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The North Pacific Fishery Management Council will meet October 5-11, 2005 at the Anchorage Hilton Hotel,
500 West 3" Avenue, Anchorage, AK. Other meetings to be held during the week are:

Committee/Panel Beginning

Advisory Panel Oct 3, Mon.- Dillingham/Katmai

Scientific and Statistical Committee Oct 3, Mon - King Salmon

Ecosystem Committee (postponed)

Enforcement Committee Oct 4, Tue. - 1pm-5pm - Lupine Room
MSA Stakeholder Meeting (State) Oct 4, Tue. - 7:00pm - King Salmon Room

All meetings will be held at the Anchorage Hilton Hotel unless otherwise noted. All meetings are open to
the public, except executive sessions of the Council. Other committee and workgroup meetings may be
scheduled on short notice during the week, and will be posted at the hotel.

INFORMATION FOR PERSONS WISHING TO PROVIDE PUBLIC COMMENTS

Sign-up sheets are available at the registration table for those wishing to provide public comments on a
specific agenda item. Sign-up must be completed before public comment begins on that agenda item.
Additional names are generally not accepted after public comment has begun.

Submission of Written Comments. Written comments and materials to be included in Council meeting
notebooks must be received at the Council office by 5:00 pm (Alaska Time) on Wednesday, September
28. Written and oral comments should include a statement of the source and date of information provided
as well as a brief description of the background and interests of the person(s) submitting the statement.
Comments can be sent by mail or fax—please do not submit comments by e-mail. It is the submitter's
responsibility to provide an adequate number of copies of comments after the deadline. Materials
provided during the meeting for distribution to Council members should be provided to the Council
secretary. A minimum of 25 copies isneeded to ensure that Council members, the executive director, NOAA
General Counsel, appropriate staff, and the official meeting record each receive a copy. If copies are to be
made available for the Advisory Panel (28), Scientific and Statistical Committee (18), or the public after the
pre-meeting deadline, they must also be provided by the submitter.




FOR THOSE WISHING TO TESTIFY BEFORE THE
ADVISORY PANEL

The Advisory Panel has revised its operating guidelines to incorporate a strict time management
approach to its meetings. Rules for testimony before the Advisory Panel have been developed which
are similar to those used by the Council. Members of the public wishing to testify before the AP must
sign up on the list for each topic listed on the agenda. Sign-up sheets are provided in a special notebook
located at the back of the room. The deadline for registering to testify is when the agenda topic comes
before the AP. The time available for individual and group testimony will be based on the number
registered and determined by the AP Chairman. The AP may not take public testimony on items for
which they will not be making recommendations to the Council.

FOR THOSE WISHING TO TESTIFY BEFORE THE
SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE

The usual practice is for the SSC to call for public comment immediately following the staff
presentation on each agenda item. In addition, the SSC will designate a time, normally at the beginning
of the afternoon session on the first day of the SSC meeting, when members of the public will have the
opportunity to present testimony on any agenda item. The Committee will discourage testimony that
does not directly address the technical issues of concern to the SSC, and presentations lasting more
than ten minutes will require prior approval from the Chair. _}

!
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COMMONLY USED ACRONYMS

ABC Acceptable Biological Catch MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act
AP Advisory Panel MRA  Maximum Retainable Amount
ADFG  Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game MRB  Maximum Retainable Bycatch
BSAI  Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands MSY Maximum Sustainable Yield
CDQ Community Development Quota mt Metric tons
CRP Comprehensive Rationalization Program NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
CVOA Catcher Vessel Operational Area NOAA National Oceanic & Atmospheric Adm.
EAM  Ecosystem Aplproach to Management NPFMC North Pacific Fishery Management
EA/RIR Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Council
Impact Review oY Optimum Yield
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone POP Pacific ocean perch
EFH Essential Fish Habitat PSC Prohibited Species Catch
ESA Endangered Species Act SAFE  Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation
FEP Fishery Ecosystem Plan Document
FMP Fishery Management Plan SSC Scientific and Statistical Committee
GHL Guideline Harvest Level SSL Steller Sea Lion
GOA  Gulf of Alaska TAC Total Allowable Catch
HAPC Habitat Areas of Particular Concern USFWS United State Fish & Wildlife Service
IBQ Individual Bycatch Quota VBA Vessel Bycatch Accounting
IFQ Individual Fishing Quota VvIP Vessel Incentive Program

IPHC International Pacific Halibut Commission

IRFA Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

IRIU Improved Retention/Improved Utilization

ITAC Initial Total Allowable Catch

LAMP Local Area Management Plan

LLP License Limitation Program

MSFCMA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act



DRAFT AGENDA
173rd Plenary Session
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
October 5-11, 2005
Anchorage Hilton Hotel
Anchorage, AK
A. CALL MEETING TO ORDER
(a) Approval of Agenda
(b) Approval of minutes (T)
(c) Election of Officers/Swear in new members
B. REPORTS
B-1 Executive Director's Report [including report on freezer longliner
buyback and report on SSC operations per peer review requirements]
B-2 NMFS Management Report (includes update on Amendment 79)
B-3 USCG Report
B-4 ADF&G Report
B-5 USFWS Report
B-6 Protected Species Report [Report on Right Whale critical habitat
designation; report on BOF/NPFMC pollock fishery subcommittee;
update on ESA Salmon consultation; FMP level BiOp
discussion/schedule]
C. NEW OR CONTINUING BUSINESS
C-1 Halibut Charter
(a) GHL Status Report and action as necessary.
(b) Review Halibut Charter IFQ letter from Dr. Hogarth.
C-2 CDQ Issues
(a) Initial Review of EA/RIR on management of CDQ reserves.
(b) Report from Blue Ribbon Panel
(c) Update on Amendment 71 and status CDQ allocation process,
and action as necessary.
C-3 IRIU
(a) Initial Review of Amendment 80 EA/RIR/IRFA (H&G
Cooperatives)
(b) Select Preliminary Preferred Alternative.
C-4 BSAI Salmon Bycatch
(a) Final action on EA/RIR for Amendment 84.
(b) Discuss Package B; review alternatives and timelines for
analysis.
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(6 hrs)

(8 hrs)

(2 hrs)

(8 hrs)

(6 hrs)



C-5 BSAI Pacific Cod Allocations (3 hrs)
Review alternatives, components, and options. Action as necessary.

C-6 GOA Groundfish Rationalization (6 hrs)
(a) Review preliminary community data.
(b) Review other data and information and revise alternatives/options as
appropriate.
(c) Review crab and salmon bycatch data, alternatives, and options, and take
action as necessary.

C-7 Bairdi crab split (1 hrs)
Final Action on Amendment

D. FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLANS

D-1 Groundfish Management (8 hrs)
(a) Initial review of EA and proposed specifications for 2006/07.
(b) Review SAFE ecosystem chapter.
(c) Rockfish Management: review discussion paper.
(d) Review discussion paper on BSAI pollock A-season start date.
(¢) Review strawman problem statement and discuss alternatives for BS Habitat
Conservation/EFH. (T)

D-2 Ecosystem Approaches (2 hrs)
Status report on AI FEP and EAM.

D-3 Crab Management (1 hrs)
Review SAFE report for Crab management.

D-4 Staff Tasking (3 hrs)

D-5 Other Business

Total Agenda Hours: 54 Hours
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MINUTES
SCIENTIFIC STATISTICAL COMMITTEE
June 1-3, 2005

The Scientific and Statistical Committee met during June 1-3, 2005 at the Alyeska Prince Hotel in
Girdwood, AK. Members present were:

Gordon Kruse, Chair Pat Livingston, Vice Chair Keith Criddle

University of Alaska Fairbanks NOAA Fisheries—AFSC Utah State University

Sue Hills Anne Hollowed Franz Mueter

University of Alaska Fairbanks NOAA Fisheries—AFSC University of Washington

Terry Quinn David Sampson Farron Wallace

University of Alaska Fairbanks Oregon State University Washington Dept of Fish and Wildlife
Doug Woodby

Alaska Department of Fish and Game
Members absent:

Steven Hare Mark Herrmann George Hunt
International Pacific Halibut Commission  University of Alaska Fairbanks University of California, Irvine
Seth Macinko Ken Pitcher

University of Rhode Island Alaska Department of Fish and Game

B-1 Plan Team Nominations

The SSC reviewed the nominations of Jie Zheng for the Scallop Plan Team, Ward Testa for the GOA
Groundfish Plan Team and Dan Lew for the BSAI Groundfish Plan Team. The SSC recommends
approval of these nominations by the Council.

B-7/B-10 NPRB and AOOS Reports

The SSC received informational reports from Clarence Pautzke (North Pacific Research Board) and
Molly McCammon (Alaska Ocean Observing System) on the NPRB and AOOS programs.

NPRB is focused on studies of marine ecosystems with an emphasis on applied research for fisheries
management. Research priorities submitted by the Plan Teams and the SSC have been helpful to identify
research needs for the annual NPRB Request for Proposals. One indicator of NPRB success is the extent
to which NPRB-funded projects yield products that are useful to stock assessments and management, for
example via contributions to the ecosystem considerations chapter of the SAFE.



The AOOS program is part of a national and international network of integrated ocean observing systems
and is in the development and planning stages. With funding to implement AQOS, the program will be an
important source of information to help us understand ecosystem dynamics. AOOS has identified
multiple user groups, including fishermen, fisheries researchers, and fisheries managers.

The SSC will continue to identify research priorities for fisheries off Alaska on an annual basis
(usually in February) and will check these priorities against priorities identified by NPRB. In
addition, the SSC encourages the Council to strengthen its ties with NPRB and AOOS through
continued information exchanges (such as these presentations) and through other collaborations as
appropriate (for example joint participation in the Marine Science Symposium).

B-8 AFSC Fishery Interaction Team (FIT) Report

The SSC received reports by Libby Logerwell and Liz Connors (NMFS-AFSC) on fishery interaction
studies being conducted by NMFS on pollock (Kodiak), Atka mackerel (Aleutian Is.), and Pacific cod
(Bering Sea). The SSC continues to support investigations into the potential effects of fishing on Steller
sea lions. SSC compliments the FIT group on their work on these three very challenging projects and
looks forward to future reports.

The SSC offers the following specific comments to the investigators on additional analyses and future
research directions.

General comments. Although the first projects of this group were specifically related to fisheries effects
on SSL prey fields from the SSL BiOp, it appears that this group will be able to shed light on many other
important questions such as fishery effects on changes in fish distribution and habitat use, changes in
biological characteristics such as fish size, reproduction and genetic make-up and changes in marine
community characteristics such as predator-prey relationships and species composition.

The FIT group asked the SSC for input on future directions for the three projects on which they reported.
The SSC suggests a hierarchy of reports. First, we suggest that they return to the original questions of the
space and time scale of fishing effects on prey fields of SSL. The experiments were designed to examine
specific questions and assumptions arising from the SSL Biological Opinion (BiOp) and the information
needed for an upcoming revision to that BiOp. The results, for example of the pollock experiment, are
less clear than had been hoped, but with no vessel available until 2007, it is unlikely that additional field
work will be possible in time for the next BiOp revision. Nonetheless, further field work would be useful.
The SSC encourages additional analyses of currently available data such as comparing local and regional
exploitation rates compared to the global control rule, and looking at fish biomass (e.g., Atka mackerel) in
protected areas relative to SSL energetic needs.

The SSC recommends coordinating future fishery interaction studies with field work on SSLs to improve
the ability to link fishing effects and SSL response. Now that the experimental methods are worked out,
for example for the cod project, it could be valuable to repeat it in conjunction with SSL site-specific
tagging and diet studies. Particularly for the pollock and Atka mackerel studies, existing data on rookery
counts and scat collections should be brought into the analysis to the extent possible.

Beyond the SSL-related questions, the projects, especially the tagging projects, may be very useful to
stock assessment. The SSC recommends that the FIT group work closely with stock assessment authors to
prioritize needs for additional work on fish movement and estimation of natural mortality and exploitation
rates.



Project-specific Comments
Pollock project. Of the four years of the project (2000-2001, and 2003-2004), the treatment and control

only existed in two years (2001, 2004) in which fishing occurred, with conflicting results. In 2001, during
the first survey pass one concentrated patch was found that was not encountered again, giving large
variability and consequently no significant difference between Barnabas and Chiniak troughs, unlike
2004. The SSC agrees with the presenter’s statement that “interannual variability suggest caution in
interpretation of the results.” In addition the SSC suggests:

e Complete a power analysis on the 2001 data and contrast to 2004 results.

o Further data exploration is needed concerning changes in results between study years.

e Examine more local changes in fish abundance relative to fished and unfished portions of
Bamnabas trough instead of the entire treatment area.
Use the 2000 and 2003 data as interannual controls for 2001 and 2004.
Work with SSL researchers to look at diet and satellite tracking data for local SSL haulouts.
Look at the centroid of distribution relative to SSL use areas.
Coordinate with ongoing efforts to evaluate pollock tagging methods.
Consider conducting a pollock fishery interaction study in the areas proposed for a potential state
parallel fishery in the Aleutian Islands. Vessels taking part in those fisheries should have VMS to
be sure fishing locations are reported at a finer resolution than the level of state statistical areas.
Biological samples should be collected from the catch. Some additional sea lion counts and diet
studies would be desirable.

Atka mackerel project. For this species, the questions concerned biomass estimation and movement of
fish between closed and open areas so a tag release and recovery approach was used. Stock assessment
methods for Atka mackerel have always been less than satisfactory and this project has resulted in
interesting and useful data beyond the original SSL-centered questions. For example, trawl survey
biomass estimates in Seguam pass are lower than those derived from the tagging study. The SSC
encourages further analysis, such as the recruitment factor and the cohort-based model. This project
especially has given additional weight to the idea that SSL-protection areas need to be shaped to the
environment and resources. For example, at Seguam and Tanaga passes the trawl exclusion zones (TEZ)
encompass natural clumps with high biomass and low movement between zones, but at Amchitka the
TEZ bisects an Atka mackerel area with lower biomass and high movement rates from protected to non-
protected areas. Thus, the former TEZs seem to be effective, whereas the latter may not be effective.

To help identify potential problem areas, we suggest pursuing the idea of estimating the magnitude of
local depletion relative to overall exploitation rate. There was some suggestion that local exploitation of
Atka mackerel was as high as 20-80% at one of the study sites. Additional sites would need to be studied,
to more fully assess the question of local depletion. Some potential future study sites for both Atka
mackerel and Pacific cod were identified in the presentation and such sites should be areas which have
substantial documented fishing effort in the vicinity of SSL rookeries and a high proportion of the “target
species” in the diet of SSL.

The SSC also encourages further efforts to quantify the energetic demands of sea lions at particular SSL
rookeries. Such models should take into account the actual diet composition of sea lions and the size
composition of the major prey items (to the extent that it is known). To assess, for example, availability of
Atka mackerel as prey, it will be necessary to expand biomass estimates from tagging studies to include
juvenile life stages. This could be done by including information on year-class strength and natural
mortality from the stock assessment. Recent oceanographic data on Aleutian Islands passes (upcoming
supplement to the journal Fisheries Oceanography) should be incorporated into future analyses and study
planning. :



Pacific Cod project. The study area was carefully chosen to be an area of high cod harvest with a closed
area that bisected a well-known “cod alley.” Because it is a localized fishery in space and time it was
hypothesized that localized depletion would be more likely to be apparent there. However, it appears that
this is not a closed population and any “hole” in the prey field does not persist in the study area for at least
two weeks. Power calculations show that a decline of 25-30% or 20% could have been detected in 2004

or in 2005, respectively. Thus, in this case, it appears that local depletion is not a big issue because of the
high degree of fish movement.

The question of movement of cod among federal areas and between federal and state waters is important
for cod fishery management, especially if the stock assessment moves to an age structured model.
Additional suggestions include:

e Time of capture needs to be explored to see if this could explain spatial patterns in pot survey
catch rates.

e Need to make the linkage to spatial and temporal scales related to SSL behavior.

¢ Further collaboration is need with marine mammal scientists to better understand the relationships
of cod movement and fishery effects.

e Future studies should be focused on movement to better understand the spatial and temporal
movement dynamics of Pacific cod before continuing research on fishing effects. In the case of
this study, it appears that the spatial and temporal scale of the effect was larger than the scale of
experiment. For example, it may be desirable to move the study to an embayment system where
cod may have longer residence times to try to tease apart the effects of fishery depletion from pre-
spawning immigration and post-spawning emigration.

B-9 Protected Species Report

Bill Wilson (NPFMC staff) presented the protected species report. The SSC appreciates these reports at
each meeting to keep us abreast of new developments and issues. Public testimony was provided by
Donna Parker of Arctic Storm from her position as a member of the SSL Recovery Team.

A. Whales: In April 2005, a workshop on “rogue” killer whales was convened by the Marine Mammal
Commission at the direction of Congress. The SSC looks forward to the report from that meeting and a
follow-up meeting to identify data needed to distinguish between the predation cascade hypothesis and
other explanations. The proposed distinction of a third killer whale stock in Alaskan waters (offshore
ecotype) could exacerbate the issues identified by the SSC with respect to the List of Fisheries at
recent meetings. :

B. Steller Sea Lion Recovery Team: The SSL Recovery Team’s next meeting will be in Homer in August,
when a draft recovery plan will be finalized. The SSC requests a status report from the Recovery
Team in October on the recovery plan, as well as the anticipated schedule for the next Steller Sea
Lion BiOp. New data, including information in the B-8 report from the Fisheries Interaction Team, can
be brought to bear on the central questions raised in the last BiOp.

C. State Pollock Fishery: The State is considering a fishery for pollock in state waters in the Aleutian
Islands. The SSC requests that, if the State decides to approve this new fishery, there should be
some consideration of setting this fishery in the context of experimental fishery management. Such
a fishery could present an opportunity to research the effects of fishing in critical habitat. Specific
comments are provided in our recommendations to the Fishery Interaction Team (see agenda item B-8).
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D. Trawl Closure Request: The letter from the St. George Traditional Council requesting additional
protection around their SSL haulouts, particularly Dalnoi Point, point out some of the data that are
available and that were not included in the last BiOp.

E. Seabirds: Thorne Smith of the North Pacific Longline Association updated us on the Integrated Weight
Groundline experimental fishing permit work planned for July 2005. Although the permit is still at
NMEFS, the SSC understands that it is very likely to be granted and the work to go forward. The SSC
continues to support this kind of cooperative work.

C-3 Central GOA Rockfish Demonstration Program—GOA Groundfish FMP Amendment 68

Mark Fina and Jim Richardson (Council staff) provided an overview of revisions to the draft
EA/RIR/IRFA. Public testimony was provided by Julie Bonney (Alaska Groundfish Databank).

The revised draft EA/RIR/IRFA is responsive to many of the issues identified in the April 2005 SSC
minutes. The SSC remains concerned about the challenges involved in monitoring target and
incidental catches in this fishery and is supportive of plans to evaluate the relative effectiveness and
pitfalls of different monitoring systems (video, electronic logbook, observer). It would also be
important to explore the feasibility of applying information from various monitoring systems in the
enforcement of multi-species sector allocations in fisheries with cooperative and limited access fishing.
The design of a monitoring program should consider the level of sampling needed to achieve levels
of accuracy and precision for target and incidental catches necessary to meet management and
enforcement objectives. The SSC had some discussion about potential biological implications of shifts
of fishing seasons to earlier periods in spring before rockfish give birth to their young. Change in fishing
seasons can also affect bycatch. The information provided to the SSC was insufficient to clarify these
issues.

The SSC requests that the GOA rockfish stock assessment analysts should comment in the next SAFE
document on the likely biological consequences of changes in fishery duration that may result in seasonal
shifts of target catch and bycatch and potential effects on reproductive success and other population
dynamics as a result of this amendment.

C-5 BSAI Salmon Bycatch—BSAI Groundfish FMP Amendment 84

Diana Stram (NPFMC staff) provided a briefing on the initial review draft EA to modify existing bycatch
reduction measures for chinook and chum salmon in the BSAI groundfish management FMP for the
BSAI pollock trawl fishery (proposed Amendment 84). Scott Miller (NMFS Alaska Region) provided a
briefing on the corresponding initial review draft RIR/IRFA. John Gruver (United Catcher Boats; Inter-
Cooperative manager), Joe Sullivan (Mundt & McGregor), and Karl Haflinger (SeaState) reported on
implementation of the AFA Pollock Inter-Cooperative Agreement. Public Testimony was provided by
Paul Peyton (Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation), Jill Kline (Yukon River Drainage
Fisheries Association), Joe Sullivan (Mundt & McGregor), John Gruver (United Catcher Boats; Inter-
Cooperative manager), Brent Paine (United Catcher Boats), and Karl Haflinger (SeaState).

As summarized in the SSC minutes from the April, 2005 meeting, bycatch of Chinook and chum salmon
in 2003 and 2004 increased dramatically over past levels triggering closure of the Salmon Savings Area.
This situation continues into 2005. There is evidence that the closures may not be effective at reducing
salmon bycatch. Therefore, at the December 2004 Council meeting, a problem statement was drafted
along with a number of alternatives. At that meeting, the SSC recommended that a full analysis be
conducted to establish whether the fixed closed areas are contributing to the high bycatch levels.
Alternatives drafted in December were split into two Amendment packages with package A (the subject
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of the present EA) to be set on a fast track for analysis. Three alternatives are included in amendment
package A: a no action alternative, an alternative to eliminate the Salmon Savings Area closures, and an
alternative to suspend the Salmon Savings Area closures and allow pollock cooperatives and CDQ groups
to avoid salmon bycatch through a voluntary rolling hot spot (VRHS) closure program. The draft EA
included a problem statement for Amendment package B with alternatives to consider if the proposed
voluntary approach does not achieve the desired bycatch reduction. The analysis of package B is on a
slower pace pending developments in package A.

The SSC appreciates the effort by Council staff in preparing the EA/RIR/IRFA document and the
attention given to the issues raised by the SSC following a preliminary presentation by staff at the April,
2005 meeting. The SSC offered a number of suggestions to expand and add analyses that would
more clearly show salmon bycatch rates on finer spatial and temporal scales, which might
demonstrate the efficacy of the existing Salmon Savings Area for inclusion in the document prior to
the October meeting. A detailed list of recommendations by the SSC is included below:

1. Part of the justification for changing management of salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea is based
on recent evidence that bycatch rates are lower within the Salmon Savings Areas (SSA) as
compared to outside those areas. The current analyses do not adequately allow an evaluation of
the new evidence. To facilitate this evaluation, the SSC would like to see tables of averages and
standard deviations of bycatch rates inside and outside the savings areas as well as inside and
outside the Catcher Vessel Operating Area (CVOA). These tables should be prepared by sector
(catcher vessels and catcher processors), by season, and possibly by subsets of pollock fishing
seasons, particularly the B season. To reduce the influence of a relatively small number of large
bycatch rates on averages and standard deviations, and to facilitate comparisons, it would be
useful to present these tables on the scale of log-transformed rates as well as raw rates.

2. To better represent the number of tows with high bycatch rates, the SSC recommends preparation
of frequency diagrams (histograms) showing the number of tows for each catch rate increment
(bin), as well as a cumulative frequency diagram of the same data. The temporal aspects of these
distributions should be shown for the A and B seasons for Chinook, and the B season should be
broken out into meaningful divisions for Chum, for example, the period prior to the August
closure, during the August closure, prior to any additional chum closure, during closure, and after
closure.

3. Weekly trends in bycatch for Chinook and chum salmon in Figures 4-1 through 4-7 should also
be shown as bycatch rates in those figures. This would facilitate understanding of the base rate
criteria of the rolling hot spot method. To help interpret temporal patterns in more recent years
(when closures were triggered) it would be useful to summarize the average temporal pattern in
bycatch rates across those years when no closures were triggered.

4. The geographic data displays (Figures S1 through S9) could be made easier to read if they were
enlarged to include just those data points in the primary area of interest between St. Paul Island to
the NW and False Pass to the SE.

5. Comparisons of salmon bycatch in Table 3-4 would be improved if related to total run size by
region (where available), rather than in comparison to statewide or regional commercial catches,
which are subject to various market conditions and management activities. A recent analysis
(Shotwell and Adkison) of indices of total escapement for one of these western Alaska salmon
stocks and should be included.

6. The criteria for determination of a non-significant impact (page 35, paragraph 3) need to be
documented. Further, documentation needs to be provided on these criteria relative to impacts on
other salmon user groups

7. Information should be explored to evaluate the relative contribution of hatchery fish to bycatch
stratified by region of origin to the degree possible. Published information on migration routes of
Japanese hatchery chum salmon should be included.
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8. Voluntary hotspot closures have been in effect since 2004, and it would be useful to examine
bycatch rates before and after closures on a weekly basis.

9. Section 4.4.2 discusses future actions, and staff should consider inclusion of the potential impact
of salmon excluder devices on bycatch rates.

10. The discussion of effects on salmon user groups in the RIR/IRFA should be expanded, and this
should include a discussion of the levels and values of subsistence, recreational, and commercial
harvests.

11. In general, all tables and graphs should be reviewed to ensure they could be fully interpreted as a
stand-alone product without reference back to the text.

The remaining suggestions are reiterations/expansions of comments in SSC minutes from April, 2005:

12. The analyses and data needs for evaluating the effectiveness of the voluntary rolling hotspot
closure program should be identified.

13. An analysis or expanded discussion is needed of the effects on bycatch of other species when
pollock trawl vessels are moved out of hot spots and/or out of the SSAs.

14. To aid the interpretation of increased bycatch rates in recent years, the SSC recommends
inclusion of maps showing annual changes in distribution of pollock and salmon. These data can
be found in the annual assessment of pollock (AFSC) and attained from the Bering-Aleutian
Salmon International Survey (BASIS) results.

The following issues are longer term and are recommended for inclusion in the analysis for Amendment
package B.

1. The SSC had noted in the April, 2005 meeting minutes the potential importance of a bycatch cap
to meet the requirements of National Standard 9. To this end, the SSC recommends an expanded
examination of an appropriate limit on salmon bycatch that considers such factors as region of
origin and, at least for salmon of Alaskan origin, total run sizes and the allocated quantities of
salmon to subsistence, commercial and sport users, as well as escapement goals.

2. The industry base rate calculation for Alternative 3 assumes that there is a reasonable relationship
between the average B season rate and salmon abundance. This relationship should be evaluated
with available data, including salmon run size data.

C-6 Chionoecetes bairdi Split—BSAI Crab FMP Amendment 20

Mr. Mark Fina (Council Staff) described a RIR/EA/IRFA for Amendment 20 of the FMP for BSAI crab.
This amendment is needed to determine the allocation of quota shares (QS), processor quota shares
(PQS), individual fishing quotas (IFQ), and individual processing quotas (IPQ) for two separate fisheries
for Chionenectes bairdi in the Bering Sea district. Under the authority provided in the FMP for BSAI
king and Tanner crabs, the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) determined that two
geographically separate C. bairdi stocks inhabit the Bering Sea. The ADF&G recognized one stock east
of 166° W longitude and one stock west of 166° W longitude. The Council’s recent action to rationalize
crab fisheries in the Bering Sea did not include management provisions for these separate stocks of C.
bairdi. This amendment addresses this deficiency.

The SSC reviewed the draft amendment and recommends releasing it for public comment after the
following issues are addressed:

1. The SSC recommends strengthening the Introduction to introduce the reader to the biological
basis for the two-stock management system. The information found in paragraphs 2 fmd 3on



page 21 could be used for this purpose. These paragraphs should be expanded to include
reference to the biological information used to distinguish distinct stocks as well as their
boundaries.

2. The SSC requests adding a description of units ($/lb, thousands of pounds) on the table
captions for Tables 2 and 3.

3. Section 3.3.2 of the document references abundance estimates based on the area-swept and
length-based assessment (LBA) methods. The SSC recommends that the document should
clarify which of the two methods is currently used to determine stock status. The SSC also
recommends that the authors add a section that describes the imminent revisions to the

overfishing definitions for crab, and that changes to OFL and ABC may change the methods
of GHL determination.

C-7 IRTU—BSAI Groundfish FMP Amendment 80

John McCracken and Darrell Brannan (NPFMC) provided the SSC with an overall briefing of the initial
review draft of an EA/RIR/IRFA to amend the BSAI groundfish FMP to allow cooperatives in the non-
AFA traw] catcher-processor sector. Oberon Davis (NMFS Alaska Region) provided an overview of
portions of the draft EA/RIR/IRFA that address options related to the CDQ fisheries. Jason Anderson and
Jeff Hartman (NMFS Sustainable Fisheries Division) provided an overview of portions of the draft
EA/RIR/IRFA that address enforcement and monitoring requirements. Bill Karp (NMFS Observer
Program) provided additional motivation for the proposed catch monitoring program. Public testimony
was provided by Ami Thomson (Alaska Crab Coalition), Teressa Kandianis (Legacy Fishing, Inc.), Lori
Swanson (Groundfish Forum), Bob Alverson (Seattle Fishing Vessel Owners Association), and Donna
Parker (Arctic Storm).

The draft EA/RIR/IRFA is incomplete in a number of important areas. The following major issues
should be addressed before the draft EA/RIR/IRFA is released for review.

1. As noted in the draft EA/RIR/IRFA, the document requires updating to include data from the
2002 and 2003 fisheries and to include analysis of PSC allocation estimates for Atka mackerel
and AI POP.

2. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA needs to include an introductory section that provides an overview of the
allocation of TAC for species proposed for allocation to directed catches in the non-AFA trawl
catcher-processor sector. The discussion should describe how the TAC is allocated to CDQs,
CDQ reserves, the non-AFA trawl catcher-processor sector (cooperative members and non-
cooperating non-AFA trawl catcher-processor sector qualified permits holders), and other sectors
(AFA catcher and catcher-processor sectors, non-AFA trawl catcher sector, other trawl sectors,
non-trawl sectors, fixed gear sectors, etc.). The discussion should clearly describe the priority
order of allocations. How will this differ under the status quo and action alternatives and under
the alternatives that increase the CDQ allocation? Are the resulting MRAs manageable?

3. There needs to be a more thorough discussion of how PSC allocation to the non-AFA trawl
catcher-processor sector would affect PSC management for other sectors. In particular, the
revised document should clarify the implications of the options under component 6 and whether

particular options could lead to double-allocation of PSC to the non-AFA trawl catcher-processor
sector.

4. The SSC notes that the suite of options across components of the alternatives is complex and
suggests that it would be helpful to reduce the number of options to the minimum set that the
Council is actively considering and that directly pertain to the problem statement. It would also be
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helpful for the draft EA/RIR/IRFA to include a section that identifies the intended purpose of
each option and how that option addresses aspects of the Council’s problem statement. In
addition, the SSC is concerned that the analysis proceeds by considering a mere three alternatives
drawn from the myriad of options across 13 components. The document must clearly justify that
the anticipated consequences of the three altematives provide appropriate bookends for the
breadth of outcomes that could be observed across the suite of components and options.

5. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA should include a section on alternatives (e.g., revenue or zero-revenue
auctions, VBAs, IBQs, reduced PSC caps, area closures) for addressing the problem statement
(reduction of bycatch, minimization of waste, improved utilization to maximize benefits) that are
not considered in the analysis and a brief discussion of why those alternatives were not
considered.

6. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA needs to discuss the potential impact of the $75 million license
retirement fund. While it is true that the fund has not yet resulted in the retirement of permits, it
seems unduly conservative to assume that the fund will be entirely ineffectual and that the
number of non-AFA trawl catcher-processor sector qualified permits will remain at 26.

7. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA should be revised to accurately convey information about how revenue
estimates and CDQ royalty estimates were determined and the degree of confidence associated
with those estimates. Similarly, the draft EA/RIR/IRFA should provide evidence to support the
assumption of homogeneity of products, product markets and product prices across the non-AFA
trawl catcher-processor sector; the analysis should provide information about the degree of
confidence associated with those estimates. Where the degree of confidence is low, the
EA/RIR/IRFA should caution against attempting to use the reported information as a basis for
judging the relative net benefits of the alternatives and options.

8. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA should provide additional motivation for the proposed structure of the
monitoring program for determining catch and bycatch by vessels within Amendment 80
cooperatives and non-AFA trawl] catcher-processor sector vessels that do not join cooperatives.
The discussion should identify the level of precision required for enforcement action and any
special circumstances associated with this sector that might suggest the need for heightened levels
of monitoring and enforcement. The analysis should demonstrate how that level of precision
depends on variations in the relative frequency of multiple species in each haul, the sample
fraction of each sampled haul, the fraction of hauls sampled on each vessel, and the number of
vessels included in a cooperative or in the non-cooperative pool that are pooled for estimation of
directed and incidental catches. This discussion should note that the coefficient of variation (CV)
for estimates of catch and bycatch is inversely related to the relative frequency of catch and
bycatch species. Consequently, similar sampling strategies for high bycatch fisheries and low
bycatch fisheries will yield lower CVs in the high bycatch fisheries. Also, similar levels of
estimated precision can be obtained with less comprehensive sampling strategies in high bycatch
fisheries than in low bycatch fisheries'. While monitoring catch and bycatch levels in the non-
AFA trawl catcher-processor sector may require the level of sampling proposed in the draft
EA/RIR/IRFA, the need is not justified by the mixed-species character of the non-AFA trawl
catcher-processor sector fishery relative to the AFA sector fisheries (page 176); the need should
instead be motivated by specific sampling conditions and concems associated with the non-AFA
traw] catcher-processor sector. In addition, this section of the EA/RIR/IRFA should clarify that
each haul must be available for sampling (if needed for monitoring and enforcement) rather than
that each haul will be sampled.

! For example, if 1 match in a million is bad, you have to strike a lot of matches to get a small coefficient of variation (CV) for
your estimate of the relative frequency of bad matches; if 1 match in 10 is bad, you don’t need to strike as many matches to get a
small CV for your estimate of the relative frequency of bad matches. In either case, you can reduce your CV by drawing large
samples or by drawing large numbers of small samples.



9.

10.

11.

The draft EA/RIR/IRFA should include additional discussion of the information that NMFS
needs about privately negotiated within-cooperative agreements (internal rules) related to
penalties and incentives for compliance with contractual sub-allocations of target and PSC
allocations to the cooperative. The need for information that is more detailed than information
collected from the AFA-cooperatives should be explained (page 15). The analysis should also
explain why participants in cooperatives in this sector would be required to file cooperative
agreements annually when participants in the proposed Central GOA Rockfish Demonstration
Project (many of whom are also participants in the non-AFA trawl catcher-processor sector)
would be required to file cooperative agreements once every two years. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA
should note that the cooperatives may adopt internal rules that allow penalties or incentives to be
triggered at levels of Type I and Type II error below those that would be necessary to satisfy
evidentiary standards required for enforcement action by NMFS (page 143).

As noted in the SSC’s October 2004 minutes, the draft EA/RIR/IRFA should include a discussion
of why revenue generating or zero-revenue auctions are not evaluated as options for the initial
allocation of catch and bycatch shares or for the within season reallocation of unused catch and
bycatch allocations. In addition, as noted in the SSC’s October 2004 minutes, the draft
EA/RIR/IRFA should include a discussion of why the Council’s objectives cannot be satisfied
through the allocation of fixed-term (e.g., 5-year, 10-year, 15-year, ...) overlapping or non-
overlapping catch shares.

Section 3.3.8—Effects on Net Benefits to the Nation—should be revised to more fully reflect
information presented in the body of the EA/RIR/IRFA. At a minimum, the analysis should
include discussions on: the likely impacts of Amendment 79 on net benefits under the status quo;
the relative difference in benefits under Alternative 2 and Alternative 3; likely differences in the
distribution of benefits as a function of vessel size under the status quo and action alternatives
(including the alternative criteria proposed for determining the initial allocation); likely increase
in target catches under rationalized utilization of binding PSC catch limits; and effects of
increased CDQ allocations on the estimated net benefits under the action alternatives and relative
to the status quo. Moreover, while the draft EA/RIR/IRFA seems to provide a basis for
determining that Alternative 2 will result in an increase in net economic benefits relative to
Alternative 1 under implementation of BSAI groundfish FMP Amendment 79, it is not clear that
net benefits are increased relative to the status quo under Alternative 3 or under options that
transfer catch shares from the non-AFA trawl catcher-processor sector to the CDQ fishery.

The following additional issues should also be addressed to the extent practicable before the draft
EA/RIR/IRFA is released for review.

1.

The draft EA/RIR/IRFA should be extensively edited to improve clarity. Particular attention
should be given to the Executive Summary. The Executive Summary should help the reader
understand the motivation for the choice of the alternatives and how options within components
of the alternatives can be expected to address the problem statement and to understand the
advantages and disadvantages of the alternatives. We also note that the nomenclature applied to
sectors described in this amendment is cumbersome and potentially confusing. For example,
vessels with permits that qualify for inclusion in the non-AFA trawl catcher-processor sector and
choose not to enter into cooperatives are referred to as participating in an “open access fishery”;
the fishery that they participate in is anything but open access. Similarly, the “limited access trawl
fishery” seems to refer to catches and bycatches (of the species allocated under Amendment 80)
in an eclectic combination of AFA trawl catcher-processors, AFA trawl catcher boats, non-AFA
trawl catcher boats, and other trawl catcher boats. Catches and bycatches (of the species allocated

under Amendment 80) from various fixed gear sectors are, presumably, accommodated from the
reserve.
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2. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA needs to include clarification about the derivation and meaning of the
values reported in Tabie 3-8.

3. Discussion of the probable impacts of the action alternatives on crew participation and
compensation should draw on information about the outcomes of the AFA for predictions of the
likely percentage changes in employment and compensation (page 187).

4. The draft EA/RIR/IRFA should include a discussion of the interaction of component 6 (options
for reducing PSC) and component 9 (allocation between cooperatives and non-cooperating non-
AFA trawl catcher-processor sector eligible vessels). How would the PSC reduction be
apportioned between cooperatives and the non-cooperating pool? Is it possible to define and
monitor reduced PSC limits for a potentially small non-cooperating pool?

5. The discussions of product markets and consumer benefits need to be revised to note the high
specificity of product demand in the secondary processing markets in Asia and that non-trivial
quantities of secondary processed products are re-imported into the US.

With respect to concerns raised in the supplemental document labeled “Mandatory Data Collection
Issues” included in the briefing book, the SSC notes that economic and socioeconomic data are
absolutely necessary to determine whether regulatory actions are compliant with National
Standard 1. Experience with voluntary data reporting programs in the North Pacific region and in other
regions suggests that such programs are inadequate. Therefore, it would be irresponsible to eliminate
the data collection requirement from the proposed amendment. Moreover, the SSC notes that without
economic and socioeconomic data, it will not be possible to determine the extent to which this
amendment is successful at addressing the Council’s problem statement, which specifies that the intent of
this amendment is to “...reduce bycatch, minimize waste, and improve utilization of fish resources to the
extent practicable in order to provide the maximum benefit to present generations of fishermen,
associated fishing industry sectors, communities, and the nation as a whole.”

C-8 Observer Program

Jason Anderson (NMFS-AK) and Kent Lind (NPFMC) gave the staff presentation on a preliminary
version of an initial EA/RIR/IRFA to improve the existing observer program. Bob Alverson (FVOA),
Paul McGregor (Observer Advisory Committee), Thorn Smith (North Pacific Longline Association), and
Gerry Merrigan (Prowler Fisheries) gave public testimony. The SSC commends the authors for coming
before the Council family with this preliminary version, in order to solicit input to ensure that the initial
document contains all essential information necessary for public review and comment.

In 1989 the SSC alerted the Council that the lack of observer coverage on the domestic fishery
compromised the ability of the Council to manage its fish stocks and proposed a plan amendment to
develop an observer program. The Council responded with a pilot program in 1990 with the help of
Alaska Sea Grant, which evolved into the Pay-As-You-Go program in effect today.

In 1995 the SSC noted that six essential elements of a valid observer program were: (1) statistically sound
levels of coverage, (2) flexible observer placement with a random sampling scheme, (3) good
compensation and treatment of observers, (4) “arms length” relationship between the observer supplier
and the recipient, (5) periodic review of the program, and (6) annual evaluation of data needs and
priorities. The Pay-As-You-Go program lacked 5 out of 6 of these elements, and the SSC recommended
changes to the Observer Program either by modifying the existing program or building changes into the
proposed “Research Plan.” Neither of these actions was carried through.
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In the intervening ten years, there have been repeated attempts to come up with an alternative observer
program, but all have failed. Yet public concerns have increased about the effectiveness of the existing
program, related to issues of data quality, lack of flexibility, lack of control for observer deployment,
disproportionate costs and inequities to particular industry sectors, mismatch of observer skill level to
assignments, and lack of data quality control. While the existing program has probably been one of
the most important elements in allowing the Council to sustain its fisheries, improvements to the

program are long overdue and critical to maintaining the effectiveness and credibility of Council
management.

In January 2003 (and February 2004 and December 2004), the SSC recommended that three studies be
conducted to improve the observer program: (1) establishment of baseline data that would measure
coverage by area, time, and fishery to assure representativeness of observer sampling, (2) statistical
analysis of observer data to indicate what levels of observer coverage are necessary to achieve program
goals, and (3) field experiments to test whether bias exists due to vessels selecting the trips for observers
for the fleets with 30% coverage. This bias could be due to non-random selection of trips or due to
changes in fishing behavior when an observer is onboard.

The new Observer Program described in the document addresses many of the issues described
above. Depending on the alternative, some or all fleet sectors will receive observer deployment through a
new mechanism, in which NOAA Fisheries contracts with observer companies. NOAA Fisheries
determines which vessels and plants receive observers for particular trips. The remaining fleet sectors (if
any) remain in the Pay-As-You-Go program. In addition, the number of vessels and fleet sectors paying
into the observer program is enlarged to possibly include vessels that do not currently take observers (e.g.,
small boats, Pacific halibut longliners), so that program costs are better spread across the users that
benefit from the program. The authors of the EA/RIR/IRFA document have done a good job in describing
the elements and critical decision points in developing the new program. However, the document needs
substantial enhancement in a number of areas described below, and several problems need to be
resolved before the new program will be feasible.

1. The document does not contain analyses to allow the Council to choose among the alternatives.
Examination of existing coverage levels for fleet sectors and performance indicators of precision
attained for estimating catch, bycatch, and PSC would help to ascertain which sectors should be
included in the new program. Information from previous contracted studies (Versar, MRAG) should
be useful to this effort and reports from these studies should be abstracted in the document.

2. The document should describe what experiments will be done in the future to evaluate bias in
observer deployment (as elaborated above and in the January 2003 SSC minutes).

3. The document should explicitly link the goals and objectives of the observer program to their
implications on levels of coverage and precision. Aspects of the program related to catch estimation,
biological sampling, individual vessel catch, bycatch estimation, and PSC estimation should be
described. To the extent possible, a quantitative specification of their associated desired levels of
precision should be given (e.g., determine total removals for a target species from a fishery to a
precision of 10%). Likewise, needs related to monitoring marine mammal and seabird interactions
should be given. Details should be provided about the economic benefits of the observer program to

industry, such as improving the ability of a fishery to obtain MSC certification and the ability to
achieve sustainable harvests.

4. NOAA Fisheries has indicated that it may not have the infrastructure necessary to support both the
Pay-As-You-Go program and the new observer deployment system. Consequently, the Council may
wish to simplify the range of alternatives to those that are feasible. One suggestion is to reduce the
alternatives to: (1) No action. Existing observer program expires in 2007 and is not renewed;
(2) Status quo. Pay-As-You-Go program is rolled over with no other changes; (3) New program
applied to all fisheries (Alternative 7 in the document); and (4) New program in Gulf of Alaska, Pay-
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As-You-Go in the BSAI (select one of Alternatives 2 — 4 in the document). If NOAA Fisheries cannot
support both programs, it is not fruitful to consider the myriad of alternatives with both programs in
place.

5. A critical element for the new program is for industry to support the fee collection program and view
it as being equitable. Attempts should be made to have industry negotiate ahead of time which fee
system in which they are willing to participate.

6. Another critical element for the new program is whether or not observers need to be paid overtime.
Until this overtime issue is resolved, it will be impossible to accurately determine the costs of the new
program.

7. The authors should consider whether an alternative criterion could be used to define tiers that specify
coverage levels. Currently, vessel length is the primary criterion but an alternative might be to
consider vessel production. That is, a vessel that is 59’ in length but produces 500 tons per day may
deserve higher coverage than a vessel that is 61’ in length but produces 50 tons per day.

8. If the program uses exvessel value to determine fee percentages, then the revenues available to the
observer program could fluctuate widely from year to year. The document suggests that a 5-year
running average could help stabilize funding. The document needs further analysis of how fluctuation
in exvessel value-based fees over time could affect program performance and the ability to achieve
sampling goals. This is particularly critical, because the Administrative Procedures Act apparently
requires a specified fee percentage (by number or formula) rather than an annually determined value.

9. The annual process by which coverage levels will be determined (mainly for Tiers 3 and 4) should be
developed. Details about scheduling, participation, parameters for the evaluation, rationale, and the
review process are needed. This could be part of the Plan Team meetings, or a separate process.

10. The document should contain a description by fleet sector of the initial coverage levels that will be
put in place with the new program for Tiers 3 and 4. Industry and the public need to know what levels
of coverage will be in place in the new program, and this information needs to be presented in the
document, along with sufficient analysis to understand the effects on program performance and
program costs. A default value of 30% for Tier 3 could be used. The SSC recommends further that a
meeting of AFSC assessment scientists and Observer Program personnel be held as soon as possible
to obtain recommendations of coverage levels that address stock assessment needs.

11. The document should describe the approach intended to be used to provide funding for observer
coverage when new fisheries develop. The proposed program anticipates coverage levels for existing
fisheries, but if a new fishery developed, it is not clear that additional coverage would be possible,
given the fixed fee percentage.

D-1 Groundfish Management - TAC calculation of other species complex for GOA

The SSC received a report from Diana Stram (NPFMC) and Tom Pearson (NMFS AK Region) on the
Draft EA/RIR/IRFA for the proposed Amendment 69 to the GOA Fishery Management Plan for
Groundfish. The amendment modifies the TAC for the Other Species complex. Three alternatives are
considered: (1) status quo in which TAC for Other Species is set at 5% of the total groundfish TAC;
(2) TAC for Other Species can be set less than 5% of the total; or (3) TAC for Other Species can be set
less than 5% of the total with no directed fisheries for any of the Other Species. The SSC received no
public testimony on this item.

The document notes (p. 19) that if a single species within the Other Species complex should become the
target of a directed fishery, then that targeted species could suffer negative long-term effects. To support
the argument that fishing to date has not caused any long-term impact on any of the species in the
complex the SSC suggests that the Secretarial Review Draft of the Amendment include available
data showing time-trends in biomass for those species in the complex for which such estimates are
available (e.g., sculpins). The proposed amendment is an interim measure pending development of a
new amendment that will break individual species in the BSAI and GOA out from the Other Species
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complex so that OFL and ABC by species can be developed. Alternatives 2 and 3 provide the Council
with flexibility to respond to the development of new directed fisheries on species in the complex.

D-2 Crab

The SSC received a report from Robert Otto (AFSC, Crab Plan Team Chair) and Diana Stram (NPFMC)
describing the May Crab Plan Team meeting. The Plan Team representatives discussed several issues of
interest to the SSC and the SSC thanks the representatives for their report. The SSC commented on five
issues:

e The Plan Team representatives reviewed a schedule for establishing harvest recommendations.
They noted potential problems associated with compliance with the OMB guidelines for peer
review given the tight time lines required for estimation of annual TACs for crab stocks. The
SSC is sympathetic to the Plan Team’s concemns regarding issues surrounding the added
complexity imposed by implementation of OMB guidelines for peer review. The SSC
recommends that the Plan Team document the issues associated with implementation of
peer reviews under short time lines imposed by the timing of the survey and opening of the
fishing season. The SSC recommends that the Plan Teams seek guidance from the Council
regarding resolution of these issues. Also, Bubba Cook (NMFS AKR) can provide assistance
concerning this issue. ,

e Regarding difficulties with this stock assessment cycle, the SSC recommends that stock
assessment authors evaluate the possibility of setting annual (or interim annual) TACs
using one year old data.

e The SSC continues to support the development of length-based assessment models that allow for
the integration of data from a variety of sources. The SSC will review these assessments, if
available, at the June Council meeting. Given the Plan Team’s plans to review the snow crab
model in spring 2006, the SSC requests that the Plan Team present to the SSC a summary
of their review, as well as the 2003 CIE review of the snow crab model at the June 2006
meeting. Also, the SSC recommends that the Team establishes a schedule for external reviews of
all crab stock assessments and clearly outline the internal and external review procedures for
assessments (e.g., periodic CIE review, annual plan team and SSC review).

e The SSC notes that, although the Plan Team requested forecasts of stock status for the May
meeting, these forecasts were not provided. The SSC is disappointed that this information was
not provided and continues to encourage assessment authors to provide this information on an
annual basis. The SSC encourages a meeting between State, Federal and Council
representatives to discuss a time line and priority list for providing assessment information
to the Plan team. The December interagency crab meeting might be a forum for this type of
discussion.

e The SSC notes that the several members of the current Plan Team are also stock assessment
authors and that it might be useful to add additional members with stock assessment and
other needed expertise to strengthen the peer review process of the plan team.

The SSC received a report from Jack Turnock (AFSC) on the status and discussions of the interagency
working group on overfishing definitions. It was noted that while a progress report on the working group
was discussed, that the Crab Plan Team had not yet reviewed all of the information presented. It was
reported that the Plan Team consulted with the working group in the establishment of a revised, more
realistic schedule for completion of their work that includes initial review in April 2006.

D-3 Ecosystem Management

Unfortunately, the SSC did not have time to address this agenda item at this meeting.
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North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Advisory Panel Minutes
June 1-5, 2005 Alyeska Prince Hotel, Girdwood, Alaska

The following members were present for all or part of the meeting:"

John Bruce Bob Jacobson

Al Burch Kent Leslie

Joe Childers Matt Moir

Cora Crome John Moiler
Craig Cross Jeb Morrow

Tom Enlow Eric Olson

Dave Fraser Jim Preston

John Henderschedt Michellg Ridgway
Jan Jacobs Jeff Stephan

Duncan Fields and Ed Poulsen were absent |

The AP unanimously approved the minutes from their previous m’eeting.

C-1- CDQ |

The AP recommends the Council request NMFS to proceed with the analysis as proposed for initial
review in October. Motion passed 17/0.

C2 (a) Gulf Rationalization Community Committee

The AP recommends the Council adopt the following motion [from their April 2005 meeting with the
following addition noted in bold:

Community Issues
The Council recommends the Council adopt the Gulf Rationalization Community Committee
recommendations as outlined in the staff report from the March 30, 2005 committee meeting.
The recommended additions are indicated by the bold language and the recommended deletions
are indicated by the strikeouts in Attachment 1 of the report.

In addition, the Council recommends the following substitution (page 2 of GOA Community
Committee Recommendations): ’

C1.2 Option 3: The makeup of the administrativl entity board of directors shall reflect
population, local participants’ harvest history and geography.

Additionally, the Council recommends the continued work of the Gulf Rationalization
Community Committee when additional data is available.

Further, the AP makes the following changes/recommendations:
Request staff to provide community groundfish catch data (excluding IFQ sablefish). The AP would also
notify the public that after reviewing the catch data a minimum landing threshold may be added to
address community groundfish dependency. Motion passes 13/0

C1.1 Administrative Entity
If Option 2 Suboption 1, or Option 3 is selected, the initial allocation of CFQ would be based on:
|
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Suboption 1. 0% - $86% 50% of the CFQ for a specific management area (WG, CG, WY) '(’-\
would be allocated to the management entity representing communities located in
that area on an equal basis.
Suboption 2.  8%50% - 100% of the CFQ for a specific management area (WG, CG, WY)
would be allocated to the management entity representing communities located in

that area on an pro rata basis based on population.
Motion passes 16/0

A vote on the total package for community issues passed 9/8.

Minority report:

We believe that a CFQ program for GOA groundfish fisheries is inappropriate and should be deleted
from the GOA motion. The CFQ program has moved away from allowing sustained participation of
groundfish dependent community residences via fishery participation 1o a revenue generation model. The
ssimilar to the BSAI CDQ program is inappropriate. The GOA groundfish fisheries are fully subscribed
and any reallocation from historical participants will impact other GOA coastal communities and
residents. Leaving the CFQ program in the GOA motion builds expectations and sends the wrong
message to the public. The Council should focus their energies on other, more appropriate community

provisions such as the Community Purchase Program. Signed: Al Burch, John Bruce, Tom Enlow, Jeff’
Stephan, Jeb Morrow, Cora Crome, Craig Cross, Kent Leslie.

C-2 (b) Tanner crab bycatch

The AP recommends the following to address staff questions and clarifications per direction for GOA }
bycatch reduction measures: A

Trigger Limits:

1- Average numbers are not an appropriate approach to establishing trigger limits. The analysis
should instead focus upon the use of biomass-based approaches for establishing appropriate
trigger levels.

2- Trigger limits under consideration should be separated by gear type (i.e. separate limits for pot
gear versus trawl gear)

3- Rather than considering an improperly defined duration of a triggered closure, the AP
recommends moving in the direction of dynamic revolving closures (hot spots) which reflect the
distribution and mobility of the crab population.

General recommendations for the analysis:

1- Differential discard mortality rates by gear type should be addressed in the analysis using the
most up-to-date and applicable information.

2- Additional information must be included with respect to the overall precision of bycatch
estimates given the low levels of observer coverage in many of the fisheries under consideration.

3- The addition of another alternative (from staff discussion paper) for an exemption from time and
area closures if an observer is on board, seems pre-mature at this time.

4- Emphasis should be focused on alternatives 3 and 4 rather than focusing attention on trigger
limits under alternative 2.

a. With respect to alternative 3, additional information may be necessary (in addition to
ADF&G survey information and bycatch information from the NOAA groundfish
observer program) in order to appropriately identify sensitive regions for year-round or
seasonal closures. Some of this additional information may include catch data from the "
directed Tanner crab fisheries in these areas.

b. Alternative 4 should include the concept of required participation in a contractual
agreement for a hot spot management system
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5- A rate-based approach format should be added as much as possible in all graphs and figures for
the analysis.
6- Consideration should be given to the overall significance of the total amount of Tanner bycatch
numbers as compared with the best available information on the population abundance in order to
evaluate the actual population-level impact of the bycatch from the directed groundfish fisheries.
Motion passed 17/0.

The AP also recommends the Council continue to link GOA bycatch reduction measures with GOA
groundfish rationalization initiative. Motion passed 17/0.

C2 (c) GOA Rationalization Alternatives and Options

2.2.2.2.1 Eligible landings as established under 2.2.2.2, that occurred during the qualifying years as
established under 2.2.2 2, will be identified as follows:
1. Landings made in the 3-200 nm zone will be eligible to qualify for rationalized fishing rights
for the 3-200 nm zone only
2. Landings made in the parallel fishery by LLP qualified harvesters as identified in 2.2.2.2 will
be qualified for rationalized federal fishing rights from 0-200nm, these rights can only be used in
the 0-3nm zone when state water is opened by the state for their usage
3. Non federally qualilfied harvesters with parallel fishery landings will qualify for a pro rata
share of the total federal fishing rights fishable from 0-200nm. They can be used in 0-3nm when
state water is opened by the state.
Motion passed 16/1

The AP recommends the Council insert in sections 2.2.2.2 and 3.3.1:

“A person who acquired an LLP license with GQP and EQP qualifications to remain in one or more GOA
QS fisheries may obtain a distribution of QS for those fisheries based on the history of either (a) the
vessel on which the replacement LLP is based prior to its transfer and any landings made on the vessel for
which it was acquired subsequent to its transfer to that vessel, or (b) the vessel for which the LLP was

acquired, NOT both. License transfers for purposes of this provision must have occurred by June 1,
2005.” Motion passed 16/1

C-4 BSAI Pacific Cod Allocations

The AP recommends that the Council add the following concepts as options in Component 4, that would
potentially apply to one or all of Options 4.1 — 4.7 which determine the sector allocations.

Option 1 —

* Upon determination of the new overall allocations to the trawl and fixed gear sectors, maintain
the current percentage of the ITAC allocated in the A and B seasons for trawl gear and the A
season for fixed gear.

* Provide that any reduction in the overall traw] allocation resulting from the options would be
applied only in the C season for trawl gear.

* Provide that any increase in the overall fixed gear allocation resulting from the options would be
applied only in the B season for fixed gear.

Option 2 —
- * Upon determination of the new overall allocations to the trawl and fixed gear sectors, maintain
: ' the current percentage of the ITAC allocated in the A season for trawl gear.
* Provide that any reduction in the overall trawl allocation resulting from the options would be
applied only in the B and C season for trawl gear.
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Suboption 1 — reduction applied proportionately to B and C seasons. -
Suboption 2 — reduction applied equally to B and C seasons.

* Provide that any increase in the overall fixed gear allocation resulting from the options would be

applied only in the A (after April 1) and B season for fixed gear.
Motion passed 18/0

The AP recommends that the Council include the following priorities and objectives for management of
P. Cod sector allocations and a discussion of management tools available to achieve those objectives to
Component 5 of the analysis:

Priorities —
1. Avoid exceeding the P. Cod OFL.
2. Avoid exceeding the P. Cod ABC.
3. Avoid closure of non-P. Cod fisheries as the result of “hard cap” closures.

4. Avoid erosion of one sector’s P. Cod allocation as the result of another sector exceeding its
allocation.

Management Tools —

1. Co-ops — The report to the AP by Andy Smoker highlighted the value and success of co-op
management to keep harvest levels at or below associated allocations.

2. Establishment of ICAs — An ICA for non-cod fisheries is a useful tool for achieving these
objectives. In order to insure that one sector does not erode another sector’s intended allocations,
however, ICAs should be established only at the sector level. For instance, there would be a
separate ICA for each trawl sector rather than a generic “trawl ICA”.

3. MRA Limits — MRA restrictions serve to constrain harvest levels, and would be useful in f"\
addressing priorities 3 and 4.

4. PSC Status — This would further constrain P. Cod bycatch and would be useful in addressing
priorities 2,3, and 4.

5. Closure of non-P.Cod Fisheries — In order to avoid exceeding the P. Cod OFL, NMFS may close
any fishery that has a reasonable likelihood of P. Cod bycatch.

Motion passed 17/0

The AP recommends that in Part II, Option 3 the Council delete numbers 3.1, 3.3, and 3.4 and add an
option that the Council can select percentages for each sector that fall within the range of percentages
analyzed. Motion passed 17/0.

C-3 Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Demonstration Program

The AP recommends the Council adopt the following elements as part of its preferred alternative for
Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Pilot Program:

2 Entry-Level Fishery
2.4 NMFS will determine:
. NMFS will provide for an entry level ﬁshery.

lelted access competmve ﬁshery in the non-trawl and non-trawl sectors

Start dates for the entry-level ﬁshery should be January l for ﬁxed-gear and approx1mately July 1 for
trawl gear. Passed 18/0 /—\
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’ ‘ 3.3.1.2 Secondary Species

For the CP sector, a shortraker allocation of 30.03% of the TAC, to be managed as a hard cap, and a

rougheye allocation of 58.87% of the TAC, to be managed as a standard allocated secondary species.

For the CV sector, shortraker and rougheye should be managed with a combined MRA of 0.7 percent. If
harvest of shortraker by the CV sector reaches 9.72% of the shortraker TAC, then shortraker should go on
PSC status for that sector.

Passed 17/1

| 5.1 Duration of cooperative agreements is 2-1 years. Passed 18/0

| The Council recommends a season start date of Marek-May 1 and a closing date of November 15. Passed
18/0

Adopt Alternative 3 under 5.3 for the CP sector and Alternative 3 under 5.4 for the CV sector. Passed
15/3

There was a motion to add, under 5.4, language included in the suboption in Alternative 2 that an eligible
processor is a processing facility with a substantial investment of depreciated capital assests of
$1,000,000 or more if that investment was made between Januaryl, 2000 and December 31, 2002. The
motion failed 7/9.

Minority Report

o~ The minority objects to adoption of alternative 3 in its present form (AP final version), as it excludes
potentially qualified articipants from the program. The minority feels that limiting potentially qualified
processors, for example, unnecessarliy limits options for market development and price competition that
could increase overall benefits of the rockfish program. Signed: Michelle Ridgway, Dave Fraser, Craig
Cross, Kent Leslie, Jeff Stephan.

8 Program Review

Add a second paragraph that reads: In the event this program has a duration of longer than two years, in
the process of re-authorizing the program, the Council will analyze the viability of the entry-level fishery,
including a review of the allocations to sectors within the entry-level fishery, and the regulations
governing the entry-level fishery and eligibility of processors for the level-entry fishery, and their effects
on harvesters, processors and communities. Passed 17/0

9.1 General Provisions
a. For fisheries that close on TAC in the GOA, the qualified vessels in each sector (trawl CV and
trawl CP) would be limited, in aggregate, in the month of July to the historic average tetal-catch of those

vessels based on the retained catch as a percentage of retained catch in the fishery in the month of July...
Passed 17/0

b. For flatfish fisheries in the GOA that close because of halibut bycatch, the qualified vessels in

each sector (trawl CV and trawl CP) would be limited, in the aggregate, in the month of July to the

historic average halibut mortality taken by those vessels in the target flatfish fisheries in the month of July
| by deep and shallow complex as a Gulf wide cap. Passed 17/0

9.2 CP specific sideboards

Establish an “opt out” provision under Alternative 3 and include, in its entirety, the language in section
9.2, including the final paragraph under the heading “For Alternative 3”. For clarity’s sake, add a fourth
bullet under Alternative 3 in 5.3 that reads: Participants would have a choice of participating in a co-op,

participating in the limited access fishery, and opting out of the rockfish pilot program. Passed 16/1
5 Draft AP Minutes
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The effect of the AP motion on CP sideboards can be summarized to contain the following provisions:
Opt OUT Vessels

1- subject to 9.1 (a) at aggregate sector level - (WYAK & WGOA rockfish)

2- subject to 9.1 (b) at aggregate sector level — (GOA flatfish halibut limits)

3- prohibited from directed fishing for CGOA rockfish

4- stand-downs don not apply (except in GOA fisheries for which a vessel doesn’t have prior

participation
5- history stays with sector (pro-rata to Limited Access and Coop vessels)

Opt IN Vessels (Coop)
1- subject to 9.1 (a) at aggregate sector level - (WYAK & WGOA rockfish)
2- subjectto 9.1 (b) at aggregate sector level - (GOA flatfish halibut limits)
3- also subject to coop’s share of 9.1 (a) sideboard - (WYAK & WGOA rockfish)
4- also subject to coop’s share of 9.1 (b) sideboard - (halibut limits)
5- subject to 2 week stand-down in BSAI groundfish
6- not subject to stand-downs in GOA fisheries — IF — NMFS accepts the coop sideboard monitoring
program — ELSE - 2 week stand-down until 90% of coop’s CGOA rockfish is harvested.

Opt IN Vessels (Limited Access)
1- subjectto 9.1 (a) at aggregate sector level - (WYAK & WGOA rockfish)
2- subjectto 9.1 (b) at aggregate sector level - (halibut limits)
3- can’t fish CGOA rockfish fishery before July
4- IF 5% or >, THEN: ‘
a) stand-down from BSAI groundfish until 90% of POP taken N
b) stand-down from GOA non-pollock groundfish until 90% of CGOA POP is taken
5- IF <5%, THEN:
a) 2 week stand-down from BSAI groundfish doesn’t apply*
b) 2 week stand-down from GOA non-pollock groundfish doesn’t apply
Motion passed 10/7
*there was disagreement among members of the AP as to whether 54 was or was not an intended result
of the original motion.

9.3 CV Specific Sideboard Provisions

Bullet two —

. Qualifying vessels in the trawl CV sector would be limited, in aggregate, in the month of July, to
the historic average tetal-catch of those vessels in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery based on the retained
catch as a percentage of retained catch in the CV traw] fishery in July during the qualification years 1996
to 2002. Passed 18/0

Bullet three —
| - AFA non-GOA exempt CVs qualified under this program are subject to the restraints of AFA
sideboards and their coop agreement, and not subject to additional sideboards under this program.
Passed 17/0
C-6 Bairdi Stock Split

The AP recommends the Council release the Bairdi Stock Split EA/RIR/IRFA for public review. Motion
passed 17/0.
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C-5 BSAI Salmon bycatch

For Alternative 3, the AP recommends the Council add an alternative or suboption under which the
regulatory salmon savings area triggers and closures would be maintained but participants in a
cooperative voluntary rolling hotspot closure (VRHS) system would be exempted from compliance with
savings area closures.

Exemption is subject to Council approval and review of the effectiveness of a VRHS closure system.
Passed 17/0

With the understanding that the following suboption would only be added to amendment package if it
does not delay the cycle, the AP recommends the addition of a suboption under the alternative established
above:
Suboption: Extend the exemption to the chum salmon savings area closure to vessels in the trawl
cod and /or flatfish targets.

Additional analysis would include the contribution of the vessels to the chum salmon bycatch totals in the
CVOA. Motion passed 17/0/1.

The following motion failed 3/13

The AP recommends adding a new option on page 48: Penalties for savings closure violations as
described will be designated for ADF&G. Any penalty money collected under the agreement will be
contributed to ADF&G and specified for use in Bering Sea salmon stock research.

‘ Minority Report:

The minority supports adding an option for directing Savings Closure Area fines to ADF&G specified for
BSAI salmon stock research. Signed: Michelle Ridgway, Jelf Stephan, Jim Preston.
D-1 Other Species
The AP recommends the Council adopt Alternative 2, Suboption B as its preferred alternative to change
the TAC calculation for the other species complex in the GOA groundfish FMP.
Motion passed 14/1

-~
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C-7 BSAI Amendment 80 ‘

»  The AP recommends the Council release the document for public review with the requested changes.
Motion passed 10/5.

>  Component 7
The BSAI non-pollock groundfish CP buyback legislation establishes the vessels eligible to participate as
a catcher processor in the BSAI non-pollock groundfish fisheries. The members of the non-AFA trawl
catcher processor subsector are defined as the owner of each trawl cp:
a. that is not an AFA trawl catcher processor
b. to whom a valid LLP license that is endorsed for BSAI trawl cp fishing activity has been
issued; and
c. that the Secretary determines has harvested with trawl gear and processed not less than a total
of 150 mt of non-pollock groundfish during the period January 1, 1997 through December 31,
2002.
This definition establishes the vessels which can participate in the Amendment 80 program.

Component 8

Establishes the licenses that will receive a sector endorsement which will be attached to each qualified

LLP. An LLP with a sector endorsement entitles the holder of that LLP to join a cooperative.
Component 8 also establishes the number of vessels or licenses required before the cooperative is allowed

to operate. No later than December 1 of each year, an application must be filed with NOAA fisheries by

the cooperative with a membership list for the year. An LLP with a sector eligibility endorsement is

required to participate in a cooperative under this program. 7~

In order to receive a sector endorsement:

Option 8a.1 Qualified license holders must have caught 150 mt of groundfish with trawl gear on a vessel
qualified as a non-AFA trawl CP, and processed that fish between 1997 — 2002

Option 8a.2 Qualified license holders must have caught 150 mt of groundfish with trawl gear on a vessel
qualified as a non-AFA trawl CP, and processed that fish between 1997 — 2003

Option 8a.3 Qualified license holders must have caught 150 mt of groundfish with trawl gear on a vessel
qualified as a non-AFA trawl CP, and processed that fish between 1997 — 2004

In order to operate as a cooperative, members must be:

Option 8b.1 At least 30%

Option 8b.2 At least 67%

Option 8b.3 At least 100%

Option 8b.4 All less one distinct and separate harvesters using the 10% threshold rule
Option 8b.5 At least 67% of eligible LLP licenses with a sector endorsement

Motion passed 14/2

» Component 12
Sideboard caps for the non-AFA trawl CP sector shall be established for halibut PSC usage in the GOA.
Discussion of options shall include but not limited to:
e Actual PSC usage over qualifying period
e As apercentage of groundfish target catch for the qualifying period

Suboption (applies to either option): 5% reduction in halibut PSC usage sideboard cap for program m
vessels (as calculated above) Motion passed 9/6

-
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Option 12.2  Sideboards for the Non-AFA Trawl CP sector eas would be established by regulation by
establishing percentages and/or amounts for the species/fisheries not included in this program. These
measures maintain relative amounts of non-allocated species until such time that fisheries for these
species are further rationalized in a manner that would supersede a need for these sideboard
provisions. Motion passed 15/0

For all of component 12 — In the Bering Sea, limit the sideboard species list to focus on p.cod for all
options and suboptions. Motion passed 15/0

The AP recommends the Council request staff to expand the analysis under section 3.2.13.8, qualifying
catch history, to address the following:
Legal landing means, for the purpose of initial allocation of QS, fish harvested during the
qualifying years specified and landed in compliance with state and federal permitting, landing,
and reporting regulations in effect at the time of the landing. Legal landings exclude any
deadloss, test fishing, fishing conducted under an experimental, exploratory, or scientific activity
permit or the fishery conducted under the Western Alaska CDQ program. Motion passed 14/1

AFA sideboards do not apply to the YFS threshold fishery.

AFA sideboards for all other Amendment 80 species, including YFS below threshold, shall be:
1. Eliminated
2. Revised based on the ratio of AFA CP and CV histories to non-“non AFA CPs” history and
applied to the portion of the TAC not allocated to the “non —AFA CP” sector ( i.e. vessels neither
eligible for AM 80 allocations nor AFA eligible.)

Motion passed 15/0

The AP request staff revisit table 3.29 and the associated economic discussion involving this section to
better reflect the true monetary values of the directed fisheries of each sector by using only the vessels
that were in the directed fisheries for each species. Motion passed 15/0.

For Option 6.1, Suboption 6.1.2, include options in which percentage allocations are calculated on the
basis of catch by directed fishery and catch of target species in directed fishery. Motion passed 14/0.

Component 3
Add a suboption to the “latent license™ provision to specify a minimum retained catch amount of 150mt
from 1995-2004 that would be required to retain a BSAI trawl LLP endorsement. Motion passed 9/6.

C-8 Observer program

The AP endorses the recommendations of the OAC and the SSC with the following additions:

The AP disagrees with the recommendation to place all <125 * CPs in tier 2. We recommend that <125’
CPs be returned to tier 3 for purposes of the analysis.

The AP recommends the analysis examine whether or not coverage requirements in the CDQ fisheries
should be revised to mirror those in similar non-CDQ fisheries.

The AP would also like to emphasize that without resolution of observer pay issues and estimates of
costs, it is very difficult to evaluate the alternatives.

The AP recommends further analysis of the insurance issue.

The AP recommends that 4.4.1 and 4.4.2 (tables) include values expressed as a percentage of gross
revenues for all sectors.

Motion passed 15/0
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