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B-1(a) Plan Team Nominations

The SSC approves the nomination of Karla Bush to the Crab Plan Team and Joseph Stratman to the
Scallop Plan Team.

C-4 Central GOA Rockfish Program

The SSC received a presentation of the initial draft RIR/EA/IRFA from Mark Fina and Jon McCracken
(NPFMC). There was no public comment.

The draft analysis is thorough, clearly documented, and well reasoned. We commend the effort of the
authors and the SSC recommends the analysis be released for public review. The SSC did, however,
identify a few issues that ought to be addressed and these issues are described below. (Minor structural
and editorial comments will be supplied directly to the authors.)

The GOA Rockfish Pilot Program “sunsets” on December 31, 2011. Absent alternative action by the
Council, the management of the fishery reverts to the structure that prevailed before the Rockfish Pilot
Program was implemented, as modified by various Council actions that have been taken in the interim,



(e.g., Amendment 80). Alternative 1 does not perpetuate the “status quo” and should be identified as the
“No Action” alternative.

The draft analysis should be revised to temper text that suggests that resource rents and economic profits
will be generated. While leases, sales, and fishing allocations, create the opportunity to capture resource
rents and normal profits, gaining those rents and profits is still contingent on individual skill and business
acumen (estimates of rents and profits should be adjusted to reflect risk expectations.) Similarly, as has
been observed in the halibut/sablefish IFQ program and the Alaska salmon limited entry program, the
sales price of shares may not reflect the future stream of resource rents, etc., because buyers bid for (and
sellers offer) shares based on imperfect and incomplete knowledge of the future. Moreover, share
transfers can reflect non-pecuniary considerations.

The MRA discussion (pages 105 through 111) suggests that Pacific cod and sablefish MRAs result in
high discards, poor quality of product, and economic hardship for rockfish target operators. Yet, at the
same time, the analysis describes commonly occurring covert targeting of P.cod and sablefish during trips
with very low rockfish catch. This appears to demonstrate that P.cod and sablefish can be avoided, at
least to a “natural” bycatch rate (i.e., MRA), making the initial assertion of “unavoidable” waste and
discards dubious. The RIR should be revised to provide a more objective discussion of the operational
implications of “topping off” and/or targeting of P.cod and sablefish.

Where possible, the RIR should be revised to highlight the extent to which the CGOA Rockfish Pilot
Program resulted in statistically significant gains (management, economics, safety, and conservation)
relative to the status quo ante commencement of the CGOA Rockfish Pilot Program.

The RIR indicates that some combinations of alternatives and options may be unworkable, e.g., the
alternative that allocates a portion of catcher vessel shares to processors. It would be useful to provide a
list or matrix of those combinations that are unworkable in order to highlight these for the public and the
Council.

There is inconsistency between the RIR and the EA in the characterization of the relative exvessel values
of the target rockfish species.

The analysis of the effects of the alternatives on ESA listed species, marine mammals, and seabirds is
minimal, consisting of a statement that the alternatives are not expected to affect interactions. However,
adoption of any of the alternatives is likely to change the temporal and possibly spatial distribution of the
fishery, which is likely to have implications for interactions with migratory animals whose densities in the
region change throughout the year. The discussion should be expanded to address these potential changes
in interactions.

The provisions for rollover of unused halibut PSC to other GOA trawl fisheries are likely to increase
effort and catch in those fisheries that have historically been constrained by halibut PSC, as was the case
in the pilot program. While the analysis clearly states that this has the potential to increase impacts to
benthic habitat from these fisheries, it would be beneficial to include information on the sensitivity of the
habitat to fishing impacts.

Finally, the SSC observes that the proposed action is relatively complex, but the draft is systematically
presented so as to facilitate an understanding of the many elements, options, and suboptions, as well as
their myriad interactions. One inherent outcome of the analytical approach adopted by the authors is
substantial redundancy in the successive iterative treatment of decision points. With the RIR alone
extending over 200 pages, some effort at editorial consolidation deserves consideration as subsequent
versions of the document emerge.



D-1 (a) Crab ACL analysis and BSAI snow and Tanner crab rebuilding

Diana Stram (NPFMC) presented an overview of the draft Environmental Assessment for three proposed
amendments to the FMP for the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands king and Tanner crabs. The EA covers
analyses for three proposed actions that are contained in a single EA because they were on the same
timeline and because rebuilding plans are affected by the implementation of Annual Catch Limits
(ACLs). The actions consist of: (1) establishing ACLs to meet requirements of the MSA; (2) revising the
EBS snow crab rebuilding plan because snow crab were not rebuilt by the end of the existing rebuilding
time frame (2009/10); and (3) preparing a rebuilding plan for EBS Tanner crab because the stock has
been determined to be approaching an overfished condition. The latter action may be removed from the
EA and put on a different timeline. The SSC also received presentations from Jack Turnock (AFSC) on
the ACL methodology, the new Tanner crab model, and the snow crab model. Brian Garber-Yonts
(AFSC) presented a proposed methodology for economic projections and Forrest Bowers (Crab Plan team
chair) presented Crab Plan Team recommendations.

Public testimony was provided by Leonard Herzog (Homer Crab Cooperative), Arni Thomson (Alaska
Crab Coalition), Linda Kozak (Crab Group of Independent Harvesters), and Dick Tremaine (Siu Alaska
Corporation).

The SSC expresses appreciation to the Crab Plan Team and the crab stock assessment scientists who have
contributed extraordinary effort and participated in multiple meetings under tight timelines to prepare and
review drafts of the ACL and rebuilding analyses. We are especially appreciative of the efforts of the
Council staff and Crab Plan Team in moving this process along and for providing informative and
succinct reports to the SSC.

Annual Catch Limits

The MSRA requires a mechanism to specify Annual Catch Limits that may not exceed the Acceptable
Biological Catch recommended by the SSC to the Council. This proposed action examines two
alternatives to the Status Quo that would annually establish ABCs below the estimated Overfishing Level
(OFL) and then set ACL = ABC. The alternatives use either a constant buffer (ABC = x% of OFL) or a
ve.lriable buffer approach to maintain the probability that ABC exceeds OFL at a specified value of
P <50%.

The SSC commends the authors for developing a common template for the individual chapters. This
consistency greatly facilitates review of a large volume of information and should be maintained to the
extent possible.

The following comments and recommendations address the overall process, the structure of the
document, and analytical aspects of the ACL analyses and rebuilding plans.

In addition to the proposed control rule, a modification of the crab specification setting process is required
to allow the SSC to review assessments and recommend ABCs on an annual basis. Three options that
could either delay TAC setting (Option 1) or would require a change in the timing of when the SSC
makes its ABC recommendations (Options 2&3) are laid out in the document. A fourth option was
suggested in public testimony: to complete ABC recommendations for all stocks in June. The SSC
recommends evaluating this additional option to assess the risks associated with not including the
latest information (i.e. the summer survey data) when setting TACs for the following season. The
SSC also suggests that the analysts consider the feasibility of a web-based meeting under option 3.

The EA does not yet include a discussion of accountability measures (AM). The Crab Plan Team made a
strong recommendation to provide AMs for all sources of mortality, which would require limits on
bycatch in other fisheries where such limits do not currently exist. The SSC agrees, the EA needs to
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include a discussion of AMs that would provide an incentive to keep total removals below the ACL.
Consideration of how to allocate catch and bycatch is largely a policy choice. The SSC notes that the
monitoring and methods for enforcing AMs should be included in the EA. Because of the timeline for
EA, a full analysis of options to limit bycatch across multiple fleets is not possible. Therefore, the SSC
concurs with the Crab Plan Team recommendation to begin consideration of these issues on a species-by-
species basis in upcoming rebuilding plans such as that for Pribilof Island blue king crab and Tanner crab.
Care should be taken in the design of AMs applied to fisheries that induce incidental crab mortalities; ill-
structured AMs could threaten benefits gained under rationalization.

The structure of the preliminary EA allows for a comparison of the alternatives in terms of their short-
term, medium-term, and long-term implications for catches and revenue. The analyses are very technical
and require a large volume of information to be presented. To facilitate public review, the SSC has the
following recommendations.

e While the document contains a concise summary of the fixed-buffer and P" methods, the
comparison of alternatives should include a general discussion of the advantages and
disadvantages of the two approaches in addition to comparing catches and revenues under
different options. This should include a discussion of how each approach conceptually meets the
MSA requirements (which are formulated in terms of a P*-type approach), how adaptable each
approach is to changes in our perception of uncertainty, the complexity of adopting the
P*approach compared to constant buffers, and how each approach differs in terms of variability in
ABCs over time. For example the P* approach may result in higher variability in ABCs and
catches over time if stock assessment uncertainty changes from year to year, while a constant
buffer would not be affected by changes in uncertainty. Of course a central feature and advantage
of the P* approach is its responsiveness to true changes in uncertainty and this should be
highlighted.

e We encourage further development of summary tables and figures that allow easy comparisons of
the consequences of alternatives and options. For individual stocks, contour or perspective plots
of catch or revenue over a range of values for the buffer and for the additional uncertainty (0 to
0.6 to cover the full range of 0}) similar to current Figure 6.14. To summarize results across
stocks, a table showing the magnitude of the buffer for each stock (rows) at different levels of
additional uncertainty (columns, e.g. 0, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6) at a given level of P* would be most useful.
A similar table summarizing the implied P” values at a given buffer size across stocks at different
levels of uncertainty would be useful. These tables could highlight the proposed levels of
additional uncertainty for each stock. We also suggest including two summary tables as follows:

o A table of the implied buffer at a given level of P* and at the chosen value of ¢}, for each
stock

o A table of the implied P* value at a given buffer and the chosen value of gy, for each stock

o The levels of assumed additional uncertainty (0y) that are currently under consideration (0.2, 0.4
and 0.6) have a strong impact on the results; it is critical to provide a sound rationale for these
values to the extent possible. The SSC offers the following suggestions to strengthen the rationale
for the choice of ay:

o As stated in our February 2010 SSC minutes, reference could be made to previous
analyses of “typical levels” of retrospective bias, for example the analysis of
retrospective bias observed in West Coast groundfish stock assessments. Similar analyses
may have been completed in other regions.

o The variety of snow crab models that are currently being considered offer an opportunity
to illustrate the extent of variability in OFL estimates across models. An assessment of
this variability across a variety of models with good support can provide a minimum
estimate of additional uncertainty for this stock.

o The SSC supports the CPT approach to classifying stocks into those with relatively
low, intermediate, and high levels of additional uncertainty. The relative ranking of
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stocks seems appropriate given our current understanding of uncertainties, but the
rationale for the overall range of uncertainties considered should be strengthened.

o The SSC is concerned that default values for o}, (as well as for other parameters such as )
could become thought of as fixed values. The EA should clarify that these values can and
should be re-evaluated and updated as our understanding of uncertainty changes. Perhaps
the CPT and stock assessment authors could be encouraged or required to annually
provide a brief justification for the current value of oy

While short-term results are presented in terms of the consequences on catch-related quantities of
either a given value of the buffer or a given P” value, medium-term results are primarily presented
in terms of the different buffer sizes (and under different levels of uncertainty), albeit with the
corresponding probability of overfishing. Therefore it is difficult to evaluate the consequences of
a given P* value and this has the unintended effect of focusing the results on the constant buffer
approach. The consequences of the P” approach should be presented in the form of tables or plots
that summarize catch-related quantities at several selected P* values. The consequences for
variability in ABC and TAC due to application of fixed buffer or constant P* approaches should
be discussed.

For the presentation of results in this document, it is very important to clearly communicate
uncertainty and how to interpret the figures that show medians with lower and upper bounds. We
suggest adding a short section before the stock-specific chapters that provides a primer on
uncertainty across multiple projections. As a possible model for how to more effectively
communicate uncertainty to the public, the SSC suggests examining relevant sections in the most
recent IPCC report. For example, this section could include a figure that shows individual
trajectories from multiple projections (<<800) with the median and lower and upper confidence
bounds superimposed. The section should clearly describe how to interpret these bounds.

The document could benefit from a table of definitions as suggested in public testimony.

Comments on ACL analyses

The SSC endorsed the general approach for projections presented by André Punt in
February. For several stocks, new models were used in the analyses that have not been reviewed
or fully documented. Very little detail is included in the EA on these models and it is not obvious
what relevant parameters are and how these parameters were chosen or estimated. Some of these
parameters could have a large impact on the analyses, such as the presumed level of uncertainty
in R (0R). The SSC realizes that the EA is not the appropriate place to document these models.
The SSC recommends that important assumptions and parameter values be included in the
EA and that models be documented elsewhere and included by reference. One option is to
include a brief description as an appendix.

Some of the key parameters of the projection model relate to recruitment and are summarized in a
table for both the Ricker and Beverton-Holt relationships. The methodology chapter should
include a brief description of the general approach used to estimate these parameters. In some
cases, the projection used different parameter values than those estimated (0, €.g. Table 7.2), this
should be justified. To minimize confusion, the SSC recommends that the EA include results
for only one of the recruitment specifications. While results differ between the Ricker and
Beverton-Holt models, the SSC believes that differences in the form of the stock-recruitment
relationship may be one of the smaller sources of uncertainty and could be subsumed in the
“additional uncertainty”. An alternative would be to capture some of the uncertainty directly by
randomly selecting either the Ricker or Beverton-Holt model for each of the 800 projections
(assuming each is equally likely).

The analysts examined four alternative approaches for quantifying uncertainty in OFL for Tier 5
stocks. The SSC recommends that these approaches be carried forward in the analyses.



* A consistent approach should be used to evaluate probability of the stock being in an overfished
condition. The approach currently differs between snow/tanner crab projection model and the
model used for other stocks.

e The relationship between standard deviation of log(MMB), the coefficient of variation of
log(MMB), and variability in MMB should be clearly articulated in the document to avoid
confusion. Generally, it appears that the standard error of log(MMB) is used as a proxy for its CV
(a good approximation for values less than about 0.4-0.5).

Comments on Economic Analyses

The SSC believes that the proposed economic methodology appears to sufficiently comport with the
identified ACL method for king and snow crab fisheries. The model may be appropriate as a general
characterization for other stocks, but only to the extent that the price series of those other stocks is
correlated with the king and snow crab price series. Care needs to be taken in the next revision of this
analysis to clearly differentiate between costs and possible foregone first wholesale revenues. While it is
important to characterize the full time path of first wholesale revenues for rebuilding analyses, it may be
more appropriate to represent the distribution of annual first wholesale revenues for single time steps that
represent short-, medium, and long-run projections in the ACL analyses. The SSC recommended in its
February 2010 minutes that the analysts summarize output over a shorter time frame of 5 or 6 years
because “the shorter time frame would be of more immediate interest to the public, would be less
influenced by assumptions about future recruitment, and would provide more robust economic
projections, given the large uncertainties about future macro- and micro-economic factors.”

Careful documentation should be provided within each economic section of the analyses, to clearly
identify the implicit and explicit assumptions employed in the derivations, as well as the implications for
interpreting the “first wholesale gross revenue foregone” projections.

The SSC offers the following minor-editorial comments for the authors:

e Replace “Annual Catch Level” and “Overfishing Level” with “Annual Catch Limit” and

“Overfishing Limit” throughout the document.

Footnote 15 (p. 33) refers to ‘Options 5-7°. Please clarify if this should refer to Alternatives 5-77

Table 3.2 appears incomplete and does not explain the parameter .

Make sure to fix references to all tables and figures in next draft.

Variables names should be consistent throughout document, e.g. B is generally used for the

Buffer (or rather, 1-Buffer), whereas b is used for additional uncertainty in the assessment.

However, b in the economic section (p. 52) refers to the buffer.

e Table 4.1: Clarify footnote (“& - set to the point estimate”), which erroneously implies that P’ is
set to its point estimate. This should state that total ABC is set to the OFL point estimate for P'=
0.5.

e Fix equation 3.4 (should be square root)

o Check all tables for accuracy as there are some counterintuitive results. For example, in Table 10-
4 (p. 301), the MMB initially increases then decreases, while the ABC increases overall, but the
catch greatly decreases over the 6 years of the projection.

e Add species names in headers of Chapters 4-10

e Some inconsistency among stocks in terms of summarizing medium-term projections. Start year
is sometimes 2009, sometimes 2010. Sometimes actual catch was applied in 2009 and ABC=OFL
(snow crab), whereas in others (e.g. NSRKC, p. 300), buffer was applied in 2009.



Snow crab:

The SSC received a presentation from Jack Turnock ((NMFS-AFSC)) on results from recent Bering Sea
snow crab model runs requested by the Crab Plan Team and the SSC. The SSC appreciates his
presentation and efforts to explore model sensitivity.

This analysis built on earlier model explorations by addressing implications of incorporating the results of
the 2009 Bering Sea Fisheries Research Foundation (BSFRF) trawl survey into the snow crab assessment.
In addition, the author explored implications of separate selectivity curves for males and females and
assumptions regarding natural mortality, survey biomass weighting, survey selectivity and survey
catchability.

The SSC supports Crab Plan Team recommendations for model runs that will be presented at the
May, 2010 Crab Plan Team meeting. In an effort to more fully explore model sensitivity to alternative
assumptions on growth and mortality, the SSC recommends the author run a suite of models that
assumes the Somerton selectivity curve and assumes a male natural mortality rate between 0.2 - 0.5
incrementing values by 0.05. For these model runs, female mortality will be fixed at 0.23, growth,
maturity probability and female selectivity will be re-estimated. The SSC also recommends a model
that assumes the Somerton selectivity curve, estimates growth, maturity probability and mortality
with a prior based on Canadian tagging data. Finally, the SSC requests that the methods used to
estimate natural mortality (survivorship) are discussed in the assessment and to the extent possible; the
SSC requests that the authors consider stage based mortality to address the likelihood that mortality varies
with immature and mature (terminally molted) crabs..

EBS Tanner crab rebuilding

A new stock assessment model has been developed for Tanner crab, which was adapted from the existing
snow crab model. Tanner crab rebuilding will be removed because it is now on a different timeline and
only the ACL analyses within this EA will use the new Tanner crab model.

Several authors have documented temporal and spatial differences in maturity of Tanner crab (Somerton
and Myers, 1983 and Pengilly and Zheng, 1982). The SSC encourages the analysts to consider these
processes in future model versions. The SSC agrees with Crab Plan Team recommendations for
changing rebuilding options for snow crab under each of the alternatives: Increase probability of
rebuilding either by extending time frame (e.g. to 8 years) or increased probability of rebuilding at year
Ttarget to 70% or 90%.

D-1(b) PI BKC Rebuilding Plan

A report on the EA/RIR for the Pribilof Islands Blue King Crab Rebuilding Plan was presented by Diana
Stram (NPFMC), Bob Foy (NMFS-Kodiak), and Scott Miller (NMFS-ARO). Public testimony was
provided by Ed Richardson (Pollock Conservation Cooperative).

The challenge to rebuild the Pribilof Islands blue king crab stock is a difficult one. There is no apparent
stock-recruit relationship. It is not clear whether the current B, estimate is a reasonable expectation for
stock status under current conditions. Even the optimistic Ricker or Beverton-Holt fit projects stock
rebuilding over a 40- to 50-year time frame. In reality, recovery may depend on chance and fortuitous
environmental conditions leading to several strong year classes. Nevertheless, a new rebuilding analysis is
required.

The SSC recognizes that the draft EA/RIR is preliminary and recommends the following
corrections and additions:



There are many placeholders in the document for which information needs to be inserted.

The Council needs to define a problem statement and the statement should be included in the EA.
The document should have a background section including a description of the history of the
stock, fishery, and management. Subsistence and personal use crab fishing, if any, should be
discussed.

Stock management reference points (€.g., Bnsy) and their uncertainty should be discussed.

The document should discuss the issue of whether blue king crabs in the St. Matthew and Pribilof
Islands areas are separate stocks. Historically, recruitment trends were similar between the two
areas, but recent trends appear to be different. On the other hand, geographic distributions are not
very discrete. The SSC recommends that the authors refer to the report produced from the stock
structure workshop held by the SSC in February 2009 as an aid to resolving this issue.

The document should describe environmental changes affecting blue king crab, as well as
ecological changes (e.g., predators). Changes in local distributions of Pacific cod and flatfish
predators may be revealed by the NMFS trawl survey database (see Zheng and Kruse 2006) for
cursory examination of some of these trends in the Pribilof Islands areas.

The document should consider likely crab PSC in the halibut fishery. This review should be
brought into the analysis to consider the efficacy of the alternatives to achieve stock rebuilding.

A broader discussion of the Pribilof Islands fishing economy and the limited fishing opportunities
available to the resident fleet should be discussed.

In regard to the alternatives, the SSC has the following requests:

The alternatives should be explained clearly and completely. For instance, the ADF&G closure
area (alternative 3) currently applies only to snow and Tanner crab (e.g., p. 10-11). In section 2.6,
it is stated that the alternatives impose restrictions on either all fixed gear fleets or just the Pacific
cod pot fishery. However, alternatives 3 and 4 are options applying to all groundfish fisheries (not
just fixed gear).

The PSC cap alternative (Alternative S) needs to be more fully developed. The SSC supports
exploration of PSC caps that would trigger closures, as suggested by the Crab Plan Team.
The document also needs to clarify how the PSC would be accrued. As the OFL is based on
mature males, would females and immature crabs also count when summing the total catch or
would there be a PSC cap that includes females and immature males that is not necessarily tied
directly to the OFL? Also, what are the boundaries that would be used to determine whether a
crab PSC removal would count toward Pribilof Islands or St. Matthew Island blue king crab?

The analysts should explore an option for increased or full observer coverage on groundfish
fisheries in the area. For instance, the RIR presentation indicated relatively low observer coverage
on the flatfish fishery, and none of halibut vessels.

In regards to methods, the SSC has the following suggestions:

If possible within the timeframe of the analysis, the analysts should update and incorporate CVs
on the trawl survey estimates of abundance in a single model.

Given the apparent lack of relationship between stock and recruitment, Ricker and Beverton-Holt
models provide poor fits to the data. The fits should be plotted on the stock-recruit figure. The
SSC recommends continuing with both models, plus alternative recruitment models based on
random draws from the historical recruitment distribution.

The analysis should clarify the approach (e.g., parametric or non-parametric) taken by which
recruitment is randomly sampled. The analysts indicated that they began an approach to
reconstruct historical and presumed large recruitments that supported the fishery prior to the start
of the traw] survey. However, the use of a non-parametric random recruitment model was not
able to generate large recruitment. A parametric, log-normal recruitment approach could perhaps

8






