manage-
mient measure adopted under Amendment
37 was a reduction of existing PSC limits
for red king crab taken in trawl fisheries.
Based on the 1996 survey abundance in-
dex, the 1997 PSC limit was established
at {00,000 red king crab in Zone |.

Marine Fisheries Review
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Two other FMP amendments were
adopted in 1996 to manage bycatch of
crab. Amendment 41 reduced existing
PSC limits for Tanner crab taken in
BSAI trawl fishenes. Under this amend-
ment, PSC timits in Zones 1 and 2 are
based on total abundance of Tanner crab
as indicated by the NMFS trawl survey.
Based on 1996 abundance (185 miilion
crabs), the PSC limit was specified at
750,000 crabs in Zone | and 2,100,000
crab in Zone 2 for 1997 fisheries.
Amendment 40 will establish new PSC
limits for C. opifio, taken in BSAT rawl
fisheries. PSC limits for this species will
be based on it’s total abundance as in-
dicated by the NMFS standard trawl
survey and will be apportioned among
trawl fisheries as bycatch allowances.
The annual C. opilio PSC limit will be
set at 0.1133% of its abundance index,
with a minimum PSC of 4,500,000 C.
opific and a maximum of 13 millien.
The C. opilio taken within the C. opilio
Bycatch Limitation Zone (Fig. 6) would
accrue towards the bycatch allowance
specified for individual traw! fisheries.
Upon atainment of a C. opilie bycaich
allowance apportioned to a particular
trawl} target fishery, that fishery would
be prohibited from fishing within the C.
opilio Bycatch Limitation Zone.

Discussion

Regulations to control bycatch of
certain species have been promulgated
primarily to address allecation concerns
from competing users of the resource.
The bycatch of a prohibited species in
the groundfish fishery decreases the
amount of those species that can be
taken by fishermen in the fisheries for
those species, but efforts to decrease
bycatch impose costs on groundfish
fishermen. Hence. bycatch allocation
has been a very contentious issue for
the Councii process, and will likely con-
tinue to be as directed fishery represen-
tatives demand more stringent bycatch
controls. Unforunately, optimal alloca-
tion of fishery resources among corm-
peting users is a problem not easily
overcome (Wilson and Weeks, 1996).

One overall goal of the Council has
been 1o maximize groundfish harvests
{within biclogically acceptable limits)
while minimizing bycatch. As such.
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Figure 4, — The Chum Salmon Savings Area, the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas,
and the Catcher Yessel Operational Area.
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Figure 5, — The Pribilof Islands Habitat Conservation Area. the Red King Crab
Savings Area, and the neasrshore Bristol Bay trawl closure ared.

many regulations have been imple-
mented in the past 20 years to control
bycatch and associated mortality of pro-

hibited species in Bering Sea ground-
fish fisheries. Regulatory measures have
included bycatch limits, seasons. gear
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Figure 6. — The C. opifie Bycatch Limitation Zone.

Tabie 3.— Estimated bycatch of Pacific hatibut {metric tans of mortslity), king crab, fanner crab, Pacific heming,
chinook salmon, and other aalmon taken In Bering Sos and Alautian Istands groundfish flakories, 1977-88. (1956

data gre prefiminary).’
King Chionoocatas

Pacilic crab arab Pacific Chincok Cihar

halibut {no., a {no., all heming salmon saimon
Yaar {n specias) spocies) 1] {no.} nev}
1977 1,758 5§95,823 17.600.000 NAZ 47,840 (sombined)
1978 3,030 1.227.93 $7.300,000 Na 44,548 {combined)
1979 3,269 1.007,786 18,060,000 NA 107.708 {combined)
1960 5,571 1,147,671 11,400,000 783 115,038 6728
1981 3,866 1.817.152 6,300,000 287 36.218 5,800
16582 2,509 57419 2,400,000 1,988 15,844 7,866
1523 2,575 1,034,157 3,000,000 2,513 10,334 32134
1984 2,830 B91.084 3,000,000 1,257 11,274 72,195
1805 2,538 1.225.073 2,700,000 4,539 11.069 10,558
1938 3,364 275,066% 7.200.000° 4,008% 9.237 14,433
1987 3,482 147,306 7.400,000° 487 22221 4,799
i988 5344 88,0333 3,100.000° 3513 30320 3708
1989 4,383 2077023 3,800,000° 25277 40,354 5,545
1990 5176 108,20%* 1,731.725% 3.379 13,990 15,661
1993 6,046 289,807 14,494,270 3.252 35,768 3,967
1992 6,466 215,788 19613453 AT58 rare 319
1993 4,604 88,684 18.881.490 1.076 45564 243,246
1934 571 359,438 15,069,029 1.711 43 636 94.508
1995 5,204 4a,1914 7.655.643 569 23079 21,780
1996 4,893 2a8,602" 4,730,000 1.510 83179 ¥7.828

! Sources: Guliaimaen €t &), 1930; Cueirta et al., 1995 NPFMC, 1885; Wiltams, 1997,

2 NA = not avafabie.

3 Foreign and foint-venture bycalch only.
+ Aad Xing crab onty.

5, bairgionly.

restrictions, time/area closures, bycatch
rate standards, monitoring, and enforce-
ment. Unfortunately, regulations or op-
erational changes designed to reduce
bycatch of one species, say Pacific hali-
but for example, may serve to increase
bycatch rates of another PSC species
such as Tanner crab. The multispecies
nature of bycatch is a dilemma faced
by policy makers designing bycatch
regulations and fishermen attempting 1o
abide by themn.
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Beginning in 1982 with the imple-
mentation of the BSAI groundfish FMP,
regulations and incentives for foreign
fisheries worked to control the bycatch
of halibut, crab, and salmon (Table 3).
Bycatch of these species remained low
through 19835, but then increased with
development of relatively unconstrained
joint-venture operations until [987
when bycatch limits for these fisheries
were established. Bycaich further in-
creased with development of the fully

domestic fleet, but was quickly limited
by regulation. Bycatch limits for Pacific
halibut. Pacific heering, red king crab,
and Tanner crab kept the bycatch from
reaching higher levels. Bycaich of salmon
remained unconstrained through 1994,
and bycatch of C. opilio remained uncon-
strained through 1997.

Bycatch of prohibited species has
been controlled by bycatch manage-
ment measures, but not without costto -
groundfish fisheries. In particular, hali-
but bycatch management measures have
constrained groundfish harvests. Typi-
cally. all bycatch mortality (4,665 ) al-
located to traw! and longline fisheries
is taken. along with lesser amounts from
pot fisheries and fisheries within Alaska
state waters (Williams, 1997). Attain-
ment of halibut bycatch mortality lim-
its has caused many closures over the
years. and these clesures have decreased
the amount of groundfish caught. For
example. 6 closures were implemented
in 1994, 12 closures in 1995, and 14
closures in {996 due (o Pacific halibut
bycatch allowances being attained by
specific fisheries. A summary of the
1996 closures is shown in Table 2. Pa
cific halibut bycatch limits have affectec
bottom trawl fisheries in particular, and
consequently, portions of fisking quo-
tas annually specified for most flatfish
species have remained unharvested
(Witherell, 1995). Longline fisheries
have also been constrained by Pacific
halibut bycatch, and careful release re-
quirements have been implemented to
improve survival of halibut discards
(Smith, 1993). However, implementa-
tion of an individual fishing quota (FFQ)
system for Pacific halibut and sablefish
longline fisheries in 1993 allowed for
more selective longline fisheries with
lower bycatch (Adams, 1995).

QOverall crab bycacch has been a func-
tion of crab abundance and PSC limits.
High bycatches of king crab and
Chionoecetes crab (mostly C. opilio)
were taken in the 1970°s by foreign fish-
eries, but regulations and incentives
implemented with the FMP in 1982 re-
duced crab bycatch to much lower lev-
els. In the domestic groundfish fisher-
ies. bycatch of red king crab and Tan-
ner crab have been kept in check with
PSC limits for trawl fisheries. Bycatch*™™,
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of C. vpilio increased drastically in the
early 1990's (Table 3). corresponding
to an expanding crab population, so C.
opilio PSC limits were established in
[996.

Crab bycatch regulations have been
based ¢n concerns that trawling impacts
crab populations directly in terms of
trawl-induced monmnality and indirectly
through habitat degradation. QObserved
mortality, as measured by crab bycatch,
has accounted for a small percentage of
crab populations. For example, bycatch
amounted to only 0.5% of the red king
crab, 1.2% of the Tanner crab, 2nd 0.1%
of the C. opilic population on average,
for 1992-95 (NPFMC. 1996). Because
bycatch is small relative 10 other sources
of mortality, timefarea closure are
thought to be more effective than PSC
limits in reducing impacts of trawling
on crab stocks (Witherell and Harring-
ton, 1996). As such, numerous trawl
closure areas have been instituted to
address concerns about unobserved
mortality (crab wounded or killed but
not captured). and possible habitat deg-
radation due to trawling and dredging.

The bycatch of Pacific herring and
salmon has been controlled by timefarea
closures triggered by bycatch limits.
Pacific herring closures have been ef-
fective at maintaining an acceptable
level of bycatch in years when herring
are abundant on the fishing grounds.
This situation occurred in 1992, 1993,
1994, and 1995, when Herring Savings
Areas 2 and 3 were closed to trawling
for fisheries directed at walleye pollock,
Theragra chalcogramma; rock sole,
Pleuronectes bilineatus, yellowfin sole,
and other flacfishes. Similarly, salmon
bycatch limits are expected to trigger
¢losures only during years when excep-
tionally high bycatch rates are encoun-
tered by the rawl fleet. During the first
year of implementation in 1994, the
Chum Salmon Savings Area was closed
1o all trawling from 20 August through
12 November. Without this closure.
bycatch may have exceeded the record
set in 1993, when over 240,000 chum
salmon were taken (Table 3). By far. the
highest bycatch rates for chum salmon
occur during August, September, and
October. with aimost no chum salmon
taken in other months {NPFMC, 1995).
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[t should be noted that bycatch of
PSC is also controlled by nonregulatory
means. Many measures have been em-
braced by the trawl and longline fleet
to contro! and reduce bycatch of Pacific
halibut, crab, and salmon. AGIS appli-
cation has been used by the BSA] trawl
and longline fleet to identify hotspots
by using bycarch rates reported by in-
dividual vessels (Gauvin et al., 1995;
Smoker, 1996). Bycatch rate informa-
tion from individual vessels is received
at a central location. aggregated daily,
and then quickly relayed back to the
entire fleet in the form of maps, so that
hotspot areas can be avoided, PSC rates
are reduced and corresponding higher
groundfish catches can then be realized

by the fleet. Unfortunately, because this

is a voluntary program, nonparticipat-
ing vessels with high bycatch rates may
keep the fleet as 2 whole from catching
the entire quota of flatfish. Some
bycatch reduction may also come in the
form of peer pressure. Individual ves-
sel bycatch rates are now published on
the [nternet for all to view, Vessels with
high bycatch rates may be shamed into
improving their bycatch performance.
Further reductions in bycatch may be
achieved with individual vessel incen-
tives. The current system tends to pe-
nalize vessels that adopt bycatch redue-
ing tactics because they will probably
have reduced catches of target species
(Huppertet al., 1992). This external cost
is due to the race for fish (and bycatch),
as fish are allocated on a first-come-
first-served basis. These external costs
would be reduced if fishermen paid for
the fish they use, or had defined prop-
erty rights to those resources (NMFS,
1996). Under an individual bycatch
quota sysitem, also called a vessel
bycatch account (VBA) system. each
vessel would have an incentive to re-
duce its bycaich rate to maximize ils
catch of groundfish. Vessels with low
bycatch rates would benefit by being
able to catch additional groundfish with-
out being shut down by vessels with
higher bycatch rates, as they are with
current fleet-wide bycatch limits. A
VBA system could result in more
groundfish being caught overall with
less overall bycatch of prohibited spe-
cies. Analysis of a VBA program is un-

derway, and if adopted by the NPFMC
and approved, could be implemented in
the year 2000.
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DATE: April 9, 1996

TO: Mr. Clarence Pautzke,
Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 3086
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

FROM: Arni Thomson 2 Z M %
Executive Director

RE: AGENDA ITEM C-2(d), COMMENT ON CRAB CLOSURES IN
BRISTOL BAY, AMENDMENT 41; GROUNDFISH FMP, BSAI;
HISTORICAL REFERENCE POINTS, THE SOUTHEAST BERING S$&4
KING CRAE POT SANCTUARY

INTRODUCTION:

- The recently concluded: meeting of the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council Crab Rebuilding Committee (for the South-
eastern Bering Sea) is essentially revisiting historic
conservation and allocation issues, that revelve around the
development of trawling for groundfish, versus sustainabil-
ity of pot, hook and line and limited driftnet and purse
seine gear fisheries for crab, halibut and salmon. Of sig-
nificance, the committee has incorporated a considerable
body of new scientific information and fisheries management
experience into its discussions that is rot a part of the
administrative record for Amendment 37 to the Groundfish
fishery Management Pilan for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands.

The development of Alaskan and Pacific Northwest concera
over unregulated offshore targeted exploitation of first the
high value traditional species, then groundfish exploitation
with retention of high value species as bycatch, dates back
+o the 1930s. Regulatory measures to prevent depletion of
the fishery resources that inhabit the continental shelf off
the coast of Alaska began with international fisheries
agreements. Ronald C. Naab, Fisheries Management
Supervisor, Burean of Commercial Fisheries, Juneau, Alasgka
has recorded the precedental agreements in "The Reole of
International Agreements in Alaskan Fisheries.,® (Commercial
Fisheries Review, Vol. 30 , No. 10, Attachment 1.)

Mr. Naab notes the beginning of the treaties with an agree-
ment to protect Northern fur seals in 1911, followed by the
International Pacific Halibut Convention in 1924, the Inter-
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national Whaling Convention in 1937, and the International
North Pacifc Fisheries Convention in 1953 to provide
safeguards to three specles of salmon.

HISTORIC ORIGINS OF THE "POT SANCTUARY":

It is within the context of Bilateral Agreements between the
U.S. and the USSR and the U.S. and Japan from 1964 through
1977, that measures to protect king and tanner crab, halibut
and salmon from exploitation and potential depletion by
forelgn fleets developed.

An area of particular concern, the near and offshore waters
on the north side of the Alaska Peninsula became the focus
of controversy between American and foreign fishing fleets
in the early 1960s. This was due to overlapping abundance
of commerically explecitable fishery resources of king and
tanner crab, large concentrations of flounder specles and
juvenile halibut.

* May 1964, the U.S. enacted Public Law 83-308, the
Bartlett Bill. This law prohibited forelgn vessels from
engaging in fisheries in U.S. territorial waters, or to take
any Continental Shelf fishery resource that belongs to the
U.S., except as provided by the Act or by an international
agreement to which the U.S. is party. The prededental law
defined Continental Shelf fishery resource tc include
"iiving organisms belonging to sedentary species; that is to
say, organisms which, at the harvestable stage either are
immobile on or under the seabed or are unable to move except
in constant physical contact with the seabed or the
subsoil.” (Naab, Vvol. 31, No. 6.} The U.S. prepared a list
of organisms that qualified as Shelf resources and the list
was published in the Federal Register. The listing included
king and tanner crah and thus began initial measures to
protect shellfish resources off the coast of Alaska.

* November 1964, Conclusion of the first Bilateral
Agreement with Japan, followed by a similar agreement with
the USSR. The agreement provided protection for the devel-
oping U.S. king crab fishery and initiated the first
regulatory measures to safeguard the resource, which
included: (1) quotas for the Japanese catches; (2) defined
an area on the north side of Unimak Island where king crad
fishing was restricted to the use of only pot gear; and (3)
minimum mesh size was established for tangle nets and pots
or tangle nets were the only gear allowed by the Japanese;
minimum size of crabs taken was established and males only
for retention. (See Naab, Figure 5.)

Irn December of 1964, a bilateral agreement between the U.S.
and the USSR provided for the closure to trawling of six
areas off Kodiak Island to protect the king crad fishery.
These areas eXtended well beyond the 12 mile territorial
fishery limit of the U.S., as did the "pot sanctuary”
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off the north side of Unimak Island.

Following the agreement with Japan in regards to king crab
in the Southeastern Bering Sea, a similar agreement was
reached with the USSR with almost identical provisions.

* QOctober 1966, the U.S. Congress enacted Public Law 89-
658. This legislation established a 9-mile contiguous
fishery zone adjacent to the U.S. 3-mile territorial sea.
"The law provides that the U.S. will have the same juris-
diction over fisheries within this newly created zone as it
has within its territorial sea, subject to the continuation
of "traditional" fisheries by foreign nations." (Naab, Vol.
30, No. 10, p. 53.) This law initiated the regulation of
foreign filshing within 12 miles of the coast of the U.S. and
it had major impiications for foreign fishing off the coast
of Alaska and helped protect not only king and tanner crab,
but halibut and salmon.

*+ The pot sanctuary zone was expanded in 1968 when agree-
ments with Japan and the Soviet Union were renegotlated.
That change became effective in 1969 and the northern -
boundary changed from 55-28N to S55-54N. The Japanese
government also prohibited trawling in an extensive area
in the Eastern Bering Sea, including the pot sanctuary.
Negotiations with the USSR that concluded in January 1969
resulted in the agreement on identical provisions with the
Japanese agreement, including use of pot gear only in the
pot sanctuary. The Soviets also agreed to refrain from
trawling for other species within the sanctuary area.

Of particular interest to the Crad Rebuilding Committee

in regards to the controversy over allowance of flounder
fishing in the "pot sanctuary” area, Ron Naab notes in 1969
that the Soviet agreement on trawling "should be beneficial
to U.S. fishermen in the area faced with interference by the
large Soviet winter flounder fishing expeditions north of
the Alaska Peninsula.” (Ronald C. Naab, "Revisions of Inter-
national Agreements Affecting Alaskan Fisheries,” Commercial
Fisheries Review, Vol. 31, No. 6. p. 34, Attachment 2.)

* The final expansion of the "po:t sanctuary" occurred in
1975, when the U.S./Soviet fisheries agreement expanded the
pot zone to its present configuration. The Japanese agreed
to the same configuration. The final bilateral arrangements
were carried forward in the foreign fishing regulations that
implemented the Magnuson Act in 1977 and they remain in
effect today. (Craig Rammond, NMFS Enforcement, Juneau, AK.,
correspondence to Arni Thomson., February 20, 1987, with
attached chartlet on Forelgn Fishing Regulations for the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, Attachment 3.)

*+ Tt is also worth noting that the International Pacific
Halibut Commission recognizes the "pot sanctuary" zone as
a significant halidbut nursery area. In 1967, the IPHC
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declared this area "a halibut nursery area" and closed it to
directed fishing for halibut with longline gear. The
rationale for the closure was to rebuild the Bering Sea
halibut resource, as this area was known to contain large
concentrations of juvenlles. The boundaries of the closure
area have changed only slightly since 1967, most recently in
1990 to allow for the establishment of a small commercial
fishery within the nearshore Bristol Bay area. (NPFMC,
Draft EA/RIR for BSAI Amendment 41, March 28, 1896, p. 95,
Attachment 4.)

PASSAGE OF THE MAGNUSON FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT
ACT IN 1976, AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF DOMESTIC GROUNDFISH
TRAWL FISHERIES:

The passage of the MFCMA in 1976 resulted in the creation of
eight regional fishery management councils in the U.S.

and development of a whole new series of fishery management
plans (FMPs) to not just regulate, but to encourage the
development of domestic groundfish fisheries. Thils ushered
in the period of "Americanization of groundfish fisheries®
off the coast of Alaska. : : y

70 encourage the development of flatfish fisheries in the
Southeastern Bering Sea by a fleet of small coastal
trawlers, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council first
allowed an experimental joint venture fishery in 1981 within
the boundaries of the long established pot sanctuary.

The experimental flatfish fishery expanded foliowing the
collapse of the Bristol Bay king crab fishery in 1982 and
in 1984, the NPFMC approved Amendment 1 to the Bering Sea/
Aleutian Islands Groundfish FMP. Amendment 1 allowed year-
round domestic trawling within the area. {(NPFMC, 1995,
Bering Sea Species Protection Areas, p. 14, Attachment 5.)

With the adoption of a single amendment to the Bering Sea
FMP, 15 years of tediously negotiated international
fisheries agreements structured for the protection of king
and tanner crab, halibut, salmecn and herring were dismantiled
to encourage the development of domestic flatfish and other
groundfish commercial fisheries.

The passage of Amendment 1 created great consternation
amongst crab and halibut fishermen concerned about
exorbitant bycatches that were common knowledge through

NMFS reports based on the foreign observer program. Fisher-
men were also concerned about the unobserved impacts of
trawl gear to the benthic substrate.

Within one year of Amendment 1 deing implemented, NMFS
reported bycatches of king and tanner crad in the joint
venture fisheries skyrocketed. King crab bycatch approached
almost 1 million animals in 1985, at a time when overall
abundance of king crab plummeted to historic low levels

from which 1t has not recovered. (NPFMC Draft EA/RIR for

-
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BASAI Amendment 41, p. 85, March 28, 1996.)

RECONSTRUCTION OF KING AND TANNER CRAB AND HALIBUT
PROTECTION ZONES IN THE SOUTHEASTERN BERING SEA:

As a result of Bering Sea crab fleet's fears of the rapidly
growving domestic trawl fleet virtually depleting the Bering
Sea kxing and tanner crab stocks, a voluntary coalition
formed, the Coalition of Concerned Crab Fishermen. (The
Coalition evolved into the formation of the Alaska Crab
Coalition in the spring of 1986.) The Coalition submitted a
petition to the NPFMC in the fall of 1985 requesting
emergency action to reinstate the provisions and boundaries
of the "pot sanctuary.”

* This resulted in the NPFMC adoption of Amendment 10 to
the BSAI FMP reestablishing only the eastern portion of the
pot sanctuary as a no trawl zone in 1987. Amendment 10 also
created bycatch "caps" and bycatch cap zones for king and
bairdi crab as part of the compromise package of regulations
that provided flexibility for the groundfisk fleet. The
actual closure and bycatch cap zones were implemented by
emergency rule in 1986, then extended by Amendment 10.
(Attachments 6 and 7).

* Amendments 12A and 15 implemented in 1989 and 1991
increased the king and bairdi caps to their present levels
and established Zone 1, Zone 2H. and BSAI-wide halibut caps
at their present levels. {Attachment 8.)

* Amendment 18 to the BSAI FMP adepted on June 1, 1992,
like Amendment 1, may also prove to have far reaching ,
impacts on the potential rebuilding of king and kairdi crab
stocks of the Southeastern Bering Sea. Amendment 18 which
initiated the inshore/cffshore poliock allocation program,
included the creation of the Catcher Vessel Operational
Area (CVOA) for trawl catcher vessels delivering to the
inshore component. The eastern portion of the CVOA that
extends east of Cape Saricheff, closely parallels the
boundaries of the original pot sanctuary on the north side
of Unimak Island. {(NPFMC, Bering Sea Species Protection
Areas, 1995, p. 11, Attachment 9.) The area has now
become a preferential access area for shorebased trawlers.,
who operate extensively in this area, fishing not only for
pellock, but for cod and some flounder. This area, once an
area of high king crab abundance and harvests, is now an
area of intensive bottom trawling. As Bob Otto pointed out
to the Crab Rebuilding Committee, the 1995 NMFS Bering Sea
king crad survey illustrates this is now coincidentally

an area deveid of king crab.

* The most recent NPFMC action to affect the rebuilding of
king crab, is Amendment 37, implemented as an emergency rule
in 1995 and continued in 1996. Amendment 37 establishes the
King Crab Savings Area, 56N - S7N and 162W - 164W, closed to
non~-pelagic trawling from January 1 through March 31. This
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expansion of the (eastern pot sancturary) no trawl zone is
in response to the continued recruitment failure of king
crak gstocks despite conservative directed pot fisheries in
the late 1980s and early 1990s. This is yet another attempt
to provide a compromise measure for king crab protection
vhile alliowing development of shorebased flounder fisheries.
(NPFMC Bering Sea Species Protection Areas, Attachment 10.)

CONCLUSION:

Based on the circumstances of abundant king crab harvests
that developed out of extensive protection of king crab
from 1967 through 1981, compared to the persistent
recruitment failure and historic low abundance levels under
the compromise protection program initiated in 1986, it is
recommended that the NPFMC close the King Crab Savings Area
year-round.

<
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THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
IN ALASKAN FISHERIES

By Ronald C. Naab*

Foreign fleets fishing in international waters off Alaska are
Tesources supporting Alaska's large

STETR :
;e S, 10 Pr
» &, LASOET1E Taska. Policibg these agreements by
oTAt-Loast GusrdrBureau of Commercial Fisheries patrols has
been stepped up to keep pace with the increased enforcement re-
sponsibilities and growing foreign fishing efforts, As nations of
the world increase their harvests of protein from the seas, in=
ternational agreements will become more important in protecting
U. S. interests in the vast fishery resources of the Alaskan area,

Marine re Sources supporting Alaska's (figs. 1l and 2), Since 1964, the number of such
foremoSE SUSTalmng LNGUS %Lr Y, commercial “BEreements and associated U, S, laws has
TiSneries, are Hagé&)‘ VOInerSDle 10 depletion nearly trebled, ¢elimbing from 4 toll,
by fleets operating in international waters Through these a reements, harvesting by

adjacent to Alaska's shores., The species - TED lisnermen ol species essential to the
traditionally most important B RTaska-- “AITERInTiSheries cither has been controlled

XN, RLIITSUY, FINE Crab, and tur seal-- W; " € gravity of this situation
wmm T evidenced by 1966 statistics. These show

~—Sojurisdiciion, the species protected by such agreements
T IneSs OlTShOre areas, these Migra~ provided 96 percent of the value of Alagka's

ory aminais, 1R the apsence ol internaliion commereial fisheries manufactured products,
$aleraards, could De imtercepted by 1ian er=- which had atotal wholesale vatue of over $200
men‘ﬂr—"b_ﬁao na n_more"_ﬁreacﬁ_ng':&'lasTa's million.
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DEVELOPMENT OF AGREEMENTS

The same threat hangs over the under-

utilized fishery stocks that offer the greatest The pattern of increased protection af-
potential for development by the U. S, fishing forde e U. Sneries can be piciur
industry. These include species already be- opmenmt ol internaiiona
coming more important to Alaska's fisher- W
ies~+tanner crad, shrimp, and scallops--as an .

well as stocks likely to be developed in the ——

future: pollock, ocean perch, flounders, and North Pacific Fur Seal Convention
sablefish,

“The U. 5. has long recognized this danger
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The main North Pacific fur seal herd
breeds on the Pribilof Islands in the eastern
Bering Sea. These animals migrate over a
wide range in the North Pacific Ocean: east
alongthe North Americancoast 1o off southern
California, and west along the Asian coast to
near central Japan. Wnolesale slaughtering
of the seals both on the breeding islands and
the high seas had decimated the herds by the
late 1800%s. 1In 1811, following negotiations
inspired by concerned conservationists, the
original North Pacific Fur Seal Convention
was signed by Great Britain {for Canada),
Japan, Russia, and the U, S, The original
dgreement was terminated in 1941, An Ine
terim Convention signed in 1937 is subject
t0 renegotiation in 1964,

This agreement prohibits the taking of fur
seals on the high seas and lin-its their har-
vesting to governmeat-controlled removals
on the breeding islands. Siance its inception,
the Pribilof fur seal herds have increased
from fewer than 150,000 animals to about
1,750,000 in recent vears,

During 1960-67, the average yearly har-
vest from the Pribilofs was 65,800 seals. The
U, S. share of the proceeds from these pelts
was nearly 83 million a year, The State of
Alaska profits directly from these harvests

by receiving 70 percent of U, S, net receipts,’

International Pacific Halibut Convention

The eastern North Pacific halibut stocks,
like the fur sea) herds, declined severely un-
der intensive and unregulated fishing by more
than one nation. The halibut fishery of the
U, 8. and Canadabeganin 1888, By 19135, the
annual catch had scaredto a record 62 million
pounds, Then catches fell precipitously and
remained low until well into the 13830's,

Recognizing the need topreserve this re-
source, the U, S, and Canada formulated the
International Pacific Halibut Convention,
which became effectivein1924, Manapement
of the fishery by the two nations has been
continuous through later conventions, The
present agreement of 1953 will remainin
force until either nation gives notice of its
desire to terminate it,

Regulations formulated under this agree-
ment establish fishing areas and seasons,
catch quotas, legal types of {ishing gear, and
minimum gizes of fishthatcan be taken. Un-
der the careful management of the two~nation

commission, the halibut stocks have been re-

stored. The catches have reacheda sustained

level of over 60 million pounds a year-=-taken

%:edzminamly on the Continental Shelf off
aska,

In recent years, maintenance of the U, S,-
Canada longline halibut fishery has been com~
plicated by growing Japanese and Soviet trawl
fisheries. These trawl fisheries take some
halitut incidental to their catches of other
groundfishes, which amount annually to well
over a billion pounds. Although halibut re-
present only a very small percentage of the
Soviet and Japanese trawl catches, the cum-
ulative removals may endanger maintenance
of the halibut stocks. The impact of the in-
cidentaltrawlcatches is receiving increasing
study by the Halibut Commission.

International Whaling Convention

Whaling as an industry began as early as
the 12th Century and has deep roots in early
U, S, history. The whale populations of the
world's oceans have been depleted progres-
sively==first those of the Northern hemis-

phere'and, more recently, the southern seas, /™

The declines were hastened by development
in the mid-1920's of pelagic or high-seas
whaling with the harpoon gun and the large
mechanized factory ship. By 1930, exces-
sive andunrestricted catches had 5o reduced
the number of whales that it was obvious to
all whaling nations that limits were needed
to protectthe remaining stocks, Aconference
was held in 1930. An agreement was finally
reached and adopted in 1937, Most major
whaling nations were signatories to later re-
visions, whichresulted innthe 1946 convention
now inforce, Nations may withdraw from the
convention in any year.

The convention provides for setting whal~-
ing seasons and areas, limiting numbers and
species of whales killed, recommending re~
search programs, and reviewing scientific
findings, In general, the convention provides
that each Contracting Government exercise
broad powers of regulation and enforcement
over whaling by its flag vessels. Since U, S,
whaling has not beenconducted off Alaska for
many years, the principal U, 5, role inthe
Alaskan area has been surveillance of the
large foreign whaling fleets to determine their
compliance with tne international regulations,

a



International North Pacific
Fisheries Convention

In 1953, the International North Pacifie
Fisheries Commission (INPFC)} was estab-
lished by aConventionbetween Japan, Canada,
and the U, 8, to provide major safeguards to
three species vitally important to Alaskan and
aother North American fichermen, The gafe~
guards were provided through the introduction
of a new concept in international fisheries
regulation-="abstention,” This concept rec-
ognizes that the high levels of productivity
maintained in some fisheries are the result of
long and continuous conservation efforts. In
view of these efforts, the Convention provides
for abstention from fishing these stocks by
some member nations where it can be shown
that, histarically, these have not fished the
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fishing for halibut of North Americanoriginin
Convention waters off the coasts of Canada
andthe U. 5., exclusive of the Bering Sea (fig,
3). Fishingfor herring by the Japanese along
parts of the Canadian Pacific coast i{s also
prohibited, The INPFC will continue {n force
unti] one year following notic e of intent to
terminate by a Contracting Party,

This Convention has been criticized and
described sometimes as inadequate. But it
does protect nearly all the North American
salmon stocks, including most major runs in
Alaska, as well as the eastern Pacific halibut
populations of great importance to the U, S,
and Canada,

ohibition of Foreign Fishi
‘Wilhin Ierritorial 'Vcia!ers .

stock~-and that the other member nations are

fully utilizing the resource and have it under In May 1964, the U, S, enacted Public Law
study and scientific management, 88% COMInNo. nown as the 3
§ law makesit unlawiul for a omx% 15h=

Under the terms of this Convention, the
Japanese c¢urrently abstain from fishing for
salmon in either the Bering Sea or North
Pacific Oceaneast of the "abstention line” of
long, 175° W. (intersects the ceatral Aleu=
tians), and the Canadians abstain from fish-
ing salmon inthe Bering Sea east of the same
line, Further, the Japanese also refrain from

. masier ol such vessel, to en-
gageinthelisheriesin U, S, le rldl waters

€ any e 15nEeTyY re=
B € thal belongs to the U, w CXCED
provided dy the Act or D il Lnternationi
grmen 0 wWhich theé . E P#§ . 4]
ICT CTADIISHES penalties, Provigeas Jor seiz=

ure and forfeiture of a vesselor its catch or
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gear, and delegates enforcement responsibil-
ity and enforcement powers, It was enacted
following increasing entries by foreign fish-
ing vessels into the territorial waters off
Alaska. It had become evident that existing
laws were inadequatetomake abundantly
clearthat foreignvessels are denied the prive
ilege of fishing within U, S,territorial waters
and, further, that there were no effective

sanctions to punish violators,

This Act defines "'fisheries” as the “"taking,
planting, or cultivation of fish, mollusks,
erustaceans, or other forms of marine aniral
or plant life,” Enactment of Public Law 80~

] :
427 in July 1962 broadened the definition of i . (/ ;
fisheries to include support operations, [;-u--c

fr
FuafL 922 aessr

Gl -- (i o

This law provides the legal framework for Fig. 4 - Fiaca fuhiig goat 3t0as establishes by Iets U.S. JUSSR

the TS, T0 desipnale Nshery TeSOoUrces O the agrecment.

thelr harvest by Joreign nations, 1he Eon- These areas were established in accordance
'Wmm:ﬁ%ﬁWdeﬁned as  with the pzst pattern of the U, S, king crab

including “living organisms belonging to sed- fishery off Kodiak Island. The areas exteny

entary species; that is to say, organisms  well beyond the 12-mile fishery limit of the

which, at the harvestable stage either are im= U, S, and have provided a high degree of pro~

mobile on or under the seabed or are unable |, tection for L., S. fishing gear, Since this ("-\

to move except in constant physical contact agreement became effective, conflicts in the

with the sesbed or the subsoil.” Thislan- Kodiak area have been greatly reduced,

guage conformsto that in the United Nations  There have been no documented Soviet vio-

Convention onthe Continental Shelf, which be=  lations.

came effective in June 1964,

The agreement pravided that small shrimp

The designationof a Continental Shelf fish-  trawlers will be permitted v operate in such
ery rescurce could produce repercussions in  a wax that they do not interfere withfixed
other countries, Citing the U, 5, actionas a  gear in the specified areas, This provision
precedent, other nations ¢ould make claims  allowsthe increasing number of Kodiak-based
to species off their shores which might not U, 5, shrimp trawlers to operate within the
meet the precise criteria laid down in the  fixed gear areas throughout the vear,
United Nations Convention, Nonetheiess, the
L, 5, is proceeding with the preparation of an The original agreement was for 3 vears
initial listof living organisms that qualifv as and has been extended for 1 vear without
Shelf resources. Publication of this list in change, It will be the subject of discussions
the "Federal Register,” provided by the 1964  with the Soviet Union in early 1969,
Act, will make it illegal for foreign fishing
vessels toharvest on the Continental Shelf of U, S.-Japan King Crab Agreement
the U, S. those species listed,

Following the U, S, declaration of intent ip
U. S.-USSR Kodiak King Crab Pmm%mm

Gear Area Agreement online agreementcover €

are a resource of the Continenta! Shelf and
ery sukject to U, S, control anvwhere on the shelf
gre t adjacent to the U, S, Japan, which is not a }—.\
signatory to the Conventionon the Continental -
Shelf, argued that king ersb are a high-seas
resource, The agreement was concluded

1ng crab liShery in the eastern Ber:in
This agreement became effective in Dec~ I NOVEMDET 1063,
ember 1964, R was desizned to reduce re~ greememnt, the L5, comtende at kKing crab
curriné im.er.{er; e;nc: % W1 amaEE §o: t:EE,
> e ab 115 g et trawlers in




without prejudice to the positions of both

parties, but Japan agreed to certain restric-

tions on its longstanding crab fishery {n the
. Bering Sea,

¥ ajor features of this agreement, which

ﬂ?"’- p ﬁ_._aunh-
/ W‘WW
GLCE Udeda: 1Miting Japanese

catches to an annual quota; (2) providing an
'E'Lo{_gﬂ's o

area north of Unimak lsland where
fmay De USEed 10T KINg crad lismmn, loi&r types

™
ention Oy ol Mmale Crab,

also permitte
continuation € Jongstanding Japanese king
crab fishery in the eastern Bering Sea--es-
sentially on the Continental Shelf of outer
Bristol Bay,

These provisions allowed the U,S, fisher~
men to continue expanding their king erab
fishery in the Gulf of Alaska and along the
Aleutian Islands without competition from
Japanese crab fieets; also the agreement
enabled the expansionof the U, S, crabfishery

51

into an area of the eastern Bering Sea without
interference by Japanese tangle nets {(fig. 5).

The agreementof November 1964 was for
a 2-year period and established an snnual
quota for the Japanese dyring 1965 and 1956
of 185,000 twenty=-four=-pound cases, The
agreement was extended for 2 years in Nov-
ember 1966 with a provision reducing the
annual Japanese catchquotas in 1967 and 1968
to 163,000 twenty~four-pound cases,

U, 5,~USSR KING CRAB AGREEMENT

Following the agreement with Japan, a
similar one was reached with the Soviets in
February 1965, Itsprovisions were basically
identical, with the exception that the Soviets'
annual catch quota was less than the Japanese.
The exception was based primarily on the
Soviets' smaller catches and shorter history
of king=crab fishing inthe eastern Bering Sea,
The Soviets recognized the U, S, position that
king crab were a resource of the %oﬁ'mﬁn

ell over whic e COas e sovers=
“e1gn Tights.. R :

This 2-year agreement prote¢ted the grow-
ing Alaska kirg-crab fishery andpermitted

... | L L3  § ".
sERims aEs
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the Soviet king-crab fishery off Alaska to  Gulf of Alaska: (1) off Forrester Island, (2)
continue only inthe eastern Bering Sea, The off Kayak Island, and {3) off Sanak Island,
agreement provided that in 1965 and in 1966
the Soviets could take 118,600 twenty=four-~ To reduce interference with U, 8. halibut
*  pound cases, This agreement was extended fishermen by Soviet trawlers, the Soviets
for 2 yearsinFebruary 1967, with the provi-  agreedtorefrainfrom fishing ininternational
sion that the annual pack in 1967 and 1968  waters intwo large zones inthe Gulf of Alaska
. would not exceed 100,000 twenty=four=pound  during the first 15days of the halibut fishing
cases, season, The agreement also contains provi-
sions protecting U, S, fisheries off Washing~

late 1967,

- -

One innovation resulting from renegotia- tonand Oregon. This 1-year agreement was
tiommﬁgr_e?- extended for a second year at negotiations in
ments was the division oi' the h'sﬁ area Ee-

E€S€ (11 e

L~ dgreement betweentne two established speci- U, S,-Japan Contigucus
e 1S nF zones Ior each cou F o prevent Fishery Zone Agreement
edr contlicts oreim ant ior the N
p~ the a reemen! Would prevent wastetul 1ishin In May 1967, the U, S, and Japan negotiated
m e§§o§.s ﬁ :me WO counfr: 1:es. E:ge pasgj 8 2-year agreement permitting the Japanese
viet anc Japaneéseé fisnermen competed J0r  to continue crab fishing in the 3~ to 12-mile
BetTer lishing areas and reserved selected =zone off the Pribilof Islands, trawl fishing
regions bv preoccupying them with excessive along the AleutianIslands except during spe-

Amounts ol] g'ear. Eucﬁl Eracﬁces resulied in  cified pericds in zones in the eastern and
excessive mort S

ity o g erabs, central Aleutians, and whaling along Alaska's

- coast exceptin a portionof the Gulf of Alaska

Regulation of Ferefgn Fishing {fig. 8). The Japanese were permitted to con=

77\ Within the Contiguous Fishery Zone duct salmonfishing operations inthe contigu~

. ous zone off the Aleutian Islands west of long,
Public Law 89-658, enacted by Congress  175° W, (provisional line specified in the In-
in October 1966, established a 9-mile con= ternaticnal North Pacifie Fisheries Conven=
.tigucus fishery zone adjacent to the U, §, 3= tion). They agreed to conduct their salmon
mile territorial sea. The law provides that operations with due regard to the conditions
the U, 5, will have the same jurisdiction over of the runs of salmon of Alaskan crigin,
fisheries withinthis newly ereated zone as it

has within its territcrial sea, subject to the Japan was also granted authorization to
continuation of ""traditional” fisheries by for- conduct loading and support operations within
eign nations, the coatiguous zone in two areas in the Gulf

of Alaska: (1) off Kayak Island, and (2) off
Shortly after enactment of the contiguous Sanak Island, Exceptfor Alaska, no recogni-
fishery zone law, the U. 5. began negotiations  tion was given to contimied Japanese fishing
with the foreign nations whose fisheries off iInsidethe U, S, 3~ to 12-mile fishery zone of
Alaska might be considered "traditional." tl:l;e contiguous 48 States of the U. S, and
awaii,
U, S,-USSR Contiguous
Fishery Zone Agreement The agreement also provided that Japan
" refrain from fishing during the first 15 days
This agreement was the {irstresulting of the U, S, halibut season in the two zones
from the negotiations and was concluded in off Kodiak described inthe Soviet agreement.
February 1967, The Soviets were permitted  Further, Japan agreed not to fish {rom Sep~
to fish within the 9-mile (3 to 12 miles off-  tember through Februaryin: the six crab
shore) contiguous fishery zone in three areas pot 2ones sumundinq Kodi sland, the
off the Alaskan coast littleused by U, 5. fish- boundariesolw are identical to those es~
ermen, The areas include one in the Gulf of RO sHes Dy the 190 . N ag
Alaska, a gsecond along the eastern Aleutian C oK -
Islands, and a third encompassing the far 200 d he
7N western Aleutians {fig. 7). The Soviets were - : €
also permitted to conduct loading and fishing  TEFEEMICAUS cXpiralion, the parties are to
vessel support operations within the contig- review it and discuss possible arrangements
uous fishery zone in three small areas in the  for continued Japanese fishing,
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POLICING OF FISHERIES AGREEMENTS

U, S, responsibilities for policing the in-
ternational agreements and for enforcing the
U. S, laws and regulations implementing the
sgreements lie with the Bureau of Commer-
cial Fisheries and the Coast Guard, In 1980
with the increasingly evident threat Bose
OTEiZn Ileets and the Uoast Guar

18ted 3 system of 10 askan rnational
Tisheries gaﬁ&s’. Coast Cuarq Tisheries
51

ipSa
BCF figherie
tion to enforcement,
information on forej
tointernational agre

help

cralt are accomnpanied by
8 enforcement agents. In addi-
the joint patrols gather
gn fisheries not subject
ements, This is done to
their im ery stocks

determine

lormation 1s essential to formulate U, S
T OIS TS MAYTonal Tisherics policies,
To keep pace with the increzsing foreign
fisheries and the obligations imposed by ad~
ditional agreements, the joint Coast Guard-
BCF patrols have been increased from a few

- weeks by a single ship in 1960 to year-round

RALPH C,
3957. Fur Sealsof the Pribilefislands. U, S. Fuk and
Wildlife Semvice, Congervation ia Astion, Ne. 12,
22 pp-

MAChNTOSH, N, A,
1965. The Stwoeks of Whales,
tondon, 232 pp.

Mz AN, DONALD L,

1940, Role of Internationa]l Commintions iz World Fuhe
enes Reprint from Proceedings of the Gulf and
CaribbezaFuheries [nstitute, Thirteenth Annugl Sese
sion, Fr. 1-21.

Fighing News (Brok) id.,

£,

surface and aerial patrols, During the past
few years, Coast Guard cutters, sugmented
by aircraft from Annette and Kodigk Islands,
annually logged about 250,000 miles (10 times
around the earth} on international fisheries

patrols off Alaska,
CONCLUSIONS

Historically, international a ErTeements
haveplayed a s1gRIICant FOle TR ATashaR 160~

mmsm”w

~Tenfs hate Teen releT mior ineT e

m’mm
eorLn, viet an

ingly 10 the Living marine resources of the
Seas as a source of food, the fishery re~
sources on the vast Continental Shelf off
Alaska will be subjected to more and more
intensive foreign fishing efforts. There can
be little doubt that bilateral and mu!iﬂatera]_
ervagreemen wWllldSsSume even greater

mp ance 1n preven §¥4) orglgn encroach=
mEnE on Hie EEOCES aiﬁ hs}%ng Qunas éssen~-
T T TN AT AT e R T e
U.'S. fishing e Alaska area, N
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1967, Camme:eiall‘ubﬂiel!intm.ics, 1966. AlaykaDepan-
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REVISIONS OF INTERNATIONAL AGREEMENTS
AFFECTING ALASKAN FISHERIES

Ronald C. Naab

Recently the United States renegotiated
several fishery agreements with Japan and
the USSR that affect Alaska's fisheries. The
principal changes in the agreements and the
benefits to U.S, fishing interests are dis-
cussed in this article,

Alaska's commercial fisheries are: (1)
dependent upon species that range the high
seas far beyond waters of U.S, jurisdiction;
(2) vulnerable to depletion by foreign fleets
fishing onthe high seas; and (3) receiving in-
creasing protection through U.S, Government
negotiation of international fisheries agree-
ments, An earlier articleltraced the evolu-
tion of the safeguards afforded Alaskan fish-
eries as they were faced with increasing
competition by the growing foreign fleets.

Constant changes in the Alaskan and for-
eign fisheries require frequent revisions of
internationalfisheries agreements to ensure
that maximum benefits are being obtained for
U.S, fishery interests. Inlate1968 gnd early
1968, U.S, negotiators and advisors met with
their counterparts of Japan and the USSR to
reexamine severa!l fisheries agreements.

Japanese Agreements

Negotiations with Japan began in Novem-
ber 1968 and extended over 3 weeks. The
discussions centered around 2 agreements
and involved the questions of Japanese fish~
ing for king and tanner crabs in the eastern
Bering Sea, fishing for groundfish within the
U.S, contiguous fishery gzone off Alaska, and
lishing for groundfish inhigh-gess waters off
the coasts of Alaska, Washington, and Oregon.
The new arrangements came into effect in late
December 1968 and extended the agreements,
88 modified, until January 1971.

King Crab Catch Quota Halved

Provigions of the modified Japanese agree-
ments _are more favorsble to U.S, fighing

interests than the earlierones. The Japanese
king crab catch in the eastern Bering Ses in
1869 and 1970 will be only about one-half the
1967 and 1068 catches because their annual
quotz was reduced from 163,000 cases to
85,000 cases, Such a drastic reduction WAS
needed to conagerve the declining eastern Bep-
ing Sea king crab stocks while enabling U.S,
fishermen to expandin the ares and increase
their share of the biologically allowable harv-

est. In addition, the modified king crab agree-
ment further facilitate oy L1SHET

Vidin T eniarged cray pot sanciog
north ol Unimak Island, w which fic tangle

w e flicwe

ulEE!‘E I). X5 in the earlier VETsion, the

agreemer;t does not prohibit the Japanese
from fishing in the sanctuary with other type
of gear for other spec{es. But the Japanese

Government, as a domestiT, 16 pProRIbIting
ITEWIINE 1N 4 EXTeNSIVE RYEU 1N YHe eastern

I SN, NIy T POT BANStUa

Annual Tanner Crab Catches Limited

In recent years, the Japanese began fish-
ing for tanner crab largely &s an incidental
catch by their king crab fleets. During 1968,
however, the Japanese greatly increased their
fishing for tanner crabto the point where the
pumbers of tanner crab taken far exceeded
their king crab catch. Prompted, in part, by
this increased Japanese fishery, the U.S. in
November 1968 published a list of Continen-
tal Shelf fishery resources considered under
its sole jurisdiction. Included were tanner
andking crab. The recent negotiations, there-
fore, were expanded to include alsc tanner
crab. The Japanese have agreed to take
measures to ensure aprudent cateh of tanner
crabs in the eastern Bering Sea. It wagfeared
that uncontrolled Japanese fishing for tanaer
crab could quickly deplete the resource--as
it was becoming increasingly needed for
Alaskan fisheries,

My, Naab i with the Eaforcqment and Sm:ﬂlm nﬂ,.ﬂ. Jamesy, Almaks.

Tois article was directad wwand POCHROS
LR, Ociober 1968, pp, 46-56. Alm S2p. No. 225,

V.S. DEMATHENTY OF Thi INTERIGR
Fish and Wilkilife $arvice
Sep. No. M1

ao P9y,
77¢
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Halibut Fishermen Further Protected

Gear interference and conflict between
foreign tishing vessels and U.S. halibut veg-
sels has been a problem. American halibut
fishermen, for several years, have found it
difficult tofish in areas of the Bering Sea be-
cause of the large numbers of foreignfishing
vessels operating on the traditional halibut
fishing grounds. The revised agreements
provide for restrictions of Japanese fis
to avoid interfering with U.S, halibut fishing,
These restrictions include a new commitment
by the Japanese to refrainfrom trawling dur-
ing darkness in an area of the eastern Bering
Sea where U,S, fishermen are concentrated
during the short period of the spring halibut
season {figure 2). The extended agreements

continued the provisions for the 2 zones in
the Gulf of Alaska, where the Japanege will
refrain from fishing during the first weeks
of the halibut season,

New Loading Zones Designated

In return for Japanese concessions on the
high geas, the U.S. agreed to new areas in
which Japanese vesgels could conduct loading
operations within the 3+ to 12-mile contiguous

ery zone, Two new loading zones were
the Guif of Alaska:
one off Afognak Island north of Kodiak, another
off Forrester Island near Dixon Entrance.

Other provisions of the 1967 agreements
with the Japanese were continued in force,

‘/L;_\
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Easentially, they afford protection to U,S, king
crab fishermen on the high seas in 6 areas
off Kodiak Island, and the Davidson Bank re-
gion south of Unimak 1sland; they permit the
Japanese to fish withinthe contiguous fishery
zone aleng the Aleutian Islands and off the
Pribilol Islands,

Soviet Agreements

After nearly 4 weeks, negotiations with
the Soviet Union ended in late January 1969
with the signing of modifications of 3 fishery
agreements. The new arrangements are of
Z-years' duratjon. They involve Soviet fish-
ing for king and tanner crabs in the eastern
Bering Sea;lishing within the contiguous fish-
ery zone off the coasts of Alaska, Washington,
Oregon, and California: and fishing in the
vicinity of American crab pot and halibut
longline concentrations on the high seas,

King Crab Catches Reduced

The new arrangements negotiated with the
Soviets also were more advaniageous to the
U.S. thar the earlier agreements. King crab
fishing by the Soviets in the eastern Bering

- Sea was curtailed by reductionof their annual

tatch quota from 100,000 cases to 52,000
cases in 1962 and 1970, The Soviets also
agreed to an expanded crab pot sanctuary:
the boundaries are identical to those agreed.
to by the Japanese {figure 1). Provisions of

the Soviet agreement not only ProRIDIt 136N =
Bﬂﬁg int the sanciuary with other a;an t pear
] TOYF RIng crab bul also lanner crab. ;n addi-

1011, € vie agreed 0 refrain Irom

{rawhidg 1o other sEeci €s within the sanctu-

W
ficanderiisnin £ exE: ditions norih of the Alas -
ennsula,

Take of Tanner Crab Restricted

The Soviet catech of tanner crab from the
U.S. Continental Shelf was also brought under
control for the first time by the modified

agreement, The Soviet take of tanner crab,
unlike the Japanese, is primarily taken inci-
dentally with king crab. It was limited to
40,000 cases (about 6 million crabs) annually
in 1969 and 1370,

Halibut Grounds Closed to Tra;vlers

Soviet vessels operating near the trag;i-
tional halibut fishing grounds in the eastern
Bering Sea, like the Japanese, presented
problems to American longline fishermen
during the short spring halibut fishing sea-
son. The revised agreement calls for Soviet
trawlers to refrain completely from fishing
on 2 prime halibut fishing grounds during the
first 6 days of the halibut season (figure 3).
Protection of U,S, halibut fishermen from
Soviet trawling in the 2 high-seas areas ad-
Jacent te Kodiak Island was continued in the
new arrangements,

Crab Pot Areas Protected

U.S. king crab fishing on the high seas
was also provided protection by the January
agreements with the Soviets. The 6 high-seas
areas of U5, king crab pot concemtrations off
Kodiak Islang remained closed to trawling
during a period revised to coincide with pres-
ent Alaskan crab fishing seasons. The So-

viets also agreed to refrain from frawling {

uring ihe King cra as50n 1n e Sam a

AF
j

on Lavidson sank a 1 € Japanese.

£ 3 er provision should be
DERENICIAl 10 U. 5. lishermen in the area [
WIth Inerierence Dy the large Soviet wi

Additional Loading Zones Permitted

In view of the concessions on the high seas
by the Soviet Union, the .S, agreed to 3 new
Soviet loading areas within the contiguous
fishery zone: one in the Gulf of Alaska off
Afugnak Island, and 2 in the Bering Sea off
St. George and off Nunivak Islands. In addi-
tion, the fishing areas allowed the Soviets
within the contiguous fishery zone along the
Aleutign 1slands were altered. They now
coincide with the fishing zones provided the
Japanese. Other prcvisions of the 1957 agree-
ment were continued without change.




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmaspheric Administratiea
Yational Marineg Fisheries Service ;
P.0. Box 1668

Juneau, Alaska 99803

February 20. 1987

Mr. Arni Thompson
Executive Secretary
Alaska Crab Coalition
3901 Leary Way N.W.
Suite #9

Seattle, WA 98107

Dear Mr. Thompson:

I have reviewed the evolution of the eastern Bering Sea pot zone
and have found the following series of events. The original zone
came into existence in 1965. The boundaries ran from Cape
Sarichef to 55-16N 166-10W, northeastward to 55-28N 165-34W,
thence eastward along 55-28N to the Alaska Peninsula. That was a
provision of the 1965 U.S./Soviet crab agreement and the
U.S./Japan crab agreement concluded in late 1964.

The zone expanded in 1968 when the crab agreements with Japan and
the Soviet Union were renegotiated. That change became effective
in 1969 and the northern boundary changed from 55-28N to 55-54N.

The final change that I have been able to track occurred in 1975
when the U.S./Soviet fisheries agreement expanded the pot zone to
its present configuration. The Japanese agreed to the same
configuration but implemented it as a domestic regulation through
arrangements that had been concluded at INPFC. Several other
concessions were gained at that time that closed nearby areas to
trawling during winter months. Those final bilateral
arrangements were carried forward in the foreign fishing
regulations that implemented the Magnuson Act in 1977.

Enclosed are copies of those fishing agreements and a chartlets
showing the various pot zones.

Sincerely yours,

77 I
J. Craig Hammond
Special Agent in Charge

74
K7



A DL A8 LOYD

oMUY DKILwod T W04 SLNBMTOINOTI
TVIDIES 05 TNEdY @3 1 WRKaLdis
{05 vauY) vIWY MiHS14 Alvvdas v SI
ASL1-MILT O WOTES-HES WTLULIE YWY

"SENNOSTY

TS TYLGENTING ‘INOWL OVIHIZLLS
*S20TIVIS "SiIHS "OHINGIH "HOWIVE
‘InEITVH J141JV4 15312245 QALINIKHGNL

aHno-¥YAA - NDULY ‘1S

I AvH-1 WIEWIAOM - 304039 '1S
ST ¥INQLDO-1 AWYnHYl - WVASYIVHL
1 AEVTWYC=5T ¥3E0LD0 - IVHHN

15001434 OHIROTT0 THL INTEND
H140 WY INITISYE HOWd STTIH TI-T
YWV W] SI807 OWIOW0D OLLYKDIS3A W

*OHIHS 14 KI1FN04 OL
Q35019 ISTMVIHLD SYTHY HI QHY S3TIH
1 NIHLIN GLLIKMZd TWALHZA IHIOF °F

*gvady 035013 V12345 Wl i
SHIHS 14 OL N340 INITISVE HOMd STIIH
Z1 ONOAFE SNYLLAIIY GRY YIS OHIVIE ‘T

*IAISMIINE S3kva 1Y 1

153108
A Lot
""
I‘.
Ll o]
0L .= F
1ﬂ‘“—f.
\'\'\’-’
W
'/
- 1.5 —
e *Q{NO¥-¥YZA DNITHVEL OL 035070

SJMVILINYS BHITONOT

e e
*ANNOY-¥YIL SHITWVEL OL N340
(Mze1-MoL1) SKYILATIV 40 HINOS ONV
(KZL1-KOEOLT) SNYILATTV 40 HINOH

INI135YE ROWd STUIH ZN-T \‘I'IU‘}_

"0 YISYTV 40 410 335
1ANVE HOSOIAYD ——

“QMNCE-YYEA DHITAVEL OL 03S01)
TAMVILLONYS 104 AVE TOusINE

noLt

o o s sl e nd
AP O 4116 A 0L | w3l e Bt LT . R
BILas SURIVA 11 W \ g, ~
1 ¥IEHIIW ST O oo \ o
DKITMvHL QL 035010 .‘ =
\ _
! ——
o) . ’ ! -
Y Ny u
ga ' [ [
Iég \°\. R
e} S i
.gg Sanvis! NvILAITV B VS NI4T \ L
{ga suone/nbay Burysty ubraiod \, N
\ % A
-‘- -
\)l WIHLLVH °1S \ {08

“MOLY 4D 1S3 SYINY KVLINIW ATV
N1 QNNOW-WYIA DHIHITONOT OL N340
gH1735YE HOWd STTIH E1-§ Yy

pesl AvnNedd 03
YISYIY 'f L

- INDAN0INE e
221AW1S STINEHST BHIWVH TVHOTLYR ;

T
——.
~.
- .
2 S
g s
e
! ; fa -
1 AWVAHYF DNITAVEL OL 035010 vavy
1§ 43913030 OL U xanre
DHITMYEL OL N30 ST1IM Z1 RAISLNO
QWY NTTISYE HOWA STNIN L1 VaWY

LINVE LT

"IE Y3
OL T AVW SKITAVEL OL K340 =

- FHITISVE HOWA STVIM LT-T VIV e
rrmmeg )
% “"“"-‘..., } s

o M
- R
“"M,.-f.', Tl €
:

36l
£
-9

niszs .. '-“ <%

1
-
]
3

TTTIT[ 11 N AL "% :
| ll ||l |E” ||I‘lllllﬂlllllalllllllllll|ullllil‘:‘Hl‘llllv ]IIIIIHL_.:II]Ill|Illlll‘llll!l&l;llII.Illlllllll‘lllHlIlllllll
o th e o o L]




Iy sRepwEarY IVSE 2§ WIW/VE Y]

56

9661 ‘ST PR

=851 * N uB1£5.95
A 0000,£9% * N oSTIZ 35

A

A JH00E.391 - N OBOT.95

— SPessT] Jopi0 ot  ‘sppod Supaors
Z5 o )0 worpod off, :easy 3o wopdmoea
“JqTeT 203

4q waxe Lrerm ey v paspa(] L0

A3 L3g [P ARG O SRR Lgey [FRMSTRUO [[RES ¥ J0 TREGSIGnE
o 205 A0S 03 0661 UE APRI0AT IS /06T Jous ARGBws poBusty aAN] EIpENOgE

XBr1 Japoueg ode)
4q pe
~soopsBas COmERUWO,) RAEHE [VOOREIIN] T SAIV PMOL) p I 0 PAsgTY

A STHSS.991 ~ N 00596

sy

-

Sargsy PRIXTUI0O O PAOTS PO L96] W JH

ap

mp nquey
pogreasd o Jo amsop)

3 ‘0amoeal
~mo¥ suniuo] s STy INGIW] PEIARp 0) PISO SITOIE BN SOmIOE) U7 SNy

MO O TIAOTY S5 SN
2N PIMGAS 03 19 K7 U DHJ £q PRosID SEAL SAm

“soTraaan{ 30 SUOTIRITToUNS ol

ws

BAIY unser) supduo] InqUvH

-

ar

“ v ]
ABHHLBEHNG!

DONHOBHDOIR
IAREHOHOHHN
ARNRRENREARREA
SHRHBUIRREIIN
etetetetttetedy
BBHBBBHHLY
fellatedetand
AOBHHBAHY
) H~;4.~.~
atededetetetels
etetetetele
Ytatetetetety

N LR KR

1y

ot oL A S
TCBUUTEILY



-

Bering Sea

Donut Hole

L )
v - T R e " _
! < v > o Gulf of Alaska
Aleutian Islands
180W 175W 170W 165W 160W
| r ¢ ¥ ¢ ¢ ¢+ 1+ r 3 90 1ttt ol .-..\
| ] | 3 [ ] L] ¥ 1] L] L] ¥ 13 ] L} L3 L] L] ] ] ] ] 3 ] 1 1 3 ] 1 L) rd
Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary

Rationale for Closure: Originally closed to trawling o prevent conflicts between foreign mobile gear and
concentrations of US crab pots, aiso to prevent incidenta] catch of juvenile halibut that are known
concentrate in this area. Regulation still on books as reserved.

igin: Part of originai FMP. Modified under Amendment ! implemeated on January 1, 1984 to allow year-
round domestic trawling within area, ,

Description of Area: The portion of the EEZ encompassed by straight lines connencting the following points,
in the order listed:

Cape Sarichef Light (54°36'N - 164°55'42"W)

55° 16N ~ 166° 10'W

56°20'N - 163°00'W

57°10N - 163°00'W

58° 10N - 160°00'W

Intersection of 160° 00'W with the Alaska Peninsula

14



"686T ‘T XYVANVL LOdJJd NI

00 01 SANITIAIND JASIAdY d45040¥d TTIM HOIHM .HILLIWWODHNS HALVOAH.
QINAIATY 4 T1IM AFHL HWIL HOIHM ONIUNG ‘8861 ‘T1¢ UHEWIDAA TILINN

Lodd

J3

JW4AdN FHI 24

NI NIVH

~3Y¥ TITIM SNOILOTHISHY HONS °“SUHANNOTA HHEHIO ANV F'I0S NIJAMOTTIAA HOd DNITMYHL Ol
A1ddV SNOILDIdLSEd “L86T HOUVH .mzﬁ VAS ONIUAE FHI OL OT# INAWANIWY ANV ‘9861 40
4708 ADNIDUIAWH DWAIN JHL A4 JITHSITTEAVLSIT SV SHENOZ ONITMVHI d3IDIdLSHY VIS ONTHIH

AOO 051 ADO £91 NOO 891 noo €13 MO0 821
NOE 2% —
0
g
|
_
1
16 %6
HOT #S _
“-.lol Bkt pmamd ) ma— ey ey AS— yYeEE | m——
HOE 9%
: QWi
000°'SS! ooy ore T
T >
“A_ 3H0Z NOILDRIOWd N 88
OHY 8VdD
NOL ¢ 1narv
NOL G9
AOO 8S% MO0 £91 KOO BS noo L) noo 81
AW, LAVED . HHNNVI ANV ONIN NO monHoHAH.hm HOLVOAH THMVIL VIS ONI¥IYd NUILSYA

NoL *$

Kot 98

- H

(



Donut Hole

) A e e -
! N Gulf of Alaska
Aleutian Isiands
180W 175W ] 170w 165W 160W
I | N D I B N B N B _! ! ! _l ! ! | S . ! ! ! ! ! ! )
1 ' B T T T T T LA " T ' (‘b\

Prohibited Species Bycatch Limitation Zones

Rationale for Closure: To allow for control of red king crab and C. bairdi Tanner crab bycatch.
Origin: Implemented under Amendment 10 on March 16, 1987.

Description of Area: Areas close to directed fishing when crab bycatch caps are attained in specified
fisheries. Bycatch Limitation Zone 1 means that part of the Bering Sea Subarea that is south of 58°00°
N. latitude and east of 165*00°' W. longitude. Bycatch Limitation Zone 2 means that part of the Bering
Sea Subarea bounded by straight lines connecting the following coordinates in the order listed:

North latitude West loogitude
54° 3¢ 165° o0
58° o0' 165° ¢¢'
58° 00 171° 0¢'
60° 00° 71 o
60° 00 179* 20
59° 25 179 20
54° 3¢' 167° 00*
34° 30 165* 00
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Catcher Vessel Operational Area (CVOA)
Rationale for Closure: Established to limit access to pollock within the area to catcher vessels
delivering to the inshore component.
Origin: Implementzd as part of Amendment 18 (inshore/offshore) on June 1, 1992, and revised on
December 18, 1992.
Description of Area: The offshore component is prohibited from fishing in the CVOA during the
pollock "B” season. The CVOA is defined as that area in the Bering Sea subarea scuth of 56°00° N.
latitude, and between 163°00° and 168°00' W. longitude. :
7~
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NOU-B4-28 16:14  ALASKA GROUNDFISH DATA BANK | TEL : 987-486—349E61 P:g1

oundﬂSh Data Bank P.O. Box 2298 + Kodiak, Alaska 99615 N

Y TO: RICK LAUBER, CHAIRMAN
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEM Eﬂ'ﬁ e e D

) il
RE: SECTION 7 CONSULTATION RPA'S

Y o- 1
DATE: NOVEMBER 4, 1998 NCY - 4 1538

+
: o ,i
SENT BY FAX; 2 PP NPFM_C _;

COMMENTS ON REASONABLE AND PRUDENT ACTIONS FOR PROTECTING
ENDANGERED SEA LIONS IN THE GULF OF ALASKA

The members of Alaska Groundfish Data Bank are appalled at the severity of the proposed RPA's
for the Guif of Alaska. From 1969 through 1997 the pollock biomass in the Gulf of Alaska has
ranged from 100,000's MT to several million metric tons and the sea lion decline continued.
There appears to be no correlation between the decline of sea lions and the amount of pullack

available,

However, the sea lion decline does appear to correlate with the many changes in the Gulf of
Alaska ecosystem which first became apparent in the mid-1970's. There are a number of
papers documenting these changes which included the movement of pollock and Pacific cod
from off the shelf to onto the shelf and the decline of many forage fish, including capelin. We
continue to be puzzled by the resistance 1o considering the sea lion decline as part of what Is
now called the regime shift.

Further, the sea lion decline seems to have flattened out, though we expect that due to El Nino

that pup production may be low and pup survival low for a year or two.

We are also appalied that no analysis has been done of the efficacy of the current sea lion

protective measures and that the proposed RPA's are really more of the same and still there is

na research plan to monltor effectiveness,
IF A JEOPARDY FINDING IS MADE AND FURTHER PROTECTIVE MEASURES
IMPLEMENTED AGDB RECOMMENDS THE FOLLOWING MEASURES

1. A research and monitoring program be put in place in conjunction with any additional RPA's.

2. The rookery and haul-out trawl exclusion zones in the Gulf of Alaska be limited to thcse
rockeries and haul-outs where 200 sea lions have been counted between 1989 and 1998.
Using the years 1960 to 1998 makes no sense since many of the rookeries and haul-outs
have been long abandoned. 1989 is the beginning of the time series during which the rate
of sea lion declines appears to have leveled off. If the stock recovers enough to begin to
repopulate now abandoned sites new there will be time to consider other measures.

3. For rookerles and haul-outs used only seasonally by sea lions the trawl exclusion zonas
should also be seasonal. It makes no sense to close areas where there are not signi‘icant
sea lions.

-~

;- Chris Blackburn = Director » (907) 486-3033 « FAX (907) 486-3461 » e-mail 7353974@mcimail.com ——')
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4. Set the Gulf second trimester apening back from July to June. Fishing poliock in July
guaranteas that there will be high chum and Chinook bycatch. Salmon bycatch was the

reason for eliminating the July pollock fishery, July is also the time Pacific Ocean Perch can
be taken with the least halibut bycatch and the salmon season. Operationally it is

questionable whether the Gulf plants could process poltock along with the other fisherles.

5. Closing all the trawi excluslon Zones to ail trawl fisherles does not seem justified,
particularly in view of the number of rookeries and haulouts which would be clased, even if
the time frame of 1989 to 1998 were used to select the haul-outs and rookerlas. Since
there is no data showing a relationship between the trawl fishery and sea lion declines we
suggest the current no trawl zones be left In place and trawling for species other than
poilock be allowed in any new traw! exclusion zones,

8. The continued exciusion of industry from the process remains a serious problem. This is the
second time there has been a lawsuit, the sacond time Industry has been presented with
what appears to be a falt accompll. We suggest the following measures be considered to
keep industry informed and to draw on the expertise of the Industry.

The section 7 consultation process should be ongeoing and invalve industry. The local
knowledge of peaple wha live in the communities and spend their lives on the sea
should be part of the process.

By making the section 7 consultation an angoing process industry will have
the opportunity to remaln aware of the measures being considered in a time y
matter, participate in the decisions, offer their knowledge and adjust their
business plans accordingly. In plain English we don't want any more last minute
measuras forced because somebody filed a lawsuit. We want a process that
reflects the sericusness of the sea llon decline and the serioushess of the imoact
on our industry, communities and families,

B. As part of the current section 7 consultation process we request that there be a
written resaarch plan which contains at least the following:

1. More than onve hypothesls,

2. Expected results of the sea lion protection measures under each
hypothesis.

3. Time needad to see expected results under each hypothesis.

4. Results that would indicate a hypothesis was wrong.

S. Things industry could do te pravide additlonal information and data.

The assessment of fishermen in the Kodiak area after plotting the proposed trawl exclusicn
Zones on a chart Is that very little pollock, Pacific cod or shallow flatfish grounds will be
avallable far fishing.

Thrk vou for your conslderation of our comments.

Chris Blackburn, Director

Alaska Graundfish Data Bank

F:B1
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_. Noavember 4, 1998 ﬁ? @@@ﬁ

Rick Lauber, Chairman Mo V@
' North Pacific Fishery Management Council V., %
605 West 4” Avenue, Ste. 306 A
Anchorage, Alaska 59501-2252 N Fy o~
Mo

RE: C-2, Steller Sea Lions
Dear Rick,

I am concerned with the implications of the recently passed American Fisheries Act
(5.1221) on both King and Bairdi crab within the Catcher Vessel Operational Area
(CVOA). The CVOA is a critical area for the success of both King and Bairdi crab.
Unfortunately, the passage of 1221 will increase effort by trawlers within this sensitive
arca. All pollock gear is now mid-water trawl gear. However, this gear is still towed
across the bottom and disturbs the benthic environment as well as catching and crushing
an unknown amount of crab. Even though the CVOA is relatively small in comparison to

N the Bering Sea, it is very significant in its importance to all life stages of Bristol Bay Red
King and Bairdi crab,

It has been well documented by Gregory McMurray and David Armstrong that the area
just North of Unimak Island is critical to King Crab, This area is a premier hatching area
for eggs carried by female King Crab. King Crab hatched just North of Unimak Island
are in close proximity to nutrients flowing through Unimak Pass, and into Bristol Bay.
Therefore, the more femates which inhabit this area North of Unimak Island, the greater
the chance of a true recovery in the Biomass of Red King Crab.

In addition, McMurray and Armstrong theorize that the area just North of Unimak lstand E
(the CVOA) is ideal for larval hatch of King Crab due to the dinection of sea currents.

They theorize crab larvae hatched from this location have the highest probability of
enzountering an ideal environment to settle upon, Unfortunately, excessive trawling over
the years has devastated this zone, since it is within the CVOA. Female King Crabs have
moved on to Jess disturbed areas probably East of 162 degrées where they are not caught

in trawl gear and the benthic environment is not disturbed. As a-result, very few King

Crab larvae are surveyed in this area, as they were prior to the explosion of King Crab
during the 1970’s. '

The trawl impacts upon Bairdi in the CVOA have not been investigated or analyzed, but

could be much more significant than those impacts on King Crab. I have recently

completed research estimating the amount of Bairdi within the CVOA to that outside the
7~ 1
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CVOA (please see attachments). Very significant amounts of Bairdi reside within the
CVOA. For suck a relmively small area, the CVOA has great importance for the
success of all life stages of Bairdi crabs, especially when one considers that up to 57%
d's:hmﬂﬂ;deww&wﬁﬁumecm& as was the case in 1997 (see
atiachment),

According to the 1998 NMFS Survey, Bairdi are at historic low levels, and the population
of legal males and large females have never been lower since surveys have been
ccnducted. Given that the Bairdi stock is currently listed as overfished according to
National Standard 1, it seems prudent to reduce effort within the CVQA, not to increase
effort in this critical habitat area.

Unfortunately, 8.1221 does increase effort within the CVOA. How much this effort is
inreased depends upon whether proposed season changes are enacted, However, either
way, effort within the CVOA will increase a substantial amount, to the detriment of an
already devastated crab stock.

T ask the Council to consider closing the CVOA to all trawling as it was when the pot
sanctuary was in place. This protection will lay the foundation for & rebuilding of Bairdi
crab as well as King crab in the near future.
Sincerely, ,D
Edward Poulsen
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Percent of Bairdi By Size and Sex Within the CVOA
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QAGAN TAYAGUNGIN TRIBE
P.O. Box 447
Sand Point, AK 99661

Novemter 5, 1998

Mr. Rick Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4 Ave., Suite 306

Anchorege, AK 99501

Dear My, Lauber:

We are writing to you regarding the National Marine Fishery Service proposal to further institute
management measures regarding the Steller Sea Lions.

The Qagran Tayagungin people (The Eastern People) have resided in the Shumagin Islands &
Paviof Islands for thousands of years, Our people bave depended on these Islands and the sea for
their subsistence and livelihood. Encroachment by pecple from other states and countries,
starting with the Russians before Alaska was purchased by the United States, have continually
attempted to drive us from our communities, by over harvesting onr natural resources. Once
again our way of life is being threatened by people and organizations from the federal
govermment. They have not taken the time to talk to us about new regulations and laws that
could heve the potential to eliminate our entire way of Tife if they are passed and promulgated.

Let me tell you what has happened to our fisheries in the past 25 years,

Our coastline was rich with king crab, Tanner Crab, shrimp, salmon, halibut, and bottom fish. As
long as the fleet from the local communities did the harvesting for these stocks, all was well.
Once the large catcher vessels were allowed to participate, stock depletion became a process that
virtually wiped out stocks of crab and sheimp.

Halibut TFQ’s were instituted and the benefit was more for the out-of-state fisherman than the in-
state fisherman Very few IFQ’s were available to commercial fishesman in our coastal
commur.ities. Most of them were so small that people sold them because costs were prohibitive
to gear up. It won’t be long before the bottom fishery will experience the same problems due to
over fisking by the large out-of-state catcher vessels. Climate shift could have been an equally
important factor, The Aleut people proposed regulatory changes that could have made a
difference with our natural stocks. A past chairman of the Noorth Pacific Fishery Management
Counmlmldusthmmmlessaﬁshstockwmm&mblemzywoddmtpassreg:hmmtlm
restricted that fishery from any vessels participating.

28'd FI18SESEL06 3ATal NIINNDDADL Nefagd 16:£7 865T-58-N0ON



Why is i- that the people who sit on state and federal boards, councils, and conunissions cannot
leamn from past actions and attempt to keep history from repeating itself over and over? By
placing federal laws and regulations that have a negative and everlasting affect on the indigenous
people, “The Eastern Aleuts,” there is no question that we will be an endangered specie. Qur
local trawl fishery of small vessels have zero coniact with the Stellar Sea Lion during fishing
operations.

The following suggestions are ways to deal with the endangered mammal “the Stellar Sea Lion™
problem.

(1) We do not believe that the National Marine Figheries conducts an sccurate count of the Stellar
Sea Lion population. Qur belief is based on past experience when a 1997 count was conducted
by the Alsska Department of Fish &Wildlife, regarding the mumber of caribou that were on the
Alaska Peninsula between False Pass and Port Heiden. They counted approximately 1200
animais; as a result of the low mumber, a harvesting season could not be allowed. We told them
that we had seen more than that in our travels throughout the area and suggested that they include
some of the locel hunters during their count. The Alaska Department of Fish & Wildlife was
instructed by the Federal Subsistence Board to included tocal residents during their next caribou
count ‘When it occurred the second time, the count was approximately 3300 animals. As a result
of the increase in numbers, our commuumnities were allowed to harvest caribon. 1s it possible this is
happening with the Steflar Sea Lions? What kind of a count system is conducted and what is the
margin of error? Many of our commercial fishermen claim to have seen more Stellar Sea Lions in
the area than they have seen in several years. Qur recommendation to you would be to include
residents from the local communities when doing the Stellar Sea Lion count.

(2) We have been told by National Msrine Fighery Biologists that pollock is not a mutritional food
source for the Stellar Sea Lion. They feed on other species of seafood. Surely this must have an
impact on the decisions establishing trawl zones around Stellar Sea Lion habitat. We believe that
Stellar Sea Lions are getting all the food they need. Stellar Sea Lions are food for the Orca in the
Bering fiea and the Gulf of Alaska. Restricting our commercial fishing population could have a
devastating affect on the Pacific and Bering Sea ecosystems.

Ouwr recommendations are the following:

(a) Allow funds that Senator Stevens is appropriating to study the Bering Seaz and the Gulf of
Alaska ecosystems to include the Steller Sea Lion and Orca populations,

(b) Do rot place “No Trawl Zones” around areas of Stellar Seanon haul outs until there is
biological information that supports such measures.

(3) The fleet of harvesting vessels that participate in the pollock and cod fisheries off the coast of
the Gulf of Alaska are very smali compared to the targe catcher vessels that also harvest these
same stocks. Qur catcher vessels are 58™-75' and cary approximately 50,000-175,000 pounds of
product compared 1o the larger catcher vessels that carry 560,0600-1,500,000 pounds of product.
The fishing gear that is used by our fleet is very insignificant compared to the mid water and hard
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on bottcm trawls that are the size of a football field used by the larger vessels, Engine
horsepower that powers our vessels range form 365 horsepower to 550 horsepower versus 1200
horsapower to over 5000 horsepower of the larger vessels. To us there is something wrong with
this pictare.

Our recommendations to you would be to consider the following actions:

(a) Establish a committee with representation from the local coastal communities, catcher vessels,
NPFMC, & NMFS to consider and implement regulation that would address restricting vessel
size, horsepower, and gear to allow for longer season and more fish in the ocean.

(b) Do not allow for a pollock season in June because the fish are very small during this time.

(c) Allow for trip limits, this would make the seasons longer and safer for the smaller vessels that
participate in the fishery at this time.

Whatever this council decides to do, semember, you ase responsible for the welfare of the coastal
communities and the people that are going to be impacted by those decisions, If you act
irresponsibly, our tribal government will put this council as well as other government ageocies on
notice. We will not tolerate decisions that place our coastal resources and people in life
threatening sifuations. We will exercise all of our sovereign rights‘and powers as an indigenous,
sovereign nation to be able to continue to live our subsistence way of life and to commercial fish
sitccessfially.

Sincerely,

i it

_David O. Osterback, Presideat
-{Yagan Tagagungin Tribe
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3300 Arctic Boulevard, Suite 203
nchorage, Alaska 99503
(807) 562-7382
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RESOLUTION 98-20 sy
4],0

A RESOLUTICN OF THE SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE REQUESTING
MITIGATION OF PROPOSED SEA LION PROTECTION MEASURES IN THE GULF OF ALASKA
AND BERING SEA

WHEREAS, it is generally accepted that an ccean ecosystem “regime shift” in the Central
and Western Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands areas occurred in the
1970"'s which dramatically affected the species composition of marine fish and shellfish;
and

WHEREAS, the "regime shift’ resulted in a decline in abundance of herring, capelin and other
high-fat content fish, which are important prey for Steller sea lions; and

WHEREAS, these high-fat spacies wera replaced by species with lower nutritional value,
such as pollock; and

WHEREAS, from the 1970's through the present, there has been an abundance cf pollock
available to Staller sea licns, nevertheless the population of Steller gea lions in the Central
and Western areas of the Gulf and in the Aleutian Islands has continuad to decling; and

WHEREAS, the apparent decline in Steller sea lion populations that has cccurred since the
early 1970's has no demonstrable connaction to the pollock fisheries of the Central and
Waestern Gulf of Ataska and the Bering Sea and Aleutian Isiands: and

WHEREAS, buffer zones around certain sea lion rookeries have been closad to vessel transit
of any type (out to thres miles) and trawling {out to ten milas) since 1993, and there is no
evidence that such measures have had any effect on the Steller sea lion decline; and

WHEREAS, there is scientific evidence that reducing or moving pollock fishing efiorts from
areas where the fishery is currently conducted could have adverse effects on Steller sea
lions by increasing the predation on juvenile pollock in critical habitat of Steller sea lions and
increasing the bycateh of impartant non-pollock species such as herring and salmon; and

WHEREAS, the National Marine Fisheries Service is now proposing to close to trawling in
20-nautical-mile buffer zones around all rookeries and haul-outs where 200 sea lians were
ever countad between the years 1960 and 1998, even though many of the proposed
closures surround rookeries and haul-outs have not been used by 200 sea lions for many
years; and

WHEREAS, the proposed additionat haul-out and rookery closures preclude fishing in many
of the major pollock fishing areas; and

Kodiak Island ¢ Alaska Peninsula ¢ Bristol Bay ¢ Aleutian Chain ¢ Pribilof Islands
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WHEREAS, many of the rookeries used recently by 200 or more Steller sea lions are used
only seasonally; and

WHEREAS, the scope of the proposed closures will significantly impact the pollock fisheries
on which Cordova, Seward, Kodiak, Sand Point, King Cove, Dutch Harbor, and Akutan 2
depend; and ’

WHEREAS, the National Maring Fisheries Service is now proposing a trimester pollock
fishery regime which opens the second trimester in July that will result in increases in
salmon bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska and herring and salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea; and

WHEREAS, requiring a trimester fishery for the Bering Sea increases substantiaily ths cost
of operations, including flying in processing workers three times a year instead of two; and

WHEREAS, a trimester starting in July in the Bering Sea could result in poorer praduct
quality concerns and lower product recovery rataes; and

WHEREAS, the affected communities do support reasonable Sea Lion Protection measures
and the analysis of the current Sea Lion protective measures; and

WHEREAS, the industry, communities, and support sector businesses have providecg funding
to North Pacific Marina Science Foundation on Stellar Sea Lion resparch;

NQW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL CONFERENCE f
(SWAMC) that SWAMC requests that the Alagka Municipal League, the Alaska -

Congressional Delegation, the Governor of Alaska and the Alaska Legislature urge the

National Maring Fisheries Service to refrain from adopting any pallock fishery management
measures other than those based on verified scientific research that demonstrates sach
measures are likely to benefit Steller sea licns, and are not likely to have an adverse affect

or: Steller sea lion recovery equal to or greater than their potentia! benefit to Steller sea lion
racovery; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL
CONFERENCE that any measures adopted by the National Marine Fisherias Service
concerning interaction between Steller sea lions and commercial fisheries should be
designed to permit scientific verification over time whether such measures are beneficial to
Stetler sea lions; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL
CONFERENCE that any closures to commercial fishing be limited to rookeries and haul-outs
that have contained 200 or more Sea Lions during the years 1990-19987.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RES OLVED BY SOUTHWEST ALASKA MUNICIPAL
CONFERENCE that any closed rookery or haul-out areas be closed only during the time
pericd when Steller Sea Lions are known to be present. ‘
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PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE S0
6th DAY OF NOVEMBER, 1998.

Frank Kalty. P:esidu;
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= .-———= KODIAK
~— =—_= CHAMBER
—=-—— OF COMMERCE
—  P.O. Box 1485, Kodink, Alaska 99615 (907) 486-5557 FAX: (907) 486-7605

November 11, 1998

Rick Lauber

Chairman

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
P.O. Box 103136

Anchorage, AK 99510

Dear Mr. Lauber,

Enclosed please find a resolution that was passed and approved by the Board of Dircctors of
the Kodiak Chamber of Commerce at their mecting on November 09, 1998, This resolution
oullines our opposition to the proposed Sea Lion protection raeasures proposed for the Gulf
of Alaska. The Board of Directors firmly believes that before a plan of this magnitude is
implemented, there must be credible science’ conducted upon which to base this closure. We
firmly believe that the proposed closure of substantal fishing areas in the Gulf of Alaska has

TN the potential to severely impact the economics of all coastal communities around the Gulf of

Alaska, the Aleutian Islands and the Bering Sea.

It is generally accepted that an ocean ecosystemn ‘regime shift” in the Central and Western
Guif of Alaska, the Bering Sca and the Alcutian Island occwrred in the 1970°s which
dramatically affected the species composition of marine fish and shellfish, This “regime
shift” resulted in a declive in abundance of herring, capelin and other high-fat content fish,
which arc important prey for Steller sea lions. These high-fat species were replaced by
species with lower nutritional value such as pollock.

To the best of our knowledge, there has been no scientific analysis that has shown any
relationship between the potlock fishery and the sea lion decline. Lurther, there has been no
evidence shown that closure of the pollock fishery in the Gulf of Alaska will ensure that the
sea lion population will rebound. From the early 1970°s through the present, there has been
an abundant supply of pollock available to Steller sea lions. Nevertheless, the population of
Steller sca lions in the Central and Western areas of the Gulf and the Aleutian Islands has
continued to decline.

Dedicated to Kodiak's Future
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The Board of Directors of the Kodiak Chamber of Commerce strongly urgces the North
Pacific Fisheries Management Council to demand an analysis of the effects of the current
Steller sea lion protection measures be canducted before implementing additional protection
measurcs. If upon completion of the analysis it becomces necessary to close additional fishing
areas near roakeries, we would ask that those ¢losures apply only to rookeries and haul-outs
known to be utilized by 200 or more sca lions. Additionally, those closures should only be in
effect when sca lions are actually present.

Your thoughtful attention and careful consideration of this request is sincerely appreciated.

Yours in economic prosperity,

AM?&QZC

Presidert

Chainnan Rick Lauber
Senator Ted Stevens
Senator Frank Murkowski
Rep Don Young

Senator Jerry Mackie
Rep. Alan Austerman
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KODIAK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

& RESOLUTION 98-11-01

A RESOLUTION
REQUESTING MITIGATION OF PROPOSED SEA LION PROTECTION MEASURES
IN THE GULF OF ALASKA AND BERING SEA

WHEREAS, the Steller Ses Lions in the Central and Western Guif of Alaska and Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands have declined steudily for at least the past 28 years; and

WHEREAS, the Protected Species Division of National Marine Fisheries Service in 1992 listed Steller
Sea Lions as threatened species and implemented protective measures which closed three-mile buffer
zones around rookeries to all vessels and ten-mile traw! zones around rookeries; and

WHEREAS, these measures failed to result in any change in the decline of Stcller Sea Lions; and

WHEREAS, no scientific analysis has shown any relationship between the pollock fishery and the Sea
Lion decline, and thore is ne cvidence that any closure of the pollock fishery will onsurc that the Sca Lion
population will rebound; and

WHEREAS, the Protected Species Division has decided that access to pollock is the reason for the
continued decline but has produced no analysis to substantiate this belief; and

WHEREAS, the rookeries showing the least decline in Steller Sea Lions are rookeries where both Atka
Mackerel and pollock are available to the resident Steller Sea Lions; and

WHEREAS, Richard Merrick, in a peer reviewed and published paper "Diet Diversity of Steller Sea
Lions (Bumetopias jubatus) and Their Population Decline In Alaska: A potential Relationship”, suggests
that Sea Lions require more than one fishery species be available to recover; and

WHEREAS, the Sea Lion decline in the Central/Western Gulf of Alaska arid Bering Sea/Aleutians began
in the 1970s when a Regime Shift occurred which dramatically changed the specics composition. This
change included a dramatic increase in pollock in the Central/Western Gulf; and

WHEREAS, the Office of Protected Species is now proposing to close to trawling all rookeries and haul-
outs where 200 Sca Lions were cver counted between the years 1960 and 1998, even though most of the
proposed closares are rookeries and haul-outs which have not been uscd by 200 sea lions for many years;
and

WHEREAS, the proposed additional haul-out and rookery closures preclude fishing in all the major
pollock fishing areas; and

WHEREAS, 2 number of the rookeries and haul-outs currently used by more than 200 Steller Sea Lions
are used ouly seasonally; and
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— WHEREAS, the scope of the proposed closures will virtually eliminate the pollock fisheries on which

the economies of Cordova, Seward, Kodiak, Sand Point, King Cove, Dutch Harbor, and Akutan depend,
and

WHEREAS, the proposed trimester pollock fishery regime which opens the second trimester in July will
result in high Chinook and Chum Salmon bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska; and

WHEREAS, rcquiring a trimester fishery for the Bering Sca increases substantially the cost of
operations, including flying in processing workers three times a year instead of two; and .
WHEREAS, the affected communitics do support reasonable Sea Lion protection measures and the
analysis of the current sca lion protective measurcs;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE KODIAK
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE that the Governor of the State of Alaska and the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council are urged to request the National Marine Fisheries Service analyze the effects of the
current Steller Sea Lion protection measures before implementing additional measures; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE BUARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE KODTAK
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE that any increase in closures be limited to rookeries and haul-outs that
have contained 200 or more Sea Lions during the years 1990-1997; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE KODIAK

S CHAMBER OF COMNMERCE that any closed rookery or haul-out areas be closed only during the time

period when Steller Sea Lions are known to be present,
ADOPTED BY BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE KODIAK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

THIS 9" DAY OF November, 1998

SIGNED ATTEST:

: 7 o
Andrew T. Tierney - .
President Secretary to the Board
Kodiak Chamber of Comipfrce Kodiak Chamber of Commerce
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CITY OF UNALASKA
P D. BOX 610
UNALASKA, ALASKA 95685

(907) 5841251 s

FAX (807} 5611417 :

UNALASKA, ALASHA
November 8, 1998

Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman yy @
North Pacific Fishery Management Councit Oy .
605 West 4" Ave., Suite 306 '3 2 @
Anchorage, Alaska 98501 Y R %9
RE: Agenda item C-2: Steller Sea Lions '410

Dear Mr. Chairman and Member of the Council,

This is written on behalf of the Unalaska City Council and the
sommunity of Unalaska. We are very concerned about the proposed
regulatory measures developed by the National Marine Fisheries Services
addressing the steller sea lion issue that the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council will be addressing at its meeting next week.

if these proposed measures are adopted, they will have devastating
negative economic effects on the communitiee of Unalaska, Kodiak, Sand
Point, King Cove, Akutan, Seward, and Cordova that depend on poliock and
sod. Tha proposed expansion of the "no fishing” buffer zones will severely
impact the pollock fisheries in these areas. '

The “Reasonabie and Prudent Alternatives” (RPA’s) for the groundfish
fisheries off Alaska have been drafted without incorporating any new
relevant scientific information. This Is not good science. During 1991-1933,
NMFS implemented protective 10 and 20 nm trawl exclusion zones in many
areas of the Guif of Alaska and Bering Sea. To date, the NMFS has not
assessed the effectiveness of these existing protective measures, and now
proposes to add more regulatory maasures. Additional measures are being
proposed despite an indication in the October 1998 MMPA Annual Report to
Congress that states: “NMFS indicated that it was taldng steps to reassess
the effectivaness of existing profective measures. Given the current
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Mr. Richard Lauber

Morth Pacific Fishery Management Council
November €, 1998

Page 2

understanding of the sea lion/fishery prey interactions, additional research i3
warranted prior to establishing revised management actions® (P.87) The
existing protective measures must be analyzed before consideration of
additional measurses that will have such devastating negative affects an
Alaskan communities.

The proposed trimester pollook fishery, which opens 2 season in July,
will ales have negative effects on the fishery and communities. There will oe
increased by-catch of harring and salmon, and the short season would force
shore-side plants to operate inefficiently by having to bring processing crews
up three times per year Instead of the current two. There would also be
concerns about quality and lower product recovery rates during this time of
year. These negative effaects on communities should be addressed in light of
the 1996 NRC et.al. report “The Bering Sea Ecosystem” concluding advice
which was to find 8 BALANCE between the region’s fishing communities and
resources such as marine mammals. Clearly, these proposad protective
measures have not addressed a balance.

it is evidant that the effected communities suppart reasonable sea fion
protection measures and analysis of those protective measures. For many
years, the industry seotor, communities, and business support sectors have
provided funding io the North Pacific Marine Science Foundation for steller
sea lion research. This research should also be analyzed before
implementing further protective measures.

We request that tha North Pacific Fishery Management Council urge
the National M_arlna Fisherias Service to:

1) Refrain from additional requlation of the industry unless
jeopardy is proven though a scientific research program;

2) if jeopardy is proven, reduca the scope of the proposed
RPA’s to only those rookeries and haulout areas which
had resident steller sea lion populations of 200 or mare
within the last sight years;

3) adopt seasonal restrictions, rather than year-round
restrictions, to reflect the fact that steller populations do
nat inhabit all rookeries or haulouts on a year-round basis;
and
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4) develop a research program designed specifically to
determine the effectiveness of such RPA’s and their effects
on coastal communities.

In closing, | wish to thank the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council for the oppertunity to comment on these proposed regulatory
mecasures. The City of Unalaska requests that the NPFMC always consider
the BALANCE between the region’s fishing communities and resources such
as mariné mammals when addressing regulatory measures.

Sincerely,
CITY OF UNALASKA

) b ——

FRANK V. KELTY -~
Mayor

¢e:  Unalaska City Council
Governor Knowies
Alaska Congressional Delegation
Representative Carl Moses
Senator Lyman Heffman
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November 12, 1998

Rick Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue

Anchorage, Alaska 99501 -

Re: The Decline of the Steller Sea Lions

Dear Chaﬁman Lauber,

Steller sea lions have declined 50 to 80% in the last 30 years from the central Gulf of Alaska westward
throughout the Aleutian Islands. Their decline has coincided with declines in fur seals, harbor seals, and
some marine birds. Major changes in the oceanic realm of the North Pacific have occurred as climatic
conditions have shifted in the last two to three decades. Coinciding with these changes has been the
substantial and significant build-up in capacity and intensity of Alaska’s groundfish fisheries. While many
factors were likely involved in the initial decline of the sea lions, today, scientists believe that nutritional
stress related to prey abundance and availability is likely the reason for the decline today. Changes in the
prey base can be related to climatic shifts, commercial fishing, or both (Merrick, et al 1987, Trites and
Larkin 1992, NRC 1996).

Commercial fish populations and the populations of marine life associated with them in intricate food webs
of the ocean fluctuate through time in response to many environmental factors. Changes in the ocean
environment induced by changing climatic conditions are significant. Different influences occur from
cither atmospheric high-pressure states or atmospheric low-pressure states (Springer, 1998). A question
remains as to whether or not commercial fisheries could affect important prey for marine mammals such as
the Steller sea lions. Fisheries alone may not be sole factor influencing availability of prey for sea lions.
Absent in much of the discussion of sea lion decline is the level of synergistic influence from these
clements. Synergism is defined as  the joint action of agents...that when taken together increase each
other’s effectiveness.” A question that has been asked is. “is the decline in Steller sea lions due to a
regime shift or commercial fishing? A better question might be. “are the sea lions declining due to a
regime shift and commercial fishing? The synergistic effects of commercial fisheries and naturally
induced changes in the marine ecosystem are poorly understood. Commercial fisheries are what we as
humans have direct and immediate control.

The Alaska Marine Conservation Council (AMCC) has testified before the NPFMC to restructure the
pollock fisheries to mitigate fisheries’ impacts to both the pollock stock and to the ecosystem. In a single
species context, we have questioned the prudence of extracting huge amounts of pollock biomass in
concentrated areas and time, and during spawning season. Prior to 1980, there was virtually no exploitation
on spawning aggregations of pollock. Today, the pollock stocks of the Bering Sea are systematically
disappearing, and intense fishing pressures continue. Associations between the eastern Bering Sea “stock™,
the western Bering Sea “stock”, the Aleutian Basin “stock”, the- Aleutian Islands “stock”, and the northern
Bering Sea “stock” are poorly understood. But in the 1990°s, a number of these stocks are in significant
decline or have disappeared. What are the real effects of our fishing behavior in the context of the
ecosystem? !

Bellwether for an ecosystem in trouble? Canary in the coal mine?
Steller sea lions are major predators in the North Pacific. They have existed on Earth for about three

million years. Geologically speaking, the last two million years is called the “Quaternary Period”. During
the Quaternary, major climatic fluctuations have occurred. There have been significant glacial periods, and




very significant inter-glacial periods, induced by global climatic changes. Cooling global temperatures
were capable of growing huge ice sheets and glaciers that carved through mountains and across continents.
Lowered sea levels exposed large landmasses. Warmer periods contracted the ice shects and raised sca
level. There were many glacial and inter-glacial periods in the last two million years of the Earth’s history
(Flint, 1971). Today we see just vestiges of many glaciers, and greatly reduced ice sheets. Yet the sea
lions have endured these extreme climatic shifts through time. Today, drastic declines in their population
draw them closer to the brink of extinction in the North Pacific. Yes, in our lifetimes we see evidence of
climatic change. No doubt such changes have occurred in the last several decades as they have in the
distant past. What is different today?

- Never before have human activities in the ocean environment developed and grown to such proportions

such as industrialized fishing has today. All animal populations on earth go through cyclic fluctuations in a
complex dance of predator-prey relationships and environmental change. While extinction of various
populations has occurred in the past, a relevant question exists today, “is human activity accelerating the
rates of extinction?” The fact that we have an Endangered Species Act (ESA) reflects the depth of
discussion and concern about this question. Now in the North Pacific, it compels us to evaluate our fishing
practices, and ensure they are in accordance with the law. Climatic or environmental changes have played a
role, but it is our imperative to look at our own behavior in fisheries to ensure we mitigate any effects from
them that may harm or impede the recovery of the sea lion. Although there are numerous facets to the
story of pollock and sea lions that fishery managers should consider:

e Changes in food web components have likely occurred many times throughout the history of sea lions
and other marine mammals and birds. Oily fish such as capelin, herring, and sandlance do not
dominate the food base today. A less oily fish such as pollock is in relative high abundance today

compared to the former. The fact remains, however, pollock is a major component of what is available
now to numerous predators.

o Pollock in the North Pacific is an important forage food for at least 11 other marine mammal species,
13 species of seabirds, and 10 species of fish (Frost and Lowry, 1986). Pollock may be especially
important in the sea lion’s diet in winter due to the seasonal availability during its spawning time.
“...it seems likely that the removals of large quantities of groundfish, particularly pollock, have had
some impact on local availability of food for sea lions especially in winter months. The effects of
these removals would presumably be more severe on juveniles than adults and on females rather than
males” (Trites and Larkin, 1992). Roe-bearing pollock likely have a higher nutritional value that non-
roe bearing pollock. are highly aggregated. and may provide important food to pregnant and lactating
females during winter when metabolic demands are at their highest.

» The absolute abundance of pollock in the North Pacific is not known; even today our most reliable
survey data goes back only to the 1970’s. Fishery surveys and reports prior to the 1970’s were very
scant, and in no way could they compare to the level assessment we conduct today. Even today, many
questions and much uncertainty surround the absolute. accuracy in fishery stocks. How can we
possibly compare the numbers between today and over thirty years ago?

e Despite few observations, it is unlikely that pollock suddenly appeared on Earth, in the North Pacific in
the 1960’s. In fact, the few accounts we do have, such as fur seal data from the 1800’s and Japanese

information from the 1930’s, the presence of pollock has been noted. In a report on the fisheries of the
Pacific coast of the United States in /892, it was stated:

“The fishing grounds [in Alaska] are believed capable of furnishing an unlimited amount of cod.”
Also, “According to Bean (a Fish Commission ichthyologist) the 4/aska pollock is one of the best
baits known for cod.” (Collins, 1892)

» There is much discussion today regarding the nutritional value of pollock, with the suggestion that sea
lions are suffering from malnutrition since oily fish such as herring, sandlance, and capelin are no
longer as abundant as they were prior to the 1970’s., The reason for the decline in oily fish is
correlated with a significant “regime shift”. Yet, was it onfy an environmental regime shift inducing



* " changes in these fish pagulations? According 1o Springer (1992), there were links of overfishing o
' otherprinﬁryStellersealjonsfomge: - T S T N SR D

wRockfish (Sebastes spp,) historically were common in diets of sea lions in the Aleutian Islands

(Thorsteinson and Lensink, 1958). Stocks of the most abundant of these species, Pacific ocean '

. perch (S, alutus), collapsed during the 1960s in the eastern Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
because of averfishing (emphasis added) (Ito, '1989) just before sea lions began to decline,
Reduced stocks of rock fish might have been responsible for the declines, or might have
contritnted to an overall reduction in prey. Likewise, by the early 1970s commercial fishing had

. reduced herring (Clupea harengus) in the eastern Bering Sea to only 10-15% of its biomass ten
years earlier (Wespestad and Fried, 1983), and this, too, might have been a factor in the decline of
sea lions.” ' R ‘ ' :

. Pollock numbers may have increased in the mid-1980's relative to the 1970’s, but our knowledge of
. pomﬂaﬁonlevelsinthelm’sandbefo;eisememel}'limited. As stated earlier, we know that Iarge-
: mleﬁshe:i&sonpoﬂockincreasedexponenﬁaﬂydmingthe?ﬂ'sandm's,andthatoverﬁshingtouk

"its toll on stock components around the Bering Sea which have diminished or disappeared in a -

- rglativelybrigfpcﬁodofthelasttenyears_. L
Today, the composition of species of the North Pacific may well be the result of regime shifts and
disruption by commercial fisheries. We must remember that the way we conduct our fisheries interacts with
whatever natural changes are occwrring.  As we look to the Steller sea lion moving towards the brink of
extinction, we must ¢nsure our behavior does not carry them over the brink---

We have an imperative to manage our fisheries as if the ecosystem matters; yet we often fall.shoi‘t of

 definitive action, wringing ourhandsinalackoﬁmderstandingforwhatanecosystemapproachreally

means. In the face of the many uncertainties surrounding sea lion-fishery interactions, the best choice we
can make is to err on the side of conservation. With the level and itensity of the pollock fisheries
unprecedented in time, now coinciding with a significant decline in a maijor predator such as the Steller sea
lion, a clarion call to puil back rings through the ecosystem. We must act in the face of uncertainty, and
recognize that our tools of measure currently employed may not be capable of giving us the answers we
seek. Inthiscase,theSteuersealionmayiweﬂbethemnaryintheooalmine. :

We are concerned about the consequences new management measures miay have on our communities, but
what is good for the sea lion may weil be good for the long-term health of the fishery. We need solutions
that allow for a viable fishery and Steller sea lion recovery.

Sincerely,

TORIREY
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ECOSY STEM OVERI-'ISHING _
Background on Steller Sea Lions and the Pollock Plshery'

| November 1998
Steller Sea Lion Decline

In 1997 the northwestern population of Steller sea lions (from Cape Suckling in the Gulf
of Alaska west through the Aleutian Islands) was listed as endangered under the federal -
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The species has declined by over 80 percent during the last 30
vears. Prior to the decline. Alaska was home to 75% of the world’s population. The number of

“haulouts and rookeries with more than 200 animals has dropped by 50% since 1960. After
rookeries are vacated. the population is fragmented and the likelihood of extinction increases.
Unless this decline is arrested, scientists say the population may be extinct in 65-100 years.
Surveys last summer showed a continued decline in the Guif of Alaska and Bering Sea. Alaska’s
Regional Director for the National Marine Fisheries Service summarized the predominant view
of scientists: “The leading hypothesis for the decline is lack of food availabiliry.”

Impact of Industrialized Fisheries

Pollock and Atka mackerel traw] fisheries are concentrated within areas designated as
' critical habitar for Steller sea lions by marine mammal biologists at the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS). See map. Research shows that these two fish are importam prey for
Steller sea lions. Scientists also determined that sea lions are most vulnerable to food stress
* during fall and winter months when prey is most scarce. Fishing pressure, which reduces prey

availability in this sensitive time of the year, is likely to lmpede the Steller sea lions’ ablllty 10
recover from precipitous decline. :

j -

This year NMF$ adopted management measures to reduce the impact of the Atka mackerel
fishery on the ability of Steller sea lions to feed successfully in the winter months. Now NMFS is

considering ways to restructure the pollock ﬁshery to better accommodate sea lion foraging
needs for these reasons:

* The pollock fishery is largely concentrated within Steller sea lion critical habitat. During
1992-1597, 50-70% of the Bering Sea fishery took place within critical habitat. Fifty o
90% was taken from critical habltat in the Gulf of Alaska.

il The A" season for pollock, which occurs in: January and February, mrgetsme-béa'nng et
LBieiio - et ademales that school into-large aggregations where: Steller sea lions feed. Roe-bearing - '
o~ . * pollock are highly nutritious and especially important to female sea lmns who are
-~ pregnam or stil nursing pups. . '
(over) -

People throughout Afaska working 1o proiect the health and diversity of our marine ecosystem

L b



e Pollock itself has declined by 50 percent of its peak in the mid-1980s in the Bering
" Sea. SomeTegional stocks of the Bering Sea pollock population-have virtually -
disappeared due to past overfishing in international waters (Donut Hole), the
‘Bogoslof Island area and westward along the Aleutian Islands. That means fishing
effort has focused on a much smaller area near sea lions. Yet the allowable catch for
poltock has remained virtually the same ~ over one million metric tons (2 billion
pounds) per year. ' :

» The no-trawl zones established in 1991 around all rookeries give no protection to
winter haulouts and the extent of important foraging areas.

Endangered Species'Act (ESA)

The ESA requires that NMFS determine whether or not the pollock fishery is

. jeopardizing the continued existence of the Steller sea lion or if it adversely affects the marine ..
mammals” eritical habitat. Once the agency makes that finding, they are required to develop
“reasonable and prudent alternatives™ to how the fishery may operate while mitigating impacts

- on the endangered species. NMFS must make these decisions on a biological basis. The law does
not require scientific proof of direct links between the fisheries and Steller sea lion decline.

Rather. the agency must err on the side of caution and take action if there is strong evidence ofa -
link. ' '

AMCC’s Perspective

¢ The decline of Steller sea lions is 2 warning sign that fisheries management needs to be
restructured to be more compatible with the whole ecosystem, Although natural
fluctuations and giobal influences (such as El Nino and climate change) affect the .
ecosystem, fisheries management is one factor over which we have direct and immediate
control. Science may never answer our questions 10 everyone’s satisfaction but we must
take action for conservation in the face of uncertainty. We must err on the side of caution
to prevent the extinction of Stelier sea lians. " .
- & NMFS should spread the pollock fishery out in area and extend fishing effort over a

longer time period to reduce fishing pressure inside Steller sea lion critical habitat during
the winter months. _ - : '

e The only way to have a truly “sustainable” fishery is to have a healthy ecosystem.
- Measures, that spread out the fishery and reduce the impact of the fishery on spawning

pollock aggregations will benefit sea lions and provide greater assurance of long-term
health of the fishery. :

& Senate Bill 1221 recently passed by Congre'SS'addressesiﬁllddaﬁnn of pollock between
factory trawlers and shoreside caicher vessels. The bill does'not prescribe how the fishery
must operate to meet conservation needs. Without making those management decisions |

governing how the pollock fishery may be conducted, conservation for Steller sea lion
recovery will not be served. '
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Telephone:, ~ 907-277-5357
* Brief Statement of Proposal:

To address ecosystem and fishery-specific concerns stemming from removals in the "A" season of the Eastemn
Bering Sea (EBS) pollock fishery, this proposal calls for the analysis of options to restructure the Eastern Bering
Sea pollock fishery to reduce fishing pressure during "A", or roe-bearing pollock season:

» Reduce the polloc'k harvest in the "A" season to no more than 10, 20, 22.5, or 30% of the total

quota.

Sub-option: Reduce the annual harvest rate during A" season. The annual harvest rate has
averaged between 17 and 23% in the last 8 years. In 1998 it is roughly 20%
(girota‘exploitable biomass). This sub-option would lower this rate during the "A" season to
10%. For example, the harvest quota in 1998 is 1.19 mmt of an estimated 6.1 mmt
exploitable biomass. The "A" season is allocated 45% of the annual quota or 535,5000
metric tons in 1998, In this sub-option, reducing the harvest rate to 10% during the A"
_ season translates to a reduction in A" season harvest from 535,500 mt to 274,000 mt ((.10 x
6.1 mmt) x .45 = 274,500 mt). The "B" season harvest would remain unchanged from the
annual harvest rate. : T

> Break up the "A" season in time: redistribute the fishery through temporat closures to allow for
' greater prey availability for marine mammals. Opticns include: 1) open the fishery for one week,

then close for one week; 2) 10 d_ays on/10 days off; 3) 14 days on/14 days off.

Reduce the Ievels of pollock catches in Qesignated sea lion winter foraging grounds. Without
closing out entire 60 nm radius determined to encompass winter forage grounds, we suggest that
there be a masimum tonaage- of pollock allowed to be extracted from these waters. The
suggested maximum for the "A" season pollock harvest in critical sea lion hsbitat is the
percentage of total of the pollock harvest removed in 1977: 10% or roughly 100,000 mt of
pollock. The remainder of the quota could still be taken from outside of sea lion winter foraging
range. - - : .

Objectives of Proposal (W hat is the problem?):

' The Easter Bering Sea pollock population is roughly half of what it was in the mid-1980's. During this peak
. recorded in recent history,ﬁ,the.mid-l%ﬁ's' ‘high of EBS pollock coincided with abundant levels of those stocks

designated as the Aleutian Basin stock, the Bogoslof-area’ stock; and the Westem Bering Sea. . The. precise Bt e

 sobintion Beties thése "stocks™ is not well-understood today: -However, it is not prudent o conduct an intensive. . .
fishery concentrated on a spawning aggregation of fish whose population is in a decline and whose adjacent stocks

and/or populations are in decline or have disappeared (i.e. Bogoslof, Aleutian Basin, and Westem Bering Sea Sea).
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A precautlonary measure for the EBS’ pallodk ﬁshery is to r&stnct or minimize the Ievel of mtense ﬁshmg on -
.+, spawning aggregations. An extensive analysis of spawner-recruit relattonshlps toncludes that the size of spawning..
- " populations influences the number of recruits produced. Most often, high spawner abundance contributtes to- high -
" recruitment, and iow spawner abundance is most often assocmted with low recn.utment {Myers and Barl'owrnan .

1996). "The failuré to recognize the need to conserve spawning biomass is a principal reason for the disastrous
" collapse of the formerly great cod fisheries in Eastem Canada® (Hutchings and Myers, 1994, Myers et al.

1996,1997). The words may ring ominous for a fellow padid, pollock, as we continue to apply intense ﬁshmg
_ pressure on s spawniog biomass as the papulat:on numbers continue their declme in the 1990's. .

Pollock has been found to be a major prey item of the endangered Steller sea lion, and 1t is also preyed upon by at |

least 10 other species of marine mammals, 13 species of seabirds, and 10 species of fish.(Frost and Lowry 1986).
The western population of Steller sea lion may be an important barometer of ecosystem change. At the present
time, pollock are¢ an integral part of a complex food web of the North Pacific. Nutritional stress from lack of

available prey is considered a major factor in sea lion decline. Undoubtedly there are SIgmﬁcam environmental -

influences playing some role in the decline of sea lions and harbor seals, along with several marine birds and fishes.
We must look to ourselves to insure that human activities do mot impede the recovery of various marine
populations. This proposal is one way to inciude ecosystem considerations into the design of a fishery.

Groundfish fisheries of the North Pacific have uridergone unprecedented growth in capacity and technological
efficiency in the last thirty years. The Bering Sea pollock fishery has developed into the world's biggest single
species fishery. Prior to 1980, very little of this fishery occurred during winter months. In the last ten years, this
fishery has intensified: its harvest in area and time to coincide with critical foraging habitat of sea lions during

winter months when metabolic demands are at an all-time high and the proximity and access to a roe-bearing (high -

nutrition) prey is crucial. In the Gulf of Alaska, NMFS' recognition that pollock is important forage for sea lions in

the fall and llrly winter resulted first i a seastmal distribution of the fishery quota, and then recently resulted in an

- adjustment in the percentage of the seasonal allocation.
The Catcher Vessel Operating Area (CVOA) of the Bering Sea overlaps and is juxtaposed to a large area

designated as critical habitat for Steller sea lions. While it is unknown what the harvest rate during pollock A -
season in the CVOA is, recent analysis indicates that localized harvest rates here during the B season may be as .

high as’ 46%, and the rate of decline in area pollock may be as high as 81% in the last three years (Fritz, NPFMC,
1998). This measured level of decline in pollock abundance during the "B" season is reason for concem. It also

suggests that we should look more closely at the mate of pollock removals in the concentrated area and time of the

"A" season, especially as it overlaps in area and time of foraging of Steller sea lions in winter months.

 Rather than debate the reasons foi'the initial decline of sea lions, let us look to what is cmbmng to or .

exacerbating the sustained decline and impeding recovery of the population. If prey availability is acknowledged as
important to the recovery of the western population of Steller sea lion, then we must be certainthat we do what we
can to minimize human influence on this availability. The absolute number of prey is important in a predator's
foraging success, but it is not the only factor to be considered. "The availability of pollock to these consumers
depends on the size structure of pollock populations, their areal and temporal d:stnbunons and the area and
temporal distribution of the consumers." (NMFS, 1998). :

' Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved through other channels?):

The Council is responsible for the management of the pollock fishery. Voluntary reductions in the quota or in
fishing time and arez are unlikely. The Council and NMFS have a responsibility to take into account the protection
of marine ecosystems when establishing yields from a fishery (definition of 0Y) and to ensure that no federal

actions impede the recovery of an endangered species, )
-

-



~ Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wiﬁs, who loses?):

Supportive D:ita & Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?):

Frost, K.J. and Lowry, L.F,, ( 1986). Trophic importance of some marine gadids in northern Alaska and their body-
otolith size relationships. Fishery Bulletin, 79:187-192. ;

Fritz, L. 1998, NMFS, Projections of Pollock Catches and Estimations of B-Season Harvest Rates Inside and
Outside of the Catcher Vessel Operating Area (CVOA) along with Trends in Pollock Catches in Steller Sea Lion
Critical Habitat in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Region (Inshore/Offshore3 document)

Hutching, J.A, and Myers, R A. 1994, What can be learned from the collapse of a renewable resource? Atlantic
cod, Gadus morhua, of Newfoundland and Labrador. Canadian Joumnal of Aquatic Science. v. 51: 2126-2146.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 1996

Myers, R A, and Barrowman, N.J. 1996 Is fish recruitment related to spawner abundance? Fishery Bulletin,
94:707-724 .

Myers, R A, Hutchings, J A, and Barrowman, N.J. 1997 Why do fish stocks collapse? . The example of cod in
- €astern Canada. Ecological Applications, 7:91-106. -

NMFS, 1998. Effects of the CVOA on Marine Mammals (Inshore/Offshore3 document). Prepared by Alaska
Region, NMFS, Juneau, Alaska.

North Pacific Fishery Management Council, November, 1996. Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAF E)
Report for the Groundfish Resources of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Regions.
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Land Use, Resources & Economic Development 5
Introduced by: AML Board and Alaska Conference of Mayors
Date: November 7, 1998

A RESOLUTION OF THE ALASKA MUNICIPAL LEAGUE
RESOLUTION 99-

A RESOLUTION REQUESTING MITIGATION OF
PROPOSED STELLER SEA LION PROTECTION
MEASURES IN THE GULF OF ALASKA AND BERING SEA

WHEREAS, the National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS”) is currently in the
process of rendering a Biological Opinion pursuant to the Endangered Species Act to
determine whether the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea groundfish fisheries are
jeopardizing the continued existence of endangered Steller sea lions through their fishing

practices; and

WHEREAS, NMFS officials recently issued a paper outlining proposed regulatory
actions termed Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives (“RPAs”) to mitigate any jeopardy
to the Steller sea lion population caused by the fishing industry, including greatly
expanding the number of “no fishing” buffer areas in the Gulf and Bering Sea fisheries;

and

WHEREAS, the proposed buffer areas include all rookeries and haulout areas since the
early 1960s where 200 or more Steller sea lions have been observed, even though many

such areas have had no significant resident Steller sea lion population in decades; and

WHEREAS, the proposed RPAs would cripple the Alaska groundfish industry,
adversely impact Alaskan small boat fishermen, dramatically reduce the amount of fish
available to Alaskan shorebased processors, and adversely affect fishery-dependent coast

communities; and
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WHEREAS, the best available scientific information does not support a determination

that the fishing industry presents jeopardy to the Steller sea lion population; and

WHEREAS, the NMFS has decided that access to pollock is the reason for the

continued decline but has produced no analysis to substantiate this belief; and

WHEREAS, the rookeries showing the least decline in Steller sea lions are rookeries
where both Atka Mackerel and pollock are available to the resident Steller sea lions, and
Richard Merrick, in a peer reviewed and published paper “Diet Diversity of Steller Sea
Lions (Eumetopias jubatus) and Their Population Decline in Alaska: A Potential
Relationship”, suggests that sea lions require more than one species available to recover;

and

WHEREAS, NMFS scientists have acknowledged publicly and in writing that the
agency does not know what is causing the decline in Stellar sea lion populations, yet is

determined to pursue regulation of the Alaskan fishing industry in spite of this fact; and

WHEREAS, NMFS has not undertaken any concerted research activities to prove or
disprove whether the RPAs in the Gulf of Alaska, which have been in existence since
1992, have effectively addressed the decline in the resident Steller sea lion populations;

and

WHEREAS, the scope of the proposed closures will virtually eliminate the pollock
fisheries on which Cordova, Seward, Kodiak, Sand Point, King Cove, Dutch Harbor and
Akutan depend and affect the State in the loss of employment and general fund raw fish
tax;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska Municipal League calls
upon the Alaska Congressional Delegation, the Governor of the State of Alaska, the
Alaska State Legislature, and the Secretary of Commerce to urge the National Marine

Fisheries Service to (1) refrain from any additional regulation of the industry unless
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jeopardy is proven thorough a scientific research program; (2) if jeopardy is proven,
reduce the scope of the proposed RPAs to only those rookeries and haulout areas which
had resident Steller sea lion populations of 200 or more animals within the last eight
years; (3) adopt seasonal restrictions, rather than year-round restrictions, to reflect the
fact that the Steller sea lion populations do not inhabit all rookeries or haulouts on a year-
round basis; and (4) develop a research program designed specifically to determine the
effectiveness of such RPAs.
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5.0 CATCHER VESSEL OPERATIONAL AREA

This chapter describes the location and composition of pollock harvests in relation to the Catcher Vessel
Operational Area (CVOA), and how they may change under the alternatives and options being considered in I/O3.
Projected impacts are considered on the catcher/processor fleet, motherships, and catcher vessels. Though
pallock fisheries are described in and around special Steller sea lion areas, the impacts on Steller sea lions are
described in the environmental assessment in Chapter 6.

3.1.  Pollock Catch Distribution and Composition for 1991-1996

This section provides information on peliock harvests and fishing effort inside and outside the CVOA during the
A and B seasons of 1991, 1994, and 1996. The composition of the catch is deseribed in terms of pollock length
and mean individual weight. Harvest rates are compared for the three above years with the 1997 B-season

fishery,
5.1.1 Data Sources and Methods

Obsexver data were used t0 summarize pollock fishery catch distribution, CPUE, and pollock size distribution
by fishery sector inside and outside the CVOA in the A and B seasons of 1991, 1994, and 1996. Quly data
collected on the Eastern Bering Sea (EBS) shelf were consideted; data from the Aleutian Islands (areas 540-543)
and the Bogoslof districts (area 518) were excluded A target species was assigned to each haul that was sampled
by cbservers for species composition based on the groundfish species or species group that comprised the largest
fraction of all of the groundfish caught in the hanl. Only data from pollock target fisheries were included in this
analysis. The fishery sectors considered were catcher processors (observer mode 1), cateher boats for shoreside
processing plants (observer mode 3), and motherships (observer mode 2). A haul assigned a mode of 1 was done
by a catcher-processor that both caught and processed the catch from that haul; this group consists solely of
offshore vessels. The catch from 2 haul assigned a mode of 3 was delivered to a shoreside plant for processing,
and as such, can be assigned entirely to the inshore group. The mothership sector in the observer summaries
provided is a mixture of both offshore and inshore data. All data contained in the following summaries are

representative of each sector’s performance based on observer sampling.

Observer data were sumomarized for each season, A and B, based on the opening and closing dates of the entire
pollock fishery in 1991 and each sector in 1994 and 1996 in Table 5.1:

Table 5.1 Opening and Closing Dates for Pollock Fisheries in 1991, 1994 and 1996
A-Season B-Season

January 1 - Febmary 22 June 1 - September 4
1994 Jan 20 -Feb 18 Jan 20 - Mar 2 Ang 15 - Sep 24 Aug 15-0Oct 4

1996 Jan 26 - Feb 26 Jan 20 - Mar 2 Sep 1 - Oct 17 Sep 1 - Oct 17
Source: NMFS Alzska Region Bulletin Board (NMFS F/AKR home page on the Intemet),
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“True” mothership opening and closing dates were set equivalent to the inshore sector’s dates. Catch-per-unit-
effort was defined as the total pollock catch {(metric tons=mt) divided by the total hours trawled summed over all
sarpled bauls in each sector-season cell. Similarly, mean individual pollock weight (in kg) was calculated as the
total poliock catch weight divided by the total estimated number of pollock caught in all sampled hanls in each
sector-season cell. Pelagic and bottom trawls were considered separately and only pelagic trawl data are reported
for CPUE, mean weight, and length-frequency. However, data on catch distribution (charts and percent inside
and outside of the CVOA) inchide both bottom and pelagic trawl-canght pollock. Charts of pollock fishery trawl
Iocations include the Bogoslof area for 1991, but these data were not included in CPUE or mean pollock weight

calculations nor pollock length-frequency summaries.

. Pollock population-at-length estimates inside and outside of the CVOA were available from bottom traw] and
hydroacoustic-midwater trawl surveys conducted in 1991, 1994, and 1996. These surveys were conducted in
summer. Population-at-length estimates by region in the eastern Bering Sea are not available for any other
season.

Impertant Note: The CVOA used in these analyses is 163° W to 168°W south of 56°N and north of the Alaskan
peninsula and Aleutian Islands, as originally defined in the 1992 BS/AI FMP Amendment 18. CVOA was
reduced in 1995 by moving the western boundary eastward by ¥2° longitude to 167°30'W. Consequently, the size
of the CVOA used to characterize its impact on the 1996 fishery is slightly larger than that actually enforced that
year. Asshown in Figures 5.2 and 5.6 the deleted area was not used extensively during the A- or B-seasons of

1996 by any fishery sector.
5.1.2 A-Season Fisheries

In 1991 and 1994, 96-100% of the observed EBS shelf A-season pollock was caught within the CVOA by each
sector (Figures 5.1 and 5.2). The CVOA percentage dropped to 46-75% in 1996, as all sectors utilized areas
north and west of the CVOA along the 100 m contowr. Ice could have constrained the fishery more in 1991 and
1994 than in 1996, since the extent of the ice edge was over 2° latitude (120 nautical miles) further south in mid-
March of 1991 and 1994 than in 1996.

The last year that the Bogoslof district, to the southwest, was open
Latitude of Southern Extent of Ice mthQl,andappmxhn_ateleO%ofﬂ:eA—mpoﬂockcatch
Edge Along Meridian: came from that area, primarily by offshore catcher-processors

igure 5.2).
Year E I65°W | 170°W (Figure 5.2)

1991 | s6.5°N 57.0°N In 1991, the average pollock CPUE of catcher-processors during the
A-season was 72% greater inside the CVOA than outside the CVOA
1994 | 56.5°N 57.6°N on the EBS shelf (Figure 5.3). In the A-season of 1994, catcher
processor CPUE was 107% greater inside the CVOA than outside,
1996 | 58.8°N [ 595°N while that of catcher boats was 67% greater. In 1996, the spatial
Source: Natignal Ice Center CPUE relationship reversed: the average CPUEs of catcher
processors and catcher boats were 48% and 122% greater outside
the CVOA than inside, respectively. These data should not be used
to make firm conclusions regarding spatial differences in CPUE becanse of the small size of the sample available
from outside the CVOA in 1991 and 1994 and differences in the southem extent of ice.
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Percent of Observed Pollock Caught Inside and Outside of the CVOA

125%
A-Season
100% W Inside CVOA lf
O Outside CVOA |
759% -
S50% 1
25% -
0% - : - : : : : : : e -
1991 1984 192¢ 1981 1854 1666 1981 1994 1996
Catcher Processers Catcher Boats True Motherships
125%
B-Season
100% ’_
75%
0%
25%
0% - -+ : : - : t :
1891 1684 1986 1981 1984 1996 1991
Cateher Processors Catcher Boats Trae Motherships

Figure 5.1 Observed pollock catch distributian by season, sector and area by pollock fisheries on the
eastem Bering Sea shelf in 1991, 1994, and 1996. Aleutian Isiands and Bogosiof data were excluded.
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Pollock Catch Per Unit Effort (CPUE), Pelagic Trawls
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Figure 5.3 Pollock CPUE by season, sector and area by poilock fiskeries on the eastern Bering Sea

shelfin 1991, 1994, and 1996. Aleutian Islands and Bogoslof data weze excluded.
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Pollock caught by the fishery were generally larger and more uniform in size within the CVOA than outside on
the EBS shelf curing the A-seasons of 1991, 1994 and 1996 (Figures 5.4 and 5.5). This is most clearly evident
i 1996 when the modal length and mean individual weight of pollock caught by each sector outside of the CVOA
was 4-6 cm smatler and 0.2 kg lighter than inside of the CVOA. In 1991 and 1954, modal lengths were similar,
but there were a greater percentage of pollock < 40 cm in length outside of the CVOA than inside (see table 5.2
below), and mean individual weight tended to be lighter (Figure 5.5):

Table 5.2 Percent of Polleck < 40 cm in Eength in A-Season Fishery Samples

Catcher Processors Catcher Boats “True” Motherships
Year Outside Inside CVOA Owutside Inside CVOA Oidside Inside CVOA
CroA CV.IQ_A cro4
1991 21% 5%
1994 9% 4% %
1996 &% 1% 11% 1% 5% [%

5.1.3 B-Season Fisheries

The CVOA became operaticnal in the B-season of 1992 and has been an exclusive inshore operational area each
B-season since. In 1991, the last year that catcher-processor effort distribution was unconstrained by the CVOA,
the offShore sector caught approximately 96% of its B-season pollock outside of the CVOA across a broad
section of the outer shelf from the Pribilof Islands to the edge of the EEZ (Figures 5.1 and 5.6). In 1994, most
of the catcher processor effort was concentrated north of the CVOA in the middle shelf and to a lesser extent west
and north of the Pribilof Islands. However, in 1996, catcher processors worked exclusively north of the CVOA
" and west of St. Matthew Island, and not in the area west of the Pribilof Islands. Catcher boats caught about 84%
of ther B-seasca pollock in the CVOA in 1991, and this percentage increased to 100% in 1996 as the distribution
of their B-season effort contracted (Figures 5.1 and 5.6).

Pollock CPUE wes greater outside than inside of the CVOA in each of the paired comparisons available for the
three years and fishery sectors (Figure 5.3). Pollock size, however, tended to be larger and more uniform inside
than cutside of the CVOA (Figures 5.5 and 5.7). Furthermore, pollock < 40 cin in length were more commonly
encountered outside than inside the CVOA. This occurred even when there was a large, widely distributed
incoming yearclass, which occurred in 1991 with the incoming 1989 yearclass as evidenced by the mode @ the
high 20 cms in all length-frequency samples (Figure 5.7) and the high percentages of pollock < 40 cm.
particularly inside of the CVOA.:

Table 5.3 Percent of Pollock < 40 cm in Length in B-Season Fiskery Samples

Catcher Processors Catcher Boats “True” Motherships
Year T Outside Inside CVOA Outside Inside CVOA Outsida Inside CVOA
CVgA CVOoA cVoA
1991 200 18%
1984 13% 5% 1% 21% 1%
1996 19% 4“» 1% 15% 0%
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Mean Individual Pollock Weight - Pelagic Trawls
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Figure 5.5 Mean individual pollock weight by season, sector and area by pollock fisheries on the
eastern Bering Sea sheif in 1991, 1994, and 1996. Alentian Isiands and Bogoslof data were exclnded.
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3.1.4  Survey Biomass Distributions

Boitom traw] and echo-integration/midwater trawl (EIMWT) surveys of the pollock population were condneted
in the surmmers of 1951, 1994 and 1996. The EIMWT estimate is from the surface to within 3 m of the bottom,
whiie the bottom trawl estimate is for the bottom 3 m; hence the two estimates can be summed to estimate the
total poilock population. Poliock population estimates by length in three regions for each of the three years are
presented in Figure 5.8. The three regions are: the CVOA, east of 170°W outside of the CVQA (equivalent to
INPFC Area 51 outside of the CVOA), and west of 170°W (equivalent to INPFC Area 52). Data east of 170°W
from the 1991 EIMWT survey could aot be separated into areas inside and outside of the CVOA. Therefore, in
Figure 5.8 and in the Table 5.4 below, the 1991 CVOA data are from the bottom trawl survey only; for the area
labeled as “East of 170°W, Outside of the CVOA™, this includes both areas inside and outside of the CVOA east

of 170°W for 1991.

Table 5.4 Pollock Population Estimates and Percentages < 40 cm in Length by Area for the
1991, 1994, and 1996 Combined Bottom Trawl and ETMWT Surveys
of the Eastern Bering Sea Shelf

East of 170°W
CVOA Outside of CVOA West of 170°W

Pollock

Population | % <40cm
x10’

% <40 cm

! For 1991, data for the CVOA is bottom trawi only. These date are inclnded in the total for the area east of 170°W for 1591.
2 For 1951, data for the area cast of 170°W, outside of the CVOA is actually for the entire area east of 17¢°W ineluding the CVOA, both

midwater and bottom.

In each of the three summers surveyed, about 2/3 of the pollock population by numbers was Iocated west of
170°W, but over 2/3 of those encountered each year were < 40 cm in length, In the summers of 1994 and 1996,
the CVOA. contained only 11% and 6%, respectively, of the eastern Bering Sea pollock population, but small
pollock were generally absent.

5.1.5 B-Season Harvest Rates: 1991-1997

B-season pollock harvest rates were analyzed spatially by estimating pollock abundances and catches in three
areas and four years. The three areas chosen were: (1) the CVOA, (2) east of 170°W outside of the CVOA, and
(3) west of 170°W (Figure 5.9). The years 1991, 1994, 1996, and 1997 were chosen because combined bottom
trawl-hrydroacoustic surveys of the pollock population were conducted each summer. The following method was
used to calculate areal harvest rates (shown in Figure 5.10):

. The distribution of survey estimates of age 3+ pollock biomass (30+ cm in length) in cach area and year
was used to apportion the stock assessiment model (Wespestad et al. 1997) estimate of total eastern
Bering Sea age 3+ biomass by area and year. This yielded estimates of age 3+ pollock biomass by area
for each of the 4 years.

HAIN-OFF-3\1SECREVUO3EA SOC 190 {August 26, 1998, 1:00 pm)



D08 VIEODATIDIST\e-1I0-NIVH

161

(wd p0:T ‘8661 “9Z 15n8ny)

8 8- 8-

2 11991 Vst of 170°W ,|1994 Westof 170°W | 1996 West of 170°W

o]

— 5 [ Midwater 6 61

Es = Bottom Biy 51

B 4! a- q

% 3 3 3

E i 2 2

21 1. 1

39 Q- — 0 s

- S 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 S5 60 65 70 V5 B0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 10 75 80 P12 A7 22 27 32 37 42 41 52 ST B2 G 12 1

w 9 8 B 4

C g East of 170°W g East of 170°W > East of 170°W

2 ;| Including CVOA Outside of CVOA | Outside of CVOA

E & 5 5

‘5 : a a

%‘-‘ = 3 3

2 .- 2 ; 4

-g 1 1 11

3o ﬁ——Av—v—ﬁ--. 0 - 0- =

= 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 85 60 65 V0 ¥5 60 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 65 GO0 65 70 15 80 T2 T 22 27 32 M 42 41 52 51 G2 oF 2 it
8 8 8

7] CVOA

5 CVOA

o/ Bottom Trawl Only ' CVOA !

= 6 6 6

Es 5 5

6 4 a 4

% 3 3 K]

et 2 2

T 1 1

¢ .

30 "l__l‘_'_|_l_~l_l_1_#l__1_l__1 0 T 1 Pr—r—r=—r— D -—r-‘ﬁ‘v—r-""r——r—“t"“'rmr —

= 6 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 S0 55 60 6Y 70 75 80 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 @0 T 12 W 22 27 32 3 42 471 52 51 62 61 12 17

Length (cm) Length (cm) Length (cm)
Figure 5.8 Pollock populations at-length estimates from the hydroacoustic-midwater (Midwater) and bottom trawl surveys conducted on the

castern Bering Sca shelf in 1991 (Icft), 1994 (middle), and 1996 (right). Population estimates are provided for the CVOA (bottom), east of 170

degrees W out side of the CVOA (middlc), and west 170 degrees W (top). The 1991 midwater data east of 170 degrees could not be split inside and
outside of the CVOA.



EMEIIsaAIRY oojjod Jo sisKjnun unuds oy ur pasn JIoys nag Suriagy wiojsea oy) jo swory 6's amgi

(S

=
r~
-
s

\-ﬂ » -
e f, |
VOAD 40 epjeinp o)
MOLL joleey
"H-...E,...-:-..: .
.
s )
MOLL J0 186 i
il
™
A | .....

(August 26, 1998, 1:00 pm)

192

e SRR - L8

H-IN-OFF-3\1SECREV\IO3EA SOC



- (

"L661 P ‘0661 ‘661 ‘1661 JO
SUORUS-¢] oY) ur vose Aq (WSnes or) sxex 4soa1ey ysopod pue ‘etup pusjq put $dA125q0 woyy (Jur Jo suoyju) yoojod Jo §9YIIED WDISUINID JUOUISSOSSE

HI0IS LG61 341 Puv $£0AINS 0)1EROJUOIPATY PUY PAYI) UI0Y0Y PAUIGUIDD ot wtody (3t Jo suonji) sseurcrq yaojrod 4¢ o8¢ Jo uonnqusiq 01's omSg

L

M.OLL §0180A7
266} 9681 Y66l 1661

VYOAD jo epising
M0/} jo 1883
.66l 986} v86l Le6L

VOAD
1661 966l v66I 188}

%0 - TR - 0'0

@m.m ............. N " mc_

%Ob |l BN B R R e e o'l
%S b gl BN B c: L g’} W
dgom. — ...o.wm
@ %9E |- 19TF
2 woe |- S R— W . AU—— .ot &
%GE - Mm - v -Gt §
%0 - ............................. (%) ©12Y 196AIE}H cngm N A L o'y .W..\

CYRIT' IS - S T LT ] iy S A—— L gp

%08 - el (L) jepopy-Aeaing = |- “F 0’

%3G g'G

(August 26, 1998, 1:00 pm)

193

H:IN-OFF-3\ISECREVIOZEA.SOC



. Observer estimates of B-season polleck catch distbution by sector (offshore, “true™ mothership, and
inshore), area, and year were used to apportion the blend estimates of B-season pollock catch by sector
and year to each area. This vielded estimates of B-season pollock catch (almost entirely composed of
pollock age 3 years and older) by area for each of the 4 years.

. Harvest rates were calculating using the ratio of catch to biomass by area.

Harvest rates of age 3+ pollock have been higher in the CVOA than in either of the other two areas analyzed in
the castern Bering Sea (Figure 5.10), For each of the four years, harvest rates i the CVOA ranged from a low
of 15% in 1994 10 47% in 1997, while in the other two areas, only one of the eight angual harvest rate estimates
was greater than 10% and three were less than 5%. Furthermore, data suggest that harvest rates within the
CVOA increased in 1996 and 1997 (when they were 31% and 46%, respectively) relative to 1991 and 1554
(when they were 26% and 15%, respectively). Total eastern Bering Sea survey/model age 3+ pollock biomass
declined 38% from 1994 to 1997, but this decline was not evenly dispersed among each of the three areas. The
decline was most acute in the CVOA, where pollock biomass declined 81% from 1994 to 1997, while in the other
areas east and west of 170°, the decline was only 30% and 26%, respectively.

5.1.6  Pollock Catches in Steller Seal Lion Critical Habitat

The westemn stock of Steller sea lions, located west of Cape Suckling (147°W) including the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands, was recently (1997) reclassified as endangered under the Endangered Species Act. Much of
the CVOA is designated as Stefler sea lion critical habitat or is closed to trawlers in an effort to spatially
segregate trawl fisheries from sea lLions (Figure 5.11). Trawl exclusion zones that overlap with the CVOA
surround sea lion rookeries on the following islends (from east to west in Figure 5.9):

TableS.S Trawl Exclusion Zones Around Steller sea lion rookeries that overlap with the CYOA

Rookery Island Tmi? maéane T rjglm?one
Sea Lion Rock X X

Ugamak Island X X

Alan Island X X

Alutan Island X X
Bogoslof Istand X

The cause of the decline in the population of the westemn stock of Steller sea lions is not known. While there are
2 large munber of pessible causes including disease and predation, reduced food availability resulting from
climate change and/or fisheries appears to be the most likely. Despite efforts to reduce interactions between
groundfish fisheries and Steller sea lions, the population continnes to decling and pollock removals from
designated critical habitat in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BS/AI) increased 45% between 1991 and 1995
(Figure 5.12) (Fritz et al. 1995; Fritz and Ferrero, in press). Pollock harvests from critical habitat in the BS/AI
come chiefly from the sontheast Besing Sea foraging area which extends from 164°-170°W north of the Aleutian
Islands and overlaps considerably with the CVOA. In 1996, pollock harvests from critical habitat declined to
1991 levels primarily because of the increased use of areas outside of the CVOA during the A-season (Figure
5.2).
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a Figwe 5.12  Ppollock fishery effort within Steller sea lion eritical habitat in the Bering Sea/Alentian
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3.2

Projected Changes under the CVOA Alternatives

This section describes how the fishery may change under the various CVOA alternatives. Projections are made
of pollock catches and harvest rates inside and outside the CVOA, and within Steller sea lion critical habitat.
Actual impacts on Steller sea lions will be described in the environmental assessment in Chapter 6.

3.2.1

Estimation Procedures

Pollock catches inside and outside the CVOA were estimated using the following criteria and conditions:

»

Eastern Bering Sea pollock TAC=1.1 million mt;

A:B season split is 45%:55%,

fishery sectors (offshore, motherships, inshore) are allocated percentages of the pollock TAC according
to the Sector Allocation Alternatives 14 and Status Quo:

Secter Allocation Alternatives
Sector 1 2 Status Quo | 3 4
Offshore 70 60 55 50 40
Motherships 5 10 10 10 15
Inshore 25 30 35 40 45

fishery sectors are excluded from fishing in the CVOA by season according to the CVOA Altematives
1-3 and Status Quo (SQ) (Y=can fish in the CVOA; N=cannot fish in the CVOA). Note that in the A-
season, the SQ and Alternative 3 are the same, and in the B-season, the SQ and Altemnative 1 are the
same.

A-Season CVOA Alternatives B-Season CVOA Alternatives
Sector 1 2 S 1

S
Y
Y
Y

| |2
<2 | =
<[ | flw
=12 | Z |
S| W

N N
Y Y
Y Y

two types of A-season pollock fishery distribution patterns, one in which each sector caught the vast
majority of its allocation within the CVOA (the 1994 pattern: cold year), and one in which each sector
caught significant amounts of pollock cutside of the CVOA (the 1996 pattern: warm year):
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Percent of A-Season Pollock Caught Inside and Outside of the CVOA

!

Offshore

95.5%

“True” Mothership

99.5%

34.5%)|

IInshore

99.4%

25.9%,

. pollock fishery distribution patterns observed in the B-season of 1996 were used to estimate B-season
catch distributions under each CVOA alternative, except for the offshore sector under CVOA alternative
3 (no CVOA). In this singie instance, two scenarios were run: (1) data were used from 1991, the most
recent year when the offshore sector could fish in the CVOA; and (2) the distribution of “true”
motherships in the B-season of 1996 was used to estimate the catch distribution of the offshore fleet.
As the table below shows, the percentages inside and outside resulting from the two scenarios are very
different (NA=not applicable):

Percent of B-Season Pollock Caught Inside and Ouwtside of the CVOA

1991

1996

]

Insidel _ Outsidel i '
Offshore 4.0% 96.0%| 0% 100%]
“True” M NA NA | 99.6% 0.4%}
NA NA i 97.1% 2.9%

. if a sector could not fish inside the CVOA, it was assumed it could catch its entire allocation outside the
CVOA., If a sector could fish in the CVOA, it was assumed it would have the same catch distnbution
inside and outside of the CVOA as it had in the A-seasons of 1994 and 1996, and the B-seasons of 1996
and 1991 (offshore sector, CVOA alternative 3 only).

Is should be noted that CVOA impacts were discussed in the 01 and [/O2 analyses, and some of that discussion
is used here. However, the CVOA options under I/O3 are much broader. They include restricting catcher
processors from operating in the CVOA during the A-season as well as the B-season, and doing away with the
CVOA entirely. Additionaily, catcher vessels delivering to the catcher processor or “true” mothership sectors
may be restricted from operating in the CVOA during the A-season and/or B-season, in addition to the status quo.
Finally, the Council considered options that would exclude catcher vessels longer than 155' LOA or catcher
vessels 125" LOA ard longer from the CVOA in the A-season and/or B-season.

To provide the reader soms indication of the hold capacity of catcher vessels, Figure 5.13 had been included.
This figure shows a comparison of catcher vessel length to hold capacity. Each of the 119 catcher vessels that
were reported fishing in the 1996 pollock target fisheries are included in this figure. The hold capacity
information was taken from the 1996 CFEC Vessel Permit file. Twenty-nine of the catcher vessels reported a
hold capacity of zero in the CFEC file. This maybe the result of not filling out the field on the permit or not

baving useable hold capacity,

The information in Figure 5.13 shows that none of the catcher vessels less than 125" report a hold capacity greater
than 12,500 cubic feet. However, six vessels greater than 125" reported hold capacities of 20,000 cubic feet or
larger.

HAIN-OFF-3:ISECREVIO3EA SOC 198 {August 26, 1998, 1:00 pm})



Comparison of Catcher Vessel
Length and Hold Capacity
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Figure 5.13. Catcher Vessel Length and Hold Capacity

5.2.2 Impacts on Catcher/Processors

Higher Cost for Fuel. Additional costs could result if catcher/processors have to rum further to fishing grounds.
However this cost is likely to be incremental because catcher/processors make generally less than 10 runs to and
from an in-season port such as Dutch Harbor. Additionally, although fuel expenses are thought to be a significant
portion of operating cost, much of this likely occurs in daily operations rather than in running to and from port.

Fish Finding Costs. If catcher/processors are forced into areas they did not fish in past years thev may need to
spend more time determining where fish aggregations are located. However, the incremental increase in costs
may be small because aggregations of pollock are notoriously dynamic, and fish finding costs ocour regardless
of where oee is fishing. Also, catcher processors did harvest more pollock cutside the CVOA i 1996, This
experience outside the CVOA may also tend to lessen their search costs in future years.

Length of Fish. Smaller fish are more expensive to process because filleting machines are constrained by the
number of fish they can bandle per unit of time. It appears, from data presented above, that fish are generally
smaller outside than inside the CVQA. However, this trend was more pronounced in 1996 than carlier vears.
And the 1996 poltock size distribution inside and outside the CVOA could change in the future.

aate i : ish. The [/O2 apalysis stated that the more variance ia the size of fish, the
lﬁsﬂ:sprodmtmuymemgeneral. This occurs because filleting machines are set for an average fish size;
therefore the more variance around the mean, the less consistent the fillets will be, Again referring to the Sgures
preseated earlier that show the length-frequency samples for 1996, the shape of the curves is similar inside and
outside the CVOA. The same shape indicates that the variation in pollock lengths were about the same inside
and outside the CYOA during 1996. However, this was not the case during the 1994 fishery when fish inside
the CVOA were more uniform in size than those outside,
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Higher CPUEs Qutside CVOA. The offshore catcher processor sector experienced higher CPUEs outside the
CVOA than inside during the 1996 A-season. However, during the 1991 and 1994 A-season their CPUE was
higher ingide the CVOA. This switch may also be linked to the location of the ice edge in those years.

Harvesting Roe Bearing Pollock, Preventing catcher processors from operating in the CVOA during the A-
season raises questions about their ability to harvest quality roe bearing pollock outside the CVOA. Given that
catcher processors received about $13,300/mt for pollock roe in 1996, reducing their ability to harvest/process
a quality roe product would likely lead to negative economic impacts on their operations.

Until 1996, catcher processors harvested over $0% of their A-season pollock inside the CVOA. In 1996 the split
was closer to a 53% outside the CVOA and 47% inside. One possible explanation for mare pollock being
harvested outside of the CVOA has to do with the location of the ice edge. Since predicting the location of the
ice edge in future years is not possible, we cannot determine if ice will be a problem in the future. However,
forcing catcher processors into areas close to the ice edge could raise safety as well as efficiency issues.

Alterpative P eCtor. Smceﬂ:emajontyofﬁshmgeﬁbrtforthe
catcher processor seetor tuok place outs:de the CVOA during the 1996 A-scason and m 1991, prior to
implementation of the CVOA, one can assume it was more profitable for those vessels to operate there.
Otherwise they would have operated at a higher rate inside the CVOA. Some individual vessels probably would
find it more profitable to operate inside the CVOA. Those vessels will likely experience higher costs if forced
1o fish ontside of the CVOA during the A-season, in years similar to 1996. In years where almost all of the catch
was taken inside the CVOQA, due to factors such as ice, pollock size, pollock roe maturity, or stock abundance,
the catcher processors would kikely be disadvantaged even more if forced to fish outside.

A sub-option would reserve 9-15% of the catcher processor allocation for harvest by catcher vessels. It is the
analysts’ assumption that the catcher processors choosing to buy pollock from catcher vessels will have the option
of processing that fish inside or outside of the CVOA, and that the catcher vessels harvesting the pollock can fish
inside or outside the CVOA, under the current system. If the CVOA definition changes such that “true”
motherships are oot allowed to process pollock barvested from within the CVOA, we will then assume that
catcher processors acting as motherships would be required to abide by the same rules. In other words, “true”
motherships and catcher processors acting as motherships will be treated the same under any of the CVOA
alternatives,

523 Impacts on *“True” Motherships

“True” mothership operations would face many of the same issues discussed for the catcher processors, if forced
out of the CYOA during the A-and/or B-season. Perhaps they would experience even greater problems, because
they have been more dependent over time on the CVOA. This is especially true in recent B-seasons, as catcher
processors have been excinded from the CVOA since 1992 and “true” mothership have continued to operate
inside. Additionally, catcher vessels delivering to “true” motherships wounld likely experience higher fuel costs
due to increased ruaning time to and from port. If “true™ mothership operations are allowed to take deliveries
from catcher vessels fishing inside the CVOA, that added flexibility would give them an advantage over industry
sectors forced to operate outside of the CVOA. During years like 1991 and 1994 when almost all of the A-season
harvest occirred inside the CVOA, it would be greater advantage than in years like 1996 when more catch was
taken outside of the CVOA.
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3.2.4 [mpacts on Inshore Sector

Options that wonid allow additional effort to enter the CVOA during the B-season could potentizlly have adverse
impacts on the Inshore sector. Recall the concems expressed when the CVOA was initially considered. Oune
point focused on the catcher processor fleet operating in the waters near the shoreplants and harvesting those fish
first and moving on to the schools farther away from the plants. This would in turn force catcher vessels to fish
farther away from the plants, increasing the harvest costs, and perhaps reducing the quality of the poilock they
deliver.

Options that would reduce fishing effort close to the processing plants during the A-season would also likely
benefit the Inshore sector. The figures presented earlier in this chapter that show trawl locations in the 1996 A-
seasan reveal that catcher processors and catcher vessels often work in the same general locations. Forcing the
catcher processors outside the CVOA would result in less direct competition between them. However, recall the
discussion in the catcher processor section, that tatks about the negative impacts that sector might incur.

In addition to these issues, the Council added options (in April 1998) which could limit the anmtount of catch in
the CVOA by certain categories of catcher vessels (155" ar >125'), While such options could be used to mitigate
sea lon concerns, they would likely impose negative operational impacts on these catcher vessels.

53 Effects of TAC Allocations on CVOA Catches

Table 5.1 contains the projected A and B-season pollock catches (in mt) inside and outside of the CVOA for each
sector allocation and CVOA alternative combination. Figure 5.14 shows the percent change in A season, B
season, and ammual pollock catches within the CVOA under each sector allocation and CVOA alternative
combination relative to the base year of 1996. While it has been noted that there are two different recent patterns
of A-season fishery distribution, only the 1996 pattern will be discussed further for simplicity.

53.1 Alternative 2: Status Quo

Keeping the current CVOA definition would result in no change in. the projected fishing patterns inside and
outside of the CVOA. If catcher processors were excluded from fishing pollock inside the CVOA during both
the A and B-seasons, the catch inside the CVOA is projected to decrease by 23% (from 554,628 mt t0 426,111
mt). Excluding both the catcher processars and the catcher vessels delivering to “true™ motherships would reduce
the catch in the CVOA by 40% (to 333,558 mif). Forcing either of these sectors outside of the CVOA during the
A-season could cause economic hardships. During bad ice years, for example, this may even force vessels to take
additiomal risks and fish close to the ice or perhaps even forgo harvesting the pollock while roe is prime to avoid
the ice.
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Table 5.1 Estimated poliock calches Inslde and outside of the CVOA under each sector alloc
projections, except for the B-season, offshiore, No CVOA (2 methods were usead).

Pollock TAC assumed to be 1.1 milllon mt; A:B season split assumed to be 48%:55%.

ation and GVOA afternative. 1986 sactor distributians were used for a(l

E CVOA Alternative
3 Scctor Allocation Alternative 2: Status Quo No GVOA No CVOA
al Status Quo No Offshore Ho Offshore, No MS 1684 Used foy Offshore, B 1608 M8 Usad for Cffahore D
1. A-aeanon
E affehmea i 128617 146,483 - 276000 - 276,000 128617 146,483 128517 146483
é Trun M8 a27n 17,220 RN 17,229 - §0,000 a2Zm 17,220 32,1 17.229
g tashare 1206658 45,335 120,685 45335 120685 45235 120068 48335 120865 46,336
@ Tota! 280953 208047 162,438 337884 120,685 370335 200,963 209,047 200,853 209,047
& 2.B:Seascn
Offshare CIP - 330,000 - 330,000 . 330,000 13358 318,844 320805 1,195
Trus M8 69,763 27 69,763 77 - 60,000 69,763 207 69,783 217
inshore 203,802 6,100 203,882 6,108 203,892 6,108 203,802 6,108 203882 6,108
Tota) 283676 336,326 283675 338328 203882 388,108 277021 322960 582,480 7.520
. Annual 654628 545372 428111 673,869 33 6h8 788442 £87884 632,016 883,433 216567
0% -23% -40% 2% 59%
- ,
& Sactor Allocation Alternalive 3(C): 50% Olfshore Calcher Procassors, 10% Trua Motherships, 406% Inshore
1. A-geagon
omnareCiP 148,834 133,166 - 260,000 - 260,000 116834 133,166 116,634 133,166
Trus MS a2mMm 1722 271N 17,220 - £0,000 a2 17,228 2 17,228
instiare 148169 51,814 148,188 61,814 148188 61,811 148,189 51,619 148,160 51,811
Tatol 207,783 202,207 160980 319,040 148,180 351,811 287,793 . 202207 207,793 202207
2. B-Seangp
,Offahare CiP - 300,000 - 200,000 . 300,000 12142 287,858 290913 1,087
Tius MB 58,763 2147 69,783 217 - 80,000 69,783 1 68,783 N7
Inehole 233020 6,880 233,020 6,980 . 233020 6,980 233,020 8,088 233020 6,980
w— Total 202002 307128 282,002 307,188 232020 396,880 3049494 235055 591,716 8,284
E 3 Annual  5ODERE  60D,404 473,762 628,238 381,200 718,791 602738 497,262 869,508 210,491
o % -16% -AN% % 80%
[~ 2%
2
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Table 6.1 Eslimated pollock catches inside and outstds of the GVOA under each sector altoc

ation and CVOA alternative. 1888 sector distributions were used for all
projections, except for the B-season, offshore, No CVOA (2 methods were used).

1

i Poliock TAC agsumed to be 1.1 millon mt: A:B aeason apliit assumed to be 46%:55%.

B CVOA Alternative

:?1 No GVOA No CVOA

& Stalus Quo No Offahiore Na Otfahore, No M8 1081 Uzad fo; Qftshare, B 1998 MS Usod tos Offahore H

- Quipide GYOA Inslde CYOA Quisido GVOR inslde CVOA Ouisids GYOA inzido GVOA Qugelds CYOA Inatde CVOR Quistds CVOA
Seotor Allacation Alternative 3{A): 70% Offshora Catcher Processors, §% True Motherships, 26% inshore
1. Acsenson

2 ommece 183867 186,433 - 350,000 - 350,000 163667 186,433 163,887 168,433

£ Tuewms 18385 8616 18385 8,616 - 26,800 16385 8816 18385 8815
trshora $2016 32382 92610 32252 226818 32,382 92,810 2,382 92618 232282

§ Total 212571 227,428 100004 380,955 92618 4072382 272671 227420 271251 227,420
2 B-Sepson
Offchore CIP - 420,000 - 420,000 - 420,000 16,890 403,001 418,479 1.6
True M8 20681 109 25,8091 109 - 30,000 20,809 108 28,801 108
nshore 1465637 4383 145637 4383 145837 4,383 145637 4,383 145,697 4,363
Tolal 176820 424,471 176,629 424,41 146,837 454,383 192,627 407,473 694,008 5,992
J. Annual 448,688 651,801 2845632 815468 230,285 881,744 465,088 634,002 866676 233422

83 % change 19% -49% 51% -19% 56%

e

Sactor Allocation Alternative 3(B): 6036 Offshore Cstcher Processors, 10% Trus Motherships, 30% inshore

1, A-senson
OfshoaGiF 140,200 159,800 . 200,000 - ann,000 140200 169,800 140,200 168,800
Tive M8 a2 17,220 27N 17,228 - 80,000 2,77 - 17228 32774 17,229
Inshozo 111,142 38,858 111142 30,6868 111,142 38,658 111,142 an.868 111,142 anass
Tatat 2684113 215667 142913 3584087 111,142 388,658 204,113 215867 284113 216,007
2. B8-Seanon
Offehoge C/P - 360,000 - 380,000 . 380,000 14,670 345,430 350,685 1,304
T Tusma 60,7063 217 65,783 27 . 60,000 69,783 217 49,783 27
:E Inetinse 174765 5235 174,765 B,235 174,765 6,235 174,765 6,235 174,785 6,235
Tolal 234646 285,452 234848 285452 174,765 425236 249118 380,882 693,244 8,758
l&’ .
w 3 Annup) 518880 581,340 a7a480 721,640 288,807 844,003 533,231 666,769 B77,357 22843
8 8% -32% -48% A% 68%
’é’ Status Quo Seclor Allacation Alternative 2: 55% Offshore Catcher Frocessors, 10% True Motherships, 35% inshore
:



Table 5.1 Estimated potiock catches inside and outalde of the CVOA under each sector
projactions, except for e B-seasan, offshare, No CVOA (2 melhads were used).

Pallook TAC assumed to be 1.1 millon mt; A'B seasan split assumed to bs 46%:66%.

allocation and CVOA ajternative. 1896 scclor distributlons were used for all

g CVOA Alternative

% No CVOA Mo CVOA

T Staius Guo No Olfahore No Qffahare, No M8 1891 Usedl for Oliehore, B 1886 MB Uaed for Qltalima &

2 Sittilds CYOA Inzide GYOA Quistde GVOA Inside CVOA Quigida CYOA Imaide CYQA lnslde GYQA Outside GVOA

&3  Sector Aliocation Allernative 3(D): 40% Offahore Calcher Pracessors, 16% True Mathorships, 46% Inshare

g Las

é OmhoeC® 93467 108533 - 200,000 - 208,000 93467 108533 93467 106,533
Tiuo MS 49,168 25844 49,166 25,044 - 76,000 40,156 25,044 49,196 25,844

E inthora 166,712 68,287 188,713 59,287 166,713 68,287 166,713 68,207 166,793 58,287

8 Telal 308338 180664 215,860 284,131 166,713 333,287 09336 190,664 B3I\ 190,664

* 2.8-8gagon
Oftahore P - 240,000 - 240,000 - 240,000 8,713 230,287 238,131 888
Tiwe M8 88,674 328 88,674 326 - 90,000 80,674 328 89,674 328
inehote 262147 7853 282147 7,853 202,147 7,853 262,147 7,853 202,147 7.853
Tolal 1,821 248179 /e 248,179 262,147 337,653 381536 230,465 690,852 8,048
2 Annun) 661,157 438,843 687680 632310 426,860 671,140 670,870 420,930 800,280 199,712
18% 2% -23% 21% 62%

8 Ll

vh

g

g

2

g

g



Two projections were calculated under a no CVOA scenario. In this case the CVOA would be revoked, and
catcher processers would no longer be restricted to fishing outside of the CVOA during the B-season. The first
projection used the 1991 catcher processor catch distribution, inside and outside the CVOA during the B-season,
to estimxate catcher processor effort nside the CVOA. Results from that projection indicated that catch inside
the CVOA would increase by 2% to 567,984 mt. The other projection used the inside and outside catch rates for
catcher vessels delivering to “true” motherships during the 1996 B-season. In this case the catch rates inside the
CVOA increased by 59% to 883,433 mt  The use of these two methods basically represent the expected bounds
of catch that would occur if the there were no restrictions on who could fish ingide the CVOA. This also

illustrates the variability, and therefore uncertainty with which we are able to predict.
532  Alternative 3(A): 70% Offshore Catcher Processors, 5% “True” Motherships, 25% Inshore

Under the current CVOA defimition this alternative would result in 19% less pollock being harvested from inside
the CVOA. Catcher processors would still be restricted from fishing inside the CVOA during the B-season, but
they would be granted 70% of the available BS/Al pollock TAC, The reduction results from the vessels that are
allowed to fish mside the CVOA during the “B” being allocated less pollock. I the offshore catcher processors
were exclrded from the CVOA during both the A and B-seasons the harvest inside the CVOA is projected to drop
45% to 284,532 mt Restricting both the catcher processors and the “true” motherships would reduce the harvest
by 57% to 238,256 mt.

The two projections wnder the no CVOA, altemative result in a 16% reduction and 36% increase, respectively.
This ouce again points out the difference i the amount of fish barvested by catcher processors inside the CVOA
during the 1991 B-season, and the catcher vessels delivering to “true” motherships during the 1996 B-season.

533 Alternative 3(B): 60% Offshore Catcher Processors, 10% “True” Motherships, 30% Inshore

Alternative 3(B}) allocates 5% more of the BS/AL TAC to catcher processor, and reduces the allocation inshore
by the same amount. If the CVOA is not altered the projected harvests from inside the CVOA would decrease
by 6% from the status quo levels. Excluding catcher processors from fishing in the CVOA during both the A and
B-seasons would reduce the catch inside by 48%. Both these reductions are smaller than under alternative 3(A)
stmply because catcher processors are allocated less pollock.

Dropping the CVOA regulations altogether would result in a 4% decrease in pollock catch inside the current
boundaries, using the 1991 catcher processor rates. However, if the 1996 “true™ mothership rates were used in
the projection, the catch instde the CVOA would increase 58%. All of the difference in these two projections is
the result of the 1991 rate being about 96% outside the CVOA and the 1996 rate being about 99% inside the
CVOA.

534 Altemative 3(C): 50% Offshore Catcher Processors, 10% “True” Motherships, 40% Inshore

Alternative 3(C) allocates 5% more of the BS/AI TAC to the Inshore sector and 5% less to catcher processors.
The allocation to the “trie’” mothership sector remains the same as the status quo. This allocation, in conjunction
with the various CVOA alternatives tend to increase the harvest of pollock inside the CVOA. The only options
that reduce the catch mside are those that exclude the catcher processors (15% decrease) and catcher processors
and “true” motherships (31% decrease) from operating within the CVOA. The status quo CVOA option results
in a projected 6% increase in catch inside. The two estimates of no CVOA result in an estimated 9% increase
(1991 catcher processor rates) and a 60% increase (1996 “true” mothership rates)
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3.5 Alternative 3(D): 40% Offshore Catcher Processors, 15% “True” Motherships, 43% Inshore

LA

This alternative resuits in higher catches inside the CVOA in all but one case. When both the catcher processors
and “true” motherships are exciuded from operating in the CVOA during both the A and B-seasons the catch
inside decreases by 23%. If only the catcher processors were excluded during both seasons, the catch inside the
CVOA is projected to increase by 2%. Catches under the status quo CVOA are predicted to increase by 19%
under this TAC allocation. With no CVOA, the catch inside the current CVOA boundaries are expected to
increase between 21% and 62%. A 62% increase means that over 900,00 mt would be harvested from the

CVOA.
5.3.6 Alternative 6;: Council’s Preferred Alternative (61 % Offshore and 39% Inshore)

The Council’s preferred altemative shifts more pollock inshore where it can be harvested inside the CVOA. during
the B-season. However, the Council also restricted the catcher vessels delivering to the offshore sector from
operating inside the CVOA during the B-season. This measure was takea to increase the stability in the offshore
sector. Information provided in chapter three of this document shows that the “true” mothership sector has
mcreased their share of the offshore quota between 1991 and 1996. This measure was viewed as a way to keep
the amount of pollock processed by the “true”™ motherships and catcher processors in the offshore sector relatively
stabile. It was not viewed as a Stelfar sea lion issue.

Some members of the Council were concerned that the “true” mothership sector’s processing had increased over
the years considered in this shady, Becanse of this increase, the Council concluded that neither the catcher vessels
delivering 1o “true” motherships nor offshore catcher processor operations should be allowed to harvest pollock
inside the CVOA during the B-season. This change will force all vessels harvesting pollock from the offshore
quota to compete in the same areas during both the A and B-seasons.

The Council also indicated that they plan to address the issue of Stellar sea Lions in 2 more comprehensive fashion
outside of the I/O3 context, as soon as adequate information is developed. That being said, the result of this
action also reduces the maximum amount of the BS/AI poliock TAC that can be harvested from the CVOA to
about 66% (not including CDQ harvests). This is well below the 72.5% that is currently allowed.

5.3.7 Companison of Roe Recovery Rates

in April 1998, after reviewing the initial draft of this document, the Council requested staff to explore the
possibility of comparing roe recovery rates inside and outside the CVOA. Consultation with NMFS biologists
and managers mdicates that this cannot be done with any confidence in the validity of such comparisons. The
reasons are summarized as follows: (1) for at-sea processors, weekly processor reports have product weight and
calculated catch based on PRRs. Using the blend data or the observer data catch weight as the denominator will
be confounded by timing mismatches between these data sets which could skew comparisons; (2) for inshore
vessels, fish tickets provide estimates of catch by ADF&G area, but matching catch from inside/ountside with only
that roe recovered from inside/outside will be very difficult, if not impossible; (3) for both sectors, the nurber
of ‘clean’ weeks (where 2 vessel fished inside/outside for the entire week) is small, and tended to be near the end
of the “A’ season - differences in roe maturity as the season progresses would further confound any such
Comparisons.

54  CVOA Summary and Conclusions
The CVOA boundaries used in this analysis were 163°W to 168 "W south of 56°N and north of the Alaskan
peninsula and the Aleutian Islands. This area represents the CVOA before the western boundary was moved
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from 168°W to 167°30'W in 1995, Consequently the data used to represent the CVQOA in 1996 are from an area
slightly larger than the actual CVOA that year.

During 1991 and 1994 over 96% of the observed EBS pollock catch, during the A-season was harvested inside
the CVOQA. In 1996 each sector harvested between 46-75% of their A-season pollock from inside the CVOA.
One possible explanation for this shift in effort is that the ice edge was over 120 nautical miles further north in
mid-March of 1996, when compared to 1951 and 1994.

The CPUE was between 67-107% greater inside the CVOA during the 1991 and 1994 A-seasons. In 1996 the
trend reversed and CPUE was 48-122% greater outside the CVOA depending on the sector. Firm conclusions
should rot be drawn from these data becanse of the small sample sizes outside the CVOA during 1991 and 1994,
and the changes in the location of the ice edge.

Pollock were generally larger and more uniform in size ingide the CVOA during the 1991, 1994 and 1996 A-
seasons. This was most evident in 1996 when pollock were on average 4-6 cm smaller and 0.2 kg lighter outside
the CVOA.

Pollock catch by catcher vessels during the B-season increased from about 84% in 1991 to 100% in 19%6.
Catcher processors harvested about 96% of their B-season pollock outside the CVOA. during 1991. That was
the Jast year they were allowed to fish inside the CVOA during the B-season. Since that time, 100% of the

caicher processor barvest has taken place outside the CVOA.

CPUE was greater outside the CVOA for each year 1991, 1994, and 1996. However, the pollock that were
harvested tended to be larger and of more uniform size inside the CVOA. This is also reflected in the pollock
population estimates. The number of pollock inside the CVOA ranged from 18.7 x10° in 1994 to 7.7 x10°, but
only 2.1 and 9.2% of those pollock were less than 40 cm, respectively. Outside the CVOA numbers of pollock
were much greater, but so was the percent of pollock less than 40 cm.

The general conclusions drawn from this analysis are that:

. Increased pollock allocations to the offshore sector leads to less pollock catch in the CVOA relative to
the status quo;

. During the A-season, excluding the offshore sectors (CVOA altemative 1), and offshore and “true”™
mothership sectors (CVOA alternative 2) from the CVOA vields reductions in A-season CVOA pollock
catches;

¥

. During the A-season, no combination of allocation altemative or CVOA alternative leads to increases
in A-season CVOA pollock catch greater than 6%,

. Predicting B-season removals from the CVOA under the No CVOA altemative is highly speculative
regardless of the allocation alternative, and depend considerably on how the offshore fleet is disaributed.

. In the B-season and for CVOA alternatives 1, 2, and status quo, reductions in CVOA pollock catches

are predicted for those sector allocation alternatives that increase the offshere sector’s allocation (except
for the combination of sector altemnative 3(C) and CVOA alternative 2);
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6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
6.1 NEPA Requirements

An Environmental Assessment (EA) is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) to
determine whether the action considered will significantly impact the human environment. An Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) must be prepared if the proposed action may reasonably be expected to: (1) jeopardize the
productive capability of the target resource species or any related stocks that may be affected by the action; (2)
allow substantial damage 1o the ocean and coastal habitats; (3) bave a substantial adverse impact on public health
or safety; (4) affect adversely an endangered or threatened species or a marine mammal population; or (5) result
in cumulative effects that could have a substantial adverse effect on the target resource species or any related
stocks that may be affected by the action. An EA is sufficient as the environmental assessment document if the
action is found to have no significant impact (FONSI) on the human environment.

6.2 General Discussion

The original SEIS prepared for Amendment 18/23 addressed overall biological impacts, impacts to the human
environment, and marine mammal implications of the proposed actions. The action currently contemplated is
a continuation of the exdsting allocations, or altered allocauonpercmtages for a specified time period, Potential
impacts relative to NEPA are expected to be consistent with those previously predicted Nothing in the
examinzation of the current fisheries leads the analysts to any differing conclusions, with respect to environmental
mpacts. Total removals of the pollock ard Pacific cod resources are controlled by the setting of total allowable
catches (TAC), and their monitoring has been enhanced recently to guard against overruns, Allocations between
industry sectors will not change total removals from the stocks, and may provide an extra margin of safety against
overnms by further partitoning the TACs.

Prolubited species catch (PSC) such as crab, herring, and halibut are controlled as necessary and appropriate by
extensive management measures in the BS/AI and in the GOA, including closed areas, PSC quotas, bycatch
disincentive programs, and authorizations to the NMFS Regional Director to limit bycatch and close areas.
Bycatch rates of all prohibited species are very low in the directed BS/AI pollock fisheries, for all sectors
involved, though bycatch of salmon remzains an issue for the mid-water pollock fisheries. Measures to control
the bycatch of salmon have been implemented by the Counil since approval of the original inshore/offshore
allocations and are currently under review by the Council. The Council’s preferred alternative is not anticipated
to change PSC or biclogical impacts on bycatch species, though there may be changes in fishing patterns that will
need to be monitored by the Council.

Marine mammais have direct and indirect interactions with commercial fisheriss. Direct interactions include
shooting, harassment, disturbance, and entanglement in fishing gear or gear debris. Indirect effzcts include
cormmercial fisheries related reductions in prey species for marine mammals. The Council’s preferred alternative
1s not expected to measurably increase the direct impacts on marine mammals. Though the Council decision to
allocate pollock and Pacific cod between inshore and offshore users could increase vessel traffic to and around
coastal communities, the Council and NMFS have established protective buffer zones around major sea lion
rookeries and walrus haul cuts to minimize dishobance. Shooting and harassment also are banned. Should future
problems be identified, establishment of traffic lanes or other measures could be implemented to reduce these
interactions. Evidence from previous analyses suggests that the creation of the CVOA, which excludes offshore

processing vessels from the area for the pollock B season, likely suppressed harvest rates and total removals of
poliock from critical habitat areas, compared to what would have occurred in the absence of the CVOA.
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Trophic interactions and the potential for fisheries to degrade the prey available to marine mammals are currently
issues of great concern. There are no data available that give conclusive evidence that the pollock fisheries are
negatively impacting sea lion popu.laﬁons Studies of sea lion pups in 1991 show that they generally appear
healthy and without signs of anemia or malnutriton. The Council’s preferred alternative for to the
mshore/offshore preemption problem will not change how harvest quotas are set for the pollock resource. The
quotas will contirme to be set taking into account a variety of factors including the potential for impacts on marine
mammal populations. These considerations, used in combination with existing restrictions on fishing operations
such as buffer zones and restrictions on the amount of pollock that may be taken by quarter and area, will provide
protection for sea lion populations. Section 7 consnitations by NMFS during consideration of the original
Amendments 18/23 or Amendments 38/40 conclnded that the groundfish fisheries are wnlikely to jeopardize the
continued existence and recovery of any endangered or threatened species under the jurisdiction of NMFS.
However, catch patterns may be impacted by changes currently proposed for the CVOA, which may in turn hold
implications for Steller sea lion considerations. These are discussed below.

6.3 Overview of Steller Sea Lion Considerations

The Council’s list of alternatives specifically requests the identification and examination of potential ‘ecological’
iraplications to the proposed reapportionment of TAC among the several sectors. Most of this type of
consideration relates to pollock fishing patterns in the CVOA, and more specifically to the potential impacts to
sea lions of existing or future CVOQA catch patterns. NMFS has several concurrent initiatives noder way with
regard to Steller sea lion issues, with the net result being a broad consideration of current management measures,
aside from the specific implications of the I/O3 allocation issue. Nevertheless, this EA specifically addresses the
sea lion implications of the current inshore/offshore alternatives and options. NMFS Protected Resources
Management Division (PRMD) and National Marine Mammal Labceratory scientists have reviewed the preceding
analyses with the intent of attempting to identify for the Council any altzrnatives or suboptions which hold
adverse (or positive) implications for Steller sea lions.

While this assesstnent may not provide definitive guidance in terms of an “optimal allocation’, it is intended to
at least address the alternatives in a general fashion, and be able to flag any alternatives that appear to be
unrsasonable choices in terms of Steller sez lion implications; i.e., for which we are unable to make a Finding of
No Significant Impact (FONSI). In April 1998, NMFS issued gnidance to the Council that whatever
alternative/options are chosen, they should not resuit in a “proportional’ increase in poliock removals from the
CVOA (which overlaps considerably with the critical habitat area for sea lions). Clarification of the baseline
for defining ‘proportional” has been provided by NMFS, and is explaired in the following sections. Now that a
Council decision has been made, a more formal “Section 7 Consultation’ will oceur relative to the specific
alternative chosen.

Implications of I/O3 attributable impacts, e.g., impacts on Steller sea lions caused by lesser or greater fishing
activity in the CVOA, would ideally be addressed in a comprehensive impact analysis. Such ecological impacts
could result in “losses™ to some individuals and/or groups, some of which might be expressed in the form of
nonmarket impacts. These are largely beyond our curent capability to measure, but may be referenced in the
analysts, if appropriate. Ecological, or ‘ecosystens’, impacts beyond Steller sea lion issues are even more difficuit
to project, and are likely beyond the scope of the analysts’ ability to predict.

6.4 Effects of the CVOA and Gulf of Alaska Allocation Aliernatives on Marine Mammals

Natural histories of marine marmmals mhabiting the Bexing Sea and neighboring North Pacific Ocean waters were

summarized in the analyses for Amendments 18/23 and 38/40; by reference, those eniire summaries are
incorporated here. Since the 1995 analysis for amendments 38/40, new research information has become
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available on some marine mammals (Steller sea lions, harbor seals, northem fur seals, and killer whaies) that
frequent the CVOA and/or Gulf of Alaska (GOA). That new information is summarized below. After those
updates, the question of fishery impacts within the CVOA and in the GOA is addressed.

6.4.1  Steller sea lion life history

Movements and distribution: Steller sea lions are found predominately from shore to the edge of the continental
shelf, but are not uncommon in waters several thousand meters deep. During the breeding season (summer), aduit
Steller sea lians (ages 4+) are generally located near shore and near rookeries. Juveniles (1-3 year olds} are less
tied 1o the rookeries during summer, but are often found at nearby haulouts. After the breeding season, sea lions
may disperse widely, such that rookeries that were populated in the summer may be vacated in winter. In the
Bering Sea, sea lions have been most often sighted over shelf waters from Unimak Pass northward and near the
Aleutian Islands, On the shelf, sightings are clustered m the southeastern Bering Sea (including the CVOA). The
sighting data, however, has not been: standardized by effort and cannot by itself be used to determine relative
importance of certain areas to Steller sea lions. Nevertheless, population distribution prior to the decline and
more recent telemetry data indicate that the southeastern Bering Sea shelf is an important foraging area for sea
lions. This information led to the designation of the Eastern Bering Sea foraging area as critical habitat.

Diet and Foraging: In 13 studies summarized by NMFES (1995), walleye pollock ranked first in importance as
a prey item for Steller sea lions in 11 studies, and second in the remaining two. Other prey consumed off Alaska
were Pacific cod, Atka mackerel, salmon, octopus, squid, Pacific herring, capelin, sand lance, flatfishes, and
sculpins. Most of the prey are schooling fish, many of which are commercially exploited. Juvenile sea lions tend
to eat smaller fish than aduits. Cansequently, the overlap in the size distribution of their food with commercial
fisheries may be less than that of adults.

Sea lion pups (less than 1 year old) are more restricted than adnlts in their foraging range, both vertically and
herizontally (Merrick and Loughlin 1997). By their sixth month (January}, pups were able to range more than
300 km ip a trip, but most of their trips offshore were brief (< 1 day), and most of their dives were shallow (<10
m) and short (< 1 min). In summer, adult femaies with pups foraged close to shore (usnally < 20 km) and to
shallow depths {(most < 30 m), while in winter, they ranged much farther (some > 500 km offshore) and dove to

greater depths (often > 250 m).

Evidence obtained from scats (feces) collected on rookeries in the GOA and Aleutian Islands region indicate that
pollock and Atka mackerel are important prey items for Steller sea lions, but the evidence also indicates that diet
diversity may be as important as particular prey type. Merrick et al. (1997) examined scats from sites throughout
the region, developed indices of prey diversity based on those scats, and then correlated the observed diversity
to population trends at those sites. The results indicated that population trends worsened as diet diversity
decreased.

The value of roe-bearing versus non-roe-bearing pollock: The relative value of any prey depends on at least
three factors. First, the mutritional characteristics of the prey tissues (in terms of caloric and nutritional content)
must determine, in part, the relative value of the prey. Different species of prey, and prey of the same species but
different age, size, or physiological condition have different nutritional content. Presumably, pollock have
greater nutritional value, both in terms of calories and nutrients, when they are bearing roe. Therefore, it is
reasonable to expect that consumption of roe-bearing pollock may be an advantags to sea lions.

Second, the relative value of a prey type must also depend on the energetic costs of capturing, consuming, and
digesting the prey. It is likely that the aggregation of roe-bearing pollock leads to 2 reduction in sea lion energetic
costs associated with foraging. The aggregation of roe-bearing pollock appears to be relatively predictable in,
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for example, Shelikof Strait or the southeastern Bering Sea, which supports the idea that these are important
foraging areas for sea lions.

Third, the relative value of prey depends, in part, on the nutritional needs of the predator. Roe-bearing pollock
are available at the end of the winter season when sea lions are likely to be in their worst condition. The added
nutritional value of roe-bearing pollock may be essential for sea lions, particularly reproductive females, to regain
good condition. Roe-bearing pollock may also be a particular benefit to young sea lions, with less developed
foraging skills and relatively greater mmtritional demands for growth and thermoregulation.

These arguments, which are more theoretical than scientifically demonstrated, all suggest that the avatlability of
roe-bearing pollock may be of particular benefit to Stelier sea ions. However, the argument that poliock may
provide better prey when they are roe-bearing does not lessea the potential value of pollock during the remainder
of the year. Sea lions eat pollock throughout the year. Therefore, our best information suggests that pollock are
an important prey throughout the year, but that pollock in roe-bearing condition may provide a particular
advantage to sea lions for the reasons listed above.

Critical life history stages and critical seasons: Steller sea lions, like other pinnipeds, probably face their most
critical transition during the post weaning phase. The strategy for most pinnipeds involves a period of nursing
when the pup gains relatively large amounts of weight (i.e., increasing three- or four-fold or more) to provide a
large energy store to sustain the pup after weaning and as it leams to forage on its own. The length of time of
the nursing period varies considerably for different pinnipeds, from days to months or even several years,
depending on a oumber of factors such as climate, environmental conditions, location of birth, vulnerability of
the adult female to predators, annual reproductive rate, and so on. The development of essential and sufficient
foraging skills may also take months or years.

For Steller sea lions, births peak in early June and virtually all births in a year have occurred by the end of that
month. For at ieast the next four months, pups nurse and gain considerable weight. Weaning may be abrupt (i.e.,
the pup is abandoned and all suckling stops) or may occur over a prolonged period (that is, the pup continues to
nurse in spite of its physical development and the development of foraging skilis, and the resulting energy
dernands placed on the adult female). The process of weaning for Steller sea Lions is poorly understood due to
the often inaceessible locations where births occur, the highly variable length of the nursing period, and the fact
that masmy (if net most) pups are weaned in their first winter. Pups may wean as early as four months of age, and
most pups have probably been weaned by the next birthing season, if not sooner (York et al. 1996). Seme pups
may nurse longer, whchmakﬂsthemostsense:ftheadﬂtfemalexsnmmegmmordoesnotgwebm.ha.nd
therefore may have more energy to direct to her pup.

Due to the chronology of pupping, mursing, and weaning, many pups may be weaned in the winter months 1 ¢ .
Qctober through March or April. Therefore, many pups may face the critical transition to independence duning
a period when environmental conditicns may be the most harsh; sea surface conditions worsen, prey avadabiity
decreases, and winter weather conditions increase energy requirements to thermoregulate (Merrick and Loughlin
1997). A precise or quantitative description of the increased energy costs associated with winter months 1s oot
possibleatﬁnstma,butthepmodﬁomanbertoMarchorApnlmhkelythemostmumlpmodofthuw
for pups and juveniles.

The reproductive cycle of Steller sea lions may also result in stress to adult femrales durmg the winter period.
Parturient females may lose considerable weight and condition during the nursing period, when they may also be
pregnant. Delayed implantation probably reduces the metabolic demands of pregnancy during the period when
the femmale is norsing, but impiantation mmst ocour sometime during winter months when, again, environmental
conditions are most barsh. Mestick and Loughlin (1997) foumd that adult females studied in winter months did
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not increase their overali foraging effort compared to adult fernales studied in summer months. This may be
because they reduce their energy demands when they wean their pups. But it is also likely that sea lions do not
maintain a steady body condition throughout the year, but rather experience periods of relatively good condition
and other periods when their condition may be poorer. Perez and Mooney (1986) estimated that metabolic
demands may be 60% greater for lactating versus non-lactating female fur seals, so lactation may reduce
considerably the condition of an aduit femate.

i condition varies throughout the year, and winter imposes increased demands that may lead to a decline in body
condition, then the remainder of the year may also be important in that it provides an essential period for sez lions
to recover and achieve good condition prior to the next winter. Therefore, while it is important to recognize that
sea lions may be most vulnerable to harsh winter conditions, their ability to withstand those conditions may
depend, in part, on the availability of prey during the rest of the year. Winter is probably the most demanding
period, but other times of the year are also important.

Listing status: Steller sea lions were listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act by emergency rule
in April 1990 after a significant (-64%) decline in their population size in Alaska between the mid 1960s (or
possibly earlier) through 1989. From 1988 to 1994, the decline continued (another 24%), with most losses in
southwest Alaska (western and central GOA, Bering Sea, and Aleutian Islands). The status review completed
by NMFS in 1995 was part of the process of considering a reclassification of their listing to endangered. In 1997,
the species was split into two populations (to the east and west of 144 °W longitude); the status of the eastern
stock was left as threatened, while the western stock was reclassified as endangered.

Populatien viability: Population viability analyses (Merrick and York 1994) predict that the westem stock will
bereduced to very low levels (< 10 animals) within 100 years if 1985-94 trends persist. Times to extinction were
consistent when the population model used aggregate counts on rookeries from the Kenai Peninsula to Kiska
Island (63 years to extinction), or individual trends for each of the 26 rookeries in the area (95 years). H trends
from 1989-94 were used, neither type model (aggregate versus individual rookery) predicted extinction of the
western population, but the decline would continue and could result in as few as 3,000 adult females within 20
years, at which time individual rookeries would disappear. The results of this modeling exercise, combined with
continued declines in pups counts, prompted the Recovery Team to recommend a change ir listing status for the
westen population,

Counts were conduicted in 1996 from SE Alaska through Attu Island in the western Aleutian Islands. Between
1994 and 1996, the overall count at trend sites decreased by 7.8% (nonpups). In the Aleutian Islands region,
these counts were up by 1.1%, and in the eastern Aleutian Islands the count was up by 6.6%. However, the
Kenai-to-Kiska trend decreased by 4.6%.

In 1997, counts were conducted from Kenai Peninsula through the eastern Aleutian Islands to determine if trends
observed from 1994 to 1996 continued In the eastern Aleutian Islands, the counts were down by 4.9% at all 40
sites counted, and 13.2% at the ten trend sites. Thus, the most recent counts indicate that the decline is

continuing,
Management Actions Taken by NMFS and NPFMC: The record of specific Steller sea lion conservation
management actions taken by NMFS and the NPFMC since the 1990 listing includes:

. Creation of 3-nautical-mile (nmi) radius no-entry buffer zones around all sea lion rookeries west of 150°
W longitude (April 1590); '
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. Prohibition of shooting at or near sea lions and reductions in the oumber of sea lions that could be killed
incidental to commercial fishing (April 1990);

. Spatial allocations, and conditions on temporal allocations of pollock TAC in the GOA (June 1991);

. Creation of year-round !0-ami radius trawl fishery exclusion zones around all rookeries west of 150°W
longitude, and 20-ami radius trawl fishery exclusion zones around 6 rookeries in the eastern Alentian
Islands during the BS/AI pollock A-season (June 1991, January 1992, and January 1993);

. Publication of a final recovery plan for the species written by the recovery team for NMFS (December
1992);

. Designation of ctitical habitat under the ESA in April 1993 (58 FR 17181). Specific areas designated
as critical habitat were (1) all rookeries and major haul outs (where greater than 200 sea lions had been
counted, but where few pups are present and little breeding takes place), inciuding a) a zone 3,000 feet
{914 m) landward and seaward from each site east of 144°W longitude (incleding those in Alaska,
Washington, Oregen and California); and b) a zone 3,000 feet (914 m) landward and 20 nmi (36.5 kam)
seaward of each site (36 rookeries and 79 haul outs) west of 144°W longitude where the population had
declined more precipitously and where the former center of abundance of the species was located; and
2) three aquatic foraging regions within the core of the species’ range;

» Splitting of the species into eastern and western populations and changing of the listing status of the
western population to endangered (May 1997); and

. Protection of forage fish from directed fishing (Apil 1998),

The rationale behind each management action was outlined in each Federal Register notice announcing the action.
The shooting prohibition, reduction in incidental take mortality and creation of no-entry zones around rookeries
were enacted to limit potential for direct hnman-related mortality, and had only minor impact on groundfish
fisheries in the BS/AIl and GOA. Spatial-temporal allocations of pallock TAC in the GOA, and creation of trawl-
exclusion zones around rookeries were promulgated as part of the ESA Section 7 consultation for the 1991 GOA
polleck TAC spexifications. In that document, NMFS reviewed and presented data which showed that (1) pollock
is a major component of the sea lion diet; (2) sea Lons collected near Kodiak Island in the 1980s were lLighter, had
smaller girths and thinner blubber layers than sea lions from the same area collected in the 1970s; and (3) the
pollock fishery had become increasingly concentrated in time and in areas thought to be important to sea lions.
NMFS concluded that the spatial and temporal compression of the pollock fishery in the 1980s in both the GOA
and BS/AI could have created localized depleticns of Steller sea lion prey, which in turn could have contributed
to or exacerbated the decline of the sea lion population (5 June 1991). Much of the area in which the pollock
fisheties (and other growndfish trawd fisheries; e.g., Atka mackerel and Pacific cod) became spatially compressed
is designated as critical habitat for Steller sea lions (Fritz 19932be). Estimated removals of poilock from Steller
sea lion critical habitat in the BS/AI region have increased from between 250,000-300,000 mt from 1981-1986
(between 20-30% of total BS/AI pollock Iandings) to between 410,000-870,000 mt in 1987-96 (35-69% of total
landings). Much of this increase in pollock landings from critical habitat came from the eastern Bering Sea
foraging area, which overlaps considerably with the CVOA., The species was split into two stocks based largely
on genetics information (Bickham et al. 1996). Finally, certain forage fish were removed from the “other”
category of the BS/AI-FMP and protected from directed fisheries, to casure that these potential prey for marine
mammzls and other predators were not depleted.
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Pacific harbor seals

Harbor seals are found n all coastal areas of the GOA and are widely distributed in nearshore habitats of the
Bering Sea (Pitcher, 1980a; Calkins, 1986; Frost and Lowry 1986). They are generally thought of as a coastal,
non-migratory species, although individuals are occasionally cbserved as far as 100 km offshore (Pitcher, 1980a).

Only limited information is availabie on the diet of harbor seals in Alaska. Pitcher (1980a; b) reported that the
harbor seal diet in the GOA was composed of at least 27 species of fish, as well as cephalopods (both octopi and
squids) and shrimp in 269 stomachs analyzed. The seven principal prey were (in order of frequency of
occurence): pollock (21%), octopus (17%), capelin (9%), herring (6%), Pacific cod (6%), flatfishes (5%), and
eulachon (5%). There were some significant regional differences in the barbor seal diet throughout the GOA.
Octopus, capelin and Parific cod were more important components of the diet in the Kodiak area, while pollock
was the principal prey in the Prince William Sound area. Fewer data are available on harbor seal food habits in
the Bering Sea (16 stomachs analyzed by Lowry et al, 1986 from animals collected in Bristol Bay). Herring and
capelin were the principal components of the diet of harbor seals in Bristol Bay.

Little information is available on the size composition of fish in the diet of harbor seals compared with Steller
sea lions and oorthem fir seals. Pitcher (1981) found that harber seals coliected from the same area and during
the same period as Steller sea Lions consumed smaller pollock (mean length of polleck ingested by harbor seals
= 19.2 cm; for Steller sea lions, 29.8 cm). This suggests a low overlap in body size between pollock harvested
by the fishery and those ingested by harbor seals.

Recent trends in abundance vary markedly for different harbor seal populations in Alaska and the North Pacific.
The central and western GOA stock may have decreased recently by as much as 90% (Pitcher 1990) since the
1970s. Populations in other portions of the range may be more stable (southeast Alaska) or increasing (British
Columbia; Olesiak et al. 1990). The decline in harbor seals in the central and western GOA has oot been
explained.

The Bering Sea stock of harbor seals was surveyed in 1991 (Bristol Bay and the northern side of the Alaskan
Peninsula), 1994 {the Aleutian [slands), and 1995 (notthern side of the Alaskan Peninsula and Bristol Bay/Togiak
NWR). The total mean count for 1991 survey was 9,324 seals, with 797 from Bristol Bay and 8,527 from the
north side of the Alaskan peninsula (Loughlin 1992). The sum of the mean counts from the 1994 Aleutian survey
was 2,056 (NMFS wnpublished), yielding a total mean count for all three areas of 11,380, The 19935 counts were
7,785 (cv = 0.044) for the northern side of the Alaskan Peninsula, and 955 (cv = 0.071) for Bristol Bav. These
numbers indicate a decline of harbor seals in this area of about 40% since the 1970s.

Northera fur seals

The northern fur seal is a migratory species, rebsming to the Bering Sea (both Pribilof Islands and Bogoslof
Island) in summer to breed. For the remainder of the year, fur seals are distributed throughout the North Pacuic
Ocean. From May to December, seals forage in and transit through the CVQA and, during August and
September, this region is particularly important for pregnant and lactating females, juveniles and deparung aduit
males. Recent studies of fur seal pup migration indicate that newly weaned migrating pups move through and
may reside in the CVOA during the period from November to February (Ragen et al. 1995).

The most recent estimate for the number of northern fur seals in the North Pacific Ocean is approximately
1,000,000, down approximately 20% from the 1.25 million estimated in 1974, and perhaps as much as 60% from
the mmnbers observed in the early and mid 1950s. Since a short period of apparent increase in the early 1970s,
counts declined sharply in the late 19705 and then began to stabilize in the 1980s. Northern fur seals are listed
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as depleted under the MMPA because the population has declined to less than 50% of the estimated size in the
1950s. The St. George population, which is closest to the CVOA, declined until approximately 1990 and stayed
at about the same level tnti} 1996, when it showed a moderate increase. The larger St. Paul Isiand population
has been stable since 1980.

Important known. sources of mortality over the past four decades include direct killing and entanglement in marine
debris. From 1956 to 1974, over 300,000 aduit females were killed in land-based and pelagic harvests. Many
of those females had musing pups, which also must of succumbed from starvation. The killing of these animais
accounts for a large partion of the decline observed in northern fur seals after the mid 1950s (York and Hartley
1981). ‘When the harvest was ended, the population appeared to start a recovery in the early and mid 1970s, but
then declined further into the 1980s and eventually reached a period of apparent stability at a much reduced level.
One possible (partial) explanation for the contimied decline in the late 1970s and 1980s is mortality from
entanglement in marine debris associated with commercial fishing (Fowler 1985; Fowler et al. 1994).
Entanglement monitering programs conducted on the Pribilof Islands throughout the 1980s and 1990s have found
that trawl netting is a significant component of entanglement debris found on northern fur seals (Fowler et al.
1994). While harvests of females and entanglement in fishing gear have contributed to the decline in the size of
the popuiation since the 1950, there is also evidence that the carrying capacity of the North Pacific and Bering
Sea for fitr seals changed substantially in that period (NMFS 1993). The apparent change in carrying capacity
may reflect a natural oceanographic phenomenon, or the impact of intense fishing, or both.

The diet of the northern fur seal in the GOA. and the Bering Sea has been studied at least since the mid 1950s and
has been sEmmarized by Kajimura (1984) and Perez and Bigg (1986). In 1,800 stomachs from fur seals collected
in the Bering Sea from 1960-1974, pollock was a principle prey species, but it occurred in less than 25% of the
samples (Kajimura 1984, Perez and Bigg 1986). In contrast Sinclair et al. (1996) found that juvenile walleye
pollock were present in approximately 80% of fecal and gastrointestinal samples obtained from the Bering Sea
between 1981 and 1990.

In the GOA, data exist for the months of Febsuary-July, and indicate a varied diet composed primarily of herring,
Pacific sand lance, capelin, squid and pollock. In the Bering Sea, data exist for the months of June-October, and
also reveal a varied diet of small schooling fisk and squid. Pollock composed a larger percentage of the diet in
the Bering Sea (35% of diet volume) than in the GOA (5%) and Atka mackerel comprised between 10-20% of
the diet in the Bering Sea during June. Foraging occurs to depths up to 200 m over both shelf and pelagic waters
(Kajimura 1984; Loughlin et al. 1987; Gentry et al. 1986; Goebel et al. 1991).

The data for northern fir seals, although obtained primarily from females, suggest that they ingest smailer fish
than Steller sea lions. Perez and Bige (1986) reported that fur seals collected in the North Pacific Ocean ingested
primarily 1-2 year-old pollock (total range of 440 cm; n = 1,721 pollock from 7% stomachs). Sinclair et al.
(1994) reported that juvenile pollack (especially 0- and 1-year-old fish) are the principle prey of lactating fur
seals. In addition, the relative strength of pollock year classes is reflected in the fur seal diet, so that pollock from
strong vear classes show up with markedly higher frequency as the year class ages (Sinclair et al. 1994). The
largest fish consumed by northern fur seals in the collections of Perez and Bigg (1986) (n > 3,000 fish) was a 41-
am salmon. Pollock and Atka mackerel fisheries primarily catch fish (target species) larger than 30 and 35 cm,
respectively (Hollowed et al. 1991; Lowe 1991; Wespested and Dawson 1991). Consequently, the overlap
between fisheries takes and the preferred fish sizes of northern fur seals may be low, a conclusion also reached
by Swartzman and Haar (1983).
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Killer Whales

One of the most common marine mammal/fishery interactions in the Bering Sea is between longtine fishing
vessels (partcularly those targeting on sablefish or Greenland arbot) and killer whales. While this proposal does
not deal with longline vessels, it should be noted that the area where interactions are most frequent is a triangular-
shaped area from Unimak Pass to the Pribilof Islands to Seguam Pass, much of which also overlaps with the
CVOA (Yano and Dahiheim 1995) The shelf edge from Unimak Pass to the Pribilof Islands also bas a
preponderance of the killer whale sightings in the platform of opportunity sighting data, particularly in May-
December, but the preponderance may simply reflect the distribution of sighting effort. Interactions between
killer whales and trawlers have not been as frequent as with longliners in the area. Killer whale populations off
Alaska are thought to be stable, and they probably mumber in the many hundreds of animals, not in the many
thousands. This estimate is based on sighting information and surveys conducted in the 1980s, and replicate
surveys conducted in 1992 and 1993 by NMFS.

6.42 Interactions between the Pollock Fishery and Marine Mammals within the CVOA

Walleye pollock comprises the largest portion of groundfish occurring in the Bering Sea. Pollock is consumed
by marine fishes (incinding cannibalistic poliock), buman fisheries, marine birds, and marine mammals. The
availability of pollock to these consumers depends on the size structure of pollock populations, their areal and
teporal distributions, and the areal and temporal distribution of the consumers. The amount of pollock taken
by each consumer type must vary annually, but Livingston (1993) estimated that marine fishes consumed the
largest portion (principally ages 0-1), followed by human fisheries (age 3+), marine birds (ages 0-1), and marine
mammals (ages 1+).

The amount of pollock taken: by fisheries is determined by a complex stock assessment and TAC-setting process
that uses the best available commercial and scientific information on both the fish stocks and the fishery. TAC-
serting is done conservatively, in recognition of the fact that maintenance of a healthy ecosystem requires
allowance of unfished biomass sufficient to support other consumers (2.g., marine birds and mammals). In
addition to the conservative TAC-setting process, areal and time closures have been imposed to disperse fishing
effort and prevent competition between various sectors of the fishery. The CVOA and associated allocation
regimen was originally established as a mechanism for imiting competition between inshore vessels and offshore
factory trawlers. These dispersion measures also benefit other marine consumers by preventing localized
depletions of prey.

The CVOA encompasses waters known to be important for Steller sea lions and northern fur seals, and likely to
be important (at least in part) for harbor seals. Given the current understanding of foraging patterns by these
marine mammals, it is not possible to demonstrate, with certainty, that these species do or do not compete with
fisheries for pollock. However, the potential for competition could be exacerbated given the recent (1594 to
1997) 81% decline in the summer CVOA pollock biomass estimate, and the recent (also 1994 to 1997) tripling
in summer pollock barvest rates by the fishery in the CVOA. _

The CVOA overiaps considerably with the eastern Bering Sea foraging area designated as part of Steller sea lion
critical habitat in 1993. The overlap is not total and management’s primary concem is with the effect of the
fishery within areas designated as critical habitat. Nevertheless, in the absence of fishery management measures
that distinguish between these two areas, the effects of fishing activities within the CVOA may be
indistinguishable from those within Steller sea lion critical habit {the eastem Bering Sea foraging area). Because
of the extensive degree of overlap (Fig. 5.11), pollock catches from the CVOA and Steller sea lion critical habitat
are closely correlated in both the A- and B-seasons (Figs. 6.1 and 6.2; Table 6.1; Fritz 1993¢).
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Table 6.1. Observed calches of pollack (in mi) and percent of seasonal observed pollock caught in the Catcher Vessel Operational Area (CVOA) and in
Steller sca lion critical habitat. There is considerable overlap in CVOA and critical habitat; therefore, much of the observed catch in each area is the samc.
Observed percent distribution was used to estimate total catches in each arca (Est. Catch).

------------- A-Season B-Scason-----m-esee-- aaantR ey L\ 11117 R,
Year Aren Observed Percemt Est.Catch  Observed Percent Est Catch  Obsorved  Percent Est, Catch
1992 CVOA 155,572 47% 229,325 226,411 46% 334,525 381,983 46% 563,350
Critical Habitat 173,283 33% 255,433 243927 50% 360,405 417210 51% 615,338
Total for Season 485,274 727911 1,213,185
1993 CVOA 180,488 49% 307,023 224,369 50% 381,217 404,857 50% 688,241
Critical Habitat 204,285 56% 347,504 236,192 53% 401,305 440477 54% 748,809
Total for Season 622,680 761,053 1,383,733
1994 CVOA 324,363 91% 582,431 190,221 43% 334,976 514,584 64% 917,407
Critical Habitat 302,936 85% 543,956 208,482 47% 367,133 511,418 64% 911,089
Total for Season 639,943 782,152 1,422,095
1995 CVOA 358,657 93% 553,076 215,566 49% 359,593 574,223 70% 912,669
Critical Habitat 345,113 89% 532,190 213,450 49% 356,063 558,563 68% 888,253
Total for Scason 597,238 729,957 1,327,195
1996 CVOA 193,001 57% 315,298 188,978 49% 329,690 381,979 53% 644,988
Critical Habitat 187,663 56% 306,578 189,131 49% 329957 376,794 52% 636,534
Total for Season 549,828 672,012 1,221,840
1997 CVOA 235,359 77% 396,850 125,327 36% 224,054 360,686 55% 670,904
Critical Habitat 228,024 5% 384,482 125,405 36% 224,194 353,429 54% 608,676
Total for Season 512,230 626,058 1,138,288
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Figure 6.1 A-season catches (A, in mt) of pollock in the BS/AT in 1992-97 in the Catcher Vessel Operational
Area (CVOA) and in Critical Habitat (CH) for the Steller sea lion. Percent of total A-scason BS/AI pollock catch

is shown in B.
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Figure 6.2 B-season catches (A; in mt) of pollock in the BS/Al in 1992-97 in the Catcher Vesse! Operational
Area (CVOA) and in Critical Habitat (CH) for the Steller sea lion. Percent of total B-season BS/AI pollock catch
‘is shown in B.
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Fritz (1993c) compiied pollock catches from. critical habitat in the first quarter from 1977-1992. Pellock
removals from critical habitat during the first part of the year increased from negligible levels in the late 1970s
to over half a million mt in the mid 1990s. Pollock removals from critical habitat were less than 50,000 mt

during the first quarters of 1977-1985, but varied from 1986-1991 (i.e., 75,000 mt in 1989 to almost
450,000 mt in 1987). While A-season pollock catch from both the CVOA and critical habitat increased from
about 240,000 mt in 1992 to 320,000 mt in 1993, the percent of total A-season BS/AI catches from those arces
remained at about 50%. In 1994 and 1995, A-season pollock removals from the two arcas mcreased to between
530,000 and 580,000 mt, or about 85-93% of the total A-season removals in those years. Areas outside of the
CVOA and critical habitat were used by the A-season fishery in 1996 and 1997, resulting in decreases in both
magnitude and percent removals compared with, 1994 and 1995, However, approximately 75% (almost 400,000
mt) of the A-season pollock were removed from the CVOA or critical habitat in 1997.

During the B season, pollack removals from the CVOA and critical habitat ranged between 330,000-400,000
mt from 1992-1996, which represented approximately 50% of the B-season catch each year (Fig. 6.2). B-season
catches from the CVOA and critical habitat dropped to about 220,000 mt in 1997, about one-third of the B-
season BS/AT pollock landings.

About 10-30% of total annual pollock catch came from the CVOA ar critical habitat from 1977-86. This percent
reached 50% i 1992-93, increased further to 65-70% in 1994-95, and then decreased to just over 50% in 1996-

97 (Figure 6.3).
6.43  Effects of Sector Allocation and the CVOA alternatives on marine mammals

The varicus sector allocation and CVOA alternatives could affect pollock removals from the CVIOA in the
following manner, First, increases in the inshore sector’s allocation will likely lead to greater pollock removals
from the CVOA and critical habitat Second, exclusion of various fishing sectors from the CVQA during the A-
season will likely decrease pollock removals from the CVOA and critical habitat. The exclusion of the offshore
sector from the CVOA in the A season would likely result in the greatest reduction in pollock removals. Third,
under the No CVOA alternative, B-season pollock catch from the CVOA is difficult to predict and depends on
the scenario to distribute offshore effort during the season. If both the offshore vessels and “true” motherships
are excluded, then CVOA B-season catch of pollock will likely be reduced.

Increases in pollock catch outside the CVOA would tend to increase catches of small, young pollock (<40 ¢m
in length). Growth of pollock is slower to the north and west along the outer shelf in the eastern Bering Sea
{Wespestad et al. 1997). Therefore, while more smaller pollock may be caught, many of these would be in the
same yearclass as those caught to the southeast in the CVQA. Also, age 1-3 pollock tend to be distributed more
to the northwest than to the southeast in the Eastern Bering Sea, and actions which would increase effort in these
areas would lead to greater removals of juvenile pollock. However, selectivity of age 1 and 2 pollock by the
fishery is very low (5% or less; Wespestad et al. 1997). On the average, pollock fisheries in the eastern Bering
Sea have caught only about 2% of the 2-year-old pollock each year (Fritz 1996). Therefore, while increases in
effort north and west of the Pribilof Islands (outside of Steller sea lion critical habitat) would lead to higher
catches of young pollock, it is notexpectedﬁatth:swouldsngmﬁcanﬂyaﬁ‘ectmﬂlermeyeamlasssm of pre.
recruit pollock or the availability of pollock to sea lions.
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Figwe 6.3 pollock fishery effort within Steller sca lion critical habitat in the Bering Sea/Alewian
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The chosen combination of sector allocation and CVOQA alternatives shounld ot increase the potennal for
competition between the fishery and Steller sea lions, Certain combinations under consideration could result in
a larger proportion of the pollock TAC being removed fram the CVOA. and, therefore, from Steller sea lion
critical habitat. In turn, this could only increase the potential for detrimental competiion. The guideline
suggested to prevent such an increase is that the chosen combination not increase (relative to the status quo) the
proportion of the total anmual TAC that could be taken from the CVOA (and overlapping critical habitat). Under
the status quo, the proportion that could be taken from the CVQA, (maximmun) is determined on the basis of 1)
AB season apportionments, 2) inshore:offshore:”true” mothership allocations, 3) allowance for all CDQ fishing
in the CVOA, 4) allowance for all “true” mothership fishing in the CVOA during the B season, and 5) the
assumption that no maore than 9% of the offshore allocation during the B season could be taken by catcher vessels
inthe CVOA.

644 Maintaining Current Levels of CVOA Pollock Removals

Because of marine mammal concems, NMFS has advised the Council that they cammot support amy
Inshore/offshore alternatives that proportionally increase pollock harvests from the CVOA. NMFS has also
provide guidance on the percentage of catch that they have determined to be the baseline, and therefore should
not be excesded under an Inshore/offshore allocation.

The bottom right hand comer of Table 6.1 shows how NMFS determined that 72.5% of the BS/AI pollock
harvest could have been taken from the CVOA during 1996/97. That percentage was calculated using the

following assumptions:

1. The inshore, “orue™ mothership, and catcher processor sectors processed 35%, 10%, and 55% of the
BS/AI TAC, respectively, in 1996.

2. Nine percent of the pollock processed by catcher processors was barvested by catcher vessels, and ail
the catcher vessel’s catch could be barvested inside the CVOA.

3. All of the pollock harvested by catcher processors during the B-season was taken outside the CVOA,
and all the catcher processors catch in the A-season conld be taken inside the CVOA.

4, All harvests by catcher vessels delivering to the inshore and “true”™ mothership sectors, in bath the A-
season and the B-season, could be taken from the CVOA.

5. The pollock TAC was split for 2 45% harvest in the A-season and a 55% harvest during the B-season.

Using 72.5% as the maximm harvest allowed from the CVOA, it is possible to run different scenarios to
determine if they exceed that level. Table 6.2 provides an example that shows the harvest percentage allowed
in the CVOA if the Inshore sector’s allocation was increased to 40% and the catcher processors aliocation was
decreased to 50%. The bottom right hand corner of that table shows the increased allocation Inshore would result
in 75% of the TAC being atiowed 1o be taken from the CVOA. This exceeds the maximum aflowed by 2.5%.
Therefore if this basic allocation alternative were selected, additional-measures to reduce catch in the CVOA
would need to be implemented. Several methods could be emploved to keep the maximum percentage inder
72.5%. Forexample, certain sizes of catcher vessels could be reqizred to fish cutside the CVOA at given times
of the year. The catcher vessels delivering to certain processing sectors could be required to fish outside the
CVOA. The A-season and B-season splits could be altered. Finally, a percentage of the catcher processor harvest
in the A-scason could be reserved for cutside the CVOA only.
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Changing the basic allocation so that 5% more pollock was issued to the catcher processor sector, and 5% less
to the Inshore sector, would result in 70% of the TAC harvest being allowed inside the CVOA. This is under the
72.5% baseline so no additional measures would not be required. In fact, because only the catcher processor
sector is currently restricted from operating inside the CVOA, any increase in their allocation would be acceptable
in terms of staying under the 72.5% mside the CVOA (so long as the A-season and B-season splits are not
changed).

Table 6.2 Percent of Pollock Harvest Allowed in the CVOA.: Based on 100% of Non-CDQ Allocation
Inshore  True MS CPs Total

Overall Allocation 35.0% 100%  55.0%  100.0%
Allocation o Catcher Vessels <125' LOA 42.0% 98.0% 5.0% w/a
Allocation to Catcher Vessels 125-155' LOA 38.5% 1.0% 0.0% n/a
Allocation to Catcher Vessels >155' LOA 19.5% 1.0% 0.0% o/
A-season % 45% 45% 5% 4%
B-season % 55% 55% 55%  55%
A-season: % of CP Catch Allowed In CVOA n/a nfa 100%

A-season: % of <125' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%
A-season: % of 125'-155' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%
A-seasan: % of >155' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%
B-season: % of CP Catch Allowed In CVOA /a na 0%
B-season: % of <125' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%
B-season: % of 125'-155' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%
[B-season: % of >155' CV Caich Allgwed In CVOA 100% 100%. 100%

Total % Catch Allowed in CVOA During the A-season 15.8% 45%  248%  45.0%
Total % Catch Allowed in CVOA During the B-season 19.3% 5.5% 2.7% _ 27.5%
Total % Catch Allowed in the CVOA 35.0% 10.0%  27.5% 3 72:5%
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Table 6.3 Percent of Pollock Harvest Allowed in the CVQA: Based on 100% of Non-CDQ Allocation

Inshore = True MS CPs _ Total

Qverall Allocation _U480%  10.0% S300%  100.0%
Allocation to Catcher Vessels <125' LOA 42.0% 98.0% 9.0% pnfa
Allocation to Catcher Vessels 125-155' LOA 38.5% 1.0% 0.0% n/a

| Allocation to Catcher Vessels >155' LOA 15.5% 1.0% 00% nfa
A-season % 45% 45% 45% 45%
B-season % 55% 55% 55% 55%|
A.season: % of CP Catch Allowed In CVOA nfa n/a 100%

A-season; % of <]125' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 1060% 100% 100%

A-season: % of 125'-155' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%

A-season: % of >155' CV Catch Allowed In CVQA 100% 100% 100%

B-season: % of CP Catch Aliowed In CVOA wa n/a 0%

B-season: % of <125' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%

B-season: % of 125'-155' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%

B-season: % of >155' CV Catch Allowed In CVOA 100% 100% 100%

Total % Catch Allowed in CVOA During the A-season 18.0% 4.5% 22.5% 45.0%
Total % Catch Allowed in CVOA During the B-season 22.0% 5.5% 2.5%

Total % Catch Allowed in the CVOA 40.0% 10.0% 25.0%

Table 6.3 shows that increasing the Inshore allocation by 5%, and decreasing the catcher processor allocation by
5% allows 75% of the BS/AI pellock TAC to come from the CVOA, Some management measures that could
be used to reduce that percentage were mentioned above. Now specific examples will be discussed that would
bring the total catch allowed in the CVOA down to an acceptable level. First, if only 85% the catcher processor
harvest was allowed inside the CVOA during the A-season it would reduce the CVOA percentage to 71.9%. This
would be considered an acceptable level. Another aption would be to restrict catcher vessels greater than 155
LOA delivering inshore from fishing inside the CVOA during the B-season. Excluding those catcher vessels and
the catcher processors during the B-season would result in 70,8%., Yet another option would be to restrict catcher
vessels delivering to “true” motherships to harvesting a maximum of 50% of their B-season allocation from the
CVOA_ This would reduce the maximum amount that could be taken to 72.2%. Finally the last option that will
be discussed is the option to change the A-season and B-season splits. If the split were changed to 40% during
the A-season and 60% during the B-season the resulting maxinmm harvest from the CVOA would be 72.7%
(again, assuming a 5% increase in the overall inshore allocation). This is slightly over the 72.5% maximum that
NMEFS would support.

There are many other allocation combinations that the Council may wish to consider, and several measures could
be used to keep CVOA harvests within an acceptable range. The examples provided above are only a small
subset of those possible, and are not intended to be the only options that may be considered.

The limits imposed by this guideline are not intended to provide an advantage or disadvantage for any of the
fishing sectors involved m the allocation discussion, The sole intent of this guideline is to ensure that the final
allocation scheme does not result iz increased potential for competition between the fishery and the Steller sea
lion. Becanse of the uncertainty involved in assessing that competition, this guideline may or may oot be
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sufficient, and additional management measures may be necessary in the future to ensure the recovery and
conservation of the Steller sea lion.

6.4.5 The Comncil’s Preferred Alternztive

The Council’s preferred alternative will keep the maximum remaovals from the CVOA under the 72.5% calculated
as the status quo. Allocating 4% more of the pollock TAC inshore was mitigated by forcing all offshore
operations out of the CVOA during the B-season. The new estimate of maximum removals from the CVOA
during the B-season is 66.5%.

It is important to note that the Council opted to restrict all of the offshore sector from operating inside the CVOA
during the B-season for fairness reasons within the offshore sector, and not marine mammal issues. Several
members of the Council felt that the Stellar sea lion issue was too complex to treat under /O3, A separate
comprehensive analysis of the actions required to protect Stellar sea lions was requested by the Council. NMFS,
in conjunction with the Stellar sea lion recovery team, will work over the summer and fall to prepare a paper for
the Council to review. Then with a better understanding of the problem and a wider range of alternative solutions,
appropriate actions can be taken by the Council to help protect Stellar sea lions.

64.6 Effects of Allocation Alternatives in the GOA

The alternatives under consideration for inshore/offshore allocation of pollock and Pacific cod in the GOA
mvolve (1) a continuation of the current allocation scheme, or (2) a discontiomation of that scheme and a return
to a fishery open to participation by both the inshore and offshore sectors. The current allocation scheme does
not allow offshore vessels to target pollock or Pacific cod in the Gulf, but does allow 10% of the poliock
allocation for bycatch by offshore vessels.

With respect to the GOA pollock fishery, the distinctions between these two vessels types is related to (1) the rate
at which the TAC is taken, and (2) the areas fished by the inshore versus offshore vessels. In the few years that
offshore vessels fished m the Gulf, they fished a large portion of the TAC in a matter of weeks, ending the fishing
season abruptly, and leaving the inshore vessels with ro opportunity to continue the fishery. This rapid removal
of the TAC lead to the current allocation scheme that preclude the offshore sector from the fishery.

With respect to Steller sea lions or other marine mammals in the Guif, the effects of continuing the cwrrent
allocation scheme versus an open fishery with offshore participation are somewhat uncertain, Presumably,
participation by the offshore fleet would increase the probability of fishery-induced localized depletions due to
the rapid and extensive removal of pollock. Such localized depletions have been considered as 2 threat to other
maring consumers as they reduce foraging success and increase the energetic costs associated with finding
sufficient prey.

On the other hand, inshore vessels may, on average, focus on pollock concentrations closer to shore and,
therefore, of potentially greater benefit to pinnipeds such as the Steller sea lion and harbor seal. These puznipeds
may then be required to expend more energy and travel greater distances from shore to find sufficient prev  The
additional energetic costs may be particularly important for young animals with a smailer foraging range and for
mature adult fernales either pregnant or mrsing or both.  The offshore sector has not fished for pollock or Pacific
cod in the GOA for a sufficient period of time to predict how their distribution might vary from the inshore sector,
but the distribution of both would likely to be determined by the distribution of prey.

The distribution of the fishery has largely been delimited by the 200 m isobath from Portlock Bank (west of
Kodiak Island) to south of Umnak Island The smaller shelf in the GOA effectively keeps the fishery closer to
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shore and to rookeries and baulout sites of Steller sea lions and harbor seals. Large aggregations of spawning
pollock were discovered in Shehikof Strait and those aggregations were fished heavily in winter months (Jan-Apr)
from 1982 to 1986,

Estimated pollock biomass in the GOA near or less than one million tons until the late 1970s, increased sharply
to over 2.5 million tons in the early 1980s, dropped to less than 1.5 million tons in the mid 1980s, and then
declmed to less than 1 million tons by the mid 1990s. The estimated harvest rate of Gulf pollock also increased
significantly from less than 10% to nearly 18% in 1984 and 1985.

Counts of Steller sea lions in the central GOA (Kenai Peninsula to northeast of Shumagin Islands) declined have
declined severely during the period of this fishery. In 1976, counts of sea lions in this region totaled 24,678 By
1985, the count total dropped to 19,002, and then plummeted to 8,552 in 1989. The most recent count (1997)
was 3,352, indicating a total decline of 86% since 1976. About 42% of this decline occurred between 1985 and
1989, after the fishery had focused intense effort on the winter spawning aggregations of pollock in Shelikof
Strait.

In the western GOA (Shumagin [slands to the eastern end of Umnak Island), the decline has also been severe.

Counts in this region totaled 8,311 in 1976, dropped to 6,275 in 1985, dropped sharply to 3,800 in 1989, and
were 3,633 in 1997. The total decline was 56% from 1976 to 1997, and 30% occurred between 1985 and 1989.

The concern about competition between the GOA pollock fishery and the endangered western population of
Steller sea lions is largely founded on (1) the primary importance of pollock in virtually all studies of feeding
hzbits of the Steller sea lion, (2) the apparent coincidence of the extensive Shelikof Strait fishery with the most
severe period of decline of Steller sea lions in the region, and (3) the fact that, in general, extensive amounts of
pollock are removed from areas (such as Shelikof Strait) that are designated as critical habitat for the Steller sea
lion.

Pollock removais, both in mt and as a percentage of total GOA pollock landings, from Steller sea lion critical
habitat in the GOA from 1977-96 are shown in Figure 6.4. The magnitude and percent of pollock removals from
critical habitat increased from negligible levels in 1977 to over 200,000 mt in 1984-85, which represented
between 73-80% of the GOA pollock landings. As the total catch for pollock in the GOA declined after 1985,
so did the magnitude of removals from eritical habitat, to between 40,000 and 85,000 mt from 1986-96.
However, the percent of total GOA pollock landings from critical habitat did not decline along with the
magnitude, and has remained between 55-90% from 1986-96.
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Figure 6.4 Catch of pollock in critical habitat of the Steller sea lion in the Gulf of Alaska. A Tons of pollock canght in
critical habitat B. Percent of annual catch removed from critical habitat.
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6.3 Discharge of Fish Processing Waste

During the Council discussions of reauthorizing the provisions of amendments 18 and 23, and during recent
discussions of firther extending the inshore/offshore aliocatiors, members of the public expressed concern that
continuation of those provisions might lead to continued or increased degradation of the marnine environment from
fish processing wastes disposed mto the bay(s). Although past and current disposat of fish processing wastes
into Unalaska Bay, and other areas, have ‘degraded’ some local benthic environments, those discharges are
controlled under permits issued and monitored by the U_S. Environmental Protection Agency (Environmental
Protection Agency, 1995 and 1998).

According to a letter to the Counl from the Alaska Department of Envirormmental Conservation [Burden, 1995],
there has been confusion about the listing of South Unalaska and Akutan Bays as “impaired” water bodies. The
DEC states that these water bodies were listed as such for several years, but that agencies and processors have
been working through the penmitting process and a management regime known as “Total Maximnm Daily Load™
(TMDL}, to control discharges and manage effluents into these water bodies.

The TMDL procass, according to the Environmental Protection Agency [Harper, 1995 and 1998], sets limits on
the amount of “‘pollutants” that may be discharged on any given day by individual processors. If these TMDLs
are not exceeded, then the agencies believe the water bodies willi maintain or improve their levels of quality. The
EPA noted that the overall amount of fish or sheilfish coming into a facility was not the issue so much as the
amount discharged on 2 daily basis.

The amount of waste disposed into the marine environment (of Unalaska Bay and other marine areas receiving
fish processing wastes) and the impacts of those discharges are not entirely dependent on the percentages of the
walleye pollock and Pacific cod harvests allocated to the inshore processing component. Instead, they are related
to the amount of fish (of all specics) processed, the amount of processing waste that must be disposed of, how
mmch of the total that will be disposed of in the marine environment, and the way it is disposed of in the marine
environment. For example, while current altematives allow for increased share of processing by the inshore
plants, the overall pollock TACs have declined, such that an increased percentage share will resuit in similar
amounts of pollock being processed in 1999 as were processed in the mid-1990's by these same plants. The same
is true for the overboard disposal of harvest discards and fish processing wastes from vessels in the offshore

component,

Given the above comments from State and Federal authorities, and noting the basic conclusion of previous
analyses regarding the daily maximum throughput of mshore plants, i.¢. the amount of fish processed daily 15 not
expected to change significantly regardless of the Inshore/offshore allocation, it is unlikely that reauthonzaton
of these amendments will bave a negative tmpact on the water quality in these areas. Nevertheless the Counci
requested clarification of the EPA’s current position on discharge waste. The following section contains further
discussion of this issue from the EPA perspective and includes tables which summarize the 1997 discharges for
the major inshore processing plants.

6.6 EPA and Seafood Processing Discharges

6.6.1 Seafood processing pollutants

The pollution from seafood processing comes from two sources: the solid seafood wastes and the wastewater
from the butchering process, surimi procass, canning process, and fish meal process. In addition wastewater also

included disinfectants and detergents used in wash down water and non-process wastewaters include noncontact
cooling water, refrigeration condensate, water used to transfer product, live tank water, and boiler water. These
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wastewaters contain pollutants such as total suspended solids, oil and grease, biochemical oxvgen demand. and -
settleable solids.

6.6.2 Discharge control measures

EPA 1ssues permits which regulate the amount of polhutants allowed to be discharged to waters of the U.S. There
are two types of permits:

General permits authorize discharges from facilities that grind the seafood wastes to 0.5 inch before
discharging and covers shore-based facilities and vessels operating near-shore aud at sea. Most of these
facilities are seasonal and relatively small processors. The general permit does not cover seafood
processors that produce surimi and fish meal or discharge to water quality limited water bodies or are
in protected areas, such as wildlife refuges, natioral parks, or endangered/threatened species habitats.
Any waste accumnulation over 0.5 inch or thicker on the seafloor cannot exceed one acre

Individual permits are issued to processors processing seafood into product as well as producing sunmi
and fish meal and/or are discharging to identified water quality limited water bodies. These processors
are usualty the very large facilities located in Dutch Harbor and Akatan Harbor as well as several other
areas inchuding Kodiak. Vessels operating within 1 mile of shore (near shore) and producing fish meal
and/or surimi are also covered under individual permits.

6.6.3 Individual permit requirements

Individual permits may require sampling and monitoring of the discharge as well as the water body where the
discharges occur. Southeast Unalaska Bay, Captains Bay, and Akutan Harbor are three water bodies that have
been identified as impaired by seafood wastes accummlating on the seafloor and having a discharge high in
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) . Past monitoring of the water bodies found that in late summer when the
water columm is more likely to be stratified, the apparently naturally occurring low dissolved oxygea of the water
was firther impacted by the discharge of pollutants from the seafood processors in Captains Bay, Dutck Harbor,
and Akutan Harkor.

6.6.4 Pollutant explanation

Dissolved oxygen (DO) levels in natural and wastewaters depend on the physical, chemical, and biochemical
activities in the water body. The analysis for DO is a key test in water pollution and waste treatment process
congrol. The control of (BOD) in a discharge is one way of assuring that the water body can absorb the poliutant
without depressing the dissolved oxygen

Dissolved oxygen concentration in ambient waters is 2 measure of the health of the water body and for the
protection of aquatic life. Low DO concentrations are known to stress the water body and cause adverse effects
to the range of aquatic species that form the food chain from insects to cold water fish.

6.6.3 Water quality limited water bodies
When a water body is identified as water quality limited, EPA and the State are required to implement a total
mmmumdmlylmdplmwhah:dmﬁmmedegrwofpoﬂuumwmlnwdedwanammdmamm

compliance with water quality standards and assigns allowable wasteload allocation to the contributing point
sources. The TMDL and wasteload allocations are calculated by modeling the water body.
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The Captains Bay, Duich Harbor, and Akartan Harbor facilities all bave stringent BOD limitations m their permits
for the months of August through October. During this late summer period, each permittee is required to do
extensive monitoring DO, temperature, salinity, and density which is the only means of assessing the efficacy of
the permit Limitations to control the impacts of the BOD discharge on ambient levels of dissolved oxygen in the

While the statistics of how much BOD is discharged from these facilities appears to be extremely high, the
stringent limitations are expected to improve the health and quality of the recetving water. These facilities have
installed extensive and expensive treatment processes to assure that the discharge is in compliance with permit
limitations. In addition the fish meal facilities are required 1o recycle as much as possible the stickwater (a high
BOD pollutant load from the production of fish meal) back into the fish mmeal to reduce the discharge of this
partcular waste stream.

6.6.6 Vessels operating at sea

For the vessels that process seafood, produce surimi, and recycle seafood wastes ieto fish meal, there are no
specific limitations. They are allowed to discharge solid wastes ground to 0.5 inch, are not required to recycle
the stickwater, or to reduce pollutant loading on the receiving waters in any way. Also, the vessels are not
required to do any monitoring, sampling, or analyses of the discharge nor monitoring of the ambient water quality
of the receiving water.

6.7 Summary

A final version, and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), will depend on the Council’s selection of a
*Preferred Alternative’. This section will be completed following a Council decision, and prior to review by the
Secretary of Comuuerce.

Assistant Administrator for Fisheries Date
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TABLE 64

Westward
BOD Ibs discharged
Limit; July-Oct

(Days) Total Ibs
1997
Dec (6) 36,305
Nov (l6) 70,970
Oct (30) 1,056,531
Sep  (30) 1,330,658
Awg  (27) 88,241
ly (27 56,915
June  (30) 383,576
May (31) 467,220
Apr  (29) 547,027
Mar (29) 728,833
Feb  (28) 949,432
Jan (14) 1,238,629
1996
Dec 0
Nov  (13) 133,606
Oct (19 891,828
Sep  (27) 1,012,264
Aug (14) 105,646
uly  (21) 48,912
June (18) 210,657
May (27) 947,468
April  (27) 566,052
March (30) 3,299,763
Feb  (29) 1,696,200
Jan (8) 335,093

58000 lbs
monthly aver

6,051
4436
35,218
44,355

3,268

2,108

12,786

20314
18,863
25,132

109,975
88,474

0
10,277
33,031
34,906

4,402

2,717
9,159
33,838

20,216
109,922
58,490
41,887
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)

90000 lbs
daily maximum

10,350

9,107
73,300
73,584

21,692

9,608
72,258
47,171
25,037
57112

212,970
140,112

0
18,331
59,840
55,565

8,999

7,981
18,508
77,454

25,020
143,615
116,360
121,897

Production
finfish raw
surimi/botiomfish

0 / 113631
0 1 761272
28,923,462/ 1,311,039
45,645,377/ 188,385

364,151/ 589,520

0 /1,996,827
2,568,279/ 1,668,260
1,245,094/ 2,763,477

0 / 8,068,799

13,466,149/ 2,556,154

44,445,017/ 938,997

20973,119% 0

0
0 / 87,025
28,625818/ 583519
44,445,017/ 453373
0/ 737,588

0 /1,187,175
482,154 / 2,341,555
1,236,426/ 3,480,150

0/ 7,014,604
22,607,215/ 4,817,265
39,739,299/ 759,850
13,052,686/ 224,091

finfish finished
surimi/bottomfish

0 / 51,134

0 / 384,650
7,383,068/ 691,427
11,479,380/ 156,818

85,140/ 496,410

0/ 1,865,442
500,676/ 1,111,875
403216/ 2,763,477

0 / 3376561

2,956,888/ 1,150,269

11,260,480/ 412,856
5,054,544/ 0

0
0 7
7,403,396/ 284,709
11,260,480/ 367,032
0 / 504,490

39,286

0 / 746,791
122,936/ 1,202,315
426,404/ 1,604,416

0 /7 3,225.330
22,607,215/ 2,346,595
10,035,344/ 247,038

3,186,920/ 152,546
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crab raw

62,238

1,075,363
538,860
643,575

20,642

0
78,032
130,564
71,669
3,906,505
4,942 481
27,626

0
1,357,381
546,135
434,135
83,866

292,059
268,972
402,587

347,967
1,031,437
7,562,220
69,979

crabfimshed

36,068
691,283
322,900
408 680

11,230

0
45305
77,249
42,976

2,515,416

2,139,205
16,409

0
861,994
311,322
263,286

48,770

169,848
156,522
232.383

202,867
647,917
1,614,536
41,116

)
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Table 6.5

Trident Akutan

BOD lbs discharged

Limit: May-Oct (eff. May)
(Days) Total lbs

1997

Dec 36%+
Nov 35%x
Oct (I18) 1,095,383
Sept  (28) 2,029,732
Avg (9 453,641
July (8) §4%¥
June  (17) 45%*
May (23) 103**
Apr  (30) 360%*
Mar (30) 5,817,397
Feb (27) 4,372,043
Jan (1 2299837
1996

Dec 4%
Nov 62+
Oct  (23) 1,280,081
Sep  (29) 1,754,056
Aug (6) 179,017
July B3**
Jung 1664+
May (10) 3,099
Apr  (28) 20,974
Mar (31) 1,722,028
‘Feb  (29) 2,891,576
Jan (1) 462,336

* permit limits challenged
**sanitary only

129,000 Ibs
monthly avr.

60,582
72,072
50,306

191,383
161,422
208,667

104,345
188,029*
10,807

1,963
5,220
128,327
173,674
151,974
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206,000 ibs
daily max.

202,091
192,854
106,665

375,133
224,729
211,169

267,519*
243 608*
82,124

2,734
9,24
275,495
304,018
210,602

Production
finfish raw
pollock/bottomfish

45,697,827/ 315,003
66,380,081/ 225,548

7,486,070/ 186,684
0 0
0 /954,005

0 ! 3,662,464

0 /19,975,174
1,907,535/ 13,959,515
53,232,514/ 13,267,701
24,659,106/ 2,323,783

47,829,956 / 759,563
72,531,667/ 460,549

6,814,238/ 17,194
0
0
0/ 1,616,176

0 /11,543,062
17,202,026 /11,227,986
35,891,631 /6,325,790
21,083,093/ 2,558,826

finfish finished
pollock/boitom{ish

16,999,642/

24,134.819/ 149,366

2,549,209 59583
0 0

0 / 318986

0 /1,414,154

0 /6796734

724,021/ 5,266,352

18,921,874/ 5,001,923

8,525,886/ 867,066

118,790

13,021,666/ 318,083
17,129,531/ 242,089

1,522,735/ 17,171
0
0

0 / 322913

0 /2308420
3,048,382/ 3,583,999
13,724,010/ 2,238,638
4,960,851/ 740,044
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crab raw

116,519

cCoOoo oD

1,814,353
430,603

75,352
107,168
0

0

0
30,234
32,406
19,557
893,305

crab finished

0
75,488
0

0
0
0
1,198,229

281,619
0

42,633
67,595
0

0

0
16,259
17,095
11,698
509,274
0



Table 6.6

UniSea

BOD lbs discharged

Limit: July-Oct 185,000 lbs
(Days) Total lbs monthly aver

1997

Dec  (4) Report not required

Nov (19)  Report not required

Ot (19) n/a 120,826

Sep (290 nfa 125,762

Aug (28) n/a 8,498

July (21) Report not required

June  (21)  Report nol required

May Report not requived

Ap Report not required

Mar (27) n/a 16,887

Feb (28) w/a 166,095

Jan (28} n/a 100,163

1996

Dec  (4) Report not required

Nov (19)  Report not required

Oct  (26) 2,607,809 120,826

Sept  (30) 2,996,694 125,886

Aug  (22) 39,366: 7.506

July (21) Report not required

June  (21)  Report not required

May Report not required

Apr  (28) 5,003 n/a

Mar (31) 40,325 n/a

Feb  (29) 88,728 n'a

Jan (9) 81,742 nfa
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)

297,0001bs
daily max

194,240
187,103
11,198

28,182
296,170
292,359

194,240
187,224
11,233

n/a
na
n/a
n/a

Production
finfish raw
surimi/bottomfish

42,647,451/ 1,021,850
71,573,953/ 389,798
0 /1078562

50473/ n/a
19,676,404/ 8,718,691
70,020,968/ 1,327,353
21,313,715/ 489,110

finfish finished
surimi/bottomfish

9,751,392/ 492,752
16,249,527/ 305,645
0 / 582297

2,049/ nfa
4,288,182/ 5,895 750
16,793,571/ nfa
4,705,870/ n/a
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crab raw

1,335,168
139,615
54,915

12,850
533,953
568,204

crab finished

807,408
81,540
32,250

7,967
402,740
313,620
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Table 6.7

Alyeska Seafoods

BOD lbs discharged

Limit: July-Oct 90,000 lbs

(Days) Total lbs monthly aver

1997

Dec  Report not required

Nov  Report not required

Oct  (23) 634,523 20,468

Sep  (25) 547,180 29,747

Aug  no production

July  Report not required

June  Report not required

May  Report not required

Apr  Report not required

Mar (24) 483,250 15,600

Ech  (27) 1,401,391 50,050

Jan  (11) 429916 14,331

1996

Dec (6) Repeort not required

Nov  (21) Report not required

Oct (27 718,484 23,953

Sept  (24) 722,451

Aug (15) 3,851

July (15} Report not required

June (23)  Report not required

May (31) 675,681 21,796

Apr  (26) 608,812 20,291

Mar (29) 714,014 41,311

Feb (25} 2,064,584 67,530

Jan (15) 896,761 na
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144,000 lbs
daily max

99,687
63,132

70,600

84,957
54,480

73,658

44,452
38,604
44,357
72,291
nfa

Production
finflish raw
pollock/bottomfish

18,098,548/ 1,268,802
30,142,875/22,670,046

3,796,870/ 527499
£3,035,263 yellowfin]
34,650,783/ 204,376
15,770,682/ 228523

14,357,662/ 1,915,257
22,786,378/ 189,408
0 / 612,817

0 /3,459,457
0 /8257042
9,380,833/ 4,553,673
26,553,622/ 914,398
9,111,061/ 448946

{infish finished
pollock/botiomfish

n/a

n/a

n/a
n'a

11,538,364/ 1,037,453

0o 7

0 /1,812,682

0 /3,10457]
2,121,944 / 2,490,406
6,479,084/ 469,949
2289610/ 229,859
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crab raw

n/a
n/a

1,307.374

2,267,834
n/a

330,146
395,699
148,766

162,768
91,810
925,832
1,435,189
72,446

crabhinished

n/a
nwa

n/a

w/a
n/a

208,667
130,103

96,560
54,400
605,089
951,674
43,208
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Date: August 13, 1998

Name of Proposer: Alaska Marine Consewaﬁon Council

Address: Box 101145, Anchorage, Alaska 99510 -
Telephone: 907-277-5357
Brief Statement of l'ruposal:

AGENDA C-2 15
NOVEMBER 1998
SUPPLEMENTAL

Please check applicable box(es):

O Byeatch Reduction

— BSAI Groundfish FMP

0 GOA Groundfish FMP

Q BSAI Cgsh FMP

Q  Scallop FMP

O Habitat Areas of Particular Concem {HAPC)

To address ecosystem and fishery-specific concems stemming from removals in the "A" season of the Eastemn
Bering Sea (EBS) pollock fishery, this-proposal calls for the analysis of options to restructure the Easten Bering
Sea pollock fishery to reduce fishing pressure during "A", or roe-bearing pollock season:

» Reduce the pollock harvest in the "A" season to ro more than 10, 20, 22.5, or 30% of the total

quota.

Sub-option: Reduce the annual harvest rate during "A" season. The annual harvest rate has -
averaged. between 17 and 23% in the last 8 years. In 1998 it is roughly 20%
(quota/exploitable biomass). This sub-option would lower this rate during the A" season to
10%. For example, the harvest quota in 1998 is 1.19 mmt of an estimated 6.1 mmt
exploitable biomass. The "A" season is allocated 45% of the annual quota or $35,5000
- metric tons in 1998. In this sub-option, reducing the harvest rate to 10% during the "A"
season translates to a reduction in "A" season harvest from 535,500 mt to 274,000 mt ((.10 x
6.1 mmt) x 43 = 274,500 mt). The "B" season harvest would remain unchanged from the

annual harvest rate.

- » Break up the "A" season in time: redistribute the fishery -thrhugll temporal closures to allow for
greiter prey availability for marine mammals. Options include: 1) open the fishery for one week,
then close for one week; 2) 10 days on/10 days off; 3) 14 days on/14 days ofl.

> Reduce the levels of p=ollock catches in designated sea lion winter foraging grounds. Without
closing out entire 60 nm radius determined to encompass winter forage grounds, we suggest that
there be a maximum tonnage of pollock allowed to be extracted from these waters. The
suggested mazimum for the "A' season pollock harvest in critical sea lion habitat is the
percentage of total of the pollock harvest removed in 1977: 10% or roughly 100,000 mt of
poltock. The remainder of the quota could still be taken from outside of sea lion winter foraging

range.

Objectives of Proposal (What is the problem?):

The Eastern Bering Sea pollock population is roughly half of what it was in the mid-1980's. During this peak
recorded in recent history, the mid-1980's' high of EBS pollock coincided with abundant levels of those stocks
designated as the Aleutian Basin stock, the Bogoslof area stock, and the Westem Bering Sea. The precise
association between these "stocks" is not well understood today. However, it is not prudent to conduct an intensive
~ = fishery concentrated on 3 spawning aggregation of fish whose population is in a decline and whose adjacent stocks
and/or populations are ip decline or have d:sappured (i.e. Bogoslof, Aleutian Basin, and Westem Bering Sea Sea).




A precautionary measure for the EBS pollock fishery is to restrict or minimize the level of intense fishing on
spawning aggregations. An extensive analysis of spawner-recruit relationships concludes that the size of spawning
populations influences the number of recruits produced. Most often, high spawner abundance contributes to high
recruitment, and low spawner abundance is most often associated with low recruitment. (Myers and Barrowman,
1996). "The failure to recognize the need to conserve spawning biomass is a principal reasen for the disastrous
collapse of the formerly great cod fisheries in Eastern Canada" (Hwichings and Myers, 1994; Myers et al.
1996,1997). The words may ring ominous for a fellow gadid, pollock, as we continue to apply intense f{ishing
pressure on its spawning biomass as the population numbers continue their decline in the 1990's.

Pollock has been found to be a major prey item of the endangered Steller sea lion, and it is also preyed upon by at
least 10 other species of manine mammals, 13 species of seabirds, and 10 species of fish (Frost and Lowry 1986).
The western population of Steller sea lion may be an important barometer of ecosystem change. At the present
time, pollock are an integral part of a complex food web of the Nosth Pacific. Nutritional stress from lack of
available prey is considered a major factor in sea lion decline. Undoubtedly there are significant environmental
influences playing some role in the decline of sea lions and harbor seals, along with several marine birds and fishes.
We must look to ourselves to insure that human activities do nct impede the recovery of various marine
populations. This proposal is one way to include ecosystem considerations into the design of a fishery.

Groundfish fisheries of the North Pacific have undergone unprecedented growth in capacity and technological
efficiency in the last thirly years. The Bering Sea pollock fishery has: developed iuto the world's biggest single
species fishery. Prior to 1980, very little of this fishery occurred during winter months. In the last ten years, this
fishery has intensified its harvest in area and time to coincide with critical foraging habitat of sea lions during
wititer months when metabolic demands are at an all-time high and the proximity and access to a roe-beariug (high
nutrition) prey is crucial. In the Guif of Alaska, NMFS' recognition that pollock is important forage for sea lions in
the £l and early winter resulted first in a seasonal distribution of the fishery quota, and then recently resulted in an
adjustment in the percentage of the seasonal allocation.

The Catcher Vessel Operating Area (CVQA) of the Bering Sea overlaps and is juxtaposed to a large area
designated as critical habitat for Steller sea lions. While it is unknown what the harvest rate during polflock A
season in the CVOA is, recent analysis indicates that localized harvest rates here during the B season may be as
high as 46%, and the rate of decline in area pollock may be as high as 81% in the last three years (Fritz, NPEMC,
1998). This measured level of decline in pollock abundance dpring the "B” season is reason for concem. It also
suggests that we should look more closely at the tate of poliock removals in the concentrated area and time of the
. "A" season, especially as it overlaps in area and time of foraging of Steller sea lions in winter months,

Rather than debate the reasons for the initial decline of sea lions; let us look to what is contributing o or
exacerbating the sustained decline and impeding recovery of the population. If prey availability is acknowledged as
important to the recovery of the westem population of Steller sea lion, then we must be certain that we do what we
can to minimize human influence on this availability. The absolute number of prey is important in a predator’s
foraging success, but it is not the only factor to be considered. “The availability of pollock to these consumers
depends on the size structure of pollock populations, their areal and temporal distributions, and the area and
temporal distribution of the consumers." (NMFS, 1998).

Need and Justification for Council Action (Why can’t the problem be resolved Mugh other channels?):

The Council is responsible for the management of the pollock fishery. - Voluntary reductions in the quota or in
fishing time and area are unlikely. The Council and NMFS have a responsibiiity to take into account the protection

of marine ecosystems when establishing yields from a fishery (definition of OY) and to ensure that no federal
actions impede the recovery of an endangered species.



. Foreseeable Inipacts of Proposal (Who wins, who loses?):

The marine ecosystem and Alaskan coastal people who rely upon it for their cultural, ecoromic, and ’spi ritual
sustenance will benefit. The heavily overcapitalized pollock fleet that relies on a roe product will have to adjust to
a more sustainable approach in fishery exploitation. .

Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your proposal the best way of
solving the problem?

This proposal secks to minimize impacts of an intensive fishery on roe-bearing pollock during critical foraging
periods of the endangered Steller sea lion, There are many alternatives that are more constraining to the pollock
fishery. However, this proposal offers a range of alternatives that would allow.the fishery to continue with a
- foundation of an ecosystem approach in harvest strategies.

. Supportive Data & Other Information (What data are available and where can they be found?):

Frost, K.J. and Lowry, L.F., (1986). Trophic importance of some marine gadids in northern Alaska and their body-
otolith size relationships. Flshery Bulletin, 79:187-192.

Fm.z, L. 1998. NMFS, Projections of Pollock Catches and Estimations of 'B-Season Harvest Rates Inside and
Qutside of the Catcher Vessel Operating Area (CVQA) along with Trends in Pollock Catches in Steller Sea Lion
Critical Habitat in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Region (Inshore/Offshore3 document)

Hutching, J.A, and Myers, R.A. 1994. What can be leamed from the collapse of a renewable resource? Atlantic
cod, Gadus morhua, of Newfoundland and Labrador. Canadian Journal of Aquatic Science. v. 51: 2126-2146.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, 1996

Myers, R A., and Barrowman, N.J. 1996, Is fish recruitment related to spawner abundance? Fishery Bulletin,
24:707-724 . :

Myets, R A., Hutchings, J.A., and Barrowman, N.J. 1997. Why do ﬁsh sbocks collapse? The example of cod in
eastern Canada. Ecological Apphcatlons 7:91-106.

NMFS, 1998. Effects of the CVQA on Marine Mammals (Inshore/Offshore3 dacnmmt). Prepared by Alaska
Region, NMFS$, Juneau, Alaska.

North Pacific Fishery Management Council, November, 1996. Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE)
Report for the Groundfish Resources of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Regions.
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) forage at a tiine when numbers at tost sites have fallen well below 260
‘animals] -
 provide fuil protective coverage o foraging habitat across all seasons in order o
- reduce competitive fishery interactions and other adverse effécts of concentrated
trawl fisliing i core foraging areas where the most vulnerable segments of the
 populatidn are most likely to be found; - '
‘ réduce the allowable pollock catch level below the ABC in a precautiénary manner
| to accoubt forithe current low level: of spawner biomass, projections of below average
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El DIRE STATUS OF THE ENDANGERED GULF SEA LION POPULATION
' i o P . - .

The Steller sea fjon population in the Guif of Alaska has plumumeted since the late 1970s,

‘coincident withithe rise of'a large trawl fishery for pollock which culminated in the

f thie Shiskikof Strait spawning pollock stock during 1981-1985 in an srea now

. (desigrlated as citicallhabitat, In 1976, >40,000 adult and juvenile se4 lions were courted at
'rookety and. hayjlout trend sites in the egstern {Prince William Sound), central (Outer Island
‘to Chirikof Islagd) and western Gulf. By 1994, baly 11,865 adults and juveniles were -

 counted at thesq samé sites and by 1996 only’9,782 were counted (Merrick 1994, 1996).

Calkiris and Pitcher (1982) estimated 63,000-66,600 sea lion adults and pups at rookeries in -

the Gulf of Alaska in'1978-79, and a combined overall estimate of 135,666 for all age ¢lasses

including pups: | - . o

gst Hit area has been the central Guif region, where about 25,000 adults and
iwere counted at rookery and haulouit sites in 1976 but <4,000 in. 1996
:1994,1996). This region contains three of the four major rookeries in the

fof Alaska where pup p duction was centered historically: Chowret, Mamiot and

976-94, the bredding sealion population on Marmot Fsland decliried by, 88.9%

(Chumbley et:al., 1997). In Juris, 1978, 8,506 adult and juvinile Stellers Were counted.

:at Marmot Island. In June, 1994, only 1,091 non-pups were counted (Chusbley et al.,

11997, TABLE 3), Worse still, the decline appears to have accelerated from 1991-94.

* |Similar biige declines of 79% were reported at three other major Gulf rookery sites on
af| Chiowiet and Chirikof Islands, and an overall decline of 76.9% was'

for 12} trend sites (Chumbley et al, 1997).

¢ total number of pups born annually in the central GOA in-the 1970s came

 the Marnhot Islind and nearby Sugarloaf Island rookeries. In 1979, 6,741 pups

were cobnted on Marmot; in 1994, only 804 (Chumbley et al, 1997, TABLE 2).

* |From 1991-1994, pup production declined by 50% at Marmot, 41.5% at Sugarioaf

and 48.6‘3'1&5 at Chirikof Island (Chumbley et al, 1997), '
Major haulouts if the Gulf of Alaska have also shown an alarming decrease in numbers of
animald sighted during the 1990s:

In the dentfal Gulf of Alaska, 21 of 22 major sea lion haulouts listed as critical
habitatin 1993 hive had >200.animals since 1970, During surveys in-the 1990s;
only g Haulout sites had >200 animals at any time of year: Cape Chiniak, Cage
Sitkinak, Cape Ugat, Latax Rocks, Puale Bay, Sea Otter Is., Two-headed Is., and

at Is[ (NMFS unpubksheddata)
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:TA"-.IEE’ION IS THE LIKELY CAUSE OF THE DECLINE

Lack of available prey is cons:dered the most likely cause of the Steller sea lion declme in
weete&n Alasks|(NMFS/AFSC 1998). The 1996 Section 7 Biological Opinion concluded that
trends; in the St ller population are consistent with a food shortage. Other propased causes
such as emigration, disease, subsistence harvest, pollution, and predanon are not supported
by the| data ) and Ca]lnns 1996).

Stelleq sea lions): Are parnmlarly vulnerable. because they are the major direct marine mammal
‘competitor wit the fishery, “removing large quantities of fishes of the same size range as
those bemg aught by the fishing fleets" (Lowry et al,, 1988) Available evidence suggests
‘that ﬁshery effet:ts on size, weight, and abundance of poilock have had a potentially
'significant advefse impact on availability and quality of prey in the Bering Sea in the 1970s
(Lowryetal 1 Ss)andagmnmtheﬁult‘ofAlaskam the 19805(Ca!kms and Goodwin

Steller sea lions|in thc Kodiak:tegion showed: signs of food stress during and after the period
of the peak ests in the Shelikof Strait (1981-85), after which time poltock sbundance
collap;ed The & .elikof Strait roe pollock fishery of the early 1980s is one of the most blatant

E | “me mojst dramac example of passrbie local overexploitation oacurred in Sbeizkof
' | Strait. Allarge spawning concentration was ‘discovered’ in this region in the late

{ increased from less than 160,000t Yo more than 300,000 t and remairied

Vel Mng the mid-1980s, when it was apparent thai there had been poor
nent and stock abundance was. declining (Megrey and Wespestad 1990).:

I Durmg his penod anteal combined removals from fishing and sea lion predation

muated 10 be as much as 30-50 percént of the total eap!oztabfe biomass
| (Zawry

al. 1989).” (NRC 1996)

ca lidas near qdlak Istand were swaller in size by age during 1985-86 than durmg 1975-76
(Ca]kd.s and Gelodwin, 1988; Calkins et al. 1998). The 1996 Section 7 Biological Opinion
-~ for the{ GOA. acknowledges that treads i the Steller population are consistent with a food
shortage andt there is “evidence of significant changes in abundance of sea lion prey
specfe& in the GOA..." Pitcher et al. (in review) cite “considerable evidence su iggesting
miaonaf siresy aﬂ'ected the reproductive performance of Steller sea lions, during both the
1970s rmd 19805 rhr&ugh high levels of premml mortality, [i.e., abortions) ard the effect was
grearer duting if : 19505 »

Dmng this sam pmod, the Iargest Pacific harbor seal rookery in the world at 'I\ngdak

Island, south of hellkof Strait suffered an $6% decline in population (Pitcher 1990) The .

harboriseal decliy pa‘allels that of the Steller s¢a lion population in the Kodiak region

during|the period 'of rapidly declining pollock: abundance following record-high pollock
harvests in the Shelikof Strajt from 1981-85. Their eating habitats are similar and they share

' pollock as a major dietary item in the food habits research of the 1970s and

¢ 1980, 1981,'1990). The timing; proximity and other similarities between' -

P.as
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arid s]ea lgcm dechnes in the Gulf of Alaska suggest a common cause and both
ated. ‘A with: Steller. seadions; harbor seals have sexpenenced“ drastic declines
GOA, butnOtmsoutheastAlaska

‘The qulf pollocld fishery has been the fociis of 50 much attention due to the size of the
fishery and the rd-nportance of ‘pollock to endangered populations of Steller sea lions, as well
0 _atlons of nofthiém fir seals and Pacific harbor seals throvghout western -
g séabirds at large breeding colonies in the Semidi Lslands TWGOA),
3 (WGOA); Sindman ReefS (WGOA), and many comnercially valuable fish
hbits data for Steller'sea tions and Pacific harbor seals indicafe that pollock
st important prey for both species in the Gulf of Alaska. In all, 11 species of
4, 131 speciés of seabirds, and 10 fish species are known 10 feed on waileye
i frtheast Pacnﬁc Ocean (Frost and Lowry 1986).

! ) o '
Atka mackerel aIso an 1mportant forage $pecies- mthe Gulf of Ala.ﬁm, where it-is prey for
lother mmmerm ly valuable groundfish, gotnie $eabirds and many marine mammals, *
mclud‘mg Steller sea lions (i-‘rit.z ‘and Lowe 1998). Atka mackerel popuiauans i#i the Gulf -
lhave lqeen identified’ premous[y in the Kodaak, Chirikof, and Shamagin areas, and suppbrted
4 refatively large for¢ign fishery through the 1970s and early 1980s. By the mid-1980s the
ﬁsherf appears Eo have depleted those populations and catches declined to zero by 1986
(Lowd and Fritz 1997). ‘A short-lived domestic fishery began targeting Atkamackerel again
iin 1599-93, prigiarily in the Wéstern Gulf regulatory area in areas proximal to sea lion
rooka%les and hailouts. Catches peaked at nearly 14,000 tons in 1992 before the stock
decimq:d once ore md was placed on bycaﬁch-only status in 1997(Lowe and Fritz 199‘7)

speclqs Food
‘has’ bqen the m;

The Eid habits data md:caie that po}lock is the most lmportant sea lion prey for all areas and
3 in the Gulf of Alaska in'the 1970s and 1980s, except for summer ini the

Kodlak area in the 1970s (Calkins and Pitcher 1982; Merrick and Calkins 1996). “In 13

stud:e& s:mrmarqzed By NMFS (1993),. walleye pollock ranked first in importance as aprey

Wem fgr Steller {ea lions in 11 studies, and second in the remaining two. Other prey” -
camumed aff Akaska were Pacific cod, Atk mackerel, salmon, octopus, squid, Pacific
kenmg, capelinl sand lance, flatfishes, and sculpins. Most of the prey are schooling ﬁsh
many d;f whzcb ,' : commerca‘aliy e:guloueci” {NPFMC/NWS/AFSC 1998) o

-Imler and (1947) reported tbax sea hons in the GOA occns:ona.lly took hqoked ﬁsh
' from the halibutland sablefish fisheries, and were known to interact with the saiimon fishery,
but ist.of the tomach samples collected:in the summers of 1945-46 contained so-called
“sm‘apT fish -- i.p..- pollock, tom cod, flounders and octopus. Salmon, 'sablefish and halibut
were the only mmercrai fish of value at:that time that sea lions were reported o eat i their
sample; representing 14% of the contenits - including an eight pound red (sockeye) salmon
~ which had been! stvaliowed whole. In the central Gulf at the Barren Islands, Irnler and Sarber
found fhe greatelit  variety of food items, including pollock, cod, flounders and octopus. In 7
out of 3 sea lion boﬂeceed in southeast Alaska, all but one had fed. pnncxpally on pollock.

i
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| 'thcher] (1981) regortdd that the stomach contents of 250 Steller sea fons collected in the
Gulfof Alaska llvétwdm 1975-78 consisted 0 95.7% fishes and 4.2% cephalopods by

. !Walleye ; f 'tinck was the: predommant prey, composmg 67% by ﬁequency of
o e and 58% of the total volume of prey samples. -
" » iCapeling 4 sdlmon appeared 0 present seasonal foraging opportunities mamly in the
" " |spring agd sutamer when those species were abundant in nearshore waters.
1 » iQther indluded Pacific hemng, Pacific cod, sculpins, flatfishes and rockfishes.

L . Utthzat: vof pollock appeared to increase hetween 1958-60 and 1975-78.

Ca]lun; and Pi .1.- r (1932) reported that pollock was the top-ranked prey in all areas except

arourid Kodiak, where it was renked second below capelin. However,

Ve ”pdb‘y area and season: capelin and salmon ranked much higher in the

ofilin Frince William Sound or along the Kenai Peninsula, and predation on
salmon and capelin was largely limited to spring and summes. Merrick and Calkins (1996)

i-eachep a simila f ‘conblusmn regardmg the seasonal availability of small forsge ﬁsh (eg,

ity

Calhﬂs and G ' wm (1988) réported that pollock was the most ﬁ'equently consumed prey in
al and most frequently cansumed and most important prey by volume at
Kodmk in 88 sef ot stomach samples from 1985-86. Even though the Gulf biomass.of
lIock plumm ted in the wake of the Shelikof Strait fishery, pollock consumption by sea
ns 4s a perce of occurrenice in the diet actually increased from the 1970s to the 1980s
 lwhile the size o pollock eatent by sea lions near Kodiak Island in 1985-86 was significantly
*smaller than duting 1975-76 (Calkms and Goodwin 1988). Calkins and Goodwin estimated
ithe avbrage wel h ofpollock eaten in the 19703 to be 148g compared to 93g in the 1980s
‘data, Based on f fk length of consumed fish gnd ‘suggested that the occurreace of fewer big
fish :in the diet G uld mesn more foraging effort to catch more samall fish and could contribute
ional

The e:i:wung hablts date indicate that Steller sea lions eat many medium and large-sized
ifish (>25 cm), dnid they compete directly with the fisheries, Lowry et al. (1988); “Steller sea
lions are a maj e direct competitor with the fishery, removing large quantities of fishes of the
isqrre size ran bs those being caught by the fishing fleets.” Although lasger fish occur in
i rpiin the gea lion diet, their caloric importance may be crucial to séa lion
‘nutritional healfh. Availability of larger-sized of fish may be especially critical during the late
‘winter/early. spﬂ{ing when aggregations of energy-rich, roe-iaden adult pollock provide both
'adult and juvenile sea lions an opportunity to fatten up and regain good condition
. E(NPFMC/NW S 1998):

: . Pitcher 1981) and Calkins and Goodmn (1988) found that sea lions were eating a
; wide size range of pollock in the Gulf of Alaska 563 cm (average 29.3 cm) and 5-56
R cm(wekage 25 cm) mpwnvely :

T o o
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'm 1983 and 41.7 cm in 1984,
' _taffoodhabrts datamtheGulfofAlaska byMemckandCalkms(lg%)

o m juvemle poliock (<30 em length) with the rest ¢oming . from larger fish,
: 1: whem 79"/5 of the pollock mass consumted by adult sea lions came from larger fish

,‘pmucularly since Stefler ssa lxons often have extended nursing pmods for
! _ or more in some cases (Calkins and Pitcher 1982) — compared to other
| pinnipeds, and therefore the pup’s welfare is dependent on the heaith of the mother. -

| Furthermore, i c:eased refiance on pollock in the Gulf during a period of greatly reduced
poﬂock a nce shiggests d lack of alternative prey (Merrick and Calkins 1996) as: weil as.
the vital mpoﬁ ance of protecung the availabﬂlty of pollock in sea lton foragmg areas’

generaﬂy

i ElﬁﬂSITNG MAN AGEMENT MEASURES BAVE FAILED TO PROTECT CRITICAL
- HSABITAT S : - 2

| mepl habltat mvol.‘ves “detérmination of the essential physical or biological featlm that
are edsent:ai to the conservat:on of the species, and'second, the determination of whether
| these features rire special management considerations or protections.” (ESA) In

| deszgnatmg’s eller séa lion critical habitat, NMFS acknowledged the need for spatial and
temporal regulgtion of ﬁshery removals to easure that pulse fishing and local depletions of
prey stocks do pot occur, noting that adverse modification of critical habitat and jeopardy to

| the species’ sufvivatare. inseparable (NMFS 1993). More recently, NMFS has stated that the

smgle most im rtant featuré of marie areas ¢ritical to Steller sea l;ons is their prey, base
(NMFS 1998).!"

i' NMPS has cite{l quarterly allocations (chinged to trimesters in 1996) and spatial .

: apportlonment f the Gulf pollock TAC as important management measures for reducing the
possibility of causing fishery-induced localized depietions of pollock in areas mpomm to

foraging sea liqns. However, time-area apportionmeuts of the Gulf pollock quota into
quarters or tri 'I_ ers and across three broad subareas (610, 620, 630) have not resulted in a
reduction in-the percentage of the catch taken from critical habitat, which has remained very

high since the 1jd-1980s. Fritz and Ferreto (1997) note that “the combinirion of spatial

' pa!loek allocatjans and trawl exclusion zones may have stabilized pollack removals and

' ._; Jevels, butdzdnotmfuce them.”

. v
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| ‘m 19-_7 to mo ' than 80% in’ 1985 peakmg at 225 000 mt (mostly pollock) during the hrge' |
’ Fut s 'ort-lwed Shehkof Strant 08 pal!cck rae ﬁshery The reasons for this collapse are -

. _ Esby Wf.:hery, whick totaled in excessof! 1 million tfrom 1981 1o
: I985| had somg eﬁbctan the stock size. The stock was heavily harvested in 1985 when

5 removals By thi fiskiery (285,000 t) were equal 1o 41% of the eshmarairotalexpfamable

. bi s (687,400 1). ” (Lowry et al., 1988). The stock size declined to very low levels in the
[ 1& |9805 and 15 enly about one-ﬂurd itsformer su:e today.

A.lthough the : liock TAC, and hemethe catch in critical habitat, fell off afier 1985 as the
Shehirzot‘ spawring stock eol]a.psed, the pereentage of the annual catch taken from GOA

critical hiabifat hias remained high - 55-93%.-- into the present (Fritz etal., 1995; Fritz and

_Ferrero 1997).]] 'he existing fishery catch data indicate that substantial portions of the

| dfish trawl catch (dominated by poﬂock) are taken within critical habitst areas ad;acent

i to mokeues haulouts in the Gulf of Alaska, with higher concentrations of catch | occurring

1 between 10:20/nm. From 1990-97, an average of 63% of the observed GOA pollock catch
‘has oeme from withm 20 nm of sea lior rookerics and major haulouts listed as critical habitat
(NMFS/AF SC. publ fishery data).

i
L
‘
[

Despﬁe the gerleral Agreament that food Inmtatmn is driving the sea lion declme, and despite

: !thea e_nt__:,tpulseﬁshngmaﬂta::gmlocdlyhghmonmuposesthegreatm

' 2 lions” ability to find adéquate amounts of food (SSLRT 1991; NMFS 1991,

_ % Fisheries:Service and the North Pacific Council have riot acted adeqmtely to
_ ; prevept cnt:cal. Habitat from becoming the focal point of major groundfish fisheriés i the

: ‘f_yforpoﬁock,AzkamackerelandPacnﬁcwd NMES has fatled to -
gjuate measures to protect critical habitat even as traw} groundfish removals
$ reas proximal to sea lion rookeries and haulouts i in the GOA - dominated by
‘pollock -~ havq rem.amed very high as a percentage of the allowable catch: _

' The Apnl 1991 Blologu:ai Oplmon concluded that sea lions and fisheries targef large

. schools lof fish to maximize foraging eﬁic:ency and minimize effort; therefore large

 fishery temovals fromischools of ﬁsh i close proximity to rookeries. mdhaulouts ate

likely 1q-décrease the amount of food'available to sea lions. -

* | The Jung 1991 Biological Opiinién concluded that the Gulf pollock ﬁshery had

- 1 become spaually and temporaly comipressed in néarshore waters over tire, and that

S large fock harvests over small areas and time petiods may deplete local pollock

1. | stocks apd limit prey availability for sea lions,

! ® | The Janpary 1996 Biological Opinions noted that ﬁshery catches near Steller sea lion
. rookencis, haulouts and ai-sea foraging habitats continue to be much higher than they

ST | Were prior to the population decline and'that the majority of the groundﬁsh removals

A contmu to be taken in rapld, mtenswe ﬁsherzes concentrar.ed in. t:me and area (NMFS

F
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Concgmratzon [Qf ﬁs}renes on crmca:‘ sea fion foraging grounds may cause localized -
 depletion of the brey base and jeopdrdize. sea lions.even if overall fish stock abundemce is
 high, jas was thi case with- GOA pollock in the early 1980s. In the 1990s, with potlock stocks
far bqlow the le e!s of the early 1980s, the fishery has continued to concentrate the large

| majosity of th qatch in critical habitat, thereby i mcreasmg the likelihood that locally adverse
eﬁ'ecfs on pr .avallabillty will occur. :

f F
,I : : I
l ' b
J

Th!e ihire of ' "stmg mgement measures to reduce catch in mtlcal habrtat mvolves at

1leusttwoe _k]features
] !

Pl F ure to Jlstnute adequate trawl cmum amas in critical habitat. In large measure
thefallure to réducel catches in critical habitat is owing to-the failure of NMFS and Council to
mstttpte adéquate traw! clositre areas covéring the full extent of critical habitat across all
 seasoms. The ifadequacies  of the 10 nm trawl exclusion zones were-apparent to NMFS even

‘,? “Avaﬂdble dafa indicate !hat i0n nm zomes would not be sufficlent to covgr feedmg
| trips offminials during the winter, females without pups throughmit the jnear and
| some fe eding trips of postpartum Jemales during the bmea‘mgseawn o

dunng the b g mg season. The agency subsequently reduced the recommended trawl
closm'e zZones o onty 10 nm afound’ rookerias (Aron note, 30 May 1991). The 30 May: 1991
‘memo demons rated clearly that the 10 nin trawl closures would provide little protection to
' critichi habitat ffraging areas because very little groundfish fishing accurfed in thiese areas:
: “M col!ecte by fisheries observers suggem that 10 nm closures arownd norihern sea lion
iries would not seriously restrict the pollock fishery. From 1980-89, an aniual average
_ l of88* 2%of_ Ipoilack cat;ghr Mthm 20 ﬂm ofmokenesws caught bem'een 10 land 20
nm. —— . . :
| Itis abundantl;v clear that the exlstmg rooke;y trawl exclision zones are madequate for at
least several crumal reasons:’ _

2 Since uery little trawling occurred w:thm the 10 nm rookery no-trawl zones, closing
| them was not likely to reducé the impacts of trawling. The 10 nm zones havé done

. nothing'to prevent the fisheries from:becoming more concenn:ated in. Steﬂer sea l!on
j I critical fforaging habitats during the 1990s.
_ o/ Telem trackmg studies of seasonal foraging patterns (Memclc and Lemglm 1993,
| 1997, emck 1992, 1993) and piatfonn-of-opportumty sightings indicate clearly that
: 1. 10 nm zones are “ioo’small-1o effectively separate the local effects of trawlers on seq
« . dienpr "ﬁomforagmgsea Tigns.? (NRC 1996)

Vi sl The 10/nm zones.do.not protest critical foraging habitattbnt is used m t]ie non- ..
D gE A g':seasqns,pnmmﬁy&omhauhuts _ R

.88
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| in a(zb:iJ on to thesé shoﬂcommgs the 10 1im no-trawl zones do 1ot prowde azdequate _ -
protection to im portant but overlooked segmems of the sea lion popilation whose health and
utritional {is crucial to the eventual recovery of the species. Calkins and Pitcher (1982)
and CJ!kms {194 6) found that mature females without pups comprise a large portion of the
popu]zpon in anlygivén year -~ 33-40% in Kodiak area during 1970s and 1980s. Research by
Calkins (1996) in Southeast Alaska indicates that summer adult females without pups travel -
longer distances -and fnove more extensively Between haulout and rookeiy sites in & given
region|even in't ‘suthmer. Thiis rookery no-{rew zones of 10 of 20 nm do Dot enoompass -

foragmg areas tlns pomon of the populauon gven:in the summar months,

in summary tha e:nstmg rookery bu&‘er mnes (10 or 20 nm) do not caver crmcal babitat

feedmg areas ofi(z) adults and juveniles from winter haulout sites (as much as two-thirds of

the obsérved animals in non-breeding months); (b) females without pups throughout the year

(as mh as 40% of the adult female populauon every year); (c) and some feeding trips of

o .

nursmg femaies from the rockeries.

P ] S

2 F ]ure of exktmg t:me-area management 10 address focalized patterns ol' fishing in

icn l habitat| The second failure of management measures is attributable tothe '
acy of bo; spaual allocations of the: TAC to address the highly localized nature of .

'eri’es for pollockand aﬂierspeclesmareaspmmahomkenesand

the dfish
,'hauioqts T

5 . 1 Avalkab " da:a show thiat sea honsand fisheries have oonccnttatedthelr eﬁ’ort in the .
 same 453 where pollock abundance is concentrated - e.g. Shelikof Strait as weli as -
- | the east Side of Kodiak Island (Barnabus Gully, Chiniak Gulty, Marrrot Gully, and
* 'Marmot Bay) in' Area 630. In a memorandum from William Aron to Steve Peimoyer,
' i 16 May 1991t is ncrtedthatthesaareas have accounted for h:ghpropornonofthe
pollock patchisince 1987. -
= | In most years, large percentages of the pollock catch have oocuned wzthm 201 of
i | haulouts which have rot recgived trawl exclusion zone buffers (Fritz 1993). Foraging
"I | areas adjacent to haulouts in Shelikof Strait such as Cape Gull, Takli Isfand, Puale
ro i ‘Bay, Cape Ugat and Cape Tkolik were intensively exploited during and afier the
| . | ShelikofJV fishery of 1981-85, Haulduts at Cape Barnabus, Ugak Island, Gull Point -
R izifak Point oh the eastern side of Kodiak Island have also been subjcct o

) acal poltock fishing (Fritz 1993).

-1 & [ Heavy ppilack fishing has also occurred around Chowiet and Chirikof Istand

P ;rookm s (Area 620) and on Shusmagin Bank and Sanak Bank in areas adjacent to the
1 | Adkins Igtand, Chernabura Island, Pinnacle Rocks and Clubbmg Rocks rookmes and

assoclat han]out mtes (Area 610, western GOA).

gement of the groundﬁsh ﬁshenes is an important but insufficient
g2 lion conservation in the Gulf of Alaska. Rookery trawi clomre areas

lotectlon to nearshore tbragmg areas frequented by females on the rookery in

10

_ But mthout year-rozmd trawl closure areas forthe crmca! fm‘ngmg areas' .

P. 25
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- adjaceﬁt to roole’tles AND haulouts in all seasons, groundﬁsh trawi catches of prima.:}' sea

tion prey will rejnain concentrated in critical areas proximal to land-based sites; increasing
the likelihood o ‘localized depletions to the s¢a lion forage base. NMFS cannot ensure that
thm Tsh«y re ovals will’ not jeopardize sea hons

R Fi RAGING HABITAT PROTECTIGN AR.OUND HAULOUTS MUST BE

Proiechng séa lion winter foraging habitat goes hand-in-hand w:th
" z.ones adjacem to haulout sites, mnce haulouts are relaxed to cnncal

] ;raud buﬁ‘er zones do uothmg to protect feeding areas of adulis and -
Juvemies proxi al to, haulouts iz the non-breeding season. Winter versus summer -
distriblitions of yea 11ons reveal that the nuinbers of ammals on rookery sites are oonsnderably

_ ma]sconntedmtheMarch 1993 surveywereonsgrookerysnes the
15ls (67 1%) were scattered on 235 haulout sites from Forrester Island
.a) to Altu Istand (westem Aleutians).

NMZF has ide lfied zhe &Jllwmter months as a crucial time of year. Both the 1991and 1996
Section 7 Biologica Opmlons ‘observed that the eﬁ'ects of localized prey depletlon would be

worse in winter, when prey resources are more scarce and nursing and/or’ pregnaxt sed lions .
-and JuJ/enﬂes T especla.lly valierable to nutritional stress. Seasonal differences in foraging

ra.nges,and foraging effort have been identified using satellite-linked t:me-depth recorders.

These Hata, along w1th other pinniped research, support the theory that winter is an especially

dﬂﬁcuit time fo foragmg sea lions: “Resulis of these studies indicated that during summer,

females with py _ Joraged close lo rookeries, coid made relatively short trips with shalfow

dwe.s In mmer, eniles had much longer mps and dove deeper than summer animals.? -

- (Merrick and ghhn1993) Greatly incréased foraging ranges and/or effort of adult females
in wmqer suggest that prey is barder to find in‘'winter (Merrick and Loughlin, 1997).

In add{tlon to fi dmg prey more scarce in falt and winter months, adult females may be
nursing a young}of- the-year pup and probably carrying a fetus, which would place a much
higherlenergy dei on the female. Research from Pitcher et al. (in review) on Guif of
Alaskd sea lions suppbrts the hypothesis that nutritional stress affected the reproducuve

 performance of {Sulf Sea lions during the 1970s and 1980s, when “substantial embryonic and
fetal mortahty” 'cwri'ed between late fall (when the embryo implants in the womb) and late
gestat:on in the pnng These findings are congistent with research on Antarctic fur seals,

) status and birth rates appeared strongly related to a.va:lablhty of food -
-resqurces in the t‘all/wmter (Boyd, 1996 Boyd e al., 1995)

11
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The EA/RIRfo ;lnshorea‘OfEshore-S (NPFMC/NMFS 1998) also notes that the period from
October to' Maréh is likely the tmost critical period of the year for the most vulnérable. -
segmenis of the: populatlon, pups and juvemles

- “Due o chronology of pupping, nursing, and weaning, many pups.may be weaned
: in the winter months; i.e., October through March or April. Therefore, many pups
mayfac ‘the critical transition.to mdepqndence during a period when envirommerital

. conditiotis mapry e the most. harsh; sea Surface conditions wersen, prey. availability
- decrmrse . anid winter weather comimaris increase energy regiirenients to :

i. | thermor guiate (Merrick and Loughlin 1997). A precise or quantitative description of
.. |the increased energy costs assoctated with winter monihs is not possible dt this time,

i but the period from October to March.or April is likely the most critical period of the
; year Jfor Pups and juventles.” (NPFMC!NMF S/AFSC 1998)

habltaq may dep ete local schools of fishata cnhcal time of year, causing food-stressed
nursmg a.nd/or , ' females (whose energy requirements are higher) 10 abort fetuses or

lem oW 10 1 jge for themselvea, “and eany weaning would severebv campromwe their
abdny fo obzam adequaﬁe nutrition” {Merrick and Loughlm, 1997). Therefore the pollock roe
iticq] sea lion habitat may pose an especsally serious threat to mothers and pups

alike (Memck ahd Loughiin, 1997). -
| The va;lue ofroel bearmg pollock to Steller sea fions ‘may consist of several key factors:

- Pollock *ave lgreater numuonal value when female fish are bearing roe, and therefore -
-, are thought to provide some advantage to sea lions (NPFMC!NMFS 1998).
.« Aggregati ions | of roe-beanng pollock appear in predictable times and arcas of‘
!rwunen's ring and it is Jikely that these large, dense schools reduee the energet:c cost
d with foraging (NPFMC/NMFS1998),
ring pollock ave available ai the end of the winter season when sea lions are
¢ in their worst condition. The added mutritional value of rae-beanng
. paflock ray be essential Jor sea lions, particularly reproductive females, to regain
- goad condition. Roe-bearing poliock may also be a particulay benefit to young sea
lions, with less developed foraging skills and relatively greater nutritional demeinds
Lfor grow ‘h :md thermoregulation.” (NPFMC/NW S 1998) _

p EJHE 1598 GOA ﬁOLLOC'K TAC IS LIKELY TO JEOPARthE STELLER SEA
i @N 1 . . ' :

The history of e Gulf pollock fishery singe it mceptlon in the 1970s indicates thay

recruitment is highly variable and MSY is inknown, thus stock biomass can fluctuate: rapndly

i re@pnse 40, el nmenial facte _-__"tpred&ml gad fishing pressuresgj&nnua[ Barvests of -
G -fom- 10:000-60 memctons 3fin tﬁe&dy ]:970sta
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o~ appronmaxely 3po0, 000 tin 1984 and 1985 but fhe stock bmmass plummeted aﬁerward and
remams at only etbout g third of its former $ Size. , :

In discussing thd merits of mcfﬂasmg the GOA po]lock TAC 62% in 1998, the Gulf Plan
Team ¢ited mos! Técent survey.and model éstimates of pollock biomass in the Guif mdlcatmg
that thé stock ablindance has remained far below the levels of the early 1980s. Furthermore,
bottora trawl vey estimates indicate that the stock declined between 1993 and 1996 to the
fowast levels singe 1975 whde femate spawner biomass has dropped below the target level of

B40% i

* |Theti senes of pollock blomass used for the stock symhe51s model is based only
~ on the regionsiwest of Cape St. Elias, where the 1996 bottom trawl estimate of
ias 653,905 tin 1996 - a-drop of 14% from the 1993 estimate (760,788 ©),
~ land the K west; bottom trawl point estimafe in the time series since 1975 (Hollowed et
al., 1997; TABLE 1.7):
. Model stimates of age, 2'+ b‘lomass for 1997-98 are. about 1 mllhon t, only about one-
lthmci the jt f ck size of nmrly 3 tmlhon tin '1981-83 (Hollowed etal. 1997 TABLE
11.13).
. '{Projécteu female spawner bmmass (255 ACO t) is below the B40% level of 267,200,
! ‘whick is the presumed level that would produce an MSY-liké catch (MSY is. -
' junknown). By comparison, during the time of peak pollock biomass in the:early
.19805, s femiale spawner biomagsiwas éstimated at between:724,060-640,000 ¢ -
' (I-Iollow' detal, 1997 TABLE 1 ll)

The GUIf of A "kapmn TeamMinutes of Novetnber 17-21, 1997 expressed a high level'of -
dncertainty and. _-'B.cemfart with the large increase in'the 1998 TAC: “The Teaom .. - :

recormmiended thixt in Setting. ' TAC, rbeComrlmm:mshtacons:der#:emml_thevel -
ofpoﬁqckbi HASS thédmnmammmtkeCemquyABthdeﬁeSteﬂermkm ‘
popufaiionconn ' todechnemr}w area, ami ﬁegﬁ’eaquelawmmge recmtmentqf

‘_ nﬁrg‘bmadﬁonifxﬁodteﬂhatﬁs)ﬁngm:eanwbaﬁgheﬂﬁmat the
1y, the. spawning porential ratia is the lowest since 1973, and while the high

n by the strong 1994 year ckm. there is no ewdence tosuggesmm the
1995 a.ud 1996 5 'czr classes are above average.”

Since the 1998 ,"lfmde pollock TAC is the hxgh&st in13 years(lSl 000 metric mns,
62% increase fram 1997), the actual volume of pollock removed from critical habitat in the
Gulf will almest certainly increase substantially this year. However, the percentage of the
observed GOA ppllock catch averaged only 39% of the total annual catch for 1990-97, thus
estimates of the- j.;rcentage of the catch taken from critical habitat ‘are probably understa;ad
In Table 1 below note that ﬁve out of the eight yedrs during 1990-97 have resulted in
overages of the TAC. There have been substantial overages of the TAC in 1991, 1993, 1994
and 1995 as welljas a large overage of the TAC for the western Gulf (Subatea 610) in 1997.
Since the TAC ti at 100% of the ABC, ﬂw&e ovemges have OOHSIStem]}' exceeded the
maximiim allow. ble- c.atc'h for the stock_ .
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Tablé 1. West-(ilientljal-Gulf of Alaska po!loék i:afch, TAC, and amount of the ca‘tch
observed, 1990-97. S : S

R W-‘F ) W Tms Perceat
Year! GOACHOH(]) GOATAC() |Observed(?)  Qbserved .-

100,000 - : 30,580 . 34%
. 84000 . . 39180 36%
A1L000 - 1 34,430 37%
102000 ¢ 40,740 38%
62,000 - ' 36260 35%
29,700 - 35170 50%
52,500 19,690 40%
74400 - 30,740 41%
120,800

data. Gulf of Alaska wast 6f 145W Longitude: Observer-sampled groundfish catch

fish ABCs 2nd TAGs: Firal 1998 NPFMC Spécifications, Deceriber 1997, - -

LI

o _[A_x the Decembgir 1997 TAC-setting meeting, the Fisheries Service acknowledged that
_ 'ca:chgs of Guifipoliock in critical sea lion: fofaging Babitat are likely to inéresise substantially
in 1998 in respdnise to the 62% increase-in 1998 ABC/TAC. NMFS calléd for aniemérgeicy
jadjustment inl the 1998 Gulf pollock trimester apportionment in order to limit the! increase in
. [catch that will dcour in the fall-wiziter period; when:prey is more scarce, foraging ranges are
- |much more exterisive, nursing and pregnait mothers have much higher energy requirerents,
- 1and sea lion pups are just learning how to forage for themselves, . I
A T S A A :
(There are at Iea:;;t' three major probletns with this approach:
1 .

« | Since ther percenitage of the pollock TAC taken from critical habitat has rémained
o eoﬁsiste{ilgly very high year after year, the tota! tonnage of pollock removed from
_; critical habitat in the Gulf will almpsticertainly increase substantially this year.
* ! Due to the sharp increase in the 1998 pollock quota, the new 25-35-40% -

- app« nent of the TAC will still résult in an estimated increase in third-trimester

 apportion Sl
; catch figim critical habitat of dbout 10,000 metric tons over last year, during the timie

- of year when nutritional stress is most likely 0 be a problem for the endangered

| . populatien (Salvesen in testimony, Dec 1997). .

| = | NMFS Has not addressed the need to move the fishery out of critical habitat areas,
o I intai ing only the status quo rookery no-trawl zones of 10 om. Thus the estimated
w1 HL000 thetriciton reduction i the third-trimester catch achieved by the néw séasonal .

14
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P | 25.3 0 apportionment sunpl}f sbi.ﬁ# that catch into the summer s‘eason,- but likely
: i not outjof cntma.l habxtat Lo N
|

' The emergeuc)‘ Gulf pollock ‘TAC reappomemment is a stopgap measure, though NOAA

| General Counstl Sus Salvesan advised the Council in December, 1997, of the need for more

, | comprehensiv wmeasures: “From staff :gfmw there needs 1o be a bigger, more

comﬁ'ekgnme fix 10 the Steller sea Iw staﬁ' is working towards that.” (Salveson
! in tesumony, j 1997) ’

: I To date, ] has not reeommended measures to reduoe the percentage and volume of
i { GOAigroundfi h catch in critical habitat, and has not proposed a comprehensive set of time
. 1and area adjiistments and tegwl area closures which could provide a reasonable assurance that
' 'the pqllock fishe: 1s notjeopmdmngseahm

) -We beheve thi :proposal, whzch wauld prohubxt groundfish u'awhng in critical habxtat
mzhal 0 TOOK bnes .and major haulouts out to 20 nm year-round, provides thé only’
iadequate meand:bf reduiiig chtches i éritical habifat and decreasing the strong likelikood
thé:t-: o fisheried jeopardize the suzvival of the s specles and actas a s:gmﬁcant Iumtmg factor
1 ':jve:yof___ endangeredpoplﬂaﬁan . . . ,
. | :

| FFomeeable Iu1paaiofrmposal

Thxs proposa} would extlude the! groundﬁéh trawl fleet year-round from aress w:thm 20 n_m o

iof sea lion: TooKeries, and hautduts listed ds crhca] hiibitat in the GOA, extendthe sanie
. _protecnon to'mdj

- ot oy inchudefl'as dritical ha‘bntat, and expahd no-ttawl zones seasonally'to protect the full
: ".pxtent of the Sk ‘_Ikof Stra:t aquatgc ‘foraging 4 area durmg the pollock spawiung easor.

: Aitogter abouL 48 haulwt sites would receive 20 am no-trawl exclusion zones under thts

proposal, in addition fo the 20 nm zonés around 14 rookeries; 11 haulout sites listed as

critical; habitat i the westem GOA, 22 in the central GOA and 11 in the eastern GOA, lus

Cat leasq 4 other nhajor haulouts where betweenl G0-200 animals bave been counted but: Whlch

fmve not been listed as eritical habitat: Kak Island {Semidi Islands).and Mitrofania (between

. Sel‘Pldl and !iumagm Islands)in the western GOA, and Peri Islasd/Rock and Cape
_Ehzabeth ('Ke‘ ’Pemhs.ﬂa) in the central GOA...

o Of the: [l 508 ve els reg;stered to fish GOA gmundﬁsh in 1996, 202 were traw} caxcher boats
: (ENPFMCJNW 1998). Observer ﬁshery data:gathered during 1990-97 indicate that aversge -
. groundfish trawlicatchies within 10 nm quo!émes and haulouts listed as critical habiéag have
" Been relatrve[y nall (15:5% on average). ‘but that much larger percentages rangmg from 47—
' 59% (Sb% averaf ) have been taken wuthm 20 nm: -

jor haulouts sites at which >100. anifhals have been counted but which are

P.
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! Average perbertof chserved groundfish trawi catches within 10-20-40-60 nm of sites listed
las critical habitl'. in the Gulf of Alaska, 1990-97: :
A -
; W Within 20m  Within 40nm  Within 60 am
o 5.5% - 54% 8% 4%

Pollock catches|haveicomptised the bulk (about 62% on average) of the obsérved average
igroundfish traw}, catches within 20 am of sites listed as critical habitat during 1990-97, and
55% of the total within 40 nm (NMFS/AFSC unpubl. fishery data). Almost the extire GOA
pollock cateh has corhe from within 40 nm of rookeries and haulouts listed as critical habitat,
onavemge: | - -

i AR

Average percent of observed polloék catches within 10-20-40 am of sites fisted as <ritical
habitat in the west-central Gulf of Alaska, 1990-97. _

. Within gjom Within 20~ ‘Within 40 np

|
1o 21°/j 63% 97.5%
| {Sonasce; NFS/ AR anpibL ishery dats, 1990-97)

which serve as important prey for marine mamnals and birds, and protection for-benthic
habitat/in nearshore aseas where king erab and other shellfish were once sbundant.

I ' |3

o - o _ |

Are There A.l'telj_imti\?e Solatiens? If so, what are they and why do you consider your
proposal the best way of solving the problem? ‘ L : -

P i : o - | R
Existing temporal (trimester) and broad spatial apportionments of the GOA poliock TAC

(areas 10, 620, 630), coupled with rookery trawl buffer zones of 10 fim, have failed to "
reduce the amouzt:’_;f pollock or other groundfish removed from critical foraging areas

proximal to rookgries and haulouts. Although the time-area management measures are an
integrall part of sda lion conservation and may help to reduce the risk of focalized pulse

fishing and depletions of the ses lion prey base by spreading the TAC out across the year and

., 14 large: managerpent districts, these measures have not constrained or;reduced catches in
i oelticabbabitats (ftz and Ferrro’lo97). 1ot vy

I

i
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szen the lmp' 008 of poﬂock and other groundﬁsh species targeted by the Gulf of Alaska

trawl fisheries as sea lion prey, the dire condition of the endangered sea lion population in the
Gulf ofiAlaska, diid the likelihdod that food lishitation is driving the decline and limiting

:’poovery, ¢ crily reasonable and pradenit course of action is to prokibit trawl fishing
whmh 15' nOW €O cemrated in cfitical sea lion ﬁm‘agmg habitats.

Smce S‘éeﬂer sea 'nons are broadly d&stnbuted m winer and can move extmmvely between
| l}aulouﬂ sites d dmg on weather and prey availability; a year-round prohibition of -
-trawlmg within 20 nm'of foraging areas around all rookeries and haustouts listed as critical
habltat inthe G t‘ofAlaska, and around those sites with >100 animals which are not now
. listed as critical habitat, prowdes the simplést, most efficient way to provide reasonable
grotectwe coverage for the éndangered popuization across all sezsons. Expanded no-trawl
Buffer zones are #lso the only effective way.t0; aclneve large reductions in tmwhng effort and

qatch m crmcal f:ragmg areas. .

' cﬂu]o o _‘ S SusanSabella -
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FISHéRY* MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSAL

/?e

| 1436 U Street NW o | | 40617%

ashington DiC. 20009 . /V
! o hmemanOoea.nsCampmgn . - _' Ay
01 Massachusetts Avenue NE Suite C-3 ' -C
ashington D.C. 20002

eeri ce: (202) 3 19-2405
CJ (202) 544-3 525 '

\  seeks to (1) eetabltsh comprehenswe seasonal and area-specxﬁc :
1it of the BS/Al pollock TAC'to spread the fishery out more effectively in
space d tinte, (2) c:reate a year-round CVOA for the pollock ﬁsher}r, (3) close the

_C{mmil- thonty to separate areas or geographic regions into management dtstncts
reas is expressly mandated in the Discretionary Provisions Section 303(b) of
' '_usoﬂ-Stevens Act. Spec!ﬁeally, any FMP may “des:gmre zones where and

Objeclhves of ]+oposa!

This pi'oposal s large reducucns in groundfish traw! fishery removals which are now
concentrated in Steller sea lion critical habitat in the southeastern Bering Ses/CVOA and

Aleatian Isla

 The importance of potiock as a primary sea lion prey, coupled with the size

of the BS/AI pollock fishery and the predominaiice of pollock in groundfish catchies from

theaednncal |
'?.m a.vemgepo ]

as, migke this fishery an obvious focal point of concern. Bétween 1990-97,
qk accounted for 63-80% oftl:e total observed groundﬁsh remerv;.ls mthm |

!- ';J'. E cle
R P
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60 nm of terrestrial sites listed as sea lion critical habitat in the BS/A] (NMFS/AFSC unpubl.
fishery data). The package of recommended measures in this proposal are also designed to
reduce fishing pressure on the declining eastern Bering Sea pollock spawiing stock and
previ:t temporal and geographic pulse fishing which jeopardizes the firture of the fishery as
well - _
I

Steller gea lions.

! L | - ¥ -
‘Reduding total patches in critical habitat substantiaily will require & combination of

‘conservation

¢s which includes miore effective spatial and temporal regulation of the

‘pollock fishery, coupled with extension of no-trawl] buffer zones to protect critical sea lion
foraging habitaq areas as described in a separate proposal.

Measures included in this proposal seek to:

L
o
2

reduce the impact of large-seale pulse fisheries in any season and reduce first
quarter fishing on spawning aggregations of pollock by spreading the aliowable catch
outon a least{ 2 quarterly basis; - ‘ L

limit overall pollock fishery removals from the CYOA and other management
districts by developing aree-specific harvest guidelines to ensure that the TAC does'
not become geographically concentrated in one area or region, resulting in intense
pulse fishéries, disproportionately high extraction rates, localized depletions of the
stock and the available prey base; '

create ayear:round CVOA prohibiting the offshore pollock fleet from fishing there
on a yeat-round basis to reduce fishery removals and effort on spawning pollock in
the first quarter of the year, when the fish are most vulnerable to trawl gear, as well as
reduce the impacts of high-volume trawling in critical sea fion habitat;

iclose the Aleutian Island pollock fishery to directed pollock fishing to promote

rebuildingof & depleted stock and to safeguard the availability of this importat prey
dangered Steller sea lions throughout the Aleutians; _ o

he BS/AI pollock TAC and otlier groundfish TACs by the amount of
reduction in catch-from; Steller sea lion critical habitat to ensure that reductions it one
[area Or sgason are not simply displaced into another area or another fishing season,
and ﬂmts%:’hes iri all management areas do not exceed the target harvest rate for the

managed gtock as a whole.

| ’ .
1/2. SEASONAL, AND AREA-SPEC] TCH E
]' : ‘ : Z

Brief Slatemént@él_‘l’:’gonosalz :

!
- This pro

. sal ﬁmu!d establish at least quarterly and area-specific apporlionm-er:ts' of
the TAC # is.lo'w down and spread the fishery out temporally as well as

geographigally, redocing the conceritrated pulse fishing that results in localized-

. depletio iof the prey base and reducing fishing on spawning grounds in th first

i
:!
|
}.

i
.
i

quarter offthe year and in critical sea lion habitats.

3
¥
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The cirrent “AT and “B” poliock seasons have actually created two large, short-lived pulse
fisheries which ar¢ concentrated temporally in the first quarter of the year. arid beginning of
‘the fall period, find concentrated geographically in southeastern Bering Sea CVOA/sea lion
critica! habitat grea. 45% of the TAC now comes in the first quarter of the yezr on pollock
.spawrting grousis, répreseating a néarly 10-£old increase in fishing on spawning grounds
iqomp?r'ed to the period prior to 1987, During this period of heavy roe fishing there has been a
Steady decline inthe pollock spawning stack following the pattern of the large but stiort-lived
roe pollock fishpries in'the: Shelikof Strait (1981-1985) and Bogoslof Island (1987-1991).

y:allocation (at a minimum) of the giant BS/AT pollock fishery as a whole is
:owing to the sheer size of the TAC and the need to spread out its impacts

| more evenly over the year and minimizs its impacts at any one time. The intent is to
 prevent goncentrated pulse fishing and its associated effects (¢.g. localized

! depletions), relieve pressure on the spawming stock and reduce impacts in critical sea
lion habitat. If would be applied to the entire eastern Bering sea’Aleutian Islands
tjust the CVOA/critical habitat. The precedent for quartesly pollock

iops was set in the Gulf of Alaska in 1950.

I ; .- '

. A'rea-speiéiﬁc catch guidelines and specified limits or caps on the amount of pollock

' and other groundfish that can be removed from any management area, based on the
— proportign of the pollock distribution in the area or on a fixed percentage of the TAC,

are intentied to spread'the TAC out geographically and minimize its effects in‘any one
area. Seaspnally concentrated schools of spawning fish should not, however, become
targets of concentrated high-vohume fishing at the time when fish are most vulnerable
to trawl gear. For instance, large schools of pollock are found. in the ‘CVOA/criticat
habitat afea prior 1o and during spawning time. However, no one actually surveys

- {pollock abundance in the CVOA. inwinter or knows how many fish-are there prior to
. 1the start of the fishery. The only index of pollock abundance is fishery CPUE, which .
lis much Bigher in the “A” season, as would be expected on spawning sggregations.
CPUEs can remain deceptively high for aggregated schools of spawning fish even
when the{population is decreasing, ds happened in the short-lived roe pollock
ifisheries I t Shelikof Strait and Bogoslof Island.

H

ﬁéeﬁ a:nd JuStif.ﬁ'tatién for Council Action:
. T

A _

: | C : :

B EXISTING '4'IME¢-A.REA MANAGEMENT MEASURES ARE INADEQUATE
I an Aligust 199|7 statement by the NMFS Alaska region ("How Ecosystem Principles
Gurrently Are Agiplied to Alaska Fishery Conservation and Management Activities and How
Edasystem Principles Might Be Applied to Future Activities”), the agéncy cites the spatial

L R
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-and te!mpora__l ocanon of groﬁndﬁsh harvests as measures consistent with an ecosyster-
based approach|to management, as well as no-trawk buffer zones for sea lion rookeries.

The examples ciﬁ'ered by NMFS include: spatial aliocation of the GOA poliock and Aleutian
‘mackerel TAC jni regional 3 subareas; tempora! allocation of the Bering Sea pollock TAC
(“A” dnd “B” stlison) and GOA pollock TAC (trimester apportionment divided 25-25-50%).
According o theDraft 1998 EA for the Groundfish FMP of the BS/AT and GOA (NMFS
atory: intent of these measures was “lo disperse trawl fisheries in time and

1) .

space, exclide e from some important sea lion habitats, and minimize the likelihood that

groundfish fisheries would create localized dépletions of sea lion prey.”

Despite the fzept of broad sedsonal and spatial apportionments of the Gulf poliock and
Aleutitn mackerel TACs, these measures have failed to reduce the concentration of
groundfish catches in critical sea lion habitat, Existing 10 nautical mile (nm) no-trawl zones
around rookeries, and broad time/area apportionments of fisheries have not constrained or
réduced the totaLmamonnt of the groundfish removed from critical ses lion habitats in the

- BS/Allor GOA, inor have they addressed the highly localized patterns of fishing and localized
depletions in these areas. More comprehensive and refined measures are needed. -

In the BS/AI, wiere there is currently only a broad spatial allocation of the pollock TAC
veen the EBS and Al managemént areas (Fritz and Ferrero 1997), pollock fishery

removals in the southeastern Bering Sea-CVQA region have soared to record levels of 50-
70% of the TAC during 1992-1997. At the same time, the pollock fishery season has been
educe! 5 dayis in 1990 to 77 days in 1997 as a result of pollock fleet over-capacity

| $h, creating short-lived and very intense pulse fisheries in the region. During
. this same period) overall eastern Bering Sea pollock abundance has dropped by about 38%
but has been corentrated in the CVOA, where pollack survey estimates plummeted 81%
from 1994-1997|1t is difficult to understand how this temporally and spatially compressed

pulse fishery could sefve as-an’example of an ecosystem-based approach to fishing.

The abl}.ence,df adequate time/area manageméirt measures in BS/AI was noted at the carliest

stages of the Amendrrient 18 process (sreating the CVOA). The 4 November 1991 Section 7 -
c:orlsultﬁﬁon (- . . X - - . . - .
could be issued
quarterfy allocatit
total removals

r Amendment 18 to the BS/AI fishery management plan, which includes
ns consistent with the Guif pollock regulations as well as caps or limits on
. m the management area and no-trawl closure aress around sea lion critical
habitats. A memprandum of 10 March 1993 from Aron to Steve Pennoyer reiterates the
importance attacked to quarterly allocation of the Gulf pollock TAC as fundamental to the
NMES conservation strategy of temporal and spatial allocation of the pollock TAC to
minimize sea lio+_ impacts in the Guif of Alaska,

The Section 7 cofisultation of 21 July 1992 (Fritz and Fetrero memo) reiterates the need for
better tilne~area mianagement of the fisheries: ... NMFS kas siated (Section 7 consultation on

Amenidthent 18, Rebruary 1992) that ‘increased fishing effort in the CVOA may diminish the
amiabihzy of foad resources 10 Steller sea lions that forage in this gebgraphic region and
Py adersely

raffect their survival and vecovers.” . Whether Ameriame ens 18 is addepted or

¥
vl ! A H
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!
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More tecently, poncerns.for now-endangeted $teller sea lions and declinin g pollock stocks in
.the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands have focnsed renewed attention on the _nl::;sive .
concentrition of fishing effort and catch in the CVOA/critical habitat, The January 1996
Biological Opinion for the BS/AI noted that fishery catches near Steller sea lion rookeries,
hauloits and at{sea foragirig habitat areas continue to be much higher than they were prior to
the population ecline and that the mejority of the groundfish removals continue to be taken
inrapid, intensiVe fisheries coricentrated in time and area because the North Pacific Council
has not adequattly addressed the overcapitalization in the fisheries (NMFS 1996).
Remgpiﬁng meed for more effective time-area management of fisheries in the Bering
Sea, cqe Bering Ecosystem report (NRC-1996) included the recommendation to broaden the
ﬁisﬁ_'ib!.itiqn- of fishing effort in space and time, ‘especially for pollock: “The concentrated
fishing for poﬂi ok in\some places at specific times probably reduces the availability of food
for marine mm mals and birds, especially juveniles. Thus one step that might help improve
the foold supply for and reverse declines in marine mammals and birds would be fo distribute
Fishing over wider areas and over longer periods.” Fritz and Fetrero (1997) have .
_ recc_?ni_\ended at more effective use of these management tools to benefit sea lions.and the
_ﬁsh,erif:s: “Qf the medsures discussed, we suggest particular attention be given io further
- ;esiner?ent of the trawl exclusion zone strategy and both spatial and temporal reductions in
shery, :

At the Council’s|TAC-setting iesting in December 1997, the SSC further highlighted for the
Council’s attention the conicems for the dive condition of sea lions and the need for
managément redsures to address fishery interactions that may affect prey availability in the
times and areas where sea lions forage. The SSC minutes cited “several multi-species
comenéfs which e at ihe interface of sea lion conservation and fishery mamagement,” noting
that sea lions and fisheries compete for common prey and that prey availability is crucial to
their recovery, given the consensus that food limitation is the most likely cause of high sea
lion motality, “2h |

I .

I :
The use! of overaﬁ groundfish caps (¢.g. 2 million metric ton limit-on BS/AI groundfish
removals) and sirlg!fe-spepiﬁ TACs are cited by NMFS as evidence of conservative
management in the Bering Sea, but catch Iimits based on gross estimates of stock “biomass”
for the inanaged stock as a whole tell us littte about the actual dynamics of fisheries and their
effects énthe casystein. The usé of allowable catch limits are important management tools

... Bor controlling haw much fish ate cuught, buit by themselves they do not address where;when . -
- cand o fisheriesloperate. ¢ | f il R B R
5
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Targey fish stocks aré not evely distributed ind nelther is the fishing effort of a large,
;technologicallylddvanced factory trawi fleet in the Bering Sea which, moreover, has at least
:2-3 tifnes as m;E“ﬁsih-catchipg capacity as the annal allowable catch. The resulting race for

- ifish by an overqiipitalized flest leads to rapid; Jocally intense pulse fisheries in the absence of

effective time-afea management. Manageiment measures to regulate times of year and ‘
locatiens of the(fishefics, as well as scale of dpération and type of gear used, are ciuciel 1o
iany dé!t'erminaﬁ:sn of sustainability in an ecosystem context. T -

il . T
3. XEAR 'f-gonmgm A

 Brief Statemient of Froposal:

- {Create alyear-round CVOA for poliock, excluding offshore factory trawl and
o .momérslgpﬂgets,dudpglallﬁ.shipgseghjohs.: - S
b S T A S _
ing the closure of the Bogoslof Island:area (518), a large azhount of pellock

it shiffed to the CVOA.. The Bogoslof area, which overlaps the westem

o directefpollock fishing in'response 1 very low (and declining) poliock biomass.

: 92, a$ part of the Donut Hole treaty with Russia. When considering remedies to the

clwerm?loita‘_tipn of the CYOA/critical habitat js important to remember that the Bogoslof.
clon of sea lia aquatic foraging habitas had abeady been depleted, If anything, there’is a.

- $trong case; o make for excluding ALL taw fishing in the CVOA before it 106 gioes the way -

9f the Bogoslof gfea. -

The objective of ais proposl involves explcit Councl trestment of the CVOA as 8

mOore o ncentrated in Steller se4 lion foraging @bim.in the first quarter of the year, to
achieve large rediictions in fishing on the spawning aggregations, and to prevent tricreases in
trawl fishery effort/removals theoughout the year. Removal of offshore components of the
pollock fleet is necessary to rediice exploitation on pollock spawning stock in the first quarter
of the year and toj prevent any increases in remévals from the CVOA during subsequent
*VOA roe fishing achieved by exchision the offshore fleets in the first
reallocated to the eoosystem as & means of achieving the substansial
Ty rémovals fiom CVOA/critical habitat and reductions ix roe poliock

atotber time 0f ydar (See Reeothmendation %5 below),

e H R
| 6
o

sed fHon! equatic foraging area offthe EAI out to 170W fongihude, has remained

pollock stock without simply displacing the catch into anothér area or

F.86
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E Need. and JuS*Iiﬁcaﬁnn for Council Action:
S 3 o o
@ CDNCENIRATION OF THE POLLOCK FISHERY IN CVOA/CRITICAL HABITAT
JEOPARDIZES SEA LIONS AND THREATENS POLLOCK SPAWNING STOCK
i

incregsed steadily since 1980, reaching record levels in the 1950s; averaging 279,069 mt
during 1980-1985, 611,178 mt during 1986-1991, and 724,676 mt during 19921997, From
997, 50-76% of the eastern Beririg Sea poliock TAC has been extracted from the

CVOA (NPFML/
removais from #wsma wold likely have been even higher (Fritz et al. 1995).

Critica habitat fivolves “dctormination of the essentil physical or biological featuces that
are essential to the conservation of the species, and second, the deterrination of whether

-~ these E tures require: special management considerations or protections.” {ESA)In -
 designati

designating Steller sca lion critical habitat, NMFS acknowledged the need for spatial and
temporal regulation of fishery removals to ensure that pulse fishing and focal depletions of
prey ﬂﬁmb'do occur, noting that adverse modification of critical habitat and jeopardy to
the species’ Iﬂ;ﬂ are inseparable (NMFS 1993). More recently, NMES has stated that the
single most rtant feature of marine areas critical to Steller se lions is their prey base

Despite: the general agreement that food limitation is driving the sea lion decine, and despite
the agréement that pulse fishing resulting in locally high extraction rates poses the greatest
threat ﬁo sea lio';? ability to find adequate amounts of food (SSLRT 1991 NMFS 1991,
1996, 1998), the{Fishéries Service and the Council bave not acted adequately to prevent
driticallhabitat frpm: Becoming the focal point of major groundfish fisheries in the 1990s,
particularly for pollock, Atka mackerel and Pagific cod. In the eastern Aleutians/CVOA
region {;;os_'t dire@y impacted by management decisions on Inshore/Offshore 3, 3 Steller sea
lion population estimated 10be>50,000 in 1960 has suffered a roughly 90% decline in
population during the period in which a high-volume traw! fishery for pollock sad other
groundfish has operated. o ' :

The April 1991 Biological Opinion concluded that sea lions and fisheries target large schools
of fish fo maximize foraging efficiency and minimize effort, therefore large fishery removals
from scgtbolis of fish in close proximity 1o rookeries aid haulouts are fikely to decrease the
amount;of food alailable to sea lions. The June 1991 Biological Opinion concluded that the
Gulf pollock fishry had become spatially and tecaporally compressed in nearshore waters
over time, and thit large pollock harvests over small areas and time periods may deplete local

poliock stocks and limit prey availability for sea lions, The January 1996 Biological Opinion

roted that fishery.catches near Stefler sea lion rookeries, haulouts and at-sea
itat. areas contiimie to be inuch liighé than they were pior to the popitation';

§ 1998). If the CVOA had not been created in the Pollock “B” season, -

P.a27
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decline and thaf the fnajoriy of the groundfish removals continue to be aken i rapid

intensive fisherfés concentratéd in time and drea (NMFS 1996).

ring the 19905, the A:B Seqsdjnal allpcation of the pollock TAC has resulted
tely {en-fold increase of the catch to come from the winter months and on

{spawnling grousds injthe large’ aquatic forsging habitat area from Unimak Istand to Islands of
ithe Four Mountains, The Bering Sea Ecosystem report (NRC 1996) noted the size, brevity

iand.intensity oflthe contemporary pollock “A” season fishery: “The development of -

Sophisticated, h

‘approtimately

ghiy ‘capitalized fishing fleets has in many cases resulted in harvesting that is
exainple, during the winter of 1994 the Bering Sea trawl fleet caught
00,000 1 of poillock in a siz-week period. At its peak, the fleet was hayvesting

very irttense. F

at arate of 30,000 ¢ per day.” The Bering Sed Ecosystem report suggests that fisheries
operating on a boader temporal and spatial scale would be expected to have lesser impacts

on fish local £i

i :abundance (NRC 1996),

The Dfaft EA/RIR for Inshore/Offitiore-3 (NPFMC/NMES 1998) so highlighted the
dramatic growthiiin the first quarter roe pollock fishery as well as its concentration in the

CVOA: “Pollack

 from nibglzgxble evels.in the late 1970 to over Half a miflion mt in the mid-1990s. Poliock

| remomyl: Jrom critical habitat weré less than 50,000 mt anmucly during ihe Sirst quarters o
1977-

985" but fncreased-dramatically in the late 1980s with the developmerit of the o

Bogoslof Islands roe pollock fishery and contimied to rise in the 1990s: -

* |A-season polléck catch from both the CVOA snd critical habita increased from about
1240,000 1ot in 1992 to 320,000 mt in 1993 - comprising about 50% of the' A-season
icatch C/NMFS 1998), -

* A-seasor

Polldck catch from CVOA/critical habitat increased vet again to 530,000~
580,000 sat/year during 1994-1995, orabout 85-93% of the total A-season removals
iin those years (NPFMC/NMFS 1998):

" Greatér use of areas outside CVOA/critical habitat in 1996-1997 resuited in the A-
season pallock, catch in CH declining to about 400,000 mt — less than in 1994-95 but
still c‘omq'rising about 75% of the total A-season catch (NPFMC/NMFS 1998).

In addition to cofjeerns about the localized éffects of this large pulse fishery on the

-tich, roe-laden pollock in winter foraging habitat of Steller sea lions
t wititer months, there are possibly large indirect effects that roe fisheries
ck year-lass size and the annual production of juvenile pollock, which are

a prime; food soujce for many other groundfish as well as declining seabird colonies and
marine mammials populations including Stelfer s¢a lions, northem fur seals and Pacific
harbor seals in the Bering Sea: “Roe fisheries could reduce the number of small poliock

available to maripe mammals and sea birds simply by reducing ithe number of spawners, by
disTupting spawning behavior, c:md by remoying q disproportionate rimber of female fish,

B b N B
R 0
P Vo
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Haeseisecond-o r#er ﬁ.skery etfects may have substantial impacts on Nerth Pacific Ocean
: eoo.sysrems andlshould be the subject of fiirthet research” (Merrick 1 995) '

ammedmte meagtires to reduce the “A” segson fishery ir the interests of protecting a steadily
.dechnmg spawiling stock. Densely schooled spawning aggregations are more vulnerable to
ovezﬁshmg, A1 pol!ock is no-exception. Epigodes of intense fishing’on spawming stocks in

: Striit (1981 1985) and Bogoslof Island (1987-1951) have been followed by
;steep lines ity pollock abundancé-in edch of those areas, The 4 November 1991 Aron
memo, not&s the southeastem Benng Sea shelf is an important pollock spawnmg grounds

in addmon 10 ﬁ‘ncenm for sea lions, the séalé of the roe pollock fishery should be cause for

}nore z‘b swce ; reémirmem 10 the poﬂack population of the Eastern Bering Sea than

Spawring ground northwest of the Pribilofs. Consequently, from a pollock management
per@ecnve a!orie it nght be prudent to direct effort away from the Area.”

'I'he SeTmon 7 i;:zzultaﬂc:n of 4 November 1991 (Aron memo) envisages a worst case
scenario in which Amendment 18 to the BS/AT FMP (creating the CVOA) “concentrdtes

ﬁshmg*efm; v further in an area that ks had a declining polfock bwmmand}ms
experte(rced rela }y higher fishery ezplo:mon rates during the' !cm‘ Syears”

" The trepds ofi mcreasmg catches and declmmg pollock biomass in the southeastern Bering
SealC‘fOA idengified by NMFS.during 1986-1990 have continued during the 19905 and
dccelersted. Catghes from the CVIOA increased 45% from 1991-1995 to redord levels, ‘while

qurvey esumates of eastern Bering Sea poliock abundance have declined 38% from 1994- .
1997. However, the decline has been concentrated in the CVOA/critical habitat region, where

;:theabu ¢ plummeted 81% from 1994-1997 ~ more than twice as high as the decline for
the managed stodk as a whole (NPFMC!NMFS 1998),

Smular!y, NMF has documented the trend:in disproportionate explortauon rates in the
pollock,“B” seaspn duting this period: “Pollock are harvested disproportionately 1o their
areal biomass distribution. Harvest rates in the CYOA during the B-season are nuch higher
than mAreas 51 52 (Fritz et al. 1995) As CVOA poliock abundance has declined
sharply in the su xmer/fall months, accounting for only about 10% of the overall stock:
b:omass in rece summer surveys, the “B” mson extraction rate has risen correspondingly:

.. In1996 seasoncatchesrepresentedu%ofthestocks;zemthe

"CVOA in survey of 1996.
o In 1997, 1{|a observed “B” season catch in the CVOA equaled nearly 50%
i of the éxploitable: pollock stock biomass surveyed in the area prior to the

| Start ofthf fishery (See Table below)
1
!
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 Distribution

iand est

et

CVOA|

:Areas East of 170W. .

Areaszofm%r .

Age' 3+ Pollock by Eastem'Benng Sea Management Areas.
tes in Pollock “B™ Seasons:of 1991, 1994, 1996, 1997
o Year Biomass(mf)  Catch(mf)  Harves! Raic

1990 943000 @ 244000  26%

1994 1,984000 1 291,000 15% .
L 189 853000 1 U 250000 31% .

1997 383000 1 189,000 - 49%

1991 1688000 : 107,000 6%
1934 3,465000 . 184,000 5%
19%6 3,115,000 : 217,000 7%
1997, 2417000 16,000 1%

1991 3050000 : .. 520000 . 17%
L1992 5179000 1 157,000 3%
1996, 4,174,000 i 101,000 2%
1997 3828000 . - 294,000 8%

il

P
16 ¢

Sonrce: NMES/AFSQ mmubtis
 EARfor Iashord Offbrs 3

e Tshary a2 oyt Paciie Fsbiey Mianiges Gl
Ametidments 51/51 to:the FMPs of the BS/AY ind GOAY, May

- ity composi

| .éiown-eﬁmmte

ol g
isclag

;'A}Oitlaﬁon, ‘lotatized deplétions of prey and other adverse effects.on prey
gon o size of fish, density.of:fish, etc. are likely to occur. Similar and even
rates from critical habitat in the Aleutian Atks mackere! fishery have been
ocalized depletions of fish for periods of unknown duration after the fishery

(Fritz, 1997; Lowe and Fritz, 1997y, .|

10 -
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farsery habitat for poflock and other fish and shellfish, NMFS and the
ke action to reduce fishing pressure in the region under the terms of the

igs requirements of the ESA not to jeopardize the species or adversely modify
lits critical habit

and in the interest of the fiiture viability of the pollock fiskery jtself..

Foreskeable Inipacts of the Proposal;

Shore 3 EA/RIR provides eviderice to support the efficacy. of the proposal to

iThe. Iashore/Offsho
lestablish the CYOA i;hroughogt the pollock fishing year as a means of reducing catch in

i(i"f'li).tﬂ»./critio:al bitat:

« | Section 8.4.3 ndicates that exclusion of the offShofe sestor frorm the CVOA in the-
“A” seagbn “would likely result in the greatést raduction in pollock removals.”

i Xz .

| Section 4.3.1 indicates that exclusion of factory trawlers would provide the single

- | greatest fed gnmn fiom the CYOA: about 23%, from 554,628 mt down t0'426,111

g catchier vessels delivering to true motherships, the reduction in A-

P (VOA catch goes to 40% --10.333,558 mt. These two measures combined

| | would restilt in the biggest reductions in CVOA/CH catch during thie “A” season.

| ¢ |By exclhlling catcher vessels delivering to true motherships in the “B” season catch
i |of pollock will “tikely” be reduced (Section 6.4.3, p. 217), Since motherships are

i mobile and can move af will, that partion of the fleet which delivers to motherships is
i ~ Inot tied tp landbased processing plants and can move farther offshore more easily.

: That pr}. tion of the fleet represents about 100,600 metric tons or approximately 10%
t iof the T4 S S .

C inrecent years.

The Inshore/Offthore 3 EA/RIR notes that during years with extensive icé coverage vessel
may halve to fish|close to the ice edge:“or perhaps even forgb harvesting the pollock while
- foe is prime to ayoid the ice.” However, that document assumes a status quo A-B seasonal
- split. When quarferly allocations and reductions in catch for critical habitat protection are
:ion.éid ed, the likely impacts of excluding the offshore sectors of the fleet can be seen as the
least di%'r'uptive 9 the poltock industry. |

| gssu.m}ng the percentages of the offshore factory trawlers’ “A” season catch in the CVOA

or 1991/1994 (55%) and 1996 (46%), the amount of pollack removed by the offshore fleet
. Has ranged ffom ybout 150,000:310,000 mietric tons per year, The loss to the offshore fleet
' v{muld b substantial; however, continued intensive exploitation of the spawning stock
appearg increasingly ill-advised and unsustainable in the context of the fishery and is not
justifiable under the terms of the ESA. The inshore fleet could continue to fish in this area
within the framework of quarterly and area limits established by the Council and within the
constraints of seallion conservation measures designed to protect critical foraging habitat
ai'eas, including éxpanded no-trawl buffer zones.! .

|

MRS T I -
MES it Coutil o ases e Dol rodwing (e CYOA ool = 17
i . ) : - -
! ; o 1t
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‘Are there alte native solutions? If so, what are they and why do you consider your
.prapdsal the best way of solving the problem? : :
jTime-!area ement of the BS/AI pollock fishery, combined with the expanded use of no-
\trawl buffer zories to,protect sea lion criticat foraging habitat, can achieve important .
\conservation benefifs for sea lions and foriovetexploited pollock in the region. However, the
'problem caunotibe adequately addressed withiout substantial reductions in trawt effort and
icatch from the-qurrent higli levels. Excluding:the offshoré fleet from'the CVOA year-rouind
would;affect a small percentage of the total pollock fleet but achieve a large first quaiter in
;ﬁxhe:i:emoval  frorh ¢ritical sea lion foraging areas and important pollock spawning

|

.1 ..
i

S
.
I
1
I

 Briet Satesieaf o Hroposali

ed stock and ensure availability of an important sea ton prey. - i_

* Objectives of B | .

niy 2 niodest uptim

. o

in the 1997 fravil survey abundance estimate, .

o b H . il

g:in the Aleitien Islands.. |-

of localizeil depletions of prey in sea lion critical habitat.
Need and Ji:"__stifFéatit@h for Council Action: |

; .

For maiiageﬁaen l purposes, the Bering Sea polloek stock is divided into eastern Béring Sea,
Aleutiah Basin ahd Aleutian Island “stovks.” However, there are large uncertainties
Tegarding the appropriateness of defining Aleutidn Island and Aleutian Basin pollock as

geparaté stocks pestad et al: 1997). Since strong year classes of poliock in the latter twio -

egions|have beehsimilar 10 those i the eastetn Beririg Se, it may be that'a density-
qependent “spillgver” effect from large year classes spawned on the EBS shelf is necéssary
to replenish the qirlying regions. If so, the declining population on the EBS shelf and the
absence of extremely large year classes in the 1990s may be the limiting factor inthe

tecover of pollokk inithe Aleutians (Wespestad et . 1997)
L ' 2
S |

Aleutian Island pbﬁoi:k asd bircaw_h-only fishery to prdé:d’te rebuﬂdmg of.

re-on:pollock swoks which has been in steady decline siuce the 1980s, -
‘ letii'r'g the préy base of the endangered. Steller'sea lion and oth _e'r";ppll%cf:k o
%" Avoid shpri-lijed pulss fisheties which afe locally intense and iricrease the likelihood

P12
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—_ |.'[n the/Prelimingry Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation Report for the Groundfish
" Resouirces of + Bering Sea/Aleutian Isfands as Projected for 1997, Suminary Section (p. 8),
- 'the B§:,/AI Plan Feam recommended a moratorium on directed fishing for AT pollock:

| “...the Blan Team believes that the Aleuticn pollock fishery shold be managed on a
.. | byoaichienly basis for the following reasons: 1) the wrawl survey e séries indicates
.| Fhat the Bleutian pollock biomass has declined sharply and consistently since 1983,

;_i | Land gt -mmm-tqawdm_mmmfmm@km;2)mﬁy;;' ;

| captire "W&AWISMkymmhwrdmAkmimm stock; a
‘ ' s_’fock-an'?ﬂtfcﬁ Sishery impacts should be minimized: and 3) pollock has been shown

i to be an important prey itesn for Steller Sea lians breeding on rookeries just to the
! i east of the Aleutian Islands management area, rookeries which recently have fared
tter than those for which the availability of prey consists largely of Atka mackerel.”

| (NPFMC; 1996).

, ian Isfhnds potiock fishery liss déelined steadily from abou 80,000 metric tors in
1990-1991 1o <45,000 metric tins in 1998 s the estimates of pollock sbundanco have
- declined, Bésed pn clirrént trends ia the EBS; the likelihood of rebuilding depleted pollack
: pOpﬁhﬁonsggls vhere may be slim. Large uncertainties about stock-gtructure and ‘dynamics

- ?rgue for & mord precautionary: approach td exploitation of the diminished EBS stock, a5 well

. 3 g8 imimediatejmoratorium of fishing forthé dépleted Aleutian potlock stack in ordér avoid

.- therisk of afishery-induced collapse. ¢ ‘ o
Forésepable Impacts of the Pioposal: .

' 'M:Iqlmds sumfted a !arge ﬁshay in the early '_1_!2?905 {sbout 80,000

Althogh the Aldutiad Sy dwiz 198
. metric fons pér year), TACs haye dropped steadily asthe stock size has dwidled. In 1968, -
' 25,000 metric thins wers allocated tothisbroad area. At currently low bidinass loveis, The:

1997 and 1998 fibheryi has avérage sbout 25,000 fnetric tons, Its closire to diiected fishing

The Aleutian]

- will have refaive Iy sall impact on the poliock industry.

R T (R . -
iiveisolutions? If so, what are théy and why do you-consider

Aie tigre itoroiiveisolut _
your ploposal tie best way of Solving the problem?

Members of the BS/AI Plan Team have called for designation of the Al pollock as
aibycatch-only inlrecent years, in part as a means of protecting the fish stock and

. id part to make dm prey available to sea livns, Anything short of & moratorium

* on difected fishiny appears insufficient % allow the stock the rebuild, given

- spproximate declirie of 8% since the early to mid-1980s.

l
i

5
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_ Pne!‘ Statemengg of Proposa]f _

e  iTo reduge thie BS/AT pollock TAC in proportion to the reductions in catoh the, '

|+ | Aleutian| slands fishery, from Stelier fion critical sea habitats ard other aréa-specific
! | barvest giridelines, such that removals:from management areas do not exceed target
|harvest 3tés for the managed species 85 a whole, - :

~© {'This e suie is intended to ensure that reductions in catch achieved by area-specific

|

:C?bjgpﬁve df'Pn.fpt_isal:'

i

- L [ifito another ares or andthertimé of year, and to prevent locel catch rates from
10 Jexceedingsthe stited target harvest rates for the fishery as a whole. -

. ,ﬁfﬁéﬂﬁéﬂ'ﬁr C_'quncil“‘Actioir: :

 Reedana o
. The failure to reduce the TAC in pr portion to the amount of the catch displaced by the P
 Glosure:of the Bagoslef area (318) to directed pollock fishing in 1992-93 resultedjn

intensified :_ekpioitaﬁp@l of the CVOAVcritical babitat, especially in the first quarter of the year

on spawning polio:

, and contributed to the concentrated pulse fishery that must now be

I and. geographic compressior of the fshery in the 1990s reflesis the shrirking

can stilibe found) Maintaining a policy of constant harvest under these circumstances is
jeopardizing the long-teri viability of. the poliock stock as well as the endangered Steller -
séa Honland othex:species i the pollock food web of the southeastern Bering Sea. As a
management strafegy for:pollock, it is staking the future of the fishery on forecasts of strong
recruitn‘ient whic have proven overly optimistic during the 1950s: = '

. i . s . . . ) . : :

“The pre '__j n assessment of Eastern Bering Sea pollock has noted that the stock has

been iustattically abiindant, relative to catch, but has fhuctuated because of g series of
jood year\classes, Currently it appesus. thit bicmass is declining from a period of

istoric ﬁxfh levels. Given the present strategy of maintaining a constant catch, the
management concern is whether or rot this constant catch and the present stock
momtoi-inér procedures will allow management to avoid the Situation where surplus is

less than the each and Hiomass comtinugs.to-decline.” (Megtoranidupy'of Walleye) - .

14

rreductiofts based on biomass distribution, as mandated under 2 policy of area-specific

mieasures;in CVOA/critical habitat and the Aleutian Islands aje not simply displaced |

and size of the pollock stocks. Today there is only one remaining productive area
stefn Befing Sea shelf where a smillion metric tons of commercial-sized pollock -

P.14
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- 1What appears te ?be afconsetvat_ivg catch fate relanve %o a survey and model-generated point
] ali poltock abundance across the eastern Bering Sea, actually is'resulting in
calized catch rates, particularly in the CVOA When consideration is given

for seasonally important times of the year in the life cycle of the fish (e.g., spawning) and

areas of fishing (e.g., critical sea tion habitat); the miliion metric ton TAC is not supportable,
For instance, the EBS pollock stock has declined by 38% in the summer surveys from 1994-
1997 bt the degline in the heavily exploited €VOA is about 81% = more than twice as high

“thie managed'stock as a whole. Since much of this CVOA effort is directed
t of the year on diminishing age classes of mature spawning fish, the
ential of the stock is increasingly diminished. '

as the decline
 in the first qu

: Eome;eablg-lm acts; of the Proposal:
TR ST S - e
Iltedu ng the alipwable catch i propartion to-reductions from overexploited areas will avoid
tansfering the groblesh into'another area or time of year. The effects on & highly -
gvercapitalized, ¢,bt,-mv_en industry‘are difficult to quantify, Many of the factory trawlers
built inithe Jate 1030 lhave experienced. bankruptey, but buyouts by wealthy competitors

~ have kept most af'the vessels on the water. Reductions in capacity are needed to make the
fishery !’economi ally _éi;nd ecological viable for. the remaining participants,

1 !

i

Are tht:ei-e alterniative; solutions? If s, what are they and why do you consider’
== Your proposal ' '

e best way of solving the problem?
- The only solution to geographidally and tem
- extractions rates, localized depletions, and. declining pollock stocks is a comprehensive .
package of measires which (1) spread BS/AI gollock fishery out in space and time, (2) limit
e at of fishi thati can be rémoved from individual management sreas, and (3) reduce
‘allowable catch as required to prevent local catch rates from exceeding the
is'traiesfo;thfeﬁs;hérygsahfhdle. : o '

terkporally compressed pulse-fsheries; locally High

the presealy i

: B_érb]ééﬂhé;?dlo - . Susan Sabella. 3 -
- Political Dliriector © Oceans Campaign Director
: American Oceans Campaign -+ Greenpeace '

| .

_ Supportive Data i Other Info
v R I R , w L L
1
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 BriefStatement of Rroposal:

This isa propasal e
Sea lion rookerids and haulouts listed ss critical habitat in the Bering Sea/Aleuitian Islands
managment areak, (2) apply the same trawl exclusion zones around reajor baulout sites at
1als’ have beeri counted byt which are not currently listed -as critical babitat -
aribhef and Oksenof Point (Unitak Island), Bishop Point and Cape Izigan

nd) — and (3) expand no-trawl zones to 60 nm seasonally (e.g.; Oct.1-Apr 30;

.- br-year-round to protect the full-extent of the eastern Aleutian Islands‘aquatic
foraging area frain Upimak Pass 10 Islands of the Four Mouatains, which serves as an
i‘mcustiamef_d winger fdragmg area for gea lions and also as a vital pollock spawning grounds.

The EA/RIR fﬂmndmem_zs and 20 to the FMPs of the GOA and BS/AI (Prohibition to
Tl h trawtihig in the vicinity of ses lion rookeries) recommended special management
1bit trawling in oertain areas because: (1) trawl fisheries dccount for the
majority of the gatchi of species of concern i critical habitat, (2) trawlers have higher

bycatch of non-fargét prey spesies including juvenile potlock, squid, octopus, salmon, |
herring, capelin) eulachon, and sand lance, as well as flatfish and shellfish, any number: of
lwhichmay serve as important seasonal or secondary items in the sea lion diet, depending on

messures to pr

lavailability; (3)|trawlers aré thie primary source of lethal incidental ettanglernents in nets; (4)
lirawlers are responsible for benthic habitat disturbances and changes in species composition
(NPFMC/NMF$;1981). o -

o L E ‘

‘s,tﬁmsed by NMES , t0.defing “major” havlouts (NMFS 1993) leaves out

siipport significansly:large npimbers of sea Hons at a time when numbérs
el . Sirice Baulowt use is related to'the location of. . .

: A2k
e

lio (1) extend year-round trawl exclusion zones oiat fo 20 nm around Steller

24
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Objecti;ves of Prpp-osdl
The major objecw%s ofth:s proposal ase three-fold
K

nursmg fen

' horei foraging habitat uut t0 20 nautical miles year-round around rookeries
and its fisted b critical iabitat. These same trawl closure areas should apply to other
maj T haulo : (>lb0 ammals)not cmremlyhsted as critical habitat. The intent’ isto reduoe

10t 20 am i'ound rookeries and ﬁ'om 0 1o 20 nm around major haulouts is intended to
proyide protection ‘ncross all seasons £ vital nearshore foraging areas frequented by
e;s, young-of the-year pups and weened Juvemles who may still depend on

suppomngthe exisiing 26 nm boundan% around rookeries and haulouts is consistent across .-
a.ll&&'eassmdapd frdeoutheastA]aska,GulfofAlaska, EastemAleuﬂa.ns,andtheRnss:an

.- Kurjle Islandsite.g.| Merrick 1992, 1993; Merrick and Loughlin 1993; Cafkins 1996; Swain

i and Merrick 1997). Sea lions forage much farther afield than 20 fim,
2 fall, mnterandeaﬂyspnngmomhs but 20 nn from land sites seems to be

appro:é:mate average distance that encompasses much sea lion activity throughout

| the {pecies’ ranige, including home ranges of summer adult females and winter young-of-
» the-year pups (Mernck and Loughlin, 1997). Nursing mothers also appear to stay closer to

' shoqe even in in order to return to their pups regularly, while young weaned juveniles

. generally fo closer to shore and make sha]lower dives than adults (Mernck and -

: Ioughlm, 1997)

Protect wmt " foragmg habltat out to 60 nautical miles in the at-sea foraging area
from Unimak{Island fo Jsland of the Four Mountains, which has bécome the focal point

- of largest lgroundfish fishery in North America during the 1990s. Although 20 nm

buﬁ‘er Zones will provide expanded protection for nearshore foraging areas around
fand sites, they will not address the larger problem of pulse fishing and depletion
of primary, selq lion prey resources in the la.rger aquatic foraging zones, particularly in the

: heavlly exploupd eastern Aleutians a.quam: foraging area, the eastern two-thirds of which

1s extensivel overlapped by the CVOA.? NMFS$ has previously determined that a
nal traw] closure strategy comprised of 20 nm closures in summer and 60 nm

: c.lospres in winter {Oct 1-Apr 30) would best approximate Steller sea lion seasonal

foragmg pattérns (NMFS 1991), and that 4 large area of the eastern Aleutian Islands out
to the continehital shelf contains critical winter foraging habitat on pollock spawning .
grounds (NMFS 1993). A Section 7 Consultation on Amendment 18 to the BS/AI FMP,
February 1992, found that “increased fishing effort in the CVOA may diminish the
M:l;v ) foad resources to Steller sea:lions that farage in this geographic region

" and| may .s:ely affect their survival and recovery.” Spatial and temporal concentration

of the gl | tern Benng Sea pollock ﬁshery in the CVOA/critical habitat and during
|_ : ;-.'. Il [ .

: Q,Dﬁanon Am(CVOA)bemueopmuonalmthepouock “B" geason of
o afAmndfmrlswmeBeﬁngswAtamanIﬂmdsF:dmyMamgmmt

P22
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the winter mariths jeopardizes the ability of the sea lions to find adequate preyat a time
when the anizls are expected to be more hutritionally stressed due to adverse weather,
- fewer availablé prey, and higher nutritional demands on pregnant and/or nursing females
- and:weaned ﬂdps (NMFS 1993).

% . Protect EBS ollock spawmng and nursery grounds in CVOA/critical ha.bttat inthe
i s north and west of Unimak Istand. Sinice the.closure of the. Bogoslof matiggement
| district (518) in 1992, a technologically adyanced trawl fleet with at least 2-3 times more
. ﬁsh:- ching|capacity than NMES scientisis say the stock will bear, has become ste&dlly
more concen rated in this area and in the first quarter of the year on a declining spawning
stock. The paitern of fishing in the 1990s reflects the steady decline and shrinking -
: geographlc sribution of the stock, yet the TAC during 1990-96 has rémained relatively
.. constant and :hgbtly above the 1.2 million metric ton recent historical average
. (Wespestad gfjal. 1997). The rapid growth of the roe pollock fishéry and treads in pollock

recuitment o not bode welt for the long-term visbility of the fishery itself. The
. protection affGrded 1o spawning potiock by the 60 nm wintet/spring trawl exclusion zone
~ inthesea lion mnter foraging area will reduce fishing pressure on the stock at the time of
| year when the fish are rost vulnersble to trawl gear. This medsure will also reduce

I3

iibited species such as halibut and crab, and reduce bycatch of non-target
‘such as juvenile pollock, squid, capehn, herring, sand lance and other -
iponents of the food web.

3 1mportaat

tion for Council Action: o

- DECL]NE ¥ THE STELLER SEA LION IN'THE BS/AI PARALLELS THE

EXPANSION for FACTORY TRAWL FISHING IN THE SAME TIMES AND AREAS
mdfish fisheries in the Bering ‘Séa/Aleutian Islands (BS/AD mmiagement
areas have devel bed i areas that have historically supported the majority of the Steller sea
fion population (NPEMC/NMES 1991). In {hé'last thiree decades, Steller ses lion mmbers
have déclmed 80-50% in these areas of western Alaska, but have increased in areas of
Southeast {gsk 'where there areno large trawl ﬂshenﬁ targeting sea lion'prey.

| Basedontrend 'rveycounts,meseahondeclmebeganmtheeasternAquanIslands

 CRUEbna it
O 1987‘) LZi'he ni’zfe_-
-~

5'_!"=1 AR I

during the period of rapid expansion in foréign factory fishing for pollock, which incréased
ctramancally in the inshore areds of the eastern Aleutian from 1968-72 (Braham et al. 1980,
ghlin et al. 1984). By 1972-73, the polloek fishery had grown from 175,000 t in 1964 to
oéver 1.8 million [netric tons. Between 1970-73, nearly 10 million metric tons of pollock were
femovéd from .eastern Bering Sea, much of it from the southeastern Bering Sea shelf, as

factory trawl/m¢ hershlp effort soared (NWAFC/NMFS 1976).

In addmon to a sloarmg cach, there was a four-fold increase in effort, a 50% decrease in .
incregising dependence on small, 'young fish (INPFC 1974; NWAFC 1976; Fredin
: ;e s:zefofpoltockcwght in thaﬁsherydectme& ﬁom 444-* cin m i965 'eo

P22
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about 35 cm in lli?f-t Age composmon of pollock taken in NMFS surveys 1971-75

conﬁﬁed lolder spawning stock was depleted and the stock age structure was
dominated by 2-4:yiear-old (mostly immature) fish (NWAFC 1976). As the average age and
length cf)f pollock| daught by the fishery dropped sharply, so did the projected mean weight of

~ fishes < by perliaps as much &s 45% (Lowiy et.ak. 1988). Lowry et at, (1988) suggested that
ohangv; in numbges and sizés of pollock could have had a negative impact on sea. hon
; rmmnon, based g n sw lion food habtts research __
v\%e know f&ar sure is tbatthe pmd of reeord-settmg pollock catches and declmmg

: pqelloclq biomass Eoincided with the largest dbserved declines in sea lion poptﬂatmns in the
' Eastem{ Aleuuans ﬁ'om about 1969-1977 o

2 Ial (1930) documented decline of about 50% in the eastern Aleutians

' popula jopi betiveen 1957-77.

.. Between _'969;and 1977, the largest Stelier sea lion rookery i in the world 4t Ugamak I.
, :: ) suiffered its greatest decline from about 13,500 non-pups to-about
4760(B aham ef al. IQSO'Mm'icketal 1987).

. the rod ery on Walms Island in the Pnb:lofs, abundance declmed from 8, 000-

In sess:ions ofth Internauonal North Pacific F:shery Commission during 1974 the United
States expressed alarm at the scale of factory ﬁshmg operations in the eastern Bering Sea:

“The to all-naﬂon calch of Alaska poffock has increased more than tenfold since
1964 to d:total of nearly 1.8 miillion. metric tons in 1972. Japan accounted for about-
90% of ' qr rafal We have noted declining CPUEs in all major ﬁshing aveas and a
continue éxparman of the fishing grouiids as the Japanese fishermen have atiempled
ito maintdis their catoh...Jt seems 1o us.that Japanese fishermen continue to conducta
‘pulse’ fi kkery in the northeast Pacific. We have experienced this phenomenon with
both Japguese: and Soviet fisheries over the past 10 years as their vessels moved into
an ares, shea‘ it intenstvely for a few years, then moved on... The only forecast we

lcan m of this situation is that Japanese fishermen will move from species to
specics apid stock to siock, while our scientists are kept busy docimenting their
Successive: deniise as they now are docmkenung the decline of the Pacific ocean
perch.”(INPFC 1974) |

Subseqluently, Umted States negotiated large seasonal trawl closure areas with the

Iapanese and USSR factory trawl/mothership fleets which closed off most of the southeastern
Bering to trawling from Dec 1-May 15. A year-round trawl exclusion zone closed off most of
Bristol[Bay fronj Unimak Island eastward in the Crab Pot Sanctuary. The intent of these large

seasonal and 'y ’-rounct trawl closire areas wisito reduce halibut bycatch; protect spawnmg
concenrations o sevéral groundfish species i '_'1he northeast Pacific; and reduce pressire on ... -
stocks m the rpart of the Bering Séa 1 t supponed the trawl ﬁshenes (Fredm 1987).

P.24
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W'hate\ffet benéf for resplte sea lions may have e oyed from trawl closure regulations in the
smrthéastern Berjnig Sea (circa 1975-1982) in terms of reduced fishery competition for the
“forage base it was short-lived, The traw! exclusion zones were dismantled with Amendment

Lto thq Bering Spa/Aleutian Islands FMP in 1982 in order to encourage the development of a

domestlc trawl flget. The trawl closure areas in’ effect when the United States assumed
temtoml authorily over the regwn in 1976 were cited as the reason for the reduction in -
Halibit bycatch fiom 7,500 t in-1971 to 3,500 t in the early 1980s (NPFMC/NMFS 1981).
The finjl EIS fo the BS/AT Groundfish FMP (1981) considered trawl closure areas in the
Bristol Bay Pot Sanctuary and the Winter Halibut Savings Area, citing significant
conservation bes ffits.

,ma‘ease the extent io which adverse impacts of commercial groundfish
ppa-an Hstupan the matural environment, especially upon halibut, crab, and
'spmvmn ,bol!éck and, ﬂomders. would be mitigated. In addition, this alternative

' ice cbm‘?xcw benveen Umted Sta:es users of trawl gear and me'ed States
: ed gear

: endment 1 asthe preferred alte:mauve in the original 1981 BS/AI EIS was
clearly motivited By policy goals for the developmeit of a domestic:groundfish trawl fishery
dbove all-other chhisiderations. It has had enormous consequences for fish and shelifish as
well sslses lions .

The choice of .

Wit the adopnon of a single amendment to: the Bering Sea FMP, 15 years of

? tediously|negotiated international fisheries agreements structured for the protection of
: king and t crab, halibut, salmon and herring were dismantied to encourage the

’- development of domestic flatfish and other groundfish commercial fisheries.”

. (}"rounc-ﬁsh catcl & s in'the southeastern Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands areas (now listed as
" Critical lhabitat) steadily increased as “domestic” factory trawler capacity displaced the
set. The sea hon population decline appears to have slowed by the early

foreignl pollock fe
1980s but accelefsted suddenly in the mid- to late-1980s in the same times and areas where

large uJFwI ﬁshemes for pollock, Atka mackerel and Pacific cod developed.

* [Intheea tem Aleutian Islands, Steller counts plummeted from more than 50,000
ianimals (pot including pups) in a 1960 survey of the area to less than 25,000 in the
late-1970s-to only about 5,000 today. The Ugamak Island rookery in Unimak Pass
Iwas the lngest Steller sea lion rookery in the world 30 years ago, with about 20,000
animals ip the 1960s. Today fewer than 1,000 return every summer to the rookery
(Braham ot at: 1980; Byrd et al . 1997) Of the nine haulout sites listed as critical
‘habitat in the eastern Aleutian Islands which had >200 ammals since 1970, none has
y in trend counts betwéen 1992-1996.

:iqflslands (eastern Bering Séa) a population of 10,000-20,000 was- L

30 were seen.in 1994. >200 ammals were counted prewously onall 10 .

J-in the 1870s (Elliott 1880). 4,500 adults and juveniles were coated in 1960 |

P.&3
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;muiout s.ites hsted as cmical habitat in. the Pnb:lofs, but none have as many as 200
today.
* Inthec tral Aleuhan Istands, 36,600 adults a.nd juveniles were counted as recently
as 1979, iutonly6400wereseen 1992 and lass than 5,500-were seen in 1996, Of the
8 listed Hiaulout sites in the céntral Aleutians which had >200 animals since 1970,
;only 1 a..lttle Sntkm)had as many as 200 in s¢a lion trend counts between 1992-1996

Ih the second ha.llf 'of the 1980s; as the domestic factofy trawl fieet grew by Ieaps and bounds,
the volume of the groundfish catch - dominatediby pollock and Atka mackerel and focused
heavzlygm the soltheastern Bering Sea/CVOA aquatic foraging area and Aleutian Islands
;creased dramaticaily. In the 1990, pollock and Atka mackere] catches in

critical thabitat gve risen to record levels, and.both fisheries have become heavily
ooncenhated in e first quarter of the year.

‘J.‘he growth of pleock fishing in the somheastem Bering Sea/CVOA and in sea lion critical
habitatlis particufatly alarming (See Table 1 below) 'Based on observer and ﬁshery data
from the foreign qhd domestic fishery. (NMF SIAFSC unpublished fishery data), poilock
removals from this area are probably considerably higher during the 1990s than at the peak
of the foragn ) lpck fishery in-the early 1970s:

s ;Eastem 'enng sed pollock catches in the southeastern Bering Sea/CVOA averaged

279,000 mt during 1980-85; 611,178 mt durmg 1986-91, and 724,676 mt during
1992-19_ ; (NPFMCIMIFS 1998).
» 150-93% ¢f the eastern Bering Sea pollock TAC was taken from the, somheastem
2 during 1990-97 (See Table below).
: EBS pollock TAC was taken from the soutbeast area dunng 1993-1996

. ck Catches (1000°s mietric tons) from Southeast Bering Sea as % of
Total Eastern Beri g'Sea Catches, 1979-96. (1}
1 Northwga; 2 Total - ?'g_smm
566,866 T 935714 394 .
i 521,027 . 958,280 4556
- 258918 : 973,502 - 734
242,052 ' 955,964 74.6
293,946 - 981,450 © 700
649,322 - 1,092,055  40.5
535211 L L139676 . 530
546996 T i1 1,141,993 520
'3299555_'.:-_327,435._-5g__..=1,236852(2) 78; 0(21 T
2%,9$2,s_.-_.3r 87,«3135"1 -*:‘;L._-‘E?“-’*lﬁ 534(2) 774(2) RN

b.gs
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1989 | 904,20 . 325399 36073 1265,673(2) 74.3(2)
1990 . 640511 - 814,682 - 154,672 1,606,865(2) 49.3(2)
1991 . 505,095 . 264,760°  1482061(2) 70.0(2)
1992 AST 500,983 S 1,164,440 . 570
1993 i109531__@ co231,287 . - . 1,326,601 820
1994 | ;- 180,098 ¢ 1 .0 1,363,438 868
1995__i 91,939 . . 1,262,766 92.9
1996 ! 105,938 . . - 1,192,778 910
(l)*DmnotincIud[:AlcuuanIslandsorDoandppoﬂockcatches Allﬁgumﬁom Weapestad
etal 1997, BS/AI Walleye Pollock Assessment for. 1998, Table 1.1.
m'rmamss catdlandpercmafcaicthuuthﬁast,mchuﬁngBogoshfIslandm '

ngﬁ'om Amendment ltotheBS!AIFMP and the subsequent faihire to
'. management eonrolsorhmtauonsontheszeofthet'avd fleet in this

4 s‘aswellak-anamualmgrato:ymmeandﬁragmggroundformm&
thousandsof hemﬁ:rseals,tensofﬁmusandsofwhales,andnuﬂmnsofs&ahlrds It has also
been tHe hxston oentm' of Steller mhon abundance

. Fobn ATION IS LIKELY DRIVING THE DECLINE OF STELLER SEA LIONS
-:- AND OTHER APEX PREDATORS IN WESTERN ALASKA

- The jdl for oonfhct betmen large-scalg eommema] fisheries for pollock and large

populations of pgilock predatom in‘the: North Pacific was recognized in the final Eavirorimental

Impact ' Statement: for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Fishery Manageménmt Plan (1981), The

three sgemes of mmpeds that have declined most significantly in western Alaska compete most
5{ for prey ed by the commercis! fisheries, particulasly (but not dnly) poliock:

northem fur seal 'wmhsted asdepleted mderthe Marine Mammal Protection Act in 1988,

Steller bea llons were listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act in 1990 and -

in 1997, and Pacific haxborseals hsive declined at least 50% but remain without

legal psotected

A workshop ort of the maﬂne mammal workmg group from Alaska Sea Grant’s 1991
symposium “Is It Food?” (Alaska Sea Grant 1993) concluded on-the basis of data that there
might be a “food availability problem” for these pinnipeds and that food limitation appeared

 likely: rf?aeref e, based on thg changing population demographics of pinripeds, the.
presence of diagy ostic indicators of food limitation, and a possibie shortage of the

~

@propnafe Bpé of prey items,; the warking group concluded that food supplies ¢ ave limited
for pinnipeds mFmd qroméﬁkuka waters:” However, there is no-evidence to. demonstmte .
-that & namral decline’in carrymg capacity hag ¢ bom:red such that the drea in the ¢astern™ .
Meutlans, whicH supported 50,000+ Stelles sea fions in 1960, can only support 5,000 or so
today; h?r thatthe centtal Aleuuans wh:.ch,suppcrted;nearly 37,000 'sea I:ons in 1979 e

b

oo
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‘ support only 5 500 today

Thqu*mg Sea hcosysrem repon (NRC 1996) concluded on the basis of the temporal and
geo; ¢ pattetiir of ﬁshmg that fishery effects on sea lion prey availability are the only
causal factor co s:deted 4o have a high likelikood of explaining the declines in western
Alaska] and furthér suggested that the developimient of lage-scale groundfish fisheries in the
BeringiSea isa gmﬁ'cant limiting factor in thfe recovery of these declining populations:

It seem exzrqme;j; m!;keb: that tke pmducﬂwg: of the Bering Sea

- “lecasyster'can. sustain current rates of mman exploitation as.well as the .
\large pomy tlations of all maring maimial and bird species ihat existed
before huip eapfor!anon e.spec:afba ﬂwdem explorfa!:on-— began

In aress of Sb east Alaska wh&re there afe no extensive trawl ﬁshenes, the Steller séa lion
population: (as well as|the harbor seal populanon) has increased sngmﬁcantly during the
perlod pf rapid d :llne in: westem Alaska. "

§ NWSIhas stat repeatadlythatlackofa leprey is conmdered&emosthkety causeof
- the.Steller sea lign decline in western: Alaska (NMFS/AFSC 1998). The 1996 Section 7
- Bmleg,}cal Opinton concluded that trends in the Steller population. are consistent with a food
- shortage Other roposed causés such as emigration, disease, subsistence harvest, pollution,
and predation are not supported by the data (Mernck and Calkins 1996)
o - ' o . :

: breedmg colon" s in the eestem Bermg Sea (Rnbllofs Tslands), in the: eastem Aleut:an
Islands and int e Semach Islands (WGOA,) Shumagm Islands (WGOA), Sandinan Reefs
'(WGOaA) Inalij 1] species of marine- mamiials; 13 species of seabifds, and 10 ﬂsh Spemes

are. kn@wn to fe ,_ _' ofli walleye pollock (Frast and LOWry 1986):

Pollock rea pnmary prey for enda.ﬁgeréd'St'eller séa lions and depleted Pacific
| harbor sqals (Phoca vitulina richardsi) throughout the year in the Bering Sea, Aleutian
IIslands d Gulf of Alaska (Pitcher 1980; Frost and Lowry 1986; Merrickand.
Calkins 1996). “In 1 3 mdzessmmm-:zed by NMES (1993), walfeye pollock ranked
gﬁrs: in imgportance as a prey item for Steller sea lions in 11 studies, and second in the
! remambig two. Other prey consumed off Alaska were Pacific cod, Atka mackerel,
salman, ﬁgopus, squid. Pacific herring, capélin, sand lance, Sflatfishes, and sculpins.

} |Most of ghe prey are. .schaohrgﬁﬂh mmy of which are camerc:ally exploited ”

': {NPFMC !NWSIAFSC 1998)




28—1?—1998 12:53PM  FROM AMERICAN OCEAN CMPGN DC o 15872712817

1
i..
!
!

Pollock Have been 2 primary prey item for northern fur seals during the critical pup-
rearing shmmeér/fall months in the éastern Bering Sea (Sinclair et al. 1994; 1996), :
After reviewing past and recent food habits data, Sinclair et al, (1994), concluded that
the diet gf female and Juvemle male northern fur seals in the éastern Bering Sea has
probabl not changed much since the tum of the century: ©... fur seal consumption of

. Sposted Phoca largha) ribbon (Phoca fasciate) and ringed (Phoca lnsp1da) seals are
also bell ed to eat farge quantities-of mostly juvenile poliock (Lowry et al, 1996).

" C “known to feed on pollock include: fin, minke, humpback, orca, and beluga -

| whales,éndpmapsnan’sandharborporpmses (Frost and Lowry 1986). -

Ite

* |Large seabird colonies rely on aonual producnon of dense schools of pelagic juvenile

‘collecte m 1995 showed that pollock were the most common prey (72-86%)

iconsu by tufted puﬁns horned puffins, COMMOn Mmurres and pigeon guﬂ}emots.

' 78% were ldenttﬁed as poflock, 22% as Pacific cod (Byrd et al 1997).
'es, tufted and horned puﬁ’ins at the Semidi and Shumagin Islands

=d puffin pollock consumption was heavy at the Sandman Reefs (westem

: '; "ska) and eastern Aleutian Islands (Hatch and Sanger 1992).

» iMany fish species also eat large quantities of pollock at various stages-ofits -

K :dewlop ent, mcludmg Pacific cod, Greenland turbot yellowﬁn sole, flathead sole

plzmqes the fmportance of walfeye poilock not only as the dominant groundfish
.spec;es the eastern Bering Sea bui also as the dominant food source for other

: rmq;or panem.s A the eastern BermgSea system.” (Livingston et al. 1986)

Atka mackerel is the most abuhdant marine fish'species in the Aleutian Tslands region, and
plays g key role n that food web (AFSC 1996; Yang 1997). Atka mackerel was previously
an important forLg;e species the western Gulf of Alaska but was fished out in the 19805 and
ealy 19905

. ;Aﬂca maskerel are an important forége} fish for northern fur seals, Steller sea Lions,
'harbor als, Daill’s porpoises, tluck-bllled musres, horned puff ns, and tufted puffins

L |m08t'_
BERE Icolleot eding
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kerei is an important forage ﬁsh for other groundfish, including Pacific
4 1ﬁc ced. and arrowtooth ﬂounder Groundfish food habits research

c fojr the ﬁsh_'ery (gs;a,ooo _mt) (AFS_C 1996; Yang 1997). .

AND GEOGRAPI—HC CQN(;'JEN’IRATION OF THE G:RGUNDFISH

| FISHERIES IN CRII'ICAL HABITAT JEOPARDIZES THE STELLER SEA LION'

intensity of the d ‘nt

highly Scapmzﬁ: d

For exumple,
6006,0

50 !‘ per
spatlal iscale

frhe aft EA/
drama?c

CVOA: “Poﬂac

hc foragmg ha'hrm area from Unimak Island to Islands of the Four
Seéa Ecosystem report (NRC.1996) noted the size, brevity'and -

rary pollock “A” sedson fishery: “The developmem qf sophisticated,
| fishing fleets has in many cases resulted in harvesting that is véry intense.
ring the winter of 1994 the Bering Sea trawl fleet caught approximately

rcy‘pof ock it amx-weekperwd. Atrtspeak. theﬂeezuushwvesﬂngam rate of

' That Teport suggests that fisheries operating on a broader temporal and

; 1d be expected to have lesser nnpaets on local fish abundance (NRC 1996)

ﬁar Inshore@ffshore& (NPFMCM S 1998) also lughhglns the
in the first quaiter roe pollock fishery as wefl as its concentration in the
rembvals from critical habitat during the first part of the year increased

Jfrom pkgkgtble evets! in the late 1970s to aver haif a million mt in the mid-1990s. Pollock
removéls from crmcas! habitat were less than 50,000 mt annually dw-mg the first quarters of
1977-1985" but mcreased dramatically in the late 1980s with the development of the
Bogoslof Islands roe pollock ﬁshery and contmued to rise in the 19505 (NPEMC/NMFS

1993).

A-semr# pollock catch from both the CVOA and critical habitat increased from about

240 000 mt m 11992 to 320,000 mt & m 1993 compnsmg about 50% of the A-season

i catoh
L 1Ar
1580 000
in those 3
s QGreater]
' 5€250N p
sull co

In addmon 10 &

oilock catch from. CVOA/cmacal habnat increased yet again t0 530,000-
year dunng 1994-1995 or about. 85-93% of the total A-séason removals

yaus

se of areas outs:de CVONcmml habitat in 1996-1997 resu!ted in the A—
llock catch in CH declinivg to about 400,000 mt -~ - less than in 1954-95 but
orising about 75% of the total A-geason catch.

neerns about the localized: eﬁ'ects of this large puise fishery on the

ava:labnhfy 'o_f‘elqergy trich,. roe:-laden pollobk in winter foraging habitat of Steller sea lions
ngthé dtﬁ'scmit wmber moth, therp atp bps%ty large um‘:recteﬁkatsthax rog; ﬁshenes .

10
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- may hqve on po_ j jck year-class size and the annual production of Juvemle pollock, which are

Furthermore, ;cal@ of the roe pol!ock ﬁshery should be cause for immediate measures to
r-:cw:elthe “A” spason fishery in the interests of protecting a steadily declining spawning
Densely ‘hooled spawmng aggregatlons are more mlnmble to overﬁshmg, and

£ 1981-E935) Bogeslof Island (1937—-199 1) have been followed by steep dechnes in

poﬂock abundange in pech of those aress, The Section 7 consultation-of 4 November 1991
(Aron fnemo) ndtes that the soiitheastern ang Sea shelf is an important pollock spawning
ground; 65 thatthe spawning stock may benefit from reduced catches in the area:
prea‘omrm cwrentsmd drift of pollock eggs and larvae, this area
Lprobabl cond‘:butes more io successfil recruitment to the pollock population of the
[Eastern ermg Sea than spawning ground northwest of the Pribilofs. Consequently,
- lock mmzagemem per.spectiw afone it might be prudent to direct gﬁ’tm

= ;g{my ﬁaf; the drea” 5

The trends of ’ easﬂg catches and decltmng pollook biomass in the southeastern ang
SeafC\(OA idendified by NMFS$ during 1986-1990 have continued during the 1990s and
acoelerated Catdhes froni the CVOA increased 45% from 1991-1995 to record levels, while
survey estimates;of easteri Benng Sea poilock abundance have declined 38% from 1994-
!997 However he déctine has been ‘¢oncentrated in the CVOA/critical habitat region, where
the abundance plmmeted §1% from 1994-1997 — more than twice as hlgh as the decline for

the managed stogk as a whole (NPFMCJNMFS 1698},

have documented the trend in dlsproportlonately high exploitation rates in

cason since the early 1990s, noting that “Pollock are harvested

ticnate) i eql biom; "-a‘z‘mbadmemratesmriwCVOAﬂ&mgthe
ot fb b{g&ﬂthﬂ*ﬂ&fﬂ:&ﬁf aﬂdﬂ . (Fntz et al. 1995) As CVOA po]lock S

11
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abunddnce bas dseclmed sharply in the summer/fall months, accountmg for-only about 10% of
fhe ovérall stock *b:omass in recent summer surveys, the “B” season extraction rate has risen

rresﬂl ondmgly " .

0 |In 1996, ‘B”’ Season catches represented 31% of the stock size in the CVOA in the
summer jurvey-of 1996,

= {In 1997, the observed “B” season catch i the CVOA equaled nearly 50% of the -
 |exploitable poliock stock biomass surveyed in the area pnor to the start df‘the fishery
(See T '_ be]nw)

 Table 3 Distrib{fion bf Age 3+ Pollock byEastem Bering Sea Management Arcas
and Harvest Rates in Pollock “B” Seasons of 1991, 1994, 1996, 1997, :

i Year | Biomass (mt). Catch(mt) Harvest Rate

i IR A 1991 943,060 - 244,000 26%

. g 1994 1,984,000, 291,000  15%

1996 853000 250,600 31%

: 1997 385000 - 189,000 49%
: AreasEa&dfl‘?ow;g. i
- Ouiside | T

- €VoA. L S

’ S ‘1991,, 1,688,000 -.._mmoo %

HUo L 19947 3465000 . 134,000 5%
L1996 3115000 - 217,000 1%

1997 2417000 - 16000 1%

: 1991-. 3,059,006 - 529000 17%
- 1994 5177000 ¢ 157,000 1%
1996 4,174000 . 101,000 2%
1997 3328;000 293,000 8%

- I:')mpnblishedﬁshuydataandNonhMﬁcFlshameagemanComLEWRfor
$ 3-(Amend Smb&eﬂ@soﬂhaBSfAIandGOA),May‘lm R

At tl:us level of e::plonta:uon, localized depletions of prey and other adverse effects on prey

: ion: of size of fish, densityof fish, etc. are likely to ocour. Locally high
ion rates fiom critical habitat areas utilized by the Aleutian Atka mackerel fishery
bave beJen shown|to creste localized depletions of fish during the fishery and for periods of
t#dmown duratiofi aﬁer the fishery is closed (Fritz, 1997; Lowe and Fritz 1997). .

i:l' hat mtbeeyﬁmvesngatedlsthedegree to.which intense “A” season ﬁshmg in the CVOA
 has caused or con 'butedwﬁxeobserveddeclmemsummerffaﬂpollockabundanoemthmthe
R E.Gw ﬁhemqufbcazmﬂmpm%mmeagl%a.mekmﬁsw-.;z-i&,--- L

12
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P, “A” season is ﬁsheryCPUE. but CPUEsmaymnmnh:ghon spawmngaggreganons even as
substax}tm dechxié in abundance are occ.umng :

| C

InthseAleut:anI lands,whex'eAtkanmckewllsapnmmyseahonprey the Atka mackerel
ﬁsherylhas alwa;sébeqn congentratod in nearshore areas of critical habitatproxmaitomhon ‘
mobaiwsnd louts, occurring in the saine fow locations every year (Lowe and Fiitz 1997).
Caichesmthxsﬁ fery were low throughout the late 1970s and never-exceeded 40,000 metric
pmm&e 1980g, averaging about 25,000 metric tons prior to the 1990s, Since 1991; catchies
laavesoared,rea hing 2 record 104,000 metric tons in 1996. Althoughthetargetharvestmefor
ﬁg as a whole is believed to be 10~15%, based on overall stock biomass
esti fish o_:latamdmatestha:thcal rates in ﬁshcdamshaverangedashlghasss-m%
(Lowe ind Fritz 997, Fritz 1997, 1998),

Smce tﬂxe Atka _' ckerel ﬁshery has always been concentrated in h:ghly localized areas
;_mmanly wrthm 9 nim of sea lion rookeries-and haulouts in the Aleutians, the risk of adversely
affectinlg sea lion firey ‘availability and/or quality of prey is greatly incréased by the record-high -

TAquorAtka gckedel in the 1990s. In 2ddition, there has been a complete shift in effort by an
overcapitalized fac :trawlﬂeetmﬂaeﬁrstquarterofﬂleyearasveeselsmeforshmofthe.
c'(uota.ébmad atial division of the qiiota into three subareas has not reduced the. - -

gmovals from within critical habitat boundaries. In fact, as the TAC has
3 levelsmthe19903ﬂaevolumeofﬁsheryretnovalsfrommcalhabnatbas .

o Locally high :‘.atch rates Lave bisen shown to cause localized depletions in the size-and

_ densmyl of Atka rhackerel populations “which could affect foraging swccess during the rime
Iﬂaeﬁshfryiso ating and for a period of unknown duration after the fishery is closed. This
raises concerns t'how the fishery may affect food availability and the potential recovery
of the population” (Lowe and Fritz 1997). In May 1998, NMFS cited evidence for fishery-
induceq localiz ﬂepteuons in éritical habitat as reason for proposing management actions to
- réappottion the Aleutian Atka mackerel fishery in order to reduce the risk of depleting the
local { pxley base afid thereby adversely nwdlf‘ymg critical habitat and ;eopardmng survival

andfor fecovery _f tbe,spec:es

. “J)" lack o&w available prey is an mpedtmem to the recovery of the western populmion '
o Pf Stellerisea lions, then the evidence jor fishery-induced localized depletions af Atka

: mackereland the persistent distribution of the fishery within critical habitat support
' lrhe hypotliésis of sea lion fishery compeiition'and ﬁs}:ery impacts on Steller sea lion

fopufan ajnmrcs » (N'MFS 1998)

nder the proposed restmctuﬂng of the ﬁsherg recommended by NMEFS and adopted by the
ouncil in June §998; there wolld be an A/B season split of the fishery as well as.a- cnuqai
habltit &plit of the TAC (40% mside CI-I, 6@% louts:de CH) in order to achxeve an, overal.l

L1 e
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50% re.ductmn i the percentage of the TAC caught within critical habitat ﬁ'om the rouglﬂy
80% \Lerage today - but only for Aleutian management arcas 542 and 543

. The propipsed A/B seasonal 50-50 Spllt of the TAC i 1s not sufficient to prevent lqcally
! ‘high ction rates and localized depletions in the fishery, as assessed in the May
| 1998 EAloy NMFS. Even in instances where the fleet’s éffort is presumed 1o be.
’ ‘evenly diStributed acfoss all fishefy: sites, NMFS demonstrates that catch would -
’ jexceed 20% of the largest Leslie initial biomass estimate at most sites analyzed in
L Districts 542 and 543. Since the TAC: Bas risén to record levels of 64,000-100, 000-!-
. mt from }993.1998, ranginig from 2-4 tirmes the historical average, both the “A” and
: “B” séason. TACs will exceed thie entire catch of earlier years. NMFS has not
,proposed t6 reduce the TAC to levels nearer the historical average even though
- lagency s¢ientists have noted that localized depleuons tend to occur in areas with the
[fatgest cqncentrations of the catch. =
* INMES dacided arbitrarily that a 50% reduction (for Areas 542 and 543 but 7ot for
‘Area 541_ in total fishery removals t‘rom critical habitat, phased in Gver 4 years, is
adequate fo, . avoid localized depletion‘or adverse modification of critical hahitat. It
: ive the first goal if the fishery pa.l‘tlt:lpaﬂts are spread out evenly, according
. toNMF _ownanalys:sg ‘but ift.reality the factory trawl fleét is ot spread out evenly
|and the choice of 50% does not ensuré that localized depletions, adverse madification
. ical habitat and _;eepardy to the Specles survival are avoided. Nor does a 50%
reduction qn:mre  that an adequate level of prey. will be available to ha]t the decline

' Emdpr _ethe recoveryofthe populﬁnon mthe region.

- Iu otheq' words, la;rge A.Ieutlan trawl ﬁshewy targenng primary sez lion prey wil conmme to

: cpemte| in-areas groximal to vookéries and haulouts.listed as critical habitat and will likety -
continu to creaty localized depletions, by NMFS’ own reckoning, despite the proposed
:i:easur?s (NMFS _AFSC 1998). NMFS cangot ‘reasonsbly ensure that the Atka magkerel
proposal is not }parqugthe specres or adversely modifymg cnt:cal hab:tat under the
current broposal

L] SPQCIAL AR AGEMENT PRDTECTIONS FOR STELLER SEA LION CRITICAL

: HA.BITAT ARF NEEDBD TO PRO'IECT 'I'HE AVA]LABLE FORAGE BASE
Critical; ihabntaz isvolves “deterrmnanon of the. essentlal physical-or bwloglcal features that
are essential to the conservation of the species, and second, the determiination of whether
these features require special management donsiderations or protections.” Esin
designating Steller sea lion critical habitat, NMFS acknowledged the need for spatial and
temporal regulatipn of fishery rémovals to ensure that pulse fishing and local depletions of
prey stocks do nof occur, noting that adverse modification of critical habitat and jeopardy to
the species’ survi al are inseparzble (NMFS 1993)

More rdcently, i {FS has stated tim the smgle most 1mportznt feature of marine areas _‘
crizical fo Steller, e lwna wxhear_preyibase; IMES 1998). Steller séa fions ars particularly "
vulneiablébecaus . ﬁe&éhmmema:mnaloommmmththeﬁshery, M

removiing‘largw - _'Zes O_fﬁshes qfthe siumé size ramge as those bemg caughf'ﬁy thé .

S 14
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- f s}nngtﬂeezs” et al., 1988). Available evidence suggests that fishery effects on size,
Welght, and abu dance of poIlock have had a potentmliy significant adverse lmpa.ct on .
avaxlabihty and §uality of prey in the Bering Sea in the 1970s (Lowry et al. 1988y and again -
m the Gult‘ of All ska in the 1980s (Calkins and Goodwin 1988).

Desptte the g:enera.l agreement that food lm:tauon is drwmg the sea lion decline; and despite
the agreement that pulse ﬁshmg resulting in locaﬂy high extraction rates poses the greatest
jhreat t 562 ho * ability to find adequate amounts of food (SSLRT 1951; NMFS: 1991

996, 1998), the ‘isheries Service and the North Pacific Council have not acted adequate!y to

prevent critical habitat from becoming the focal point of major groundfish fisheries in the -
1990s, pasticularfy for poilock, Atka mackerel-and Pacific cod. NMFS has failed to
recommend adequate measures to protect critical habitat even as trawl groundfish removals
from fogaging argas proximal 10 sea lion rookeries and haulouts in the BS/AI — dominated by
pollock and At mackerel have remamed very high as a percentage of the allowable

s ?I‘he Apn 1991 ontoglcal Oplmon concluded that sea lions and fisheries target large .
- schiools of fish'to maximize foraging eﬁcxency and thinimize effort, therefore Jaige
rovals from schools-of fish i close proximity 1o rockeries and: lnulouts are

Sishery ret
ﬁlkely to décrease the ariount of f‘md available to sea lions.

i

1

: j c lm:vests over small areas and time periods may depletc local pollock
- stocks and Timit prey-availability. for sea lions..

P y 1996 Biological: Opinion for the BS/AI noted that ﬁshery catches near

L lion rookeries, haulouts and at:sea foraging habitats continue to'be muich

J higher than they were prior to the population decline and that the majority of the!

i groundfish remiovals continue to be taken in rapid, inteasive ﬁshenes concentratéd in .

' ._time and frea’ (NMFS 1996). N

Concmrrarion of ﬁshenes on seq bon foragmg grom:ds may cause localized depfe'tron qf the

prey base andje@ardrze sed lxom even if overall fish stock abundance is kigh, as was the

case with Bering Sea pollock in the early 1970s dnd again in the 19805, In the 1956s, with

' ppllock stocks far below the levels of the 1980s, the this large pulse fishery hias midintained
high removals ao ‘targeted the catch mcreasmgly in critical habitat, thereby greatly

ikelihoed that adverse eﬁ‘ects on prey availability for sea ‘lions and other -

EXIST]NG IP NM ROOKERY BUFFERS IN TI-IE BS/AI ARE INADEQUA‘I’E

Although the stated regulatory mtent of the roqke.ry no-trawl zones established between
f?Q -1993:was to.d:sperse trawd fisheries and minimize the likelihood that groundfish .
15 wauigl create localized: ﬂeplet:ons of sea: lion prey i critical s¢d tion habitats (Fntz
and Fxmer? 197§, the lextstinig buffershave, proven remarkably ineffectual. The reason is: -

| t?a:awas ,'ese&'ookery tra“dexdusmn«zdneswe:enothemlyuﬁhzedby the P
~—~1 ; R - . ! '

i
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groundﬁsh traw ﬁshenes w:th the excepnon of the Atka mackerel fishery. For instance,

1984-1991, the anigl percentage qf pollock caught within thése areas rcmged only 5

I~7/5. " (Frtz and Ferrerc 1997)

I‘he m?dequacnes of the 10 nm rookery zZones were apparent to NMFS even at the time they
were proposed

o *“Awnlab > data indicate that 10 nm zones would not be sufficient to cover _feedmg

- }frrps of animals during the wintek, females without pups throtighout the year, and
1 \some feetfing tips of postparium fenmles a‘urmg the breeding season.”
‘(NPFMCINMFS 991

NMFS{ uutzally lsecommended that tmwl ﬁshmg be proh:blted within 20 nm: of the listed
northesn sea lios:rooKeries in the Guif of Alaska (Aron memo, 16 May 1991) The 16 May
1991 recomme anon was based on satellite telemetry data obtained from nursing fernales
dunng ithe breedmg season.’ “The agency subsequently reduced the recommended trawi

: closm ZOnés 1o q:ﬂy 10 nra sround rookeries (Aron note, 30 May 1991), The 30 May 1991

_ imnm demo a5t
* éritical habitat £
“4Data colleeted

tted clwly that the 10 nm! trawl closures would provide little proteciion to
raging aress because: very:litile grotmdﬁsh fishing occurred-in‘these ar@as

| of&? 6 of all gk

” 1

’ Ilock caught within 20 nm qfrookenes was.cayght between 10.1 and 20

It ‘ 23 tha.t the mstmg rookery traw] exclus:on 20n6s are madequate for at
feast severat crug "al reasons:

| |Stnce vely Litile trawlmg accurred \mhm the'10 nm rookery no-trawl zones, closmg
| © lthem waginot likely to reduce the impadts of trawling significantly. The 10 nm zones
. ihave donf nothmg to prevent the fisheries from becoming more concmtrated in -
Steller sexi.lion critical foraging habitats during the 1990s,

¥ ttagkmg studies of seasonal foraging patterns (Memck and Louglm 1993,

—
o
! .

v, romjomgmgjm lions.” (NRC 1996) .
: n zofies do:not protect critical f*omgmg habltatthat is used mthe non-
! .breedmg ' sons, pnmanly from hsmioum

In add:thon 0 theg shomo:mngs, the 10 am: mtrawl zones do not provide adequate protection
to 1mpo'rtant but overldoked segments of the sea fion population whose health and putritional
status 1s crucial t¢ the eventual recovery of the species. For example, Calkins and Pitcher (1982)
ﬂnc! Calkins (199{5) found that mature females without.pups comprise a large portion-of the adult
female Populmo in any given year — 33-40% in the Kodiak area during 19705 and 1980s. .
Researchi by Calkiiis (f9’96)1n Souitheaist Alaska indicates that summer.aduit females without

i

16

by fisheries oliservers suggests that 10 nm closures around northern seq Jxm_-
rookeries wouild not Seriously restrict the poiioclc : fishery, From 1980-89, an arinial average

girick: 1992,1993) aid platform-of-opportunity sightings indicate clearly that .
zones are “tog stall to effectively separate the Iocal qﬁ'ects of mlers on sea .

P.

;pupsua'uel lenge: mﬂancuMmovemerepuemvdybawemm@maEdmkaysﬂesma S
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7 glvm regmu eve in the summer. Thus rookery, no-trawl zones of 10 or 20 nm do not
encompass foraging areasof this pomon ofthe popu]atlon even in the summer months.

In summary, the ex1st|ng rookery buffer zones (10 or seasonal 20 nm) do not cover critical
Eabltatjfeedmg of (a) adults and fuveniles from winter haulout sites (as much as two-
thirds cbf the dbserved, animals in non-breeding months); (b) females without pups throughout
the year (as rnuch as 40% of the adulf fernale population every year); (¢) and someé feeding
trips of nursing {ema.les from the rookenes

.';: .J

WINTER FORA GING HABII‘AT PROTECTION MUST BE A MAJOR
ANA "PRIORITY .
Bothtlle 1991 [1996 Section. 7 Blologlca! Opmxons observed that the effécts of localized prey
depletmn would be worse in wmter when prey resources are more scarce and nursing and/or
it sea Hor and'juvemles are especially vulnerable to nutritional stress. Yet both the

N 0 Atka ckere} arid' BS/AI polleck fisheries have become conomtrated in the first:

: of the r ‘in crmcal sea llon habitats durmg the 1990s, ' :
Seasonaldlﬁ‘ ‘qesmforagmgrangesandfomgmgeffoﬂ]mvebm:demﬁedusmgvm
fadio 13 and satellite-Jinked time-dejth fecorders. These data also suggest that winter

B aneSpecLal}y difficult time:for foraging sea fions: “Results of these studies indicated that.
. tﬁtﬂng summeer, jemaie.s with pups foraged close to reokeries, and made relatively short trips
= mﬂrsfbﬂowa& s, In winter, females had nuch longer trips and dove deeper than summer
: " (Merrip k and Loughlin, 1993) Greatly.increased foraging ranges and/or foraging

éffort f‘adult—f les:in winter suggest that prey is harder to find in winter (Merrick and
I.oughﬁﬁn, 1997) In addition to finding prey more scarce in fall and winter months, adult,
fémales are probably still nursing a young-of-the-year pup and may also be carryinga fetus
1iavhicl'i11:»?(3111(! pla 'j a muchhl,gherenerg}rdemand on the female.

al edthe reprodilctwe pﬁfonnanoe of Gulf sea hons during the 19703 and
ubstantial embryonic and fetal mortaht}’ occurred between late fall (whenthe

- émbryd 1mplams[m thé womb) and laté gestation in the spring. These findings are consistent

wrth rebearch on ftagctic fur seals, whose pregnancy status and birth rates in the spring’
appeared strongl - telated 1o availability of food resources in the fall/winter (Boyd, 1996; Boyd

étal., 1995). tins and Pitcher (1982) and Calkins and Goodwin (1988) cbserved that 33-40%

' éfthe adult female populations in the sndy-areas failed to deliver a pup to term in the Gulf of
Alaska in the 19705 and 1980s. These studies indicate that the endangered population has a low
latestermit pregnancy/birth raté compared fo other otariid species (NRC 1996), and that these low
fates may be related to mutritional stress in the fail/winter mouths. Fishery-induced depletions of
sca hon préy in apcustomed winter foraging grounds within critical habitats, such as those
wemﬁed in the Atka mackere] fishery (NMFS/AFSC 1998), may therefore be mdirectly

F'esmnmble for lq bu‘th rates conmbuung to the pepu!azlon éeclme and lumtmg wcbvery

17
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',!l'he EA!RIR for re/OﬁishGre-S (NPFMC}'NMFS 1998) also notes that the period from
Qctobe;' 10 Marc iIcer the miost critical period of the year for pups and juveniles:

t“Drze 1o the chromlogy of pupping; zmng. and weaning, mmypupsmay ‘be wearied in
- lthe wintey moniths; i.e., October through Merch or April, Therefore, manypupsmay
face the _:'Hcalmmkontamdependgmédurmgamodwhenmrmml
\conditions may be the most harsh; sea sutface conditions worsen, pmyczvmfabaﬁgt
: 'dea'ease and wintey weather conditions increase energy requirements to. o

| thermoregulate. Apmcﬁeorqmﬂfaﬁvedaw:pﬂmq‘memedmrgym '

: : (NPFMI_ FS 1998)

fii espawnmg and spawning pallock in the CVOAfcritical habitat area provide
Abun ant, readily-avaifable food source in the critical winter/eadly spfing

g 1pg grcwth and condentration of the “A” season roe pollock, ﬁsbery in this area
1980s°h25 resulted in a the removal of nearly half a million megictonsof &
¢ 3 _'_ a brief six-week pe.nod, ‘and likely poses a serious competitive. challenge in
ustered wmter foragmg grounds. Food-stressed musing andforpregnam females

_‘-“and eqmbf W m ] s Would severely mpramm their ab:luy fo obtain adequaze mmnan”
(Memdfk and Lowghlifi, 1997). Therefore the potiock roe fishery in critical sea lion habitat may
poseanespec:aﬂ serxoustl‘n‘eattomothersandpups ahke(MemckandLoughlm, 199’7}

. .Poﬂock ve greane;r mztntwnal value when fernale fish are beanng roe, andtherefore
jare thougit to provide some advantage to séa lions (NPFMC/NMFS 1998)
e ons of roe-bmng peilecka.ppear in'predictable times and areas of

he in rhefr worst condition. The added rutritional value of roe-bwmg poltock

maybe essential for sea lions, pevticularly reproductive femeles, 1o regein good

jori, Roe:bearing poliock may also be a particulor beneﬁtwywmgmaham, with
peq )bmgmgskﬂfs and relatively greater numtroru.’ demands fargrowfhand
aclait, 'son (NPFMCINMFSIQQS)

G WINTER FORAGING AREAS REQUIRES 20 NM 'I’RAWL BUFFER
UND MAJOR HAULOUTS

. _-r;'
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far in the BS/AY
breedlrfg season,
for sea;lion habi

Seguam rookery,

GE::«h m the region. It is the only significant action taken by the agency thus

ith the intent of providing no-irawd buffers to foraging habitat in the non-
although the final proposed -Atka mackerel amendment to the BS/AI FMP
at mitigation includes a year-round 20 nm trawi exclusion zone around
(NMF S/AFSC 1998).

Howevle.r NMF$ own sl:ud;es of winter versus summer distributions of sea lions reveal that
the tumber of arimals on rookery sites areiconsiderably lower in many cases during the non-

: breedmg season Merrick (1993) found that oniy a third (32 9%) of the animals ¢ountediin

ihe Magch 1993 survey were on 39 rookery sites; the remaining animals (67. 1%) were
sca:ttered on 235 haulout sites from Forrester Island (Southeast Alaska) to Attu Island

 (westefn Aleutmhs).

Detmls! from chhard Merrick’s Memorandum for the Record, 3] August 1992, provide
gddmonal mformatlon on the nnportance of haulout areas to Steller sea lions:

ers df mmm’.s' on rookry.sues are lower in winter than. in summer.
: ‘at mme rookery sites (e.g., A#man-Cape Morgw:) there are ffew if my

;sfms ;i_zmgg Head’AkumReg‘w I;amBight, north side Qquu'mak mmd)."

4 ha.ulout sites used over gener&uons are not arbitrarily chasen but are located
prey fish are likelyo be abundznt in close proximity at various times of the

" Protecting these

gea lion winter foragmg habitat goes hand-in-hand with protecting aquatic
Zzones acijacent i

haulout sites, since haulouts are‘related to eritical foragmg areas (Boyd 1995)

and their use inceases in the winter months when sutsitional stress is more likely for sea lions.

foraging areas dunngthe most! dlﬁ'rcultnme of year is crucial to hopes for

becovery of the species.

y EXLPANDEI:

60 NM NO-TRAWL ZONES ARE NEEDED TO PROTECT

ACCUSTOMED WINTER FORAGING AREAS ON POLLOCK SPAWNING -

GROUNDS |

Aithoulgh the exi
nearshore foragi
habxtact ‘area over'

N THE CVOA/CRITICAL HABITAT"

isting rookery no-trawl buffers in'western Alaska offer some protection of

areas frequented by nmsmg females in summer, the extensive at-sea foraging.
apped by the CVOA remains coinpletely unprotected and pollock catches in

this wititer foraging habitat have reached record levels in the 1990s: “Recen pollock fishery

distribition patterr suggest that interactions with sea lions in critical habitais are ongoing

despiteithe partitioning that was dchieved irs the vicinity of rookeries...In the BSAL, where there
alioaarmn of the pah’ack quom between the eastern Bermg Sea and

:son!yl’rocx_i_r‘e .

: N ey
Isiandwl

arﬁexmdsapﬁmnmtelymmmward&amthe
of the'.FcurMomusms, 164-170W lcmguudc.
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Aiemmlsiandspzanaganemareas, rhecreaﬂonof 10-and 20 nm rrawlexdusion zones did not
oonmkvxfmgfﬁm mpormrseahon hab:m * (Fritz and Ferrero 1997)

These larger at-:_
Team m 1991 an)

emphas:zed the need for des:gnaung at-sea areas adjacent to powlanou centers where sea lions
were commonly known to forage, and where the groundfish fisheries, particularly for pollock,
_ were heawly coricentraied (SSLRT 1991) Thekeoovery Team recommendation led to -

lzon aburte e ceniers; their importarice as Steller sea lion foraging areas, their
present or historical imporiance as habitat for large concentrations of Steller sea lion
prey items that are essential to the species’ survival, and because of the need for special

'comzder ition of Steller sea lion prey and foraging requirements in the managemert of

i.kr’ge.co_ ;jema:mnm}mrmmmmmas (NMFS 1993).

'| .
The ex;istmg seauion research supports the importance of the larger at-sea foragmg habitat in
the CVOA, Mmlar;y in the winter momhs when la.rge schools of spawning pollock gather
in the drea;

1 “Satellzta (efemetry data from tagged eastern Aleutian seq lions indicates that the
sortion of the CVOA is an imporiant foraging area for Steffer sea lions. Most
roed éastem Aleutian Islands-animals generally foraged on the shelf area
¢ Krénitzen Islands and io the east on the north and south sides of Unimak
: intet sea Fon distribution: data.indicate that the number.of animals ¢n
_ o roo&ezy ites genemﬂy decreases f.#'ter the summer breeding season whereas use of
i | haulouts increases. In the eastern Aleutians, animals appear to move Jrom rookeries
10 imlom' sités closest 1o the eastern: Bermg Sea shelf and perhq;s the western GOA
o sheif” (Meﬂo miemo, & September 1992) -
g
Laughim and Mbmck(1993) suggested tha: the Krenitzen Islands group is a distinct
wbpoplﬁatxon of the western population. Movements of sea lions tagged at Akun Island and
Ugamak Island ift the Krenitzen area indicated intermixing between haulout sites in the winter
‘season, and the ¢ntire Krenitzen area of the eastern Aleutian Islands out to the continental shelf
break appeéars to|contain important foraging areas, The area from Akur Island to Unimak Island
' appearbd to be most important for pups, and their average trip distance (31 km) indicates thas
pups generally tay close to shore though one pup (presumably traveling with its mother) went
~ as far 3s the Pribjlof Islands area. Radto-tagged winter adult females ranged as far from the

tagmg sne as2 1 km {Akua to Se&L:onRocks)andforaged to the north and south 6f Unimak

lation levels, and with ligtle in-migration from elsewhere, the Krenitzen -

20
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N would be emcctdd to withstand. It is crucial 1o protect the habitat areas which are essential 1o
t]:us endangered plopulanon of s¢a hons '

F.n theEAfR:lR far Amendments 20 and 25 to the BS/AT and GOA FisheryMamgemem Plans

(Proposed Prohlbttron to Groundfish Trawhng in the Vicinity of Steller Sea Lion Rookeries,

1991), NMFS determined that a scasonal trawl closure strategy comprised of 20 nm closures in
- summer and60 o closures in winter (Oct 1-Apr 30) would best approximate Steller sea lson

rnative qaproxmaﬂes rhe mancimum observed foragmg distance of fermales with
; tke breeding seasom, muiprawdesa large closed area during winter to

{better'e o wmzerjbmgmghabfmsmdcon;oem;&rnmmedmmml
meed m.;ses " (NPFMOMS 1991) '
Thus the ageﬁcy : 5 repea:edly found the existing rookery no-trawl zones madequahe, not only

: forﬁauingto p eétvwmer foraging habitat proximal to haulout sites but for failing to protect
accustdmed wirl ‘_ f foragmg grounds farther offshore, which are necessary for the sufvival and
reooveey of the spec:es in the CVOA region (NMEFS 1993).

';I‘heseqepeated agency ﬁndmgsunderscoretheneed forn'awl c!omar&asmbothtlm
nea:'sh"' andm the Jarger aquatic foraging areas. Mareover, the agency has found that
such hkdly to provide benefits'to the pollock fishery by relieving overexplmtanon
bn the & spawnmg ock in the CVOA/critical: habnat area (Aron memo).

i

8 THERE S K TORICAL PRECEDENT FOR ESTABLISHING SEASONAL AND/OR
. YEAR-ROUND TRAWL EXCLUSION ZONES IN SOUTHEASTERN BER]NG SEA
AQUATIC ]}‘GRAGING HABITAT AREA

Groundﬁsh catcjnes in sea lion: critical habitat of the southeastern Bermg Sea have
skyrocketed sirige the late-1970s. The reason why groundfish catches in sea lion critical
habitad of the B§/AI were low in the late-1970s contpared to the 1990s is that there were

ensive trawl exclusion zones, seasonal or year-round, covering wide afeas ofithe
southestern Bejing Sea and Bristol Bay. The:seasonal trawl closure areas negotiated with
the Japanm and USSR factory tmwlz'mothershxp fieéts in 1975 and 1976 closed off most of
the southeastern| Bering from Dec 1-May 15.-A year-round traw] exclusion zone closed off
most of Bristol bay from Unirak Island eastward irithe Crab Pot Sanetuary :

Concel-ns over wl bycatch of hatibut, crab, hernng and salmon, as well as the desire to

t fish and shellfish habitat (e.g., halibut juvenile reasing grounds) prompted
‘ict trawling in these areas (Fredin 1987). The trawt closures were also a
response to seridl overfishing of yellowfin sole, Pacific ocean perch, sablefish herring and
poliock by the ﬁstant water trawl fleets of Japan, USSR and others. The overexploitation of
the EBS groundﬁsh complex culminated when foreign trawl fleets recorded all-time high
polioek caxches im the early 19’?05, followed b}r ra.p1d depleuon of the pollock stock in the
m1d—197(!s . 3oy .

i -
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The ongomg presmt—day declme of the EBS :pollock stock, the geographic concentration of the
pollock fishery ir the CVOA/critical habitat region, and the temporal conceatration of the
ﬁsheryanthe spawri grmmdsmmnrermggestﬂiattheﬁsheryasnowoonstmed is not
sustainable. Mod! projections 6f EBS stock abundance 1o the turn of the century indicate thas
older spawning-gge groups are rapidly dwmdhng and that the fishery hinges on the successful

fecruitent of lafge numbers of young (age 3-4) fish, the majority of which are st semaily
immsnire. Thus the risk of rectiiitiment overfishing appears mcreasmgly h‘lgh. Concerns * © -
expressed by Lowry et al. (1998) about overfishing’s effects on availability of prey and reduced

* size, wiight, and|nutritional valtie of pollock to sea ions during the Japaw/USSR Bering Sea
pollocﬂ fishery of the 1970s are just as relevant’ today

1 'n'g- habitatin the CVOA—'WiIhot provide protectibh for the sea lions alone;
they vqll also-provide much neéded protecuon to the rapidly dwindling pollock spawmng stock
dm‘mg |the perio 'when those fish are sp&wmng end niost vulnerable to trawl gear

Such measures i X
particufarly duri f penods of high catch ratés at spawnmg time (Hutchings 1996) Had:'sach
. measutes beem .place inthe Canadwn northm'n ood ﬁshery of the 19803, the catastroph:c stock

_ !"‘Hmah' : ‘_ (1993) e:qw!ored the u.sfeﬁdness of s seasonal fishing closures on the northern
\ cod fishery. He suggested that an offshore fishing. ban on mrriaemcadﬁom.fammy
" i through May, the months coinciding with the highest catch rates associated with the
o I fishing f spawning ¢ rand prespamrgagregaﬂom woukioory"om to hsfonaz!ﬁskmg
| patterns in'this fishery tnd would ré-establish the temporal and spatial refuges
1 e::.pene; _-ed by this siock prior o the 1950s.” (Hutchings 1996)

The u e of siic measumes in the southeastern Benng Sea has a historical precedent, and their
ire-application the:eastern Bering Sea pollock spawning grounds in sea lion critical habitat
imay pl-event a tiagic and unnecessary repeat of the mistakes made it the northemn cod
ﬂshery, in addition to protectmg sea lion foragmg habltat

EjFoi'-a;gq:eeable Inqp_at;ts of Proposat;

¢ . | 1Rooke euu@mm |

|
NMFS previously estimated that only abcut 4% of the total groundfish catch was removed from
10 nat offrookeries mtheBSf'AI, <55,000 metric tons of the observed catch ia 1950,
Much higher B 'AI groundﬁsh fishery removais (mostly pollock) occnured betwesn out 020
3 nm(>23@,000 memc tonsin. 1990) and 20-60 pri: (>560,000 metri¢ fons in 1990) L
_ S 1991): ﬁmiasdmu&om 19907 mﬂmtethat cmly z-s% ofrheob'_;,_ . } o

R
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"‘"’\ ground.ﬁsh remo ils have come from within 10 nm in critical habitat areas, Whereas 12-28%
{about 200,000 ctons/year on average) have come from within 20 nra, dominated by
pollocl& and Admckerel (NMFS/AFSC unpublished fishery data) -- a very significant
amount but not mwch that the fishery will shut down if the fleet is excluded from these
areas and that n of the catch is deducted ﬁ'om the TAC to avoid d:splacmg the catch into
other areas or' seasons_

a -'Average peme IOf oﬁaserveid mugLﬁsg trawl catehes within 10-20-40-60 am of siteés hsted
as cnucai habitat in the Bering Seo}Aleutlan Isiands, 1990-97.

Lo
Withir t"n Within 20 nin Within40pm Within60nm .

178% 4% 63.8%

In all years, pbll ekhas accoumadforthegrwt magomy of the rawl groundﬁsh mmovalsmthe
BS/AL Betweet ;1,9901-97 pollock accounted for an average of 67% of the observed groundfish.
' hin 10 nim of rockery and hanlout Sites listed as critical habitai, 72% of the catch .
-wuhmizonm,? by of the catch wnhm40nmand80%ofthemtchmthm60nm(NMFSfAFSC

4 fishen data). _

o 1 |

: |

- Average peroe i nfiof observed M catohes within 10-20-40-60 m of sites llsied 2 oritical
. .habital in the B nng SeafAlelman Isiands 1990-9‘? o

7'3%? S e aan 6%

(Soumt MSIA! sc mf;pi.lbl. fuihc:y dam.'£990-97) :

i "Tabie 3 below sh;ows that observed groundfish ca:ches within 20 am of the sites- isted as
‘critical habitat in the BS/AT in 1997 represented 13% of the total observed groundfish
removals from "1thm 60 nm of sea lion critical habitat sites in the BS/AIL Pollock and Atka

el accoupted for the buik of the observed groundfish catch within this zone, although
the portion of't & Pacnﬁc cod catch represented by observer data is less than half of the total
‘trawi catch for 99‘7 and probably understates the i nnpact of that fishery within 20 nm of

3



58—18-‘:98 24 2aPm

H
i
t
f

i
t

|
!;.j

FRCM AMERICAN OCEAN CMPGN DC TO i9@vvlizeiy  P.e2

Table 3 Total ol:}s’erved groundﬁsh trawl catch-(1000s tons) within 60 nm, ‘tons and percent
withia 20 nm of |BS/AT sites listed 2s Steller sea lion critical habitat, and percent of catch by
spec.les‘ within 20 nm,1997 (1) _
| Ta-tal Gbserved “Caweh % Catch % Total Groundfish -
L . Within20 Within20 O ‘Within
POLL 767,540; L 76,754.0 10 .57 .
AMACK . 45,620 37,408.4 82 28
PCODi - | 61,330 9,199.5 15 .07
POP | 9,850. 143340 44 03
YSOLE 107,130 13,215.7 03 02
RFISH - 2,330 - 1,421.3 61 01
ATOOTH 3,320 5644 . 17 004
OTHERFLAT | 26,670 . 5334 02 - .003
GTURB 740 3922. .53 .002
RSO .. 33,940 3394 .01 002
FI 40 272 .68 0002
IOTA]L - 1 058560 134, 189.5 -
(1) NMFS/AESC viipiublished dﬂ;wwmﬁB&MgmmﬁwumﬂmqumhaIwﬁw
! f. o '
Thus this portion! ofthe amendinenit to extendno-tmwl buffers around sea lion rookmesand
tiaulouts to 20 nff¥ will primarily affect thie conduct of the pollock fishery, followedbythemka
mackerel fishery;:
A :
b ! By placifig year-zmmd %0 nin:no-trawl buﬁ‘ers around all critical habltat hwlc)uts aswell

; sites,’ ZSnevbsnteswcnﬂdreeewepmtectmnmthecentral Alezmm Iamthc '
< 9 in the eastern Aleutians and 3 in the western Aleutians. :
ihn to current listed sites, major haulouts with >200 animals (the standard used

' by NMHﬁto define “major” haulouts) would qualify at Cape Sarichef (Unimak Island)

| 1993)1
| lions &t @
haulout

: and Capg Iz;gan (Unalaslm Island). Carlisle Island (Islands of the Four Mountains) is not
| listed -protectlon even though Bailey : and Trapp (1986) reported 250 sea lions at

i Dragon :bmt

-animal standard now used by NMFS to define “major” haulouts (NMFS

ives out other important sites that support significantly

Jargé numbers of sea

hme when numbers at most sites have fallen well below 200 animals. Since

152 is related to the location of critical foraging habitat (Boyd 1995), patticularly
mthe nter months when sea fions are imost.likely to experience putritional stress, -

ing these areas during a period of severely reduced population is vital. Therefore
0 animals should also receive trawl buffer protections, including Oksenof Point
nml|: Ystand) and Bishop Point (Unalaska Island).

-All told, about 45 haulout sites would receive year-round 20 nm traw] exclusion zones in the
'BS/AY'in additign to 20 nm zopes around rookeries, which also serve as haulouts in the non-
Tihe mensm of roohary m-tmwl zon&s and the add;mn oftraw} buffers

brwdmg Season,

1
o
I
|
l
I

H
i
1
1
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-— around §hese major haulout sites, where the majority of the population is distributed in the non-
breeding season, gould Wisplace as much as 200,000 métric tons of groundfisk (mostly pollock
and Atka macker l) annually, based on observed catches within 20 nm of sites listed as eritical
habitat For 1950-97. Other groundfish fisheries would appear 1o- experience little disruption from
these mee.sures d may actually benefit froni the protection afforded to these: nearshom areas,

. wlnch serve as mﬁx)mm mxrsery grotnds for mimerous fish species. :
I : .
- | 5 “
5 : 2 Aguatic] _: ,s.ra, g Hal "

Much larger groxmdﬂsh removals occurring w:thm 40 and 60 nm of critical: hab:tat sites are
concentrated in aquatic foraging area off the eastern Aleutian Islands. Catches have been
dommaied by poliock removals, which have accounted for about 80% of the average
(observed) grouniifish trawl removals Wlth 60 am, based on observer data (NMFS/AFSC
unpubl:shed ﬁshetty data):

37-51% (44% an'age) ofthe ohsemd BS/AI groundfish srawl cal:ch, rangmg

from 391,667-531,511 mt (487,052:mt average) was removed-from w1thm 40 nm
ites listed as critical habitat during 1990-97. .

' 59-74% (64% average) of the observed BS/AI groundfish traw] catch, ranging

i from §99,600-821,426 mt (701,809 mt average) was removed ﬁ'om within 60 nm

of sites listed as cntml habltat during 1990-97.

-NMFS  doeun nted the ooncentranon of the po]lock trawi fisheries in the large at-sea _
foraging habitat area off the eastern Aleutians from Unimak to Islnds of the Four Mountains
(164-17DW longitude)iand at mimefous times has discussed internally the need for greater
protectxon in this rea, iespecially following the explosive growth of the first quaiter Bogoslof
roe pollock fisheqy after 1986 and the shifting of that fishery effort.into the CVOA region
followmg the collapse of the Bogoslof spawning stock in the early 1990s.

'Ajthuugh 60 nm s mﬂ (eg., Oct 1-Apr 30; Dec 1-May15) trawl closures in the EAI aquatic
foraging habitat Jitl result in significant changes in the seasonal and geographiic distribution of
the polldck fishery, as well asproposed reductions in the TAC, thefactthattheﬁsheryhas
becomeisteadily g ore concentrated in this area on a steadily der:llnmg spawning stock during
the 19905 bodes ift for the long-term viability.of the fishery itself. The protection provided to the
spa pollock]stock by the 60 nm winter/spring trawl exclusion zone will reduce fishing
pressureona decl); 'mg .stock at the time of year when the fish are most vulnerahle to traw] gear.

The Seénon 7 comsulta:tlon of 4 November 1991 (Aron memo) notes that the southeastérn
Bering Sea shelf is an important poliock spawting grounds and suggests that the spawnmg
stock mhy also béneﬁt from greater sea lion habitat protection and reduced catches in the
area; . | |

-~

1+ o . e e
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“fDue o th[.v predommam currents and drift of paflack eggs and iavae, th:.s area

" probably dontributes more to successfuk recruitment to the pollock population of the .
Eastern Béring Sea than spawning grounds northwest of the Pribilofs. Consequently,
fmm a polfock management perspective. alane it might be pmdem to direct effort

j Tmy prom the Area”

Meaaxrets desngne& to protect sea lion foragmg areas from trawling W'I.H provide protection to
areas of important fish habitats, including spawning and nursery grounds for commercial species
Other benigfits include: reduced bycatch ofpro}ubtted species such a5 hakibut, crab,
hemng ind salmoh, rediced bycatch of non-commercial species important to the marine
1afs and sealpirds (e.g., juvenile pollock, sand lance, capelin, squid, octopus), and greater

i of bentkic habsltats in an area where once-abtindant red king crab and tanner crab
: eted : :

Areth altematwe solut;ons? Ifso, whatare they and why do you. cons:der your :
pi*o'p  the bestiway of solwng the pmblem’

Bi'oad rjﬁan management measIres apptied in the 1990s have not reduced remévals
ifish fisheries within critical séa tion habitat boundaries. In fact, removals of

pollock,lPacaﬁc ocd and Atka mackerel in cntzcael habitat areas have reached all-tlme highs
diring d%m 1990s. | _

Ailthough management measures are peeded to spfead the giant BS/AI pollock fishery out in
sgace a.ri}d time, imﬁﬂ be accompanied by eomprehenswe trawl exclusion zones to provide
meaningful protection for critical sea lion foraging habitat. Expanded no-trawi buffer zones are

the oaly]e&ectwe way 10 achieve large reductions in trawling effort and catch in critical
_foragmq ‘areas. Cdmbined with adequate time-area management of the fishery, these trawd -
closure fecommendations can provide meaningful year-round protecuon which encompasses the
' Tits of sea lions between: accustomed haulout sites and rooketies as well as

wmw' ﬁiragmg ; 'as m the larger aquanc habitat zone.

Tempo allocarion ot‘ the Guif pollock quota mto quarters and now into Mmesters, as well
as spatial allocatioft of the Gulf poliock quota and Aleutian Atka mackerel quota into three
broad areas { bareas 610, 620 and 630 in the Gulf: subareas 541, 542 and 543 in the

"Teclmoiogicaladv uceshaveailowadﬁshemtolmﬁshandexplmamswmdgmme
past,woﬂ%dhave de ficto refugia (Wilson et al. 1996). The sea lioa trawl exclusion zones
mllpu-widemuidp! ‘écological benefits in the manner of marine reserves eisewhere,
The iSIT -of[ihe yeas-round no-trawl zons ist thie Crab Pot Sanctuary that had been
with the foteign/trawl fleets led to extensive bottotn rawling of areas formerly

-an asv‘ellasthe_ tﬂfofmaska TheammofCapeSmchefextendmgmnhwardot‘Umk
lslanduspdwbe ratscted by the Crab.Pot Sanciuary zone and supported high king crab

x e, Since 1 _1 uwmammmmwymmforpoﬂoclgwdmdﬁnﬁshm

. msmsmg : smveymdwatedﬂ\atﬂtemlsdevmdofkmgmbm I

P.B2
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/""\Aleutmn Islands) . may have reduced the risk of pulse fishing and localized depletions.
However the digtributions of the Atka mackerel and: Guif of Alaska poliock fisheries
demonstrate that proad spatial/temporal allocations in those fisheries have not reduced
overall catches m critical foraging areas and do not address the highly localized nature of
the ﬁshenes or their likely adverse effects on sea lion prey availability and foraging success
in critical habit proxmlal to sea hon rookeriés and haulouts as well as larger wmter

foragmé ranges. |

I the BS/AI, t.he A-B seasonal allocation of the pollock TAC dunng the 1990s has actually
mstztunbnalxzed approximately ten-fold inctease of the catch coming from the winter
momhs.and on sﬂamng grounds in the large aquatic foraging habitat area from Unimak
Island tP Islands 'f the Four Mourtains, 164-170W longitude, extensively overlapped by the
CVOA !In the. absence of controls on the geograpluc distribution of the TAC, pollock fishery
removals in the fuﬂwastern Bermg Sea-CVOA region have been allowed to increase -
stead11y| since 19 30 to record levels in the 1990s.
Gwen (l) the 5iz and scopeofthepollock ﬁsherycompm-edmmyothergoundﬁshﬁshery (4]
the mteﬁse spatialtemporal compregsion of major groundfish fisheries in habitats which are
essentialto the sufvivat and recovery of the Steller sea lion, (3) the evidence for high
explmtahon tates find rapidly declining blomassm the critical habitat areas where pollock and
Atka mackerel fisheries are concentrated, and (4) the importance of the CVOA as a spawning
and nursery habitgt for pollock and othér fish‘and shellfish, we believe that NMFS and the North
Pacific Counci} must take these proposed actions to reduce fishing presmre in these habitats _
der the terms of ‘the protected species requlrements of the ESA and in the interest of the future
viabilit)i of the fisheries themselves. :

g ettt

Polmcai n'ec't{:uﬂf'i . o Oceans Campaign Director

American Oceans Campaign "'Greenpmoe
|
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PRELIMINARY RESEARCHE SLAN FOR 13989

I. Iatroductioen

The principal goals of AFSC's sea lion/fishery interaction
-esearch are: a) to guantitatively assess the impact of .
commercial fishing on localized abundance and distribution of
Atka mackerel inside and outside of trawl exclusion zones arcund
steller sea lion rookeries; and b} ta evaluate whether fishery
impacts influence the condition of Steller sea lions that utilize
exclusion zones. To achieve these goals we propose a fully
integrated research agenda that draws on the expertise of staii
from three Divisions of the Center: the National Marine Mammal
taboratory (NMML}, Resource Ecology and Fisheries Management
Division (REFM), and the Resource Assessment and Conservation

‘Engineering Division {RACE} .

The research questions pecessitate a quantitaziva evaluation of
the distribution, abundance and movement of sea lion prey icn
localized areas. The objective of the proposed research is to
impzove our ability to monitor threes key factors: a) relative
abundance and distribution before and afcer the fishery; b) total -
-ka mackerel biomass in the area; and c) rates of Atka mackerel
movement between sub-areas open and claosad to the fishsry.

Atka mackerel exhibit dense schooling behavior and a patchy
distribution. These two factors impose difficulties for
monitering swall scale movements of fish. Therefore, three
methods of fish stock assessment (ane of which is fishery-
independent) are proposed. We plan vo utilize index bottom travl
surveys before and after the fishery to estimate relative
abundance and distribution of Atka mackerel. A mark and
recapture (tagging) experiment is proposed to egtimate abundance
and movements of Atka mackerel between areas open and closed to
the fishery. Finally, a fishery-based Atka mackerel deplecion
experiment will be conducted to estimate abundance in the area
cpen to the fishery. Prior o conducting the £ull-scale bottom
tzawl surveys and mark-recaptura axperiments, various preliminazy
studies must be carried out in 1933. These studies, outlined
below, are necessary to ensure that the full-scale experiments

and studies are properly designed.

Ideally, studies of sea lion condition would be conducted
concurrently with studies of impacts of commercial harvest. The
affoct of prey removal by fisheries om the number of sea licns
born each year and the number that survive to reproduce should be
monitered. Sea lion population counts and abundanca trends are
raliable only as long-term indices because they are based on tne
numbar of sea lions on shore during the breeding season and the
number of pups bern in a given year, while famala Steller sea

1
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1ions enter the breeding population at about 4 years of age.
Thus, & lag tima will occur metween the f£irsc vear of a new
fishery managsment regime and the appesarance of any potential
effect on pepulation numbers of Steller sea lions. Indices based
on biological parameters froem 2 sample of Steller sea lions that
reflect "real time" changes in the forage availability include
changes in body mass, body length, tetal body water, metabolic
rate, overall fat content, foraging effort, foraging area, and
diet compeosition.

II. Fishery Impacts

1. Bottem Trawl Survey Design to Measure Atks Mackerel Population
Changes near Seguam Island: A Pilot Study to Estimate the
Variznce and Determine Sample Size Requiremencs (partial base
funding) .

A preliminary experimental bottom trawl survey is proposed to
assess sample size requirements Lo medasule changes in Atka
mackerel populacion densities within the clogsed fishing areas
near Seguam Island after a commercial fishery. This study would
be conducted during che Season 1 {January 20) or Season 2
(September) fishing pericds. the potential impact will be judged
by testing the hypothesis: Hy: mean survey cpue after the fishery
is greater than or equal To mean cpue before; H,: mean cpue
sfrer is less than mean cpue bafore, using a two sample t-test.
The power of this test, or the probability of detecting a trie
difference, will depend upon the magnitude of the true difference
in cpue and the variance of the mean cpue. AL this time, the
variance structure of the cpue from such a survey is unknown but
must be determined bsfore we know whether bottom trawl survey
mechodologies are app-opriate and feasible for measuring density
changes. The proposed preliminary -survey will provida an
escimate of the between-tow variability in cpue in the closed
area at the cime of year of the commercial fishery. Using this
estimate of variance and standard statistical methods we will be
able to estimate the number of required tows co design a paired
survey (before and after a fishery) needed to detact the impact
on fish densities given the acceptable levels of powar. The
number of vessel davs at sea and budget for full a survey weuld
follow. An appropriate set of preliminary cpue data could ke
collected with a chartered commercial bottom trawler using an
appropriate survey nec. It is anticipated that the prelimirazry
survey could likely collect sufficienc number of tows in fourteen
fishing days aithough the duration of the experiment will depend
on cthe degrze of aggregation of Atka mackerel and the likeliheod
of an infrequent excremely large tow. The budget astimace for
vessel charter, travel of scientific field parcy. ovartime,
shipping of gear to and from Alaska is $80K. This assumes that
axizrine RACE trawl gear or commercial gear would be available.

doo4
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If not then, an additional 520 to $30K per net system would be
needed,

2. Development of Tagging Proceduzras and Assessment of Tagging-
induced Mortality and Tag Shedding (partial base funding).

In this project, procedures will be developed for tagging of live
atka mackarel with various types of tfags, including passive
inducible transponder (PIT) tags, spaghetti-type tags, and ccded-
wire tags. Atka mackerel will be collected by jigging (aboard a
commersial jig boat oubk ¢f Dutch Harbor) and transferred to live
tanks on-land. Experiments to estimate tagging-induced mortality
and tag shedding rates will be conducted over a several week
period. This project would entail charter of a jig beat in Duteh
Harbor, purchase of tags. construction of a cag station (e.g.,
digitizing pad for length meagurementis, computer for storage of
tag, fish, capture and release information), and a 3-4 week stay
in Dutech Harbor for up to 3 scientists/technicians to arrange
facilicy and conduct the experiments. The total cost =f this
project is approximately $50K, not including salaries of
iologists prior, during and after the project is conducted, nor
any costs for use or repair of live tanks/pumps cwned by Alaska
Department of Fish and Game. These experiments could be
conducted in Januazy-March 1593. -

3. Development of Shipboard Procedures for Tag Placement and
Detection (partial base funding).

Tagging procedures developed cn-land in project 2 (above) will be
cransferred to a commercial vessel during normal f£ishing
operations. Experimental tagging aboard a commercial vessel will
be dons for approximately 10 days during either the 125% open-
access or CDQ fisheries in the Aleutian Islands. This project
will determine how many fish can be tagged per day and develop
proceduraes to handle and store large numbers of live fish on a
vessel. This project will entail the construction and deployment
of a tag detector system (for PIT or coded wire tags) on board
the vessel, approximately 2 weeks of travel for 4 scieacific
personnel, and a contract with the tag manufacturer for a
technician tc be aboard to assist in the installation of the
detector system. The total cost of this preoject is approximately
S60K, not including salaries of biologists prior, during and
aftar the project is conducted, nor any costs for use of the
vessel. These experiments could be conducted in April-June 189s.

4. Evaluation and Development of Tagging Model (base funding;.

A mathematical model is necessary to estimate movement rates and
population sizes of Atka mackerel in fished and unfished areas.
Simulazien studies and a power analyais will be conducrted to
determine what level of precision in movement rate and populatior
gsize estimavas are obtained wich various numbers of tagged/

3
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recaptured f£ish. This work, in conjuncticn with knowledge gainad
in projects 2 and 3, will enable us to design a feasible tagying
experiment that will accomplish the cbjsctives. It would coat
approximately §10K for a one-month concract with 2 university-
affiliaced PhD.

5. Investigation of Alternmative Depletion Models for Atka
mackerel fishary CPUE data (need funding).

The Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Council
recommended several improvements to the scatistical analysis of
Atka mackerel fishery CPUE data. One of the recommendations
involved invescigatien of non-linear deplecion models to fic The
data, while others centered on examination of the statistical
properties of using aggregared data, the variance structure ot
the underlying data, and whether the estimated regression
coafficients were unbiased. In this project, the properties ol
the existing and alternacive models would be explorsd. This
project would cost approximacely $10K for a one-month centract
with a university-affiliazed PhD.

I1. Steller sea lien foraging and individual fitness patterms

Project 1 (genetics) and 2 portion of Project 2 {focd habizs}
were jnitiated in 1998 wich the intent of expansior in 1995,
pendirlg additicnal funding. 3oth projects will continue at a
reduced level in 1999 under base funding if che proposed large-
scale project is not funded. Projects 2 and 3 {food habits;
discribution and abundanca) are scheduled rto fully begin in 1399,
bur will be conducred at a reduced level using base funds if cthe
proposed large-scales project is not funded. A reduced version of
Project 4 (foraging location} will be conducted in 1322 pending
funding from NMFS' Recover Protected Species program. However,
projects 5 and § (physical condition; physiclogy) are fully
dependent on the funding reguested in chis large-scale proposal,
and will otherwise not be conducted.

1. Genatics (partial base funding - approxiﬁate new funds
required $20K).

rdencificarion of stock origin is critical to measuring che
potenzial impact of fisheries removal on individual sea lioas.
Steck determinmation will be accomplished through mitochcndzrial
DNA analysis on cells sloughed during defecation. This werec was
initiated in FYS8 and will continue into ¥Yss. Fecal macerial
(referred to as seat) will ba collected during the winter cruise
cf che R/V Tiglax.

2. food Habits (partizl base funding - approximate new Iunds

4
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required $40K).

-Identification of Steller sea lion prey will be accomplished
thTough analysis of scat. Scat collected during the winter of
1998/1993._will also be analyzed for the presence of PIT tags
placed in Atka mackerel (if the Atka mackerel study is funded) as
a direct measure of foraging logcatien. Finally, an ongaing
axperiment in FYS8 is being done in cooperation with the Sealife
Center in Seward, Alaska, where researchers are investigating the
extent to which spaghetti tags, used to cag Atka mackersl, can be
reliably recovered in the secats of sea lions.

3. Distribution and Abundsnce (partizl base funding -
approximate new funds regquired $8OK) .

Aerial surveys will be conducted in the winter following the

protoccl established by range-wide survey efforts ordinarily

conducted every five years. This project will be coordinated
with other studies, particularly those designed to determine

foraging location.

4. Studies of the Temporal and Spatial Characteristics of S:a
Lion Foraging (Appreximate new funds reguired 5135.2X).

Stomach sensors, satellite transmitters, and time-depth recorders
will be deployed on juvenile Steller s2a lions during the winater
when juveniles are meost vulnerable to lack of prey. The daza
collected will be used to determine feeding activity, dive depth,
dive duration, and foraging location, and will be linked witza:
physical condition data.

5. Monitoring Sea Lion Physical Condition (Approximaze new
funds required $114.5K).

Direct measures of mass, length, and girch wil) be cbtained. The
relative amount, thickness, and discribution of far in individual
animals will be determined using bio-impedance measurss and ultra
sound. Lipid class composition and fatty acid content will bhe
examined.

€. Monitoring Sea Lion Physiology (Approximate new funds required
$10CK}.

Blocd parameters (i.e. glucose, bleood-urea-nitrogen. and water
content of plasma} that indicate proncunced changes that oceur
during development and are also indicative of overall health and
condition will be collected. Metabolic studies to measure
Thermoregulacion and metabolic rate will alse be conducted.
Metabeolic studias and blood parameters will be measured in both
free ranging and captive animals.
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Fishery Impacts

.Project,
Project
Project
Projegt

Project S
TOTAL

Steller

Project
Project
Project
Projsct
Project

1
2
3
4
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BUDGET SUMMARY

$ 80.0K
$0.0
0.0
10.0

—10.0
210.0K

sea lion foraging and individual fitness patterns

U s by DD

Proiect §

TOTAL

S 20.0K
40.0
80.0

135.2
114.5

_100.0
489.7K
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Dr. James Balsiger

ine Reiomal Admini
NMFS - F/AKR
2.0, Box 21668
Juneau, AK 99802

October 27, 1598

RE: NMFS research plau for Atka mackerel fishery/Steller Sea lous

Dear Iim:

Nancy Kercheval of Cascade Fishing asked me to camment op the proposed research plan for
Atka mackerel attached to your Octaber 2, 1998 leter in response o her earljer inquiry into the
status of Atka mackers] research. Pleass undorstand that Ms Kerchival, and Groundfish Famm as
a whole, is very sppreciative of the thoughr and planning that went into NMF S’ research plan
and encouraged by the agency's eiforts to jump stars this impoertant research,

As you might guess, Atks mackere] Sshermen are frustrated by the amticipated pace of research
on the question of how fishing may affect the densiry of Atk mackerel adiacent © sea lion aress.
Even under the most optimistic schedule far the research, it appears that we can grricipate

- reswictions on fishing in “critical habitat” 1o proceed in the absence of new information. This
means that we are Jooking at some subsrantial impacts to the fishery because latgs increases in
fishing outside of critieal habitat may not be feasible in sore areas. What is most frugtrating is
that many Council mambers who ware refuctant to approve such restrictions based ox the
available evidence were assured by NMFES that feld ressarch would be conductad to address the
important questions and gaps in the fishery/sea lion interaction theory.

As you may know, we have been attempting 1o increase the awareness of this amportant research
project in the minds of people in a position 10 provide funding. Yet our read on the situaticn is
that despite our efforts and the mandate of an agmual review clause approved by the Ceuncl,

 there is no practical way to mobilize and fund the full-blown density effects smdy for 1999,
Having said this, it appears that the best we can hope far at this juncture appears to be 1o the year
2000 for the demsity srudy. Iris ip the spirit of moving shead cxpeditiously that we offer the
following comments on NMFS® ressarch outline.

Pranased hopam trawl variapee ggeeecment Stug
One of the fundarmental st=ps proposad in NMFS' awurline is an evaluation of whether bottem
trauling for Atka mackerel is a reasomable index of abundance. This was one of the concems we
raised in the CPUE decline study that was used to justify the necd for restrictions an the Ashery.
This fundamestal question bas a great deal of bearing on the issue of whether the CPUE declines
observad in some areas are an artifact of the difficulties of catebing Atka mackers] given tidss,
divmal/seasenal changes, er othar factars that affect catch rates. Acknowledging that suck. 2

iminary step is needed to assess variance from bottom Trawling as 2 meastre of abundenee,
we would tike NMFS to consider & somewhat different approach to the ane outlined in the NMFS
plan. Our suggestad alternative will not advance the date whes results will be available frem the
- importans depsity study, but we feel it might aveid some of the potential for inaceurate
assessmens of the varianee associated with bottom awling for mackerel.
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Io. the research oudine, NMFS sutlines 4 preliminary assessment of variance which is expected 10
cast about $80,000 and be conducted the year before the deasity effects srudy. Based on this
ocutline, we ghmﬂmﬂ:ismﬁmimtypimwouldbamompﬁshedbymﬂdngaseﬁesof
standapdized pairs of tows in different areas (while the fishery is cloged). These pairs would be
used to estimate the inherent varisbility in catch rates within pairs. This estimate of varianes is
appmﬂymededfmcﬂcﬂnﬁmofhowmnymwoﬂdbeneededinﬂm densirty srudy (e
following year) to measure the effcets of the Bshery on density separately from the inherent
vaimmomdinghommuawﬂngasmind:xafa&mnﬂan:e.

We feel that using o vessal that is ot g dedicated Atka mackere] vessel far this charter could
astificially increase the estimgte of baseline variapes. One of the main reasens thar anly
dedicated Atka mackerel vessals participats in the fishery ig that other trawicrs do not possexs the
gear and expestise 10 cateh Atk mackere] concictently, A vessel charter for $80,000 for 14
mmmwdm:mu@mfammmlmcmm 3
Processing crew oo board) and the liksly recipient of the charter would be 2 catcher vessel that is
not well equipped or manned for Atka mackere] fiching.

We would Iike NMFS to cansider modifying the project to use a dedicated Atka mackerel vease]
for the baseline assessment of variance. We suggest that incresd of breaking the study inlo ro
years {one for the varignce assessment, ope for the density study), the Atka mackerel vessel could
4o the bassline variance sssessment at the start of the dansity effests smdy condueted in 2000.
Usder this alrernative appraach, the vesse! chosen to do the density effects study would eons{uct
the baseline variance tasts ot the start of the density research chartaz, Under tiis plan, the vessel
would produce an estimate of variance that would be “plugged into™ the experimental design to
gencrate a sumber of tows needed for the deasity study 1o achieve sttistically relevant results.
There may be come consterpation associsted with mobilizing the fall-blown density smdy withew
this baseline density estimate in hand, B there may be ways to aceommodare that concemn.

Under owr proposal, only onc mobilization of scientists and vessel is areded for the rescarch,
which could provide net savings. Our most overriding concern is that if the bassline variance is
ovezesﬁmmdbecausemAﬂcamanhuelvmelismruszd.MSwfee.lthedmsitymiy
should be abandenad because there is no Way 1o separate the fishing effects from the variability
assoeiared with bottom zawling. ‘We feel it is roasonable to assune that the baseline varianse
that will be estimated is of manageable magnitide so that a reasonable number of tows will be
mdmuﬁmanﬁﬁaﬂyvﬁdmofmceﬁamﬁmmgmmm&m
density. If Atka mackere] fishing were that vatisble, then even the dedicated vessels would not
be able to afford w Ksh for it. Further, the vessal skippers repore that variahility is probably
mmgwmﬂﬁa&wmmmmmamughﬁngmmdofﬁe
seme thme inteeval. This may be duc to the nature of the factors that produce this variability.
Therefore, several separate sstimates of baskgroand varishiliry just prior to the parts of the
density study may be more useful than 8 one time assessmegs of varighility, If the baseline
Vﬂimuumomwbemménugenbhmpmhm&mﬁgeﬁwsmdymummrﬂm
rosults. then the rege of the research could stll conceivably be abandoned at that potnt in the.

Tageing study: Weundusmndtheneedfo:ﬂ:nngg’ngmdyandwefeelrhcinfmﬁongﬂmd
from it could lead to an improved understanding of the migratons of Atka mackerel. This could
benefit the management of the stock as well as the Sshery. For instance, we feel the tagging
m:paimemcouldhdpmshed}ightontheposﬁhle downstream effects of harvesting a larze
pereeniage of the tatal allowable catch in areas where Atka mackere] are less abundant.  Thisis
an important cancern for the fichery under the proposed restrictions.



. 10/27/98 TUE 12:25 Fal 208 301 8508 GROUNDY ISH Funua S

-~

v HVRE/98, L5108, FAX, 208,526, 5723

P ' AFSC/RACE/REFM

L Tuka W

S

the needs of the preliminary research. mm&gk&mn@mmwﬂlb&hpﬂeh
IWS(ImuuymdSepmbum)wc jeg will Hkaly be fishing for CDQ fish srbe
beginning ar end points of those regular seasons. Groundfish Forum would be pleased o help
mord'muta:cﬁsmvesaelsforsdenﬁsfssoghnssdnmmnwmu&

3 jsnce and Stan v of the pegearcn Dlat.
1n case you bad not already for SCtouﬁwMS'pmposedremrchphn.we
Thoughtw'dsuggestlha:&qr:eﬁcwthedmmmt. We feel the SSC would be 8 goad vapue
for providing helpful sugsestions to the plan. The SSC focussed a great deal of amention to the
1ummnmymmmmmmmmmmmmmm
this yeat. We hope the SSC has the ume and is willing to add this subject to their 2genda.

Thanks for eensidening our samments on your proposed research plan. Please understand 1han we
want 10 do whatever we ¢zn 10 make sure this research {8 pndertaken and is suscessful ar
mswﬁingﬂ:eimpumtqucstionsafhswtheﬁshaymya&c:&e density of Atka mackezel
adjacent 1 sea oo arsas. Aswmmdhcﬂﬁﬁcmmponﬂmce.weuéﬂdowmﬂhlngnem
to provide vessels and expertise 1o NMFS for the research gt as low a cost as possible. Thanks
again for your letter outlining NMFS® resegrch plan.

Singersly, @ N
T Rg—
John R. Gauvin

CC: Naney Kercheval, Cascade Fishing Co.
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Alaska Fisheries Science Center
Resouree Ecology and Fisheries Management Division
Flatfish Stock Assessment Review

May 18-21, 1998

Inmoduction

A review team met with staff of the Alaska Fisheries Science Center af Ceater headquarters in Seanle,
Washingron to review stock assessments and supporting research for Gulf of Alaska and Eastern Bering S:a
flatfish stocks. Team members and their affiliations were as follows;

Jeff Fargo Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada
Pacific Biological Station
Nanaimo, B.C. Canada

William Clark International Pacific Halibut Commission
Seattle, WA

Stephen Clark Nationat Marine Fisheries Service
Woads Hole, MA

Lew Haldorson School of Fisheries and Qcean Sciences

University of Alaska, Fairbanks, AK

The intemt of the review was to provide an in-depth examinaticn of the assessments and relazed research being
performed by staff of the Resouree Ecology and Fisheries Management (REFM) Division at the Alaska Fisheries
Science Center (AFSC) in support of management of flatfish stocks in the Guif of Alaska and Eastern Ber:ng
Sea. It was noted at the outset that optimally, the process shouid allow a detailed, rigarous dissection of the
models and databases used; but other commitments of the review team members precluded this. Therefore, 2
broader based approach was chosen which included a review of data collection programs, modeling procedures
and other research at the AFSC and development of a consensus report and recommendations.

Team members were provided with an initial overview of the resource sination and the pathway of
scientific advice as it relates w the assessment process. For these stocks, AFSC assessments and supporting
studies are reviewed by the Council’s Plan Development Teams 2nd Scieotific and Statistical Comumittee, ‘vho
formally approve, or modify s needed, determinations of Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC). The Total
Allowable Catch (TAC) may be considerably lower, depending on likely bycatch scenarios and other factors.
Bycatch limitations for Pacific halibut and other species have severely constrained flatfish catches, and together
with limited demand have resulted in low exploitation rates in all of these fisheries. Generally speaking, fatfish
stocks in both regions are stable at intermediate 1o high Isvels of abundsnce, with exploitation rates substentially
below those corresponding to Acceprable Biological Catch fevels in all cases,

The review team tistened to presentations by REFM .and the Rescurce Assessment and Conservation
Engineering (RACE) Division en stock assessments and models used, data collection programs and suppo.ting
studies. Summaries of these presentations and ensuing discussions and review team findings and
recomynendations are given in the following sections.

Gary Waiters reviewed trawl survey programs for the Eastern Bering Sea (EBS) and the Guif of
Alaska. The EBS survey is conducted annually in spring and summer using a systematic grid design overlaid by
strata determined primarily by depth. Initially, a “400 Eastern™ rawl was used, which was replaced by the “83-
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112" trawl in 1982. No standardization smdies have been performed and it has been accepted thar for critical
quantitative work e.g. tuning of assessment models, that the time series begins in 1982, Botom conditions
throughout most of the survey ares are relatively good and consequently a wire foomope is used. There was
some discussion relative to the possibility for “herding”™ as it relates 1o effective waw] path width, Studies to
evajuate this are underway. Tow duretions are 30 minutes in length and a tendency for large catches and a
concomirant need for subsampling on many tows was reported. The survey is performed by two chartered
vessels which are very similar in size, horsepower and fishing characteristics and it is felt that bias from vessel
effects is of lesser consequence than from other factors, e.g. behavior of vessel capains. Standard procedures
are in place to insure the integrity of the time series; also, each tow is measured acoustically with SCANMAR
traw| mensuration gear and tow duration is checked by bottom sensors. Industry cooperation has been exceilent
and no fishery related conflicts were reported. AFSC has been able to maintain a charter arrangement wita the
same company/vessels for the past several years and has renegotiated for another 4 years. Unformmately, no
conversion coefficients are available for earlier vessels used in this time series.,

There seems to be general acceptance of the survey with respect {0 area/season coverage, sampling
intensity and deta provided; aithough the need for coverage of slope areas 10 enhance the assessment database
for Greenland murbot was mentioned. There was also concern 2bout potential sources of bias including efficts of
procedural differences or behavior by vessel captains. There was some discussion about the possibility of
reducing tow duration to 15 minutes in length. Results of an MS Thesis were mentioned which indicate that
resultant reduction in catch is linear, i.e. reduction to one-haif. Shorter tows wounid be expected to provide
increased precision while reducing worldoads, thus providing the opportunity for other work. However, studies
in cther areas suggest that such changes may not be linear, particularly for larger individwals iof cerain species.
In view of the impuortance of this time series further research is warranted to confirm the validity of this result
prior to making such a change. It was also noted that trawl mensuration dara, particularly for tow duration s
measured by contact sensors, would be more critical for mainmining the integrity of the time series if shorer
tows were used.

Eric Brown described the Guif of Alaska (GOA) survey. This survey is triennial, because of the reed
to conduct the Aleutian Island and West Coast surveys in alternate years. This is a stratified-random survey, with
sampling in proportion to biomass of economically important species. As for the EBS survey , surveys an:
performed by chartered commercial vessels using standard gear (the “poly-noreastern”) equipped with rollzrs o
make it suitable for rough bottom. The concern was expressed that such gear may not be suitable for flarfish
because of escapement under the rawl. Studies o evaluate the extent of this Joss are underway and are
described below. Maximum depth sampled is 500 meters (m) and concern was expressed that substantial
components of the Dover sale population are being missed. The need was stated for increased coverage ir. these
areas, and AFSC may wish to provide this as fisheries and resultant assessment data needs increase. The
desirability for improved and/or more consistent coverage in inshore areas was also noted.. This need is being
addressed by cooperative studies to incorporare data collected by the Alaska Department of Fisheries and Game
(ADF&G). The time series might also be improved by incorporating fixed stations in high priority areas
utilizing some form of mixed sampling design. Further research to accomplish these objectives was encouraged.

Ken Weinberg reviewed research on caichability being performed at the AFSC, directed primarily
towards resolution of “herding” and escapement. The need for such studies has been recognized for some time,
but until recently resources allocated to the sk have been very limited, and in the opinion of the review team,
inadequate. Recent work has included underwater video observations of behavior and develpment of small
sampling gear instalied on the footrope to determine escapement. The approaches used seem adequate; bu the
team sensed the need for @ more organized approach and more commitment by the Division and Center if this
work is to be successful

Eishery-Dependent Dags

Saerah Gaichas reviewed operations of the fishery observer program, which provides vital information
in support of NMFS missions in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska, including caich and effort data; data on
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endangered and protibited specics takes; and biclogical samples and data including special projects sampling.
Observer casts are paid by industry, while NMFS is responsible for training, debriefing and data entry and
quality control. Coverage is mandatory for vessels over 125 feet; and 30 percent of the mrips for vessels in the
60-125 foot range must be observed. For the latter category, industry designates which trips will be covered.
Because of the complexity of factory ship operations and extensive carches considerable effort has been
directed towards development of sampling procedures that will provide for data quality control and consistency;
but substantial problems remain. In 1997, the program provided 80,000 obzerver days of coverage, This
represents a vital contribution to assessments and related research and monitoring of bycatch and assessing the
effect of regulatory measures.

The review team felt that sampling coverage was more than adequate, but were concermned about the quas.-
voluntary nature of the program for vessels in the'60-125 foot range. Team members felt thet observers should
be allocated by the agency to avoid potential bias. The reviewers were very impressed with the program
organization, the amount of data being collected and the provisions for assessing quality cootrol. In addition, the
availability of these dats for stock assessment analysis does not appear to be a problem. The reviewers felt that
more provisions should be made for sampling and data collection to address special project research need: e.g,
maturity data that would fill critical data-gaps for assessment work. The review team strongly supported
initiatives to improve estimates of catch weights and species composition, e.g. facilitating or requiring use of
surveyed bins and improved weighing procedures. The variability in estimates of catch weights and specizs
composition among observers should also be addressed. This work should be undertaken in the near fuwre to
satisfy any concerns of assessment staff, managers and industry.

Biolosical/Ecological R ;

Biological and ecological research that is being used or has the potential to be used in management of flarfishes
in the Bering Sea and the Gulf of Alaska include food habits studies, development of maturity schedules,
resolution of species identifications and habitat swdies. .

In many of the discussions, the possible importzace of the regime shift that ocouttred in the late 1970's was
recognized. In general, the review panel fekt thar the various research groups were aware of the implicaticns of
the regime shift. Future sampling should be planned on a temporal scale that will allow management to react in
a timely way 1o fumure shifts.

Summaries of wophic studies for the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alasks were presented. Samples are collected in
wawl surveys and occasionally from commercial catches. The review team believes that baseline data on wophic
relationships and some level of routine monitoring of food habits is essential to understanding of ecosystem
dynamics and the effect of climate regim shifts in the long term. Flatfish food habits were principally being
used in the Guif of Alaska to provide consumption estimates of walieye pollock. The review team was very
favorably impressed by the extensive data ser of food habits being produced in this program. Although there is
2 clear application of trophic studies to walleye pollock management, it was not apparent how the trophic studies
will contribute to management of flarfish species. The review panel fett that food habit studies have potertial in
the davelopment of multi-species management programs, and in incorporating ecosystem concerns ineo
management; however, the information provided in the reviews, and the subsequent discussions, resulted in the
perceprion that there was no clear research direction or management plan for use of oophic date. The review
panel aiso felt that the rophic research program would benefit from some analysis of sample size requirenents,
and the development of procedures to prioritize sample processing. The current policy of processing all samples
collected appears to be inefficient, and must conmibute to the present two to three year back-log in unprocessed
samples.

The need for marurity studies of flatfish species was siressed in the review, and the review panel shares the
concern of the assessment scientists. With the exception of vellowfin sole and rock sole in the Bering Sez, there
appeared to be a general lack of reliable masurity data. It does appear that in the Gulf of Alaska there will be a
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drararic improvement in this situation as & result of cooperative sampling by Alaska Department of Fish ind
Game. The review panel was impressed with the pians to develop the necessary marurity data. There is a need
to ensure that mamrity data are sufficient 1o describe geographic variability (e.g. Bering Sea populations may
have different maturity schedules than Guif of Alaska) and to develop a sampling plan adequate 10 destrite
temporal variability in maturity schedules. :

Species idertification did not appear to be a general problem, with the exception of the recent confirmation that
there are two species of rock sole in Alaskan waters. The review panel was very favorably impressed with the
studies 1o resolve the identification of these very similar species.

Habitat studies have recently been elevated to new importance, and are being pursued through analyses of older
datz bases, and innovative new technology, especially in the Bering Sea. The review pane! felt that these studies
will be very useful in providing essential fish habitat information for flarfish species, and should be expanded 1o
provide as much information about the Gulf of Alaska as is possible, although the panel recognized that the Gulf
of Alaska will be a much more difficult research project. '

Most of the flatfish stock assessments done by AFSC scientists rely on the traw! surveys to provide unbiassd
estimates of absolute abundance (with carchability Q@ = 1.0). Depending on what datz are available, an age-or
length-based version of the stack synthesis model is fitted to the survey biomass estimates along with
commercial and survey catch compositions to estimste historical recruiunent and present stock sizs. Essenially
the synthesis model is used to smooth the absolute biomass estimares from the surveys. The exceptions to *his
description are the Bering Sea Greenland turbot assessurent, which considers a range of values of catchabi ity
Q, and a few of the Gulf stocks where there are no catch composition data and the latest trawl survey estir ate is
used directly as an abundance estimate, .

We have a few suggestions for additional analyses that could be done in the stock assessment area, but in
general we consider that the methods and management recommendations are sound. The assessments use zli of
the available data, and except for the Greenland turbot there are no important inconsistencies in the data 1o be
reselved in fiming the models,

Survey Trawl Catchability

The AFSC flatfish assessments are somewhat unusual in that they use the rawl survey results as an absolue
measure of abundance rather than as a relative index. The usual practice in fiting age- or length-structured
models is to trear the survey results as an index and to estimate the survey catchability coefficient internally.
Fixing the vaiue externally (like the value of the natural morality rate) is a question of judgment. Often the data
do not determine the value of the carchability coefficient very well (as demonstrared to the panel for the case of
Gulf arowtooth), so if there are good reascns to believe a certain value 1o be correct, it makes sense to fix it In
the case of the Bering Sea survey it is reasonable to suppose that the caschability cosfficient, if not exactly one,
is probably close to it. In the case of the Gulf survey It appears likely from recent video work that the

~ coefficient is smaller, but at worst that would result in very conservative stock size estimatss.

Because of the critical importance of the assumption that Q = 1.0, the panel believes that the ongaing effor:s to
make direct estimates of herding by the survey trawls, and escapement beneath thern, are of paramount
importance to the flatfish assessments. In addition, Center scieatists should attampt to estimate Q internally in
the yellowfin sole assessment, where there is some chance that the long and detailed survey data series may
contain enough information to supply a useful estimate.
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Narural Monality

Another impontant and uncertain ingredient of the quota recommendations is the naturzl mortality rate, which
figures in the calculation of target fishing mortality rates. This parameter is normally impossible te estimate
internally when a model is fitted to data from exploited stocks, but several of the North Pacific flarfish stozks
are almost unexploited, so there is an opportunity to estimate natural mortality using classical catch curve
methode.

Ageing

Age-structured models generally provide better estimates of historical recruitnent than the jength-structured
versions. Al present length-structured models are used for some stocks because otolith sarnples have been
collected but not read. The panel suggests that a scheduie be set up to provide age data on a regular
schedule—not necessarily every year, and not necessarily large samples, but a regular supply.

Greealand Turbot in the Bering Sea

This assessment has been controversial for years and remains so. Juveniles were found historicaily on the shelf
and adults in deep water on the slope. In recent years few juveniles have appeared in the shelf survey,
indicating chronic poer recruitnent. The slope trawl survey (1979-91) indicated declining abundance of adults,
consistent with poor recruitment. Meanwhile the slope longline survey (1983-94} has shown increasing
abundance of adults. The assessment biologists are inclined to dismiss the longline survey results as an artifact
of degreasing competiton for hooks with the declining sablefish stock. The survey biologists do not agree with
this interpretation, and the panel is also skeptical. We suggest an analysis of hook occupancy datz from the
longline survey to check whether comperiton for hooks is likely to have occurred. We also recommend
resumption of the siope trawl survey to update and continue thav data series.

Variances

Except for the Gulf arrowtooth assessment, variances were not reported for any of the stock size estimates.
With survev carchability assumed to be 1.0, much of the usua) variance in model fits disappears. However, &
large sampling variance of the survey mean catch rate could introduce a substantial variance into the abundance
estimate. which should be reported.

-Research Plan

The team reviewed the flatfish research plan and generally endorses the proposed work and priorities. Many of
the elements of the research plan appét as specific recommendations of the team. We have certain reservations
about two of the proposed projects which are discussed below.

Stock Identification

A tagging study was proposed to resoive the dismribution and stock delineation of Greenland turbot. The
reviewers feit that alternatives should be considered as well. Tagging studies ar¢ labor intensive, involve a
considerable amount of time to coneiude, and can be, to some extent, ambiguous in their results especially
concerning stock identification and migration. Interpretation of the resuits of tagging experiments can also be
ciouded by perturbations in the fishery or environment and poor post tagging survival. Analyses involving the
use of polyacrilamide gel electrophoresis and nuciear and mitochondrial DNA could be considered as
alternatives. However, the lanter is expensive and positive results are not guaranteed for either.

Facific Halibut Bycawch Reduction

The reviewers felt that a detailed spatial analysis of halibut bycatch dara from the Guif of Alaska and Bering
Sea groundfish fisheries may not be required.” IPHC has done this already and has not found any opportuities
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to reduce halibut bycatch significantly by means of time znd area closures of other groundfish fisheries.

The review team was impressed with the scope and direction of the work being performed. Data collection
procedures and supporting research seemed appropriate and the methodology used was basically sound.
Further, the teamn found no substantive issues to comment on in the stock assessinent methods. The assessments
and advice being generated appear appropriate for management needs for flatfish stocks in the Easternt Bering
Sea and the Gulf of Alaska,

The problems and issues identified in the review have for the most part been discussed above. The team has
developed some specific recommendations, which are as follows:

1y

4)

6)

7

8)

The review team was unaware of any comprehensive evaluations of either survey in terms of sampling
design and intensity, and adequacy of data outputs, over the range of species of major economic or
ecological concem. There has been such an evaluation performed for one species as part of 2 recent
Ph.D. thesis; but a more comprehensive approach involving all species of major biological or
ecological importance was warranted.

Conduct specific studies w improve the efficiency of field operations including a rigorous evaluation
of the practicality and effects of reducing tow time from 30 to 15 minutes for the EBS survey.
Another important aree of research could invoive evaluations of biological sampling requirements i.e.
oteliths (“*how much is enough?"). The ream swongly encouraged plans for research on this question
for the Bering Sea survey because of its relevance at AFSC and elsewhere.

Concemns were expressed relative to the effects of the station allacation scheme used in the GOA
survey, i.e. allocation based on biomass of primary species as determined from previous surveys or
other sources of information which has varied during the history of the survey. In a multispecies
context, the team felt that some other form of allocation e.g. proportional to stratum area, would b2
more appropriate over 2 long time series. The team recommended further evaluations to determins the
appropriateness of the approach being used in relation to other forms of allocation,

Ag the assessment models and management advice being formulated are strongly dependent on survey
biomass estimates it is imperative to secure the best possible informatien on Q, and thus reliable
information on herding and escapement.. The tesm strongly encourages a more focused and cohesive
program which would benefit both AFSC and other Centers.

A recurring theme in the discussions of the boitom wawl surveys involved the need for increased
coverage in slope areas (Bering Sea, for Greenland turbot; Gulf of Alaska, for Dover sole). The
review team felt that of the two, the need for such coverage was most critical for Greenland wurbot
because of conflicting rends between longline and wawl] survey data noted in the stock assessmen:.
The team idemified development and implementation of traw] coverage in slope areas as a prioriy
need aithough it would be clearly lower than resolurion of questions relared to escapement or herding
idendified above.

AFSC should address the potential bias in observer data collected from smaller vessels; and
regulations should be implemented giving management the perogative w select trips in the 60125 foot
range for observation.

AFSC should investigate and implement methods to improve estimates of total caich weishr and
species composition; and collect information which would allow assessment of the variability in carch
weights and species compositions among abservers.

Assessment scientigts are encouraged to explore ways in which wophic information may be used w 1)

@o1r7



11/08/88

9)
10)
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12)

13)

14)

15)
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develap multispecies management approaches, and 2) analyze the ecosystem effects of flatfish
fisheries.

Develop research plan and initiate work 1o describe habitat types in the Gulf of Alaska
Intensify research to develop maturity schedules for flatfish species.

Estimate survey catchability internally in the yellowfin sole assessment.

Explore options for estimating narural mortality of very lightly exploited stocks using catch curve

analysis.
Establish a regular schedule for reading adequate numbers of otoliths.

Analyze longline survey data to check on hypothesized hook competition between sablefish anc
Greenland turbot.

Report variances of stock size estimates developed from stock synthesis modeling.

&o1s
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RESPONSE TO FLATFISH STOCK ASSESSMENT REVIEW

A review of the REFM Division’s flatfish stock assessments was conducted from May 18-21,
1998. The review panel, consisting of fishery scientists from the Netional Marine Fisheries
Service Woods Hole Laboratory, the International Pacific Halibut Comumission, the Department
of Fisheries and Oceans (Canada) and the University of Alaska School of Fisheries and Qcean
Sciences was tasked with critically reviewing the current status of the flatfish stock assessinents
as well as providing recommendations on how these assesssments could be improved for the

- future. The review panel heard presentations by Center scientists covering the flatfish stock
assessments which focused on the quality and quantity of the data used, the general nature of the
assessments, outlined the modeling constructs used and how the results were communicated to
the fishery managers and decision makers. In addition, RACE and REFM Division scientists
made presentations covering: 1) the flatfish fisheries and current management, 2) trawl surveys
in the Bering Sea, the Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska, 3) the fishery observer program
and catch estimation proceedures and problems, 4) bottom typing studies, 5) flatfish trophic
studies, 6) maturity research, 7) caichability studies and 8) the apalysis of flatfish species growth
rates during a time petiod of increasing population growth of the flatfish community in the
Bering Sea.

The report submitted by the review panel addressed the topics presented as well as some generic
issues which pertain to flatfish research. The review panel recommendations were
communicated under the following general headings: Fishery-Independent Data Collection
Programs, Fishery-Dependant Data, Biological/Ecological Research and Stock Assessments and
Assessment Models. The following list is a summary of 15 recommendations made by the
review pane] with responses from REFM Division flatfish scientists. The scientists that
contributed to this response included James Tanelli, Jack Tumock, Sarah Gaichas and Thomas
Wilderbuer.

Trawl Surveys

1) The review team was unaware of ary comprehensive evaluations of elther survey in terms of
sampling design and intensity, and data outputs, over the range of species of major econcmic or
ecalogical concern. The team fels that such a study or studies would be desireable particularly
with regard ro praviding options for improved coverage in inshore and or slope areas.

Response: The adequacy of the annual Bering Sea shelf trawl survey has been evaluated both in
terms of survey stratification and sampling density and the precision and bias of the resultng
biomass estimates.

Sytjala, Stephen E. 1993. Species-specific Stratification and the Estimate of Groundfish
Biomass in the Eastern Bering Sea. 20 p. NOAA Tech. Mem. NMFS-AFSC-19. U.S. Dep.
Commer. NOAA, NMFS.
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McAllister, Murdoch. 1995. Using Decision Analysis to Choose a Design for Surveying ‘!
Fisheries Resources. Phd. Dissertation, Univ. Washington., 293 p.

Results from these studies indicated that an increase in the precision in biomass estimates may or
may not be realized from increasing the number of sampling stations or from alternate schemes
of survey stratification. Also, the magnitude of these improvements is not large enough to yield
biologically meaningful reductions in the sizes of the estimated confidence intervals of the
species. These studies were not discussed at the flatfish review.

A comprehensive study of the Gulf of Alaska surveys has not been attempted.

2) Continue studies to improve the efficiency of field operations including a rigorous
evaluation of the practicality and effects of reducing tow time from 30 to 15 minutes for the EBS
survey.

Response: The effects of reducing tow time from 30 to 15 on trawl survey results were anslyzed
in the following master’s thesis:

Goddard, Pamela. 1997. The Effects of Tow Duration and Subsampling on CPUE, Speci:s
Composition and Length Distributions of Bottom Trawl Survey Catches. 119 p. Masters Thesis,
Univ. Washington.

This analysis concluded that there was litde effect on the species and length composition 7
estimates of the survey catch for fish species from the reduction in tow time during the survey.

There is still concern on how this change in sampling would effect estimates of king crab

abundance due to the highly contagious pature of these species. This problem is now being

studied before tow time will be reduced to 15 minutes during the survey..

3) Concerns were expressed relative to the effects of the station allocation scheme used in the
GOA survey, i.e. allocation based on previous biomass data for previous surveys, which has
varied during the history of the survey. In a multispecies context, the team felt that some other
Jorm of allocation e.g. proportional to stratum area, would be more appropriate particularly as
experience with other surveys around the world has shown that data reguirements tend to
increase for a range of species over time. The team recommended further evaluations to
determine the approriatenenss of the approach being used in relation to other forms of
allocation.

This type of study has not been completed for the Gulf of Alaska triennial surveys and the
recommendation should be considered when planning for the 1999 survey. Recently received
information from similar studies conducted at the NMFS Northeast Fisheries Center is presently
being considered.

4). As the assessment models and management advice being formulated are strongly dependent
on survey biomass estimates it is imperative to secure the best possible information on Q, and
thus reliable information on herding and escapement. While RACE and REFM staff have N
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recognized this need and have obviously made a concerted attempt to address it there seems to
be a lack of support resuiting in a “catch-as -catch can” approach. The team strongly
encourages a more focused and cohesive program which would benefit both AFSC and other
Centers.

We agree a more comprehensive program of herding and escapement studies would have been
desireabie to determine the survey “Q”, however, the AFSC has conducted experiments of hering
and escapement on the survey trawls. With the advent of many forms of towed camera arrays
during the 1990s, a less haphazard direction in this type of research would be beneficial.

5). A recurring theme in the discussions of the bottom trawl surveys involved the need for
increased coverage in slope areas (Bering Sea, for Greenland turbot and the Guif of Alasita for
Dover sole). The review team felt that of the two, the need for such coverage was most critical
jor Greenland turbot because of conflicting trends between longline and trawl survey datu noted
in the stock assessment. The team identified development and implementation of trawl coverage
in slope areas as a priority need although it would be clearly lower than resolution of questions
related to escapement or herding identified above.

We have acknowledged the need for the resumption of deep-water sampling for some time. We
agree that the Bering Sea slope survey would provide very important resuits for Greenland turbot
and would also desire sampling of the habitat of Dover sole in the Gulf of Alaska (500-70) m -
which is also important for thornyheads).

Commercial Catch Sampling

6). AFSC should address the potential bias in observer data collected from smaller vesse!s; and
regulations should be implemented giving management the perogative to select trips in the 60-
125 foot range for observation.

We agree, and would have considerably more confidence in data extrapolations if observer
cruises were randomly assigned in the small vessel fleet. However, this would require a complete
reworking of the present groundfish observer procurement system, and the introduction of a
monitoring system to identify vessels participating in each fishery in addition to a regulatory
change

7). AFESC should investigate and implement methods io improve estimates of total caich vieight
and species composition; and collect information which would allow assessment of the
variabillity in catch weights and species compositions among observers.

We agree. Estimates of fleetwide total catch by species might be improved by investigating
statistical alterpatives to the mixture of observer and industry data used now. However, ay
statistical estimation of total catch by species would assume random sampling of fisheries with
less than 100% observer coverage (see above).

One known method for improving observer estimates of total weight and reducing variability in
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catch weights among observers is to conduct research to determine appropriate fixed densiy
(volume to weight conversion) factors 1o be used in all observed fisheries. Variability in species
composition sampling among observers is 2 more complex problem. We are beginning to
address sources of variability by developing vessel profiles, so that observers will receive vessel-
specific sampling instructions to reduce variability in methods. Information on observer
sampling methods is presently collected as part of an electronic debriefing survey; this
information is used to refine training and briefing materials to improve and standardize observer
sampling techniques. Additional improvements in catch weight estimation and species -
composition sampling are possible if industry is willing to meet higher standards (such as the
multi-species Community Development Quota (MS-CDQ) standards) for surveyed fish birs and
well-equipped observer sampling stations.

Trophic Studies and Substrate Classification

8). Assessment scientists are encouraged to explore ways in which trophic information mcy be
used to 1) develap multispecies management approaches, and 2) analyze the ecosystem effects of
Jflatfish fisheries.

A graduate student contracted by REFM Division is currently working on a multispecies VPA
with REFM staff which includes the important shelf flatfish species trophic information. An
analysis of the ecosystem effects of the flatfish fisheries in the Bering Sea is important and will
be a future research priority.

9). Develop research plan and initiate work to describe habitat types in the Gulf of Alaske.

We agree, this would be important for flatfish and rockfish species and to define essential fish
habitat as mandated in the Sustainable Fisheries Act.

Stock Assessment Issues

10). Irtensify efforts to develop maturity schedules for flatfish species.

Top prority in our flatfish research plan. A Gulf of Alaska rock sole sample is now undergoing
histological examination and a collection of flathead sole will be made during the ADFG/INMFS

seasonality study over the next two years. Efforts are also being made to begin a collection in
the Bering Sea for flathead sole and Alaska plaice.

11). Estimate survey catchability internally in the yellowfin sole assessment.
In late 1995-carly 1996 the M/Q surface was mapped for vellowfin and rock sole in conjunction

with work that Dr. Micheal Sigler was doing. Internal model estimates of Q have aiso been
explored for Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska arrowtooth flounder.

12). Explore options for estimating natural mortality of very lightly exploited stocks using: catch
curve analysis.
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This is a good idea which will be investigated this September for the 1999 stock assessment.
13). Establish a regular schedule for reading adequate numbers of otoliths.

The flatfish working group and assessment authors pricritize the reading of our otolith
collections now but the pivotable point in the production of the age samples are the manpower
constraints of the age and growth unit. - Good progress has been made in recent years in
establishing criteria for the inclusion of new species and in processing some of the backlog of
collected survey otoliths.

14). Analyze longline swrvey data to check on hypothesized hook competition between sablefish
and Greenland turbot.

This was done in past assessments and reported in the paper:

Tanelli, J. N. and T, K. Wilderbuer, 1995. Greenland turbot (Reinhardtius hippoglossoide:)
Stock Assessment and Management in the Eastern Bering Sea. P. 407-442. Proceedings of the
Int. Symposium on N. Pacific Flatfish: Alaska Sea Grant College Program Report No. 95-04,
University of Alaska Fairbanks.

15). Report variances of stock size estimates developed from stock synthesis modeling.

Utilization of the AD Model for future stock assessments will provide variances for output
variables such as stock size estimates by using Baysian or bootstrap methods .
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i} ALEUTIANS EAST BOROUGH

SERVING THE COMMUNTITIES OF
NKING COVE BSAND POINT SAKUTAN ECOLD BAY WFALSE PASS EINELSON LAGOON

October 30, 1998

James W. Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator
Alzsks Regional Office, NMES
P.O. Box 21668

Juneau, AK 59802

!lge: GOA/BSAI pollock management measures related to Steller sea
ons

Dear Dr. Balsiger:

On behalf of the residents of the Aleutians East Borough, I have the following comments
on the camrent state of the agency’s approach to Steller sea ljon recovery and proposed
measures 0 reconstruct the pollock trawl fisheries in the Guif of Alaska (GOA) and the
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI).

Vessels in the local Sand Point and King Cove fleets participate in the pollock fisheries in
the Gulf of Alaska, primarily iz Areas 610 and 620, and to0 some extent in the BSAI
pollock fishery. These vessels are all under 125° and the vast majority of them are under
60’. These vessels are multipurpose vessels that rely on being able to participate in a wide
variety of fisheries. Pollock has become increasingly important in the last decade.

Local residents throughout the borough bave long been interested in the health of the fish,
bird and marine mammal po, ions within the region. They participated fully in the
reauthorization of the Marine Protection Act, and have consistently asked that the
National Marine Fishedes Service take a comprehensive and systematic approach to
designing fishery management measures that will enhance the viability of local Steller sea
lion popularions. '

During 1990 the borough’s salmon gillnetters participated in the NMFS marine mammal
observer program. This event created a heightened awareness of the importance of
protecting marine mammals, particularly Steller sea lions. Working in conjunction with
Peninsula Marketing Association (PMA), the borough conducted a series of workshops
within the region and created and distributed a ‘Don’t Shoot,” brochure. For the past 3
years local residents have hoped thar NMFS would begin a systematic review of fishery
regulations that would positively influence the Stefler sea lion population.

We had h that NMFS would work with fishermen to develop a well thought out set of
measures could be implemented and tested. Working with Kodiak fishermen, we
cosponsored the forage fish amendment which local fishecmen believed would insure that
imponant high fat fish were protected for marine mammals.

CLERK/PLANNER BOROUGH ADMINISTRATOR ' FINANCE DIRECTOR
PO.BOX M3 1600 A STREET, SUETE 103 P.O. BOX 49
SAND POINT. ALASKA 99661 ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-5146 KING COVE. ALASKA 99612
(507) 383-2699 (907 274-7535 ' (907} 497-2588
(907} 383-3426 FAX (307) 276-7569 FAX (507) 497-2386 FAX

11/02/98 MON 13:55 [TX/RL NO 8833) [doo1



11/82/19%8 13:56 3975856644 ALEUTIANS EAST PAGE 22

Itis, to say the least, disappointing that we are once again faced with a set of emmergency
rules that cannot be thoroughly reviewed.

However, we appreciate the fact that NMES has provided a set of proposed reasonable and
prudent alternatives (RPAs). It appears that the primary goals of these proposals are to
spread the pollock fisheries out in time and space. We believe that these goals can be
accomplished in a variety of ways.

The current proposals are going to have devastating effects on the local fleet These vessels
are much smaller than the average BSAI pollock vessels. They are unable o fish as far off
shore, tow at much lower speeds, and tow much smaller nets.

Local fishermen are suggesting that the following regulations be implemented in lieu of the
proposed pollock trawl closures around haulouts in areas 610 and 620:

1. Institote trip limits of 150,000 pounds/twenty four hour period. This would slow down
effort dramaticaily allowing a much slower paced fishery that is still accessible to small
vessels. :

2. Limit gear size within the proposed haulout closed areas to rawls with no greater than a
400 foot rope. _
3. Limit the second trimester 15% TAC allocation. The fish are much smaller at this tme
year, therefore more fish are being taken during this period than in the first and third
Timesters.

4. Institate horsepower restrictions and vessel size limits inside and outside state waters as
follows:

a) maximum of 600 hp and 68" for vessels inside state waters, and

b) maximura of 940 hp and 100" for vessels outside state waters.

Additionally, local fishermen want an industry/enviconmentalist work group set up 1o
develop a systematic and deliberative process for developing and modifying RPA's. We
would also like to see the Recovery Team more intimately involved in developing RPA’s.
Itis disappoinﬁngmmthstmeRemveryTeamwﬂlnothavetheﬁmcto evaluate the
measures currently proposed. Since Steller sea lions will probably recover slowly, this
problem will be with ail of us for a long time. We don’t want to face any more
‘emergency” proposals. There is no cmergency when everyone is aware of 2 problem and
the problem has a long history.

It will benefit fishermen and Stellers more if the agency begins 1o address potential
modifications to fisheries in a much more deliberative way.

Sincerely,

"B

Beth Stewart
Director
Natural Resources Department
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ORecoN STaTE UNIVERSITY
29 §.E. nd - Newpart. Oregon 975554493
26 Ccrober 1998 Telephone §41-374:.6534 Fax 3341-253:3387

Dr. James W, Balsiger, Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service - Alaska Region
P.O. Box 21668

Juneau, AK 99802

Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for Groundtish Total
Allowable Cartch Specificarions and Prohibited Species Catch Limirs for Grouadfish
Fisheries of the Bering Sex/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska

Dear Dr. Balsiger: -

[ appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft supplemental environmental impact
statement (DSEIS) addressing groundfish catch specifications and prohibited species catch
limits for the groundfish fisheries of the Bering Sew/Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of
Alaska. The DSEILS reprasents a substantial investment of effort and energy by your staff.
and is a significant compilation of fishery-related, biological and environmental informaton
for the areas addressed. '

My principal concermn and motivation in offering these comments is that the document -
despite its impressive bulk - is conceptually very namow and limited. The altematives
considered address onlv the volume of groundfish catch: management measurss other than
volume of groundfish cacch were not analyzed as altematives as this could happen only
through formal regulatory mechanisms (Section 2.3, p. [2). However, the stated purpose
of the document (Section 1.2. page 2) cites evolution in fisheres, changss in manne
mammal, marire bird and marine (ish abundance, while assuming an unchangad regulatory
environment.  This [limitation to the scope of the analysis represents a significant
conceptual problem to evaluating the environmental pcos and -cons of future management
decisions of groundfish fisheries under federal jurisdiction off of Alaska. The exclusion of
management measures other than volume of groundfish harvest on the basis of requiring
other formai reguiutory mechanisms is puzziing and inuppropriate because the
establishment of optimal yield (QOY) levels themselves result from formal council action: in
this case they are simply frameworked to allow year to vear adjustments. Impacts to the
physical and biological environment from fishing activities may be as much due to when
and where those activities take place, in addition to or instead of simply how much is
harvested. '

Aside from the limited scope of the analyses, it would be valuable for the document to place
greater emphasis on natural variation in the Bering Sea/Aleutian [slands and Guif of Alaska
ecosvstems. and to evaluate whether or not fishing activities are similac or distinet 1 natural
disrbance regimes on the basis of frequency (time). intensity. magniwde (spatial
distribution) and duration. The document makes some reference to natural regime shifis
(Section 3.2. pp. 42 - 44), and variation in sea ice extent (Sec. 3.1.5.4, Fig. 3.5, p. 43).
However, the broader discussion of the physical 2avironment in the areas under
consideration wouid be sirangthened by discussion of aatural voriability s 3 context in
whichysp evaluate the impacts of fishing agtivities,
DIMCTI BT ATE LW 3 - .
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Therz is increasing understanding that fishing actvides impose direct disiurbance ¢
ecological communities and processes, One would expect that the biotr and physical
components of these communities o be resilient (o those disturbances (or zizments of
natural varability) which occur nanurally - with refersnce to the four parametars of
consideration mentioned above. One would also expect, for purposes of generaling
testable hypotheses, thae fishing oacuvities which ars quandtatively and gualitagvely
*similar” 10 nawral disturbances would be less likely to result in detnimental impacis to the
ecological system than fishing activides which are qualicatively and qualitatively dissimilar
to natural disturbances.

Consideration of natural variability is particularly important given the limited scope of the
altemnatives analyzed. One particular alternative may be deemed acceptable under one set of
envirornunenial conditions, yet may be deemed unacceptable under a naturallv occurring
alternati ve set of conditions.

In conclusion, the DSEIS represents a significant effoct on the part of your staff, and the
compiladon of a great deal of information on the Bering Sea and Guli of Alaska
acosystems. However, the scope of the discussion is unnecessan[v narrow, and therefore
the abthcy of the document to help the public truly understand the effects of fishery
management practices is itsalf compromised.

Thark you for the opportunity to offer comments.

Sincarely,

Ml pyoke

Hal Weeks, Ph.D.
Marine Fisheries Specialist
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TO: TIM REGAN
NMFS JUNEAU
CC: LOWELL FRITZ - AFSC

RE: COMMENTS ON PROPQSED
SEA LION PROTECTIVE MEASURES

DATE: OCTOBER 29, 1998
SENT BY FAX: 4 PP

COMMENTS ON PROPOSED SECTION 7 SEA LION PROTECTIVE MEASURES
FOR 1999-2002

SUBMITTED BY ALASKA GROUNDFISH DATA BANK

Cn behaif of the members of Alaska Groundfish Data Bank the following comments on the
proposed 1599-2002 Sea. Lion Protective Measures.

The following comments address the followlng Issues and our suggested solutions:
1. AGD#8's dissatisfaction with the process, now and historically.
2. The use of the years 1960 thru 1998 for the selection of trawl exclusion zones
3. Lack of seasonal closures for rookertes and haul-outs only used by sea lions seasonally.
4. Request to open the Central Gulf 8-5eason in June instead of July to prevent excessive
salmon bycatch and conflicts with other fisheries.
5. Applicatian of trawl exclusion zones 1o all trawl fisherles.

ISSUE 1: PROCESS
We wish ta convey our dismay and dissatisfaction with the process that has been used
since Steller Sea Lions were listed.. We feel it is important at this point to list the reasons
for our dissatisfaction in hopes that the future may be berter, regarding process than it has
been to date. We do want to make it clear that we have no ¢riticism of any individual and
wish to thank NMF5 and the Marine Mammal Lab for the help and courtesy they have
shown the Industry. .

A. NMFS5 refused (o take action when it became obvious that Steller Sea Lions were in a
serious decline despite pressure from industry to move forward before there was a
lawsuit.

B, When the inevitable lawsuit was filed in 1992 or | {| forget which year) the listing
was flnally made and the mitigation measures hammered out on the East Coast by
NMF5 at the last minute with minimal Industry consultation.

1. NMFS was told by the court 10 update the SEIS, NMFS failed to comply with
the [nevitable result that a new lawsult has been flled o0 no one's
surprise,

2. There was never a research plan or assessment of efflcacy of the measures
implemented following the first lawsuit despite the continued decline of
sea llons and the change In status from threatened to endangered.

10-29/38 THU 17:08 [TX/RX NO 3827] [@oo1
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3. The second and recent lawsuit has once again resulted in fast minute
mitigation measures and desplte the money and time spent in research
there is no data to justify the measures. And once again the industry is
faced with trylng to understand what appear to be draconian measures in
an Inadequazely short time frame.

4. The working hypothesis to the best of our knowledge has been “it's the
pollock fishery”. During tha nearly 30 years of sea lion declines the

. number and blomass of pollack has changed substantially as well as the
catch in relation to the biomass and the temporal and spatial parameters
of the fishery. It would seem loglcal, in the face of the intractable sea lion
decline to have more than one hypothesis.

REQUESTED CHANGES IN PROCESS
A. The section 7 consultation process should be ongoalng and involve industry. The local
knowledge of paople who live in the communities and spend their lives on the sea
should be part of the process.

By making the section 7 consultation an ongoing process Industry will have the
opportunity to remaln aware of the measures being consldered in a timefy matter,
participate In the decislons, offer their knowledge and adjust their business plans
accordingly. In plain English we don't want any more last minute cobbled together
done deal measures forced because somabody filed a lawsuit. We want a process that
reflects the seriousness of the sea lion decline and the seriousness of the impact on
our industry, communites and familjes.

research plan which contains at least the following:
1. More than one hypothesls.
2. Expected resuits of the sea licn protection measures under each hypothesis.
3. Time needed to see expected results under each hypothesis,
4. Results that would Indicate a hypothesls was wrong,
3. Things Industry could do to provide additional information and dara.

ISSUE 2: CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF TRAWL EXCLUSION ZONES

it is our understanding that the trawl exclusion 2ones propased for the current section 7
consultation are all rookerles and haul outs at which 200 sea lions were ever counted
during the time period 1960-1998.

tncluding rookeries and haul outs which have had little or ro sea liens for over a decade
or more makes no sense. It does not seem likely that there will be some sudden increase in
sea lions or sudden move by sea lions from the sites most used now to a whole different
set of sites which have been long abandoned.

Certainly thare would be time to make changas if there is some unexpected increase in
sea [ians or change In the preferred haul outs and/or rookeries.

10,2938 THL 17:06 ([TX/RX X0 83271 fQoo2

8. As part of the current sectlon 7 consultation process we request that there be a written f-\



LioN SECTION NSULTAION MMENTS == 1 ] == F 4

pr—
r—HE—

REQUESTED CHANGE IN CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF TRAWL EXCLUSION
ZONES
AGDB reguests that the trawl exclusion zones be based on rookeries and haul outs where
200 sea lions have been counted at any time between 1990 and 1998. This criteria should
include the impartant rockeries and haul outs plus some which have been abandoned.
We assume the 200 sea lion criteria is reasonable. AGDB noted during its review of the
historic counts that 200 seemed to be a breaking point batween well used sites and sites

with very few animals.
=ﬁ —————— |

ISSUE 3: SEASONALITY (OR LACK OF) FOR TRAWL EXCLUSION ZONES

The proposed sectlon 7 consultation designates all traw! exclusion zones as in effect year
round.

For years marine mammal biolaglsts have talked about designating seasonal trawl
exclusion zones for those rookeries and haul outs which are only used seasonally. The
trawl exclusion provisions woutd apply during the time period the sites are in use. This
seems a logical measure and we are surprised, particularly in view of the devastating effect
on the fisheries thar seasonal trawl exclusion zones are not part of the proposed measure,

REQUESTED CHANGE IN SEASONALITY OF TRAWL EXCLUSION ZONES
AGDB requaests that trawl exclusion zones for rookery and haul out sites used seasonally by
Steller Sea Lions be open for fishery during the part of the year whan the sites are not
being used.

ISSUE 4: JULY POLLOCK FISHERY
The Section 7 consultation sets three pallock openings for the Gulf of Alaska and Bering
S5ea. The date of the 2nd or B-season opening is set for July 1 in both the Bering 5ea and
Gulf of Alaska., A July pollock opening in the Gulf of Alaska Is a serlous problem. In years
past when the Gulf pollack openings were quarterly, tens of thousands of chum and
chinook salmon were taken as bycatch. Protection of salmon moving through the Gulf of
Alaska was a major consideration in allowing the Gulf to have trimester rather than
quarterly potlock fisheries.

Further, the june opening is in the last month of second guarter and occurs after all non-
pelagic trawling is closed, forcing the fishery to be a pelagic fishery to the benefit of the
community. Rockfish also opens In the Guif July 1 and the saimon fisheries are in full
process. In short, a July opening doesn't work in Kodiak and Chirikof,

AGDSB Is pleased with the suggested apportionment of pollock quota among the thres
seasonal openings. Three seasonal openings work for Kodiak where there is a resident
work force, but will be expensive and perhaps prohibitive for processors which must fly in
their work forces.
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REQUESTED CHANGE IN B-SEASON OPENING IN THE CENTRAL CULF OF
ALASKA FROM JULY TO JUNE

As explained above a july pollock opening in the Central Gulf would result in excess
chinook and chum salmon bycatch, compete with salmon for processing and exciude
shorebased from the rocksole fishery which occurs in July to avoid halibut bycatch.

AGDB suggests that the Central Gulf pollock 8-season open June 1 and a regulation
added prohibiting vessels fishing the Central Gulf fjune opening from fishing any other B-
Season pollock fishery and prohibit vessels fishing other B-Season pollock fisheries from
fishing the Central Guif B-Season poilack fishery.

ISSUE 5: APPLICATION OF TRAWL EXCLUSION ZONES TO ALL FISHERIES
The proposed trawl exclusion zones apply to all trawl fisheries. AGDB realizes that closing
the zones to all trawling is the status quo. We whined, but we did not object, to this
provisian previously. -If the amount of areas closed to trawling by the current proposed
provision is not raduced by using the last 8 to 10 years of sea lion counts to designate
trawl| exclusion zones, the application of year round closures of the traw! exclusion zones
preciudes many other fisheries and/or forces the fleet to fish in areas of high PSC species

bycatch.

REQUESTED CHANGE IN SELECTION OF TRAWL EXCLUSION ZONES OR

APPLICATION OF TRAWL EXCLUSION ZONES TO ALL TRAWL FISHERIES.
AGDB request that either the trawl exclusion zones be based cn the last 8 to 10 years of
sea lion counts or that the trawl fleet be ailowed to fish within the newly proposed trawl
exclusion zones when pollock fisheries are closed.

COMMENTS ON THE EFFECT OF THE PROPOSED SECTION 7 CONSULTATION FOR
THE KODIAK REPORTING AREA

The Marine Mammal Lab In the Alaska Fisheries Science Center has kindly provided AGDB with

thelr analysls of the amount of catch taken In the proposed trawl exclusion zones.

The data for the Gulf of Alaska is Gulf wide rather than by reporting area. Since there are
faur pollock reporting areas, each with its own quota and each fished by different fleets the
actual impact of the trawi exclusion zones cannot be adequately assessed.

However, the maps provided indicate that the Kodiak poliock fishing areas have been
reduced to the point that intense effort will occur in the few small areas remaining.

The rocksole fishery also appears to be impacted. Rocksole is fished mostly in Kediak and
Chirikof. The data provided indicates that 44% of the rocksole fishery occurs in the proposed
trawl exclusion zones, The shorebased fishery occurs mainly in the Kodlak area and the
fishermen who participate in this fishery say all thelr grounds will be unavailable if the
proposed trawl exclusion zones are implemented.

We thank you for the opportunity to submit our comments, concerns and suggestions.

Chris Blackburnl, &rﬁ}c‘;r

Alaska Groundflsh Data Bank

10/29/98 THU LT:06 [TX/RX N0 8827 [doos



l r l a en r ® TRIDENT SEAFOODS CORPORATION

SEAFQOQODS 5303 Shilshole Ave NW, Seattle, WA 38107-4000 - (206} 793-3818 « Fax: (206) 782.7135
Domesiic Sales: (208} 783-3474 « Fax: (205) 782-7248
Expart Sales: (206} 783.3818 - Fax: (206) 782-7135

QOctober 30, 1998

Jim Balsiger

Acting Regional Director
NOAA/NMFS

Post Office Box 21109
Juneau, Alaska 993802

Dear Jim:

The National Marine Fisheries Service has published draft Reasonable
and Prudent Alternatives for the groundfish fisheries off Alaska. Trident
Seafoods operates shorebased pollock and cod processing facilities at
Akutan and Sand Point. We rely upon the groundfish fishery in both the
Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska. The purpose of this letter is to explain
the impacts of the draft RPAs on the seafood industry and to suggest

-~ alternative RPFAs which would mitigate any impacts of cod and pollock
fishing on Steller sea lion populations.

Spatial TAC Distribution.

1.  NMFS Draft PRA. The Bering Sea RPAs propose that only 50% of
the catch come from the CVOA during the roe season.

2. Impacts of NMFS Draft RPA. Catcher vessels within the Inshore
Sector cannot effectively harvest pollock outside the CVOA and bring the
product back to Alaskan based shoreplants for processing. The proposal
would exclude the inshore industry from harvesting pollock during the
roe season when 50% of the roe quota was taken.

3. Proposed Alternative. We strongly recommend that this restriction

be elirninated from the package of RPAs. Any necessity to reduce the
amount of Bering Sea pollock harvested in critical habitat areas of the
CVOA should be taken into consideration in the setting of the pollock

To€ sgason quota-

Traw! Exclusion Zones.

1.  NMFS Draft PRA. The draft RPA for the Bering Sea would include
- a 20 nautical mile no trawl zones around sites where 200 or rnore sea
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lions have ever been counted and 10 or 20 nautical mile no trawl zones
around those sites in the Gulf of Alaska,

2. Impacts of NMFS Draft RPA. This proposal will eliminate almost
all of the trawl cod grounds in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska. The
pollock fishery will be similarly impacted, especially in the Western Gulf
of Alaska where the small Iocal fleet will be excluded from grounds such
as Mitrofania, Sanak and the Shumanagin Islands—areas which are
essential for the harvesting of pollock and cod.

The pollock and cod fisherles are critieally important to local Alaska
fishermen from the Western Alaska reglon. These fishermen have spent
the money necessary to outfit their limit seine vessels to trawl for
groundfish because of the severe downturn in the salmon fisheries in the
region. Local fishermnen and the communities they reside are dependent
upon pollock and cod for their livelihoods.

3. Proposed Alternative. There is evidence that Steller sea lions to do
feed extensively below 50 meters. Many of the proposed closure areas
would extend several hundred fathoms in depth. We would propose that
a no trawl zone be established in the near-shore critical habitat areas
where the depth is 50 meters or less, while leaving the existing rookery
closure areas in place. -

It is our understanding that some agency personnel believe that sea llons
feed at greater depths than the studies would indicate. For this reason.
there may be an unfortunate reluctance within NMFS to support the
closer of critical habitat only to 50 meters in depth. 'If it is essential to
NMFS that no trawl zones be created around sites with 200 or more sea
lions, we would propose that no more than 50% of any season’s pollock
TAC be harvested from within the new zones and that trawl cod
harvesting be permitted in these zones. This proposal would limit the
ammount of pollock harvested within these newly created areas.

Temporal TAC Distribution.

L NMFS Draft RPA. The draft RPAs divides the pollock quota into
three separate seasons; starting on January 20, July 1 and September 1.
It reduces the roe season guota from 45% to 35% of the pollock TAC.
15% of the quota is allocated to the July fishery arid the remaining 50%

to the September season.

2. Impacts of NMFS Draft RPA. [ cannot overemphasize the fishery
conservation and economic problems that would result from a July 1
opening. During July, the pollock are in a post spawn condition. Their
body weight {s low and the quality of the flesh is poor. Because the
harvest quota is based on volume, instead of number of fish, harvesting
pollock during this time of year would result in more pollock being
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rernoved from the biomass. This would reduce the pollock available for
Steller sea lions. Moreover, their are significant herring and salmon
bycatch problems that would result from fishing in July. If “fatber” fish
such as herring are important to the Steller sea lion diet, taking pollock
during times of high herring and salmon bycatch would be harmful to

sea lons.

Because the flesh of the pollock during the summer is in poor condition,
they produce lower valued products with poorer recovery to finished
product. In August and September, Trdents Akutan shoreplant can.
consistently achleve 25% recovery to primary product on poliock. We
anticipate that during July recovery rates would be as low as 18%. In
addition, we anticipate that July fishery would be harvested in 15 days.
For Trident to operate our Akutan plant for that peried of time would
require us to fly over 400 employees into Akutan. Cur fishing fleet would
have to fly another 100 crew members. To start our plant for this short
fishery would cost nearly a million dollars in airfare alone!

In the Gulf of Alaska a July pollock opening would conflict with the
ongoing salmon fishery. precluding the local salmon fleet from gearing up
for the pollock fishery.

3. Proposed Alternative. The intent of the starting the fishery in July
is to spread-out harvesting of pollock: however. a summer pollock fishery
will not benefit Steller sea lions. It will only increase the number of

pollock and herring which will be removed.

The pollock fishery will be more spread-out during 1999 than at any time
since the late 1980s. The recently passed American Fisheries Act
removed nine factory trawlers from the industry and allocated more
pollock to the slower paced CDQ and Inshore pollock fisheries. This new
law alone will substantially slow the pace of the harvest. Therefore, we
proposed that in the Bering Sea. the pollock fishery continue to be
harvested in two seasons. To assure that the fishery is temporally
spaced through longer periods of the year, we suggest the opening date -
for the second season be August 1, and that the opportunity exist to fish
beyond October 31. For the Gulf of Alaska. we propose to maintain the
existing trimester system and the cuuTent June 1 opening.

——

ely,

Jgseph T. Plesha
enerzal Counsel

cc: Tim Ragen
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Bering Sea Coalition

2254] Deer Park Drive
Chugiak, Alaska 99567

COMMENTS REGARDING FISHERIES AND STELLER SEALIONS
SUBMITTED TO THE NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE
BY
LARRY MERCULIEFF, COORDINATOR
October 28, 1998

Bering Sea Ecosyste;ii Trends

The Indigenous peoples along the coast of the Bering Sea have depended on the hesith of
the Bering Sea ecosystem and zll the seabirds, fich, and marine mammals which live or
migrate through the Bering Sea for nearly ten thousand years The Bering Ses provides
the foundation for all coastal cultures, language, nutrition, spirituality, healing arts, and
physical sustenance.

The Bering Sea ecosystem is in the process of being fundamentally restructured. In the
past twenty to thirty years numerous higher trophic species have undergone sustamed and
precipitous declime. Steller sea lions in the Bering Sea, now declared Endangered under
the Endangered Species Act, have declmed berween eighty and ninety percent since thelr
peak population 1 the late 1960°s. Northera fur seals have declined to below fifty
percent of their optinmum sustainable population since the iate seventies and kave been
declared depleted under the Marme Mammal Protection Act. Red-legged and black
legged kittiwakes on St. George and St. Paul in the Pribilofs have declined 60 percent and
80 percent respectively over the past twenty years. The TUCN has placed the red-legged
kittiwake on their “Red list” as endangered. (It should be noted that 80 percent of the
red-legzed kittwake kittiwakes in the world breed in the Pribilofs). Harbor seals around
the Pribilofs and other locations in the Bering Sea are known to have declined at least 70
percent.' Red faced commorants, steller/spectacled/king/common eiders are plummetmg
in populations. Steller and spectacled eiders have already been listed under the
Endangered Species Act. It is likely thet horned and tufted puﬁins are aiso-declining,; .
although lirtle data exists on these seabirds.

Eco system wide, Alaska Natives fom Gambell and Savconga are reporting that walruses
are appearing with lesions and appear emaciated. In 1997, hunters from Pt Barrow,
Nome, and St. Paul have observed king and common eider ducks literally dropping from
- the sky-dying. In 1997, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reported that murres and other
seabirds were washing ashore dead at a rate of a thousand birds per mile of beach in the
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Bering Sea. Alews from False Pass noted over 300 sea lons gathered in the bay across
from their village in 1995 and it is unusual. Likewise, average size sea lion pods at sea
have increased accordmg to sea lion huater observations. In the Pribtlofs it was not
ugusual to see sea lions traveling in pods averaging 10 to 15 animals on & regular basis.
Today hunters are observing pods as large as 60 animals and on & less frequent basis than
what was observed i the 1970 s and early 1980°s. Iris possible that sea lions are
congregating in these numbers because their normal food sources (normally spread
throughout the Bering Sea) are now unavailable except in a limited number of locations;
or, they have shifted their diets to prey that concentrate in limited locations.
Elders from the Pribilofs are noting a distinct cbange in the taste and color of fur seals-
they are more orange and taste “fishy”, possibly indicating a shift m their diet to salmon.
Elders also report that the taste of murre eggs is also changing. Orcas are now known to
be eating sea otters because their prey-harbor seals, fur seals, and sea lions, have declined
so drasgically. On the Russian side of the Bering Sea, observers have noted similar
instances of marine mammals and seabirds washing ashore dead in the Commander
Islands. Jelly fish are dramatically increasing in numbers, perhaps fillimg the niches
created by the higher trophic specie declines in the Bering Sea.

Qae can only say, given available scientific evidence, that it is coincideatal that maoy of
the higher trophic species in a state of severe and sustained decline are in the pollock
food web. At least 60 percent of the sea lion diet has been known to be pollock; 58
percent of the fur seal diet, and equal percentages (if not more) for murres and kintiwakes
in the Bering Sca. We do know that the likely cause for the declines is food sress. We
do not kmow what Jinks this fishery has to the declines. It is possible that the rawl
fisheries caused the collapse of herring, sandlance, and other similar prey of these
declining species directly or indirectly through bycatch, discard, and/or destruction of
benthic habitat, combined with natural phenomena.

Scientists are tmable 1o determine if there is a correlation between all the declines and
anomalies in the Bering Sea. Likewise, after 20 years of research on thess declmes,
researchers do not know the direct causes for the declines bur speculate that food stress is
a probable cause. Whether or not any determinations are made, these ecosystem wide
declines signal a fundamental change in the health of the Bering Sea ecosystem which
threatens the viabilility of all cultures and economies of coastal communities.

These Bering Sea ecasystem wide trends indicate that decline of higher rophic species
will likely continue to the pomt that many more species will become caundidates for the
Endangered Species list in the foresceable fiture.

Steller Sea Lions

Steller sea lions have decreased in population by 80 to 90 percent since the late 1960°s.
The sea lion recovery team, formed after the sea lions’s listing as Threatened under the
ESA in 1990, developed and implemented “no trawl zones™ around the sea lion haul out
and breeding rockeries. The Bering Sea Coalition believed that this effort, although well
intended, would do Little to arrest the 2larming decline of sea lions m the Bering Sea.



Given the trends since this strategy to protect sea lions was adopted, it appesrs that the
prognasis of the Coalition was correct-the declines continue unabated to this day,

The reason tae Coalition believed that the sea fion recovery team strategies would not
work is that &t protected sea Lion rookeries under an implicit assurmption that sea lions had
site and area fidelity throughout the year, and the protective strategies only affect the U.S.
side of the Bering Sea. It has been known that sea lions are probably declining in the non-
breeding lste fall, winter, early spring seasons. These are seasons where site and ares
fidelity have not been demonstrated. In fact, Alaska Natives believe that sea Hons, being
very strong swimmers, go to where the food is located, regardless of distance. The
location 2nd availability of sea lion prey changes in any given year, by season, and :
according to climatic and biologic conditions. In other words, there is fittle site fidelity
unless the biologic and climatic conditions warrant. Tt is reasonable to sssume that there
is general site fidelity in that sea lions will haul out near where the food is located,
(although sea lions are known to Alaska Native hunters to prefer staying at sez during
cold weather times and will limit their time on land unless they are exhausted or sick).
Also, it is reasonable to speculate that sea licns, Iike fur seals, migrate into Russian
waters in any given year. At least 20 percent of the Pribilof fir sesl population are
known to migrate into Russian waters in any given year. Sea Lions are mmch stronger
swimmers than fur seals and are just as likely to migrate into Russian waters. Given that
pollock and other fish are being exploited in huge quantities by trawlers from several
countries along the Russian side of the Bering Sea, it is likely that food sources for
migrating sea Lions are adversely affected.

RECOMMENDATIONS and COMMENTS ON LATEST PROPOSED ACTIONS
BY NMFS TO PROTECT SEA LIONS

NMES has conducted workshops on poassible courses of action with regard to protection
of sea lons in the context of fishery interactions. These recommendstions eclude
possible designation of wider no trawl zones around sea lion breeding rookeries and
haulouts, and improved teraporal/spatial management of traw! fisheries in the Bering Sca.
The NMFS recommended spatial zllocation of pollock trawl fisheries concentrate the
bulk of the TAC in the late fall, winter, early spring seasons, and only three different time
periods. We believe that the strategies recommended by NMFS are modest, at best, in
light of the serious state of sea lion populations

We recommend the following sctions and policy findings with regard to protection of
steller sea lions from Kenai to Kiska: '

- The serious plight of sea lions demands the maximpm precautionary measures 1o
manage anthropogenic activities which potentislimay be adverse to sea lion
populations.

- Proactive management protective Srategies must be made even given the uncertainty
of probable causes. Sciemtific recommendations must not be held to the impossible
standard that causes for sea bon declines must be proven defimitively before any



management action is taken. History is replete with examples of various wildlife population crashes
where such definitive proof was required. Uncertainty with regard to the causes for sea lion declines may
take decades to resclve. Given the dramatic changes and regirne shifts in the Bering Sea, and the huge
number of possible variables that may affct sea lion reproduction and survival, it is unlikely that major
causes for declines will be determined in the next decade. '

- Afinding of “jeopardy” for sea lions is warranted at this time. Given NMFS' own computer model
projections (five years ago) of the probable fate of steller sea lions at the present rate of decline within
twenty years indicate that sea lions are headed 10 extinction, all things being equal. Many factors
must be considered in light of the present population numbers acd trends, including:

l. The facts that prey are low in numbers and probably dispersed to ever changing locations due to sea
temperature changes. Young sea lions may likely depend on the older sea ljons to locate prey. If
this is the case, then the substantially diminished number of older sea lions at & time when prey
abundance may be low, and prey dispersed in new locations in response to sea temperature changes,
may result in significantly lower foraging success. Such a situation, if correct, will translate into
lower reproduction and increased at-sea mortality. '

Decreased sea lion populations in the magnitude of 80 to 90 percent (and continuing) transiates into

A substantially diminished gene pool. It is widely acknowledged that the breadth of a gene pool is a

significant factor in adapting to new environmental parameters, viruses, and diseases. It is

reasonable to-assume that the lowered sea lion gene pool will exacerbate sea lion population daclines
over time.

3. Decreased numbers of sea lions may result in a lessened ability to protect against predators such as
Orcas. Sea lions, like all other species, wamn others of their specie of the presence of danger. Itis.
logical to assume that the less number of sea lions in any given locale will result in a diminished area
cavered by sea lions for purposes of their “warmning system”, thus likely to result in greater
mortality from predators.

4. All indications are that the Bering Sea ecosystem is undergoing a fundamental restructuring which is
adverse 10 all currently declining higher trophic species. [t is likely that climatic conditions and sea
temperatire changes, combined with heavy fishing and resultant changes to the benthic system (on
both sides of the Bering Sea) are the underlying causes for this restructuring. Despite widely
acknowledged opinjons that the Bering Sez ecosystem is undergoing dramatic changes, fishing
activities and quotas have not been substantially modificd in the past twenty years- in fact they have
been increasing on the Russian side while the U.S. maintained relative status quo.

bJ

All of the above factors indicate a poor prognosis for arresting the decline of the stelier sea lion and thus
the declines are likely to continue. Given this, a “jeopardy” finding is justified.

Temporal and spatial fishery allocations is necessary immediately, because of uncertainty. The
NMFS recommendation that there be three trawl fishing arcas is good; however, it is inadequate to
fully protect sea lions throughout its range in terms of foraging success. TAC should be spread
equally in four seasons instead of concentrated in two, and the time required to fish extended with

a reciprocal requirement that fishing effort be spread evenly throughout the season. It is logical

to assume, given the high cost of opcrating factory trawlers on a daily basis, that rawlers will

to take their caich in the shortest available time, thus still concenirating their efforts in the shortest
lezally available time. In addition, no fishing must be allowsad in locations where animals are feeding
during their breeding seasons.

- TAC for pollock must be reduced significantly. Whether or not there is any demonstrated direct or
indirect link between declines of pollock feeders, pollock availability, and pollock fishing, the



uncertainty requires precautionary approaches in favor of the sea lion since they are in the pollock
food web and a major portion of their diet is acknowledged to be pollock.

Even though sea lion declines may have “apparently stabilized” in trawl fishin g zones, NMFS
must still maintain no trawl zones around such areas. [f the cause for sea lion declines is food,
and if the food sources were either over-fished in these locations, or the sea bottom damaged to
the point that it harmed benthic organisms with links to the sea lion food web, the wawl exclusion
zones may play a significant role in restoring the habitat and/or foed supplies over time. If there
was time to scientifically prove or disprove any of these likely scenarios it would be reasopable
for NMFS to recommend this; however, as previously stated, such research would take time which
is not available given NMFS’ own projections of sea lion decline trends.

In addition, scientists must exercise caution in assessing apparent stabilization in population rends
or declines. It is reasonable to assumne that any food stressed specie population will stabilize when
the specie achieves parity with available food supplies; however, such a stabilization would be
temporary if food supplies continue to decline and/or new environmental conditions adverse to the
already weakened population appear.

Sea lion managers must not stop conservation and restoration measures for sea lions, assuming a
positive reproductive trend, until the positive reproductive trend peaks out and will clearly not
increase with any further measures 1o manage human activities. Sea liops are a major subsistence
specie, involving communities throughout the Bering Sea. Many of the cultural practices, ways

of knowing, and stewardship ethics.and values are defined by the taking of sea lions. To the extent
that sea lions are o longer hunted, or the extent that such hunting is materially diminished, is the
extent that these cultural ways will be adversely affected. The federal government has a fiduciary
duty to protect the subsistence uses of sea lions and a statutory responsibility to maintain the health
of the sea lion stocks.

Efforts must be made immediately to develop reciprocal fishery conservation measures on the
Russian side of the Bering Sea through bilateral agreements. The [UCN, early this year, passed
a resolution asking that the presidents of Russia and the U.S. initiate such efforts.

Sea lion managers are obligated to follow the mandates of the Marine Mammal Protection Act
as amended in 1994. The MMPA requires use of an ecosystem approach to management and
for research to be conducted in the Bering Sea to the maximum extent practicable.

NMFS managers and policy-makers must support the development of the capacity of coastal
communities to develop a formalized information and observation exchange network. Coastal
residents can provide complementary and supplementary information which can flag anomalies
on a year around basis that may help sea lion researchers.

Thanok you for this opportunity to comment.



American Seafoods Company
2025 First Ave., Suite 900
Seattle, Wa. 98121

October 297, 1998

James W. Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator, Alaska Regional Office
National Marine Fisheries Service

P.O. Box 21668

Juneau, Ak. 59802

Re: Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Regarding Steller Sea Lions and 1899
Pollock Management Measures

Dear Dr. Balsiger:

We are writing to express our concerns about thé process, preliminary findings, and the potential
impacts to the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands pollock fishery due to the recent Section 7
consultation regarding Steller sea fions. We request that this letter be included as part of the
administrative record for this issue.

Based on the recent public scoping meetings held in Seattle and Anchorage, it appears that
NMFS is considering a jeopardy opinion regarding the effect of the pollock fishery on the Stellar
sea lion population. We are concemned that this opinicn dees not take into consideration the best
scientific and commercial data available. Conspicuous by their absence in the Gctober 22 draft
biological opinion are references to data regarding the following relevant issues:

1. The pollock fishery targets pollock larger than the size preferred by sea lions. Harvest of
small pollock by the fishery is insignificant.

2. The poilock fishery trawls at depths greater than the shaliow depths at which sea lions
dive and forage.

3. Removing larger poliock reduces the possibility of cannibalism of younger, smaller

pollock preferred by sea lions.

4. Lack of evidence to suggest that localized fishing efforts have resulted in negative
impacts on the sea lion population.

8. Inadequate consideration of recent research that indicates diversity of diet is the most
important factor in the sea lion's diet, not availability of pollock.



6. The importance in the sea lion diet of fatty fishes such as herring, capelin, and other
forage fishes. Ongoing herring fisheries that take place within sea lion critical habitat are
not being considered.

7. The problem of pollock in the sea lion diet. Low energy content and indigestibility resuit
in a net loss in sea lion weight when pollock is the predominant food source.

8. The effect on the size of herring biomass due 0 competition with pollock in the
ecosystern.

9. Lack of information on the scope and impact of Steller sea lion removals through
subsistence hunting.

10.  Effect of killer whale predation on sea lions.

1. No consideration of the temporal impacts S. 1221 will have on Bering Sea pollock fishery.

Allocating more pollock gquota to the onshore sector and to CDQs will result in
significantly spreading out effort over time and area.

Given that the draft RPAs are not likely to improve Steiler sea lion conditions NMFS should be
considering alternative measures that could be more effective. Should a jeopardy finding be
reached we agree with the aiternative RPAs that have been proposed by the poliock indisstry,
such as:

1. Time-Stagger start dates of pollock A and B seasons. A third season in July should not
be considered because it could result in increased bycatch, lower resource utilization,
and poorer product quality. The American Fisheries Act will result in even longer
seasons, and a pollock cooperative will spread out effort stifl further over time.

2. Area-No trawl zones should be restricted to areas that sea lions and small poliock are
found, within 50 meter depths near critical habitat. Rookery closure areas should be
closed to alt gear types, not just rawl. Designated haulout areas should be based on .
recent data, not prior to 1980. Closed areas should be paired with conirol areas to test
the effectiveness of this management measure.

3. Other Fisheries-Restrict other commercial fisheries, particuiarly forage fishes known to
be important to the diet of sea lions, such as herring, capelin, and other fatty fishes.

4, Research-Develop additional, industry-funded research efforts on the distribution of
pollock biomass during the A season.

Thank yau for your attention to this issue.

Best Regards,

@W—QMH&’

Jan Jacobs
Director of Government Affairs
American Seafoods Company
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4215 2:ST AVENUE W, SUITE =201
SEZATTLE, WA 98153
(206) 301-950a  FAX (208) 301-3508
Dr. James Balsiger
Acting Regional Administrator
NMFS -F/AKR
P.O. Box 21668
Junean, AK 99802

October 27, 1998

RE: Proposed additional rookery closures applying to non-pollock fisheries

At last Friday's pollock Sshery/Steller sea lion workshop, I raised the question of
whether the proposed additional rookery and haul out closure areas were slated to apply
to rawling for pollock or all trawling. I was disappointed to leam that all trawl fisheries
were targeted. For the flatfish and cod fisheries in the Guif of Alaska and Bering Sea,
we see no potential benefit to such a regulation in terms of protection to sea lions because
there is absolutely no evidence that the flatfish or cod fishing in those areas is in any way
responsible for potential localized depletion of forage for Steller sca lions. At the same
time, crab and halibut bycatch reduction improvements that the industry has undertaken
will be jeopardized by this measure. We have pushed hard to get the fleer to work
together to rapidly identify bycatch hotspot areas and move out of them. For our bycatch
reduction efforts to confinue to be successful, however, we must be able to fish in clean
fishing areas. Some of the areas slated for closure are the cleanest fishing areas currently
available to us, others offer seasonal windows of clean fishing. The bottom line is that
being closed out of them makes no sense 1o us.

If the purpose for including noa-polleck fisheries in these Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska
closures is ease of enforcement, we would hasten to point out that aur current system of
fisheries management results in numerous areas being closed to targeting of some species
with trawl gear while being open to targeting of other species with the same type of gear.
Generic closures of trawl fisheries for the singular purposc of “easy™ enforcement is
costly to the industry and often results in increased bycatch of groundfish and prohibited
species.

Turaing to the subject of the additional proposed rookery closures in the Aleutians being
applied 1o the Atka mackerel fishery, we feel this will counter the intended purpose of the
management actions approved by the Council at its June, 1998 meeting. Addidonal
limitations in areas where the fleet can fish will intensify fishing efforts in areas still open
for fishing, increasing potential for localized depletion. In its presentations to the Council
during the development of the Atka mackerel measures approved in June, NMFS
specifically encouraged an expansion of the area fished for Atka mackeret both [nside
and outside of critical habitat. Groundfish Forum has since worked to develop an
industry initiative to spread fishing out in both areas. We hope to implement these
voluntary measures to help divide vessels among fishing areas in 1999 as further
insurance against localized depletion. We think the proposal for additional rookery/haul



out closures could substantially limit our ability to reduce potental for localized
depletion.

Ore final reason for not including Atka mackere] in the additional rookery closures is that
Groundfish Forum members came to the table in good faith to engage in a process 1o
develop measures to reduce localized depletion for their fishery. They ware told by
NMEFS to put everything they could on the table to address the localized depletion issue
or they might not have a fishery the next year. They thought that once that process was
concluded at the June Council meeting, they would be able ta attempt to salvage a fishery
out of what remained of an opportunity to fish for mackerel. Now it appears that NMFS
was holding back additional restrictions for the mackere! fishery for later consideration.
Taking account of all the impact on the mackere! fishery, the Council might not have
restricted the fishery so severely had it known that additional restrictions on fishing areas
were 1o be added later on. In addition to the localized deplction reason for not including
Atka mackerel in this proposal, we would like NMFS to consider the “credibility of the
process” reasons for.not bringing this propesal forward at this time.

Sincerely, -
R p
Joha R. Gauvin
CC: Rick Lauber, Chairman, NPFMC; Chris Gates, Adak Reuss Corperation; Senator

Stevens; Senator Gorton; Senator Murray; Congressman Young; Alaska Representative
Austerman; -

%]
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T Ottober 30, 1998

Mr. fim Balsiger. * -+ . oL . S
Acung Regional Director =~ | o A
Alaska Regional Office - .

. Nattonil Marine Pisheries Service T 3 _—

- P.O,Box 21668 - I
.Juncau, A.laslqa9980‘7 - .

: Dcaer  Balsiger,

Or bchalf of the Westcm Alaska Fishcnes Dcvclopmcntﬁ.sscc:anon (WAI'DA) 1 WLSh. o .
* express our concermn regarding the bealth of the Steller sea lion-population in'the Béding |’
' Sea. Our members have a close and dependent relationship with l:lp':c Steller-sea fion both as
subsisfefice users and is residents of the Bering Sea ecosystem. In adchuon. we are also. |

pammpams in the Bering Sea pollock ﬁshery ' .

While scientific evidence strongly poiats to nutrjtional d.e.fimenc.y as rhc cause of r::duccd
popul.a.uons. there is at best.a weak relauonslnp between pollock fishing and nutritional <
deficiency in Sieller séa lions. We récognize that there are a number of factors that miay be . :
contributing to. the decline in'sez lion populanons, but we are concerned that NMFS is .
respondmg to the problem with a “just do sarecthing”, approach rar.her than determining the

cause of the reduced populanons th:ough directed research.

This issuc has bccn appa:ent for'several years and WAFDA i 15 concemned that N'M'FS has
not done enough work-to evaluate the effests of conservation measures—such as no-traw!
zonr:s-—already in place. One of the key findings of the {956 National Research Council
revigw of the Bering Sea ecosystem was the nccd to apply adapﬂvc management strategics
‘to determine the best size for no-rawl zones (p. 259). - . .

°Fmally NMPFS has not included an. analysas of the cffects of S 1221 on the spatial and’
wemporal distribution of pollock fishing effort in the developruent of its RPA. In our
opinion, the effects of- S 1‘2.21 are numerous and substantal and include: :

1) asignificant mdu.cunn in the overall effort Lhrou,h the removal of nine factory
uawlers.
2) ashiff in the fishing effort asaresultof a, reduced factory trawl fleet from the
) offshore’ sector to the:.onshcm sectorwith attendant spatial, temporal and vessel size
‘affﬁt51 3
3) an extension in the length of fishing seasons that will result from the formation of
fishing co-ops in the offshore and onshore sectors;
4) and the effect of a shift of 2.5 pcrccnt of the 'I‘AC from the.*co- op" fisheries to the

CDQ program.

310 K Street, Suite 200 + Anchorage, Alaska 89501 « [807) 264-6619 - fax (907) 264-6622

1073098 FRI 18:39 (TI/RX N0 3sio] [Qeo2



WAFDA does not have a specific altemnative to the draft RPA. but we quesiion whether the
changes to the pallock fishery need to be as significant as proposed given the facts listed and the
uncerainty of outcomes. We also urge NMFES to commit 10 a rajor increase in researcn to
detarmine the effectiveness in measures it does take to address the sea lion population decline and
to work with Native Alaskans and the industy.

We appreciate the opportunity to cornment. Please contact me if you have further questions.

Sincerely,

CB{
cutive Director

cc: Tim Ragen, Protected Resources Division

10/30¢98 FRI 18:39 [TI/RX 5O 3330] Qo003
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Box ) Oi 143, Anchorage Alaska 99510
(907} 277-5357 » (fax) 27745975
amcc-@ak;'mérine.org  www.akmarine.org

Qctober 28, 1998

James Balsiger

Acting Regional Admjnistator
Narional Marine Fisheries Service
P.0. Box 21688

Juneau, AKX 99802

RE: ESA Section 7 Consultation

Draft Alaska Fisherics Science €

Dear Mr. Balsiger:

: L i
The Alaska Marine Conservation Council submits

coraments on the Draft Reasonable and Prudent A
meeting in Anchorage.

§

ler or not the BSAT and GOA: pollock fisheries
ons or adversely modify SSL eritical habitat is solely

First. and most importantly, the decision on whet}
jeopardize the continued existence of Steller sea !
the respousibitity of NMFS and must be based on

e;:lter Reasonable and Pméent Altergative

§
t

the following ideas in response to NMFS request for

ternative (RPA) presentad at the October 26 scoping

biology alone. The process being pursued here is

questionable in that the agency is soliciting publig

decision. The result of this process is to dramaticd
NMFS and the development bf possible RPAs which are alsa,

the responsibility of
responsibility of NMES, It is unfortunate that this

input on possible RPAs befors amiving at such a

liy politicize both the jeopardy decision that is sotely
ukimatcly. the
process increases the possibility of agency decisions

being unduly influznced by cconomic considerations.
1

General Comments on the necessary elements ‘of anv RPA
. 1 -

exclusionary feasures of the draft RPA are inextricably linked and, ar a
minimum, any RPA must includs at least these thfee elcments. Simply adopting (wo of the threc
clements presented in the draft would be insufficjent. That said, the measures in the draft RPA do not
fulty represent the range of elements NMES shotld consider. We suggest consideration of at least the
following two elements at this time: : '

The wemporal, spatial, and

a poliock ABC/TAC reductions

3 aprohibition on any directed fishery for Aleutian 1sland pollock

1n addition to being incomplete, AMCC belicves the speci

fics of the three elements detailed in the drafl
RPA are insufficient. _ .

t

 Temporal TAC distribution |
f 2 major fishery on a spawning aggregation of
From that perspective, the temporal TAC®

the TAC distribution for the GOA would
winter meonths over the status quo. An

Temporal allocations are needed to lessén the irdpacts ©
major prey for sea lions during fall and winter months.

distdbutions presented in the draft RPA are inadequate. Tn fact,
acuaally increase the amount of polleck harvested i the fall and

RPA should more appropriately include the following:

ro rac:éu’-re: health and diversity af our raaring ecosystem
10/29-98 THL 08:27 (TX/RX NO 3698]

Paonnia thraughout Aluska working to




2 quarterly rather than wimester allocations X

3 under either quarters or trimesters, more substantial reductions in the perceatage of quota
apportioned to fall and winter months | .

2 -lone-term RPA elements should Encludi:: the:option of drastic reductions in A ‘season
allocation along the lines of our BSAT groundfish FMP amendment proposal submitred
- August 1998 (see attached) ’

Spatial TAC Distribution .

The spatial TAC distribution aspect of the draft RPA is also gnacceptable. Rather than capping pollock
removals from critical habitat areas ar 50% during fhe A" season, the RPA should lower

removals 50% from the amount currently being removed from these areas during the "A” season. For
example, if 75% of poflock removals during the existing "A" scason come from critical habitat areas, the
RPA should reduce that amount by 50% for a total iof 37.3% pollock removals from such areas.

; b _
NMFS should also give greater consideration to adopting localized harvest rates. Two variations on this
therne seem appropriate for inclusion in an RPA: ' '

Q  setting localized hatvest rates such that thei_v do not excecd the harvest rate established for the
overall management area. For example, ifithe BSAI pollock harvest rate is [5% for a particular -
season, every individual arex’s harvest ratg shou!d be capped at 15%

2 setting localized harvest rates based on biomass distribution. If 20% of the biomass is located in
a particular area, then 20% of the total TAC could be taken from this area as long as doing so did
not cause a localized harvest rate to exceed a reasonable rate

1

Trawl Exclusion Zones

AMCC belicves the agency needs to reconsider s%'csonal changes in the TEZ strategy. There may be

sound biological reasons for larger TEZs in speci?: locations during specific times of the vear. We alse

believe whatever TEZs the agency adopts shouid apply to all traw fisheries. Finally, we support the -

GOA pollock industry’s request for more refined maps detailing exactly where the proposed 20 nm TEZs

occur. These maps will provide much needed biolpgical information oo pollock removals within the 20

am critical habitat areas. '

Research [deas

i ' :
The RPA should include some mechanism for winter biomass surveys to better understand harvest rates
localized in critical times and areas. ! ' '
. | I
An RPA research plan should include an optioa fpr 100% observer coverage in the GOA pollock fishery
and perhaps 200% observer coverage clsewhere for monitoring purposes and more complete baseline data

on fishery acrivity in defined critical habitar a.rca.ﬁli. including that beyond 20 nm.

Again, AMCC remains concerned about the proc}:ss NMPFS has chosen during this Section 7 consultation.
We strongly encourage the agency to produce a decision on this important comsérvation matter in a timely
fashion. L

Sincercty, o

%{M% . (ac

rancine Bennis S1sve Garey !
Preject Coordinator Project Coordinator

2

10-29-9% THU 08:27 (TX/RX NO 5693
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. Brief Stnemu:t of Propos:ll
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> Reduce the pollack harvest in the "AT
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(quota/exploitable biomass). This
10%. For example, the

exploitable biomass. The "A” si'nouuaﬂo-:ﬂedﬁ% of the annual quots or

metric tons in 1958, In this
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Objectives of Proposal (What is the preb!un’)
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]
' A precawtionary measure for the EBS pollock fishery is to restrict or minimize the level of intense fishing on
: spawning aggregations. An extensive analysis of spav-:-ner-l_"ecm.it relationships concludes that the size of spawning
{ populations influences the number of recruite produced.. Most often, high spavmer abundance comtributes to high
" recruitment, and low spawner abundance is most’ often associzted with low recruftment, (Myers and Barrowmaa, | ©
: 1996). "The failure to recognize the nesd to conserye spawning biomass is 2 principal reason for the disastrous
: collapse of the formerly great cod fisheries in Eagtern Canada™ (Hutchings and Myers, 1994, Myers et al.
: 1996,1997). The words may ring ominous for 2 fellow gadid, pollock, as we continue to apply intense fishing
i pressure oo its spawning biomass as the population numbers cortinue their decline in the 1990's,

: |

. Poliock has béen found to be a major prey fterm of the endangered Steller sea lion, and it is also preyed upon by at
" least 10 other species of mdrine mammals, 13 sper:iei of seabirds, and 10 species of fish (Frost and Lowzy 1986).
- The western population of Steller sea liom may be a'n mmportant barometer of ecosystem change. At the present
. time, pollock are an integral part of a complex food web of the North Pacific. Nutritional stress from fack off
. available prey is considered a major factor in sea lipn 'decline. Undoubtedly there are significant environmenta}
: influences playing some role in the decline of sea lioos and harbor seals, along with several marne birds and fishes
| We most look to ourselves to insure that human| activities do net impede the recovery of various rmatiag
. populations. This proposal is ane way to include ecosystem considerations into the design of 2 fishery.

. Groundfish fisheries of the North Pacific bave undergone upprecedented growth in capacity and technologica
efficiency in the last thirty years. The Bering Sea nollock fishery has developed into the world's biggest smglg’
species fishery. Prior to 1980, very limle of this fishpry ocaurred during winter months. In the last ten years, thi;
fishery has inteusified its barvest in area and time r.o coincide with critical foraging habitat of sea bons durin
winter moaths when metabolic demands are at an allptime high and the proximity and access 1o a roe-bearmg (3
nutrition) prey is crucial. In the Guif of Alaska, NMFS’ recognition that pollock is important forage for sea lions |
the fall and early winter resukted first in a seascnal distribution of the fishery quota, and thea recemly resufted @ 2
adjustmant in the percentage of the seasonal allocaticn. -

The Catcher Vessel Operating Azea {CVOA) of Iﬁ:e Bering Sea overlaps and is juxtaposed 10 a large'a
designated as critical habitat for Steller sea Lions. MWhile it is unknown what the harvest rate during pollock
seson in the CVOA is, recent analysis mdicates that localized harvest rates here during the B season may be
bigh as 46%, and the rate of decline in arza pollock may be as bigh as 81% i the last three years (Fritz, NPFM,
1998). This measured level of decline in pollock abundance during the "B" season is reason for eoacem. It al
suggests that we should look more closely at the rate of pollock removals in the concentsated area and time of

" A" season, especially as it overlaps in area and timg of foraging of Steller sea lions in winter moaths.

Rather than debate the reasons for the initial def!:line.ofsea licus, let us look to what is contributing to
exacerbating the sustained decline and impeding recovery of the pepulaticn. If prey availability is acknowiedged 3s
important to the recovery of the westem population of Steller sea lica, then we must be certain that we do what vye
can to minimize human influence on this availabilty. The absolute number of prey is important in & predatofs
foraging success, bt # is not the culy factor to be considered. “The availability of pollock to these consum
depends o the size structure of pollock populztit}ns, iheir areal and temporal distributions, and the area @
temporal distribution of the consumers.” (NMF S. 1998).
.

. !
Need and Justification for Council Action (Why i:a.ﬁ‘t the problem be resotved through other :han@teh?):

o : . . : -
The Council is respansible for the management of the pollock fishery. Volumtary reductions in the quota orfm
fishing time and area are unlikely. The Council and NMFS have a responsibility to take mto account the protectipn

of marine- ecosystems when establishing yields fﬁam a fshery (definition of OY) and to ensure that no fedeal f'—'\

actions impede the recovery of ap endangered species;
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" l
Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal (Who wins, who llbs.es?):

Themmmeecosysiemandm}anmstalpwplewﬁomiyupmi:fmﬂmirmwa:nnomic,and.spiriuial
. sustenance will benefit Theheavﬂymupimﬁmdq;ono;kﬂwﬂmr;ﬁsscnarmpmhzctwillhavemadjusttp
' a more sustafnable approach in fishery explaitation. |

: Are there Alternative Solutions? If so, what are tliey and why de you consider your propesal the best way of]
' solving the problem? '
Thmpr:poulseeksmmmmzempadsafan m:awﬁsherymme—bamgpcﬂockdwmgmnlﬁ:mgm
. periods of the endangered Steller sea lico. There a.r; many alternatives that are more coostraining & ths poll

: fishery. However, this propesal offers 2 range of ,
" foundatioq of m ecosystem approach in harvest strasdoies,

" cxclith size relationships. Fistery Bulletin, 79:187-192.

|
|
|
]

that would allow. the fichery to continue with

Supportive Dats & Other Information (What datd are svailable and where can they be found?):
' |

Prost, K. anid Lowry, L.F., (1986). Trophic importmice of same marine gadids in northern Alaska 2nd their body-

Friez L. 1998, NMFS, Projections of Pollack Cafches znd Estimaticns of B-Seasan Harvest Rates Inside
Outside of the Catcher Vessel Operating Area (CVOA) along with Tresids in Pollock Catches in Steller Sea Li
Criﬁmlfhbﬁzthd;eBa'thanammmdsRTgim(hshorUOf&hgﬁdmn) '

Hiutchrne, I-,A.and Myers, ELA. 1994, What can bé lezmed Eomt]:e collapse of 3 renewable rescurce? Athaorig
cod, Gadks morkun, of Newwfoundland and I.abndnr{ Canadiay Joumal of Aquatic Sdence. v. 51: 2126-2146.

Magmson-Stzvens Fishery Conservation and Mmag,enm Act, 1996

I : .
Myers, R A, =nd Barrowman, NJ. 1956, Is fish ecrutment related to spawner abumdance? Fishery Bulletr,
94:707-T24 | - : i

L+

Myecs, RA,, Hutchings, J.A., and Barrowman, NJ| 1957, Why do fish stocks collapse?. The example of cod 3
castera Canada. Ecological Applicarions, 7:91-106. I ‘ X
NMEFS, 1998, Effects af the CVOA on Marine Mamimals (fushore/Offshare3 document). Prepared by Alaska
Region, NMFS, Juneau, Alasia.- : _

North Pacific Fishery Mamagement Council, November, 1996. Stock Assessment and Fishery Evahation (SAFE)
Mmﬁ:rthe&mdﬁﬂkmaf&c%gs{wﬂmﬁmklmésgeﬁm. :
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James W. Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.O. Box 21688

Junean, AK 99802-1668

October 22, 1998

Dear Mr. Balsiger,

On behalf of the almost 7 million members and constituents of The Humane
Society of the United States (HSUS), Earth Island Institute (EII), and the
Progressive Animal Welfare Society (PAWS) combined, I write to express our
concerns regarding the continued decline of the endangered Steller sea lion
population in western Alaska. In particular, we believe that the pollock
fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands region are
seriously jeopardizing the survival and recovery of the sea lion population as
well as modifying their critical habitat. Unless comprehensive actions are
taken immediately to mitigate the effects of these fisheries, this population
appears to be headed toward extinction in areas of Alaska’s coastal wilderness
which only a few decades ago supported the largest Steller sea lion population
in the world. This is evidenced by the reduction of this population by 80-50
percent since the late 1960’s. We offer comments which we hope will be
valuable in your attempts to address this situation.

The agency’s position of forestalling new protective measures until more is
known is unjustifiable, unacceprable, flies directly in the face of the
precautionary principle, and is a violation of the agency’s responsibilities
under the ESA. No new protective measures were recommended by the
NMFS when the species was belatedly reclassified as endangered in May of
1997. Before that, only very limited measures were adopted to protect
foraging areas around rookeries in 1990, when NMFS designated the species
as threatened. These measures failed completely to reduce the high levels of
trawl| fishery activity in areas designated by the agency as critical habitat in
1993 and they have not reversed the decline of the population.

Measures designed to protect the full extent of critical habitart are in order and
should be the agency’s top management priority for Steller sea lion

The [umane Soecicry of the Uniced Scates
2104 L Sercee. NW Waahingeon, DC 20037

2024521100 = Fax 202.775.6132 « Incerner: waw.hsus.ors
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conservation at this time. Since food availability is considered to be the major limiting factor for
this popuiation, it does not make any sense to allow high-volume fishery remavals of primary sea
lion prey such as pollock and Atka mackerel to continue to be concentrated in critical areas. If
there is to be any real hope of recovery for the endangered population, we believe the only way to
ensure that the fishenes are “not likely” to have significant adverse impacts on the qua.nnty and/or
quality of primary sea lion prey, adversely modify critical habitat, or limit recovery, is to prevent
the fisheries from concentrating in areas identified as essential to survival and recovery.

Therefore we urge the agency to act immediately to enact Reasonable and Prudent Altematwes
(RPAs) as required under the ESA which wl:

* Extend no-trawi zones year-round to at least 20 nautical miles around all rookeries and haulouts
listed as cntical habitat from Prince William Sound westward through the Aleutian Islands and
Eastern Bering Sea.

* Extend the no-trawl zorie to at least 60 nautical miles from Nov. 1 to Aprl 30 to encompass
designated aquatic foraging habitat on pollock spawning grounds off the eastern Aleutian Islands
during the difficult winter months when sea lion prey are most scarce and nutritional stress is
likely to be most severe.

* Prohibit the offshore factory trawl fleet from fishing for pollack at any time of year in the
Catcher Vessel Operation Arez (CVOA) off the eastem Aleutian Islands. This area extensively
overlaps the Steller sea lion's aquatic foraging habitat in the center of its range and also
encompasses the major pollock spawning grounds of the southeastern Bering Sea. This measure
would achieve large reductions in catch and fishing effort from this ecologically important area
while affecting a relatively small number of vessels.

* Disperse the fisheries geographicaﬁy and temporally to spread out their impacts, siow down the
rate of fishing, and minimize the likelthood of intense “pulse” fisheries which rapidly deplete locai
schools of fish before moving to new areas, Given the large size and concentration of the Bering
Sea pollock fishery in ecologically seasitive areas, this fishery requires special management
attention, including quarterly allocations of the allowable catch and district allocations which
prevent large quantities of fish from being remaved at one time or in one area.

* Reduce the Total Allowable Catch (TAC) to the extent necessitated by these measures to
prevent displaced trawl effort from simply transferring the problem to other regions of the Bering
Sea, Aleutian Isiands and Gulf of Alaska. Existing regulations, including trawl exclusion zones of
10 nautical miles (am) around 37 rookery sites in western Alaska, do provide some limited
protection of foraging areas frequented by nursing females in the summer months, but do not
protect foraging ranges of non-nursing adult females (which may comprise as much as 40% of the
adult female population in any given year) and juveniles in the summer months, and do
not protect foraging areas for all segments of the population in the non-breeding months when the
animals disperse more widely across their range. In addition, 10 nm no-trawl zones have proven
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ineffectual because the bulk of fiskery removals taken within the 20 nm critical habitat zones
around rookeries and haulouts have come from within the 10-20 nm range.

Reducing fishery impacts in winter foraging habitat is an essential component to any
comprehensive and acceptable package of RPAs. Winter foraging ranges are more extensive,
suggesting that prey is more scarce and more widely distributed. Furthermore, the effects of food
limitation are likely to be greatest in the winter months for both pregnant and nursing females and
juvenile sea lions. Also, as much as two-thirds of the population has been found on haulout sites
in the non-breeding fall/winter months. Consequently, it is essential to protect foraging areas
around both rookeries and haujouts listed as critical habitat.,

In closing, we believe that the current debate over Steller sea lion conservation presents the
NMFS and the entire fishery management system with an example of managing large-scale
fisheries in an ecosystem context. What appears to be sustainable management of single-species
fisheries may not be sustainable for multiple large-scale fisheries. Allowing critical habitat to
become the focus for the largest fisheries in North America means that foraging sea lions may be
deprived of suitable prey even if overall pollock or Atka mackerel abundance is estimated to be

high, .

Responsible management of publicly controlied resources means protecting the integrity and
biological diversity of the entire ecosystem, not just the short-term interests of z select number of
fishing companies. We believe that measures designed to protect sea lions will also benefit the
fisheries in the long-term by reducing fishing on spawning grounds and distributing fishing activity
temporaly and geographically. These measures should be taken as reasonable precautions while
appropriate forms of research continue. To do otherwise is to ignore the agency's stewardship
obligations under the law to safeguard the future of this species and protect one of the richest
marine ecosystems on earth,

Sincerely,

Loces ALYy G

Toni G. Frohoff, Ph.D.
Consultant to The Humane Society of the United States and Earth Island Institute

cc: John Grandy, Ph.D./Naomi Rose, Ph.D. - HSUS
Laura Seligsohn/Mark Berman - EIl
Will Anderson - PAWS
Ken Stump -
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MIDWATER TRAWLERS COOPERATIVE

1626 N. COAST HIGHWAY - NEWPORT, OREGON 97345

October 30, 1998

Doctor James Balsiger

Alaska Regional Administrator
NMFS - NOAA

P.O. Box 21668

709 North Minth Street, Room 401
Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Dr. Balsiger:

I am writing to you on behalf of Midwater Trawlers Cooperative
Vessels that fish codfish and pollock in the Bering Sea. I have
been informed that NMFS is proposing te shut down the winter cod
fishery which occurs in January, February and March and the "a "
pellock season as soon as 50% of the quota is taken in each
fishing and all vessels will be forced to move well cutside any
grounds where pollock and cod are traditionally taken.

Qur understanding is that NMFS believes that the trawl fisheries
are making a competitive impact upon the pollock resources and
are thus causing a decline of the Stellar Sea Lions.

We believe that there are other more compelling and supported by
data arguments that refute the above conclusion by NMFS.

We have read Dr. Dayton Alverson’s most recent paper in which he
examines data from a variety of sources which discuss the decline
of the Stellar Sea Lion.

We have also read Linda Larson’s letter and arguments mailed to
you on Oct. 29th, we believe those arguments have a sounder base
than reasons advanced by NMFS.

It is the experience of our members that they see very, very few
sea lions in their usual and accustomed grounds while they are
engaged in cod and pollack fishing in the winter.

We all realize that the imposition of such a rule would be
economically disastrous for all the trawlers; catcher processors,
trawlers delivering to mother ships, and trawlers delivering to
shore side processors. Both the cod and the pollack have to be
taken while they are schooled up. The proposed rule would not
allow the fleet to achieve the gquotas.

Cansain R. Rarrv Fichar. Precident
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Qctober 30, 1998

I would ask you not to issue a rule that would preclude normal
fishing seasons. I believe the data you have doesn’t justify
such a closure and finally, I believe the data that has been put
forward by Dr. Alverson and Ms. Larson provide a much more
compelling and data validated base for considering the problem of
the decline in sea lion population.

Sincerely,

R. Barry Fisher
President

cc: MTC Directors
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THE STELLER SEA LION AND POLLOCEK-
CHANGING PERSPECTIVES
by
DAYTON L. ALVERSON

At the onset of the 1990's there was a growing concern regarding the obgerved
declines in the Steller sea lion (Eumetopias jubatus) throughout much of the
North Pacific. A species of marine mammal whose population levels in the Kenai
to Kiska region had reached levels exceeding 100 thousand animals had declined
from roughly 105 thousand animals in 1975 to about 25,000 animals in 1989
(NMFS, 1992) Figure 1. The decline in the Steller sea lion (SSL) populations had
occurred concurrent with declines in some other marine mammals and sea birds
in the Eastern Bering Sea, as well as in the Gulf of Alaska (Trites and Larkin,
1996).

As scientists began to examine the decline in SSL it was apparent that a general
correlation could be established with the decline and the rapid expansion of
corxnercial, first foreign and then domestic, fisheries of the region. The
expansion began in the Bering Sea during the 1950's and extended into the Gulf of
Alaska and south during the 1960's. Foreign catches of groundfish alone rocketed
to almost three million metric tons in the late 1970's. The early foreign fisheries
had initially concentrated on harvest of Bering Sea flounders and rockfishes,
primarily Pacific ocean perch (Sebates alutus). Following the successful
development of pollock surimi during the 1960's a major effort, particularly by
Japanese and Korean fleets, was made to shiff to the harvest of Alaska pollock in
the Bering Sea and Gulf Alaska. The development of the Bering Sea pollock
fisheries expanded rapidly during the late 1960's and through the 1970's while the
Gulf of Alaska fisheries developed mostly in the late 1970's following significant
increases pollock abundance during the later half of the decade (Alverson, 1992).

Marine scientists studying the decline in SSL were very aware of the development
of a complex of commercial herring, crab, shrimp and bottom fish fisheries of the
region during the time of the decline of SSL. The magnitude of the SSL decline led
the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) to declare SSL as a threatened
species in 1990 and later the western populaiton endangered (1997), throughout
much of the Gulf of Alaska and along the Aleutian Islands. Concurrently, a



number of hypotheses began to emerge regarding factors leading to the species
population collapse. The NMFS Recovery Team (NMFS, 1992) identified 12
potential factors that were considered possible contributors to SSL declining
population (Table 1), but it became increasingly apparent that most marine
mammal scientists, close to the data, felt that malnutrition was a prime suspect
and it was difficult to ignore the concurrent growth of the pollock fishervand the
declining sea lion_population. At the same time evidence was found indicating
that SSLs were smaller now fora given age compared with earlier years.

During the late 1980's and early 1990's a variety of papers began to surface in
scientific and gray literature noting the importance of pollock in the diet of SSL
and the relationship between pollock and the commercial fisheries (see Fritz, et
al., 1991: Loughlin and Merrick, 1989; Lowery, et al., 1989; Merrick, et al., 1987;
Calkins, 1988 ;and Loughlin and Merrick, 1989). Although the issue of pollock in
the diet of the SSL and the relationship between the commercial trawl fisheries,
as discussed by these authors differed, several major themes emerged from these
early studies (a) pollock was the major prey of sea lions and reference data
included cobservation dating back prior to the decline in the SSL population, (b) the
decline in the SSL could be associated with a significant growth in the

commercial fisheries of the region, (¢} the fisheries of the region caused a decline
in the prey as the result of localized reductions in pollock abundance or fishing
resulted in the fragmentation of pollock schools thus making it more difficult for
SSL to feed, and (d) environmental factors were not considered a significant factor
contributing to the SSL decline (Loughlin, 1987) Table 1. Many of these views were
embodied in the NMFS Sea Lion Recovery Team report of 1992.

The commentary and views of most marine mammal scientists remained largely
unchallenged at the onset of the 1990's and the majority of those present at a
workshop held in Anchorage, Alaska, (Alaska Sea Grant, 1991) came to the
conclusion that lack of prey and nutrition was the most important factor
contributing to the SSL decline. During this era, most of the scientific literature
on marine mammals of the Bering Sea, sea lions in particular, resulted from the
efforts of 2 handful of scientists working for the NMFS and ADF&G. Almost no
commentary surfaced from the fisheries scientists within the NMFS, ADF&G nor
the NPFMC regarding the growing debate over fisheries and SSL interactions.
However, the Marasco and Aron (1991) paper on the explosive character of

The Steller Sea Lion and Polleck- - .
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changes in the Alaskan groundfish fisheries and a lengthy review of commercial
fishing and the Steller sea lion by Alverson, 1992 surfaced interesting questions
suggesting alternative and broader interpretations of the decline of SSL
populations.

The Marasco and Aron paper (ibid), which provided biomass data for poHock in
the Bering Sea, made it obvious that the trends in pollock and SSL abundance
were not directly related, in fact they appeared to be inversely related. Alverson
(1992) suggested that (1) available scientific evidence did not support the
conclusion that pollock were important in the diet of SSL prior to the 1970's, (2) the
possibility that the abundance of major forage items for sea lions shifted following
the mid 1970's, (3) that prior to the significant growth of the pollock populations in
the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska (during the 1970's) small fatty fish species such
as capelin, sandlances and herring, probably formed the major elements of the
diet of SSL throughout most of the Gulf of Alaska, (4) there was evidence (Wooster,
personal comm.) of a major environmental shift in North Pacific ocean during
the mid 1970's, and (5) that pollock were unlikely to provide the quality of nutrition
that was provided by small fatty fish species. Alverson (1992) also suggested that
an alternate hypothesis to the pollock commercial fishery interaction-that a loss of
nutritional support for SSI, had occurred as the result of the declini ¢
e species the increased reliance on pollock ecies with low
fat content. The reviewed paper, was given little credence by many marine
- mammal scientists and, with the exception of a few academicians, the
investigation of the decline remained almost exclusively in the hands of NMFS
and ADF&G scientists.

Many members of the fishing industry felt threatened and concerned regarding
the comments and literature surfacing on SSL and what appeared to be a rather
narrow perspective promoted by a small group of marine mammal scientists.
Thus, in the summer of 1992, John Roos, former director of the International
Pacific Salmon Fisheries Commission, on behalf of significant elements of the
North Pacific fishing industry requested Pacific Northwest universities submit
proposals for research concerned with the impact of fisheries on the SSL.
Following a response from several unjversities the North Pacific Universities

[arine Mammal Research Consortinm was formed with four particivatin

institutions; the University of Alaska, the University of British Columbia, the

The Steller Sea Lion and Pollock— :
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University of Washington and Oregon State Universitv. At the cnset the

Consortium, was largely supported by donated funds from the fishing and
associated industries and was carefully organized to insure that participating
scientists were insulated from donor pressure and that the resulting science was
as unbiased as possible. Scientists were asked to concentrate their initial
research on the status of SSL populations and factors contributing to the-species
decline, including fishery/SSL interactions.

The mission of the Consortium was stated to be to undertake a Jong-term program

research on the relati e sheries an ine mammals i h
Pacific Ocean and Fastern Bering Sea. Studies were to initially focus on the
biology of the SSL and could include research on the effects of species interactions
and oceanographic conditions on changes in sea lion abundance.

The Consortium scientists, which constituted the only major research effort
outside government management agencies, found it difficult, at the onset of their
efforts, to work in close collaboration with some government scientists and there
appeared to be mutual mistrust on the part of both university and government
scientists. Nevertheless, the Consortiums work began £o probe into the issues of
SSL declines and the potential impacts of fishing. It is difficult to demonstrate
whether or not the efforts of the Consortium influenced the nature of the work the
marine mammal scientists, but there seemed to be a frenzy of effort (perhaps in
response to greater government funding), to reexamine earlier findings and
conclusions and to investigate in more detail evidence regarding the effects of
fishing on the SSL prey and their abundance and availability to sea lion
populations.

The attempt to relate fishing activity to the decline in the SSL population dates

well back into the 1980's when a numbe a focused on the hea
dependence of SSL on pollock in their diet (Trites, et al. in press). Efforts to
associate the decline in SSL with fisheries soon became evident. In 1989,
Loughlin and Merrick (1989) published a paper comparing sea lion counts and
pollock catches for eight major rookeries and tested for time lagged effects. The
results were perhaps surprising to the investigators in that few significant
correlations were detected and they were both positive and negative. Later,
Ferrero and Fritz (1994) tested the hypotheses that commercial catches of pollock
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were correlated with SSL abundance using additional rockeries and data collected
after 1987 from the region between Kodiak Island and the Western Aleutian
Islands. They too failed to find a relationship between the SSL abundance and
pollock harvest using the available data. A third attempt, by Sampson (1996)
found large winter catches of pollock occurred near sea lion rookeries that
suffered large declines in the 1980's, but the report also showed sharp declines in
SSL's areas in the late 1980's where no winter catches of pollock had oceurred.
Sampson also was unable to relate the decline to the amount of fishing effort, total
catches of groundfishes, or catches of Pacific cod and Atka mackerel. In a news
release from the Alaska Sea Grant researchers noted fishing is less a factor,
because pollock stocks overall are high and the industry doesnt target young

pollack. ay Collie fisherv researcher at the U aska noted " i
sense, the findings exonerates ind .We disccuse ck_, but 14 onlv
conclude that pollock stock 2 u 13 down. "

Trites, et al. (1998) commenting on the relationship between the SSL and
commercial fisheries puts a philosophical touch to the debate noting “as for
whether commercial fisheries have out-competed sea lions, the gross statistics of
catch in the Gulf would seem to present a circumstantial case for effects on food
resources for sea lions: increases in the total catch have coincided with a decline
in sea lion abundance." However, as several authors have pointed out life is never
" so simple. For example sea lions are h iest i aska, an area that
has the highest human activity in t ulf. Qut in the Aleutians

gea lion declines occurred at a time of little figshing activity. Recently Trites and
his colleagues at the University of British Columbia (1998) noted (in reference to a
NMFS management proposal) "we were surprised to learn that the leading
hypothesis is lack of available prey." This suggest that the SSL are starving to
death; a statement that is not supported by field observations. The authors noted
that if there is a relationship between SSL abundance it may be more subtle than
gross statistics reveal.

The failure to find convincing evidence that pollock abundance trends, in general,
could be related to the SSL decline has resulted in the gradual abandonment of
this hypothesis (although the potential of localized depletion is still under
investigation). Subsequently Merrick and Calkins (1994), Merrick, et al. (1997)
and other investigators began to examine the importance of small, two year old
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and younger pollock, in the diet of SSL. The dominance of young fish in the

examined stomachs seems well established. However, no supporting evidence
has surfaced which suggest that the commercial ﬁshgfv, which largely harvest,

3-9 vear old fish has had anv demonstrated impact on juvenile pollock abundance.
Merrick(1995) examined and found a relationship between the 1 and 2 year old
pollock and the decline in SSL populations in the Eastern Aleutian Islamd area,
but the trend in young fish prior to 1979 is not noted. Hallowed (1991) shows that
the recruitment of age 2 pollock increased more than 400% in the Gulf during this
period, yet according to the Final Recovery Plan for the SSL (NMFS, 1991) the SSL
‘population did not respond to the increase in young fish, but declined

significantly, Merrick's data also can be used to show that although there was
some decline in the numbers of 2 year old pollack during the 1980's in the Gulf,

he actual numbers of youn er surviving SSL increased 28%.

The belief that pollock has traditionally been the dominate pr t ems to
have gone through a rather radical shift during the past decade. Merrick, (1895)
for example, confines his comments on data supporting the feeding pattern of SSL
to the period of 1975 and forward, noting that these data constitute the only
complete set available for comparison of temporal or area specific trends. Latter
Merrick (1995) provides evidence of 2 major shift in the availability of food for SSL

noting capelin abu ce was highint 70's, but has since declined.

alsa di eabird's diets in t ibilof Islands and Gulf of Alask

beginni i . i t ition i i :

Skan Bgv on the north 31de of Unwk_aM&.@gg_}_m@gt_eﬂhMgg
all fora h (mvct uckers) disappeared from the area i

about 1978. The Berin ioma e other demersal cies consumed b

sea lions (sclulpin and eelpouts) appear to have decreased from the late 1970's to
the mid 1980's.

Merrick, et al, (1997) noted that even during the period of decline there has been a
significant shift in the diets of SSL.. The occurrence of cod like species in scats
and stomachs from the declining sea lion population in the Kodiak Island area
has increased from 32% in the 1976-1978 to 60% in 1985-1986. Small schooling fish
occurrence decreased from 18% in 1975 to 6% in 1990-1883. Various authors have
joined to support the hypothesis that a major change in the environment occurred
in the mid 1970's resulting in a shift in the food supply for SSL (e.g., Alverson,
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1992; Merrick, 1995; Boyd, 1995; NRC, 1996; Springer, in press; Pritcher, et al., in
press). Pritcher, et al. (in press) for example concluded that there is strong
evidence that a major oceanic regime shift, characterized bv increased water

temperature began in the North Pacific. including the Gulf of Alaska about 1975-

976. is regime shift apparentlv affected both bioma ition of SSL,
prey with abrupt changes noted after 1978. Populations of small forage species
suc capell a and Pacific sand clined greatly whi ar

predator fishes such as walleve pollock and cod and flatfishes increased.

Dr. Michael Castellini a marine mammal biologist at the University of Alaska
observed to in the Alaska Sea Grant News {Alaska SEA Grant 1991" there seems
little doubt that is somehow food related” The new report, however goes on to say
researchers " believe shortages of herring, capelin, sand lance , eulachon and

- other small forage fish favored as prey may hav e triggerded the deaths of steller
sea Lons and caused bith rates to drop.

Boyd (1995) notes that major shifts in forage focd available to the SSL have
occurred during the period of the SSL decline, but the causes of these shifts are
uncertain (and probably always will be), and may be due to (1) changes in the
climatic/oceanographic conditions, (2) stochastic or chaotic behavior in the main
pathways of carbon flux, and (3) human intervention either through the removal
of fish or sea lions or both. Some of the shifts in dominate forage species may have
been fostered by climatic changes, harvesting of whales, herring, Pacific ocean
perch or a combination of the above. Evidence that ines i are rel
oundfish or other fisheries ion are wealk, at best.

The issue of gualitv of prev seemed to receive little attention until Consortium

scienty vealed that pollock had low nutriti value in ¢ arison with

many other species.

Trites, et al. (1998) noted that in discussing the relationship between the SSL and
their decline there is a tendency to only emphasize the amount of individual fish
species available to SSL or quantity removed from the environment. Little or no
consideration is given to the diversity or quality of prey available to them. Pollock,
the dominant prey currently available to SSL, are being consumed at the highest
rates in the areas where the greatest SSL declines are noted. Further, these

The Steller Sea Lion and Pollock~ -
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authors state that pollock are generally poor in energy or nutritional content.
“They have about half the energy content as herring and have less usable energy
due to various cost of digestion.” According to Dr. David Rosen (UBC), pollock
makes a lousy meal. During one trial, captive sea lions were fed exclusively on
poliock and despite the fact that sea lions were fed essentially all the pollock they
desired they actually lost body mass. “Your talking 16-18 kg in only two-weelks.
That's a major loss of weight for an animal that only weighs about 100 kg."

Merrick (1995) also raises the possibility of the nutritional problems’ associated
with pollock, noting that diets of SSL in areas of the Aleutians, with the highest
rates of population decline, had little diversity and were typically dominated by
‘pollock. This was in sharp contrast to the observations of diet of healthy SSL
population in Southeast Alaska which included diversity of species including fatty
fishes. Although the issue i of nutritional value of the prey has

gained momentum over the past few vears its gverall importance in the decline of
the S8, is still under study. '

Springer (in press), asks a much more fundamental question regarding the
factors leading to the decline of SSL that is "is it all climate change that has been
responsible for the dynamics of species at higher trophic levels in the past two to
three decades? He notes that "the two most plausible explanations for reduced
prey are commercial fisheries, which expanded greatly beginning in the 1950's in
~ the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska, and climate change.” This issue is
contentious and there is a lack of consensus about the roles fishing and climate
have had in structuring marine food webs and affecting overall production in the
North Pacific (NRC, 1996). However, there i wing evidence that cli

Another problem confronting scientist had be idendification of the pericd of life
history during which survial has declined. Attention has been focussed on both
females and young, but the debate over the affects of under nutrition and its
possible impacts on females and young, has at times, seem confusing and
counterintuitive. For example, Merrick, et al., (1995) in a study comparing pup
masses between rookeries and increasing and decreasing populations was
surprised to find that the pup masses in the areas where populations were
decreasing were significantly larger than those in areas with decreasing
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populations, leading the authors to conclude; (1) the large size of pups in the areas

of decreasing populations siuggest that pup condition was not compromised in the
first months postpartum and that reducing juvenile survival acts after the

neonat ertod 2) the larger pup size in declinin opulations implies that
pregnant and garly postpartum females in those populations are not having

These findings seem somewhat at odds with results reported by Calkin, et al.,
(1998) who found that growth of female sea lions, as measured by standard length,
auxiliary girth, and mass, was reduced between the 1970's and 1980's supporting
the under nutritien hypothesis. Pritcher, et al., (1998) in an investigation of
pregnancy rates in females and under nutrition concluded a significant decline
had occurred between early and late (within year) pregnancy rates during the
1970's and 1980's (100% to 67% in the 1970's) and { 95% to 55%) in the 1980's. The
between period decline was not significant, nevertheless, they concluded that
there is considerable evidence su ting nutritional st affectin

iv ce of the SSI, during both the 1970's and th 0's.
Additionally Calkins, et al., (1998) states "The findings of reduced body size
between samples of SSL's collected in the mid 1970's and the mid 1980's seemingly

indicate a reduced ¢ ing capaci cause it a reduced dan
vailahilitv of pre or in v composition to less nutritiou ecies." In this
case it would seem to indicate that c in city declined even more rapidly

than the ulation, b ese autho te that no direct link has bee

demonstrated between under nutrition and the actual decline in. numbers.

Over the past several years factors influencing the decline in SSL have gone
through a metamorphous which has embodied attempts to associate the decline
(a) directly with the growth of bottom fisheries; primarily pollock fishing (b)
localized depletion and disruption of pollock schools, (¢) declining abundance of
young pollock, (d) disruption of spawning aggregations of pollock during the
winter spawning period, and (e) the general competition by fisheries for SSL prey
species. The hypotheses have also included lack of food for the female SSL
population and, more recently, relating the SSL decline to deaths in the younger
members of the population, but the factors impacting the young remain

The Steller Sea Lion and Pollock- - _
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uncertain. Additionally, predation by killer whales at currenct depressed
population levels of SSLs has been suggested as one of the current problems
confronting rebuilding of the SSL stocks and the possibility of disease has been
rekindled. Finally, the possibility of climatic factors playing the dominant role is
also being suggested. The latter bringing about an inferred lowering of the
carrying capacity for SSL in the North Pacific region. Nutritional deficiency
remains a major factor believed to have brought about the collapse of the SSL
population, but the involvement of fisheries in the decline is much less certain.

The contemporary situation seems rather obtuse and confused by historical
an in the envir ent and ecological structure of the ecosvstem and the
likely changing i n t erlving can of decline over time.

In regard to the nutritional hypothesis, Bayd (1995) concludes that
“circumstantial evidence exist to suggest that changes in food availability could
have been a cause of the decline, but that this may no longer be the main cause.
Density-dependent responses, in terms of population size and the condition of
pups, are possibly being observed amongst SSLs in the Eastern Aleutians.” Also
in respect to pollock forming the dominate portion of food of SSLs, there is strong
evidence which supports that pollock have constituted a significant percentage of
their diet since the mid 1970's (Merrick, 1995). Prior to the early 1970's there is
growing evidence that small forage species (herring, capelin, candlefish, and
sandfish) were the key food items (Alverson, 1992; Merrick, 1995; Pritcher, et al.
1998). There is additional evidence that the shift to pollock during the late 1970's
may have had the result of SSL opting for prey having much lower nutritional
value than the small forage species which they had depended upon during years
of high abundance (Trites, et al. 1998).

The new evidence and views regarding the SSL have led scientists to questionl
further regulation of fisheries as a means to reverse the decline in SSL numbers
in the Gulf of Alaska and to assist in population recovery.

Boyd (1995), for example, notes “there have been substantial fisheries in areas
designated as critical habitat for SSL, but unless the magnitude of these fisheries
is expressed in terms of available biomass and there is an indication in the rate of

flux of prey between critical and non-critical habitat, it is difficult to come to anv
conclusions about the potential impact of fisheries on sea lions even within the

The Stefler Sea Lion and Pollock- . .
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current exclusion zones. New research is required to examine the effects of
changes in the rates at which sea lions encounter prey under different levels of
fishing. There is a need for more information about fish behavior collected at the
same spatial and temporal scales as data about sea lion behavior."

Boyd, (ibid.) further states that "a strong precautionary principle should-be
adopted towards sea lion-fisheries interactions. This is exemplified by the fishery

. exclusion zones now in place around SSL rockeries. Despite this there is support
for the view that fisheri d sea lions do not compete directly since the fisheries

are, in general, targeted at species or age classes that are not highly important in

the diet of sea lions. Although this may result from competitive exclusion of sea
lions by fisheries there must also be some doubt that management measures,
other than the type already in place, introduced in an attempt to reduce the effects
of the indirect links between fisheries and SSLs will achieve the objective of aiding

in the recovery of the sea lion population. Qur knowledge of the ecosvstem
processes is so rudimentary that such measures mav have as much _chance of

bein ful as aidin very."

Springer (in press) concludes his paper on climate change by noting that “the role

of cli as a force in_populati ics of species at higher trophic lev
must be ¢a Iy wei against t le of other factors. e.g.. commercial
fisheries, in setting management approaches that affect the lives of peopl
wildlife."

Trites, et al. (1998) in their comments on a NMFS proposal to more equally
distribute the fishing for pollock in the Gulf of Alaska concluded that many of the
statements made about SSLs and the impact of pollock fishing in the Federal
Register' are misleading. The potential problem in the SSL diet is not the lack of
available prey, but rather the lack of appropriate prey. Exactly what constitutes
apprepriate prey is still under investigation. The effect of changing the timing of
pollock harvest on SSL and therefore, changes in TAC and its allotment should be
implemented cautiously. Given the current population decline, the results of the

propased changes in pollock management strategy are unpredictable and may
produce ung;cpeci;ed and unwanted results.

The Steller Sea Lion and Pollock- ' :
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The establishment of the North Pacific University Marine Mammal Research
Consortium along with increased funding for marine mammal research has led .
to a much broader and more quantitative examination of the decline of the SSL
albeit the increase in knowledge has made it more difficult to evaluate future
management options. In a report currently under preparation by Consortium
scientists (Trites personal comm.), ecosystem modeling failed to account-for
changes that occurred between 1950 and 1980 through trophic interactions alone.

These scientists (Trites, personal comm.) concluded that "environmental change
likely explains the build up of flatfish and the decline of pelagic fishes. Changes
in the abundance of these key species can in turn affect the abundance of other
species in the food web. Their model suggest that increased fishing pressure on

has a minimal-affect on the ad ] due to i eplenishment

e juvenile stock. Juvenile pollo nefit from reduc nnibalism and
the model predicts that seals, sea lions and piscivorous birds would increase due
fo an increase in the abundance of juvenile pollock. On the other hand, over
fishing o could lead to the extinction of seabirds that consume juvenile

pollock, Nevertheless, according to the UBC consortium scientists, reducing the
adult biomass 50% would have a positive affect on seals, sea lions and piscivorous
birds because the abundance of juvenile pollock which they consume , increases

as cannibalism by adult pollock is reduced. Reducing pollock fishing results in a

larger adult Donulatiop and a smaller juvenile pollock pepulation.

Merrick (1995} discusses two possible interventions that could be considered to
alter the decline in the SSL population. One would be to maintain high fishing
effort on some species "emulate K-selected species and reduce variability in
ecosystem biomass and the alternative to reduce fishing effort to allow stocks of K
species to rebuild. In the discussion of these options the author points out
potential problems underlie both approaches and concludes that "what is clear is
that the SSL probably will not recover unless a fundamental change occurs in the

prey availability in the North Pacific Ocean.” We are left with the question of will
the climate of the ocean change gver the next several decades and reverse the
observed decline in 8SL or are there steps that managers can take to enhance the
abundance and types of prev that might be i;_r_),]é ortant to increasing SSL
populations? Unfortunately we don't seem to know the answer to either of these
guestions.

The Steller Sea Lion and Polleck— .
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GREENPEACE .,

Qctober 29, 1598

James W. Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.O. Box 21688

Junean, AK 99802-1668

Re: Comments on Proposed Reasonable and Prudent Altemative

Dear Mr. Balsiger:

On August 17, 1998, Greenpeace and American Oceans Campaign submitted
comprehensive proposals for the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries to
reduce the likelihood of jeopardizing Steller sea lions and to reduce the likely negative
impacts of these large fisheries on the North Pacific ecosystem. We reiterate the
analyses submitted with these proposals and incorporate them by reference into these
COIMIENts.

The Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) proposed by NMFS at public
meetings in Seattle and Anchorage falls far short of insuring that these fisheries will not
likely jeopardize Steller sea lions or adversely modify this species’ critical habitat.
These comments outline some of the major deficiencies in the proposed RPA.

I NMFS SHOULD PREPARE THE BIOLOGICAL OPINION BASED ON THE
BEST SCIENTIFIC AND COMMERCIAL DATA AVAILABLE.

The content and conclusions of the Biological Opinion should be determined by
NMEFS alone, based solely on “the best scientific and commercial data available.” 16
U.S.C. § 1536 (a)(2). While we welcome public involvement in reviewing this daia
and the reasonable conclusions to be drawn therefrom, the public meetings NMFS has
held appear to have been designed more to allow potentially affected interests to
generate pressure rather than to contribute meaningfully to the scientific judgments
required under the law. Rather than providing a draft Biological Opinion and
requesting commments focused on the relevant issues under the Endangered Species Act,
NMFS has sought general reactions to and suggestions for its potential RPA. This
process appears more appropriate to policy decisions rather than a Biologicat Opinion.

In this regard, we note our concern over suggestions that the North Pacific
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conclusions of the Biological Opinion. There is no such role for the Council or any
other political body under the Endangered Species Act; indeed, involving the Council in
reaching the opinions required by the Act would be illegal.

1. THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT AND THE BEST SCIENTIFIC DATA
AVAILABLE REQUIRE FINDINGS OF JEOPARDY AND ADVERSE
MODIFICATION.

The Endangered Species Act requires that NMFS “insure” that these fisheries
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of sea lions or adversely modify
their critical habitat. 15 U.5.C. § 1536(a)(1). Section 7 reflects an explicit
Congressional decision to give first priority to conserving endangered species, a
priority that overrides the other missions of the federai agencies. TVA v. Hill, 437
U.S. 153, 185 (1978); see aiso, Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter of Communities for a
Great Oregon, 515 U.S. 687, 699 (1995) (“The plain intent of [the ESA] was to halt
and reverse the trend toward species extinction, whatever the cost.”). In applying
Section 7, “the burden is on the action agency” to demonstrate that its action likely will
not jeopardize the species or adversely modify its critical habitat, and the agency must
“give the benefit of the doubt to the species.” H. R. Rep. No. 697, 96th Cong., 1st
Sess. 12 (1979), reprinted in 1979 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News 2557, 2572.

Thus, the statute requires reasonable judgments based on the best information
available, The relevant issue is not whether certainty has been achieved, as it rarely is
concerning biological interactions and relationships, but, rather, whether NMFS has
insured that these fisheries are not likely jeopardizing the species or adversely
modifying critical habitat.

In light of these standards, the only defensible conclusions for the Biological
Opinion are that the giant pollock fisheries likely are jeopardizing the continued
existence of Steller sea lions and adversely modifying their critical habitat. In brief, it
is established that lack of available food is the leading explanation for the precipitous
decline in the Western population of sea lions. A primary determinant of critical
habitat was its importance to sea lions’s foraging -- NMFS has recognized that adequate
- food availability is “the single most important feature™ of this critical habitat. It also is
well-established that pollock, Atka mackerel, and other groundfish targeted by the
fisheries are the primary prey of sea lions. Nonetheless, since sea lions were listed
under the Endangered Species Act, these giant fisheries have becomme concentrated in
sea lion critical habitat, to the point where about 80% of the pollock catch in the Bering
Sea, and about 70% of the total groundfish catch, occurred in critical habitat.
Moreover, these fisheries are concentrated into a few months, including the crucial
winter period, heightening their likely adverse effects.

The Western population of Steller sea lions was reclassified from threatened to
endangered over a year ago. The latest trend counts show continued significant
declines in this population, declines that must be reversed if this species is to avoid
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extinction. NMFS must make significant changes in the groundfish trawl fisheries to
insure that these federally-authorized actions do not further jeopardize this species and
10 promote a recovery.

II. THE PROPOSED RPA DOES NOT INSURE THAT THE POLLOCK
FISHERIES ARE NOT LIKELY TO JEOPARDIZE SEA LIONS OR
ADVERSELY MODIFY CRITICAL HABITAT.

The proposed RPA falls far short of what is required to insure that the pollock trawl
fisheries are not likely to jeopardize the species and or adversely modify critical habitat.
Major shortcomings include the following:

1. Inadequate seasonal apportionments of the TAC to spread out the impact more
evenly across the year and avoid concentrating catches in the most difficuit times of the year
for foraging sea lions;

2. Inadequate nearshore trawl exclusion zones which fail to protect large portions of
critical habitat proximal to rookeries and haulout sites in the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian
Islands west of 170W longitude;

3. Lack of real protections for winter foraging habitat in the large aquatic foraging zone

off the eastern Aleutian Islands, overlapping the CVOA, where record levels of 50-70% of the
giant eastern Bering Sea pollock catch have been extracted in the 1990s;

4. In light of low stock abundance, recruitment trends, and concerns for sea lion prey
availability in the Al, there shouid be a moratorium on the directed fishery at this time and
assurances that any future fishery would be managed under the same time-area regime as in the
Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska. Under the RPA proposal, however, there would be a complete
absence of time-area management in the Al pollock fishery; and

5. Failure to include precautionary reductions in TAC to prevent displaced trawi effort
from transferring problems associated with spatial-temporal concentration of the catch in
designated critical habitats to other areas.

These points are discussed in more detail below.

1. A Minimum of Quarterly TAC Allocations Is Required.

A key weakness of existing NMFS sea lion conservation measures is that the agency
never recommended the same time-area apportionment scheme of the BS/AI pollock TAC as was
adopted in the GOA pollock fishery, in order to minimize the risk of pulse fishing and localized
depletions of this single most important prey item in the sea lion diet throughout much of
western Alaska. However, NMFS’ proposed RPA would institute a seasonal allocation of the
pollock TACs using a fatally flawed trimester apportionment formula which would concentrate
these fisheries in the times of year identified by NMFS as the most difficult for foraging Steller
sea lions. The history of the Section 7 consultation record and the established facts concerning
sea lion biology and fishery interactions in critical sea lion foraging habitat demonstrate that
quarterly allocations of the pollock TACs for the BS/AI and Gulf of Alaska are a fundamental



component of comprehensive sea lion conservation measures that will reduce the likelihood of
jeopardizing sea lions, adversely modifying their critical habitat, and limiting their recovery. 7

NMES frequently has recognized the importance of a quarterly allocation. Notably, a
memo of 10 March 1993 from Aron to Pennoyer strongly opposed a proposal for making an
A/B seasonal pollock division in the GOA as in the BS/AI, because it would increase catches
in the winter roe fishery and because it would violate the strategy of temporal allocation of the
fishery:

“The guarterly approach is fundamental to the NMFS conservation strategy of temporal
and spatial allocation of the pollock TAC to minimize sea lion impacts. That NMFES took this
approach was probably a fundamental reason why the U.S. District Court and the Court of

eals found in favor of the Service in the complaint filed by Greenpeace over the 1991
walleye pollock GOA TAC. Adoption of the BSAI roach would contradicr actions by
NMFS, without allowing the strategy [i.e., quarterly allocations in the GOA] sufficient time to

have positive effects on the sea lion population.”

We strongly oppose the proposed institution of the trimester allocation scheme in the
draft RPAs for both the GOA and BS/Al. NMFS has provided no biological justification for
reducing the temporal spacing of the se fisheries from quarters to trimesters.

Moreover, under both the existing Gulf trimester scheme and the proposed Gulf/Bering
Sea pollock trimester scheme, most of the TAC would be concentrated in the fall and winter, the ™\
times of year identified by NMFS as most difficult for foraging sea lions.

The Section 7 record is replete with concerns for this fall-winter period. For instance,
the 30 March 1993 Memorandum from Cecogan, summarized general Steller sea lion/fishery
conflict issues and goals of past management measures. In that memo, the importance of the
November through April period was identified as a time of higher stress for sea lions, hence
any measure that concentrates fishing in this period is a problem:

“Because of stress associated with winter weather, weaning season, gestation, and
reduced prey diversity and availability, anything that increases fishing effort ar known
haulouts or rookeries from November through April may require formal consultation.”

The 4 April 1993 Memorandum of William Aron to Steven Pennoyer further
emphasizes the need to avoid concentrating the pollock TAC in the fall months. In that
consultation, AFSC staff assessed the effect of a GOA pollock third quarter starting date of
September 1 with respect to effects on Steller sea lions: -

“This starting date is likely to cause adverse impacts on Steller sea lions by
concentrating fishing effort in the fall and winter when juvenile sea lions may be
vulnerable to shortages of prey resources.”

N

“In contrast, the compression of fishing effort during June and July under the current



Gulf of Alaska quarter system is not considered to be a problem because sea lions are
affered some protection by the 10 nm buffer zones, pups are not foraging yet, and the
animals may be less stressed under generally milder environmental conditions....

“We do nor support a September 1 third quarter starting date in the Gulf of Alaska
pollock fishery and retain support of our previous recommendation of January 20, June
1, August 15 and October I quarterly starting dates with equal TAC releases in each
quarter.”

Despite these repeated concerns in the Section 7 record, however, the Guif pollock
fishery has been allocated on a trimester basis since 1996 as approved in Amendment 45 to the
Gulf of Alaska FMP, in which the former third and fourth guarter allocations were combined into
one TAC release on September 1, comprising 50% of the annual TAC. When combined with the
25% TAC release in the first trimester, beginning January 20, 75% of the TAC was concentrated
in the fall and winter months. '

Amendment 45 to the Gulf of Alaska FMP constituted a major step backward for NMFS
sea lion conservation policy. The fact that pollock fishery removals in the GOA have occurred
principaily within 20 nm of rookeries and major haulouts in critical habitat led NMFS to propose
an emergency regulatory amendment to the Gulf pollock trimester apportionment whereby 10%
of the third trimester TAC was reapportioned to the second (summer) trimester, changing the
seasonal allocation to 25-35-40%. This measure was taken in response to a 60% increase in the
west-central Gulf of Alaska TAC for 1998; which would lead to large increases in third trimester
pollock removals from critical habitat:

“A 60 percent increase in the W/C GOA pollock TAC for 1998 could have an impact on
Steller sea lions. With the current temporal apportionment of pollack TAC in the W/C
GOA, significantly more fish would be removed during the fall months. Sea lion
biologists believe thar conservative action needs to be taken to reduce the pollock
aliocation during that critical period, when sea lion pups are beginning their transition
to solid food and adult females are both lactating and in early stages of pregnancy.”
[NMEFS Draft EA/RIR to Change the Percentages of Pollock TAC Apportioned to Each
Fishing Season in the W/C Regulatory Areas of the Gulf of Alaska, January 1998.]

The draft RPA trimester apportionment scheme in which the TAC would be allocated 35-
15-50% across the three seasons would actually INCREASE the amount of the TAC taken during
the times of year identified by NMFS as most difficult to foraging Steller sea lions. Given the
enormous size of these fisheries and their continued concentration in and near Steller sea lion
habitats, as well as the temporal concentration of Gulf pollock TAC in the fall-winter period
under the current trimester management scheme, at 2 minimum these TACs should be allocated
on a quarterly basis and the fall-winter allocation must be reduced substantially. A quarterly
allocation of the TAC is the bare minimum of seasonal divisions which will ensure that at least
half of the catch is directed away from the fall-winter months, and a strong case exists for
dividing these large fishery quotas into even smaller seasonal apportionments to truly ensure that
the impacts of big pulse fisheries are spread evenly across the year.



Quarterly apportionments are not a panacea. Data from the Gulf of Alaska pollock and
Aleutian Atka mackerel fisheries indicate that these kinds of broad spatial/temporal allocations /™
do not address the localized nature of the fisheries in question and their likely impacts on sea lion
prey availability and foraging success. They altogether failed to reduce fishery removals in
critical habitat or prevent them from increasing substantially. But, when combined with a
comprehensive strategy of year-round trawl exclusion zones, they serve to further reduce the
likely adverse impacts of high-volume pulse fishing by spreading out the effort and catches
across the year.

2. Year-Round 20 NM Trawl Exclusion Zones Are Needed Around All
Sites Listed As Critical Habitat In Western Alaska.

Time-area management of the large groundfish trawl fisheries is an important but
insufficient component of sea lion conservation. Without year-round trawl closure areas in the
critical habitat zones adjacent to rookeries and haulouts, groundfish trawl catches of primary
sea lion prey will continue to remain concentrated in areas proximal to land-based sites,
increasing the likelihood of jeopardy and adverse modification by depleting the local prey base.

The draft RPAs propose an expanded trawl exclusion sirategy which includes no-trawl
zones around haulout sites where >200 animals have ever been counted in any season, as
defined in the 1993 final rule designating critical habitat. Expanded no-trawl zones out to 20
nm in the eastern Bering Sea/eastern Aleutian region (between 164-170W) would provide year- /"
round protection to the fusll extent of critical foraging habitats adjacent to rookeries and
haulouts and would mark an important step forward in sea lion conservation, but the zones
would only extend to 10 nm in the Gulf of Alaska and Aleutian Islands west of 170W
longitude.

It is abundantly clear from NMFS fishery data and the Section 7 record that the existing
10 nm rookery zones have been completely inadequate, in large part because very little
trawling previously occurred within 10 nm. Much larger trawl fishery removals have been
concentrated in critical habitat zones from 10.1 to 20 nm, leading the National Research
Council (1996) to conclude that the 10 nm zones are “t00 small to effectively separate the Jocal
effects of trawlers on sea lion prey from foraging sea lions.”

NMES provides no biological rationale for denying protection to these areas between
10.1 and 20 nm in designated critical habitat in the GOA and Al, rather, it proposes to
continue the failed strategy of the recent past by recommending 10 nm trawl] exclusion zones.
The rationale given for 10 or 20 nm no-trawl zones is the length of the shelf areas in each
region, but the shelf area in both the Gulf of Alaska and the Aleutian Islands extends to at least
20 nm and, in many areas, to considerably greater than 20 nm.

In the GOA, an additional proposed restriction would limit the Gulf pollock fleet to no
more than 33% of the aggregare B and C season TAC from within 10-20 nm of critical habitat /™
sites and Shelikof Strait foraging area to prevent the fleet from concentrating all its effort on



the boundary of the 10 nm trawl exclusion zones. While this measure may alleviate some of
the competitive fishery pressure on critical habitats between 10.1 and 20 nm, it is not an
adequate substitute for full protection of these areas of critical habitat. It also is deceptive,
because 33% of a simple aggregate of B and C-season TACs may translate inte very large
removais during one season and very smail removals in another. Finally, since observer
coverage for the Gulf pollock fleet is considerably less than 100%, it is unclear how well the
fleet will comply with the measure.

3. Greater Protection Of Sea Lion Aquatic Foraging Habitat Off The Eastern Aleutian
Islands Is Needed.

In 1992, following the closure of the Bogosiof Island management area (518), a large
amount of pollock “A” season effort shified to the CVOA. The Bogoslof area, which overlaps
the western portion of the sea lion aquatic foraging area off the EAI out to 170W longitude,
has remained closed to directed pollock fishing in response to very low (and declining) pollock
biomass since 1992, as part of the Donut Hole treaty with Russia. When considering remedies
to the overexpioitation of the CVOA/critical habitat it is important to remember that the
Bogoslof portion of sea lion aquatic foraging habitat has aiready been depleted. If anything,
there is a sirong case to make for excluding ALL trawl fishing in the CVOA/sea lion aquatic
foraging area before it too goes the way of the Bogoslof fishery.

The draft RPAs would include a 10% reduction in the current A-season roe pollock
allocation (from 45% to 35% of the TAC) and limit the A-season harvest from the CVOA to no
more than 50% of the total A-season catch. NMFS says the A-season catch from the CVOA
averages about 75% in recent years, thus there would be some reduction in catch from the Area
under the proposed measure. However, the critical habitat area off the eastern Aleutian Islands
would continue to be the focus of a very large, intense fishery on spawning pollock at the time of
year when sea lions are known to fatten up on energy-rich, readily available schools of roe-laden
fish.

The draft RPAs do not provide any basis for concluding that the proposed reasures are
adequate to prevent jeopardy or adverse modification of critical habitat. We urge the agency to
adopt a more comprehensive approach combining (1) quarterly allocations, (2) area-specific
lirnits on catch, (3) seasonal 60 nm no-trawl zones and (4) reductions in fishing effort to provide
some real assurance that these critical foraging areas which constitute the center of the Steller sea
lion range are not being adversely modified or that the fishery is not posing a significant
competitive limit to the recovery of the population.

A, The Need For Seasonal 60 nm Trawl Exclusion Zone in the EAI

In the BS/AI during the 1990s, the A-B seasonal allocation of the pollock TAC has
resulted in an approximately ten-fold increase in the catch from the winter months and on
spawning grounds in the large sea lion aquatic foraging habitat area from Unimak Island to
Islands of the Four Mountains. This area was the population center of the Steller sea lion
range-wide distribution only thirty years ago, but the population has since declined by about



90% and shows renewed declines of 18% from 1994-1998 after a brief rebound in the trend
counts from 1989 -1994. ’,-\

It is highly unlikely that the population of this large-bodied, long-lived top predator
would plunge so drastically in the center of its range in response to natural variations in
oceanographic conditions to which the species is well-adapted — especially considering the
species’ adaptability to a wide range of latitudes and the slow but steady recovery of Steller sea
lion populations in the eastern stock from Southeast Alaska to the Oregon/California border
during the same period, following the end of bounty programs. The development of a very
large pollock fishery with cumulative removals approaching 40 million metric tons biomass
since 1964, most of it concentrated in this area of the eastern Bering Sea, constitutes an
unprecedented shift in the fishing regime of western Alaska as well as a serious competitive
threat to the historically large populations of pollock predators in the region, particularly
northern fur seals and Steller sea lions.

The large at-sea foraging areas were first recommended as critical by the Steller Sea Lion
Recovery Team in 1991 and encompass major pollock spawning grounds in the Gulf of Alaska
(Shelikof Strait) and eastern Aleutian Islands (from Unimak Island to Islands of the Four Mountains,
164-170W longitude) as well as Atka mackerel spawning grounds in Seguam Pass. The Recovery
Team also noted that nutritional factors appeared to be involved in the sea lion population decline
and emphasized the need for designating at-sea areas adjacent to population centers where sea lions
were commonly known to forage, and where the groundfish fisheries, particularly for pollock, were
heavily concentrated (SSLRT 1991). The Recovery Team recommendation led to designation as Py
critical habitat by NMFS in 1993: S

“These sites were selected because of their geographic location relative to Steller sea
lion abundance centers, their importance as Steller sea lion foraging areas, their
present or historical importance as habitat for large concentrations of Steller sea lion
prey items that are essential 1o the species’ survival, and because of the need for special
consideration of Steller sea lion prey and foraging requirements in the management of
large commercial fisheries that occur in these areas.” (NMFS 1993)

The designated 20 nm rookery and haulout areas protect vital nearshore areas but do not
begin to encompass the extensive seasonal movements and foraging ranges of the Steller sea lion in
the fall-winter months, when prey are more scarce and many prey fish move offshore to deeper
waters. In the EA/RIR for Amendments 20 and 25 to the BS/AI and GOA Fishery Management
Plans (Proposed Prohibition to Groundfish Trawling in the Vicinity of Steller Sea Lion Rookeries,
1991), NMFS determined that a seasonal trawl closure strategy comprised of 20 nm closures in
summer and 60 nm closures in winter (Oct 1-Apr 30) would best approximate Steller sea lion
seasonal foraging patterns: :

“This alternative approximates the maximum observed foraging distance of females with

pups during the breeding season, and provides a large closed area during winter to better
encompass winter foraging habitals and compensate for increased nutritional need and -~
stresses.” (NPFMC/NMFS 1991) S



The agency has acknowledged that the existing rookery no-trawl zones are inadequate, not
only for failing to protect winter foraging habitat proximal to haulout sites but for failing to protect
accustomed winter foraging grounds farther offshore, which are necessary for the survival and
recovery of the species in the CVOA region. These repeated agency findings underscore the need
for trawl closure areas in both the nearshore habitats and in the larger aquatic foraging areas. The
draft RPAs fail to address this need, particularly in the heavily exploited CVOA/critical habitat area.
The RPA proposal to limit the A-season pollock catch in the CVOA to no more than 50% of the
large A-season roe pollock TAC would still result in a major pulse fishery concentrated in the heart
of accustomed sea lion winter foraging grounds on schools of prespawning and spawning pollock.

In addition to concerns about the localized effects of this large pulse fishery on the
availability of energy-rich, roe-laden pollock in winter foraging habitat of Steller sea lions during
the difficult winter months, NMFS has not considered possibly large indirect effects that roe
fisheries may have on pollock year-class size and the annual production of juvenile pollock,
which are a prime food source for many other groundfish as well as declining seabird colonies
and populations of endangered Steller sea lions, depleted northern fur seals and depleted (but
unprotected) Pacific harbor seals in the eastemn Bering Sea:

“Roe fisheries could reduce the number of small pollock available to marine mammals
and sea birds simply by reducing the number of spawners, by disrupting spawning
behavior, and by removing a disproportionate number of female fish. These second-
order fishery effects may have substantial impacts on North Pacific Ocean ecosystems
and should be the subject of further research.” (Merrick 1995)

Aside from concems for sea lions and other pollock predators, the scale of the roe pollock
fishery should be cause for immediate measures to reduce the A-season fishery in the interests of
protecting a steadily declining spawning stock. Densely-schooling spawning aggregations are
more vulnerable to overfishing, and pollock is no exception. Episodes of intense fishing on
spawning stocks in the Shelikof Strait (1981-1985) and Bogoslof Island (1987-1991) have been
followed by steep declines in pollock abundance in each of those areas.

The 4 November 1991 Aron memo notes that the southeastern Bering Sea shelf is an
important pollock spawning ground and suggests that the spawning stock may benefit from
reduced catches in the area: “Due to the predominant currents and drift of pollock eggs and
larvae, this area probably contributes more to successful recruitment to the poilock papulation
of the Eastern Bering Sea than spawning ground northwest of the Pribilofs. Consequently, from
a pollock management perspective alone, it might be prudent to direct effort away from the
Area.”

For ali of these reasons, a seasonal 60 nm trawl closure area in eastern Aleutian
critical habitat is reasonable, prudent and essential to minimize the risk that this giant
fishery is jeopardizing Steller sea lions or adversely modifying their critical habitat.
Without this constraint there is no reasonable assurance that the fishery is not posing a
significant competitive limit on recovery of the endangered population.



B. The Need for a Year-Round CVOA Vo

During the fall “B” season, the Catcher Vessel Operation Area (CVOA) affords some
limitation on effort and catch by excluding the offshore component of the pollock fleet, but the
CVOA is not in effect during the winter roe pollock fishery when both offshore and inshore
sectors concentrate their effort in the Area (and in critical sea lion foraging habitat) at the time
when pollock aggregate for spawning. A year-round CVOA is the only way to prevent a
continued race for fish by an overcapitalized high tech fishing fleet whose fish-catching capacity
will continue to exceed the available quota.

The Inshore/Offshore-3 EA/RIR (NMFS 1998) evidenced the efficacy of the prc;posal to
establish the CVOA throughout the pollock fishing year as a means of reducing excessive fishing
pressure in this ecologically sensitive area:

= Section 6.4.3 indicated that exclusion of the offshore sector from the CVOA in the “A”
season “would likely result in the greatest reduction in pollock removals.” Section 5.3.1
indicates that exclusion of factory trawlers would provide the single greatest reduction from
the CVOA.: about 23%, from 554,628 mt down to 426,111 mt. By excluding catcher vessels
delivering to true motherships, the reduction in A-season CVOA catch goes to 40% -- to
333,558 mt. These two measures combined would result in the biggest reductions in
CVOA/CH catch during the “A” season.
» By excluding catcher vessels delivering to true motherships in the “B” season catch of 7
pollock will “likely” be reduced (Section 6.4.3, p. 217). That portion of the fleet represents
about 100,000 metric tons or approximately 10% of the TAC in recent years.

The Inshore/Offshore 3 EA/RIR noted that during years with extensive ice coverage vessel
may have to fish close to the ice edge “or perhaps even forgo harvesting the pollock while roe is
prime to avoid the ice.” However, that document assumes a status quo A-B seasonal split. When
quarterly allocations and reductions in catch for critical habitat protection are considered, the likely
impacts of excluding the offshore sectors of the fleet can be seen as the least disruptive to the pollock
industry. The inshore fleet could continue to fish in this area within the framework of quarterly and
area limits and protection of critical foraging habitat areas, including expanded no-trawl zones.

4, The Need For A Moratorium On Aleutian Islands Pollock Fishing.

In light of low stock abundance, recruitment trends, and concerns for second
prey availability, a moratorium on directed pollock fishing in the Al is needed. If
eventual recovery of the stock led to renewed fishing in the future, the same seasonal
allocation regime being applied in the eastern Bering Sea should be applied to the Al as
well as spatial allocation of the TAC. However, the draft RPAs do not recommend
even a de minimis spatial allocation according the three broad management subareas in
the Aleutian Islands (Districts 541, 542, and 543), much less temporal allocation. The
omission of time-area regulations for the fishery is a glaring inconsistency. '



For management purposes, the Bering Sea pollock stock is divided into eastern
Bering Sea, Aleutian Basin and Aleutian Island “stocks.” However, there are large
uncertainties regarding the appropriateness of defining Aleutian Island and Aleutian
Basin pollack as separate stocks (Wespestad et al. 1997). Since strong year classes of
pollock in the latter two regions have been similar to those in the eastern Bering Sea, it
may be that a density-dependent “spillover” effect from large year classes spawned on
the EBS shelf is necessary to replenish the outlying regions. If so, the declining
population on the EBS sheilf and the absence of extremely large year classes in the
1690s may be the limiting factor in the recovery of pollock in the Aleutians (Wespesta
et al. 1997). :

In the Preliminary Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation Report for the
Groundfish Resources of the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands as Projected for 1997,
Surnmary Section (p. 8), the BS/AI Plan Team recommended a moratorium on directed
fishing for Al pollock:

“...the Plan Team believes that the Aleutian pollock fishery should be managed on a
bycatch-only basis for the following reasons: 1) the trawl survey time series indicates
that the Aleutian pollock biomass has declined sharply and consistently since 1983, and
gives no reason to expect an upturn in the foreseeable future; 2) some fish captured in
the Aleutian Islands region may be part of the Aleutian Basin stock, a stock on which
fishery impacts should be minimized; and 3) pollock has been shown to be an importan:
prey item for Steller sea lions breeding on rookeries just to the east of the Aleutian
Islands management area, rookeries which recently have fared better than those for
which the availability of prey consists largely of Atka mackerel.” (NPFMC, 1996).

The Aleutian Islands pollock fishery has declined steadily from about 80,000
metric tons in 1990-1991 to < 25,000 metric tons in 1998 as the estimates of pollock
abundance have declined. Based on current trends in the EBS, the likelihcod of
rebuilding depleted pollock populations elsewhere may be slim. Large uncertainties
about stock structure and dynamics require a more precautionary approach to
exploitation of the diminished EBS stock, as well as an immedijate moratorium on
fishing for the depleted Aleutian pollock stock in order avoid the risk of a fishery-
induced collapse.

The draft RPAs fail to address these concerns or to apply the same management
principles to this component of the pollock fisheries.

5. The Need For TAC Re;!uctions.

The failure to reduce the TAC in proportion to the amount of the catch displaced
by the closure of the Bogoslof area (518) to directed pollock fishing in 1992-93 resulted
in intensified exploitation of the CVOA/critical habitat, especially in the first quarter of



the year on spawning pollock, and contributed to the concentrated pulse fishery that
must now be addressed. Concurrent with the implementation of the other measures
needed to avoid jeopardy and adverse modification, the allowable catch should be
reduced to prevent displaced effort from creating new problems elsewhere.

We appreciate your consideration of these comments. We will continue to
monitor the agency’s progress, and look forward to prompt and significant action on
this matter.

Sincerely,
Susan J. Sabelia Michael C. Barnette
Greenpeace American Oceans Campaign

Cc:  Andrew A. Rosenberg, Deputy Assistant Administrator, NMFS
Hilda Diaz-Seltero, Director, Office of Protected Resources, NMFS



James W. Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
PO Box 21688

Juneau, AK 99802-1668

October 23, 1998

The information provided today has previously been presented by Greenpeace as testimony to
the NPFMC in December 1997, and as amendment proposals for the Atka Mackerel, and GOA
and BS/AI pollock FMPs in 1998. )

Central to Greenpeace’s position is the concern that overfishing in a single species context may
actually be occurring, and that overfishing in an ecosystem context is having a severe detrimental
impact on endangered Steller sea lions in the Eastern Bering Sea.

Greenpeace has previously noted that the BS/AI pollock fishery continues to be plagued by
repeated targeting of a few strong vear classes; the risk of recruitment overfishing; large
uncertainties about stock structure and stock rebuilding; spatial and temporal compression of the
pollock fishery; and soaring catches in Steller sea lion critical habitat.

As has been previously suggested, the spatial and temporal compression of the poilock fishery in
Steller sea lion critical habitat and aquatic foraging areas will lead to the inevitable localized
depletion of pollock stocks. Even if the overall pollock exploitation rate appears conservative, in
a temporal and spatial context the fishery is not sustainable at these high rates. Reasonable and
prudent efforts to save the endangered Steller sea lion call for a restructuring of the mapagement
of the poilock fishery, to save pollock stocks and reduce this compression.

To reiterate our previous recommendations, there appears to be no other viable way to reduce the
impacts of shrinking pollock stock and concentration of this fishery in sensitive wildlife foraging
habitats than to make a significant reduction in the Eastern Bering Sea pollock quota.
Furthermore, to relieve the temporal and spatial compression of the pollock fishery, Greenpeace
recommends:

1. a seasonal allocation, at least quarterly, of the pollock fishery, to reduce the first quarter
pollock roe fishery to no more than 25% of the BS/AI TAC, in order to spread the fishery out
seasonally. Especially, given the stock decline, it makes no sense to continue to hammer on
spawning stocks at current rates.

2. The CVOA should be established year round, setting aside the offshore trawl sector portion
of the CVOA catch in order to decrease 1% quarter catch and increase prey availability in
Steller sea lion critical habitat which is extensively overlapped by the CVOA boundary.

3. An extension of year-round trawl exclusion zones out to 20 nm around Steller sea lion
rookeries and haulouts listed as critical habitat in BS/AI management area.

4. Apply the same traw] exclusion zones around major haulout sites at which more than 100
animals have been counted but which are not currently listed as critical habitat.
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5. Expand no trawi zones to 60 nm seasonally or year-round to protect the full extent of the
eastern Aleutian Island aquatic foraging area from Unimak Pass to Islands of the Four
Mountains.

6. Protect EBS pollock spawning and nursery grounds in CVQA/critical habitat in the areas
north and west of Unimak Island.

All of this information has previously been presented by Greenpeace to the Council and Plan
Team. We have repeatedly addressed the problem of overfishing in a single species context over
the past several years; now, to stop overfishing in an ecosystem context, the burden is placed on
the agency to protect the endangered Steller sea lion. The Steller sea lion was listed as
“endangered” over a year ago, but as yet the agency has taken no significant steps to reverse.this
decline in population. Taking clear action to protect the Steller will send a clear signal of how
serious the Agency’s commitment is fo fulfilling their obligations not only under NEPA but -
under the ESA as well.

Paul Clarke
Greenpeace Oceans Campaign



Steve Hughes
Technical Dirzcior

Brant C. Paine
(,.&xecucive Director

October 29, 1998

James W. Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator
Alaska Regional Office

National Marine Fisheries Service
709 W. 9th Street, #401

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Re:  Fisheries Management Plans for BS/AI and GOA Groundfish Fisheries -
Endangered Species Act Issues Related to Steller Sea Lions and 1999 Pollock
Management Veasures

7~ Dear Dr. Balsiger:

This letter is written on behalf of United Catcher Boats, At-sea Processors
Assoctation, Paciftc Seafood Processors Association, Trident Seafoods and Tyson
Seafoods. We are writing to state our concerns about the National Marine Fisheries
Service’s Section 7 consultation pursuant to the Endangered Species Act with respect to
the potential impacts of the 1399 poilock fisheries in the Bering Sea/Alzutian Islands and
Gulf of Alaska on the endangered Steller sea lion (SSL). We request that this letter and
its anachments be made part of the administrative record for that consultation.

Representatives of our organizations attended the scoping meetings held by
NMFS on this issue on October 23 and 26, 1998. From the discussions at those meetings,
it appears to us that 2 finding by NMFS that the 1999 pollock fisheries are likely to
jeopardize the westermn population of SSL may be imminent. We do not believe that the
best available scientific and commercial data support such a conclusion for the reasons
outlined below and in the enclosed paper by Dr. Dayton L. Alverson entitled The Steller
Sea Lion and Pollock --- Perspectives on Fisheries Interaction (Attachment 1).

In evaluating the potential impacts of the pollock fisheries, NMFS must consider
whether the fisheries reasonably may be expected, directly or indirectly, to reduce
appreciably the likelihood of both the survival and recovery of SSLs by reducing the

fo— reproduction, numbers, or distribution of the species. NMFS’ guidance states that it is the
policy of the agency to (1) evaluate all scientitic and other information used to ensure
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that it is reliable, credible, and represants the best scientific and commercial data
available [and] (2) gather and impartially evaluate biolegical, ecological, and other
information disputing official positions, decisions, and actions proposed or raken by the
Services” (emphasis added). Final £54 Section 7 Consultation Handbook, March 1998,

p. xi.

In this instance, while NMFS is under compressed timelines as a result of
litigation, it is also reviewing an issue which it has considered on an annual basis for the
last several years. As discussed in Dr. Alverson’s paper, there is a growing body of
knowledge about SSLs and that information suggests that the pollock fisheries are not the
cause of the initial decline nor a critical factor in the continued decline of the SSL, and
that conducting the 1999 fisheries in the same manner as the 1998 fisheries is not likely
directly or indirectly to reduce the reproduction, nurnbers or distribution of the SSL or to
adversely modify SSL critical habitat. The best available science, as analyzed in Dr.
Trite’s paper (provided under separate cover), indicates that the major contributor to SSL
declines is the unsuitable quality of available prey rather than the abundance of prey. Put
simply, current informartion suggests that SSL are eating more than enough low-fat
pollock but not enough high-fat herring, sandlance, capelin and other small forage fish.
Further, several scientists postulate that rather than degrading critical habitar, the
groundfish fishery in critical habitat may indirectly benefit SSL by removing aduit
pollock which would otherwise cannibalize the young pollock upon which SSL,
especially juvenile SSL, feed (Attachment 2}

NMFS has not cited any new data or information that would suggest that the
potential impacts of the 1999 fishery are any different from the potential impacts of the
1998 or previous fisheries for which NMFS made a fiading of no jeopardy. The potential
interactions between SSL and the tishery have not changed. The fishery targets larger,
older pollock while SSL eat smaller, younger pollock (Attachmeat 3). The fishery trawls
at greater depths than the relatively shatlow depths to which juvenile SSL dive to feed
(Attachment 4). As demonstrated in Dr. Alverson's paper, there is little if any evidence
to suggest that localized fishing has led to negative impacts on the overall SSL population
in the region where the species has been declared endangered.

The potential impacts of the pollock fishery cannot be considered in isolation.
Although a number of scieatists believe that nutritional problems are at the heart of the
SSL decline, very few write off other potential causes as contributing to the decline, such
as disease, disturbance, subsistence harvest, predation, iilegal killing and incidental catch
(Attachment 3). If, as current information suggests, nutritional stress due to inadequate
consumption of facty fish by SSL is at the heart of the SSL decline, increasing the
quantities of young pollock available to the SSL population is unlikely to improve the
survivability of juvenile or adult SSLs. There is little or no evidence to support the
theory that the trawl fishery in SSL critical habitat results in localized depletion of young
pollock, 2nd no information upon which to base a conclusion that the fishery appreciably
diminishes the value of constituent elements ¢ssential to the SSL population’s
conservation. In fact, the best scientific information clearly shows an inverse relationship



between SSL decline and increased pollock harvest from SSL critical habitat {Atiachment
6).

In summary, we continue to believe that the best scientific and commercial data
available support 2 finding of no jeopardy and no adverse modification of critical habitat
for the 1999 pollock fisheries. Nevertheless, we understand that NMFS is engaged in
developing reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) that include fisheries management
measures that would be incorporated into the 1999 fisheries if a jeopardy finding is made.
We are deeply concerned that the draft RPAs discussed at the scoping meetings will not
achieve the regulatory goal of avoiding the likelihood of jeopardizing the continued
existence of SSLs or the destruction or adverse modification of their designated critical
habitat. Further, we do not believe that the agency’s draft RPAs are economically and
technologically feasible. Consequently, although the best availzble data does not support
a jeopardy finding or the imposition of RPAs, we have enclosed a chart outlining
management alternatives that meet the criteria for RPAs and should be considered by the
agency if a jeopardy finding is made (Attachment 7).

In addition, we are concerned that the agency’s current process is not taking into
account the very real changes that will take place in the pollock fisheries as a result of the
passage of S 1221. To the extent that the agency is concerned about dispersing the
fishery in order to avoid the potential for localized reductions in pollock populations, it
should recognize the temporal dispersion that will occur as a result of S 1221. As large
carcher/processors are removed from the fishery and the quota is shifted to smaller shore-
based catcher vessels, daily catch rates will decline fleet-wide and the lengths of the
seasons will be extended (Attachment 8).

We appreciate your consideration of our concemns, and will be available to discuss
this issue further with you and your staff as the management measures for the 1999
pollock season are developed.

Very truly yours,

Stwe Huw
Steve Hughes W’L A

Technical Director

Attachments
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:i MARINT ECOLOCY PROCIESS SERIsS

Padilshed Decamber 20

: Mar. Zcai, Prog. Ser, !

- Importance of predation by groundfish,
marine mammals and birds on walleye pollock
Theragra chalcogramma and Pacific herring
Clupea pallasi in the eastern Bering Sea

P. A. Livingston

Alasia Fisheries Science Cantar, Nattopal Mastns Faheriex Servicy, Nationa! Cesaaic and Atmosphecic Adminivtrating,
7560 Sand Point Way NE. 3IN C15700, Senttle, Washington 381153073, USA '

AGSVRACT: Conmumpiicn of walayw pollock ThAeragTa cralevgrarsa and Picde serming Supee pal-
st Dy croundfish predaiery n tha gestem Sar=g Sed was quancied isd descihed using data
Ctained iz [985-38, Craundfish predatscs considered hera inciude wallaye ;olleck Thengra ckafen
gramume: Paciiic eod Gadus sacsoaphalun yellewlin sile Aleurereces aspen. fatkaad sale Hippo-

Jlesscides elasszdom rock sala Aleganectes silines

tan Alasiea plazzy Pleuroceciar quadnituberculis

fue anowicotlt deusder Alteresthes stomjan and Greesland Badot Aeisieitos Sippopiesseides
Manae mxmmal and Sird mrsumpdon of jollock and Berming was estnated for 1985 ang ¢ampared
Witk graundlish consumptios, GroundSsh Findacen o3 pollack during thix oy period was detsinated
by cannibalis2 on age~0d polloek by agult sallock Tha Alghest predation ate scoarad iz 1588 when

the (argest pollsck ywar dass, as assessad a¢ agu !
norality estiates by sge on e (965 rees class
predalors respoaded o the laorsased dsundancs of
Gou on L&t year cass Tae lmpacs of this pradaden
it agm 3 relative &3 otyer scdacent year classes, M

. durleg the e pericd was praduoced. Pradation
ware highar than adjacent yees cagges Apparently,
the 1945 sallock 7ear Zaas by pwntshisg ' areda-
iPpaared ts dampes the tize of R 1925 year Sass
Asne mammal aad hrd predation an salleck wes

small relative o pollack manmibaiisn However, Sarine wammal arsdaton oa chder pallock was msre
‘mportant. al=ert douslicg the astmated pradasan Tacrlicy cuta &f age2 Gk Hutg Snnumadsn
By grauadish pradaters canced to be sporacic in Sme 4zd rpacs 134 2ay have depandad sa ezcTunter
et of derring sedocls ;ather tus ovenall Slamasy. Pectc thd was e Zon ssagistent Sragsdfich
precatar on herrizg, Thare was 30 epparest ralaonship berween dicmaw of daming csarumed by
§Touadish predaters 4nd sohort analvais escomates of Rerting Siemmass (3 4 givea yeas suggwitay oo
canstty<depeadamt predalsr rasponse. Marne mammal aad bisd predation ar ReTing wis approm-
mataly the 1ame as that by grouzdfaih by terms of waight and abaut zall iz terms of auzmbery, Total
precacon ramovaly of Aeming wers 20t large relative !0 expleitatle yack size, adicatiag tha: preda-
uan of juvenile haring, a2 teast dunag summer pareds Fypically saplact was 22t an immpocta=t sousres

of hermuing moralicy.

HEY WORES: Crousdiish predaton - Marize birds - Marine mamroals

INTRODYCTION

Walleye pollock Theragra chaicogramma and Pacitc
Rerring Clupes pallasi aze prey o scme maring fish,
Sirds, and mamimals in tha astern 3aring Sex [Hunt et
al 1981, Lowry & Frost 1585, Liviagston ot al 198s,

Dwyer of al 1987). Pallock, in parscular, bas beea a

major {ood item in the diews of Rost of tese pradaiars
during cermain study parisds, which trpically lasted !

< (Ater-Research 1993

ta 2 y. Howaver, the abundance tends of pollock and -
Pacific herring in the sastern Bariag Sea ovar the last
2520 30 yr have been cyshic in aglure, with the bismass
of each spectes showing 2 majer periads of inceese
and decrease (Wespestad 1991, Wespestad & Dawsen
1331} (Fig. 1). Funtharmars, e recuitmesnt of partcu-
lar yeas classas has uctuatad even more widely from

‘yearto years (Fig. 2). Witk the excention of northermn fur

seals Coellorhinus ursinus during the 1960-74 partad,



Tabie 5. Sstimated removais of wallaye jollock and Aaciflc herring Mo e saster: aring Sea 3y Zsiery, manne Remumals,
bues aad [sh wrng 1985 data whers it was avalladle

Soursa of Waleys polldek - Maclic Serring
ramoval Estmated Esrimnated Satimalige Battmyind
hiomass monier blomass gumbaer |
samaved L) _removed {x 169 remavsed (1) rarzoved (x {01
Fishary L179000¢ 2292¢ 385257 1041
Manne magunals pipd il L 9553¢ 18300°? is1?
" Fur seals \I7 800 §74d a [+
Sog llons 5480 . 187 Q g
Qthar pmtipeds 2460 657 3100 181
Marine bipds 272000" 708" $08! ' sl
Muarize tsh 3388 ceg! 1 082000/ . 193004 sl
Walleye pallosk 3487000 1018200 9 g
racficcad 103600 4003 19200 oS
Qter grouadeish 176000 41000 100 I3
Tatal $37I¢0Q 1097 568 Fi31 533
Sxeloitaale ek 84250c0" i drs WAL 443C00¢ 24108°
t2e (age J+}

1Wasgestad & Dawzon (25991}

Taral (ood ¢onmumption wstmaled om enesgets values i2 Peraz #t Al (153§0) and —armmal papulacon sises i Feres
[1590). Dixt parcantages of walloye solfock and Facic hamisg for fur saals and sea toes durtng 1965 were takas from
Sioclair (1343) and unpublished can a( thw Natisnal Marine Mammal Labaratory, 7600 Sand Poiat Way NE. Seattle. W4,
88115, LSA, collected v 2. Geans. Dist_perzentages ol walleye pollack and Pacitic herrng Jor other planipeds were aot |
avaliatie far 19635 10 long-ter= dvarages in Perez (1550) warn usad i

“Syrimated for fur eals usng the wallsys pollock prev iizy [rwquency (o fur sul storzachs takes o 1539 meparted in Sinciay
{1943}. Sea ans wers assumed to 24 1 groparson lo e tizes of zoleck avatlable (L Friz Alaska Fishenas Sceace Con-
ter, Seactle, ‘WA, pur3. comml 50 (e walleye policck prey size fraquency for sea lcos wes the com3ined populatioa sze
{rweuency Sont the 1985 bottam and Sidwater rawl rurvey i Walters et al. (1968, Sice Dequency ot wallays polloci exten
oy other pinnipeds was act availlabls {or 1935 so values reporiad by Frost 4 Laowry (1985] ware usad

“No.data wers available 'or 1923 50 values reporied ia Kajlnusz & Fowler (1524) Zoo studias Ferataad by Ht:: o al
{1987) from L1975 1o 1973 were used _

*Siza Soquescy of wallaye polock in marine birds was assumed {0 de the a2 as thase reported for Slacik-legyed v
wazss [camabined aver mealhs) resorted by Hust ac ol (1931)

flectudes consumpton asimatas far U groundfisk rom May Roough Septecber aad far uuqn pellack caanidalte lor
May Wraugl Decambar

Waespastad {1581)

Migruming Pacf= Rerting consumad v piopipeds were (e sama riTu 31 ot Sansumed By Paciicsod in 1985

VAssymize Picifie hermng was conmumad auiv by commeon and thick-billed murres on St Mattiew nd Hal [slands
(Sprzgur et al. 19988) using dist perzestages (ar 1983 axd assuming a resldencs pericd of 200 4ad 330 & respectively (Hunt
et &L 1331} Assumaed avenge individual weight of Pacilic heming connmmed was 30 ¢ (Springer of al 1988)

1Zsgmatns of Pacéic harsing soasumption By grouzdiish lor the pertad May through Septamber only

-

praterencs. Towal removal of polleck biomass i3 more The estimats ¢! pollock biemass cozswmpton dy

thaz half the exploitable {age 3+) stock biomass, whils
total removal of pollock in tarms of oumber i 2 orders
of magaitude greatar than the number in the
exploitable stack. Conrzmpton of age-0 pollock dua to
caanibaliem wus a deminant part of bicmass remavels

ba! consumption of age-1 (ca 10 o 19 o) fizh was
mara svealy distributed between fish, pinalpeds and

birds. Tk pinnipeds, and the fshery wers the
primary removars of pollack 235 em. Most pellock
>40 cm wele taken by the fishery.

mating mammals wag about hal thal estimated by
Kajfisaura & Fowler {1984), who used mammal popula-
Hon esttmates and estmates of pollack coatidution to
the diet from pre-1580 data sources. Pinnipad popula-
Bons and the 2mount of pollock in thair dist wers

‘larget prior o 1980, which would explain the higher

pollock esusumpden by mamrrals dusing that pertod.
in the present study, mammal population estimatas ars
more up-to-dats but only the sstizates (or (ur sead and
sea loa predatian were agtually based on 1935 foad
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Size distribution (cm) of walleye pollock consumed by juvenile and adult
Steuer sea lions in the Kodiak Island area of the Gulf of Alaska in 1985.
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A Season B Season

Mean Length % <25cm Mean length % < 25¢m
1992 48.3 0.35% 418 0.02%
1993 451 0.01% 43.8 0.02%
1994 443 0.03% 47.2 0.00%
1995 45.8 0.03% 48.9 0.00%
1996 47.7 0.02% 484 0.15%
1997 47.4 0.29% S50.4  0.07%

% in terms of numbers

BS/AL Pollock mean length from all commercial fisheries.

SOURCE: NMFS
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To:  Paul MacGreger

From: Karl Haflingar

Ra:  Localized depletion in the A season pollock fishery and znalvsis of carch at depth
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« Localized Depletion During the A-Season

The analysis is based on catch information from cascher processors and motharships

partcipating in the oifshore poliock fishery in the 1995-1998 A sezsons. The abjective

of the analysis is to determine whether catch per unit effor: data in the BSAI pollock A-
season fishery could be considered consistent with localized depistion of poilock. Ithas
been argued that localized depletion will not be evident in CPUE expressed a5 catch per

hour becausa the flest will always be Sshing on high-CPUE concentrations of 8sh. That

is to say, if a vessel is unable to {ind areas of high-CPUE fishing, it will searca until it
does find fish, and then re-start fishing operations that achisve 2 nigh CPUE. Thus, catch
rates per vessel per fishing hour would never show. the localizec depletion that is
Eypothesizad,

in contrast, catch per day by the entire flet should show some evidence of iccalized
iepletion, if indesd it does occur, as catch pel day would e lower 2s the fle=t spends
are and more time searching for high CPUE Ssaing. Howsver, catch perday for the
oFshore fleet can vary after the first week of Bshing since some vessels feavs Qe grounds
for days 2t a dme 1o offioad. For example, it is aot uncomman 1o have 50% of the fle=t
oiF the grounds for saverai days and then for the fshery o run 2t 100% capaciy for 2
wask after all vessals resume fishing. As such, CPUE expressed 2s catch par day will
rafiecr in part the number of boats on the grounds rather than just pallock abundance.
Also, the type of baats on the grounds can influence catch per day sincs higa velume

susimi boars can caich 2nd srocess mote fist than smaller flle boxts.

To deal with thesa issuas, [ devaloped a “fisning sucesss” indaX which is computed for
each day a vessel is on the grounds. The measizs is calculatad 25 the ratio of vessel daily

tch 1o vessal average daiiy carch for the satirs sezson:

Success = (Daily Catch) / (Season average daily catch)

f the ratio equals 1.00, then catch for tat day is zqual to vassel season average daily
carcr. [f the ratio is less than 1.00, then the vessel is pot matching its average. [fthe
satio is greater thez 1.00, then the vassel is doing better thar. its szason average. If as the
scason progresses, more and more search tims is raquired to locate high-CPUE fishing,
tnen tha ratio should fall below §.00 since the vessel daily average catch is reduced dus o0

sa3zch time.



Ta amive at a fleetwide indax of fishing success, [ average the measures for sach vessel
for each day, but only for those vessels that fished an entire dzy. Thus, for any given day,
the fleatwide success index is:

Flaat success =
(Sum of indexes for vessels fishing that day) / (Number of vessels fishing that day)

For any given day, I eliminated vessels from the average if they were leaving from or
renurmting to the grounds from an offload. In these ¢ircumstances daily catek is reduced
since the vessel is not fishing for 24 hours 2ach day, and such a reduction could appear as
Jowered success due to searching for fish. Thus, for some days there may b2 s few as 10
vessel indexes contributing to the flest average, but all of the indexes are for the vessels
that fished for the entire day. [f depletion is occurring as the s22son progressss, then
average daily carches measured in this way should deczrease, :

I have included plots of the results for 1995..1996, 1997 and [998. Inall but [996 it is
clear that fishing success rose quickly and stayed fairly constant throughou: e A season.
in all of these plets there is a drop near the end of the A season, and this is Hxely due to
partial offloads. Fuil offioads always take boats out for more thaz 2 dzy, 50 itis easy 1o
-amove the effec: of ful! offloads by removing the partial days on either side of 2 gap in
ielivery dates. For example, if a boat shows no catch for 2/10/98, then [ removed 2/9
aad 2711 as well, as the boat probably only fished on part of these davs. However, near
the ernd of the season many boats will make a quick trip to port for 2 partial otfload.
Sincs there is often no break in days fished (the boat rmay [eave the grounds aae evening
and retun the next afiernoon), it is not possible © eliminate those vessel-days fom the
analysis, and 50 it could appear as if a boat had peor fishing for several days when in fact
it was traveling and not fishing. '

To appreciate how vessel wavel time can reduce the measure of fishing success
developed here, the data for 1996 can be analyzed. The year 1996 appears w0 siiow less
constant fishing success. In fact, in 1996 there is a decrease in carly February, followed
by a subsequent increass between 2/10 — 2715, At the time this oceurrad, the fleet
discovered substantial conceatations of fish further onto the shelf and up owards the
Pribilofs. Both offshore and onshors flests moved out of the CVOA and up towards the
Pribilofs to complete the season. This shows that regardless of whetaer or not the feet
can fish in the CVOA, they will [2ave the azea if the fish are not there. The implication
kera is that the measurz of success | have caleulated is probably a conservative proxy for

pcilock abundancs.



« Casch at Depths Greater Than 50 Meters

~ The caich at depth analysis shows catches made over deep waler butat2 fishinz depth
less than 50 meters, and catches mads whers water depth was l2ss than 30 meters. For
catches made over deen water, but at z depth less thap 50 meters, the 1998 A-Season
catches show the most fish so caught, but these caiches wese orly 10% of the total cateh.
The znalysis shows that only very small amounts of pollock catel come ffom areas where

the water depth is less than 50 merers.

Karl
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Official total cateh fortows made at a fishing depth greater of less than S0 m
Sasad on C/P and mothership observer data provided o SeaState

1888

Depih Total catch  Deep +
shailow

{DEEF 1,285,832 ;

FS=AL 133,731 520,654

1987

Depthy  Totaleatch Deegp+
shallew

iDE=E 1282.978 {

iSHAL 12,081 i371,058

1986

Danth Tolal cateh Deep+
shaticw

IDESS 285,753 ; '

SHAL  i7E,080 1374 343

1253

Cepin  Towl catch Deep+
shzlicw

IDES® ;28,557

iSHAL 18,503 i295, 156

Percaniage
frem shallow

10.82%
Percantage
frem shallow

ya 1,8%
FPercantzge
from shallow

§.08%

Fercaniage
frem shalicw

2.15%



Official total catch for tows made at a leegtion with 3 bertom depth greater or tess than 50
Based on C/P and mothership observer data provided 1o SeaSiate '

1258
Cepth  Totai caich Deep+ Fercentzge
shallow froem shallow
[DEZP_ 378885 ! -
1SHAL 11,998 320,684  0.52%
1997
Depth  Total catch Deep+ Percentage
shallow from shailow
bEsp 373,053 :371.059 | 0.00%
G995
Dapth YTotaicawch De=p+ Percantags
shaliow from shallcw
IDESP (313,483 ' .
iSHAL 1,385 314,349 - 0.42%
1885
Desth  Toialeaich De22p+  Perceniags
snaliow from shaliow
iDEZP 357,916 !
;SHAL {19,245 1338,130 257%
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_ Summary

3

Intezse interest surrounds m:pomadﬂmesormmndumamld_ﬂcmm
m:nbundznc.orswuerml.cns Under U.5. Iq:hmmmcdc;mormakey :
soc:alconseqms mmmmm%manthm
withinn the conexs of the evidencs that exisss for the main czuses of te dacline.

R::mmﬁmmsmmarmofmmhmmvzanmywpmmc

| mumofmsmﬂerSmhoanvcry Phan.

Am,ﬂeorp:ummfammmayhaveaﬁwuﬁd:cdmu.ﬂcscmdud:d:sr:ase, '
disnrbance, food avaﬂabﬂuy (pessibly mediased by changes in food chain stroctmre)
Icpi:ﬂ]mg{'m‘ndmg “subsistence” harvests), pradation, legal killing and inciderml
mﬁﬂmﬂemmmhkdvmhve:fx.&&mwmnnﬂymm:m
mm:mmmwm Onlymdcmlhﬂmgmﬁshmes
mnmwbee:nh:dedasammozﬁ.dﬁm : .

Azprmﬂz-maulymrunmmwfacmrsrha:mbemgedmpmm
recovery. 'I'hsca:edimrha.nc: “subsisiencs” Mmgdkgalﬂlﬁngm:peuﬁc
aspecss of commercial fisharies. In general, other 2cvors are bevoed cur capacity 10
influeace. Research shouid concentrarm oa those faceors most likely to be useful i the |
mamgement of he species, wtmmnormrmcycanbcsbownaaehmtmor
mr:dcdme. Itzspcm‘blcma:meonama[c:usa(s)or.bedmlmmynctbc:hcm

m._

mmYmmmor&Mmmmmmmblyu that of
“subsistence™ harvest which is qanrently 3% ammuaily of the western mubpopuiation.
hdummm;wﬂdhwb-aamﬁmofmdmLmMmHym

.mm@mmwmhvebmmmmmemaﬁaﬂy

sancnnmdpohc.uoflcahsed mmnofmhnmhaapmtablyhdmm
mwﬁmmﬁmmrmmwmmm
bemahﬁcmymdmmdneffmsofﬂkpl:hm@gbmcﬂh:mh
wmwmmhmmmmmmmmﬂ :
coptirmes, ilbcna:a.mﬁmdlsvd Ah&ofdmmmmmnveofm:pmblm“
mmdm@umngmmmnofmhckofmofmuar
mmumwmgmm mmmuam
t:mseofmcammdedme ’ _
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availability and ths decline. Majer shifts in the forage food availabic o Stefer e lons

bave occrred during the petiod of deciine, The canses of thess siifls &w uecsrmin _

{and probably aiways will be) bur may be due o (1) changes in climatic/oczrograshic
<anditions; () stochastic or chofic behavicr in the main mtways of carbon fhox;
and/or (i) buman inrsrvextion either trough the removal of Ash or sea licos or both,
Cartying out reseurch o umravel this complex st of variables and imeractions has

anpmluascmﬁcp:cbhmbmmanymtpmnd.mmth:mof&aw

bﬁ:mmamgedzsmﬂuanlmm:amcmmafmm

E meﬂmmmlmkthndec&mwﬂmduc&dﬁ:odmﬂabﬁiry ‘l'mmm
. ugnmstavemimfocmmhypom Thacmchu(nahccmﬂmuot

mmummmmm—rm:mmmmm'wm:mmdm

mmmlmm:mwh::mplmgmmmdmandﬂth:mm .

structure saggestad that low uvenile survival was mmm&memafd:e-

decline, &mmmmmMmmm&mmmmnm

mmbja:mpmmﬂyimpanmbmofmukmwnmmmmm
m&wmmmhdmmﬁdmﬂwﬁmofmwfm:mﬂahmry

zmhmglowmcn&mnlhmbmfommmmgmrmym f.n!hc:thcmn .
.mmmmnmmnmmmmmmwm

' Th:ehavebummbmnnalﬁshmmumdﬂlgmadummmwsaﬁa

-,‘mhmnmmmmofmwmmmmdm
'maﬂzbhbmmmm:-ummnnormmofﬁuafmmm

i pemen -

and noo~cTitical haoitar, mudifﬁmhmwmcmmycmﬂmmzbmnm:pmal

.lmaofﬁshaumuhommwmmcmm:hmm New msearch

-'uraqunzdwmmm:cbccﬁ'm of changss mmcnmzwhmhmhmm
: mmmmammmmmmmmmm.

bﬁmmﬂmﬁzhmmﬂmﬂm«ﬂm&;u&nﬁﬂﬂﬁm

Cuammdmmmmgmmmmmdawmbﬂwm&hw

bmamafmedmhmbu::huchsmymlongerhetmmmbmy

dmmmmmdmmmm&mmdm are

pwﬁ[ybmga&sr&mgﬁswlamhmmmﬁmm

Ammm@:@ﬁhﬂﬁm@mm ﬂsherl:s

Ltrractions. Mumhﬁﬁwmmmmmmplnm
sal.:oaroo_k.:ms Mpmm,m;mponﬁ:rmcmmﬁxhq:amdm

5

-y



liczs do oot campers directly sincs che fisheries are, in gereml, mrgeted at species or
_agcciaasc::ﬁaxa::m:higﬂyinq:ammincﬁ:diczofsaﬁnm..ﬁmnuzhtﬁ:g_nay
; result fom campedirive axciusion of sea lions by d Ssheries, thers must also be some
; dau&mﬂmgmhmmmm,omcxdnnmwﬂmmpm,mmm
; an 2Cempt to reducs the 2ffects of the indirsc: links berwe=n fsheries and Staller seq
| liczs will achisve the objective of aiding recovery of the sea licn popuistions. Cur
! mwﬂgcdmmmsmmdmnqzhumhmmyhawas
|- muchchmo:bemghamﬁﬂaso:udmgmvm
| _
|- 10.  Take mgether, dnstmormamnsugges:s:hzz,whﬂemdmnﬂymﬂmg much
! Tt ---- of the carrea emphasis on food-based linkages in the-ecosyse=n may 1ot be fuidinl
mmdmmmmmm'emmamdmw
" upog current and known fagtoss infuensing the deciine mrher than 10 expend effort
at=mpting to waderstand the hisworical comext. Afthough the isrricf perspective can
provide useful insights, odybyapr.bﬁmﬁngo:mlyd:iv:ddam:gﬁnst
i formalised Bypotbeses can valbsble insights be obmined. Seme smamples of this
R - zpumhmgzm(A.npmd;.m& A.pmad.le} -

BPYE . R..smr:hahon!d .xnlx:ﬂy Mdewmﬂmnans of scale, Fcrpncm:ll feasans,
e aimonaﬂdanmcaﬂbczduthescahofch:hmﬂoubmmmmﬂym&:pmd
" araregional or sven larger scale. There should be an Increased focus on the behavior
' mmofnmumrmmmmsmwmmy
nndapmdbyamﬂmcysmlmgmpmcdmm S

12. TamﬁanhmsmmhM!ythmghcmmcmngcmmcSmﬂcrm lon a
mmofmmmmmmumAmmmm
andplznmnsm:nmmpmposdthmwhﬂen:mmngthcmd:pmdmm
tﬁpumihﬂmcaofachm:hm would easure that previous mismderstndings
mmmmwmmeAﬁmmmmmd:

abcu:ﬂ:cwmﬂappmach.ndmmpmon. C . -



ATTACHMENT 6



64 67 70 73 76

(C C

70

o ] e el —
T
ottt :
ﬁ_______________________ __

79 82 8% 88 91 97
Year
_7 _u.ouw%,_«ﬂums “ om,dmﬁo __ Increasing >

SSL Population Trend vs. % Pollock in CH

NMFS/NRC

SOURCE:



------ ®-  Pallock Cateh % in Critical Habitat

Eastern Alsutian Area Steller Sea Lions {7,000s)

20 70
npd
«
oy
60 o
— 1]
¢ 1519 T
gg 50 @
=] -3
C =
-
0 101 40 Q
S £
i -30 B\Q

C .

g ° 5
-2 0 -
&)

O { ] ] n 10

75 80 85 . 90 95 - 100

Year

SCURCE: NMFS/NRC



Aegresslon Summary

Sea lions (1,000s) vs. Catch % in critical habitat

Count 17

Num. Missing 0

R 701

R Squarad 492

Adjusted R Squared | .458

RMS Residual 3.919
ANOVA Table

Sea lions {1,0008) vs, Catch % in ¢ritical habltat

OF Sum of Squares Mean Squara F-Value P-value
i

Regression | 1 223,024 223.024 ] 14.524| .0017]
Residual | i§! 230.335 15.356 2
Total 16 453,360 '
Ragression Coefficients
Sea lions (1,000s) v8, Catch % in ¢riticai habitat -

Ceollicient Std. Etror  Std. Ceaft. i-Vaiue P-Value
latetcept 17.643 2.579 17.645 | 6.587 | <.0001 |
Caleh % in critleal habitat -.244 064 ..701 | 23,811 0017
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Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives in the Berino Sea/Aleutian Islands

L. Temporal Distribution of BSAI Pollock Fishery

Management Action

Rationale

45% “A” season apportionment

Effective Jan. 1, 1999, measures contained in
the American Fisheries Act (8B 1221) will
reduce the daily removal levels during the
pollock A season and stretch out the total
season length of the inshore catcher vessels ~ |
vessels that have a lower catch rate than
C/Ps. :

Increased CDQ fishery spreads out effort
even further

Harvest of larger fish found in CVOA will
reduce cannibalism on younger pellock

“A” season pollock distribution not
consistent with NMFS summer survey data
CPUE data show rate of harvest and size of
fish remain constant throughout A season.
Best available biological & commercial data
do not suggest localized depletion of pollock

Staggered start dates

¢ Shoreside - 1/20

+ Catcher Processors — 1/26
¢  Motherships - 2/1

Will contribute to temporal enhancements,
including those obtained through SB 1221

55% - “B” Season Apportionment
{no C season)

Staggered start dates

¢ Shoreside - 8/1 .

« Catcher Processors — 8/15
+ Motherships - 9/1

Minimizes bycatch problems inherent in the
three season proposal — particularly for chum
salmon

Lower weight of July pollock would mean
fishery would have to harvest more fish to
achieve quota

July pollock fishery would result in lower
yields and poorer quality

C) Delay 11/1 Closure date -

Accommodates extended seasons for small-
boat caicher vessel fleet
Promotes temporal distribution




II.  Spatial Distribution of BSAI Pollock Fishery

Management Action

Rationale

Preferred Option:

= Establish no trawl zone for pollock in
near-shore critical habitat areas where
depth is 50 meters or less

» Leave existing (6) rookery closure areas as
they are — no expansion in “B* season

* The existing rookery closure areas should
be closed to all groundfish fisheries and
gear types, including halibut - they should
not be expanded, nor should new closure
areas be created

* Smaller pollock (preyed upon by juvenile
Steller sea lion) predominantly occur in
depths less than 50 meters

» Data demonstrate that juvenile SSLs rarely
dive below 50 meters

s Commercial fishery targets on larger fish at

greater depths (98% of commercial harvest
- consist of fish larger than those consumed by
juvenile sea lions)

» Enhances diversity of prey for SSLs
* Minimizes opportunities for illegal shooting

of SSLs

Alternative Option: Closure of additional
haul out and rookery areas
Evaluate need to close areas around additional
haui outs and rookeries on a case by case basis
»  Criteria for determining exclusion zones
should be based on evidence of 200 or
more SSLs counted in any year since
1980. New areas to be added based on
the 200-plus criterion as and if they are
identified. '
»  Establish experimental controls to test
closure hypothesis
— Vary radii of zones ,
— Close to some fisheries and not others

» NMFS proposal for wholesale expansion of

exclusion zones is arbitrary and capricious,
inconsistent with ESA Section 7 guidance,
and based on outdated information

* This Alternative Option identifies haul-outs

with some evidence of recent dependence

* This Alternative Option will enable marine

mammal scientists to test efficacy of buffer
zones insofar as rebuilding of Steller sea lion
population is concerned

— Leave some areas open to all fisheries




I, Other Fisheries

Explore issues regarding directed commercial
fisheries on important forage fish in state and
federal waters (e.g., herring, capelin, sand
lance and other fatty fishes)

Ample evidence that diversity and quality of
diet play key roles in health of SSLs
Herring, in particular, along with capelin and
sand lance are important to Steller sea lion
dietary needs

Large state herring fisheries occur within
SSL critical habitat

IV. Other Considerations

» Evaluate impact of subsistence removais of Steller sea lions
* Enforce prohibition against illegal shooting and harassment of SSLs
* Public education campaign concerning illegal shooting and possible repercussions for salmon

fishery

* Evaluate impact of killer whale predation on SSLs

* Evaluate bycatch implications of RPAs

* Industry-funded research on distribution of pellock biomass during “A™ season

LJ
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Projected Temporal Impacts of §. 1221
on the Bering Sea Pollock Fishervy

Projections are based on average catches during 1994-1997 but include the effects of
a smaller 1.0 million mt TAC

Projections include the effects of decapitalization measures contained in S, 1221 —
measures that will remove 9 vessels from the offshore sector (18% of the offshore
catcher-processor capacity) and shift 15% of the BSAI TAC to the inshore sector

Projecdons do not include the increase in Community Development Quota (CDQ);
the CDQ pollcok catch can be expected to further spread out the fishery over dme

Projections include $.1221 reallocation and sector staggered starts as outlined in the
RPA options presented by industry

Industry-proposed staggered starts are focused on reducing the potental for
localized depletion, especially during the B-season. Compared with average 1994-
1997 catch rates, B-season projected per-day harvest rates, under 5.1221 and a
staggered start, are decreased by +5% and the length of the combined B-season
fishery increases to 64 days from 37 days — an increase of more than 70% -

Decapitalization offshore also reduces the potential for localized depletion during
the A-season. Compared with average 1994-1997 catch rates, A-season projected
fishery-wide per-day harvest rates, under $.1221 and a staggered start, are lowered
by 30% on average, and the length of the combined A-season fishery increases to 43
days from 31 days '

Projections do not include any market driven fishery changes as might occur, e.g.,
via harvest cooperative arrangements among industry sectors as sancdoned by S.
1221
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Bering Sea Pollock Average Daily Catch
Before and After Implementation of 5.1221*%
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October 29, 1998

Dr. Jim Baisiger

Acting Regional Director
P.O. Box 21668

NOAA Fisheries

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Re: Stellar sea lion issue and alternative RPA

Dear Jim:

The purpose of this letter is to offer some thoughts on the issue of reasonable and prudent
alternatives (RPA) which might be applied as management actions in addressing the Stellar sea
lion (SSL) problem.

These alternative RPA should not be construed as an acceptance on our part of a
determination of jeopardy under a Section 7 consultation for the 1999 pollock fishery. Much to
the contrary recent papers by Alverson, Merrick, Trites, Boyd and others, have convinced us that
the dramatic decline of SSL is not an indirect result of the pollock fishery, but rather the
cumulative impact of other factors over time. Those of particular note are the substantial
reduction in the availability of small forage species, such as herring and capelin, together with a
shift in the sea lion’s diet to pollock, which has a much lower nutritional value; a general
reduction in diet diversity; SSL removals by killer whales; and subsistence harvests which have
remained high despite the decline in sea lion stocks. Further evidance for ruling out the pollock
fishery as jeopardizing the survival of SSL is the fact that juvenile and female SSL feed on
Jjuvenile poliock at depths much shallower (< 30 m} than that at which the commaercial fishery
operates; and the age and size composition of pollock taken in the commercial fishery is greater
than what has been found in sea lion stomachs. Moreover, the percentage of juventie poilock
{<30 cm) taken in the commercial fishery is minute (< 1%), and the sea lion aggregations are
most rebust in areas of low pollock abundance. These latter observations further weaken the
argument that the poilock fishery is responsible for the decline of SSL.

The purpose of this letter, though, is not to argue against a jeopardy determination which
we feel does not have merit. Rather it is my intent to offer some alternative RPA which [ feel do
have merit in addressing the alleged problem of localized depletion of pollock within the critical
habitat for SSL in a manner that would minimize economic hardship for the commercial poilock
fishery, particularly the catcher processor sector.

These RPA are based on the assumption that any localized depletion is a function of the
removals of appropriately sized potlock over time and the relationship of those removals to the
feeding opportunities for SSL. Ir other words if fishing is occurring in an area, the availability of
pollock of appropriate size should not be reduced by fishing such that the pollock densities are
reduced below the minimal threshold for SSL to forage successfully. In trying to understand the
possible impact of pollock removals by the commercial fishery one must also 1ake into
consideration that pollock move in and out of an area over time. Approaching the problem from



this perspective we can move away from the static concept oi total removais of pollock from the
critical habitat and instead focus on the impact that tishing may or may not have on the densities
of pollock of proper size for consumption by SSL at different times of the year.

_ A-season TAC percentage should remain at 43% - It is has been documentad by resource
and egg and larvae surveys that the greatest concentrations of poilock occur in the SE Bering Sea
during the winter spawning period. The distribution of the commercial fishery during the A-
season further demonstrates that in most years adult pollock are primarily concentrated inside the
CVOA. If concentrations of pollock were available in areas other than the CYOA, the
commercial fishery would have fished on them as they did in [996.

The total removals of pollock from the population during the winter season are relatively
low. Given an exploitation rate of 20 percent and an A-season TAC portion of 45 percent, the
total removals from the population of pollock ages 3 and oider, which during A-season are
primarily distributed within the CVOA, only amounts to 9 percent of the exploitable population.

During the winter fishery (A-season) the ratio of the vessel average daily catch to the
vesse| seasonal average daily catch as a measure of “fishing success™ shows remarkably little
change throughout the A-season (Mr. Karl Haflinger, personal communication, Figures lard 2).
The absence of a decline in this measure of fishing success during the winter fishery (A-season)
argues strongly against any localized depletion occurring in the CVOA at that time of the year.

In light of the above evidence on the concentration of the exploitable portion of the
eastern Bering Sea pollock stock in the CVOA, the low probability of localized depletion during
the A-season, and the fact that the SSL and the commercial fishery target different segments of
the pollock population and at different depths, it is not reasonable nor prudent to be lowering the
percentage of the TAC taken in A-season. In fact based on the existing evidence, an argument
could be made for increasing the percentage of the TAC taken during the A-season, not reducing
it.

CVOA restrictions should not be invoked in the A-season fisherv — It is imprudent and
unreasonable to place artificial restrictions on the pollock fishery relative to the CVOA during A-
season. As noted above, during most years the majority of the adult pollock biomass is
concentrated within the CVOA and the probability of localized depletions is negligible.
Therefore, it makes absolutely no sense to force the fishery to operate in areas outside the CVOA
where pollock concentrations are likely to be quite low, salmon and herring bycatch would most
likely go up, vessel safety would be compromised, gear conflicts would be heightened, and the
economics of the fishery could be severely impacted. Not only could CPUEs diminish
dramatically, but those forced to fish outside the CVOA when the fish are’ inside that area will
suffer economic hardship.

For these reasons restrictions on access to the CVOA should not be implemented for the
A-season. This strategy will allow the fishery to continue to distribute itself efficiently in
proportion to the concentrations of pollock, which have shown different annual distribution
patterns relative to the CVOA. Thus, the fishery will operate in a manner that will avoid the
creation of localized depletions. .

Any B-season measures must take into consideration the distribution of pollock at that
time of the year and the operational realities and econontics of the fishery - The B-season is a
different situation entirely. Resource surveys of adult pollock indicate that the majority of the
pollock biomass is outside of the CVOA during that time of the year. This is borne out by past
fishing patterns. For example during the summer fishery (B season) in 1991 before the CVOA
closure was in place the fishery was distributed primarily outside of the CYOA area..
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With the pollock distributing themselves throughout the zastern Bering Sea in the
summer period, the biomass in the CVOA is much lower. Furthermore, contrary io the A-season.
the pollock in B-season are harvested disproportionatzly to their biomass distribution. Harvest
rates in the CYOA during the B-season (when the proportion of the explotiable biomass in the
CVOA can be as [ow as {0 percent) have been shown to be as high as 50 percent. Additionally,
CPUE data indicate that the fishery operating within the CVOA may be causing localized
depletions. Thus, an argument can be made for reducing the removals of poilock in the SE
portion of the Bering Sea or within the CVOA itself during the B-season.

The trimester TAC distribution proposed as an RPA at the recent workshop is
unacceptable because of the negative impacts it would have on the industry from an operational
and yield standpoint. Fishing during the proposed B-season (July) when the fish are in such poor
condition, will increase the number of fish harvested to reach the same tonnage figure.
Additionally, the start up staging costs for the small fishery proposed in July will be prohibitive,
especially for the catcher processor and mothership sectors.

A more acceptable alternative would be to bifurcate the fishery and stagger the starting
times of each sector as discussed in the next section. Nevertheless, if a seasonal split in the TAC
still must be pursued as a management action, thea we would propose that the B and C-seasons be
split-up as shown below,

B (Aug | - Aug30): 20 percent
C (Sept 1 — Oct31) 335 percent

If the initial spatial distribution of no more than 30 percent east of 170W is also included
as a proposed RPA, then we would strongly urge that this action be a frameworked regulation that
could be modified based on the results of the summer resource survey or the performance of the
fishery. In any case extreme care should be given to the development of this RPA so as to
minimize any adverse impacts to the economics of the fishery.

The American Fisheries Act and the bifurcation of the three sectors must be considered
as an RPA - The recently enacted American Fisheries Act will result in enormous changes to the
pollock fishery that will slow down the fishery and reduce the perceived conflicts with the SSL
aggregations in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. This legislation has divided the pollock
quota among the three sectors in the fishery (shoreside - 50 percent, mothership - 10 percent and
catcher processor — 40 percent). This 135 percent reallocation from the offshore sector 10 the
shoreside sector has resulted in a 27 percent decrease in the catcher processor quota while the

‘shoreside quota has been increased by 43 percent. The mothership quota has remained
approximately the same percentage of the TAC. Furthermore, nine catcher processors have been
removed from the fishery and restrictions have been placed on any further entrants to the fishery.

[n the past the catcher processor’s daily catch rate has been about double that of the
shoreside sector. This significant redistribution of the quota and the restructuring of the
participants in the pollock fishery outlined above will automatically lengthen the number of
fishing days and reduce the daily removals of pollock by the fishery. This action will certainly
lessen substantially the possibility for localized depletion. [fit is deemed necessary to reduce the
pace of the fishery further, the start dates for each of the three sectors could be staggered.

[t is imperative that the beneficial impacts that this restructuring wiil have on the
availability of pollock for foraging by sea lions be taken into consideration before more onerous

RPA actions are considered.



The 30 meter isobath and minimal fishing depth as a Stellar seq lion protective measure
~ [t has been proposed that 20 nm closures be placed around any rookeries or haulouts on which
200 or more sea lions may have been counted in addition 1o those protective msasures already in
place. This measure would result in the unnecessary closure of certain productive fishing
grounds with resulting negative impacts on the pollock and other fisheries and their participants.

As was stated earlier, juvenile and adult female poliock do not appear to dive befow 50
meters. That being the case it would seem to be more reasonable 1o instead close the areas inside
the 50 m isobath to all fishing.

Additionally, “active” pollock fishing could be restricted to depths greater than 50 meters
which is beyond the maximum depth at which all foraging by juvenile SSL and most females
occurs, The pollock fishery itself takes place primarily at depths greater than 50 maters therefore
fishery impacts would be minimal. This suite of 30-meter trawl exclusion zones would afford the
sea lions much greater protection than just closing the areas out to 20 nm.

[ appreciate the opportunity to provide you with some alternative RPAs that will provide
relief to Stellar sea lions from perceived localized depletion problems while taking into
consideration the impact of these management measures on the pollock fishery itself. Ifthe RPA
are going to be truly reasonable and prudent management actions, then it would seem to me that
there is an obligation to develop the final suite of management actions accordingly.

Sincerely,.

Waiter T. Perevra, Ph. D.
Chatrman



THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

Fisheries Centre

2304 Main-Mall

Vaacouver, B.C. Canada V6T LZ4

Direcior: Professor Tony J. Pitcher

Teb: (604 832-2731 Fax: (604 8223934
E-Mail: office@ fisheries.com

|

October 30, 1998

Dr. James W. Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
7600 Sand Point Way, N.E.
Seattle, WA 98115-0070

Dear Dr. Balsiger:

On Ociober 23, 1998, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) conducted a scoping meeting
to discuss the potential impact of the pollock fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea / Aleutian
Islands on Steller sea tions and their critical habitat (63 Fed. Reg. 55366). I presented an oral

~ statement at that scoping session addressing this issue and requested that my written comments be
made part of that Record. [ am enclosing a copy of my written comments.

I will send you a copy of the literature cited in my paper under separate cover. It is an integral part
of the paper and should be included in the Administrative Record as part of my paper.

Yours tnuly,

A

Andrew W. Trites, Ph.D.,
Director, UBC Marine Mammal Research Unit
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Melvin Larsen

F/V Temptation
P.0.Box 33
Sand Point, AK 99661-0033
Phone (907) 383-2262
Fax (907) 383-2252
November I, 1998
Mr. Tim Ragen
Nationa] Marine Fisheries Service
Juneau, AK
(907) 586-7249

Dear Mr. Ragen,

! am the owner and operator of the 58' vessel Temptation which participates in the
fisheries in area 610 and 620. | have great concerns about action being considered by
National Marine Fisherics Service in regards to creating 10 mile radius around sea lion

haul outs.

Action being considered will eliminate 80 percent of the arca fished by the small boats
and allocate this fish to the larger Bering Sea vessels who have the capability of
harvesting the quota off shore due to their ability to fish in weather that keeps the smaller

boats near shore.

[ feel the smaller boats, with smaller ncts and less power, have little impact on the sea
lions and should be able to fish the traditional areas.

Dwindling salmon prices, political decisions regarding regulations and low bottom fish
prices has had a great impact on our area. This action will cause greater personal and
community hardships, as much of the economy now depends on the trawl fisheries.

Please consider the proposals submitted by Peninsula Marketing Association and the
impact our area will have if you place the 10 mile radius around the haul outs. I whole
heartily support these recommendations and believe smaller vessels and sea lions can live

together,

Sincerely,

e R fanee
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STEVENS VILLAGE TRIBAL GOVERNMENT
NATURAL RESOURCE PROGRAM
P.0. BOX 74016
STEVENS VILLAGE, AK 99774
PH. 907-478-7420 FAX 907-478-7845

MEMO

To: State and Federal Agencies Directors

Fr: Randy Mayo, 1st chief, Stevens Village Tribal Government
Dewey Schwalenberg, Natural Resource WGM

Date: October 28, 1998

Re: State and Federal Fisheries Disaster Relief

Attached to this correspondence you will find a copy of the response from the Alaska
Department of Military and Veterans Affairs that denies the subsistence fishers application
for Economic disaster relief for Essential Living Expenses(ELE). The denial was based on
the fact that the subsistence fishers do not posses a commercial fishing license, were not
crew members, or worked in a canpery ot processing plant. We have taken exception to
this nuling and have written the enclosed letter to the Governor. If you should consider
commenting on this comrespondence or the ideas that have been incorporated into our
response feel free to contact ns at the Resource Program office-907-478-7420. Perhaps
the topic of WORKFARE and community assistance and the type of programs that your
agencies could offer would be an agenda item for our next meeting. Thanks.
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STEVENS VILLAGE TRIBAL GOVERNMENT
P.0. BOX 74016
STEVENS VILLAGE, AK 99774
PH. 907-478-7228 FAX 907-478-7229

QOctaber 27, 1998
Hor. Governor Tony Knowles
OQffice of the Governor
P.0. Box 11001
Juneau, AK 99811

Honerable Governor Knowles;

Jt has recently been brought to my attention that the subsistence fishers of Stevens Village
have been refiised participation in the ESSENTIAL LIVING EXPENSE (ELE)
PROGRAM that you have personally touted as the economic disaster relief package for
persons affected by the fishing collapse of the Yukon River. it would seem that after all
the time and expense that the state and federal agencies disaster relief team put into
traveling to rural villages, like Stevens Village, to recruit and screen potential applicants
for economic disaster relief, that they shonld have made it clear that subsistence fishers did
not qualify. Instead, the subsistence fishers were led to believe that they would be assisted
snd made to complete the entire bureancratic process to apply for assistance that they
apparently were not elighie to receive. Now we find out that ONEY commercial fishing
permit holders, crew members, and fish processing plant workers are eligible. I find this
simation a disgrace to your administration here in our communiry, a personal affront to
our community members who in many cases swallowed their pride to participate it good
faith in your process, and an affront to the Tribal Government wio, also in good faith,
advised our mexmbers to participate in this demeaning process. This situation is totally
unacceptable for the following reasons.

1) We believe that discrimination against subsistence fishers on the upper Yukon River in
favor of the commercial interests has long been the rule rather than the exception under
the State management system. This latest economic discrimmation is yet one niore
example of how the State is out of compliance with the supreme law of the land by not
recognizing subsistence use as the top priority of the fishery. This decision furtber fails to
recognize the commmmnity economy value of the subsistence resources, which in Stevens
Village is significantly more valuable than that associated with the limited commercial
harvest. Loss of this subsistence harvest is a greater economiic hardship for this commmunity
and #ts members than the loss of the commercial revenue.
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2) The State of Alaska, through regulations that limited the subsistence harvest of Summer
and Fall Sabmon has cansed 2 major deckne in the locally harvested fish resource. These
regulations, first and foremost, were contrary to Federal subsisteace priorty law. These
regulations were also established with no input from the Tribal Governments. As a result
they friled to include the wishes of the local subsistence fishers on gven such a small jssue
as whether or not a 24 hour opening one day per week could be two 12 hour openings
two days per week istead! We believe that the lack of adequate management of'the
resource is umdoubtedly the more likely cause of the recent "Fisheries Disasters™
However, the most damaging missing element to the fiture wel-being of the fisheries
resource is the lack of support for a Co-management system that fully recognizes the need
to encourage Tribal Governments to participate as Co-managers of the fishenies resource.
Tribal Governments need to assume the respousibility of collecting and sharing the
information and knowledge that their members have that is so important to the
mznagement of the fisheries resource. Synonymous with Co-management responsibility
raust be the opportunity for Tribal governments to build thew local capacity to operate
viable management systems. These systems will require adequate funding to hire local
community members to do the work. Education aud training will be an important part of
this development. Thus far, these systems are ill-defined, inadequately funded, and not
direcaly coordinated with the Tribal governments.

3) Economic Disaster Relief, in our minds, is nothing more than FISH WELFARE!!! and
does not represent 2 viable way to operate a fishery or a commmumity. We oppose any
system of payment that creates a dependency by our people on State or Federal agencies
to pay bills for them. We rather believe that any form of assistance should lead 10 local
self-determination. With this program the State appears to have chosen to buck the
national trend of "Workfare instead of Welfare™. The Tribal Council is in a umique position
1o receive and use such assistance funding to create jobs for local people and to pay wages
10 those people that are willing md able to work so that they can pay their own bills.
Work that would be accomplished with this type of fnding here in Stevens Village would
be resource managewent related. Collection of traditional harvest data, biological
assessments of the fish populations, direct involvement by local people in the management
decision making process, development of local Tribal codes and ordmances, and
conservation law enforcement activities are all jobs that are well suited to the local people
and their traditional way of life. Applying assistance fimding to jobs associated with these
types of activities could lead to some very resl management applications that undoubtedly
would improve the fishery. Continued FISH WELFARE programs will only lead to a
greater dependency by our local people on the ANNUAL ECONOMIC DISASTER
RELIEF CHECK and will, I fear, induce people through negative economic mcentives 10
linit their traditional subsistence activities. Our culture and way of Iife will sorely suffer as
a result.
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In conclusion, 1 can fislly appreciate your concem for the peopie in this region who are
suffering through these hard economic times. It is not easy living in rural Alaska. But fet
me reiterate my concern that we develop a commumity development system that
mcorporates the maximum respect for OUR form of governance that we choose to live
under with the best form of long term resource management, protection, and preservation
possible. Any support and assistance must stirmlate the commumity members to take
action and can best be accomplished through appropriate economtic incentives that will
serve to achieve the best possible traditional and cultural lifestyle available. Unformately,
I believe you and your agencies have dropped the ball on this potential opportumnity.

Sincerely,
Stevens Village Council

R.f:::;.&m -~

cc.

Yukon Flats Tribal Gov'ts.
CATG

John Shively, DNR

Frank Rue, ADF&G

ELE Appeal Officer

Dept of Military and Veterans Affairs
Niles Cesar, BIA

Wit Mayo, TCC

NMFS

USFWS
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REFLEPE AT LD RN
wobal s s !{;" ﬁ Qlei 1 / TONY KNOWLES, GOVERNOR
AR IR 18 FOVEL JEL Ny A /
gl WE InlsRi R
DEPARTMENT OF MILITARY P.0. BOX 5750
AND VETERANS AFFAIRS FT. RICHARDSON, ALASKA S9505-575¢
'_"Hl S fS ’_HE L& ¢ FAX: 1-B00-478-8525
SENT To SUBSSTENCE
FCHELS wae - October 13, 1998
Po Box Disaster No. 99-189

Sievens Village, Ak 89774 Controt # L1013

Dear Applicant:

We have reviewed your disaster appiication and have found that you are not eligibie for assistance from the
Essential Living Expense (ELE) Program for the following reason (s).

_-__.[ We cannot verify your 1997 or 1998 Commercial Fishing Permit or Crewmembers License.
___\Z We cannot verify your 1997 or 1998 empioyment in a cannery or fish processing plant.

You are not 2 perranent resident of the declared disaster area.

You have been provided ELE assistance on anather application for your household.

Your household has already received the maximum award of $5,000.00.

Your 1898 Crewmember License was not purchased prior to the disaster declaration date of
July 30, 1998, and you did not have a 1997 Crewmember License.

Your 1998 Commercial Fishing Petrnit was not purchased prior to the disaster declaration
date of July 30, 1998, and you did not have & 1997 Permit.

Although you do not qualify for the Essential Living Expenses Program, other programs may be
available to assist you. | am enclosing a list of other assistance programs that we know of at this time.
The State is also seeking additional federal assistance for residents of the disaster areas.

You may appeal this decision within 60 days from the date of this letter. Your appegl must be in
writing and contain documentation to assist in your appeal claim. Please send to:
ELE APPEAL OFFICER
DIVISION OF EMERGENCY SERVICES
P.O. BOX 5750
FORT RICHARDSON, AK .83505-5750

If you have any questions, need additional information, or need to speak with someone who can speak Yupik,
please call cur toil-free number at 1-888-388-3473, or in Anchorage 428-7077.

Sincerely,
Jennifer Dooc

Program Manager

Yugtun gantulimek Caliscetanggertug. Apyuteng qerkuvet cali Gayagaugina wavet 1-888-388-3473,
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Programs that May Assist Residents of the Disaster Area

Dept. of Health and Social Services

Division of Public Assistance 1-800-478-4372
1-800-478-4362

« Two - Parent Family Temporary Assistance {Financial Assistance)
s Food Stamps (Food)
» General Relief Assistance (Sheiter, Utilities, Food and Clothing Assistance)
« Medical Assistance
» Adult Public Assistance (for pecpie 65 years or older and disabled)
s Mental Health services ' '

Division of Energy Assistance ' (507) 465-4364
Contact Local Fee Agent or Village Office
Status Line 1-888-804-6330
Women, Infant and Children {Nutrition) 1-800-764-645%
Dept. of Labor (Unemployment Assistance} (907) 2684700
Bureau of indian Affairs, General Assistance (907) 586-7628

(Food, Clothing and Sheiter Assistance)
Contact Local Tribal Office or Consortium
+ Must be % Blood Quantum of a Federaily Recognized Tribe

« Must have applied to other assistance programs and been denied assistance.

RurAL CAP - Weatherization Program (807) 279-2511

Alaska Housing Finance Corporation 1-800-478-4585
{Emergency Housing and Home Grants})

The Association of Village Council Presidents 1-800-478-4687
Regional Housing Authority {Credit and Finance Dept.)

.. Alaska Division of Investments
Commercial Fishing Loan Program (Disaster Assistance)

« Commercial Fishing Revolving Loan Fund 1-800-478-5626
Loan Extensions or Refinancing, Applications 1-800-478-3521

» AK Business Development Center (Financial Assistance)  1-800-478-3474

Small Business Administration (Low Interest Business Loans) 1-800-488-5323

internal Revenue Service 1-800-829-0933
Alaska Student Loan, Post Secondary Education Loans 1-800-441-2962
Credit Counseling Centers of America 1-800-764-6459

(Assist in preparing a plan for paying creditors)

HM o

~
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~  CENTRAL BERING SEA FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION

1 760 W. 41st Avenue, Suite 201 (] P.0. Box 288
Anchorage, Alaska 99503 St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660
(907} 279-6566 » Fax (907) 279-6228 (307) 546-2597 » Fax (907) 5346-2450

Oct 30. 1998

Mr. Jim Balsiger

Acting Regional Director

Alaska Regional Office

Nationat Manne Fisheries Service
P.O. Box 21668

Juneau. Alaska 99802

Subject: Stellar Sealions

Dear Mr. Bglsiger

WAFDA members are very concerned about the health of Steflar sealion population. Our
residents have a close and dependent relationship with this species as subsistance users and
residents of the Bering Sea ecosystemn. We are also participants in the Bering Sea pollock fishery.

While the evidence points strongly to nutritional deficiency as the cause of sea fion
peputation declines, there is at best a weak relationship between pollock fishing and that
Mitritiopal deficiency. There is also significant information that points to other possible causes
{ses lion feeding studies, the "cascade hypothesis). We are concerned that the agency focus efforts
ptirarily on determining the cause of decline through directed research and minimize the “just do
something” reaction. ' :

This issue has been apparent for years, and we are very concerned that the agency seems not
to have done enough to measure the effects of the measures already taken. such as no trawl
zones. One ol the key findings of the 1996 National Research Council review of the Bering Sea
ecosystem was the need for adaptive management applied to determining the best size for no-
trawl zones (pg.255).

The last major component that does not appear to have been analyzed in NMFS’s
development of its RPA is the effect of §.1221 on the spatial and temporal distribution of pollock
fishing effort. The effects are numerous and substantial, at least the following.

7~ [. A significant reduction in overall effort through the removal of nine factory trawlers.

2. Shift of the effort those vessels represent from the offshore to the onshore sector with

10/30/88 FRI 17:42 [TI/RX NO 8832] dool
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attendant spatial, temporal and vessel size affects.
3. The likely stretching of seasons that will result if co-ops are formed in the various sectors.
4. The effect of an shift of 2.5% of TAC from the "co-op" fisheries to CDQs>

We do not have a specific alternative to the draft RPA, but we question whether the changes to
the pollock fishery need to be as significant as proposed given the facts listed and the uncertainty
in effects. We also urge the agency to commit to a major increase int research to determine the
effectiveness of meastrres it does take, and to work with indigenous people and the affected
industry on that research,

We appreciate the oppostunity to comment. Please contact me if you have any questions.

El'lcerely,
N
Carl W, MerI culie; ‘

President
Central Bering Sea Fishermens Association
St. Paul Island, Alaska 99660

10730798 FRI 17:42 [TX/RX NO 8832) @Qooz
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NATIVE VILLAGE OF GAMBELL

B PO Box 90 + Gambell. Alaska 99742 - (907) 985-5346 - FAX (907) 985-5014

Dr. James Balsiger

Acting Regional Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
PO Box 21688

Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Dr. Balsiger,

This letter is in opposition of the draft proposal submitted by
the Alaska Marine Conservation Council for the 20 mile no
rrawl zone around South East Cape and South West Cape of
Saint Lawrence Island. We have not seen a decline of the
stellar Sea Lions in this area in so many years. We are also
reluctant to support this proposal on the grounds that it could
hamper our subsistence lifestyle of hunting and gathering.

Sincerely,

Gerald Soonag%ok, St’-g

President

cc: file

al. T ———



__ Western Alaska Fisheries

TSR Development Association ™\

v R _Coastg! \_ftllages Region Fund - Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Assoclation « Central Bering Sea Fishermen’
- : Association « Narton Sound Economic Development Corporation - Bristol Bay Economic Development Corp.

-

October 30, 1998
Mr. Jim Balsiger
e Acting Regional Director
Sk Alaska Regional Office
T National Marine Fisheries Service -
S "P.O. Box 21668
P Juneau, Alaska 99802

Dear Mr. Balsiger,

On behalf of the Western Alaska Fisheries Development Association (WAFDA), I wish to
R express our concern regarding the health of the Steller sea lion population in the Bering .
. N o B Sea. Our members have a close and dependent relationship with the Steller sea lion both as
5 subsistence users and as residents of the Bering Sea ecosystem. In addition, we are also
SKE S participants in the Bering Sea pollock fishery. _

iy Lk While scientific evidence strongly points to nutritional deficiency as the cause of reduced
BACT populations, there is at best a weak relationship between pollock fishing and nutritional
S s %) e deficiency in Steller sea lions. We recognize that there are a number of factors that may be
¢« .= .~ contributing to the decline in sea lion populations, but we are concemned that NMES is
T B - responding to the problem with a “just do something” approach rather than determining the
& cause of the reduced populations through directed research.

% s By This issue has been apparent for several years and WAFDA is concerned that NMFS has

p B not done enough work to evaluate the effects of conservation measures—such as no-trawl
%y - #F zones—already in place. One of the key findings of the 1996 National Research Council
review of the Bering Sea ecosystem was the need to apply adaptive management strategies

e e ‘to determine the best size for no-trawl zones (p. 253). ;

Finally, NMFS has not included an analysis of the effects of S. 1221 on the spatial and
temporal distribution of pollock fishing effort in the development of its RPA. In our
opinion, the effects of S. 1221 are numerous and substantial and include:

1) asignificant reduction in the overall effort through the removal of nine factory
trawlers; £, )

'2) a shif in the fishing effort as a result of a reduced factory trawl fleet from the
offshore sector to the.onshore sector with éttendant spatial, temporal and vessel size
affects;

3) an extension in the length of fishing seasons that will result from the formation of
fishing co-ops in the offshore and onshore sectors; £ '

4) and the effect of a shift of 2.5 percent of the TAC from the “co-op” fisheries to the

- CDQ program.

310 K Street, Suite 200 * Anchorage, Alaska 99501 + (907) 264-6619 « fax (907) 264-6622




WAFDA does not have-a specific alternative to the draft RPA, but we question whether the
changes to the pollock fishery need to be as significant as proposed given the facts listed and the
uncertainty of outcomes. We also urge NMFS to commit to a major increase in research to
determine the effectiveness in measures it does take to address the sea lion population decline and
to work with Native Alaskans and the industry.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please contact me if you have further questions.

Sincerely,

cBurriey

ciitive Director

cc Tim Ragen, Protected Resources Division
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October 29, 1998

Mr. James Balsiger

Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
PO Box 21688

Juneau, AK 99802

FAX: (907) 586-7131

RE: Request for extension of comment period for Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement on Alaskan Groundfish Fishery
Manpagement Plans

Dear Mr. Balsiger:

The Center for Marine Conservation (CMC) hereby requests that the Nacoral

~ Marine Fisheries Service (NMF S} extend the comment period for the September 993
Draft Supplementzl Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) on Alaskan Groundfish
fishery management plans (FMP's). An extensicn would provids two important benefits
to NMFS and the public. An additional 45 days or more would allow NMFS to
coordinate its National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Endangered Spesias Act
(ESA) responsibilities. Moreover, an extension would give concerned members of the
sublic adequate time to read, analyze, and respand to the DSEIS.

The DSEIS was prepared to satisfy NMFS® NEPA responsibilities. However, it s
incomplete without a Section 7 Biolagical Opinion to address NMFS' responsibilities
under the ESA.  Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing
NEPA state that agencies shall, “[t]o the fullest extent possible, ... prepare draft
savironmental impact statements concurrently and integrated with environmental impact
analyses and relatzd surveys and studies required by ... the Endangered Species Act ...."
40 C.F.R. Section 1502.25(2). Moreover, NMFS's awn regulations state that iz should
“provide & coordinated review and analysis of all environmental requirements™ where
“consultation ... procedures under section 7 may be consolidated with .. other statutes
such as the National Environmental Policy Act.” 51 Fed. Reg. 19558-9 (June 3, 1986).
When such reviews have been coordinated, “the results should be included in the
documents required by those statutes.” J/d '

v BRG] Ik DOURTIFS
LI SRR PR



NEPA requirements are intended to provide the public with the oppormunity
participate in fedsral decisions, Thus, thase raquirements obligate federal agenciss to
provide substantial information on zctions and their potendai consequences, and 10 allow
for meaningf] public comments. Specifically, CEQ NEPA regulations state tha: Jederal
agencies “shall to the fullest extent possible ... [2lncourzge and facilitate public
involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the ruman environment.” <0 C.F.R.
Ssction 1500.2(d).

NMFS cannot adequately address the enviranmental impacts of groundiish FMP's
izt the Guif of Alaska and the Bering Sea without discussing the potential impact of
fisheries management on the endangered Steller sea fion and its critical habitat. Morsover,
the public is unable to fully evaluate the DSEIS without being informed of thesa potential
tmpacts. A biological opinion on thase impacts is now under preparation. NMFS must
take that opinion into account as part of the DSEIS and provide the public with the
information resulting from the biological opinion 2nd an opportunity 10 comment on it in
the context of the DSEIS.

NMES has ordy allowed 43 days for public comment on their DSEIS on Alaskan
Groundfish FMPs. This timeframe is inadequate for the public to read, analyzs, and
respond to the DSEIS. The content of the DSEIS is extremely complex and lengthy. The
nearly 700 page document addresses ecosystems containing over 500 species thaz may be
directly or indirectly aifected by these faderal actions. NMFS itself took overorcand 2
half years to prepare this document and it is uarealistic to expect the public to work
through it in a mere 435 days. CMC plans to provide substantive commeats on several
aspects of the DSEIS, and an extensian of the comment period would 2ilow us 1 do so
more thoroughly and constructively.

Thank you for your consideration of our request. W'e trust you will recognize the
value ta NMFS, the affscted ecosystems and communities, and the nation, of extending
the deadiine for public comment by 45 days or more.

Sincarely,

VL =

Wm. Robert Irvin :
Vice President for Marine Widkife
Conservation and General Counsaet

Ce:  Hon. Kathleen McGinty, Chair, Council on Environmental Quality
Hon. Terry Garcia, Assistanc Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere, Department

of Commerce

<« TOTAL FAGZ. 33 <
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Draft Center Recommendation

EBS

Temporal
3 seasons - Jan 20 (35%), Jull (15%), Sep 1 (50%)

Spatial
Short-term
A season - Max of 50% TAC from CH
B&C seasons - TAC distributed using surveys
Long-term
All seasons - TAC distributed using surveys

Protective zones
20 nm around sites with >200 animals counted (ever)
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Draft Center Recommendation
GOA

Temporal
3 seasons - Jan 20 (35%), Jull (15%), Sep 1 (50%)

Spatial (by management area)

Short-term
A season - Max of 50% TAC from combined CH foraging
area and 20-nmi of sites with >200 animals ever
B&C seasons - No more than 33% of aggregate B&C TAC
from combined CH foraging area and 20-nm of sites
with >200 animals ever
Long-term
All seasons - TAC distributed using areas, seasons, CH, and
surveys

Protective zones
144-164 W. long - 10 nm around sites with >200 animals counted (ever)

164-170 W. long - 20 nm around sites with > 200 animals counted (ever)
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Other

Increase public involvement
Consider other fisheries
Consider other human activities
Consider AFA

Comprehensive set of RPAs
Reduce (seasonal, annual) TAC
Increase observer coverage

Be more proacﬁve

Continue protection until fully
recovered

Incorporate Russian data

Support development of coastal
communities

Increase educational efforts
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Draft Center Recommendation

EBS

Temporal
3 seasons - Jan 20 (35%), Jull (15%), Sep 1 (50%)

Spatial
Short-term
A season - Max of 50% TAC from CH
B&C seasons - TAC distributed using surveys
Long-term
All seasons - TAC distributed using surveys

Protective zones
20 nm around sites with >200 animals counted (ever)
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Draft Center Recommendation
GOA

Temporal
3 seasons - Jan 20 (35%), Jull (15%), Sep 1 (50%)

Spatial (by management area)

Short-term
A season - Max of 50% TAC from combined CH foraging

area and 20-nm of sites with >200 animals ever

B&C seasons - No more than 33% of aggregate B&C TAC
from combined CH foraging area and 20-nm of sites
with >200 animals ever

Long-term
All seasons - TAC distributed using areas, seasons, CH, and

surveys

Protective zones -
144-164 W. long - 10 nm around sites with >200 animals counted (ever)

164-170 W. long - 20 nm around sites with > 200 animals counted (ever)




Temporal dispersion

 Multiple seasons

* Multiple starting dates
* Day catch limits

¢ Gear limitations

* Stagger starts

* Consider AFA
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Other

Increase public involvement

Consider other fisheries
Consider other human activities
Consider AFA

Comprehensive set of RPAs
Reduce (seasonal, annual) TAC
Increase observer coverage

Be more proacfive

Continue protection until fully
recovered

Incorporate Russian data

Support development of coastal
communities

Increase educational efforts




