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SUBJECT: Halibut Bycatch

ACTION REQUIRED
(a) Review Halibut Bycatch Workshop Report

BACKGROUND

A workshop on halibut bycatch estimation, halibut growth and migration, and effects on harvest strategy
was held in Seattle on April 24-25, 2012, The workshop also included discussions concerning general
halibut ecology, including recent trends in exploitable biomass, spawning biomass, and size at age, and
information concerning the causes and implications of declining size at age of halibut.

The workshop was attended by 92 people, with an additional 111 people participating via webcast. The
first day was spent reviewing the state of knowledge on halibut ecology ind bycatch issues through
presentations, followed by questions from the panelists, Public testimony was provided on the momning
of the second day with panelists” discussion and summary presented in the afternoon, See Item C-1(a) for
a summary of the meeting and suggestions for future research.



AGENDA C-1¢a)(1)
JUNE 2012

NPFMC/IPHC Workshop on Hallbut Bycatch Estimation, Halibut Growth and
Migration, & Effects on Harvest Strategy

MEETING SUMMARY
APRIL 24-25, 2012
Facilitators: Dr. Jonathan Raab, Raab Associates, Ltd. and Stephanie Stem, CONCUR

The workshop was organized by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (Commission or

- IPHC) and the North Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) to review the methodology
and accuracy of the estimation of Pacific halibut bycatch in trawl/longline groundfish fisheries
off Alaska, and the impacts of halibut bycatch on the halibut stock as a whole and by area, given
the current understanding of halibut migration. The workshop also discussed general halibut
ecology, including recent trends in exploitable biomass, spawning biomass, and size at age, and
information concerning the causes and implications of declining size at age of halibut.

The two-day workshop was held in Seattle and was attended by 92 people with an additional 111
people participating via webcast (see Appendix 5 for full list of participants). The first day was
spent reviewing the state of knowledge on halibut ecology and bycatch issues through 19
presentations followed by questions from the Panelists. Public testimony was provided on the
moming of the second day with Panelists’ discussion and summary presented in the afternoon.
See Appendix 3 for a summary of ideas for future research that were raised during the workshop.

DAY 1: TUESDAY APRIL 24

Welcome: Dr, Jim Balsiger (National Marine Fisheries Service/North Pacific Fishery
Management Council/International Pacific Halibut Commission) welcomed the pane] and
audience. He explained the purpose of the meeting, that there are more halibut in the ocean now
than since Commission came into being, and that the current size limits coupled with reduced
size at age of halibut were leading to a loss of commercial productivity. He thanked the
Commission and Council staffs for their hard work to organize the workshop.

He also noted that while the Commission has been very successful, the Commission is revisiting
its processes and ways of managing the halibut stock. The Commission hired CONCUR to
conduct a Performance Review. Dr. Balsiger also explained that this meeting aimed to explore
halibut ecology and the impact of management.

The remainder of the day comprised 19 presentations on hatibut ecology, the impacts of halibut
bycatch, and the management of halibut bycatch. See website for the presentation slides and
audio recordings. See Appendix 1 for listing of the presentations plus any additional
clarifications made by the presenters in response to questions from the Panel members.

' DAY 2: WEDNESDAY, APRIL 25

Ms. Jane DiCosimo opened the day by noting that the Council has a decision pending in June
2012 to consider proposed reductions to limits on balibut bycatch in Gulf of Alaska trawl and
hook-and-line groundfish fisheries, but that the scope of this workshop is broader and includes a
review of the estimation methodology and impact of bycatch on the halibut stock. She noted that



the Council is also considering changes to bycatch management in the Ben'ng Sea/Aleutian
Islands in the near future.

The morning was then spent taking public comments from (non-Panel) attendees first on halibut
ecology issues and then on halibut bycatch impacts and management. Nineteen people provided
comments during the morning. Panel members were free to respond to the comments. Fora
summary of the public comments, and Panel responses, see Appendix 2.

During the afternoon Dr. Jonathan Raab facilitated a discussion among the Panelists on a pre-
specified list of sub-topics and questions related to halibut ecology and halibut bycatch impacts
and management, which were intended to initiate Panel discussions. Each sub-topic began with
two panelists providing initial comments, followed by other panelists adding their views.
Panelists used this opportunity to weave together not only their own expertise, but also their
knowledge gained from the first-day presentations and the public comment from the morning.
Dr, Raab, who facilitated the workshop, specifically asked the entire Panel whether they agreed
with the observations and conclusions of the initial Panel commentators and whether they had
differing or additional things to add. Below is a detailed summary of the Panel opening remarks
and discussions.

Panel Discussion; Halibut Ecology

Size at Age — How long has decine in halibut size (i.e., weight) at age been observed, and is it
spatially isolated, or a coast-wide phenomenon? Has this been observed previously?

Dr. John Neilson started the conversation with several observations, including that:

The decline in size at age has been observed for about three decades and could be
isolated or coastwide, though the assumption has been that it is a coastwide
phenomenon, which he believes is accyrate.
The decline in size at age is apparent for all ages according to Dr. Hare’s presentation
yesterday, and is not particular to any specific age group.
The time series is remarkably long, from 1926 to 2011, and no comparable period of
declining weights at age have been noted, although comparable values were noted near
the start of the series. '

«  There were episodic changes in size at age, which are not consistent with the gradual
change that you would expect from changes in diet.
Several speakers noted the potential for age determination to be an issue, given that the
methods for age determination had changed, and the observation that changes in
methods seemed concurrent with decreases in size at age.
There seemed to be consensus that archived otoliths should be reexamined using the
new break and bake technique; this is a priority for the IPHC and planning is underway.
When size at age is plotted only for the years when a single method is used (i.e. from
2002 onward) a decline is still apparent.

+  There may be more than one factor influencing our perception of changing halibut size
atage. '



Dr. Jim Ianelli followed up, agreeing with Dr. Neilson’s summary and further noting that:

L]

From 1992 to 2002, the break and burn test method was gradually introduced and has
been used exclusively since 2002,

The beginning of the time series that is used in the assessment is 1996, the terminal age
is taken as age 20, but once break and burn became the primary method, the terminal age
moved to 25. It might require more evaluation to conclude that all age groups have
changed their size at age.

For future consideration by the Commission in considering CEY it should acknowledge
difficulties in projected mean weights-at-age given past variability, What estimator of
mean weight-at-age is used to determine next year’s quotas?

Discussion on size at age included:

Dr. Steven Hare responded to Dr. Ianelli’s question, explaining that the current method
uses the previous year’s data, so it does not project a rate of decline into the analysis. He
also noted Dr. Bill Clark’s study showed that age 14 is where the big divergence begins
between the two aging methods. He speculated that for ages 15 to 20 the magnitude of
the decline is probably overstated.

Dr. Hare also noted that any explanations for the decline in size at age must also explain
the increase in size at age from the 1930s to 1950s.

Dr, Gordon Xruse remarked on two graphs from yesterday; he noticed that trends
indicate a decline since about 1960 for the younger ages and a decline since about 1970
for the older ages. When data during 1993-2011 are considered, size at age was
relatively stable for ages 6-10 over 1993-2003 and then declined, whereas for the older
ages, size at age generally declines steadily over 1993-2011, While there is overall
decline, these subtle differences might give some insight on what is happening.

Mr. Tom Jagielo agreed that it seems worth following up on these subtle points.

Dr. Ianelli noted another area for investigation, the Bering Sea fishery data,

where NMFS observers have measured more than 1.8 million halibut over the years,
represents a wealth of annual length frequency measurements. These data, combined
with NMFS survey-at-length data may help evaluate growth rates and relative year class
strengths, He proposed also comparing data from the Gulf of Alaska and the Bering Sea
to examine spatial differences.

Dr. Steve Martell noticed empirical weights at age 6 are always 14 lbs for male halibut,
but at age 7 is less than at age 14, implying that halibut are shrinking in weight, then
increasing to 14 Ibs again by age 16. He wondered how the fish lose weight during these
fen years.

Dr. Hare responded that this is an error in the code, the weights are determined with a
bivariate smoother and because the fringes are quirky, they fixed the minimum weight at
14 1bs for an age-six male halibut, so-that the smoother couldn’t force the weight below
that minimum; this minimum needs to be updated.

Dr. Neilson inquired if there is a possibility to use conventicnal tagging data to compare
to earlier time periods for older animals, to get an idea of growth rates independent of
the otolith examination.

Dr. Leaman responded that they haven’t looked at this, but certainly could.



Causes of the Decline — What are the contributing faciors to the decline in size at age (e.g.,
expanded arrowtooth flounder biomass, changes in diet, spatial competition)? Are these natural
phenomena or human-induced factors, and how well are these contributing factors understood?
. Can the decline in size at age be expected to continue?

Dr. Gordon Kruse led the discussion with the following comments, first about natural
phenomena:

On density-dependence effects on growth, Clark and Hare (2002) wrote, “It appears that
climate variability — both interdecadal and interannual — is responsible for most observed
variation in Pacific halibut recruitment. The large changes in growth rates that occurred
during the 20th Century appear to have been density-dependent responses to changes in
stock size, with virtually no environmental influence.”

This implies that climate can have ecosystem effects with time lags; it seems that
climate affects recruitment; sirong/weak recruitment leads to increases/decreases in
stock size, which then affects recruitment. He recommended that this analysis be
updated to see if this finding still holds.

In addition, are arrowtooth flounder causing an additional density dependent effect on
growth? There are poor data in the 1920s on arrowtooth, but an update to Clark and Hare
(2002) could evaluate the relative contributions of halibut stock size and/or arrowtooth
flounder biomass on halibut growth rates.

Further, inter-species competition may extend beyond arrowtooth flounder. A large
increase in the biomass of other flatfishes (yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead sole)
occurred subsequent to the late 1970s regime shift. Could similarities in the timing and
locations of larval and early juvenile stages, including their diets, have led to increased
competition at early life history stages? Could reduced size at age be a manifestation of
strong competition at very early life stages that cannot be subsequently made up?

Diet data show a general trend for smaller/younger halibut to consume invertebrates
(crabs, shrimps, and other crustaceans) and larger/older halibut to consume more fish.
Dr. Kerim Aydin asked: “Do larger halibut have trouble finding adequate large prey.”
This remains an open question. Dr. Aydin showed a decline in the proportion of pollock
in the diets of large halibut from the 1990s to the 2000s. Analyses of pollock prey per
capita of large halibut may provide additional insights.

Dr, Aydin’s data also might suggest a reduced component of fish offal in large halibut.
Offal was a relatively large component of the halibut diet in the Western Bering Sea. It is
not clear that offal was distinguished in diet studies conducted by the IPHC, Dr. Kruse
wondered if changes in fishing practices (e.g., full utilization) have reduced discards, at
least in the Bering Sea. In Dr. Aydin’s data, offal from the winter/spring pollock-cod
fisheries may not be revealed in stomach samples collected in summer, So, groundfish
stomachs may under-represent the historical importance of offal in the diets of halibut in
the Eastern Bering Sea, He suggested a retrospective analysis that could investigate the
potential role of discards in the decline in halibut size at age.

Dr. Tim Loher proposed that size-selective mortality could also cause patterns in size at
age. Type I mortality is higher mortality at smaller sizes, likely due to predation on eazly
life stages. Type I mortality is higher mortality at larger sizes, due to fisheries owing to
the nature of size limits and gear selectivity. However, this mechanism has yet to be



investigated. Studies have not been undertaken to formally evaluate this potential
contributing mechanism.

Dr. Kruse made several comments about human-induced factors:

-

*

There remains some possibility that the switch from surface to “break and bake”
methods has led to an increase in estimated halibut age. He suggested that a re-
evaluation of archived otoliths with contemporary methods would eliminate potential
methodological impacts on the observed trends.

The effects of fishing on size at age are speculative and more difficult to evaluate.

The target harvest rate of ~20% roughly equates to Fasy, that is the fishing mortality rate
that reduces spawning stock biomass to 35% of the unfished level on average.

For federal groundfish fisheries under the jurisdiction of the NPFMC, Fise isused as a
limit reference point (that defines overfishing) and Fqo is used as a target reference
point,

Also for a comparison, a 20% harvest rate is applied to fishery management in Alaskan
herring, a species that lives to ~8 years old in the Gulf of Alaska and ~16 years old in the
Eastern Bering Sea. As natural mortality rate decresses with increased longevity and
appropriate fishing rate is tied to mortality, the current Fisy, — type harvest strategy may
not be sufficiently precautionary.

An Fygs, strategy would be more consistent with NPFMC procedures, The current
retrospective pattem of the stock assessment model suggests that the current harvest
policy may not be sufficiently precautionary.

Apparent higher harvest rates, particularly in the castern portions of the range, were
higher than planned, which raises questions about fishing effects (e.g., localized
depletion, other effects).

« * Other effects are more speculative — do larger fish complete their counternatant

migration sooner and are they subject to selectively higher harvest rates? Can this lead to
fishing as a cause of evolution? Halibut have recovered from small size at age once
before, which suggests a phenotypic (density-dependent) response. However, phenotypic
plasticity is not necessary insurance against fishing as a cause of evolution.

The probability is low that fishing has caused the current reduced sizes, however, the
impact risk of being wrong on this is very high; he recommended that fishing as a cause
of evolution should be a research pricrity so this potentially low chance, but high-risk,
mechanism can be eliminated.

For near-term expectations, to the extent that halibut density explains most of the
variability in size at age and recent estimates of halibut recruitment are high
(notwithstanding retmspcctive errors), it appears likely that the near-term expectation is
for continued smail size at age.

If arrowtooth flounder also contribute to a density-dependent effect on halibut growth
through prey competition, arrowtooth flounder abundance seems to be sustained at high
levels. Thus, any negative effect of arrowtooth flounder biomass on halibut growth is
expected to continue over at least the near term.



Mr. Tom Jagielo agreed with Dr. Kruse’s analysis and added that:

There might be some clues in onset timing of the phenomena, in growth slowing since
the 1980s, he recommended that the could reexamine growth increments in the otolith
time series and growth, in addition to size, at age.

He also thought that density-dependence was the most likely dnver of the decline.

He recommended investigating density interaction with other species, especially those
species with similar life phases.

Discussion on causes of size at age included:

Dr. Robyn Forrest noted that there have been a number of hypotheses for the causes of
the decline and it seemed that some of this bas already been looked at by the IPHC and
wondered when this work would be open for review. She also noted that there are
several meetings coming up, including the Commission’s Bycatch Working Group and
Science Planning Workshop when it could be discussed.

Dr. Leaman responded that there is a paper on the potential impacts of ageing
methodology that will likely be available before the Commission’s Interim meeting but
that it is still undergoing internal review. The Science Planning Workshop is scheduled
for May 8-9, 2012, following the performance review rollout, and meetings beyond that
have not been scheduled.

Dr. Leaman responded to Dr. Kruse’s question and clarified that the western Pacific
offal was distinguishable from fish remains.

Ms. Tory O’Connell noted that the magnitude of removals has changed, particularly
increasing in the Western areas where a lot of young fish are, which might affect growth
or size at age.

Dr, Leaman commented that we’re seeing smaller halibut eating small pollock, which
arrowtooth are also eating; this might lead to direct competition. This demonstrated
overlap for this pollock size catcgory was interesting when considering intra- vs. inter-
species competition.

Mr. Clark added that he was lookmg at the SAFE document for arrowtooth, which also
shows some decrease in growth for arrowtooth. He recommended this for further
research.

Dr. Martell commented on Dr. Loher’s presentation on Type II mortality; he noted that
colleagues in Europe have looked at Atlantic cod, and it has a role in changes in size at
age, especially with increasing mortality rates. As the fish recruit to the fisheries, we fish
off the fast growing individuals. Given what we know about size in age, we could set up
an equilibrium model with multiple growth-type groups to represent variation in growth

. and explore hard would the fishing mortality rate need to be to observe the changes in

gize at age that we see. Dr. Martell believes that the change in size cannot be fully

* explained by fishing.

Dr. Leaman noted that we sce two phases: a declining phase but also a previously
increasing phase, and mechanisms need to explain both aspects.

Mr. Jagielo added that it is important to understand the biology of the fish, including
density factors. There should be an explanation that holds for all time series of data. He
also noted that we should look at spatial niches, and cited another study that looks at



possible spatial exclusion and population migration for rock sole, suggesting a similar
type of study for halibut.

«  Dr. Janelli explained that the bottom trawl survey in the Gulf of Alaska for the whole
time series is pretty flat for halibut biomass, and that there is three times the biomass of
arrowtcoth than halibut. He noted that, over time, the relative abundance between the
species hasn’t changed, though there could be competition, especially if there was a
decrease in common prey.

Change in Minimum Size -~ What are the likely effects on ecology and halibut stocks if the
commercial IFQ minimum size limit was changed from 32 inches to 26 inches? (Note: This was

~ not a pre-specified question but added at the request of a speaker during the public comments,
and concurrence of the Panel.)

Dr, Steve Martell led the discussion with a quick summary of his presentation:

Reducing the size limit would have a minor negative effect on landed value of the
fishery because the smaller fish are assumed to have a lower price premium and
therefore are less valuable per pound; however, there is a marked increase in efficiency
in the catch rates of legal sized fish leading to lower operational costs and, fewer fish are
discarded and wasted lowering the overall total mortality rate in the directed fishery.

- Current commercial selectivity barely catches the 26-32 inch halibut; currently the
coastwide assessment model estimates that fish begin to recruit to the current gear
around 29™.

+ Reducing the size limit would have a positive effect on the spawning stock biomass
because of lower total mortality rates associated with the practlce of hi-grading in the
directed fishery.

- His Jomt-probabﬂlty model includes the probablllty of catching a ﬁsh of a given size and
keeping it, if it is greater than the minimum size limit. If the directed fishery were
allowed to retain fish 26 or larger, the directed fishery would impose 2 lower mortality
to land its quota. There are lower fuel costs and less wastage. The directed halibut
longline fishery is currently throwing away $15 million in fish.

+  Dr. Martell also suggested that managers find other ways to incentivize lower bycatch
without giving the trawl fisherman a financial incentive, for example by allowing them
to keep bycatch but with proceeds going to the IPHC to continue research.

- He summarized that lowering the size limit would improve the economic efficiency of
the directed fishery, since there is no market for the smaller fish, fisherman would
probably not change their fishing practices to catch smaller halibut, and spawning
biomass would increase. Observer coverage or electronic monitoring is also a necessary

-to ensure compliance in efforts to lower wastage mortality rates.

+ . .Dr. Steven Hare contrasted Dr. Martell’s analysis with the analysis that he and Dr. Valero
completed, noting: ‘

A key difference was that Dr. Martell held selectivity constant, where he thinks that a
change in the selectivity schedule would likely accompany a change to the minimurmn
size limit.



There is a potential beneficial effect on the female spawning biomass, but because the
change in size limit would increase the total exploitable biomass, it would be hard to
control total catch with a lower harvest rate.

It might increase the number of halibut in the catch for a given removal since many are
smaller fish. Dr. Hare conciuded that there is not a clear-cut case for lowering the size
‘limit once you get into the numbers, and that the benefits are modest.

There should not be an expectation of an increased quota just because there would be an
increase in exploitable biomass. There would be significant concems about fishing
selectivity.

It would be interesting to try a different minimum size but not change the total allowable
catch and see if there is a change in the commercial selectivity.

Discussion on this topic included:

+  Ms. O’Connell thinks that selectivity will change, especially for smaller fish; she also

wondered about downstream effects if the fishery starts catching smaller fish. She also
mentioned that improvements to the directed IFQ fishery, while important, don’t address
bycatch reduction in other fisheries.

Dr. Martell noted that corresponding to a decrease in size limit, it would also be
necessary to calculate the appropriate target mortality rate to keep the target spawning
biomass. He also pointed out that even if the size limit does not change, with declining
size at age, the F; reference points still need to be updated every year because halibut
are growing slower and dying off faster than they are recruiting to the biomass. In a
modeling exercise we may need to adjust mortality rates wpward to get to the same

" depletion level. .

Dr. Martell suggested that the Commission should clarify its management objectives; if
it is to keep the spawning biomass at By, this should be defined first, and then the
harvest control rule can evolve around this,

Dr. Ianelli pointed out that the management objectives are clear: to maintain a viable
fishery. He noted that the three analyses on size limits seem to represent book-ends, with
respect to selectivity assumptions and reality may likely fall somewhere in between,
There may also be important spatial differences.

Future Research - Suggestions for future research on halibut ecology?

Note: These suggestions for future research are further summarized along with all the other
research recommendations from the Worlshop in Appendix 3.

Mr. Bob Clark opened the discussion with several comments:

-

Locking at the time from the 1920s to 1980s when the size at age was increasing, there is
an opportunity to learn about the mechanisms that lead to this; this may help us
understand when and how populations of halibut responded in a positive way to help us
see why we're seeing the current decline,

Research should glean as much as possibie from what was known about halibut ecology
during the time period when size at age increased. For example, re-aging and calculating
growth increments from otoliths (break and bake) from the time period of increasing size
at age may help to understand when and how different sizes of halibut responded.

8



Do we know anything about the relative abundance of the other flatfishes in the Gulf of
Alaska during the 1950’s from trawl surveys or commercial catches? What were the
environmental conditions in the Gulf of Alaska during that time and what was the stock
assessment telling us about halibut recruitments and the rate of fishing on halibut?
Though this period is not as data rich, there is at least qualitative data about the kind of
species that there were where should be considered.

Can we say anything definitive about the possible shift in diet of halibut from the period
of increased growth rate to the present (e.g., pollock abundance in the Gulf of Alaska
then and now) and its effect on halibut growth?

Dr. Gordon Kruse listed the research approaches mentioned during the workshop so far:

Methodological validation, a re-evaluation of archived otoliths with contemporary
methods would eliminate potential methodological impacts on the observed trends. A

. sub-sampling approach may be an efficient means to quickly resolve this issue.

Climate changes may alter timing of plankton bloom relative to larval period — affect
larval growth and survival? Likewise, ocean temperatures may regulate physiology,
affecting growth and survival. Research opportunity — examine growth increments on
otoliths and compare to ocean conditions (mainly addresses second mechanism).
Compare age-specific spatial distribution of potential halibut competitors — do they eat
the same prey in the same areas? Is prey in limited supply? :

A detailed examination of spatial, temporal and age-specific patterns in size at age may
help elucidate causal mechanisms. For instance, size at age was relatively stable for ages

*6-10 over 1993-2003 and then declined. For the older ages, size at age generally declines

steadily over 1993-2011. Are these changes associated with differences in diet among
young/small and old/large halibut? Do such differences, when analyzed spatially, help
elucidate ecological mechanisins behind the decline in size at age?

Examine whether the decline in size at age has origins with competition during early life

 stages with other flatfishes (yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead sole, arrowtooth, others).

Changes in size at age for other species (e.g., GOA pollock, Pacific salmon) may offer
insights into the mechanisms for reduced halibut size at age. Are there common
ecological explanations (e.g., energy flow to pelagic vs. benthic) or biological
explanations (e.g., stock density-dependent effects).

Fishing as a cause of evolution — consider reaction-norm-based approach to disentangle
evolutionary effects versus phenotypic plasticity. This approach was developed and
applied to Atlantic cod. The method includes examination of growth and age and size at
maturity. Density-dependence tends to lead to predictable changes in these growth and
maturation. For instance, higher fish densities tend to lead to slower growth, which tends
to delay maturation. When you find patterns that diverge from expectations owing to
density-dependence, it may be indicative of an evolutionary genetic effect. Baseline
genetic data could also be collected now against which future genetic samples could be
compared.

Discussion on future research on halibut ecology included:

Dr. Ianelli asked about the extent and status of maturity-at-age data.
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Dr. Hare responded that there was maturity data going back to the 1960s, tied to age, that
shows that 50% are mature at 11 years, with little spatial variation. The mean length has
dropped, so maturity is linked to age, not size.

Dr. Leaman noted that age at first maturity is not well determined, though there have
been some summer studies, but summer is not the best time to do studies on maturity
since gonads are fully functional from September through February, He also noted that
future diet research should be pursued.

Dr. Hare added that there is an influence of climate on growth or size, which should be
further studied; he mentioned one study (by Hagen and Quinn 1981) that demonstrated
climate effect on early growth, but this issue hasn’t been resolved and warrants further
research.

Dr. Ianelli also recommended investigating the use of length frequency data from the
Bering Sea.

Accuracy of Hallbut Bycatch Estimates — How accurate are bycatch estimates (does it
differ by region/jurisdiction), and how can the accuracy be improved upon? Can the accuracy be
measuredireported?

Dr. Bruce Leaman started the discussion with the following comments:

There are two different regimes in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea, respectively, with
lower observer coverage in the Gulf.

Alaskan fisheries that create bycatch mortality of halibut are distributed in the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands and the Gulf of Alaska. The observer coverage, hence bycatch
mortality estimation, in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands is reasonably (though not totally)
comprehensive. However, the observer coverage in the Gulf of Alaska is inadequate for
accurate estimation of halibut bycatch mortality.

There are three major issues that may compromise the validity of halibut bycatch
mortality estimates in the Gulf of Alaska groundfish fishery:

o Non-random deployment of observers. Observer deployment is currently
controlled by the vessel master and subject only to broad guidelines of necessary
coverage for particular time intervals and fishery sector. This problem has been
acknowledged by NMFS staff in publications and the workshop presentation by
Mondragon and Cahalan, and creates both spatial and temporal biases in the data
collection and subsequent estimation process (Benoit and Allard 2010, Faunce
and Barbeaux 2011). Indeed, these sampling biases have been a dominant factor
in the proposed restructuring of the NMFS Observer Program in Alaska.

o Behavioral maodifications of fishing activities by vessels/crews on observed
vessels. NMFS, DFOQ, and harvesters have noted studies demonstrating that the
presence of observers aboard vessels results in altered behavior and differences in
fishing activities compared with similar characteristics for unobserved vessels.
This form of modified behavior is also commonly reported pos? facio by
harvesters, after mandatory 100% observer coverage programs have been
instituted. Such alterations create non-representative data for observed vessels
relative to unobserved vessels and have been analyzed by NMFS and DFO staffs,
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as well as being reported in the workshop presentations by Ackerman and Turris
and Caron (Faunce and Barbeaux 2011, Mawani 2009).

o Incomplete coverage of the fishing activity. The vessels that fall within the 60-
12511 category have mandated 30% observer coverage (in each quarter of the
year) and vessels in the growing < 60 ft category have zero coverage
requirements. The estimation of total halibut bycatch mortality in the GOA
therefore rests on the assumption that observations on observed vessels are
representative of fishing activities and halibut bycatch estimates for unobserved
vessels. There is ample evidence and analyses to deny the validity of this
assumption. The biases in observer deployment and behavioral modifications
noted above make it impossible to estimate the magnitude of bias embedded in
current estimation procedures, The implementation of effective bycatch control
measures in both IPHC Area 2B (Canada) and Area 2A (WA/OR/CA) have been
a part 6f broader, comprehensive management programs which have stipulated
mandatory 100% observer (or electronic monitoring) coverage on trawl vessels.
These programs have not contemplated the form of incomplete coverage seen
historically for the GOA groundfish fisheries. See Appendix 4 for References
cited by Dr, Leaman.

Dr, Michelle Allen added a statistical perspective, noting that:

+ Data issues, which need to be considered when deriving bycatch estimates are:

. Multiple survey objectives. When designing a survey, the survey objective should be
clearly defined and quantifiable. If there are multiple objectives, a survey designed
around one objective may not be adequate for another objective. After rationalizing the
objectives to a core set, correlation analysis of the objectives is recommended.

Significant positive correlation between multiple objectives generally results in a survey
design adequate for the multiple objectives. When objectives are negatively correlated
then generally a survey designed around one objective will not be adequate for another
objective.

. Uliderlying distribution of the data. Marine fisheries data are typically non-normal and
are usually positively skewed. Sample estimators are based on the assumption of
normality. When data are not normally distributed this will inflate the variance estimator.
A crude rule of thumb (Cochran, 1960) when assessing how large the sample should be
for use of the normal approximation when deriving the variance estimator is 25G?,
where G1 is an estimate of the population skewness (kurtosis). If the data are skewed the
assumption of normality can be improved by analyzing the extreme values separately,
that is post-stratify. Bycatch could be post-stratified into low and high bycatch.

. Stratification. Efficient stratification will group together similar units within a strata and
maximize the mean difference between strata and will generally improve the precision of
the estimator relative to simple random sampling the entire population. Deriving optimal
sampling levels based on data from a previous survey, can be achieved by either fixing
the cost/resource or fixing the precision. Comparison of the two approaches can show
based on a fixed resource the level of precision that is realistically achievable, and then if
wishing to achieve a target precision the level of resources required to meet the target
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precision. A useful rule of thumb to note is when halving the precision the sample size
will increase four-fold.

The unse of auxiliary information. If auxiliary or supplementary information, that is
information which is easily accessible, cheap to measure and is available for the entire
population, is significantly correlated with the variable of interest that the survey is
attempting to estimate, where the variable of interest is difficult or expensive to measure,
and is not available for the entire information then the supplementary information can be
used to estimate the variable of interest for the population. The ratio and regression
estimators are examples of estimators+that use supplementary information. The ratio
estimator is a special case of the regression estimator. If the intercept of the linear
relationship between the variable of inferest and the supplementary information is
sigmificantly different from zero then in theory the regression estimator will out-perform
the ratio estimator (Cochran, 1960; Sukhatme and Sukhatme, 1970; Allen et al., 2001),
Multistage sampling design. When sampling bycatch taking account of the hierarchical
nature or levels when sampling can potentially improve precision, while informing at
what level resources should be targeted when sampling. There are 6 nested levels when
sampling bycatch — vessel, trip, haul, box if trawler or line if set, length and age — that
can be completely enumerated or sampled. Decreasing variance components, when
moving from one level to the next, would indicate that it would be more efficient to
sample fewer sub-units and more units than vice versa (Cochran, 1960; Sukhatme and
Sukhatme, £1970). When assessing the level of precision it is possible to achieve based on
historic data, by apportioning out the variance over the levels, would be informative for
those vessels that do not have 100% coverage at trip level. '

Discussion on the accuracy of bycatch estimates included:

Dr. Leaman questioned what the goal is for observer coverage and if we can achieve it
with partial coverage.

Dr. Ianelli noted that there is a distinction between sampling bias (e.g., from an estimator)
as D1, Allen discussed, and bias due to observer-effects (i.e., operations intentionally
differing on observed vs. non-observed vessels).

Dr. Allen explained that it isn’t possible to quantify the observer effect, since it is not
consistent from trip to trip, and that bootstrapping would just assess whether the estimator
is biased, not quantify the observer bias,

Dr. Leaman suggested that they take guidance from other geographic areas that use 100%
observer coverage to deal with the issue of observer bias.

Dr. Martell agreed that 100% observer coverage was a good way to improve accuracy.
Dr. Neilson suggested that a gap analysis might be helpful to understand what data is
missing since some fisheries are well covered, but some smaller fisheries have issues
around bycatch that we don’t understand,

Biological Impacts and Migration —How well are biological impacts quantified, and how
well are the effects of migration on biological impacts understood and quantified? Is coast-wide
data and analysis sufficient or is a finer spatial scale possible? How reliable or accurate would
a finer scale be?
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Mr. Bob Clark addressed each question for discussion:

How well are biological impacts of bycatch quantified? Assuming our knowledge of the
magnitude of bycatch is accurate we have a basic understanding and can reasonably
quantify the direct and indirect impacts of bycatch on exploitable biomass and spawning
potential of the halibut stock, as well as the effects on yields in directed fisheries. We

know very well that in general the direct and immediate effect of 026 bycatch on

directed fishery yields will be approximately 1 to 1. Although more assumptions are
needed to assess the impacts of U26 bycatch, our current understanding of the delayed
and prolonged effect on spawning biomass is consistent with what we know about the
population dynamics of halibut and will occur in an approximately 2 to 1 ratio of pounds
of spawning biomass accrued per pound of bycatch reduciion.

How well are the effects of migration on biological impacts of bycatch understood and
quantified? Although there is generally less known quantitatively about halibut
migration, we bave come to understand that conceptually there is a general west to east
migration of halibut that continues as the fish age past the age of recruitment. This
migration would tend to redistribute the effects of bycatch from the area where much of
the bycatch takes place in Areas 3 and 4, eastward. The quantitative extent of this
biomass redistribution and how it might change over time and vary with where and on
what ages/sizes of the population are bycaught is much less well understood and will
require more analysis and research.

Is coast-wide data and analysis of migration sufficient or is a finer spatial scale possible?
How accurate would a finer scale analysis be? It is unclear whether a finer spatial scale
analysis of the current migration data (PIT and external mark data primarily), if it were
possible, would result in a better understanding of the effect of bycatch on the halibut
stock. These types of mark-recapture data require fairly large sample sizes to provide
estimates of migratory rate that could be used to inform the stock assessment model. That
said, if possible, we should be looking more closely (spatially and temporally) at the
current migration data to determine if size, sex, age, and/or growth rates influence the
propensity to migrate and if the annual migration rates are density dependent.

Dr. Robyn Forrest added to the discussion with the following comments:

How well biological impacts are quantified will largely depend upon assumptions in the
model used for analysis, and we need to examine the effects of structural assumptions in
models and the halibut stock assessment.

With respect to migration, we might expect selectivity at length to be different in
different areas, so the coastwide analysis might not be sufficient, Yet adding migration to
an assessment adds a lot of complexity and additional parameters, which adds
uncertainty. We may be able to take a hybrid approach, using different selectivity values
in different areas, treating each area as a different fishery.

Other assumptions that lead to an understanding of the impacts of bycatch include how
we treat natural mortality, the variance used in estimates of length at age, and how we
model selectivity (whether it’s length-based or age-based). How we treat selectivity can
affect our understanding of the population size.

There is a peer review of the stock assessment coming up, so that will be an opportunity
to review these assumptions.
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Dr Forrest noted concerns about the veracity of continued model predictions of large,
increasing age 8+ total biomass, and the severe retrospective bias in these estimates,
which predict a substantial increase in biomass, She questioned the degree that the
predictions of large incoming biomass may be the result of model assumptions.

Discussion on the biological impacts included:

Dr. Allen suggested that before committing to a finer scale, optimal sampling levels to
]gpo:t finer scale spatial data collection should be investigated, particularly to support
30% observer coverage. It is advisable not to have missing cells in a stratification.

+ Dr. Leaman noted that the idea of size, sex, temporal change, growth and migration rates,
and that a spatially explicit model would be an improvement over a coastwide model,
especially with the migration issues that are arising. But when we look at the probability
of movement, it comes out of the PIT tag data. We haven't looked at this by sex. One
question he noted was what the residence period is for fish at different age and are they
influenced by length at age; we don’t know the answer now, It would be great if the data
matrix was ten times the size, but the matrix gets sparse when looking at more variables
although we haven’t fully mined the data that they have from the PIT tags.

«  Mr. Jagelio commented that on the issue of finer spatial scale, looking at the Bering Sca
data, there seems to be an opportunity to look at it on a finer scale, especially in Area 4. It
appears that there is some heterogeneity there, and sugpests that this breakout should be
considered, this seems to be workable with the existing data.

Dr. Martell noted that the current coastwide assessment model represents the dispersal
mechanism as a diagonal vector of 1s, with no movement. Can data from tagging be used
to implement a dispersal kernel and account for migration in the model?

»  Mr. Clark added a question, asking if migration models are being incorporated into
management strategy evaluations? The answer was yes.

» Dr. Allen asked if raising factors is an issue for bycatch estimation. She noted that in the
Northern Irish fishery, raising factors are based on the catch composition, the gear type
used, and how the observer works, so they don’t enumerate everything, But if the
observer doesn’t get it right, that is then compounded as data is expanded from haul to
trip.

+ Dr. Leaman asked if the species composition is aggregated over hauls? The answer was
that they are not aggregated.

Ms. O’Connell referred to Dr, Hare’s Figure 21, which shows that one pound of under
26 bycatch has a bigger impact on biomass, up to five pounds depending on the area;
she noted that she didn’t want this point to get lost.

»  Dr. Forrest responded to 2 comment from the floor that this could well be both a
conservation issue and allocation issue, and that it also depends on how well we’ve
estimated the amount of bycatch; if we’ve underestimated the bycatch 1t could be more
‘of a conservation issue.

» Dr. Martell followed up that if the bycatch isn’t reported, tben it really is a conservation
issue.
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Fishing Practices — What changes in fishing practices have been made to reduce bycatch and
how effective have they been?

- Ms. Jane DICosimo started the discussion with several comments:

Presentations from the different management agencies that have employed a variety of
programs that uniquely fit their fisheries show a range of programs, including individual
transferrable quota programs and cooperatives.

Of fifteen US catch share programs, six are in the North Pacific and two are in the
Pacific. Canada has one integrated program for its BC fisheries.

The groundfish fisheries presentations included several examples of changes to fishing
practices: ,

o Regulatory limitations: closed area, seasonal and area apportionments of bycatch
caps and result in mandated changes to fleet behavior (particularly when the
fishery is closed as a result of hitting those caps). Careful release is required to
minimize harm to released halibut,

o Rationalization programs allocate catch shares of various types to individuals and
allow for slower fishing and selective time and area decisions for fleet
deployment. In the BSAI Amendment 80 program this was in order to meet
increased retention/utilization requirements that were implemented under another
Council management action.

o John Gauvin presented on fish excluder devices that were tested under exempted
fishing permits and slower, shorter fishing tows

o Julie Bonney summarized the central GOA rockfish program and her concerns
about paying a tax under reduced halibut bycatch apportionments, and subsequent
reductions for any seasonal apportionment of halibut bycatch that is rolled over.
She spoke about the effect such disincentives would create in that sector,

o Kenny Down described the voluntary Bering Sea & Aleutian Islands Pacific Cod

. Hook & Line Cooperative, in which the freezer longline cod fleet began fishing as
a veluntary cooperative in August 2010,

o Sea State, Inc which allows the fleet to rapidly respond (both individually and
collectively) to high bycatch rates by using real-time date from NMFS at-sea
observers to stay under aggregate bycatch caps which close the fishery when a
certain amount of bycatch occurs. Individual bycatch rate regulations attempt to
create individual incentives for companies to minimize their bycatch by assessing
violations when rates are above prescribed levels.

Two presentations by Barry Ackerman and Chantelle Caron of DFO described two
rationalized BC fisheries that have achieved great success in reducing halibut discards.
Sarah Williams from the NMFS NWRO summarized the newest ITQ program for North
West groundfish.

These programs have resulted in:

o 31% of cap in BC

o 75% of cap under Amendment 80

o 20% of cap in North West

Across the range of halibut management areas (Area 24, 2B, 2C/3, and Area 4), a variety
of what we term “rationalization” or share-based catch limit systems have been
developed from the top down (implemented by the government(s)) and bottom up (from
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fishery stakeholders). Other programs have been framed together from both the
government in consultation with stakeholders,

+ Those programs have included a complementary component that placed lower caps on
halibut bycatch, while awarding shares of the target groundfish fisheries.

In many instances reduction goals were achieved more rapidly than expected when the
fleet was provided with the management tools that defined the universe of participants
and allowed them to develop strategies to achieve management goals.

+ In Alaska halibut function as the grease in the wheel of harvesting approximately 2
million mt of groundfish target species in the North Pacific, which account for
approximately $2 Billion in first wholesale value.

. US management is mandated to balance national standards: 1) to harvest optimal yield
(as much as possible) of groundfish allocations with 2} to reduce bycatch.
Comprehensive rationalization programs have been attempted for the GOA in the past
and have encountered legal and management hurdles that were insurmountable.

- . However managers on the Pacific coast have met with more success in creating and
implementing rationalization programs that have identified smaller universes of
participants and defined specific management objectives to address target and bycaich
fishery issnes that resulted in a number of distinct programs.

Dr. John Neilson added to the discussion with the following comments:

We heard concerns that under current fishing practices, halibut are held for long periods
of time before being released in some areas that Amendment 80 fleet operate due to
: regulatory requirements to allow those halibut to be sampled.

. ' He suggested that sampling of halibut take place on the deck rather than in the factory for
the Amendment 80 fieet, which would decrease handling time, leading to substantial
potential benefits particularly in the Gulf of Alaska. We understand that this measure
will be piloted in the near future.

. Utility of individual bycatch caps was discussed, and appeared to be favorably viewed by

" fishery participants.
We heard about many improvements, but there is still some way to go for other fleets.
Such changes in their operations have resulted in significant declines in estimated discard
mortality rates.

. However, it seems that an important deficiency remains the overall accounting of discard
mortality. For example, Williams (2011) notes, “Observer coverage in the Gulf of
Alaska groundfish fisheries remained at lower than necessary levels, continuing to raise
questions about the accuracy of the estimates for that area.”

« It is also a good idea to think about where there is not enough coverage. There are plans
in place to augment observer coverage in important ways, but perhaps a “gap analysis”
might also a good idea as a speaker this moming mentioned.

Discussion on fishing practices included:

»  Ms. O'Connell added that careful release, i.e., rolling the fish off the hook on the
waterside of the boat, was promising and that the Freezer Longline Association saw a
decrease in mortality rate from 19 to 9%.
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Management Programs/Approaches— What management programs/approaches to reduce
bycatch have been effective, and what have we learned from less successful efforts? What
alternative or additional management programs/approaches could be considered for overcoming
on-going halibut bycatch challenges (e.g., lowering the commercial size limit, set maximum size
limits for sport charter harvests)?

Ms. Tory O’Connell led discussion with the following comments:

National Standard 8 requires reduction of bycatch and the terms of the IPHC agreement
for both countries are to reduce bycatch in pounds, not just the rate, so we are lookmg at
management programs and approaches that address this.
All presentations show that halibut bycatch is reduced with individual vessel
responsibility.
Rates from the 2009 bycatch workshop are as follows:

o British Columbia went from 40 ibs/metric ton in 1991 to 4.5 lbs/mt in 2008

o Gulf of Alaska went from 1.95 lbs/mt in 1985 to 22 Ibs/mt in 2008

o Bering Sea went from 2.1 lb/mt in 1985 to 3.4 Ib/mt in 2008

o Couldn’t get the rate for the North West

In terms of the mandate from the convention, management action needs to reduce catch
not just reduce rates (rates more similar to bag limits, only they do not reduce catch).
Bycatch reduction management measures can decrease encounters, decrease retention and
increase survival; they are most successful when they draw on knowledge of participants
and have appropriate incentives, deterrents, and monitoring.

' The British Columbia program has worked to reduce their bycatch both in rate and

absolute poundage by using 100% observer coverage in the BC trawl fishery with the
allowance of a 4% maximum cap (8% annually, which allowed flexibility}. Fishermen
had to stop fishing once they reach their cap. All trawl caught halibut have to be released

. and they are generally in the water in 16 minutes. There overall mortality rate is on

discards is significantly lower than Alaskan rates,

Successful bycatch reduction occurs because fishermen have altered practices and
redirected effort to species where bycatch of halibut is less, tow times have been
shortened and they use short exploratory tows to identify catch composition. This has
allowed trawl fleet a year round fishery and on average only 30% of halibut cap has been
taken.

In Hook and Line and Pot fisheries they hold Individual Fleet Quota for all fish (target
and bycaich), and allow individual responsibility quotas to be traded, These bycatch are
limited to prevent targeting by non-directed fishermen. They use electronic monitering
and a 10% audit rate to ensure compliance.

In the Northwest, they have used individual trawl quotas and 100% observer coverage to
achieve an 87% reduction compared to 2009 bycatch estimates. The cap represents 50%
reduction. There is not much room for acquiring other IVQs, so it’s not a market system,
but there is & strong incentive to keep within cap.

In Alaska, we heard that Amendment 80 vessels (with 200% observer coverage) were
able to reduce their halibut bycatch 40% even when increasing retention of species and a
15% increase in target catch, They changed fishing pattems including using shorter tow
lengths. Their bycatch is down to 131bs halibut/mt groundfish.
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The rockfish program has also reduced their use of halibut by 80-90 mt. They were given
87% of their recent use, and 55% of the halibut saved can be rolled into the fall flatfish
fishery, Their use is between 5 and 10 Ibs of halibut/mt rockfish. Whether these fishing
practices continue will depend on the incentives in place.

‘What alternative or additional management programs/approaches could be considered for
overcoming on-going halibut bycatch challenges?

o Careful release (rolling the hook out of the mouth using a gaff outside the vessel)
reduces release mortality 9 times more than if using hook strippers.

0 Depth release and halibut excluders and other gear configurations.

o We heard the freezer longline fishery can reduce release mortality of halibut by
slowing down their hauls and practicing careful release by carefily releasing
halibut at the water line. They have reduced discard mortality rate from 19% to
9%— and can reduce further under coop fisheries (or 100 percent observers).

o We heard that the trawl fishery has a potential of reducing release mortality nearly
40% by the practice of deck release of halibut with the goal to greatly reduce
handling time instead of the current situation where the halibut have to goto a
holding tank, This may be more effective in the Gulf than Bering Sea but the
experiment has occurred in high bycatch areas in the Bering Sea so effects might
be even greater in Gulf of Alaska.

The most vulnerable portion of the stock, and the portion that is the most unknown, is
U2e.

Increasing observer coverage (including electronic monitoring system) has been shown to
decrease halibut bycatch and decrease release mortalities. What level is needed to
estimate discard mortality and size selectivity may need a different level of monitoring
groundfish catch accounting? ‘

The proposal of a floating cap that rises and falls with halibut ig problematic at this time
as to how/when it would be assigned (to Ebio or age 8+ fish). It does not address the
potential increased impact on U26 halibut, the most uncertain and vulnerable portion of
the stock. It also does not address the halibut convention agreement to reduce bycatch
poundage (not just the rate).

Time/area closures weren’t discussed very much, but this can be by management or by
voluntary, Fleets are good at avoiding bycatch when the target species is valuable or the
incentives to reduce bycatch are strong (either punitive or positive).

Dr. Michelle Allen adding the following comments:

In order to boost sampling levels, Northern Ireland uses fisher self-sampling for vessels
under 10m. This approach could be used in conjunction with sampling with partial
replacement. Sampling with partial replacement, within the bycatch context, would
involve monitoring a cote set of vessels on either all or some sampling occasions
supplemented by those vessels not part of the core vessels on each sampling occasion,
which would permit estimation of bycatch and also change over time.

Usually the proportion of units to resample on future occasions is related to the
correlation between sampling occasions. The number to resample decreases over fime
but will not fall below half of the number of units sampled on the first occasion. For
bycatch the core set of vessels could be constant for each sampling occasion, which
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would introduce some bias as sampling would no longer be random, but would establish
strong working relationships with stakeholders.

The sampling with partial replacement estimator is an extension of the regression
estimator. The auxiliary information used would be bycatch on a previous occasion,
where a previous occasion could be defined to be the previous quarter or the same quarter
of the previous year. For sampling with partial replacement to give gains in precision
there needs to exist significant correlation between sampling occasions of vessels’
bycatch. The ratio and regression estimators use information based on a snapshot of the
data, whereas the sampling with partial replacement estimator can be used for a time-
series, such as bycatch. If significant correlation exists between sampling occasions,
given the expense, difficulty and hazardous nature of gathering bycatch data, it is
wasteful not to use historical data.

The drawback of using bycatch as an auxiliary variable is that it is not known for the
entire fleet. Hence, it is not possible o use bycatch as a raising factor when estimating
for the entire fleet.

Sampling with partial replacement has been successfully and extensively used within
forestry (for example, Cunia, 1962; Cunia and Chevrou, 1969; Newton et al., 1974;
Omule, 1982; Omule, 1984; Scott, 1984; Scott and K&hl, 1993; Scott and Kéhl, 1994,

. Ko&hl et al., 1994). It can be combined with other sampling approaches such as multistage

sampling where some or all of the levels are repeatedly sampled (for example, Tilkiwal,
1964; Singh, 1968; Singh and Kathuria, 1969; Kathuria and Singh 1971(a) and 1971(b);
Kathuria, 1975; Chakrabarty and Rana, 1974 and 1977; Rana and Charkrabarty, 1976).
William Warren (1993 and 1994) explored the use of sampling with partial replacement
for marine fishery groundfish survey data. The variable of interest was an abundance
index, which was log-transformed prior to analysis. The underlying distribution of the
index was not stated but log-transforming data prior to analysis would indicate that the
data were non-normal and skewed. While not discussed in the papers (Warren 1993 and
1994) it was assumed that the non-normality of the data was addressed, as it would inflate
the variance estimator. Warren {1993 and 1994) advised restricting the number of
sampling occasions to two for fishery surveys, as sudden shifts in the abundance or
introduction of management practices would affect the estimator. See Appendix 4 for
References cited by Dr. Allen.

Discussion on management approaches included:

Dr. Leaman noted that successful programs draw on expertise of participants. If we
define the management objectives and then tap into expertise within the fishing
community, the harvesters can control using many tools that they have control over
(including behavioral changes, knowledge of ground, gear changes). Sometimes we
spend too much time defining how to achieve goals, rather just focusing on the results.
Dr, Forrest noted that many tools have led to bycatch reduction particularly in the Bering
Sea and British Columbia, and that a good outcome of this workshop would be a
summary of the tools and incentives that have been successfully applied to reduce or
avoid bycatch, This could feed into the gap analysis; it would be useful to know the
degree to which these programs are operating and not, including the number of boats in
the various programs.
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Ms. DiCosimo responded that there was a recent publication by Dr. Mark Fina (Fisheries,
2011, Vol 36) that is a relatively straightforward comparison of different catch share
programs in the US, which might be informative, Ms. DiCosimo organized a symposium
at last August’s American Fisheries Society Annual Meeting that included presentations
for each catch share programs and can share those presentations.

- Ms. DiCosimo also noted that in January 2010 the Commissioners formed a Halibut

Bycatch Work Group II. An IPHC technical report is posted on the Commission website.
The group was tasked with three objectives: 1) review progress on reducing bycatch
mortality, 2) review the objectives identified by the first working group, and 3) examine
how best to incorporate bycatch into assessment and management. The report is pretty
comprehensive for each region and is a helpful compendium of information.

Dr. Allen noted that a talk yesterday mentioned comparing electronic monitoring with the
vessel log, which seems to be an agreement analysis (where two different methods are
trying to quantify the catch). Electronic monitoring is used to verify fishers’ reported
catch. Under the current method of verifying fishers” reported catch, if a fisher’s reported
catch is not within 10% of the electronic monitoring results the fisher’s reported catch is
not accepted. It is replaced by the electronic monitoring results. Using this current
method of verifying fishers’ reported catch, it was suggested that the electronic
monitoring was being considered as a gold standard or reference. The agreement between
the two independent methods (electronic monitoring versus fisher) for measuring the haul
could be assessed using Lin’s concordance correlation coefficient (1989 and 2000), that
is the reproducibility between the two independent methods is assessed. Lin’s
concordance correlation coefficient requires & minimum of 10 data points and can be
used for non-normal data, for example count data. Lin’s concordance correlation
coefficient can assess reproducibility between more than 2 methods (Barnhart et al., 2002
and 2007). Agreement analysis should be supported by appropriate graphics. It was
recommended that scatter plots of paired data are displayed along with the line of perfect
agreement (45° line through the origin) and Bland-Altman plots (Bland and Altman,
1986, 1995, 1999 and 2007; Krouwer, 2007). When reproducibility between two
methods are being assessed and one of the methods is considered a gold standard then the
interpretation of the results differ than when neither of the methods are a gold standard.
When using reference data the assessment is to defermine if it is possible to replace the
reference or gold standard method with another method. When neither of the methods can
be considered as a reference then the assessment determines how interchangeable are the
results--- that is do two methods give similar results. Agreement analysis has been
extensively researched within medical statistics, for example Carstensen (2010).

Future Research - Suggestions for future research on the impacts and management of halibut
bycatch?

Note: These suggestions for future research are further summarized along with all the other
research recommendations from the Workshop in Appendix 3.

Dr. Steve Martell opened the discussion with several points about how to do as much as
possible to eliminate bycatch and waste, including:
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The need to identify the single most critical issue impacting bycatch, noting that the
current system assumes that the amount of bycatch is known and discounts the CEY
using several assumptions about wastage and mortality rates.

Another critical issue is to evaluate and improve the structural assumptions in the model
regarding size selectivity vs. age selectivity because few fisheries have a constant
selectivity, These structural assumptions, especially selectivity, are key assumptions,
particularly when using a constant selectivity assumption for all of the management
regions in the coast wide assessment.

One way to get better estimates of wastage and discards is to put more observers on
boats, to get a better count on wastage (nothing short of 100% observer coverage or
electronic monitoring is essential).

The idea of removing the U26 and the impacts on spawning biomass is based on critical
assumptions of mortality rates and constant growth; it could be worse if growth rates
continue to decline. If there were a size-dependent natural mortality rate, then you would
expect to see some compensation in the spawning biomass loss ratio. Further research on
the impacts of changes in size-at-age on fishery management reference points is
necessary and fairly straight forward to conduct.

We should do our best to eliminate bycatch and wastage and develop economic
incentives within the fishery to foster better stewardship of the resource.

Dr. Robyn Forrest added the following list of research recommendations, some of which had
come up over the course of the workshop:

An examination of the structural assumptions of the stock assessment model (particularly
with respect to fishery selectivity) and of the analyses presented at the meeting. '
Continuation of bycatch monitoring and discard mortality rate reduction programs, and
identifying clear objectives for these programs.

Continuation of research and reporting of successfil co-operative programs and
successful incentives for reduction of bycatch.

Systematic research into retrospective bias in stock assessment model.

Conducting an adaptive management experimental fishery to look at the effects of
reducing the size limit on fishing behavior.

Extending analyses on the impacts of bycatch and reduction in size limit to include
migration.

Revisiting the halibut Harvest Policy, given large changes in size at age and
understanding of halibut ecology.

Supporting the IPHC's Management Strategy Evaluation efforts and recommending the
approach be used to analyze performance of alternative management procedures in the
face of large uncertainty in the causes of apparent declines in size at age and under
alternative assumptions about selectivity (e.g., length-based vs. age-based).

Discussion of the need for future re'search iﬁéiuded:

Dr. Ianelli noted that in the Gulf of Alaska, the Council has a PSC limit that could vary
with abundance, and suggested that this type of floating cap instead of a hard cap should
be considered in the management program.
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Dr. Hare noted that the result from his analysis on impact of female spawning biomass
was conditional, and just looked at 2008 and across all fisheries for U26, and agreed with
Dr, Martell and Dr. Forrest that further research is needed.

Dr1. Hare also suggested that US managers consider individual bycatch caps to reduce
halibut bycatch.

Dr, Kruse recommended that the annual stock assessment should consider incorporating
halibut catch and size data from the NMFS annual/biannual trawl survey. Trawl survey
data provide another wealth of information on the status and geographic distribution of
halibut stocks. Owing to mesh size, the NMFS surveys may also help inform the
retrospective bias in the estimates of recent recruitments.

Dr. Martell agreed, mentioning a need to create a universal assessment that incorporates
everything into the annual stock assessment, including data on the spatial nature of
fishery. He noted that developing ways to be more efficient must start from the fishing
industry.

Dr. Allen stated that model-based estimators developed within the Bayesian framework
were not discussed. The workshop focused on design-based estimators. Examples of
model-based estimators can be found within Hirst et &l. (2004), Millar and Fryer (2006),
and Millar and Hirst (2007).

Dr. Ianelli suggested building better incentives for fisherman to reduce bycatch, including
fee-based approaches.

Dr. Leaman noted that the Commission is locking for a more structured process to
develop their research agenda and explained that there used to be a 5-year plan, but it was
discontinued because there was a lot of coherence of views on necessary research, The
Commission is looking to resurrect this planning and would welcome input from the
Council. '

Dr. Ianelli noted that the present analysis on the impact of bycatch on the halibut stock
used limited data (from 2008) and made a number of assumptions and should not be
construed as general result. Further analysis on this topic is needed and it was noted that
there would be variability in the downstream effects of bycatch on halibut stocks. [Dr.
Leaman later clarified that the analysis used 2010 bycatch amounts but the fraction of
U26 and 026 was based on 2008 length frequency data, which were the data available at
the time.]

Closing Remarks: Dr. Jim Balsiger thanked everyone for presenting and participating. One
thing that struck him was Dr. Leaman’s observation that they were focusing on the decline in
size rather than dramatic increase in size after 1920s. He recognized the long list of ongoing
management actions that had been mentioned, which speaks tremendously to the effect that the
fishing industry can have when they have the right tools. Dr. Balsiger was optimistic that there
was substantial industry support through participation in the workshop, both as Panelists,
presenters, and participants. He noted the number of Couneil members and Commission
members in attendance. He also liked the idea of a pilot project to experimentally reduce
minimum size in some areas to observe changes in fishing behavior, and conduct a real world
experiment, Dr. Balsiger noted upcoming meetings in the next few months, and thanked Ms.
DiCosimo, Mr. Williams, Mr. Oliver, and Dr. Leaman for arranging the meeting.
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Appendix 1: Day 1 Presentations

Following are the list of presentations from Day 1, plus any additional clarifications in response to
questions from the Panel members. See website for the presentation slides and audio recordings.

Presentations: Hallbut Ecology

« Dr. Steven R. Hare (IPHC) gave a presentation titled “Recent trends in removals,
- exploitable biomass, female spawning biomass, and size-at-age.” There were no questions.

+ Dr. Bruce M. Leaman (IPHC) gave a presentation titled “Review of IPHC halibut diet
studies. " There were no questions.

» Dr.Kerim Aydin (NMFS AFSC) gave a presentation titled “Halibut in an ecosystem

context: groundfish diet collections and food web modeling.” In response to questions, Dr.
Aydin noted that:

There was a backlog in data processing, which just caught up to the 2007 and 2009
surveys, and that most information presented was from survey data; only pollock, cod
and arrowtooth have additional observer data.

There is now large sample of grenadiers, which eat other grenadiers and squid, and
create an isolated food web. .

There has not been research on how much energy coritent different species provide
that has been specific to halibut, but there have been several general studies,
including a baseline study comparing pollock to other fish, and that there is ongoing
work in the Gulf of Alaska to look at variation in energy content of pollock.

In the Bering Sea, there is a lot of variation in winter and fall conditions, which might
impact energy content. For arrowtooth, there have been several diet studies, which
show that these fish have a primarily benthic diet; they tend to eat a lot of shrimp
when they are small and then swiich to pollock as they grow.

There was a suggestion for an additional study to look at differences for larger halibut
by area, breaking down the Gulf survey by region.

Dr. Tim L. Loher (IPHC) presented “Size-at-age and growth and of Pacific halibut:
Process and Mechanisms.” Following Dr. Loher’s presentation there were suggestions from
other panelists to:

Re-test archived otoliths with the current break-and-bake method, which might
smooth the change in size at age, and to look at additional data associated with the
otoliths (e.g. stomach content, location) to look for more specific trends.

Calculate the fishing mortality rate that is required to get to the Type II mortality that
is seen. It was discussed that current fishing mortality rates are within realm of
reasonable, around 70-75%, and that current harvest rates are below what has been
historically seen in the fishery.
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Mr. Tom Jagielo (TJC) presented “Synopsis of theoretical and empirical evidence
concerning the causes of halibut slow growth and potential differences in natural mortality
by sex.” Following Mr. Jagielo’s presentation in response to questions he clarified that:

There is nothing directly in the literature on the exploitation rate for a long-lived fish,
since halibut live longer than silversides and cod, but there is some research on
selectivity patterns in commercial fisheries and mortality rates, which concluded that
fishing does not cause size evolution.

‘The slide on intra-specific competition did not contain updated data.

Presentéti.ons: impacts of Halibut Bycatch

Ms. Jennifer Cahalan (PSFMC) and Ms. Jennifer Mondragon (NMFS Alaska Region)
presented “Caich estimation in the Alaskan groundfish fishery.” In response to questions,
Ms. Cahalan and Ms. Mondragon clarified that:

Currently, vessels choose when to take observers, however the deployment plan is

“currently being reworked and this will change.

There are estimates for state waters, but there isn’t much observer data, and that for
small boats (with no observers) they estimate removals based on data from larger
sized vessels.

Data normality varies by species and how prevalent they are (with rare species
showing non-normal distributions). Dr, Allen asked about the intercept used in the
ratio estimator, It was clarified that the estimator assumes a zero intercept and linear
relationship.

Dr. Ianelli noted that more than the required 30% of vessels are covered, up to 50%,
because of logistics of taking observer on trips.

Dr. Steven R, Hare (IPHC) presentéd “Accounting for bycatch and wastage mortalily in the
IPHC harvest policy.” In response to questions following his presentation, Dr. Hare
confirmed that:

A harvest rate of 20% translated into an F35 to Fy; fishing rate.

He was not aware of any more recent data for discard mortality rates for commercial
fisheries where halibut is bycatch, and noted that the rates vary by fishery type, but
that the rates have been pretty static.

Dr. Steven R. Hare (IPHC) presented “Potential yield and female spawning biomass gains

from reduced bycatch levels.” There were no questions.
" 'Dr. Steve Martell (UBC) presented “Impacts of halibut bycatch and wastage on halibut

coastwide yield and spawning biomass. " Following Dr. Martell’s presentation there were
comments to clarify that:

The Gulf of Alaska area referenced in his paper includes Area 3A and 3B, and
excludes Area 2C because trawling is prohibited.
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- The analysis Dr. Hare presented took into account the impact of U32 bycatch on
spawning biomass, rather than assigning it all directly to the fishery, whereas Dr.
Martell’s analysis did not make this distinction between size groups.

»  Dr. Juan Valero (IPHC) presented “Current understanding of Pacific halibut migration
patterns.” Comments following Dr. Valero’s presentation inchuded that:

- Light-based location and movements of fish with PAT tags can be difficult
to estimate at high latitudes, but this could be improved by integrating depth,
temperature and geomagnetic information.

« There is age information for around two thirds of recovered tags that could be
incorporated into the model to estimate migration rates by age. Although migration
rate estimates are not currently being used in the halibut stock assessment, migration
rates are being used for harvest strategy work that includes spatially-structured
models with migration.. '

. Mr. Tom Jagielo (TIC) presented “Current understanding of halibut migration. ” Following
Mr. Jagielo’s presentation, there was some discussion of the relative movement into the Gulf
of Alaska and the Bering Sea:

» To examine this type of migration closely would require accurate estimated scanning
rates for each area, and a few factors would have to be dealt with, including vessels
with pooled landings, fish that migrate to Russia, and those caught on board vessels
without scanning equipment, in order not to bias mortality rate estimates.

Presentations: Management of Halibut Bycatch

«  Mr. John Gauvin (Groundfish Forum), Ms. Julic Bonney (Alaska Groundfish Data Bank),
and Mr. Xenny Down (Freezer Longline Conservation Cooperative) presented,
“Management programs and industry initiatives to reduce halibut mortality rates and
amounts in North Pacific groundfish fisheries.” Following these presentations, there were
clarifications made about these programs:

+  Mr. Down noted that his cooperative has 28 active vessels, which might be up to 30
in 2012 in Bering Sea, and 6-8 in Gulf of Alaska. Mr. Gauvin said that there are 24
trawl vessels under Amendment 80, with 17 of these that are active.

- Allocation of bycatch is done by company, then from each company to their vessels
since most companies have multiple vessels. Mr. Down noted that there is a single
voluntary fishery cooperative for Pacific cod, which divides up cod catch and
corresponding halibut bycatch shares.

. Inresponse to a question about the drop in bycatch between 2004 and 2006, Ms.
Bonney noted that there was a reduction in 2006,

+  Mr. John Gauvin (Groundfish Forum) and Mr. Kenny Down (Freezer Longline
Conservation Cooperative) presented, “dmendment 80: Rationalization of the non-pollock
trawl catcher-processors in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands. ” The presenters clarified that:
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-

Mr. Down explained that lower rates are due to strict regulations; all fish have to be
carefully released, halibut never come onto the boat, but are all released outside the
boat. He noted that in a “race-for-fish” fisherman speed haul even if they see a lot of
halibut bycatch, whereas this doesn’t happen when there is a cooperative in place.

Mr. Gauvin explained that before Amendment 80, some halibut would get back into
the water right away, but others would be onboard 6-8 hours and were not good shape
when discarded. Now, they are trying to release all halibut in less than 20 minutes. In
2009, the average was about 26 minutes, but with the cooperative, they might be able
to restructure work to more frequent but shorter hauls.

+ Mz, Gauvin noted that the time halibut spend in the tank drives the mortality rate and
that generally the style of fishing has changed since Amendment 80, from loading up
to catch as many as possible, to trying to optimize the quality of target fish.

Dr. Juan Valero (IPHC) presented “Re-evaluating the minimum size limit in the Pacific
Halibut commercial fishery.” After the presentation, Dr. Valero added:

« When asked if selectivity was a function of length and Dr. Valero clarified that there
was an assumption that selectivity changed overtime with changes in size at age.

Dr. Steve Martell (UBC) presented “Effects of reduced minimum-size limits on halibut
biomass, yield, and wastage.” After presenting, Dr, Martell clarified:

» There is an increase in spawning biomass because of the lower mortality rate due to
less wastage in the directed fishery.

When fish grow slowly, an individual fish might be caught several times before it
reaches the minimum size, and with a non-zero discard mortality rate, this increases
the overall total mortality rate.

. In a model where arrowtooth, not halibut, is the source of density, the result would be
generally the same as the model with the density dependent growth scenario. .

Mr. Martin Loefflad (NMFS AFSC) presented “Planned Changes in the Alaskan Observer
Program.” After the presentation, Mr. Loefflad clarified that:

+  For boats less than 40° fleet, there are challenges to putting extra people onboard, and
that they are looking into electronic monitoring possibilities. Dr. Allen noted that in
Northern Ireland self-sampling is used, where fishermen bring samples of hauls back
to port.

Ms. Sarah Williams (NMFS Northwest Region) presented, “Halibut individual bycaich
quota (IBQ) in the Northwest Trawl Catch Shares Program.” There were no questions,

Mr. Barry Ackerman (Fisheries and Oceans Canada) presented “Management and

" monitoring of Pacific halibut bycatch in B.C. s thawl commercial groundfish fishery.” After

presenting, Mr. Ackerman noted that:

The Canadian trawl industry is limited entry and includes 142 licenses, about 50 of
which are active.

+  After the fishery had been closed, they decided to reopen it in February 1996 and had
about 3 months to create the program.
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- The 100% observer coverage was not initially well received, but because the fishery
had overshot quota by so much, it was felt to be necessary.

« The program costs about 33 million, of which the government pays about $900,000 to
cover management costs, while the fishermen pay for observers.

»  The fishermen’s behavior changed with observers and the quota, including that

fishermen now often do an exploratory trawl to see what bycatch comes up, and that
they keep the time on deck very low, 16 minutes on average.

~«  Ms. Chantelle Caron (Fisheries and Oceans Canada) presented “Management and
monitoring of Pacific halibut bycatch in the Hook & Line/Trap commercial groundfish
fishery in British Columbia.” In response to questions, Ms. Caron noted that:

- The logbook audit score depends on the amount of fish observed on a percentage
basis. : '

+ The logbook is taken as the official record if the fisherman passes the audit (testing
10% of the sets against the electronic monitoring). They use electronic monitoring for
the entire official record if they fail.

_« Currently, only about 20-30 trips out of a few thousand trips require full electronic
monitoring.
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Appendix 2: Participant Feedback (Public Comment)

During the moming of Day 2, Dr. Jonathan Raab facilitated a discussion whereby workshop
attendees provided their views first on halibut ecology and then on impacts and management of
halibut bycatch. Panel members provided feedback to attendees, where appropriate.

Participant Feedback/ Panel Responses: Halibut Ecology

James Whitethorn (West Brothers Group) directed a question to Dr. Hare about the cause of
decline in Area 2C, He explained that a flaw that he sees in the assessment model is that there are
more square miles of area, which results in extra biomass, which mean extra apportionment in
some areas. He noted that Area 2C decreased in biomass in the past four years because the area
is smaller than other areas. Mr, Whitethorn suggested returning to a closed area model (used
prior to 2007) and look at historical averages as a baseline, and that fish should not be
apportioned until the old model is run parallel to the current model.

+ Dr. Leaman responded that the Commission would be reviewing the model later this
sSummer, :

+ Dr. Hare responded that the Commission switched from the closed area model to
coastwide because the closed arca method was overestimating the biomass, and harvest
rates were well in excess of anything sustainable, although harvest rates might still be
too high i the west.

Mr. Whitethorn noted that last year they could have had a higher harvest rate, closer to
historical rates, which would still have been sustainable.

Bob Alverson (Fishing Vessel Owner’s Association) made several comments, noting that the
size limit for halibut was increased in 1974 to 32 inches and at that time there was not a Pacific
cod fishery. He asked about the risks of considering a size reduction in isolation of other
competing species populations (such as cod and arrowtooth flounder).

« Dr. Leaman responded that there is always concern about unintended consequences,
changes in species composition are difficult to predict, and that the Commission aims to
take & precautionary approach.

» There was some discussion about the potential reduction in U26 bycatch and what the
contribution of U26 halibut is to the fishery.

Julie Bonney (Alaska Groundfish Data Bank) spoke about halibut ecology, size and age and
possible management strategies, inchiding changing the minimum size and its impact on the
halibut population. She posed the question: what should we test to see if there is a population
response? Ms. Bonny suggested that the Commission look at the management of the fisheries,
hypothesize about potential change and test these hypotheses.

«  Mr. Jagielo suggested that this idea is in line with using an adaptive management
strategy 1o test hypothesis through in-field management and research.
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+ Ms. O’Connell noted that the restructured observer program will start in 2013 and is
expected to provide more data, including the size distribution of discarded halibut in the
directed fishery.

+ Ms. Bonney responded that within the directed fishery, there are several assumptions
that need to be confirmed, including the size selectivity of the fishery, the discard
percentage, but you do have a good idea about the growth parameters. Ms. Bonney
suggested that if the issue is competition among smaller halibut that fishing more of
these fish (with a lower minimum size limit) could reduce competition and change the
size composition of the stock.

Dr. Ianelli noted that Ms. Bonney was identifying density-dependent growth response,
which is one of the hypotheses that should be looked at again,

Heather McCarty (McCarty Associates) explained that she works with fishermen in the Gulf
and the Bering Sea. Ms. McCarty recommended that management programs and approaches,
which were not explicitly included in the morning’s list of topics, should be considered and
recommended that there be a panel lead for management as a topic in the afiernoon session,

Mr. Jagielo agreed and Dr. Martell noted that both size of age and ecology have
important implications for management. ,

Chris Oliver (NPFMC) discussed the change in size at age, noting that this is a remarkable
change that doesn’t seem to happen in nature. He suggested looking at other fish species to see if
- there is anything akin to this order of magnitude change in size at age. He pointed out that slow
growth and reduced size at age are not necessarily the same thing; that fish could grow quickly
and stop, getting stuck at a smatl size at mature age.

« Dr, Neilson said this has been observed in haddock with time series starting in 1963, but
that he is not sure if the scale of the change is the same as for halibut, and agreed that it
would be interesting to lock mto this.

» Dr. Kruse noted that there have been changes in body-size for salmon and pollock in the
Gulf of Alaska; age 10 pollock have doubled in size since 1982. He wondered if there is
a common mechanism here, changes in energy flows or density-dependence, that would
help explain the root mechanism for the changes in size at age for halibut,

Leonard Herzog (Area 4 Fisherman) explained that one of the big ecological changes is that
most of the halibut biomass is now in the Bering Sea, and that a full third of the entire stock is
now in Area 4CDE. He suggested looking specifically at what is happening in Area 4CDE
separately from a coastal look at size-at-age. Mr. Herzog suggested that there is not the same
handling issue for halibut that aré 26 to 32 ifiches that you find in the Gulf. Since the smaller
stock is robust, perhaps there is something going on in the northern areas of the Bering Sea that
isn’t happening in the Gulf and is concerned that this will lead to an increase in bycatch in the
future.

Dr. Ianelli asked Mr. Herzog to clarify whether fishermen are using larger hooks to
avoid smaller fish in his area?
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+  Mr. Herzog responded that if they don’t change their fishing practices, they won’t
handle smaller fish (26-32"), so the change in minimum size is moot in the Bering Sea,
Because of this, Mr. Herzog recomnmended that the Bering Sea should be looked at
separately from the full coastwide analysis, using the NMFS trawl data.

 Dr, Hare noted that most of the biomass has always been in the Bering Sea, but the
Exploitable biomass (Ebio) is mostly in Areas 3AB, and that Ebio has not been
mcreasing in Area 4.

+ Joel Hanson (The Boat Company) posed three questions about the diet studies. He noted that up
to 30% of halibut diet is fish offal, and asked if there have been any studies about nutritional
value of offal compared to whole fish? Mr. Hanson noted one presentation indicated that prey
size depends on predator size, and large halibut eat large fish—he wondered about the
composition across all size classes and if large fish consume a lot of arrowtooth flounder? If
there were an increase in the number of halibut in the Gulf of Alaska, would they take care of
some of the abundance of arrowtooth?

Dr, Leaman agreed that having more information on this would be helpful, and that he
was not sure about the nutritional value of offal.

+ Dr. Aydin guessed that this would probably not be an effective population control since
arrowtooth are a smail portion of the halibut diet.

Ricky Gease (Kenai River Sport Fishing) asked how these models account for reducing the
minimum size limit to reduce density-dependent competition, including halibut interaction with
arrowtooth flounder?

»  Dr. Hare explained that in work that he did about a decade ago, the best correlate found
was halibut itself (age 10+), indicating intra-species competition, but noted that
arrowtooth flounder were not included in that study. He noted that arrowtooth flounder
have a biomass five times the size of halibut, so they probably are a factor in growth
response, and that there is no way to know the effect of changing size limit until it is
tested.

Roland Maw (United Cook Inlet Drift Association) recommended re-analyzing otoliths to see
the difference in test methods and how this might affect the curve of size-at-age and other
models derived from that graph. Mr. Maw also noted that he doesn’t see a lot of food in halibut
stomachs in the longline fisheries; he suspects voluntary regurgitation, and noted that diet studies
need to take this into account. '

Dr. Leaman answered that the otolith re-aging project is underway, and they are also
sectioning the otoliths to get growth increments. He noted that this only looks at the
growth of the survivors, and isn’t representative of the whole population.

+ Dr. Leaman also explained that aging differences might have exaggerated the changes in
size at age for older ages, but there is still a decline in size at age since late 19808 with
the same test methods. He also noted that regurgitation has been accounted for in
longline fisheries for a long time.
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+ Dr. Aydin noted that he does check the mouths of halibut for gigns of regurgitation, and
if there are any signs, they do not use that fish in their study. They do not use long line
caught fish, which they assume are hungry since they go after bait.

Richard Yamada (Alaska Charter Association) noted that arrowtooth flounder have shown up
in the past 5-6 years, and that he has noticed that halibut nursery areas have become overrun with
arrowtooth flounder, There are about 5-7 arrowtooth flounder for every halibut, He asked if there
have been studies on arrowtooth flounder migration, and suggested that competition for foodis a
' big factor in size-at-age for halibut. Mr. Yamada, who fishes inside waters, pointed out that this
is a big problem for recreational fishermen, who now have to put in lots of effort to catch halibut.

Dr. lanelli responded that there has not been any tagging or migration analysis on
arrowtooth flounder, but there is a bottom trawl survey that includes arrowtooth
flounder, which shows the distribution. He agreed that population and migration studies
on arrowtooth flounder should be considered for future research.

» Dr. Forrest noted that they see a lot of arrowtooth flounder in Canada, and that a stock
assessment is planned for the next two to three years.

Partlclpant Feedback/ Panel Responses: Impacts and Management of Halibut
Bycatch

Dr. Jonathan Raab led a facilitated discussion where workshop attendees provided their views on
halibut ecology and panel members provided feedback.

Linda'Behnken (Director of the Alaska Longline Fisherman’s Association) noted that she hoped
to develop a joint understanding of the impact of bycatch on halibut stock and that it would be
helpful to identify what metrics need to be included in any evalvation of bycatch. The metrics
she identified were: the effect on yield and spawning biomass, the components of stock
(particularly the U26 and 026), growth rates by area, the distribution of bycatch by area, and the
accuracy of bycatch estimation. Any evaluation that doesn’t include all of these is oversimplified
and is not meaningfial. Ms. Behnken recommended that the panel should specify what the metrics
are as an output from these meeting.

Ms. Behnken noted that there is lot of uncertainty in managing the halibut stock, but there is a lot
known about the directed fishery, size classes, and more known about 026, whereas there is little
known about the U26 portion of the stock, including its growth rates and migration. She
recommended that this need to be looked at and should be a focus of future research, including
whether the current trawl assessment is giving good information on this portion of stock.

She noted that Dr, Valero concluded that if the minimum size limit were reduced, then the
harvest rate for the directed fishery would need to be reduced by 50% to avoid the increased risk
to the stock from increased capture of immature female halibut, In Dr. Hare’s presentation, he
noted that most of the trawl bycatch is around 26 inches, which are also immature fish, That
bycatch can be accounted for through a direct deduction in the CEY or by adjusting the harvest
rate. Until 2010, all bycatch was accounted for through a harvest rate adjustment; now a direct
deduction is taken for bycatch/wastage of 026U32 fish. With this new accounting for the
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026U32 fish, the target harvest rate was changed from 20% to 21.5% (and 15% to 16.5% in
Area 3B and 4) which is an 8% change. Dr. Hare noted that accounting for the U26 bycatch as a
~ direct deduction would change the harvest rate by about the same percentage, but it is unclear in

what area that deduction should be taken, so it is still factored into the harvest rate. If the effect
of allowing the directed fishery to harvest fish U32 inches results in a 50% reduction in the
harvest rate to protect stocks, why does bycatch of these same size fish only affect the harvest
rate by 8%-16%77

+ Dr. Hare noted that there are two issues, first that in the work that he and Dr. Valero did,
when you drop the minimum size, this changes the definition of the exploitable biomass
(to include the 26-32" fish, which increases Ebio), so it requires dropping the harvest
rate. When they did the other study, they didn’t change selectivity or the definition of
Ebio. Dr. Hare noted that these two studies couldn’t be directly compared because they
have a different definition of Ebio.
Ms. Behnken responded that if there is that dramatic an effect of fishing the 26-32" fish
that requires half the harvest rate, then the impact of the stock in that class size sbould
have a larger impact on the harvest rate.

Roland Maw discussed selectivity and recovery rate. He described what happens when he
offloads: there is a separation of the halibut by size, and his tally sheet reports the number of fish
by size class. He noted that a 32 fish generates about 800z of useful fillet, which selis for
$10/1b, resulting in a $6.50 ground price. In contrast, a 26” fish generates about 250z of fillet,
which results in $3.25 ground fish price. For an IFQ user, they would rather use their quota to
deliver bigger fish. If there is a consideration of reducing size limit, a market analysis is
essential, Mr. Maw described “finger fish”—when he offloads, if a fish is on margin of 10-12
1bs (each fish is weighed), then a finger goes on scale to avoid falling below the minimum. He
suggested that if the size limit were lowered, then the finger fish would fall from the 10-151b
category to the next category.

Mr. Maw discussed the discard mortality rate, where 16% is the value used in the longtime
industry. He noted that this number is from pre-IFQ days and that fishing behavior has changed;
they are doing shorter sets, rather than doing long sets, If they do a longer set, there has been a
dramatic increase in sleeper shark depredation, where they take a bite out of the bigger fish, and
there is an issue with sand fleas. Mr. Maw believes that the mortality rate is closer to 10%, and is
worth more study to get a more accurate number into the models.

+ Dr. Forrest responded that she has heard suggestions before that selectivity might move
to the right, as fisherman may move away from areas with small fish to areas with
bigger, more valuable fish. She asked what the price difference would need to be to have
. this happen and suggested 100% observer coverage may be necessary. She also
suggested that is a good topic for an experimental management approach.

+  Mr. Maw responded that they will have observer coverage coming in soon, but this
might not detect the selectivity change because he is already avoiding areas where the
smaller fish are because big fish are worth more, He group tries to fish with a minimum
size of 33 or 34 inches.

«  Dr. Martell pointed out that there is economic value to be gained by decreasing size, but

“could increase economic efficiency and decrease the mortality rate. He also noted that
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the expected wastage is taken off the top from the CEY, but this doesn’t prevent
fisherman from cheating, so 100% observer coverage and individual responsibility for
each vessel is also needed.

+ Dr, Hare noted that a reduction in size would need to be accompanied with a change in
the selectivity curve, but overall quota should not increase. They would need to assess
the response by fishing industry before there would be any increase in quota,

~ Leonard Herzog (Area 4 fishermen) noted that about half of the halibut biomass is in the Bering

~ Sea, and even through Area 4CDE has small fishery that was cut by a third, it is the arca where
bycatch is taken and biomass is growing. He suggested that the panel focus on Area 4CDE and
on migration. He noted that two reports on migration were presented, and believes that they call
into question the huge changes that the IPHC made in management when they moved from an
area specific to a coastal style. He noted that none of recent PAT tags were found outside of
4CDE and that 93% of PIT tags stayed inside 4CDE and another 6% were from a nearby area.
He noted that 99% of the PIT tags had nothing to do with the Gulf of Alaska; he believes that
migration is critical. Mr. Herzog recommended looking at the Bering Sea and the Gulf as
different areas, and even taking a look at 4CDE on its own.

James Whitethorn (West Brothers Group) recalled numbers from an Alaska Dept. of Fish &
Game meeting for bycatch wastage for the crab pot fishery and that they were deducting from the
quota in 2C by 303,000 Ibs, whereas a presenter suggested a lower number. He hopes thai the
panel will correct this data and the quota.

. Dr. Leaman responded that this issue was flagged at the 2012 annual meeting, and they
will look to update the data with State of Alaska help.

« Mr. Whitethorp also suggested that the trawl fleet should have 100% observer coverage
and boats under 60 feet should have 100% electronic monitoring. Mr, Whitethorn noted
that for his small boats, they have very short weather windows and could miss
opportunities if they need to wait for an observer, and they may need to cut a
crewmember to make room for an observer, He also noted that he thinks everyone
should piich in to help conserve halibut, and every harbor should be momtored, every
lodge should be equipped with a monitor to get accurate count on halibut and bycatch
wastage.

Bob Alverson (Fishing Vessel Owner’s Association) explained that there is a wastage estimate
that is estimated for commercial fishery. In last couple weeks he has realized that it’s generated

. by 30% of the best producing survey sites as a proxy for the whole area because there isn’t full
observer coverage yet. This assumes that 60% of halibut caught are U32, but his fleets aren’t
seeing that; with traditional, skate-top gear, it’s a lot of work to pull up these fish. He believes
that the first year of observer program will show this. Mr. Alverson also noted that, in regards to
bycatch in Gulf from trawl fisheries, it was distressing to hear the observer union talk about
water hauls to comply with requirements and NMPS talk about issues with accuracy and gaming
the system in Kodiak. He doesn’t believe that they’ll be getting an accurate read on trawl bycatch
and is wondering if there has been an error parameter study, especially with lack of observer on
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under 60 fi vessels. He also noted that small fish contribute to spawning biomass, and wondered
about the difference between some of the presentations regarding the contribution of the U32
bycatch on the cap.

+ Dr. Leaman noted that the size composition of catch vs. landing was open to
.examination, and that observers might be able to give some insight on this. When the
observer program started in British Columbia, they measured every fish discarded and
compared with survey catches and found identical composition; so the size composition
of wastage is probably comparable to survey.

+ Dr. Hare added that they would welcome beiter data, and are frying to account for all
sources of mortality; the only other information they have is their survey, realizing that
they don’t pick hot fishing spots. The key assumption is that they are catching the same
proportion of U32 and 032 as commercial fishers, which may be overstated.

Bill Hayes (US Seafoods) noted that he’s dealt with bycatch issues for over twenty years and all
of the-captains that he fishes with are all dedicated to, and have spent years and many dollars to,
minimize halibut bycatch. Before Amendment 80, most of their fisheries shut down due to
halibut bycatch, not their target species. He noted that they have two observers when fishing in
the Bering Sea, and they are not ever both down in the factory at the same time, they trade off
and they do a good job with estimates of the catch and discards. Mr. Hayes explained that
fishermen have been pining for tools to do a better job with halibut bycatch management and all
prohibited species; he supports John Gauvin’s program for halibut deck sorting; it is instrumental
for saving halibut. As captains, they hate discarding perfectly good fish or killing fish they can’t
use. Mr. Hayes also endorsed a rationalized system in Gulf of Alaska. He belicves that
Amendment 80 in Bering Sea has worked well and would be good in the Gulf. The larger halibut
are mostly in the Gulf, which is where the biggest savings from deck sorting would be.

« Dr. Leaman noted the fisherman behavior makes a huge difference, for example they
change behavior when given individual bycatch caps. He asked if that is the type of
feedback they need?

. Mr. Hayes responded affirmatively; noting that he had the freedom to use a halibut
excluder all of A season and for every pound caught, he delivered about 180 1b of fish,
so the value of halibut is enormous. They can never have zero bycatch, but they can
minimize the mortality rate, particularly in the Gulf, In the Bering Sea, it is more
difficult because the halibut are the same size as their target species.

+ Dr. Leaman also clarified that deck sorting would be more effective in the Gulf because
of the size differential, but is that because the additional time makes a difference in the
Bering Sea?

Mr. Hayes responded that in the Bering Sea, it is hard to sort halibut because smailer
halibut are going by during the sorting process and it’s hard to sort through them in a
timely manner, If the halibut are larger, they can effectively sort them all in short period
of time.

-  Dr. Ianelli asked what Mr. Hayes thought about linking bycatch limits to actual
abundance of halibut (i.e., the PSC would change with halibut abundance)?

» M. Hayes responded that he was not sure; he sees areas of halibut abundance and the
fish don’t stay there. If they make one tow and see lots of halibut, then they move on. He
also uses halibut excluders, so doesn’t see as much halibut on deck.
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Julie Bonney (Alaska Groundfish Data Bank) commented that one significant policy issue isto
determine if bycatch is a conservation concemn or an allocation issue. She noted that halibut wags
the dog for everyone, and drives the fisheries. In every individual quota management program
presented yesterday, they are significantly below the halibut cap allocated to the fishery. In the
Canadian model, they are at 30% of the cap. Only in the Gulf of Alaska, which is still operated

as a limited-access fishery, is this still an issue. On the policy side, it makes sense to reduce the
cap in those areas where they aren’t using the total bycatch amount.

Ms. Bonney explained that in the GOA Rockfish program, people spent millions of dollars to
change their gear. If you set up a system where everyone is trying to do a good job, then the
halibut don’t end up driving the fishery, as long as fisherman have individual tools to reduce
their halibut bycatch. The issues of allocation and cap drive the conversation in the wrong
direction, Managers need to set up incentives to get everyone to do everything they can to reduce
bycatch and wastage. The magnitude of the fishery in the North Pacific vs. Canada is different.
The halibut rate determines how much target fish they can catch, In the North Pacific, most of
her fishers fish 200-270 days per year and are at the 30% level for observer coverage. The
floating cap that Dr. Ianelli raised in an intriguing idea since bycatch is driven by the total
biomass in the system, but the only indicator for total biomass is from bottom trawl surveys and
there is very little data from the Gulf of Alaska. Is there a better method to estimate total
biomass?

Ed Richardson (Marine Conservation Alliance) noted that they have two observers on board
boats fishing pollock and 99% of hauls are observed which he results in fairly accurate estimates.
His fleets look at timely length frequencies so they know the size of the halibut they catch; they
pay aitention to the NMPS survey, and the timing and location of bycatch, so they know a lot
about their halibut catch. They can see patterns emerging and react to them. In recent years,
halibut bycatch is higher and there are a lot of small fish. It is a very difficult environment for
-trawlers in the Bering Sea. They think that there could be two population foci, and potential
different management strategies. For fishing management practices, it takes a few years to see a
pattern and another few to get to a solution, especially if they need new gear. To do this, you
need to have the tools, including rationalization. Mr. Richardson believes that wastage has to do
with slow growth, which is interacting with minimum size, The results depend on how the
fishery is modeled, so there is a need to come to an agreement on the model. For future research,
Mr. Richardson recommended some work that Martin Dorn did on the pollock stock assessment
in the Gulf and has modeled the Gulf ecosystem, which could be a great start for future research.

Karl Haflinger (Sea State Inc.) hoped that the Commission will look at the question of benefits
of bycatch reduction to the halibut stock. He found the presentations from Dr. Hare and Dr.
Martell to be confusing since they came to different results. He thinks it would be useful for the
public to have some recognition of differences between these approaches, particularly regarding
how the under 32 inch yield contribution was derived and if the model accounted for density-
dependence.
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»  Dr. Hare clarified that the fundamental difference in the two analyses is how the U26
component is dealt with. For the 026, both result in about the same 1:1 ratio (reducing
bycatch increases yield by the same amount). The big player is bycatch of little halibut,
which have much greater value left in water than taken out because of their contribution
to future spawning biomass. Dr., Hare explained that Dr. Martell used 1:1 ratio for U26
as well. On the conservation side, the U26 bycatch is where future yield will come from,
80 it is worth more than one-to-one in future yield.

Dr. Martell agreed with Dr. Hare, in that most of the analysis was the same for 026, but
he didn’t analyze U26. Dr. Martell also noted that the definition of yield loss ratios is
different in the two models. They also both made a lot of similar assumptions (e.g.,
using the same mortality rate same for U26 and 026), which could be examined. He
noted that when there are lots of competitors, the fish need to spend more time feeding,
which eXposes them to more predation, which could lead to higher mortality.

Joel Hanson (The Boat Company) took note of the migration study and hoped that additional
rescarch will take place in this field. He appreciated the discussion on Canada’s 100% observer
program; questioned if 30% observer coverage is enough to see “observer effect”? He expressed
support for 100% electronic monitoring of small vessels, with the possible exception of open
skiffs. Mr. Hanson asked Dr. Martell about his graph that showed historical and projected
mortality rates, and which inputs caused the immediate and robust growth in mortality rates in
the Gulf? He hypothesized that if the retrospective bias were considered next year, that mortality
rates for the directed fishery would not increase, but probably go down in the future. He asked to
what extend is the precautionary principle observed while the numbers of halibut bycatch in the
Guif is kept constant? '

Dr. Hare responded that the current harvest policy was developed 10 years ago, and
factors in bycatch as a reduction in recruitment to the stock. In the simulations the
female biomass drops. They looked at both density-dependent growth response and flat
growth. Dr. Hare noted that these analyses are dated at this point, but that the basis of
the harvest policy was precautionary. It is in the process is being upgraded and needs to
be updated to reflect cwrent conditions.

+  Dr, Martell responded that the forward projections in his analysis used assumptions
about recruitment (he used low, medium and high), but the same fishing mortality rates
come out because the model assumes a 20% exploitation rate across the whole coast,
The V-shaped recovery pattern is ariifact from the IPHC age siructure and the
assumption of a constant recruitment. Dr. Martell noted that he would probably need to
include a stochastic element in the model in order to pass peer review.

<* Julianne Curry (Petersburg Vessel Owners Associdtion) noted that she is uncomfortable with

the focus on bycatch as an allocation issue. The directed fisheries would say that this is an
allocation issue; allocating who is responsible for bycatch, since they see a reduction in their
yield. Ms. Curry suggested that future research include a focused study on the migration of
halibut and the downstream effects of bycatch on other regulatory areas. Ms. Curry also
mentioned that she is uncomfortable with the assumption that a change in size limit means a
change in fishery practice and would require 100% observer coverage. She noted that the halibut
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fishery operates in time-period constraints; people are trying to maximize their trip, and save
money on bait and fuel. She mentioned that she heard that someone mentioned only collecting
diet information from trawl fishing, however she knows that halibut are opportunistic feeders,
and are not just going after line bait because they are hungry.

Dr. Martell agreed with the need for a migration study, but first recommended using the
historical tagging data to develop an integrated assessment model to see the effects on
downstream ecology.

John Gauvin (Alaska Seafood Cooperative) discussed the idea of the floating cap for halibut
linked to biomass. He noted that his cooperative’s captains in the Bering Sea say that the
biomass of halibut that overlaps with their target fish has increased; that the ratio of halibut in
their catch has gone up over time, so the cap for halibut would be going up right now, though
downstream, they are seeing less. He believes that fisheries in the Bering Sea have leamned to
avoid halibut and since Amendment 80 in 2007, they have done a good job avoiding catching
halibut, The captains do a lot to avoid catching halibut and stay under the cap, including
spending a lot of money, using halibut excluders, and sharing information to avoid halibut
hotspots. He questioned, from an equity perspective, if it makes sense to lower their cap because
they had done such a good job lowering their halibut bycatch, They don’t know about their
ability to avoid halibut in the future; the extent of halibut overlap with their target species will
change over time. They want to be able to catch their ground fish and not be punished with lower
cap. Their rationalization program required an increase in retention of target fish, and they have
been able to improve that, The directed fishery needs to use tools they have to either not catch
undersized fish or figure out how to market them. Mr. Gauvin expressed concern about the lack
of good information about discard rates. It troubles him to use proxy data from survey to
estimate discard and recommended using cameras. Finally, he noted that his captains think they
can fish for arrowtooth flounder in high abundance areas with little halibut bycatch. He thinks
that arrowtooth flounder must be competing with halibut, so they could try to fish down some of
these areas because the market for arrowtooth bigger than has been before and it’s a way to test
the competition hypothesis.

Dr. lanelli asked Mr. Gauvin to comment on economic efficiency when 1t comes to
avoiding bycatch.

+  Mr. Gauvin responded that halibut bycatch has constrained available yield of target
groundfish in the Gulf, and sometimes the Bering Sea, so they leave a lot of fish in the
water. They need to be able to catch groundfish efficiently given constraints of halibut
bycatch, and one way is choosing when to fish and using halibut excluders. He noted
that using halibut excluders can results in a loss of 10-30% of the target catch, but is
worthwhile to avoid having the fishery shut down because they reach the halibut cap.

Paul MacGregor (At-Sea Processors Association) noted that a chart that was shown yesterday
showed a drastic reduction in bycatch in the mid-1980s, and there was a reference to that being
the target, but foreign fleets at that time cheated by avoiding observer coverage in areas with
high bycatch. They had a manual that described how to cheat and in 1985 there was a big
investigation. It was this scheme that resulted in low bycatch in 1980s. Mr. MacGregor noted
that he had asked the Commission previously not 1o use the chart without a footnote about this
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time period, and that it is not a reievant or appropriate reference point for bycatch levels. He also
supported the idea of a gap analysis for a way to account for bycatch mortality and that it would
be a good time to do an audit now that they are restructuring the observer program. He
(facetiously) suggested that they could eliminate bycatch by getting rid of observers since only
observed boats seem to have bycatch.

Duncan Fields (NPFMC) asked about a pie chart showing the age of predators and halibut diet,

. noting that the only overlap is pollock; he wondered how the growth of arrowtooth flounder
competes with halibut since pollock seems to be the only overlap in diet. Regarding management
approaches and programs, Mr. Fields wondered if there is any place in the treaty between the two
countries that specifies that dead halibut have to be discarded. Should we use retention as an
incentive for bycatch reduction?

» Dr. Leaman noted that the idea is to minimize bycatch, not necessarily to discard dead
halibut, but the process is to reduce total bycatch without turning it into a target fishery.

. There was some discussion about the idea of keeping bycatch. Mr. Fields suggested two
possible approaches: a comprehensive rationalization approach, or bycatch allocation
IFQ of bycatch that is not the target species, and noted his concern about a public policy
that wastes a significant amount of halibut.

+  Dr. Martell asked if transferability between gear types is part of the solution?

. Mr. Fields answered that it could be, but you would need to know the portion of market
share for each gear type.

+  Dr. Martell agreed that it is a lose-lose situation to discard dead fish.

» Dr. Leaman noted that the halibut fishery is constrained by halibut bycatch every year,

but the two countries agreed on reductions on bycatch, which have not been met, at least

in the US.

Kurt Cochran (F/V Marathon) noted that the observer program has changed over time and that
the new program will include random selections for coverage. He noted that most fishermen
don’t actually game the system, but do respect the law. He also commented that most of the time
the coverage is more than 30% and that observer coverage is already pretty robust. Mr. Cochran
asked noted that he doesn’t have a problem with 100% observers, but believes that fishing
practices are the same with and without the observers.
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Appendix 3: Summary of Ideas for Future Research

The bulleted list of potential future research summarizes the numerous suggestions made during
the course of the two-day workshop (both during the two specific panel discussions on future
research as well as other times when suggestions were made). The list includes all suggestions
made by one or more Panelists and does not imply consensus. See the actual meeting summary
for who made the initial recommendation and more context for each recommendation.

Inter-species Interaction

. Investigate density interaction with other species, especially those species with similar life
phases, including arrowtooth flounder.

. Examine whether the decline in size at age has origins with competition during early life
stages with other flatfishes (yellowfin sole, rock sole, flathead sole, arrowtooth, others),
Examine the relative abundance of the other flatfishes in the Guif of Alaska during the
1950’s from trawl surveys or commercial catches and the environmental conditions in the
Gulf of Alaska during that time to see what the stock assessment could tell us about halibut
recruitments and the rate of fishing on halibut in previous periods.

. Compare age-specific spatial distribution of potential halibut competitors to see if they eat
the same prey in the same areas as halibut and if prey is in limited supply.

- . Investigate changes in size at age for other species (¢.g,, GOA pollock Pacific salmon), to
see if they offer insights into the mechanisms for reduced halibut size at age. Examine if
there are common ecological explanations (energy flow to pelaglc vs. benthic) or biological
explanations (stock density-dependent effects).

Halibut Size at Age

Look at the time from the 1920s to 1980s when the size at age was increasing, to see if
there is an opportunity to learn about the mechanisms that lead to this; this may help
explain when and how populations of halibut responded in a positive way to help us
understand the current decline.

. Examine spatial, temporal and age-specific patterns in size at age to help elumdate causal
mechanisms. For instance, size at age was relatively stable for ages 6-10 over 1993-2003
and then declined; for the older ages, size at age generally declines steadily over 1993-
2011. Determine if these changes are associated with differences in diet among
young/small and old/large halibut, and if these differences, when analyzed spatially, help
elucidate ecological mechanisms behind the decline in size at age.

Halibut Migration Studies

. Examine the current migration data (spatially and temporally) to determine if size, sex, age,
and/or growth rates influence the propensity to migrate and if the annual migration rates are
density dependent.

Extend analyses on the impacts of bycatch and reduction in size limit to include migration.
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Climate Impacts

Update previous work on climate effects on the ecosystem (e.g. that climate changes
recruitment; strong/weak recruitment leads to increases/decreases in stock size) to see if
this analysis still holds true with current data.

.Further study the influence of climate on growth or size; one study demonstrated climate

effect on early growth, but this issue warrants further research

- ~ Fishing as a Cause of Evolution

-

Investigate the connection between fishing and size at age; fishing as a cause of evolution
should be a research priority so this potentially low chance, but high-risk, mechanism can
be eliminated.
Consider reaction-norm-based approach to disentangle evolutionary effects versus
phepotypic plasticity; an approach that has been used for Atlantic cod and includes
examination of growth and age and size at maturity. Density-dependence tends to lead to
predictable changes in these growth and maturation. For instance, higher fish dengsities tend
to lead to slower growth, which tends to delay maturation. When you find patterns that
diverge from expectations owing to density-dependence, it may be indicative of an
evolutionary genetic effect.
Collect baseline genetic data now against which future genetic samples could be compared.
Calculate the fishing mortality rate that is required to get to the Type II mortality that is
seen. It was discussed that current fishing mortality rates are within realm of reasonable,
around 70-75%, and that current harvest rates are below what has bcen historically seen in
the fishery.

Otolith Re-~testing

Re-evaluate archived otoliths with contemporary methods to eliminate potential
methodological impacts on the observed trends. A sub-sampling approach may be an
efficient means to quickly resolve this issue.

Calculate growth increments from otoliths (break and bake) from the time period of
increasing size at age as this may help to understand when and how different sizes of
halibut responded.

Examine growth increments on otoliths and compare ocean conditions to see the impact of

ocean temperatures on regulation of physiology, affecting growth and survival,

- Diet Studies

Investigate a possible shift in diet of halibut from the period of increased growth rate to the
present (e.g., pollock abundance in the Gulf of Alaska then and now) and its effect on
halibut growth,
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Statistical/ Sampling Changes

- Investigate Bayesian approaches in lieu of the types of estimators discussed. Model-based

estimators developed within the Bayesian framework were not discussed; the workshop
focused on design-based estimators. Examples of model-based estimators can be found

. within Hirst et al. (2004), Millar and Fryer (2006), and Millar and Hirst (2007).

Consider using the regression estimator, rather than ratio estimator; if there is a significant
intercept then the regression estimator will be more precise.

" Management Approaches

Consider creating better incentives for fisherman to reduce bycatch, including fee-based
approaches. . :

Continue bycatch monitoring and discard mortality rate reduction programs, and identify
clear objectives for these programs.

Continue research and reporting of successful co-operative programs and successful
incentives for reduction of bycatch, _

Conduct an adaptive management experimental fishery to look at the effects of reducing
the minimum size limit on fishing bekavior.

Consider a floating cap; in the Gulf of Alaska, the Council has a PSC limit that could vary
with abundance, and this type of floating cap, instead of a bard cap, should be considered in
the management program.

Revisit the halibut Harvest Policy, given large changes in size af age and understanding of
halibut ecology.

Consider individual bycatch caps to reduce halibut bycatch for the US.

Additional Analyses

-

Consider incorporating halibut catch and size data from the NMFS annual/biannual traw]
survey into the annual stock assessment. Trawl survey data provide another wealth of
information on the status and geographic distribution of halibut stocks. Owing to mesh size,
the NMFS surveys may also help inform the retrospective bias in the estimates of recent
recruitments.

Conduct systematic research into retrospective bias in stock assessment model.
Investigate the use of length frequency data from the Bering Sea.

Continue research on Dr. Hare’s analysis on impact of female spawning biomass, which
just looked at 2008 and across all fisheries for U26.

Examine the structural assumptions of the stock assessment model (particularly with
respect to fishery selectivity) and of the analyses presented at the meeting.

- Create a universal assessment that incorporates everything into the annual stock

assessment, including data on the spatial nature of fishery. :

Look at the Bering Sea tagging and migration data on a finer scale, especially in Area 4. It
appears that there is some heterogeneity there, and a breakout seems to be workable with
the existing data.
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Ed Hansen Richard Tuluk
Edward Richardson Russ Hare

Emie Weiss Sarah Webster
Gail Bendixen Scott Meyer
Gerald Kristianson Shannon Davis
Gerry Merrigan Simeon Swetzof jr.
Gway Kirchner Stephani Zador
Heath Hilyard Stephanie Madsen
Heather Reed Steve Kaimmer
Huyen Tran Steve Wischniowski
Jack Tagart Tamara Briggie
Jason Gasper Theresa Peterson
Jason Good Thomas Wilderbuer
Jason Jannot Timothy Evers

Jay Walker Timothy Thomas
Jeff Farvour Tom Pearson

Jeff Kauffman Tracee Geernaert
Jennifer Hagen Wes Erikson

Joan Forsberg Young Hoon Lim
Joel Cladouhos

Jon Warrenchuk

47




AGENDA C-1(b)

JUNE 2012
MEMORANDUM
TO: . Council and AP Members
FROM:  Chris Oliver (37 ESTIMATED TIME
. Executive Director AlLC-1 items
DATE: May 29, 2012 '

SUBJECT: Halibut Bycatch

ACTION REQUIRED
Final Action to set GOA halibut PSC limits in federal regulations.

BACKGROUND

Final Action on GOA PSC limits

The Council is scheduled to take final action on proposed changes to the management of commercial
groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) that would occur through an amendment to the GOA
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan. Prohibited species catch (PSC) or “bycatch™ limits on removals of
Pacific halibut can limit fishing activity on targeted groundfish fisheries or affect fishing practices. The
fisheries that have the highest halibut PSC usage in the GOA are: 1) Pacific cod trawl and longline
fisheries, 2) shallow-water flatfish complex and arrowteoth flounder trawl fisheries, and 3) rockfish trawl
fishery. Some target fisheries do not typically fully utilize their PSC allowances while other fisheries
typically are closed before reaching their TACs because they have fully utilized PSC allowances.

Current halibut PSC limits have remained unchanged since their implementation in 1986 for trawl
fisheries and revision in 1995 for fixed gear fisheries. Recent declines in halibut biomass, particularly in
the GOA, have exacerbated concerns about levels of PSC in groundfish fisheries because of the potential
effect of halibut PSC on other user groups.

In April 2011 the Council adopted a range of proposed reductions for analysis that would be implemented
through the GOA groundfish harvest specifications process after scoping the issue through a number of
discussion papers in 2011 and 2012. In addition to the No Action Alternative, the proposed alternative
(Alternative 2) included options for reductions of a) § percent, b) 10 percent, and ¢) 15 percent of the
2,000 mt halibut PSC limit on trawlers and 300 mt halibut PSC limit on fixed gear groundfish operations.
In June 2011, the Council reorganized the Alternative 2 suboptions.

In October 2011, the Council initiated a new action to 1) remove GOA halibut PSC limits from the annual
harvest specifications process through an amendment to the GOA Groundfish FMP and 2) set halibut PSC
limits in federal regulations. The proposed action would mirrer the process for setting halibut PSC limits
in BSAI groundfish fisheries. The Council also modified the options under the Alternative 2 and
scheduled initial review of the analysis for February 2012,

During initial review of the analysis the Council requested that the analysts incorporate additional
information. The Council also made several changes to Alternative 2 options and suboptions (Item C-
1(b}(1)). And to accommodate the April 2012 halibut “bycatch” workshop, which the Council and
stakeholders felt would be informative for selecting a preferred alternative, the Council set the date for



final action for June 2012. Assuming Council final action and Secretarial approval, NMFS has advised
the Council that the likely timeline for implementation of a preferred alternative would be 2014,

The analysis was distributed on May 11, 2012. The executive summary is attached (Item C-1(b)2)).
Supplemental information is under (Ttem C-1(b}(3)). Alternatives under consideration are listed below:

Alternative 1. (Status quo). Retain the process for changing GOA halibut PSC limits through the annual
groundfish harvest specifications process.

Alternative 2. Amend the GOA Groundfish FMP to remove setting GOA halibut PSC limits from the
annual harvest specifications process. GOA halibut PSC limits would be established {and amended) in
federal regulation.

Option ] (Status quo). Retain the existing 2,000 mt trawl and 300 mt hook and line halibut PSC limits and
write them into regulation.

Option 2. Revise the current GOA halibut PSC limits and write the new limits into regulation.
Suboption 1. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CP sector by:
a} 5 percent
b) 10 percent
c) 15 percent
* Suboption 2. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CV sector by:
a) 5 percent

b} 10 percent
c) 15 percent

Suboption 3. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for traw! gear by:

a) 5 percent
b) 10 percent
c) 15 percent

Suboption 3.1.  AFA/Amendment 80/Rockfish Program sideboard limits will be:

a) Applied as percentage against the GOA halibut PSC limit {Status quo)
b) Redefined in mi, calculated against the status quo GOA halibut PSC limits

Suboption 3.2.  Allow the Amendment 80 sector to roll unused halibut PSC from one
season to the subsequent season (similar to the non-Amendment 80
sectors).

Suboption 3.3.  Allow available trawl halibut PSC in the second season deep water and
shallow water complexes to be aggregated and made available for use in
either complex from May 15th through June 30th. Halibut PSC sideboards
for the Amendment 80 and AFA sectors would continue to be defined as
deep water and shallow water complexes in the second season.



AGENDA C-1(b)(1)
JUNE 2012 |

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
€2 ~ GOA Halibut PSC Motion
February 2, 2012

The Council approves the release of the EA/RIR/IRFA for public review, incorporating
recommendations from the SSC that pertain to the analysis as possible, with the following
additions:

1. New IPHC bluebook information and CEY from the 2012 annual IPHC meeting, including
expanded discussion on a) the methods and assumptions used in the lost yield and
migration models that are briefly described within the analysis; and b} the methods
used by IPHC staff to apportion bycatch among the U26, 026-U32, and 032" size
categories.

2. Add a new suboption under Option 2, Suboption 3 that would allow the Am. 80 sector
to roll unused halibut from one season to the subsequent seascn, similar to the non-
Am. 80 sectors.

3. Remove Suboption 3.1, which would apply the full trawl PSC limit reduction to the 5

" season only.
4. Add a new suboption under Option 2, Suboption 3 to allow available trawl halibut PSC in the 2nd

season deep and shallow water complexes to be aggregated and made available for use in either
complex from May 15 through June 30, Halibut PSC sideboards for the Am. 80 and AFA sectors
would continue to be defined as deep and shallow water complexes in the second season.



AGENDA C-1(b)(2)
JUNE 2012

Revised' Executive Summary to the GOA Halibut PSC Limit Analysis

This analysis examines proposed changes to the management of commercial groundfish fisheries in the Gulf
of Alaska (GOA) that would occur through an amendment to the GOA Groundfish Fishery Management
Plan. Prohibited species catch {PSC) limits on removals of Pacific halibut can limit fishing activity on
targeted groundfish fisheries or affect fishing practices. The fisheries that result in the highest halibut PSC in
the GOA are the 1) Pacific cod trawl and longline fisheries, 2) shallow-water flatfish complex and
arrowtooth flounder trawl fisheries, and 3) rockfish trawl fishery. In some target fisheries, PSC limits are not
typically fully utilized, while other fisheries are ‘typically’ closed prior to attainment of the target TAC
because they have fully utilizing its PSC allowance.

Current halibut PSC limits concern the Council because these limits have remained unchanged since their
implementation in 1986 for traw! fisheries and revision in 1995 for fixed gear fisheries. Recent declines in
halibut exploitable biomass, particularly in the GOA, have exacerbated concerns about levels of PSC in
groundfish fisheries because of the potential effect of halibut PSC an other user groups.

This analysis includes an Environmental Assessment/ Regulatory Impact Review/ Initial Regulatory
Flexibility Analysis (EA/ RIR/IRFA). The EA is intended to implement an amendment to the GOA
Groundfish Fishery Management Plan. The RIR and IRFA are intended to support federal rulemaking.

In April 2011, the Council adopted a range of proposed reductions for analysis that would have been
implemented through the GOA groundfish harvest specifications process for 2012/2013 after scoping the
issue through a number of discussion papers in 2012 and 2011. In addition to the No Action Alternative, the
proposed alternative (Alternative 2) included options for reductions of a) 5 percent, b) 10 percent, and c)
15% of the 2,000 mi halibut PSC limit on trawlers and 300 mt halibut PSC limit on fixed gear groundfish
operations. Two suboptions addressed effects on traw! PSC limit apportionments. In June 2011, the Coungil
reviewed the suite of alternatives for analysis and reorganized the suboptions.

In October 2011, the Council initiated a new action to remove GOA halibut PSC [imits from the annual
harvest specifications process through an amendment to the GOA, Groundfish FMP and set halibut PSC
limits in federal regulation. Such an action waould mirror the process for setting halibut PSC limits in BSAI
groundfish fisheries. The Council also modified the options under the proposed alternative for revising GOA
halibut PSC limits and held an initial review of the analysis for the revised management approach and
alternatives for February 2012. At that time the Council determined that final action will be scheduled for
June 2012, with the intention that federal regulations to implement the Council’s preferred alternative would
be in effect by 2014,

Environmental Assessment

Purpose and Need

Decreases in the amount of Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenolepis) available to the directed Gulf of Alaska
(GOA) halibut fisheries focused public awareness of halibut prohibited species catch (PSC) usage by both
the trawl and hook-and-line sectors. In Area 2C, the commercial IFQ sectors have experienced substantial
decreases in their allowable harvest since 2007 (e.g., Charter halibut harvests have declined as a result of
reductions in bag limits and size limits since 2009 (See Section 4.5.1), Declines in commercial halibut catch
limits and charter guideline harvest levels (GHL) reportedly have decreased profitability, or, in some cases,
resulted in economic losses. Participants in directed halibut fisheries often site halibut PSC usage as an area
that should be examined as a way to reduce halibut removals. The Interpational Pacific Halibut Commissiont
(IPHC) has indicated that future fishery CEYs in Area 3A could decline substantially. If those declines
ocear, the directed halibut fisheries in Area 3A may face economic conditions similar to those experienced in
Area 2C.

! Pacific halibut subsection only was revised to include 2012 IPHC information (p. iv-v)
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The proposed action would reduce one or more of the halibut PSC limits that have been established for the
GOA. Halibut savings would then accrue to the directed fisheries in both the near term and long term. Near
term benefits would result from the PSC reductions of halibut that are over 26 inches in length {(026). The
legal-size limit for the commercial halibut fishery is 32 inches or greater. The removals of halibut 32 inches
or over in total length are known as 032, and removals of halibut under 32 inches in total length are U32,
The minimum size limit in the commercial halibut fishery means the 026 component of halibut PSC 032
would be available to the IFQ fishery the year the PSC is foregone, or when the fish reach the 32 inch limit.
Longer term benefits in the directed fisheries would accrue from under 26 inches (U26) halibut PSC.
Benefits from these smaller halibut would cccur as they recruit into the directed fishery.

The purpose of halibut prohibited species catch management in the GOA is to minimize halibut removals
" when taken in the groundfish fisheries to the extent practicable, while achieving optimum yield. Minimizing
halibut PSC while achieving optimum yield is necessary to maintain a healthy marine ecosystem ensure
long-term conservation and abundance of halibut, provide maximum benefit to fishenmen and communities
that depend on halibut and groundfish resources, as well as U.S. consumers, and comply with the Magnuson-
Stevens Act and other applicable federal law, National Standard 9 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that
conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, minimize bycatch. National Standard
1 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that conservation and meanagement measures prevent overfishing
while achieving, on a continuing basis, the optimum yleld from each ﬁshery for the United States fishing

industry.

The proposed action would modify the GOA PSC limits and the process by which they are set. Currently the
PSC limits are set as part of the annual specifications process. Implementing this proposed amendment to the
GOA Groundfish Fishery Management Plan {FMP) would establish the PSC limits for the trawl and fixed
gear sectors in regulation. GOA PSC [imits then could be modified only through an amendment to those
regulations. Seasonal and gear apportionments of halibat PSC limits wuuld continue to set through the
annual GOA groundfish harvest specifications process.

Council Objective

The Council has long been cognizant of and continues to recognize the extreme importance of halibut to all
resource user groups. The Council also acknowledges that, for a wide variety of reasons, the dynamics of the
directed and non-directed halibut fisheries have changed significantly since halibut PSC limits were first
established. Given concerns with the current halibut PSC limits in the GOA, and the effect this bycatch has
on both directed fishing opportunities and productivity of the stock, there is a need to evaluate existing
halibut PSC limits and the way in which these limits are established.

The objective of the proposed action is to reduce halibut PSC limits for the GOA. groundfish fisheries.
Reductions in the PSC limit will generate halibut savings in years of relatively high halibut PSC. In years of
low PSC usage, the PSC limit reduction may not be a constraint. Those years the groundfish sectors would
be affected by the proposed changes. In years that halibut PSC savings occur, they will benefit the halibut
resource and the directed halibut fisheries dependent on the GOA halibut resource. Conversely, groundfish
harvesters will have their harvest constrained those years. The reductions in harvest will impact revenue
generated from the fisheries, The magnitude of the revenue change will depend on the quantity of groundfish
harvest foregone and the price flexibility of those groundfish species.

Problem Statement

The Council has long been cognizant of and continues to recognize the extreme importance of halibut to all
resource user groups. The Council also acknowledges that, for a wide variety of reasons, the dynamics of the
directed and non-directed halibut fisheries have changed significantly since halibut PSC limits were first
established. Given concerns with the current halibut PSC limits in the GOA, and the effect this bycatch has
on both directed fishing opportunities and productivity of the stock, there is a need to evaluate existing
halibut PSC limits and the way in which these limits are established.

Currently, the GOA Groundfish harvest specifications annually establish a 2,000 mt halibut Prohibited
Species Catch (PSC) limit for trawl gear and a 300 mt kalibut PSC limit for hook and line gear. The
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GOA Groundfish FMP authorizes the Council to recommend, and NMFS io approve, annugl halibut
mortality limits as @ component of the proposed and final groundfish harvest specifications. Halibut PSC
limits are set separately for trawl and fixed gear, which may be further apportioned by season,
regulatory area, and/or PSC fishery category.

The Council is concerned about the feasibility of revising GOA halibut PSC limits through groundfish
harvest specifications and recognizes that addressing halibut PSC limiis in this manner on an onnual
basis is not in the best interest of the Council's deliberative process in the long run.

With the exception of PSC limit reductions in the IFQ sablefish fishery and the Rockfish Pilot Program,
the current PSC limits have not been revised since 1989 for trawl gear and 1995 for hook and line gear.
Since that time there have been significant changes in groundfish and halibut management programs and
Jishing patterns, environmental conditions, fishing technology, and imowledge of halibut and groundfish
stocks. Halibut is fully utilized in the directed spori, subsistence, and commercial fisheries and is of
significant social, cultural, and economic importance o communities throughowt the geographical range
of the resource, Halibug PSC limits are also critical to the prosecution of many groundfish fisheries
operaiing in the GOA.

Since the existing GOA halibut PSC limits were established, the total biomass and abundance of Pacific
halibut has varied and in recent years the stock has experienced an ongoing decline in size at age for all
ages in all areas, Exploitable biomass has decreased 50% over the past decade. In recent years, the
directed halibut cateh limits in regulatory areas 2C, 34 and 3B have declined steadily. From 2002 to
2011 the catch limit for the combined areas 2C, 34 and 3B declined by almost 50% and the Guideline
Hervest Level (GHL) to the charter halibut sector in Area 2C has been reduced by a similar percentage.

While the IPHC accounts for bycatch mortality when establishing catch limits for the directed fisheries
in order to maintain the halibut stock’s productivity, it is the Council’s responsibility to mimage halibut
PSC limits and meet the requirements of National Standard 9 to minimize bycatch.

Alternatives _
The Council adopted the following alternatives, options, and suboptions for analysis in October 2011.

Alternative 1, (Status quo). Retain the process for changmg GOA halibut PSC limits through the annual
groundfish harvest specifications process.

Alternative 2, Amend the GOA Groundfish FMP to remove setting GOA halibut PSC limits from the annual
harvest specifications process. GOA halibut PSC limits would be established (and amended) in federal
regulation,
Optton 1 (Status quo). Retain the existing 2,000 mt traw] and 300 mt hook and line halibut PSC limits and
write them into regulation,
Option 2. Revise the current GOA halibut PSC limits and write the new limits into regulation.
Suboption 1. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CP sector by:

a) 5 percent

b} 10 percent

c) 15 percent
Suboption 2. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CV sector by:

a) 5 percent
b) 10 percent
¢) 15 percent

Suboption 3. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for trawl gear by:
a) 5 percent
b) 10 percent
c) 15 percent
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Suboption 3.1. AFA/Amendment 80/Rockfish Program sideboard limits will be;

a) Applied as percentage against the GOA halibut PSC Jimit (Status quo)
b) Redefined in mt, calculated against the status quo GOA halibut PSC limits

Suboption 3.2. Allow the Amendment 0 sector to roll unused halibut PSC from one season to
the subsequent season (similar to the non-Amendment 80 sectors).

Suboption 3.3. Allow available trawl halibut PSC in the second season deep water and shallow

water complexes to be aggregated and made available for use in either complex from May 15
 through June 30%. Halibut PSC sideboards for the Amendment 80 and AFA sectors would

continue to be defined as deep water and shallow water complexes in the second season.

Groundfish

Under the status quo, no groundfish stock has been determined to be overfished or approaching an overfished
condition, Annual catch limits (ACLs) and total allowable catches (TACs) generally have been increasing
since 2009, and the most recent stock assessments (2011) indicate that the trend is expected to continue into
the immediate future. Many groundfish quotas are apporticned spatially and temporally to reduce potential
impact on Steller sea lions, and this proposed action would not affect this apportionment. Under Altemnative
2, lower PSC limits may result in certain groundfish fisheries closing before the respective TACs or
apportionments are reached or the fleets would have to engage in fishing activity to minimize unintended
harvests of halibut, while a higher PSC limit would allow for target groundfish fishing at current (or near
current) levels, and impacts would likely be similar to the status quo fishery. If groundfish TACs are not
fully harvested, fishing would have less impact on the stocks, and there would be no adverse impact on
groundfish stocks from the fisheries. Any changes in fishing patterns that may result from the alternatives,
however, wonld be monitored and updated in future stock assessments.

Pacift ibut (Source: IPHC) This section was updated fo incorporate the status of the stock as of 2012

The GOA groundfish fishery has an adverse impact on Pacific halibut through direct mortality due to
prohibited species catch. Under the status quo, Pacific halibut are a prohibited species and it is incumbent
upon fishermen, under the regulations, to avoid catching them. The Groundfish Programmatic EIS
considered impacts of the fisheries on the halibut population, reproductive success, and habitat, and
concluded that it is unlikely that groundfish fishing has indirect impacts on these aspects of Pacific halibut
sustainability. The groundfish fisheries also incidentally catches halibut prey species, including euphaustids,
herring, sand lance, capelin, smek, pollock, sablefish, cod, rockfishes, ectopus, crabs, and clams, however
the catches of these prey species are very small relative to the overall populations of these species, Thus,
groundfish fishing activities are considered to have minimal and temporary effects on prey availability for
halibut,

Coastwide exploitable biomass at the beginning of 2012 is estimated to be 260 M Ibs, down from the end of
2010 estimate of 317 M 1bs. The model chosen for the assessment in 2012 differed from the version used for
the past few years. Treatment of survey catchability is the only difference between the two models. The
downward revision reflects weaker recruitment of the 1989-1997 cohorts, ravised weight per unit effort
indices based on late-season data in 2010, and the ongoing retrospective behavior shown in the model.
Female spawning biomass is estimated at 319 M Ibs at the start of 2012, a decline of nearly 9% over the
beginning of 2011 estimate of 350 M Ibs. The female spawning biomass shows somewhat lesser
retrospective behavior, possibly lending credence to the belief that the ongoing declines in size at age, which

" “stronglyaffect selectivity-at-age, is one of the root causes of the retrospective'behavior. Trawl estimates of

abundance are similar to assessment estimates in most areas, and also provide evidence that while exploitable
biomass and numbers continue to decline, the total biomass and number of halibut remains level, or slightly
increasing.

The halibut stock has declined due to reduced recruitment, reduced size at age, and harvest rates higher than
the target rates in most areas. The sharply declining exploitable biomass over the past decade has resufted
from small incoming year classes, in combination with reduced growth rates, replacing earlier year classes
that were much larger, especially the 1987 and 1988 year classes. Changes to the total biomass can be
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attributed, in large part, to the incoming 1998 through 2003 year classes that are estimated to be well above
average, particularly the 1999 and 2000 year classes. The extent to which these year classes will contribute to
EBio over the next few years depends on size at age which continues to decline,

Projections based on the currently estimated age compositions suggest that both exploitable and spawning
biomass may increase over the next several years as these strong year classes recruit to the fishable and

spawning components of the population. Projected increases are tempered both by potential ongoing

decreases in size-at-age, as well as realized harvest rates which continue to be above target in several
regulatory areas. Trawl estimates of abundance are similar to assessment estimates in most areas, and also
provide evidence of very large numbers of small halibut as recorded in the eastern Bering Sea Trawl survey.

The time series of abundance illustrates the strength of the celebrated 1987, and to a lesser extent 1988, year
classes. A5 was true for the last several years, the current assessment suggests that three large year classes -
1998, 1999, and 2000 - are poised to enter the exploitable biomass over the next few years. Presently, these
year classes look to be larger - in terms of numbers of fish — than the 1987 and 1988 year classes, However,
it is important to note again that size at age is much smaller now than it was 20 years ago. This has two
important ramifications — first it means that the three strong year classes are only just beginning to reach the
exploitable size range and, therefore, their true numbers in the population are still uncertain. Secondly, it also
means that for a given number of halibut, their collective biomass will be lower.

Currently, a large fraction of males never reach the minimum size limit and thus never enter the EBio. It
remains to be seen just how well these year classes may develop into the exploitable component of the stock.
If size at age remains at current values, then the projections for both the EBio and SBio are optimistic and
indicate that the declines over the past decade are on the verge of reversing,.

The continued problem of reductions in previous estimates of biomass as additional data are obtained has the
effect of increasing the realized historical harvest rates on the stock. For 2012, the IPHC approved a 21.5%
harvest rate for use in Areas 2A through 3A and a 16.1% harvest rate for Areas 3B through 4. These
continued declining harvest rates in several areas has resulted in the IPHC taking aggressive action to reduce
harvests. Commercial catch limits adopted by the IPHC for 2012 were lower than i in 2011 in all regions of
the stock except Areas 2A and 2C.

The impacts of reducing halibut PSC limits for groundfish target fisheries under the proposed actions does
not simply reallocate that reduced halibut mortality amounts 1o directed fishery halibut users. While halibut
PSC limits are often closely approached in the GOA groundfish fisheries, these removals are known
imprecisely. While all halibut mertality sourtes are taken into account when commercial IFQ catch limits
(and combined catch limits under the proposed Halibut Catch Sharing Plan (CSP)) are set, the negative
impacts of these removals on lost spawning biomass and lost yield are not prevented. Incidental catches of
halibut result in a decline in the halibut standing stock biomass, reduced reproductive potential of the halibut
stock, and reduced short- and long-term halibut yields to the directed hook-and-line fisheries and the charter
sector in Area 2C and 3A under the proposed CSP.

Other resource components

Under the status quo, marine mammal and seabird disturbance and incidental take are at low levels and are
mitigated by current spatial restrictions on the GOA groundfish fisheries. Under ¢ither of the alternatives,
disturbance or incidental take is not expected to increase to & leve] that would result in population level
effects on marine mammals or seabirds. Additionally, marine mammals and seabirds may be affected by

. »changes.in prey availability or prey density due to fishing, or benthic habitat.alteration under the status quo

or proposed options under Altemative 2. In years where proposed reductions in halibut PSC limit constrains
fishing, Alternative 2 may reduce the potential effects of the groundfish fishery on prey availability. If the
fleet spends longer time fishing in areas with low groundfish catch rates to avoid halibut, there may be some
ingcrease to benthic habitat impacts and potential removals of marine mammal and seabird prey, However,
this increase is unlikely te result in population level effects.

Previous analyses have found no substantial adverse effects to habitat in the GOA caused by fishing
activities. Alternative 2 may reduce any effects on habitat that are occurring under the status quo. The
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potential effects on an area would be constrained by the amount of the groundfish TACs and by the existing
habitat conservation and protection measures, Overall, the combination of the direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects on habitat complexity for both living and non-living substrates, benthic biodiversity, and habitat
suitability is not likely to be significant under any of the alternatives.

Regulatory Impact Review

The RIR considers the impact of reducing the amount of halibut PSC available to the GOA groundfish
fisheries by 5 percent, 10 percent, and 15 ent, Impacts are positive for sectors that rely on halibut IFQ
and the guided sport fleet and their cllenrsgel:lceganve impacts are realized by the groundfish fleets and the
industry sectors and consumers that rely on GOA groundfish harvests.

To describe the impacts, changes in gross revenue are compared to the status quo to determine how
reductions in PSC limits impact various sectors. The analysis acknowledges that comparing changes in gross
revenue does not provide information on the prefitability of firms or net benefits to the Nation. However,
additional data on the costs incurred by the firms that rely on halibut and groundfish from the North Pacific
and consumer surplus of U.S. residents that consume these products are needed to generate those estimates.
That information is currently unavailable for all sectors that harvest, pmcess, provide support, and constume
halibut and groundfish in the Gulf of Alaska,

Proposed halibut PSC reductions may be applied to the trawl, fixed gear, or both fisheries, Currently only the
hook-and-line vessels in the fixed gear fishery are operating under halibut PSC limits. Different PSC
reductions could be selected for the catcher vessel and catcher processor sectors. It is assumed that the
Council has the authority and information, based on this analysis, to select any percentage in the range it
considered for any sector,

The retrospective analyses in this document assume that the Status Quo would not cause any change.
Therefore, all reductions for the options considered, deduct any change estimated to be contributed by the
Status Quo,

Direct comparisons are not made between gross revenue increases in the directed halibut fisheries and the
gross revenue foregone in the groundfish fisheries. Estimates for the two sectors were made using different
methodologies and assumptions. Direct comparisons may generate misleading results in terms of changes in
gross revenue gained or foregone by this action,

The estimates of gross revenue changes assume no modification of fleet behavior as a result of implementing
the halibut PSC reductions, If harvesters are able to reduce the halibut PSC rates in the various fisheries
considered, the estimates will exceed those that would have actually occurred. Conversely, the analysis

" assumes the TAC in place historically will not change for the years considered, Stock assessment models and
forecasts discussed in the GOA SAFE Report indicate that TACs are projected to increase for Pacific cod and
other valuable GOA species. If the TACs increase, and halibut PSC rates do not change, the amount of first
wholesale gross revenue foregone will be underestimated. Ex-vessel and first wholesale prices are assumed
not to change if the quantity of fish harvested is increased or reduced. These species are sold in a world
market for groundfish and the changes in quantities delivered are not expected to influenice the world market
prices.

Directed Halibut Fishery Impacts

The analysis estimates the increase in pounds of halibut avaiiable to the guided sport sector and the
commercial IFQ sector, by IPHC area, under each alternative considered by the Couneil {using tier 1 and tier
2 of the CSP and using the GHL). All halibut projections assumed that the halibut PSC limit change is
equivalent to the reduction in halibut PSC taken by the trawl and hook-and-line sectors. Reductions in halibut
PSC by the trawl and hook-and-line sectors would reduce the amount of “bycatch™ deducted from the total
CEY in proportion to the percentage of the total PSC reduction that is assumed to be over 26 inch. For
example, if half of the PSC taken in an IPHC area is over 26 inch, half of the PSC taken in that area would he

? Benefits to personal and subsistence users are neutral as those halibut harvests are not limited by other removals.
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deducted from the total CEY. The over 26 inch “bycatch” is the only component, that is deducted from the
total CEY to estimate the fishery CEY, that is assumed to change in this analysis. Finally, benefits that are
estimated to accrue to the directed halibut fisheries are for the first year of PSC reductions. Benefits to these
sectors will increase over time as U26™ halibut recruit into the directed fishery.

HOW TO INTERPRET THE FOLLOWING TABLES

The tables below are provided as an example of how to interpret the data presented in the halibut impact
sections. Proposed trawl PSC limits (in mt on the left and 1,000 Ib on the right) head calumns across the top
of each table and proposed hook-and-line PSC limits (in 1,000 lb} head each rows (o the left of the same
table. The pounds of PSC are converted from metric tons using the following formula: PSC (mt) + 604.7898
x1000. For example, the 2,000 mt of halibut PSC is equivalent to 3,307 thousand pounds (or 3.3 million
pounds) of halibut PSC mortality of fish over 26 inches. These sample tables demonstrate which proposed
options for halibut PSC reductions (0/5/10/15 percent) ave associated with each proposed PSC limit (in mi
and thousand 1b).

The matrix of cells represents the increase in halibut available 10 the guided sport and commercial IFQ
secfors under each option, Using the bookends of results from the above table on the right as an example of
how o interpret the tables, maintaining the status guo trawl PSC limit (e.g., 0% reduction) and reducing the
hook-and-line limit under Alternative 2 Option 1 {e.g., 5%), results in an estimated 18,600 Ib increase in the
amount of halibut available to the guided sport and commercial IFQ sectors. [f both the trawl and hook-and-
line sector’s PSC limit is reduced under Alternative 2, Option 3 (e.g., 15%), an additional 366,000 Ib of -
halibut is esﬁmared to be available for the guided sport and commercial IFQ sectors.

Trawl PSC (mt) Traw| #$SC (1000 |b)

2,000 1,900 1,800 700 3307 3142 2976 2811
GOA (0%) (5% (10%) (15%) GOA 0%  (G% (10%)  (15%)

300 (0%) 496 (0%)| 0.0 1034 2067 3101
471 (5%) | 18.6 122.0 2254 3287
36(10%) | 37.3 140.7 2440 3474
422(15%) | 55.9 159.3 262.7 3660

All combinations of PSC
285 (5%) | reductions, some tables
270 {10%) report weight others

report revenue changes

HAL PSC {mt}

HAL PSC (1000
Ibs)

255 (15%)

The GOA-wide increase in the amount of halibut available to the gnided sport sector, during the first year of
PSC reductions, will depend on future management of this fishery. Currently the fishery is managed under
the GHL. Under the GHL the charter sector will only operate under a larger catch limit if the PSC savings
trigger movement to a higher harvest tier. Given the estimated savings, it was unlikely that the Total CEY
would increase enough to move the charter sector to a higher tier. Therefore, most years under the GHL, all
of benefits from the PSC savings during the first year would be projected to accrue to the commercial [FQ
fishery. If the charter sector is managed under a modified catch sharing plan in the future, the charter sector
is more likely to receive a higher catch limit. Because it is not possible to project with certainty how the
charter sector would be managed under a modified catch sharing plan, the estimates in this analysis are based
on the old catch sharing plan split of the combined commercial and charter catch limit. Based on current
actions by the Council, the estimates provided in the executive summary of this analysis are likely too low
for the charter sector and too high for the commercial IFQ sector. Te provide some information on the
magnitude of the change, the current CSP percentages® would increase the charter allocation by a range of (
Ib under the status quo to 38,700 Ib under a 15% PSC mortality reduction applied to both the hook-and-line
and trawl] sectors (Table ES-1). The vast majority of the increase is projected to occur in Area 3A. In Area

? Those approved by the Council, but currently being reconsidered.
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2C, the increase ranges from 0 Ib to under 100 ib, depending on the option selested, Applying tier 2 of the
CSP to the halibut available for use by the guided sport sector and the commercial [FQ sector would slightly
decrease the amount of halibut allocated to the puided sport sector. The amount of the decrease is equal to
the increase by the commercial [FQ sector, becanse the CSP percentage that divides the available halibut
between the two sectors changes.

Estimates for Area 2C may be underestimates of that expected to occur because the model does not account
for halibut migration patterns. If it were possible to include those patterns and the general pattern was
movement from west to east, the estimates for Areas 3B and 3A may be too high and the estimate for Area
2C may be too low. However, because the majority of the halibut PSC is taken in Areas 3A and 3B, the
greatest impact would be expected there even if migration patterns were included.

Table €S- 1 Increases in halibut {in 1,000 Ib net weight) available to the guided sport sector in
Areas 2C and 3A, under tier 1 of the current CSP. (Source: IPHC estimates of change in

fishary CEY)
. Trawl PSC (1000 Ibs) Trawl PSC {1000 Ibs)

GOA 3307 3142 2976 281 3A 3307 3342 297 2811
uE 495 0.0 12.0 241 361 0% 496 0.0 12,0 24,1 36.1)
& g 471 05 125 245 370 ga a7 08 129 249 asj
g 426 17 138 25.8 37.8 e 445 17 13.7 5.7 37.8

= 220 26 4.6 26.7 387 ~ 422| 25 14,5 26,6 38.6
Trawl PSC {1000 |bg) Trawl PSC [1000[bs)

2C 3307 3142 2976 2811 38 3307 3142 297 2811

S 495 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9F 496 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

£ g a7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 g § 471 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

28 446 0.1 01 01 0.1 gg 45 0.0 00 0.0 0.0

- 422 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 - 422 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Note: The Counell’s proposed changes to the CSP would result in more halibut available (o the charier sector. The actual
amount cannot be estimated vatil the Council makes a final decision on the program.

Converting the estimated additional pounds of halibut available to increased gross revenue was done by
dividing the increase in halibut to the charter sector by the average weight of halibut harvested per angler.
The resulting amount was multiplied by an estimated cost of a charter trip, Based on these assumptions the
charter sector was estimated to generate an additional $0 to $290,000 depending on the CSP tier and PSC
reduction. Almost all of the benefits would be generated by vessels in Area 3A. These estimates also assume
precise management of charter effort, which is unlikely given the current management tools.

Table ES- 2 Estimated GOA wide increasa in charter gross revenue under the catch sharing plan.

{CSP Step 1 Trawl PSC (1000 1bs]- 'CSP Step 2 Trawl PSC [1000 Ibs)

GOA 337] 3wl 29%6] 281| | GOA 337! 32| 29%) 28u
o Fl.208]S - 1$90238:$18047518270713 | |, 5| 4965 - 1§ 82,034 $164,068 | 526,102
£ o 4718 627918 965165186754  $276991 | (& S| a71/§ 5708 | ¢ 87,742 | $169,776 | $251,810
% 8| a6|$ 12,557 5102795 ' $193,032 1 $283,270 | |F S| ass| § 11,4167 § 93,450 ' $175,484 | $257,518

= | a»|$ 13,836 | $109,074 ; $199,311 | $289,549 ~| 42215 17,324 1 6 99,158 ! $181.197 | $263,226

. Inthe IFQ fishery, estimates of the change in catch were similar, but slightly larger when the GHL method
was used versus the CSP. The difference is a result of the entire change in available halibut being assigned to
the IFQ sector under the GHL. However, the change would have been greater if the increase in halibut
available resuited in moving from one GHL tier to another,

Based on the GHL, each 5 percent decrease in the hook-and-line PSC limit is estimated to increase the [FQ
available in the GOA by about 18,600 Ib. A five percent reduction in the traw! PSC limit (applied to 2,000
mt) is projected to increase the amount of IFQ halibut by about 103,400 Ib (Table ES-3). IFQ pounds arc
estimated to increase in Area 2C by about 150 lb for each five percent reduction in the hook-and-line PSC
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{imit. The traw] PSC limit did not impact the estimated [F(} 1b that would be available in Area 2C, because of
the amount of halibut PSC taken by trawl gear in that area. Estimated increases in IFQ b ranged from 0 Ib
under the status quo to 400 1b under a 15 percent reduction to both the hook-and-line and trawl sectors.
Halibut I[FQ in Area 3A is projected to increase by about 6,900 1b for each five percent reduction in the hook-
and-line PSC limit. Each five percent reduction in the trawl PSC limit is projected to increase the amount of
halibut IFQ} available by 76,700 Ib. In Area 3B, a five percent reduction in the amount of hook-and-line
halibut PSC is projected to increase halibut IFQ by about 11,600 Ib.; and each five percent reduction in the
trawl PSC limit is projected to increase the amount of IFQ available by a total of about 26,700 Ib, If the
estimates were based on the CSP they would be slightly lower.

Table ES: 3 Projected increases in commercial IFQ pounds under each option to reduce the PSC
mortality limit (using the GHL).

Trawl PSC (1000 lbs) Trawl PSC (1000 Ibs)

GOA 3307 3142 2576 2811 3A 3307 3142 2976 2811
g F 496 0.0 102.4 206.7 ayf |, w 40 0.0 767 1534 230.0
g g| 186 1220 2254 328.7] ';’-J.‘ g| M 6.9 836 1602 236.9
g S| 46 373 140.7 244.0 347.T| £ 3| M6 13.8 s0.4 1671 243.8

el B 55.9 159.3 262.7 365.0, i ) 20.6 97.3 1740 250.7

Trawl PSC (1000 1bs} Trawl P5C {1000 1bs)
2C 3307 3142 © 2976 2811 3B 3307 32 2976 2811
g B| 29 0.0 00’ 0.0 00 | 7| 49 0.0 267 53.4 801
s gl 0.1 0.1 01 01 g sl 4m 116 38.3 65.0 917
2 8| s 03 0.3 0.3 03 |3 8| mel 222 49 76 w083

=~ a2 0.4 0.4 04 0.4 =~ 422 343 6L5 882 114.9
Source: IPHC

The analysis multiplied the increases in IFQ pounds by a range of first wholesale values based on the area of
harvest. First wholesale prices were derived from COAR data based on the range reported from 2003 through
2010. The prices per pound used for Area 2C were $3.64 and $6.32; for Area 3A they were $3.52 and $6.65;
and for Area 3A they were $4.13 and $8.15. Because most of the increase in IFQ pounds was projected to be
in Area 3A and Area 3B, most the increase in gross first wholesale revenue was also projected to accrue to
QS holders in those areas.

Insufficient data are available to estimate the impacts of reducing the halibut PSC limit for the Southeast
Outside District (SEQ) demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) fishery on directed commercial harvesters, processors,
communities, and consumers. It is not possible to determine historic halibut PSC usagg in that fishery, due to
low observer coverage. Restructuring the observer program will allow NOAA Fisheries to deploy observers
in the SEO DSR fishery. Groundfish observers will collect information on halibut PSC as part of their
normal duties, That information, collected over time, will provide better estimates of halibut taken in the
directed DSR fishery and their survival rates. NOAA Fisheries would then have the information necessary to
estimate halibut mortality, and would determine if the 10 mt [imit (under the status quo or a 5 percent
reduction) or the 9 mt limit (under a 10 percent or 15 percent reduction) is exceeded. Until that information is
available, impacts on the SEO DSR cannot be generated,

DSR taken incidentally to the halibut IFQ fishery will not be affected by changes in the halibut PSC limit.
Harvesters have historically utilized much of the DSR fishery as incidental catch in'the IFQ fishery. At the
current low Area 2C IFQ catch limit (2,330,000 Ib or about 1,057 mt), the 10 percent DSR incidental catch
rate would allow up 1o 105 mt of DSR to be taken. Additional DSR may be taken above the incidental catch
limit, but it may not be sold. Currently most of the DSR taken above the incidental catch limit is for personal
use.

Options considered by the Council would decrease the halibut PSC limit for the groundfish hook-and-line
sector (other than SEO DSR and sablefish) to the amounts listed below izt metric tons. Table ES-4 assumes
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that the current seasonal allowances will continue into the future and the catcher vessel and catcher processor

split will also continue.

Tablo ES- 4.-Estimated increased hallbut IFQ first wholesalo gross revenue under each option, based on high
and low IFQ prices (under charter GHL)

P Trawl PSC {1000 Ibs) j Trawl PSC (1000 1bs)
GOA 3307 3142} 2976] 2811 3A 3307, 3142] 2976 2811
o B|_498($ - |$ 3895 779 (51168| |, | 49615 - |5 2795 5585 837
§'8‘“__53__1__$_;__v34_ $ 4631 S 852181241 §§ 47116 2519% 3045 5835 862
ol _M6|$ 147i% 53605 926191315) | S| 446(5 SO|$ 329'5 608! S 887
= a2l s 2108 s10[4 9% ! $1,389 — a22l§ 75{¢$ 3546 6335 O12

. | i | . ?

; Trawl PSC (1000 Ibs) i Trawl PSC (1000 (bs}
2C 3307, 3142 2076 2811 38 3307 3142] 2976{ 2811
o l..4%[$ - ? g Fl-4o8is - s mols 221} 33
gé_mﬁg‘;ﬁsﬁ_. = JE Sl 471s 48ls 1581% 269:$ 379
28| ame[s 1S 1 _|Z 8| asels s6ls 20618 M7 4z
—| 423 — 422} $ 144{$ 254 9$ 365!5 475

'GHL: IFQ first wholesale highervalue b : !

: ;. Trawl PSC(IDODIbs) ] ; Trawl PSC (1000 1bs)
GOA 3307, 3142, 29760 2812 3A a307]  3142] 20760 2811
o Bl 4985 - 18 727 181,454 162182 | g Bl- 4960 $ - |$ 510 $1,019 ; $1,529
£ ol 4715 14113 869 $1,596 | $2,323 S ol 474$ 46|35 s85 $1,065 ! 51,575
3 8| a6/ 2831$1,000/$1737 52484 | (I S| 446)$ 92|% 601|111l | $1,621
|, 422| $ 424 $1,151: $1,879 | $2,606 = 422|$ 137 | § 647 | $1,157 | 51,666

' | i. L4 ! !'

Ty Trawl PSC (1000 1bs) ' Trawl PSC (1000 1bs)
2C 307l 31420 29760 281 3B | 3307] 3142] 2076] 2811
o Bl 4%6[$ - 18 *s_sr $ - o B 4%[$ - {$ 2189 43515 €53
ol anls 1s 1is 175 1] |l amls osis 3121s s0is w4
28 mels 215 2:s 2is 2] |28l asels 18916 407 S 6246 842
~l 42218 3,5 318 3.5 3 ~1 422| ¢ 284%$ 501|% 719{5 936

Based on these PSC limits and historic usage, estimates of the amount of first wholesale gross revenue
foregone under each option was estimated. Datz. from 2003 through 2010 was used to estimate changes in ex-
vessel revenue and first wholesale gross revenue foregone under each option. A five percent reduction in the
halibut PSC limit reduced ex-vessel gross revenue for the catcher vessel sector by $120,000 and $50,000 for
the catcher processors (2003 through 2010 average). Reducing the non-DSR hock-and-line PSC limit by 10
percent decreased the average catcher processor estimated ex-vessel gross revenue by an average of
$150,000 per year and the catcher vessel sector by $240,000 per year. The catcher processor’s foregone ex-
vessel gross revenue was reduced by $200,000 per year when the PSC limit was reduced by 15 percent.
However, the catcher vessel sectors first wholesale revenue was reduced by about $440,000 per year.
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Table ES- &. Seasonal allowances of halibut PSC lmits under proposed options.

; ] © Istseason ! 2ndseason ' 3rd season
: ' ’ Total Allocation . 86percent | 2 percent { 12percent
: : j {anuary1to {fune 10to {September1to ;
: i i June 10) Septemherl) | Endof Year)
: All fisheries except demersal shelf rackfish
‘Status quo - both operation types ; 280 : 250 5 : 35
(Catcher processor {(40.3% oftotal)}_ 5
: Statusquo ¢ 17 ¢ 101 B g |
Option1-S%reduction | 1 i .% - 2 .
Option 2 - 10% reduction o w 91_ —__ F._i'_ T —E_ B F:
| ___Option 3-15% reduction 100 : 86 FE
iCatchervessel [S9.7% oftotal) | .. ... .| -
.. _ Statusque ;173 i M9 . 3 .. A
__Option1-5%reduction | 165 1 r— 3 L2
i_._.Option2-10reduction . 156  : 14 i 3 15
i Option 3 - 15% reduction J 148 f 127 ' 3 18
DRemersal Shelf Rocidish
. Statusquo !_“_ 10
Lg:ttllt?: ; -f;;i::c::; r:‘ ’:" - %]" ” {no seasonal distribution)
Option 3 - 15% reduction ] ] i
i

S VU N ———

-All values are metrictons.

Table ES- ¢ Estimated gross revenue foregone by hook-and-line vessels under proposed options.

! Percentage reductions
Year Status Quo 5% 10% 15%
Ex-vessel
Catcher Processcr $0.00 $0.05 $0.15 $0.20
Catcher Vessel $0.00 50,12 $0.24 $0.44
First Wholesale

Catcher Processor $0.00 $0.12 50.32 $0.43
Caicher Vessel $0.00 $0.22 $0.46 $0.84

A five percent reduction in the halibut PSC limit reduced ex-vessel gross revenue by $50,000 for catcher
processors and $120,000 for catcher vessels. First wholesale gross revenue for the catcher processors was
reduced by $120,000 and catcher vessel sector by $220,000 (2003 through 2010 average). Reducing the non-
DSR hook-and-line PSC limit by 10 percent decreased the average catcher processor first wholesale gross
revenue by an average of $320,000 ($150,000 ex-vessel) per year and the catcher vessel sector by $460,000
($240,000 ex-vessel) per year. The catcher processor’s foregone first wholesale gross revenue was reduced
by $430,000 per year ($200,000 ex-vessel) when the PSC limit was reduced by 15 percent. However, the
catcher vessel sectors first wholesale gross revenue was reduced by about $840,000 per year ($440,000 ex-
vessel).

Revised Executive Summary - GOA Halibut PSC Limit  xi 5/24/2012



" Treatment of the Ceniral Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Program halibut Prohibited Species Catch limit
reductions for the trawl sector under the Council’s June 2012 proposed action

Summary The Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Program was implemented in 2012, A direct
apportionment of 191.4 mt of halibut prohibited species catch (PSC) limit was allocated to Rockfish
Program participants for use in this trawl fishery from May 1 through November.15. The third seasonal
allowance to the deep-water species fishery was reduced by 1) 191.4 mt to fund the rockfish program
apportionment and 2) 27.4 mt which may not be used as PSC limit by any sector. However, the 2,000 mt
trawl halibut PSC limit was not reduced to reflect the 27.4 mt PSC limit reduction. It was “left in the
water” and subject to reallocation to the directed halibut IFQ fixed gear fishery by the Intemational
- | Pacific Halibut Commission. Therefore, the traw! halibut PSC limit is now 1,972.6 mt (2,000 mt —27.4

| mt). And the portion of the halibut PSC limit ourside of the Rockfish Program is reduced by 191.4 mt to
1,781.2 mi to fund the halibut PSC needs of the Rockfish Program. This amount will be increased if any
of the 191.4 mt PSC limit is unused on November 15", By regulation 55 percent of the unused amount of
trawl halibut PSC limit of the 191.4 mt is added to the fifth season unspecified halibut PSC limit total.
The remaining 45 percent of the unused amount is not available for use by any sector, effectively
reducing the overall trawl PSC limit that year.

The Council analysis assumes, based on the Council’s June 2011 motion®, to exclude the Rockfish
Program from any further proposed reductions (i.e., beyond the 27.4 mt PSC limit reduction that was
made in 2012, which results in a total of 191.4 mt of PSC limit allocated to the CGOA Rockfish
Program). The effect is that the proposed percentage reductions of 5%, 10%, or 15% would be applied to
the amount of halibut PSC limit available to all trawl sectors except for the GOA Rockfish Program
(2,000 mt — (27.4 mt + 191.4 mt) = 1,781.2 mt). This would result in PSC limit reductions, in addition to
those already established in the new Rockfish Program’, of: a) 89 mt (5%); b) 178 mt (10%); or ¢) 267
mt (15%). To achieve reduction equal to 5/10/15 percent of the 2,000 mt PSC limit (100/200/300 mt)
would require applying a larger percentage reduction to GOA trawl fisheries outside of the Rockfish
Program (see more detail below). Note that the Council could select any amount of halibut PSC limit
reduction within the range analyzed (0 mt to 267 mt).

The analysts provide an example to illustrate the impacts of halibut PSC limit reductions on trawl
fisheries not exempted from the proposed action. At the June 2011 Council meeting the Council
indicated that when the proposed reductions would be applied, the CGOA Rockfish Program trawl
halibut PSC limit apportionments were to be exempt from the proposed reductions of 5/10/15 percent.
The Council’s rationale was that the Rockfish Program participants already had their halibut PSC limit
apportionment reduced by 27.4 mt and the roll-over of the unused portion of the 191.4 mt would be
reduced by 45 percent. In 2011 about 65 percent of the 208 mt halibut PSC limit apportionment to the
Rockfish Pilot Program was unused. The Rockfish Pilot Program sunset at the end of 2011 and was
replaced by the revised CGOA Rockfish Program in 2012. For example, if half the 191.4 mt
apportionment is not used in the future, a 45 percent reduction applied to the roli-over of the unused
portion to the unspecified traw] halibut PSC limit would equal 43 mt, or a 22.5 percent reduction of the
Rockiish Program apportionment. In June 2011 the Council stated its intent that the 27.4 mt and 191.4
mt of rockfish program halibut PSC limit were not subject to the proposed PSC limit reduction.
Therefore, all of the tables in the analysis reflect the removal of the 27.4 mt (halibut PSC limit savings
left “in the water’) and the 191.4 mt Rockfish Program apportionment from the third season deep-water
species fishery aflowance before the proposed 5/10/15 reductions are applied. Alternatively, if the

" ‘Council intent was to' dpply the proposed percentage reductions to the entire historic 2,000 mt PSC limit
(not reducing the Rockfish Program apportionment, but taking additional reductions from the non-
Rockfish apportionment to compensate for keeping the current Rockfish Program allocation), the overall

4 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfme/PDFdocuments/hal ibut/GOAHalibutPSC_Motion.pdf
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b

PSC limit reduction would increase by the amounts shown below and would increase the effect on trawl
vessels when not operating in the CGOA Rockfish Program. The impact on the trawl fleets depend on
how the reductions associated with the Rockfish Program halibut PSC limits are distributed among the

. rest of the fleet.

Table ES- 7 Additional halibut PSC limit reduction In metrie tons If the reduction wasg also applied to the

Rockfish Program
Reduction also applied to !
! o Reduction 191.4mt |} 274mt ! Both |
5% |96 i 14 { 108 _;
15% 287 . 41 | 328

Nota: It is assumed that the intent was not to reduce the 27.4 mt set agids that is not available for use as'PSC limit. It was
included for completeness to compare to the 2,000 it halibut PSC limit,

Because the Council’s proposed alternatives and options do not further reduce the Rockfish Program
halibut PSC limits beyond how its apportionments were reduced when the program was restructured,
applying the above reductions to the other fleets reduces their PSC limits by more than 5 percent, 10
percent, or 15 percent. In order o exempt the Rockfish Program and achieve a full 5/10/15 percent
reduction of the current 2,000 mt limit, the reductions applied to halibut PSC limits on trawl sectors not
in the Rockfish Program would need to be 5.5 percent, 11.1 percent, or 16,6 percent. Depending on how
the reductions o the CGOA rockfish program halibut PSC limit are applied, they will change the PSC
limit available by species fishery and season,

If the Council intent is different from that outlined in the summary above, and the 5%, 10%, or 15%
halibut PSC limit reduction instead is applied to the current trawl halibut PSC limit, while not affecting
the CGOA Rockfish Program halibut PSC limit apportionment of 191.4 mt, the Council should indicate
how it intends to distribute the additional reduction associated with the 191.4 mt {end the 27.4 mt if the
reduction is also applied to halibut PSC limit no longer available for use) to the non-Rockfish Program
trawl sectors. If the Coungcil clarifies in June 2012 that its intent is different than that assumed by staff in
the public review draft analysis, staff can provide additional analysis in a subsequent draft.

The analysts seek Council clarification that the Council intent is to reduce the overall 2,000 mt GOA
trawl halibut PEC limit to the new limit set at final action. For example, under Alternative 2, option 1 (5
percent reduction) the new limit would be sel In federal regulations at 1,911 mt (or 1,884 mt if the 27.4
mt is removed from the averall limit and the percentage allocated to the third season is adjusted, 2,000
mt —27.4— 89 mt = 1,884 mt), recognizing that an additional reduction in halibut PSC limit could occur
that would equal 45 percent of any unused amount of the 191.4 mt roll-over.

Because federal regulations that implement the Rockfish Program halibut PSC limit apportionments
reference the 2,000 mt halibut PSC limit as the basis for the halibut PSC limit apportionments, the
analysts also seek clarification that the Council intent is to revise the percentages that establish the
halibut PSC limit apportionments in regulation using the GOA trawl halibut PSC limil that is selected at
final action in order to leave their PSC limit apportionment unchanged and to reflect the new (reduced)
limit. For example, a new trawl halibut PSC limit would be 1,911 mt if the Council adopts a 3 percent
reduction under the proposed action (2,000 mt— 89 mt = 1,911 mt). The 27.4 mf would continue to be
removed from the third season before the allowance is released and would not be subject to the proposed
perceniage reductions. o

The proposed trawl halibut PSC limits for the options considered are presented in Table ES-8. For the
analysis it is assumed that the same seasonal and complex percentages of the overall limit will continue in
the future,
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Table ES- 8 Trawl halibut PSC limits under the proposed options
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On average (from 2003 through 2010) the first wholesale gross revenue from trawl gear vessels in the deep-
water complex was estimated to decrease by $730,000, $2.49 million, and $3.35 million under a 5 percent,
10 percent, and 15 percent reduction in the deep-watet trawl PSC limit, respectively. Average reductions in
first wholesalé gross revenue for trawl gear vessels in the shallow-water complex were estimated to be $1.02

" million, $2.74 million, and $5.10 million, under a 5 percent, 10 percent, and 15 percent reduction in the PSC
limit, respectively. Summing these reductions in estimated first wholesale gross revenue yields the estimates
in Table ES- 9. Each cell in the matrix of Table ES- 9 shows the estimated average reduction in first
wholesale gross revenue to the groundfish industry for an option considered by the Council. Placing the
results in the matrix format allows each of the combinations considered by the Council to be easily
compared. The smallest reduction ($330,000), other than the Status Quo, results from a 5 percent halibut
PSC reduction applied to the catcher vessels and catcher processors in the hook-and-line fleet. Hook-and-line
first wholesale revenue reductions are greatest when the halibut PSC limit is reduced by 15 percent ($1.26
million). Adding those values to the first wholesale gross revenue reductions from the trawl fleet provides the
remaining estimates. So, a 5 percent decrease in the trawl halibut PSC limit was estimated to reduce the first
wholesale gross revenue from the trawl fishery by $1.75 million. Adding that value to the first wholesale
gross revenue reduction estimated for a 10 percent halibut PSC reduction to the hook-and-line fleet
{$790,000), yields the $2.54 million estimate in that cell of the matrix (where the hook-and-line and trawl
reductions intersect). The greatest annual reduction was estimated to be $9.71 m1lhon when a 15 percent
reduction was applied to both the trawl and hook-and-line PSC limits.
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Table ES- 9 Estimated annual average first wholesale gross revenue foregone in groundfish fisheries

($million)
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The Council requested in February that staff also provide estimates of the gross revenue foregone at the ex-
vesset level. Table ES- 10 is a summary of the gross ex-vessel foregone under each option. Ex-vessel gross
revenue reductions range from $0 under the status quo to $4.15 million when both heok-and-line sectors and
the trawl sector’s PSC allocation are reduced under the 15 percent option,

Table ES- 10 Estimated annual average ex-vessel gross revenue foregone in groandfish fisheries

($million)
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The estimates are intended to provide information on the amount of first wholesale revenue that would have
been foregone if the halibut PSC reductions had been in place from 2003 through 2010. Actual reductions in
tevenue that occur in the future will differ from these estimates as halibut PSC rates and TACs change.
Given all the factors that contribute to those changes, projecting revenue changes for future fishing years
would gerierate estimates with sizable levels of uncertainty. Therefore, those estimates are not provided in
this analysis.

Even if the analysts were able to accurately estimate the amount of revenue that would be foregone in the
future, it is currently not possible to determine how individual firms would be affected by the changes. These

estimates are fleet-wide averages of changes in gross revenue. Information is currently unavailable to
determine the effect that reductions in gross revenue have on the net revenue of firms. It is the overall
profitability of the firms and net benefits to the Nation that are of greatest interest for the RIR, because they
indicate whether individual firms will remain viable in the long run, if revenues decline, and whether the
Nation generates positive economic benefits from the proposed action. That information is net currently
being collected for all industry sectors included in this analysis.

Halibut PSC Sideboard Limits

Sideboards have been implemented limiting the amount of the GOA trawl halibut PSC available to
participants in the rockfish program, Amendment 80 program, and non-exempt AFA catcher vessels. These
sideboards were adopted as part of catch share programs to limit program participants from fully using the
flexibility provided by catch share allocations to increase their harvests in other fisheries.

NOAA Fisheries manages fleets to maintain their catches below the proscribed sideboard limits. The
management approach differs with the sizes of the sideboard amount and the subject fleet, as well as the
fieet’s fishing practices. In fisheries with small sideboard limits that are deemed unmanageable, given the
size of the sideboarded fleet, MOAA Fisheries may cheose not to open the fishery. Fisheries that are never
opened are listed in Table ES- 11.
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Table ES- 11 GOA groundfish fisheries that are not opened to directed fishing,
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Proposed halibut PSC reguctions would not affect the fisheries that are never opened to directed fishing.
Fisheries with sideboard limits that can be managed by NOAA Fisheries will be permitted to target
groundfish in the open fisheries. Members of these fleets, through cooperative agreements, may also be
required to monitor their catches to stay within their sideboard limits. AFA non-exempt catcher vessels are
most active in the shallow-water complex, particularly the first, third, and fourth seasons, The fleet is also
active in the fifth season, but the halibut PSC sideboard limit is undesignated during the fifth season and
therefore not apportioned between the deep-water and shallow-water complex fisheries. Only three times
during 2003 through 2010 did seasonal halibut usage exceed the current seasonal sideboard limit. Those
three cases were all in the deep-water complex and would have exceeded any of the proposed limits, Given
that halibut PSC sideboard usage by the AFA non-exempt catcher vessel fleet is, in most cases, welt below
the applicable current sideboard limits, the halibut PSC reduction options would appear to minimally
constrain the fleet, assuming current fishing practices continue,

Amendment 80 vessels are most active in the deep-water complex, which includes the rockfish and flatfish
fisheries (e.g., rex sole, arrowtooth flounder). The third season has the largest number of participating
Amendment 80 vessels. Most of these vessels are also qualified for the rockfish program in the Ceniral Guif.
Participation in the shallow-water complex by the Amendment 80 sector is far more limited with only one to
three vessels targeting these fisheries. When looking at the impacts of applying the entire halibut PSC
reduction in the fifth season, the Amendment 80 fleet could be constrained more by the reduction in the
overall halibut PSC limit than by the reduction in its sideboard limit, depending on the percentage reduction
selected. The relatively small halibut PSC limit is likely insufficient to support opening a fifth season fishery
(for details see Section 4.6.3.5).

The prohibition on sidebeard rollovers from season-to-season for the Amendment 80 sector will increase the
potential for the deep-water complex and shallow-water complex fisheries to close to Amendment 80 vessels
as a result of the sideboards prior to the end of a season, especially the deep-water complex during the
second and third season. If the deep-water species TACs were to increase significantly in the future, there is
the possibility that the sector may have an insufficient halibut PSC sideboard limit to harvest the deep-water
complex TACs. In the shallow-water complex, historical halibut PSC usage by the Amendment 80 sector
indicates the first season could be constrained by the halibut PSC sideboard limit in the future.

With the exception of apportionment of halibut PSC to the Rockfish Program, traw] halibut PSC in the GOA
* 'is not apportioned between the different sectors. Given that halibut PSC is shared by all trawlers, the
Amendment 80 sector is often racing other trawlers in their GOA groundfish fisheries. In general, the
proposed reductions of halibut PSC limits will likely increase the race for fish in the GOA amongst all the
trawlers.

Catcher processor fleet vessels participating in the Central GOA rockfish program will be limited in their
catch of deep-water and shallow-water halibut PSC under a sideboard limit that is intended to constrain
harvests from fisheries that are typically halibut constrained. This sideboard limit applies only during the
month of July, Effort by the GOA Rockfish Program catcher processors during the month of July is centered
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on the deep-water complex with the number of vessels ranging from 6 in 2010 to 11 vessels in 2009, Halibut
PSC usage by these vessels has ranged from 30 mt in 2010 to 67 mt in 2008, The rockfish program vessels,
operating under sideboard limits, focus most of its effort during the month of July on Western GOA and
West Yakutat rockfish with some effort in the rex sole fishery. By comparison, effort by the Rockfish
Program catcher processors in the shallow-water complex during the month of July is nearly non-existent.
One catcher processor participated in the shallow-water complex in 2009.

During 2007, 2008 and 2009 halibut PSC usage by the catcher processors exceeded the 50 mt halibut PSC
sideboard limit under the new Rockfish Program and therefore would have triggered a premature closure in
the deep-water complex fisheries under all of the halibut PSC sideboard limit reduction options. Given that
deep-water halibut PSC sideboard usage exceeded the status quo three times in the last four years, there is a

* high likelihood that the deep-water complex fisheries will be constrained by a reduced halibut PSC sideboard
limit during the month of July. Catcher processors who are limited by the Rockfish Program halibut PSC
sideboard limit race other trawlers before a halibut PSC forced shut down occurs during the month of July. A
reduction of the halibut PSC will only increase this race for fish during the third season, and would likely
result in a shortened third season in most years. '

Suboption 3.2 was added to the list of proposed options at the February 2012 Council meeting. This
suboption proposes treating the Amendment 80 sector like all other sectors, in that their unused halibut PSC
sideboards could roll-over to-the next season. The Amendment 80 sector would still be subject to deep-water
and shallow-water sideboard designations,

Amendment 30 GOA groundfish sideboard limits are set for pollock (seasonal), Pacific cod {seasonal),
Pacific ocean perch (annual), Northern rockfish {(annual), and pelagic shelf rockfish (annual), However, the
GOA flatfish fisheries are not subject to Amendment 80 sideboard limits, since those fisheries are
traditionally limited by the halibut PSC. Because flatfish in the deep-water complex are primarily fished
during the second and fifth seasons, the greatest benefit of roll-overs would likely be derived in the fifth
season. Increased flexibility of halibut PSC usage will become more important as PSC limnits are reduced.

In summary, roll-over privileges would provide the Amendment 80 sector the ability to take advantage of
excess halibut from previous seasons. It would also treat the Amendment 80 sector like all other sectors, in
terms of roll-overs. If the Amendment 80 sector were able to modify their fishing patterns by delaying deep-
water fisheries until later in April or May PSC rates could be reduced (e.g., fishing deep-water species after
halibut migrate to shallower water). This is currently unlikely as a result of the competition between the
catcher vessels and the Amendment 80 fleet for deep-water halibut during the second season. Reducing PSC
usage rates may result in more target groundfish species catches for the Amendment 80 sector and potentially
for the overall trawl fleet, Increased harvesting flexibility may provide some opportunity for the Amendment
80 sector to increase their fishing activity in the GOA, particularly in the fifth season, which could result in
less halibut PSC available for other participants.

Potential risks to other sectors are decreased by not altering the deep-water and shallow-water complex
structure for the five seasonal sideboards. Increased flexibility of rolling Amendment 80 sideboards may also
help that sector respond more efficiently to recent changes to GOA groundfish management that includes
GOA cod sector splits, the Central Gulf rockfish program, Chinook salmon PSC limits, and potentially
reduced halibut PSC limits. Likewise, it may also help the sector respond to changes in BSAI management.

Suboption 3.3 allows available trawl halibut PSC in the second season deep water and shallow water

_ complexes to be aggregated and made available for use in either complex from May 15" through June 30,

" Halibut PSC sideboards for the Amendment 80 and AF A sectors would continue to be defined as deep water
and shailow water complexes for the entire second season. The Conneil must also select 2 method for
determining how te account for unused halibut after the second season, From May 15 through the end of
June, the deduction for halibut PSC could either be from:

1) the species fishery where it was used, or
2) the species fishery where it was initially available.
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NOAA Fisheries staff has indicated that Option 1 is the only method that would not require the agency to
revise their catch accounting system. Revising the catch accounting system would require funds that are
currently not budgeted for that purpose. Given the budget constraints that the agency is currently operating
under, they have indicated a preference that Option 1 be selected. Depending on the method selected, an
overage of the second season PSC limits could significantly decrease the amount available for the third
season and later fisheries. An example of the halibut PSC deducted from the species fishery where it was
used (option 1) would be if the deep-water fisheries close on their second season halibut PSC limit, 400 mt in
2012, prior to May 15. As of May 15, the shallow-water fisheries have 100 mt of halibut PSC limit
remaining. The traw] fleet starts fishing deep-water species on May 15 instead of waiting until the third
season halibut PSC allocation becomes available July 1% All 100 mt remaining in the shallow-water fisheries
PSC limit is caught by participants targeting deep-water fisheries. This would reduce the third season deep-
water fishery halibut PSC limit by 100 mt to 81 mt instead of 181 mt (400 mt minus 191.4 mt allocation and
27.4 mt set-aside for the Rockfish Program). For this example, no programming changes would be necessary
in the catch accounting system.

Applying the example above to option 2 would reduce the third season shallow-water fishery halibut PSC
limit by 100 mt (even though it was used in deep-water complex targets). For this example, programming
changes would be necessary in the catch accounting system to deduct the May 15 to July 1 halibut PSC from
the shallow-water species fishery instead of the deep-water fishery where it was actually caught.

In conclusion, the halibut PSC during May 15 to July 1 must accrue to either the deep-water species fishery
or the shallow water species fishery since NMFS must continue to manage the halibut PSC limits by these
species fisheries from July 1 to Qctober 1. Any underage or overage for the second season would need to be
added or subtracted from the species fishery where it was used or initially available. Dependmg on where it
is deducted it will impact the amount of halibut available for use in that complex in the 3™ (rockfish fisheries
in the deep-water complex) and 4™ season (primarily when shallow—water fisheries oceur for Pacific cod and
pollock).

Selecting suboption 3.3 would give members of the traw) industry increased flexibility to utilize their halibut
PSC during the second season. Increased flexibility could provide some sectors with the ability to reduce
hatibut PSC rates by fishing target fisheries at times of year when the PSC rates are lower and halibut PSC is
not available. The deep-water complex is typically closed because the halibut PSC limit in late April. The
shallow-water complex typically does not close during the second season. Because the shallow-water
complex has remained open after May 15™, halibut PSC assigned to the shallow-water complex could be
used by vessels to target species in the deep-water complex.

Because of when the deep-water complex closes, there are no recent data on halibut PSC usage rates in the
GOA deep-water trawl flatfish fisheries in May or June. Since quantitative data are unavailable, the analysis
of this option is primarily based on qualitative information. Adult halibut are thonght to migrate annually
from shallow summer feeding grounds to deeper areas to spawn from November to March (St-Pierre, 1984},
Halibut movement into shallow-water during warner months may result in lower halibut usage in the deep-
water complex after May 15®, At a minimum, having both the shallow-water complex and deep-water
complex either open or closed during the second half of May and June provides the trawl fleet’s greater
flexibility regarding the best use of the limited halibut PSC,

A retrospective analysis of the amount of shallow-water complex halibut PSC available under each of the
options indicates that from 2009 forward, between 126 mt and 330 mt of shallow-water complex halibut was
estimated to be available on May 15%, depending on the year used and the option selected. Even after all the
shallow-water complex used in the second season is considered, at minimum of 34 mt remained unused in
2010 and 173 mt was unused in 2011,

Selecting May 15™ as the date to remove the deep-water and shallow-water halibut PSC restrictions allows a
cooling-off period before the deep-water complex is anticipated to reopen. The time between closing and

§ Bxcept Central GOA Rockfish Program participants who would be utilizing their halibut PSC allocation,
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reopening the fisheries is estimated to be between three and four weeks, using historic data. For vessels that
are not dependent on flatfish or local to the GOA, this gap in fishing opportunities may cause the vessels to
leave for other fisheries or ports. It was also suggested that closing the flatfish grounds may have the
beneficial effect of allowing flatfish to reaggregate.

Fleets operating under sideboards will continue to be constrained by their deep-water and shallow water
sideboard limits for the entire second season. Amendment 80 catcher processors and non-exempt AFA
catcher vessels will benefit from the undesignated halibut PSC in that they may utilize any unused PSC after
May 15" to harvest deep-water species if they have room under their deep-water sideboard limit.

Implementation

Table ES- 12 depicts the most likely timeline for implementation of the Council’s preferred alternative, now
that final action is anticipated to occur in either April 2012 or June 2012. This time line suggests that mid-
2013 implementation of revised PSC limits under Alternative 2 is unlikely.

Table ES- 12 Schedule for analytical, GOA FMP, and harvest specification revision process necessary
to support change to the GOA halibut PSC limits mid-season.
(Source: NMFS AKRO SF)

Jul =
Action Jan-2012 Mar 2013

Initial review of FMP
amendment to set GOA
Halibut PSC and Council
selects preliminary
preferred alternative
(January 2012)

Final action of FMP
amendment to set GOA
Halibut PSC

NMPFS prepares and
publishes proposed rule

NMFS prepares and
publishes file rule and
revised harvest
specifications for PSC limit
apportionments

Industry Tools to Reduce PSC and Fleet Responses

The analysis provides a discussion of the recent Council actions taken and the industry programs that have to
been used to limit halibut PSC. Members of industry have provided public testimony that they are currently
developing or have tried to utilize the tools available to them to reduce halibut PSC. They indicated that
some efforts were unsuccessful because of the race for halibut PSC that occurs in the GOA fisheries and their
inability to control the behavior of individuals unwilling to comply with the proposed tools (e.g., stand
downs). Efforts to refine other tools are still underway but will require additional time and expense to
determine if they can be effective solutions. They have stressed that there are no simple measures that they
are aware of that have not been considered or tried.

Halibut avoidance measures and their effects will differ across gear and operation types. The analysis
considered both the potential for measures to be effective in the various area and target fisheries and the
potential for interactions between those fisheries to affect the propensity of participants to adopt avoidance
measures.
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Hook and line catcher processors

Under the recent action dividing the GOA Pacific cod TAC among different gear and operation types, the
catcher processor longline sector and catcher vessel longline sector each receives not only a portion of the
Pacific cod TAC, but also an apportionment of halibut PSC. Because of the almost complete overlap of the
sector’s participants in the BSAI with participants in the GOA Pacific cod fisheries and the refatively few
participants in the sector — fewer than 20 vessels participate each year, members of the catcher processor
sector have been able to extend their cooperative agreement from the BSAI fishery to a less formal
agreement in the GOA fisheries, Despite the lack of a sector allocation; the sector agreed to a variety of
measures intended to reduce the chance that its halibut PSC results in a fishery closure. Beginning in 2012,
the sector will receive an allocation of Pacific cod and a halibut PSC limit that are not accessible to any other

" sector. Under its agreement, the hook and line catcher processor sector has agreed to individual limits on
halibut PSC. These contractual limits operate as an additional constraint on cooperative members, who also
must stop fishing any time regulators announce a fishery closure based on its determination that a hook and
line halibut PSC limit will be reached, regardless of whether a member’s cooperative limit is reached. Since
these non-member vessels are not limited by the agreement, the cooperative must assume those vessels could
take a disproportionate share of the available PSC, effectively imposing a disproportionate cost of the PSC
limit on the cooperative’s members. In practice, participants in the cooperative have historically consolidated
their cooperative limits on few vessels that have prosecuted the GOA Pacific cod fishery.

In addition to establishment of member PSC limits based on the current total hook and line halibut PSC limit,
the cooperative has also adopted a variety of other measures to reduce halibut mortality, In general, these
efforts are focused on avoiding fishing in areas and at times of relatively high mortality rates. Information
pooled under this effort is used to manage the cooperative limits, but also result in some degree of peer
pressure for vessels with high rates. The fleet is also using informal, on-the-grounds communication among
captains. Also under the terms of the agreement, vessels moving into a new area are limited in the amount of
gear that may be set, until it is determined that halibut rates are below an acceptable level. The effectiveness
of these measures to further reduce PSC is uncertain, as the fleet already uses a variety of measures to reduce
halibut mortality. :

Hook and line catcher vessels

The GOA hook and line catcher vessel sector uses halibut PSC primarily in the target Pacific cod fishery,
along with some catches in the rockfish target fisheries. The hook and line catcher vessel sector has many
more participants than the hook and line catcher processor sector, with hundreds of vessels participating
annually. A core group of approximately 100 vessels make up the primary fleet, with most of the other
vessels making only a few trips in a target fishery subject to the halibut PSC limits. Organization of such a
large fleet to divide the PSC limit is unlikely, as vessels may perceive an opportunity to gain an advantage by
remaining outside of the agreement. Despite this potential advantage, some catcher vessels currently
undertake efforts to avoid halibut through informal arrangements. Under these arrangements vessels share on
the grounds information concerning halibut mortality rates, helping vessels to avoid areas with relatively
high halibut rates, Measures adopted by the hook and line catcher vessels are unlikely to extend beyond these
informal arrangements (or to more costly measures, such as stand downs that delay fishing} under any of the
propased reductions, because of the potential for persons outside the agreement to realize gains by increasing
their share of total halibut mortality,

Trawl vessels

The shared seasonal apportionments of the halibut PSC limits may affect the propensity of a vessel operator
to avoid halibut, since the usage of halibut mortality is shared with a large fleet (including both catcher
vessels and catcher processors) fishing in multiple target fisheries and over a large area (including multiple
management areas). These conditions can be a barrier to formation of agreements among participants to
address halibut mortality, as participants may have a variety of competing interests and little historical
relationship. In addition, policing any agreement would be complicated by the diversity of the fleets and the
geographic distribution of their activities. Despite these circumstances, in some cases agreements have been
reached and practices adopted to avoid halibut mortality among segments of the fleets.
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Section 4.6.6.3.2 provides a more detailed breakdown the catcher vessel sector. Information in that section
describes the AFA catcher vessels and non-AFA catcher vessels. It also provides a discussion of catcher
vessels by community where deliveries are made. Additional information on catcher vessels by owner’s

. reported residence is provided in Appendix 7.

Trawl catcher processors

Most of the trawl catcher processors that fish in the GOA are also qualified for the Amendment 80 program.
All but one of these Amendment 80 vessels is limited by sideboards. Amendment 80 cooperative members
communicate halibut mortality rates to cooperative managers. These reports are compiled by the cooperative
manager and reported to the fleet on a weekly basis, Occasionally, halibut mortality hot spots are identified
through these reports. In addition, cooperative members may use small tows when beginning fishing in a new
© location to assess whether halibut rates are acceptably low and will move from areas of relatively high
halibut ratés. Most of the vessels in the Amendment 80 fleet that fish in the GOA flatfish and Pacific cod
fisheries use halibut excluders originally developed for the fleet’s use in the Bering Sea. These excluders are
belicved to be more effective in the GOA, as halibut tend ta be larger there than in the Bering Sea. Excluders,
however, are not believed to be fully effective end are not used on all vessels at all times, In addition, the
effectiveness of the excluder will depend on fishing practices, which may reduce target species catch rates.
The incentive to adopt practices reducing the effectiveness of an excluder is likely greatest when the vessel
operator believes the fleet is approaching a halibut prohibited species catch limit that will inevitably close the
fishery. '

Some trawl catcher processors would prefer to delay targeting of certain species during periods of known
relatively high halibut mortality rates. These delays would likely result only in forgone catches of the target
species, as other vessels (including those in other targets) may continue to fish. At times, Amendment 80
participants are likely to have an additional incentive to fish during periods of high halibut mortality rates, as
Amendment 30 halibut PSC sideboard limits that are unused in a season do not rollover to the next season.

Given the number of vessels eligible for GOA trawl fisheries, the adoption of halibut avoidance measures
(which often reduce target catch rates) are likely to reduce a vessel’s revenues from the fisheries, The
proposed PSC limit reductions alone are unlikely to induce any notable additional halibut avoidance by traw!
catcher processors. Most vessels participating in an Amendment 80 cooperative are likely to continue to
communicate with other members of that cooperative concerning halibut mortality rates and comtinue to use
informal arrangements to reduce halibut mortality, These measures are instigated largely by the Amendment
80 sideboards, father than halibut PSC limits that apply to the trawl fleet, as a whole.

Trawl caicher vessels

Trawl catcher vessels also face substantial competition for the available halibut PSC limits for prosecuting
their target fisheries. While this competition creates a disincentive for the adoption of halibut avoidance
measures, catcher vessels have adopted a variety of such measures in recent years. These measures are
generally adopted at the prompting of NOAA Fisheries, who are likely unable to manage the fleet effort to
remain within the halibut prohibited species catch limit in the absences of the measures.

The Pacific cod fisheries (in the Central GOA and Westem Gulf) are the fisheries of the greatest value that
are likely to be subject to closures because of the halibut PSC limit being reached. As may be expected, these
fisheries also draw substantia! numbers of the eligible participants. In the mid-2000s, managers had difficulty
managing halibut PSC during the Pacific cod B season, primarily because of the rate at which the fleet

. prosecuted the fishery.and the delay in processing observer data reports, To address this difficulty, managers
moved to a system of short openings (of 12 hours and 24 hours), after each of which halibut PSC data would
be processed and reviewed. If halibut PSC remained available an additional opening would be announced.
This change successfully addressed the immediate problem of managing halibut PSC. Yet, short openings,
several days apart made fishing less efficient for participants. To address this loss of efficiency, the fleet has
worked with NOAA Fisheries managers to develop several measures to avoid halibut and improve the
timeliness of observer data coming available to managers. These efforts have allowed managers to extend the
B season Pacific cod openers to a few days.
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In addition, participants in the Pacific cod fishery worked to develop a halibut excluder that can be used on
the smaller trawl vessels that participate in the GOA fisheries. Although the excluder tests had mixed results,
some participants believe it effectively reduces halibut prohibited species catch without unacceptable
decreases in target catch (particularly in the Pacific cod fishery). Currently, the Central GOA trawl catcher
vessel fleet shares halibut PSC information that is used both for identifying hot spots and for releasing
weekly reports of halibut mortality by vessel. Reports identifying vessels with high PSC may create peer
pressure to reduce their rates.

In the Western Gulf, halibut avoidance is less well coordinated in the fleet. A few factors likely contribute to
this difference. The Western GOA fleet primarily delivers into two locations, Sand Point and King Cove;
whereas, the Central GOA fleet delivers almost exclusively into Kodiak. In addition, the Western GOA fleet
tends to be smaller vessels than Central gulf vessels and operate with a greater degree of independence. Few
of the Western GOA participants have any experience with cooperative programs. Halibut avoidance in the
Western GOA has generally consisted of moving from areas of high halibut mortality, To some degree,
vessels exchange information conceming areas of high mortality to aid in these efforts. While these practices
are likely to continue, the potential for substantially greater effort to avoid halibut arising from this action is
limited. It is possible that this action together with other aspects of the traw! catcher vessel fisheries and their
management may collectively lead to more coordinated efforts to limit halibut mortality and achieve greater
returns from the fisheries.

Community Analysis

For the purposes of community analysis, a two-pronged approach to analyzing the community or regional
components of changes associated with the implementation of proposed Gulf halibut PSC revisions was
utilized. First, tables based on existing quantitative fishery information for the peried 2003-2010 (inclusive)
were developed to identify patterns of participation, by community, in the various components of the relevant
fisheries, There are, however, substantial limitations on the data that can be utilized for these purposes, based
on confidentiality restrictions. The second approach involved selecting a subset of Alaska communities
shown in the data as most heavily engaged in the relevant Guif groundfish fisheries for characterization to
describe the range, direction, and order of magnitude of social- and community-leve! engagement and
dependency on those fisheries, and a series of profiles were compiled for those communities, which included
Anchorage, Chignik Lagoon, Homer, Juneau, King Cove, Kodiak, Petersburg, Sitka, and Sand Point, A
number of other Alaska communities are substantially engaged in the potentially affected Gulf groundfish
fisheries, but none have the range and/or leve! of engagement of the communities profiled, particularly in
terms of steady local fleet participation, especially in the last few years, although Cordova, Akutan, and
Unalaska/Dutch Harber shore-based processors have been steadily engaged in Gulf groundfish processing
over the 2003-2010 period. The locally owned fleet of Chignik was identified as relatively dependent on
hook-and-line Gulf groundfish fisheries participation compared to other Alaska communities not included in
the series of community profiles; no Alaska community outside of those profiled was identified as
substantially engaged in the relevant Gulf groundfish fisheries through trawl participation on the part of the
locally owned fleet,

In general, it is not possible to quantitatively differentiate potential impacts of the different Gulf halibut PSC
reduction alternatives on an individual community basis. Qualitatively, however, it is possible to anticipate
the communities where advetse impacts, if any, would most likely take place, along with the nature,
direction, and at least rough order of magnitude of those impacts. Adverse impacts would likely be felt at the
individual operation level for at least a few vessels in a number of Alaska communities due to increased costs
and/or a drop in revenues associated with either changing fishing patterns and/or practices to reduce halibut
byecatch or because of season-ending closures based on a particular gear- or species-based sector hitting a
(revised) halibut PSC limit earlier in the season than would have been the case under previous/existing
(higher) halibut PSC thresholds. Additionally, recent community and social impact assessments for North
Pacific fishery management actions suggest that as locally operating vessels experience adverse impacts,
indirect impacts are also spon felt by at least some local support service providers to the degree that those
individual enterprises are dependent upon customers who participate in the specific fishery or fisheries
affected (and the relative dependence of those customers on those specifically affected fisheries). Given the
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scope of overall impacts anticipated to result from any of the management alternatives assessed for the
proposed Gulf halibut PSC revisions, however, community-leve! impacts would likely not be discernible for
most of the engaged communities. The three communities where community-level impacts are a grester
possibility are King Cove, Sand Point, and Kodiak, based on the relative involvement with the trawl sector,
both on a local fleet and processing basis.

Potential mitigating factors for possibie adverse impacts in King Cove and Sand Point, however, include the
specific gear, species, and seasonal nature of the Gulf groundfish trawl-related efforts in those communities,
such that any Gulf halibut PSC revisions that affected any season other than the cod “A” season {January 1
through June 9) in the Western Gulf would have minimal impacts to King Cove and Sand Point.

Kodiak, however, is substantially engaged in a wide range of Gulf groundfish fisheries in terms of spatial and
seasonal distribution of effort, species targeted, and gear types utilized with respect to its local fleet, and
Kodiak processing operations are very much the center of Gulf groundfish shore-based processing. Kodiak
would be especially more likely to experience any adverse impacts related to Gulf groundfish trawl fishenies
in the later part of the year, particularly with respect to flatfish-related operations. A potential mitigating
factor for adverse community-level impacts in Kodiak is that the community is substantially engaged in and
dependent upon a wide range of fisheries, not just the Gulf groundfish fisheries, and multiple gear types
within the Gulf groundfish fisheries. For the local Gulf groundfish fleet, exvessel gross revenues are roughly
comparable for the fixed gear and trawl segments of the fleet. For processing operations, a lack of flatfish
toward the end of the year in particular could create a range of challenges with respect to continuity of
operations and processing labor issues. For Kodiak shore-based processors, flatfish (year-round) accounted
for roughly 10 percent of combined flatfish and other groundfish first wholesale gross revenues on an annual
average basis in recent years and roughly 5 percent of first wholesale gross revenues for all species
combined. .

In general, adverse community-level impacts are not likely to be significant for any of the involved

~ communities and the sustained participation of these fishing communities would not be put at risk by any of
the proposed Gulf halibut PSC revision alternatives being considered. For some individual operations,
however, especially within the Gulf groundfish trawl sector in Kodiak and those processing operations in
Kodiak substantially dependent upon Gulf groundfish trawl deliveries of flatfish in particular, adverse
impacts may be felt at the operational level, particularly if the fleet cannot effectively modify behavior to
reduce historical halibut PSC rates,

Additionally, there is the potential for community-level beneficial impacts to result from the proposed Guif
halibut PSC reductions. Within the community analysis, it is assumed that direct halibut fisheries would
potentially benefit from the proposed Gulf halibut PSC revisions relative to the degree that the Gulf halibut
stock itself would potentially benefit from these proposed actions. In both the quantitative indicators and
community profile summaries, information is presented on community engagement in the commercial
halibut, sport halibut, and subsistence halibut fisheries. The communities profiled as most heavily engaged in
the relevant Gulf groundfish fisheries, however, are not always the communities most centrally engaged
in/dependent upon the various Guif halibut fisheries; therefore, the individual communities that have the
potential to experience the greatest adverse impacts to the groundfish fisheries may or may not be the same
communities as those that have the potential to experience the greatest beneficial impacts to the halibut
fisheries. In general, the potential beneficial impacts to the various halibut fisheries, especially the
commercial and subsistence halibut fisheries, would be more widespread among communities than the
potential adverse impacts to the groundfish fisheries, although potential beneficial impacts to individual
halibut fishery participants may be modest compared to potential negative impacts to individual groundfish
fishery participants likely to be directly affected by the proposed Gulf halibut PSC reductions. This potential
differential distribution of adverse and beneficial impacts among communities is primarily addressed in the
quantitative indicators discussion, but engagement in the different halibut fisheries is also discussed in each
of the community profiles, where potential negatively affected and positively affected populations are most
likely to overlap.
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Raw Fish Taxes

There are three fisheries taxes that are levied on GOA groundfish catch/landings by the State of Alaska.
A Fisheries Business Tax is levied on persons who process or export fisheries resources from Alaska, The
tax is based on the price paid to commercial fishers or fair market value when there is not an arms-length
transaction. The tax rate varies by the type of processor and whether the species being delivered is classified
as established or developing. A Fishery Resource Landing Tax is levied on fishery resources processed
outside the 3-mile limit and first landed in Alaska or any processed fishery resource subject to sec. 210(f) of
the American Fisheries Act, The tax is based on the unprocessed value of the resource, which is determined
by multiplying a statewide average price (determined by the Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G)
data) by the unprocessed weight. The Fishery Resource Landing Tax is collected primarily from factory

- trawlers and floating processors which process fishery resources outside of the state's 3-mile limit and bring
their products into Alaska for transshipment. The tax rate is 3% for established species and 1% for
developing species (as designated by ADF&G). A Seafood Marketing Assessment is levied at a rate of 0.5%
of the value of seafood products processed first landed in, or exported from Alaska.

The statewide tax foregone by reductions in groundfish harvests and tax increases from halibut harvests were
calculated. The two estimates are not directly comparable because of the different methodologies used to
calculate revenue foregone in the groundfish fishery and increase in revenue in the guided sport and
commercial IFQ fishery. Alaska statewide average prices used to determine tax liability (2010) were used for
both halibut and groundfish, Under Alternative 2 Option 1 (a 5 percent reduction in halibut PSC), the 2010
tax revenues were projected to increase by the amount of the tax applied to halibut landings. This is due to
the fact that under the 5 percent reduction in halibut PSC, the groundfish fishery was estimated not to forego
any revenue in 2010 (2010 was a low halibut PSC year). No ex-vessel revenues foregone in the groundfish
fishery and $30,000 increase in halibut tax revenues were estimated under the 5 percent reduction. When the
PSC limit was reduced by 10 percent the state tax was estimated to have increased by $59,000 from halibut
landings. The linear calculation for the change in halibut tax liability resulted in an increase of $389,000 in
taxes at when the 15 percent reduction to the PSC limit was applied. Statewide taxes forgone from
groundfish were estimated to be $17,000 (10 percent reduction in PSC) and 5114,000 (15 percent reduction
in the PSC limit).

Community level taxes arc also impacted by changes in landings. King Cove was the only city to charge a
Fisheries Impact Tax which is set at a flat rate of, $100,000. The Fisheries Impact Tax is levied against the
local processor to help pay for city resources used by the plant. The cities of King Cove, False Pass, and
Sand Point impose a 2% fish tax in addition to the 2% fish tax imposed by the Aleutians East Borough.
Chignik imposes a 2% fish tax on vessels and a 1% fish tax on processors. Unalaska imposes a 2% fish tax.
Estimates of the city fish taxes cannot be reported because less than three groundfish processors are located
in each community. Several communities where GOA groundfish are landed do not charge a raw fish tax.

Instead of a raw fish tax, the Kodiak Borough imposed a severance tax of 1.05% on harvested natural
resources, including commercial fishing, timber sales, sand or gravel extraction, and mining activities that
was in place during 2010. In June 2011, Kodiak lawmakers increased the Borough’s severance tax rate to
1.25%. In general, the reductions in raw fish taxes assessed by municipalities would, potentially, have the
greatest impact on the community of Kodiak, Under this proposed action, their groundfish tax revenues
would be reduced by changes in the halibut PSC limit. Increases in halibut tax revenue may partielly or
completely offset these decreases.

. ROADMAP TO THE DOCUMENT

The document begins by desctibing the purpose for this proposed action (Section 1.1) and a description of
the altematives considerad (Section 2.1). Section 3 contains the Environmental Assessment. Section 3.2.1
describes the Pacific halibut resource and fisheries and the biological impacts analysis of proposed
alternatives on halibut. Section 3.3 describes the groundfish resources and fisheries and the biclogical
impacts analysis of proposed alternatives on groundfish. It describes how fleet behavior may chanpe as a
result of the alternatives. Status of, and effects of the proposed action on, marine mammals (Section 3.4),
seabirds (Section 3.5), habitat (Section 3.6) and the ecosystem (Section 3.7) are addressed. The cumulative
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effects section is provided under Section 3.8. The NEPA summary is provided under Section 3.8.5. Section 4
contains the Regulatory Impact Review, which evaluates the economic and secioeconomic impacts of the
proposed action. It summarizes information on potential effects of the proposed action on GOA coastal
communities, which is included in greater detail under Appendix 7. The community impact analysis was
expanded through field work conducted in early 2012, based on recommendations by the Council which
incorporated comments by the Scientific and Statistical Committee, Advisory Panel, and public testimony.
The Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis evaluates the impact of the action on small businesses. Section 6
reviews the alternatives with respect to the requirements of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and other analytical
considerations. Section 5 presents the IRFA, Section 6 covers FMP and MSA requirements, including the
National Standards. Section 7 discusses the environmental impacts of the proposed action and alternatives.

. Section 8 contains a list of contributors to this analysis.

Modifications have been made throughout the EA and RIR to reflect changes in the proposed alternatives
being considered by the Council since it was reviewed in February 2012, Editorial changes, clarifications,
and corrections have also been made,

Major revisions to the EA since February 2012 include the following:

» Information already included in the Initial Review Draft of the EA was reorganized to s en
sections addressing the Purpose and Need and Cumulative Effects;

e The suite of alternatives and option was revised to reflect Council action;
The timeline for implementation was revised to no sooner than 2014;
‘New [PHC bluebook information and CEY from the 2012 annual IPHC meeting, including expanded
discussion on ) the methods and assumptions used in the lost yield and migration models that are
briefly deseribed within the analysis; and b) the methods used by IPHC staff to apportion bycatch
among the U26, 026-U32, and 032" size categories; and

¢ Joint NPFMC/IPHC Halibut Bycatch Workshop description and agenda was included. The meeting
summary will be provided to the Council separately.

Major revisions to the RIR since February 2012 include the following:

e New information on the status of the Pacific halibut stock;

+ Removing the suboption to take the entire traw] halibut PSC reduction from the fifth season;

e Add suboption 3.2 to allow the Amendment 80 sector to roll unused halibut PSC from one season to
the subsequent season (similar to the non-Amendment 80 sectors). See Section 4.6.3.6.6;

» Add Suboption 3.3 to allow available trawl halibut PSC in the second season deep water and shallow
water complexes to be aggregated and made available for use in either complex from May 15th
through June 30th. Halibut PSC sideboards for the Amendment 80 and AFA sectors would continue
to be defined as deep water and shallow water complexes in the second season. See section 4.6.3.6.7.

» Revise the hook-and-line sector PSC limits that were implemented under the GOA Pacific cod sector
splits (see Section 4.6.3.2);

s A more detailed discussion of the treatment of the CG Rockfish Program halibut program allocation
was included (see executive summary);

. » Provide additional information on the estimated gross revenue reductions at the ex-vessel level.

s Additiona! analysis of the trawl catcher vessel fleet. (see Section 4.6.6.3.2)

¢ The community impacts section was updated to reflect additional information requested by the
Council (Appendix 7), including the addition of a Kodiak field methodology discussion and an
expansion of the Kodiak processing labor discussion. Appendix 7 was also updated to include data
for 2010 for shore-based groundfish processing, halibut sport charter permits and harvests, and
halibut subsistence fishery participation and harvest levels.
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AGENDA C-1(b)(3)

JUNE 2012
PART 1

Questions the Council should address for the record at final action

Trawl PSC Limits:

1) Specify the reduction (in MT and Percent)

Confirm the approach in the analysis that the reduction applies to the trawl PSC
limit minus the 191.4 rockfish allocation and 27.4 mt PSC reduction previously
taken. (I a different interpretation is desired, further analysis would have to be
provided in a subsequent draft.) Based on Council direction in June 2011, the
Rockfish Program allocation of 191.4 MT would not be subject to any reduction.
The reduction would be applied to all other fisheries.

2) If the Council selects the aption to remove deep- and shallow-water complex PSC
designations for the remainder of the second season - after May 15. Should halibut PSC
used during that period be deducted from:

a. The fishery complex in which it was used. (e.g., if one complex exceeds the
second season PSC limit, the overage is deducted from the 3™ season limit for
that complex). (This optiont would not require modifying the catch accounting
system). OR

b. The fishery where the PSC limit was originally designated for use. (NOAA
Fisheries has indicated that selecting this option would require revising the catch
accounting system. Implementing this option may not be possible with current
funding) '

Note: any unused PSC will be rolled-over to the fisheries where it was initially assigned.

3) Specify the actual tonnage associated with its Preferred Alternative option for the total
halibut traw] PSC limit for the record.

Hook-and-Line PSC Limits
1) Set the halibut PSC limit for the demersal shelf rockfish in the Southeast Qutside District.
Status quo is 10 mt. Are proposed reductions to be applied to the DSR PSC limit?
2} Set the halibut PSC limit for non-DSR hook-and-line fishery. Status quo is 290 mt,
a. Any proposed reduction applied to the CV and/or CP sectors would not be
available for use as hook-and-line PSC (i.e., it lowers the cap).

b. [f the same percentage reduction is applied to both sectors then the overall non-
DSR hook-and-line fishery PSC limit (290 mt) would be reduced.

c. However, if differen: percentage reductions are applied to the CV and/or CP
sectors then the 290 mt non-DSR hook-and-line fishery PSC limit would remain
in regulation and the reduction would be applied after the current Pacific cod
split formula is applied to the overall limit.

3) Under Alternative 2, Option 2, confirm that the sideboard percentages for Amendment
80/AF A/GOA rockfish would not change but would be applied to a revised trawl halibut
PSC limit by season and fishery category, where applicable.

4) Specify the actual tornnage associated with the Preferred Alternative option for the total
halibut hook-and-line PSC limit for the record.
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PART 3

Estimated PSC limits based on 1,973 MT cap

Reducing the overall trawl PSC limit to 1,973 MT from 2,060 MT and using that amount to
determine the seasonal and fishery limits resuits in minor changes to those apportionments
relative to those reported in the analysis. It does not change the overall PSC limits that were
- presented, A series of tables depicting the trawl PSC limits as well as trawl sideboard limits are
presented in this paper. If the Council were to select this methodology to modify trawl PSC
limits, these are the halibut PSC apportionments that would be anticipated, if the seasonal and
fishery allowances were not modified during the annual harvest specifications process.

Table 1 shows how the 1,973 MT PSC limit would be divided among the traw] seasons and
fishery complexes, if the current percentages for each are maintained. Note that summing the
seasonal totals may not equal the total allowance due to rounding. In each case the seasonal
apportionment is within 8 MT of when they were based on the 2,000 MT PSC limit. Afterthe
seasonal limits are divided ameng the shallow-water and deep-water complexes, the maximum
diﬁ‘erence between the current status quo limit and applying the 1,973 MT limit is 6 MT.
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Because sideboard limits are calculated based on either the current 2,000 MT limit or seasonal
apportionments, reducing the 2,000 MT limit to 1,973 MT as the starting point for the
calculations requires adjusting the sideboard limits. Table 2 presents the Amendment 80 halibut
PSC sideboard limits, Overall the largest change is associated with the 3™ season deep-water
limit. That PSC limit changed by 2 MT from the current amount, prior to applying any of the
proposed percentage reductions to the overall limit.



PART 3

Table 2 Amendment 8¢ balibwi PSC sideboard limits

Total Lstsesson  ndseason 3riseason®  Athseason Sth seasgn
sldebaard January 20to  Aprllte Julyita Septemberl Octoberlthrough
Apnl 1 Julyl  Septemberl toOctoherl Decembar3i
Desp-water complex
Status quo {assumes 1,973 MT) 414 3 12 1 - 3 A
Optlon 1- 5% reduction 394 2 an 38 3 70
Option 2 - 10% redustion n 2 190 93 2 29
Option 3 - 35% reduction 350 19 180 87 2 62
Shallow-water complox
Status guo {assumes 1,973 MT) 135 9 37 » 15 45
Cptlon 1- 5% reduction 128 9 35 g 14 43
Optlon 2 - 10% reductlon 12 9 3 2% 13 40
DOptlon 3 - 15% raduction 114 8 32 24 12 38

All values are metrictons, except where noted as percenizges.
* Note: exdudes rockfish program hallbiet PSC altowance and usage.

The rockfish program sideboard limits applied to catcher processors are listed in Table 3. The
deep-water allowance was reduced by 1 MT using the 1,973 MT limit instead of 2,000 MT. The
shallow-water sideboard limit was unchanged, due to the small initial allocation to that species
grouping.

Table 3 Rockiish Program CY sideboards for the month of July

o S T i 3rdseason July sideboard
: PSC tonnage \As percent of
N allowance * | 1,973MT |
! o
| statusquo | 03 49 | 250% |
. Maintaincumrent [Option 1- 5% reduction © 193 | 47 i
sideboard  [Option2-10% reduction; 183 = 44 . 250%
percentage !Optlon 3 - 15% reduction’! 173 | 82
Maintain current QP_th“_!-_'_-"_?EI?ﬂ“ﬂoﬁ, 4..,_.,.1?.3., - ‘i. _2'57..% .
. sideboard tonnage CPUon2- 0% reduction; 183 . S0 ;.  282%
.Option 3- 15% reduction 173 H L 2.98%
Status quo o 197 2 0.10%
Maintain current |Optlon 1- 5 % reduction 187 2
sldeboard {Option2-10% reduction| 177 | 2 | 0.10%
percentage __:Option 3 - 15% reduction 167 2
i0ption 1- 5 % reduction 187 0.11% |
si':::‘:::: :::::;e ‘Option 2 10% reduction| 177 2 ;"_0.1_15___
: {Option 3 - 15% reduction ; 167 i T 0.12%
‘* Excludes rockfish program haltbut PSC allowance and deduction. |

Table 4 reports the estimated sideboard limits for the AFA non-exempt catcher vessel fleet,
Recall that AFA sideboard limits are calculated as a percentage of the seasonal apportionments
and not the overall limit. The greatest change occurred in the 1* season shallow-water allowance.
That 1imit was reduced by 2 MT, before percentage reductions were applied, compared to the
current limit. Most limits were not changed or only changed by 1 MT. Note that the third season
AFA PSC limit used 395 MT as the basis for the calculation,



PART 3

Table 4 AFA non-exempt cotcher vessed sideboard timits,

: P January 20to ! Aprlito | Julylto Septemberl:

5’ sideboard . ‘ " September1' to Octoberd.| through
i ! [ ;7EP i . December3l °
i | [ ! : ' !
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Option1-S%reduetion | 53 . oNa
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+

©Option1-5%reduction | 58 NA
Optlon 2- 10% reduction @ 55 I N
i__Optlon3- 15% reduction 32 : 52 ;
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Applying Different Halibut PSC Percentage Reductions to the
Hook-and-Line CV and CP Fleets

The Council has included the option of applying a different halibut PSC reduction percentage to the
hook-an-line pear catcher vessel and catcher processor fleets, This is possible given the current PSC
regulations for the two sectors, but it would require a two-step process to apply the reductions, rather than
simply reducing the overall (non DSR) hook-and-line PSC limit of 290 mt. Reducing the overall PSC limit,
similar to the approach used for the trawl fleet, may be done if the same percentage reduction is applied te
both sectors. To explain the issues associated with applying different percentage reductions, the method of
dividing the PSC limit implemented under Amendment 83 must be discussed.

Amendment 83 was implemented at the start of the 2012 fishing year. That amendment set gear and
seasonal apportionments for the GOA Pacific cod fisheries. It also implemented formulas to divide the
hook-and-line halibut PSC limit among catcher vessels and catcher processors annually, based on their
respective Pacific cod allocations and the annual Pacific cod TACs in the Western GOA and Central GOA.
Those formulas are presented below and are taken from Federal Regulations at § 679.21(d)(4)iii}B). The
formulas provide each sector (e.g., catcher processors and catcher vessels) with a share of the available
halibut PSC equal to its share of the combined hook-and-line TACs in the Central and Western Gulf. In
other words, in a year when the hook-and-line catcher processors receive 41 percent of the combined
Central and Western Gulf hook-and-line TACs, that sector would also receive 41 percent of the
hook-and-line halibut PSC apportionment.

Catcher vessels using hook-and-line gear will be apportioned part of the GOA halibut PSC limit in
praportion to the total Western and Central GOA Pacific cod hook-and-line allocations, where X is equal to
the annual area TAC, as follows:

(1.4%(Xiwgoa) + 21.3%(Xcg04))
((19.8% + 1.49%)(Xwo04)) + ((5.1% + 21.3%} Xcez4))
Catcher/processors using hook-and-line gear will be apportioned part of the GOA halibut PSC limit in

proportion to the total Western and Central GOA Pacific cod allocations, where X is equal to the annual
area TAC, as follows:

CV apportionment = Total HAL PSC limit mt -

(15.8%{Xwega)+ 51%(Xegoa))
{(19.8%+1.4%) (Xiygoa)) +((5196+21.3%) (Xcgoa))

No later than November 1, any halibut PSC limit (described above) that is projected by the Regional
Administrator to not be used by one of the hook-and-line sectors during the remainder of the fishing year
will be made available to the other sector.

CP apportionment = Tatal HAL PSC limit mt -

Because fluctuations in the Pacific cod TACs determine the distribution of the 290 mt halibut PSC for
catcher vessels and catcher processors, only the formulas are fixed in regulation. The percentage and
amount each sector is apportioned varies from year-to-year and is therefore not fixed in regulation, The
current analysis shows the distribution of PSC in 2012 only, and thus applies the Council‘s options to
reduce PSC to each sector to the PSC amounts that resulted for 2012. Because the PSC limits to each sector
can vary annually, 2 5%, 10%, or 15% reduction in PSC would equate to a different amount (mt) each year.

Table 1 shows the estimated PSC apportionments of halibut PSC that would have occurred if the current
apportionment method was in place during each year 2002 - 2012. The data in the table indicates that the
maximum difference in the PSC apportionment among years would have been 17 MT, from 2007 to 2012.
Catcher vessels would have had their largest apportionment in 2¢12 (173 MT) and smallest in 2007 (156
MT). Because a total limit is shared by the two sectors, the catcher processors would have experienced the
largest apportionsment in 2007 (117 MT) and the smallest apportionment in 2012 (134 MT).
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Tahle 1 Estimated apportionment of halibut PSC te hook-and-line catcher vessels and cateher processors from 2002
through 2012 using current apportionment methedaology under GOA Am 83,

o Pacific cod PSC MT PSC % i

Year | WGTAC . CGTAC v . P oVt P
2012 | 2024: 42705 173 117 | 59.7% | 40.3%
2011 | 22785 40362 167 . 123 | 57.6% ; 424%
. 2000 | 20764! 36782 167 | 123 | S57.6% °© 424%
208 | 16175 2341 158 . 132 | s4d% . as.6%
..2008 | 194491 28426 158 | 132 | 54.4% | 456%
207 | m1s1i 2sd0s| 156 | 134 | 53.8% | 46.2%
2006 | 20341 28405| 156 | 134 | 538% . 46.2%
2005 [ 15687 25086( 162 128 [ 55.9% | 44.1%
2008 | 16957 27u6| 162 | 18 | s5.9% | 44.% |

2003 | 15450 22,690 158 132 | 545%  455%

2002 16,849 - 24,790 | 158 132 | 54.5% . 455% -
Average | 18675 29855 162 | 128 | 55.9% | 44.1%
Maximum | 22785 42705| 173 0 134 | s9.7% | 462%

‘Minimum 15450 : 22,680 156 : 117 53.8% ' 40.3%
Source: NOAA Fisheries TAC and Federal Regulations

Applying the Council’s options for PSC reductions to the two sectors, results in the estimated .
apportionments presented in Table 2. The columns labeled PSC MT are the status quo appeortionments.
Reductions to the status quo are presented in the columns to the right of the status quo.

Table,2 Estimated sector PSC reductions (2602 through 2012) based on Cooncll options

PSC MT cv cp

Year v+ cp 5% 0% , 15% | 5% I 10% | 15%
, 20012 173 . W7 | 164 0 156 ¢ 147 | 11 ;105 99
211 | 167 123 | 159 ;150 ¢ 142 [ m7 i om1 . 105
20 | 167 . 123 | 159 | 150 | 142 | a7 [ 11 105

L2090 | ass o 33 | w0 o2 13 | 16 0 19wz
008 | ‘158 132 | 150 ¢ w2 | 13 | 126 . 119 = 11

134
o207 156 C 0 134 148 ' 140 - 133 | 127 . 1 [ a4
2006 | 156 . 134 | 148 ¢ £ 2 A ” - SO - .

o005 | 162 128 | 1sa | we | 138 | 11 T ms ¢ e
L2004 | 162 . 128 | 154 146 - 138 | 11 ! 115 . 109
2003 | 158 132 | 150 . 142 ! 134 S_om9 12

S
B
B

‘Average 162 = 128
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To apply different percentage reductions to the different hook-and-line sector’s PSC limits, the
overall PSC Hmit of 290 MT must remain in regulation. After each sector’s apportionment is
determined nsing the formula above, the PSC percentage reduction could be applied to each sector.
Those numbers would be reported annually as the PSC apportionment for each sector. Tt should be noted
that in sector’ PSC limits may vary by year depending on the distribution of the Pacific cod TAC between
the Central GOA and Western GOA, the 290 mt would remain in regulation as the total (non-DSR)
hook-and-line PSC limit, but the entire 290 MT would no longer be-allocated to the two sectors in total,
For example, if a 5% reduction was established for the CV sector and 10% for the CP sector, the approach
would be as follows. First, use the current calculations under Am. 83 to determine the portion of the 290 mt
that is allocated to the hook-and-line CP sector and CV sector. Upon establishing those amounts, reduce the
CV PSC limit by 5% and reduce the CP PSC limit by 10%. Thus, while the overall limit continues to be 250
mt, the full 294 mt is not allocated each year.

The tables below show how the PSC limits could vary each year under the Council’s options, based on three
example TAC scenarios. The total hook-and-line PSC limit for each option based on the 2007, 2012, and
average (2002 - 2012) TAC distribution are presented in Table 3, Information presented in the table
indicates that Pagcific cod TAC distributions in the Central GOA and Western GOA from 2002 through
2012 could change the hook-and-line PSC limit by as much as 2 MT when different percentage reductions
are applied to the two sectors.

r
Table 3 Total kook-and-line halibut PSC available under each Coitncil option for three example years,

CV / CP PSC allowances based on 2002-2012 average
: Cv

5% 10% 15%

5% 276 267 259

cp 10% 269 261 253

15% 263 255 247

CV / CP PSC allowances based on 2012 {largest CV allowance)
v

5% 10% 15%

5% 276 267 258

cp 10% 270 261 252

15% 264 255 247

CV / CP PSC allowances based on 2007 {largest CP allowance}
v

5% 10% 15%

5% 276 268 260

cp 10% 265 261 253

15% 262 254 247

Retrospective Analysis of Current Allecation Fermula:

Applying the current methodology for allocating halibut PSC and Pacific cod among hook-and-line CVs
and hook-and-line CPs to past fishing years is presented in this section. Data from the 2003 through 2011
fishing years analyzed. Reported catch in the Pacific cod target fishery and halibut PSC usage for the
Central and Westem GOA were used to estimate a halibut PSC usage rate for each sector by area. A
weighted average halibut PSC rate was then calculated using the Central and Western GOA rates and
prorating them by the percentage of the Pacific cod TAC the sector is allocated from each area. Dividing the
sectors halibut PSC limit by the weighted PSC rate yields the estimated amount of catch in the Pacific cod
target fishery the PSC limit would support, These estimates are provided for the status quo and each PSC
reduction the Council is considering. Estimates of the Pacific cod allocation are presented in the column to
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the right of the weighted average, This estimate was generated using the current Pacific cod distribution
formule.

The highlighted cells indicate that the halibut PSC limit would constrain the sector’s Pacific cod harvests, at
that year’s halibut PSC usage rates. Neither the CP nor CV sectors are estimated to have been constrained
. during the 2010 through 2011 fishing years under any PSC reduction option. This is due to the relatively
low: PSC usage rates relative to earlier years. So, even though the Pacific cod allocation was relatively high
those years, low PSC usage would allow their allocation to be harvested before PSC closed the fishery,
During the years 2004 through 2007 both the CV and CP fleets were estimated to be constrained by the new
altocation of Pacific cod and halibut PSC.

Fable 4 Retrospective analysis of HAL CP and CV Pacific cod allocations and potential caleh under 1he proposed halibul
PSC limits

CG [Reported Catch} | W (Reported Cotch} Max Cateh at W.A. Rate For Each Optlon
vessel IHalibut  Toral Halibut Yotal WeLAvg. Pacficcod
Type Year PSC  Welght Rate PSC  Welght Rate Rate Allocation | Status Quo 5% 10% 15%
[E 8 3306 oom| 92 S5% 0016 0.015
200 4% 3421 001 74 4513 0015 0,025
P 2008 12 1168 oo g3 3900 oo 0.09
P 2008 0 1817 002 61 3100 0020 0.020
o 2007 3B oL43s oo3| T2 o278 00 0.025
CP 2006 % 1021 0045] 51 2533 0.0% 0.033
P 2008 5 241 00 33 0 0M8 0.043
CP 2004 26 1,49 0017] 97 280 0034 0.030
CP__ 2003 1 1447 0007 9% 416 008 0.020
CP__ Averzge 1,705 o.% 78 3401 0027 0.026
o 2m aa 6681 Q.012 4 869 0016 0.013
o 2010 62 5689 0.001 % 1,736 0M6 0.011
v 2009 126 5415 G022 51 2280 OuR2 0022
v 2008 7 6270 0059 20 455 DO 0.058
o 2007 182 §530 005 22 67 0033 0,025
o 2008 172 &611 0.02% 15 M3 0045 0.027
o 00 158 4,208 Q037 6 236 0027 0036
ov 20 165 5458 0.030 2 152 001 0.029 o, S BHRS LTRE g
oV 0w 75 3244 00N 4 270017 £.023 s,ma
oV Average] 161 543 0.028 15 7657 0027 0.029 6653 6358 603 5,689

Source: AKFIN summarics of NOAA Fisheries catch gccounting data and current HAL Pacific cod and halibut PSC allocation
formulas

L}
Conclusions:

If the Council wants to select a different percentage reduction of the PSC apportionment for the
hook-and-line catcher vessels and catcher processors, the current 290 MT limit must remain in regulation,
The PSC reductions would be taken after the current formula to apportion halibut PSC is applied to the 290
MT limit. Because the.percentage of the total apportioned to the catcher vessel and catcher processors may
vary annually, the overall amount of PSC that may be used by the two sectors (the overall PSC limit) may
also vary annually, Based on historical catch information reported in Table 2, a 15 percent catcher processor
reduction from the status quo would likely range from 18 to 20 mt, while a catcher vessel reduction of 15
percent would likely range from 23 to 26 mt (based on 2002-2011 data). A 5 percent reduction to the catcher
processor sector from the status quo would likely range from 6 to 7 mt and a 5 percent reduction of catcher
vessel sector PSC would range from 8 to 9 mt. The amount of difference in these reductlons is minimal and
" likely Beyond the précision of our current management system,

The retrospective analysis indicates that the low halibut PSC usage rates in 2010 and 2011 would have
allowed both the CV and CP fleets to harvests their Pacific cod allocation under the current allocation
formula. In earlier years, the halibut PSC {imit was estimated to have often constrained harvest,
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Community Analysis Errata

During the final production process for the May 2012 revised version of the document, it was discovered
. that the hook-and-line GOA groundfish vessel data reported in the community analysis inadvertently
contain pot and jig data as well 25 hook-and-line data. These data also contain hook-and-line data from
GHL fisheries that are under the management authority of the State of Alaska and not subject to the
federal halibut PSC limits. This error has the effect of overstating community fleet engagement in, and
relative dépendency on, the GOA groundfish hook-and-line sector, This error, however, does not change
any of the conclusions reached in this analysis, as no substantial community impacts associated with the
hock-and-line sector were identified (even with a reported level of revenue potentially forgone that was
substantially higher than it should bave been due to the inclusion of GOA groundfish caich that is not
limited by halibut PSC).

This error was uncovered too late in the process to correct in the current version of the document; the
error will be corrected in the Secretarial Review draft of the document, if final action is taken at this
meeting, Data for GOA groundfish trawl fisheries were not affected, nor were GOA groundfish shore
processor data included in the analysis. Similarly, data associated with the halibut fisheries, including the
commercial, sport charter, and subsistence halibut fisheries, were not affected by the error in data
reporting for the GOA groundfish hook-and-line fisheries,

Tables 1 and 2 provide updated information for GOA groundfish hook-and-line vessels, by community of
ownership,' that would be potentially directly affected by the proposed management action. Pot and jig
gear data have been removed, as have groundfish data associated with targeted halibut and sablefish
fisheries and those associated with efforts targeting state waters or state-managed fisheries (none of which
would be directly affected by the proposed GOA halibut PSC revisions). This has the practical effect of
excluding all GOA groundfish data except for data associated with the targeted Pacific cod hook-and-line
fishery in federal waters of the Gulf, '

As shown in Table 1, the GOA groundfish hook-and-line fleet ownership within Alaska is highly
concentrated in Homer and Kodiak, with over two-thirds of annually participating Alaska-owned vessels
coming from those two communities alone. Although the number of vessels is substantially smaller in the
corrected dataset, the relative concentration of vessels in these two communities is greater than shown in
the current version of the report. Both Homer and Kodiak have, on average, more than 20 hook-and-line
vessels participating in the fishery each year; no other community averages five participating vessels per
year, and only four other communities average at least two vessels participating each year.

.. ‘Table 2 provides information on GOA groundfish exvessel gross revenues, for the hook-and-line vessels
enumerated in Table 1. As noted in the analysis, the level of gross revenue forgone for hook-and-line
vessels would have been approximately 0.9 percent under the maximum GOA halibut PSC reduction
alternative (15 percent reduction). To take the example of Kodiak-owned vessels, of the approximately

! Because only vessels with ownership in the communities listed are included in the dats, the totals will not equal the otaf
number of hook-and-line vessels that participated in federal groundfish fisheries.
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$1.3 miliion total annual average gross revenue for these vessels, the total exvasse] gross revenue forgone
would be about $12,000 per year for the community-owned fleet, which spread acioss 22 vessels in an
average year would equal about $550 of exvessel gross revenue forgone per vessel per year. This
compares to a figure of about $700 per vessel given in the current version of the report.

Table 1. Individual GOA Groundfish Hook-and-Line Vessels (all)
by Community of Vessel Owner, 2003-2010 (number of vessels)

Total Number of Vessels by Year Annual
Unique Average
Vessels Vessels
Community 2003-2010 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2003-2010
Homer 59 27 23 28 26 35 29 36 35 29.9
Kediak 67 17 20 23 23 24 26 21 19 216
Delta Junction 6 2 4 5 5 6 ] 51 5§ 43
Anchor Point 12 5 3 5 0 P ‘5 3 2 31
Willow 5 3 2 2 3 4 3 3 3 29
Nikolaevsk 7 3 3 2 1 2 2 1 3 21
Petersburg 7 3 0 0 1 1 2 3 5 1.9
Cordova - 5 0 0 ] 2 3 4 2 3 1.8
Seward 5 0 0 ] 0 1 5 1 2 1.1
Sitka 9 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 1.1
Wasilla 5 0 1 1 0 2 4 1 0 1.1
Sand Point 5 1 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 0.9
Sterling I 1 1 1 0 1 o | 1 1 0.3
Anchorage 3 Q 1 o 0 0 2 2 0 0.6
Dutch Harbor 3 0 0 2 0 1 2 L 0 0.6
Eagle River 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0.5
Yakutat 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0.5
Juneau 2 ¢ 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 04
Douglas 2 0 1 o 0 0 1 0 0 03
King Salmon 1 0 0 1 1 0 ¢ 0 0 0.3
Unalaska 2 1 1 ] 0 0 )] 0 0 0.3
Adak 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0.1
Kasilof 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.1
King Cove 1 ] ] 0 0 0 0 0 1 0.1
Larsen Bay 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1
Seldovia 1 0 ] 0 0 0 ! 0 0 0.1
Alaska Total 217 67 63 70 64 84 98 86 84 77.0
Oregon Total 6 o 1 9 2 2 3 1 D 11
Washington Total 44 18 16 11 19 20 22 21 19 18.3
Other States Total 7 3 3 2 2 3 3 1 2 2.4
Grand Total 246 88 83 83 87 | 109 | 126 | 109 | 185 98.8
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Table 2. GOA Groundfish Hool-and-Line Exvessel Gross Revenues
by Community of Vessel Qwner, 2003-2010 (dollars).
Total Exvessel Gross Revenues by Year Annual Average
Unique i Exvessel Gross
Vessels i Revenoes
Community 2003-2010 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2002 2010 2003-2010%*

Homer 59 $1,074,339 $1.485,389 $1,144 394 $2,026,717 _32,970,154 $2.556,513 £2,124.874 $1,854 399 $£1,904 597
Kodiak 67 $664,930 $852,317 £801,936 $2,019,937 $1.,922,066 £2,575,015 $970,935 $872,925 $1,335,009
Delta Junction [ * $274.269 $307,831 $657,793 $735,561 £1,021,351 $503.197 $514,412 §573,488
Anchor Point 12 $105,111 * $218,976 50 > $230,884 * * *
Witlow 5 . * * * $179,379 * * * *
Nikolaevsk ‘7 " L] [ ] * & = » » L 3
Pctersburg 7 * 50 50 * * * * $3,378.,066 *
Cordova 5 30 10 50 * * $195,975 > * *
Seward 5 $0 3¢ 30 £0 * $138,853 * * *
Sitka 9 $377 * 50 £0 $0 £0 * * *
Wasilla 5 $0 . * $0 * $44,524 * $0 .
Sand Point 5 * 30 30 50 * . * * *
Stellm l L] * ®x s_o E so N L] "
Anchorage 3 $0 * 50 50 30 * * $0 *
Dutch Hatbor 3 $0 30 * 50 * * 30 $0 -
Eagle River 2 30 30 0 S0 - * * 20 ¥
Yakutat q £0 30 0 30 30 $2.790 $0 50 *
Juneau 2 50 50 $0 * 50 $0 * * *
Douglas 2 £0 . $0 $0 %0 . $0 £0 *
King Salmon 1 0 30 > * 30 $0 $0 $0 *
Unalaska 2 * ¥ g0 $0 $0 - $0 $0 $0 .
Adak 1 30 f0 $0 $0 $0 £0 $0 * »
Kasilof 1 20 30 $0 * $0 30 30 80 *
King Cove 1 £0 30 £0 ) $0 50 1) * e
Larsen Bay 1 50 * $0 ) $0 50 $0 $0 *
Seldovia 1 30 30 $0 30 $0 * 30 $0 *
Alasha Total n7t $3.019.395 | £3.089.039 | 52760464 | 35527,134 $7,269,801 $8,716,585 $5,359,826 §7,565,900 §5413,518
All Other States 56 $6,397,988 | 55,932,252 | 1,665,678 | 27,108,375 39,439,175 $10,781,469 $7,677,317 £9,707,770 $7.238,753
Grand Total 246 $9,417,383 59,021,252 $4426,143 | $12,635509 | 316,708,977 | §519.498.054 $13,037,142 | $17,273.670 $12,752,271

* = suppressed value due to data confidentiality considerations
** Note: Delta Junction average shown is for 2004-2010 rather then 2003-2010
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Table 3 provides a graphic representation of engagement by sector for the Alaska communities profiled in
the document, revised to reflect the corrected hook-and-line sector engagement. The scale of the sector
has been adjusted in the figure key to account for a lower overall level of engagement, which allows for
parallel engagement groupings for both trawl and hook-and-line groundfish sector community
engagement.

Table 3. Graphic Representation of Annual Average Engagement in Potentially
Affected Gulf Groundfish and Halibut Fisheries for Profiled Alaska Communities

1*

Gulf Groundfish Engagement Gulf Halibut Engagement
Relative Localy Owned Shore- Local Local Sport
Community | Community Hook- Baged Commercial Charter
Size Trawl and-Line Processing | Halibut Quota Permit
' Sector S Location Share Holders Holders
ector
Anchorage . . . . 0 .
Chignilk
Lagroon L none nene none L none
Homer o |+ @] o | @ ®
Juneau . . . . Q O
King Cove . (o] » O . none
Ko c le|l® | @ | @
Petersburg o} ') O 0 ¢ .
Sand Point . . . O . none
Sitka O none e . . .
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Key for Table 3
Type/Level of
Engagement ¢ o .

s s 2010 population = 2010 population = 2010 population =
Community Size Jess than 1,000 1,0003 10,000 greater than 10,000
GOA Groundfish Trawl 2003-10 annual avg. = 2003-10 annual avg. = 2003-10 annual avg. =
Participation 0.1 = 0.9 vessels 1.0 — 9.9 vessels 10.0 or more vessels
GOA Groundfish Hook- 2003-10 annual avg, = 2003-10 annual avg. = 2003-10 annual avg, =
and-Line Participation 0.1 — 0.9 vessels 1.0—9.9 veszels 10.0 or more vessels
GOA Gmundf'ish Shore- 2003-10 annual avg. = 2003-10 annual avg. = 2003-10 annual avg, =
Based Processing 0.1~ 0.9 plants 1,0 1.9 plants 2.0 or more plants
Participation SR V- pan - p
GOA Commercial Halibut { 2003-10 annual avg. = 2003-10 annual avg, = 2003-10 annual avg. =
Participation 0.1 —49.9 QS holders 50,0 —199.9 QS holders 200 or more QS holders
GOA Sport Charter 2011 (only) = 2011 (only) = 2011 {only) =
Halibut Participation 1 — 19 permit holders 20 — 39 permit holders 40 or mote permit holders
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Re: June 2012 NPEMC meeting, Agenda item C-1(b)

DcarCha.im}gu-OlﬁEm;’

The staff of the Internatiopal Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) provides the following
comments and recommendations regarding your scheduled decision on revisions to the Gulf of
. Alaska (GOA) Pacific halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) limits. The basis for the
Commission staff’s comments is the biological and conservation aspects of the issue, i.e., how
the halibut resource is affected by bycatch. We also wish to clarify some misconceptions
o regarding juvenile halibut abundance in the GOA and relationship of the stock status to the
' female spawning biomass reference points,

As we have previously stated to the Council, bycatch has a significant biological impact on the
hatibut stock. This occurs through impacts on the female spawning biomass (FSBio) and on
overall stock productivity (yield or CEY). Thé magnitude of these impacts is driven by the size
of the fish when it is taken as bycatch. As our 2011 analysis (Hare et al., 2012; Appendix 5 to the
EA/RIR/IRFA) demonstrated, the impacis are either immediate, in the case of the larger 026
halibut, or delayed, for the smaller U26 halibut. The mortality of the U26 fish, and the
subsequent delayed impact on CEY and FSBio, is particularly important to the health and
potential for recovery of the stock from the current low level of exploitable biomass. Our
analysis showed that for every pound of PSC reduction, 2.155 pounds of FSBio would be gained,
primarily from the savings on U26 mortality. It is important to note that the FSBio multiplier is
larger than 1.00 not ohly because growth outpaces mortality for juveniles but because females
also spawn more than once during their lifetimes, contributing to the stock over a number of
years, Directed fishing on this size of fish would not be contemplated in halibut harvest policy
because it would clearly constitute growth overfishing, as well as including the negative aspects
of fishing sexually immature fish. As such, we believe that reducing  mortality on the U26
component will provide opportunity for the stock to rebuild through increased -survival of
juvenile recruits, a greater female spawning biomass, and increased yield to directed fisheries.

Under several likely migration scenarios, analysis by the IPHC staff shows that the impact of .

026 bycatch is primarily in the area in which the bycatch is taken, whereas the impact of U26

bycatch is felt more downstrearn, Migration is a dynamic process, one that changes with stage of
i life history, area, and time of year, It is perbaps further driven by environmental factors, such as



availability of prey, competition for space and food, water temperature and related conditions, or
other factors. The difficulty of precisely estimating migration rates does not mean that
downstream impacts do not occur and the impacts on the coastwide stock have been described to
the Council in previous IPHC reports and presentations. The Council can expect that PSC
reductions would extend to ‘downstream” areas, as is described in Section 3.2.3.1 (pages 26-33)
in the EA document, and as was also described by IPHC staff at the April NPFMC/IPHC
workshop.

An additional concern is the potential underestimation of halibut bycatch in GOA groundfish
fisheries. It is widely acknowledged that current observer coverage requirements are inadequate
for providing accurate estimates of bycatch, but the true level of mortality on the juvenile portion
of the stock may never be known. We believe a proper management response to inaccurate
estimates is to follow a precautionary principle on bycatch management, which justifies both a
reduced set of PSC limits and coincident improvements in bycatch estimation. In other
jurisdictions and in the Bering Sea, the operating standard for observer coverage has been at the
100% level, as well as including specific tools (individual bycatch quotas) to allow individual
harvesters to control and benefit from bycatch reductions.

Summary of impacts ~ From discussions with agency staffs, stakebolders, and others, it is
apparent that some are confused regarding the magnitude and type of impact which bycatch
imposes on the resource, The table below, extracted from Dr. Steven Hare’s presentation at the
recent NPFMC/IPHC Workshop, summarizes the impact of one pound of byecatch mortality on
lost CEY and lost FSBio.

CEX(1b) FSBio (1b)
Gear 026 | U26 | Total Total
Trawl 0625 | 0.427 | 1.052 2.155
Hook-and-Line 0.752 | 0,226 | 0.978 1208
Some primary conclusions:
e Bycatch mortality affects both the available yield (CEY) and the female spawning
biomass (FSBio).
¢ These impacts differ by gear type, which is driven by the size composition of the bycatch
for each gear type.

+ The lmpacts are both immediate, in the case of the 026 componcnt of the bycatch, and
long term, in the case of the U26 component.

¢ Increases to FSBio accrue entirely from the U26 component of bycatch and would be
cumulative over 30 years,

¢ There would be an immediate increase in CEY equaling 62.5% of any reduction in the
trawl PSC limit, and 75.2% of any reduction in the hook-and-line PSC limit,

» Cumulative increases in-FSBio would amount to 2.155 times the amount of any trawl
PSC limit reduction. Although not shown in the table, the cumnlative increase in FSBio



would be 5.7 times the amount of any PSC limit reduction relative to the current amount
-of U26 in the bycatch, '

¢ Cumulative increases in FSBio would amount to 1.208 times the amount of any hook-
and-line PSC limit reduction. Although not shown in the table, the cumulative increase in
FSBio would be 4.9 times the amount of any PSC limit reduction relative to the current
amount of U26 in the bycatch

For these reasons, the IPHC staff supports a 15% reduction in the GOA PSC limits for all sectors
(Alternative 2, Option 2, Suboptions 1-3 (c)). We have no position on the sub-options for
apportionment of the traw! PSC limit.

Juvenile halibut abundance, Recently, there has been commentary that the abundance of
juvenile halibut has been increasing and is currently guite high. While the basis for these
statements is unknown, our review and analysis of NMFS botiom traw] sucvey results does not
support these claims for the GOA (see Fig. 1, attached). Results for the Bering Sea surveys
conducted on the southeastern flats, which encompasses Areas 4A and 4CDE, do show such an
increase; however, a similar increase has not occurred for IPHC regulatory areas in the GOA
(3B, 3A, and 2C).

Female spawning biomass. Female spawning biomass (FSBio) is estimated on a coastwide
basis, i.e., for the entire stock. IPHC harvest policy employs the approach of avoidance of
dropping below the minimum historic level of FSBio. As such, the policy identifies two
biological reference points of FSBio at which action is taken to reduce harvest rates: a threshold
reference point, and a limit reference point. The former has been established as Bsg, or 30% of
uniished FSBio, whereas the latter is By, or 20% of unfished FSBio, The IPHC staff currently
estifnates the coastwide FSBio at Bgy, or 319 Mibs, for 2012, Recent analyses of our assessment
have shown that FSBio was likely overestimated during 2006-2009, in part becanse the threshold
and limit points are dynamic, being re-estimated annually, and potentially because of a
retrospective bias in the stock assessment. Thus, although we currently estimate the stock is at
Bys, future analyses may show the FSBio is actually at a lower point, which places increased
importance on taking a conservative position on bycatch as it affects future FSBio.

Status of the Pacific halibut stock. The EA contains z summary of the most recent JPHC
assessment and a review of the harvest policy (EA Section 3.2.4, pages 34-42). The summary
accurately discusses the decline in coastwide exploitable biomass (EBio), which bas been driven
by the weaker recruiting classes of 1989-1997, as well as a continuing decline in size at age. The
recruiting classes since 1998 are potentially much stronger than 1989-1997, and higher than
average (EA F:g 3-24, page 39), which is a positive sign. We stress that the year class strength,
however, won’t be known for certain until after those year classes have fully recruited. However,
any recovery by the resource is going to depend on strong mcommg recruit classes, so we.
believe that protection of the juveniles is necessary. The size-at-age issue is being monitored
through our fishery and survey sampling, and research into our otolith archives for similar -
occurrences in earlier time periods. The cause of the size-at-age decline is the subject of much
discussion, as occurred at the April NPFMC/IPHC workshop, and will be an area of ongoing



IPHC research. However, it is unlikely that any simple management action will provide a rapid
solution to this preblem.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. Gregg Williams and I plan to aitend
the Council’s upcoming meeting in Kodiak and will be prepared to answer any questions the
Council may have. ,

cerely yours,

&

Bruce M Leaman
Executive Director

c¢: Commissioners

Attachment
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Figure 1. Estimates of the abundance and total biomass of Pacific halibut in the Gulf of
Alaska (GOA) and Bering Sea based on NMFS hottom trawl surveys since 1993/1994, Note
differences in Y-axes across areas.
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Mr. Chairman,

I am in support of the Council’'s motion. As you are aware, this has been a difficult and
contentious issue for the Council and for me to wrestle with personally. Halibut PSC savings will
impact multiple user groups all across the Gulf of Alaska. Yet, the traw! halibut PSC reductions
to the trawl fleet impact, primarily, fishermen that deiiver their catch to Kodiak. {Not to
discount the impacts to trawl fishermen in the Western Gulf but this is, comparatively, a Kodiak
issue.} As you are aware Mr. Chairman, | am z lifelong resident of Kodiak and, Lord willing, |
expect to die in this community. | other words, I'm vested in the well being of this community
and this issue in both personal and professional. It is with this in mind that | have reviewed the
analysis, and the appendices and the supplements and read all of the Public’s written
testimony, and now listened attentively to all of the public oral testimony. {In some ways, Mr.
Chairman we have information overload and could easily miss, with this package, the forest for
the trees.) The preverbal “forest” Mr. Chairman is the mandate to reduce bycatch to the extent
practicable, the representation to the Canadian government to reduce bycatch stalled since
about 2000, and the constant halibut bycatch rates for the trawl fleets since 1986 or 1989 and
for the LL fleet since about 1995, Without discussion of the biclogical issues, which are
important and without dwelling on the equity issues which are equally important, the Counci
still has to seriously consider whether a constant bycatch amount for more than 25 years is
responsive to National Standard 9? This motion shows that the North Pacific Fisheries

Management Council is willing to address a hard issue and act on behalf of the public’s

ownership interests to reduce bycatch.
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As previously mentioned, National Standard 9 must be balanced and others have balanced this
directive with National Standard 1. | would like to address how NS 9 is balanced with NS 8. You
will note with National Standard 8 has a preamble; “consistent with the conservation
requirements of this act”, none of the other NS have this preamble and, | think, this highlights
the importance of biological and/or resource concerns when considering Community
provisions. We know that Trawl Halibut bycatch has both an immediate and a proximate
impact on halibut stocks in the Gulf of Alaska. The IPHC letter summarizes this well, and | quote
{Quote Letter)
Now we have heard some advocated, perhaps a small minority, who have espoused that it
would benefit the overall halibut population for the trawl fleet to continue catching small

W edooe 40 A Sol! ul it
halibut as bycatch. This is not, as far as we know now, a valid argument. First, the trawi fleet
doesn’t “just” catch small halibut and second, there is no information that correlates less small
halibut with halibut growth rates, survival rates or eventual fecundity. Instead, from the best
available science,
So, Mr. Chairman, at the outset in National Standard 8, | believe this action is consistent with
the conservation requirements of the act.
The community protection measures under NS | are twofold. First, the Council should work to
provide for the sustained participation of a fishery dependant community(s) in the fishery and
second, the Council, to the extent practicable, needs to work to minimize adverse economic
impacts on the fishery dependant community. | don’t believe, with this action, there is any
question that Kodiak will continue its participation in both the directed halibut fishery and the

groundfish trawl fishery and the longline fisheries. The questions then centers on whether or

Page 2 of 3



not the Council, to the extent practicable, has worked to minimize the economic impacts of the
community while at the same time staying consistent with the conservation requirements of
the MSA.

As | have reviewed the document, appendix and written materials, Mr. Chairman | have
concluded that we have worked, at several ju nctures, to minimize economic impact on the
community of Kodiak by this motion. The first type of impact is the potential lost revenue to
the trawl fleet. (I would note that although | am using Appendix 7’s impact numbers and
methodology, the appendix clearly cautions that these numbers do not consider any change in
fishing behaviors.) Table 41 on page 121 of appendix 7 indicates that a 15% reduction would
result in a 5.9% gross revenue reduction to the trawl fleet. Given average gross revenue, page
103, of $60,152,008 this could amount to a fleet loss of about $3.5 million dollars annually. The
Kodiak portion of this, based on the residency listing of vessel owners (15) comes out to about
$40,000 per vessel or about $600,000. This is mitigated by the gains to the directed halibut
fleet. Given a one to one ratio in the first year of halibut bycatch savings and an increased €QY,
the halibut fleet’s savings of approximately 650,000# of halibut amounts to approximately $3.9
million dollars. The analysis shows that approximately 35% of the halibut landings come to
Kodiak (it may be higher this year) so the local exvessel value from the halibut on a one to one
basis is about $1.9 million dollars. The increase in the value of the halibut landed to Kodiak is
not enly significantly higher than the exvessel loss; it is likely to mitigate many of the other

community impacts.
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Council motion
June 8, 2012
C-1 {b) Final action on GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (P5C)

The Council adopts the following preferred alternative:

Alternative 2. Amend the GOA Groundfish FMP to remove setting GOA halibut PSC limits from the
annual groundfish harvest specifications process. GOA halibut PSC limits would be established (and
amended) in federal regulation.

Option 2. Revise the current GOA halibut PSC limits and write the new limits into regulation

Suboption 1. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CP sector by:
c) 15%

Suboption 2. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CV sector by:
c) 15%

{Combined, a 15% reduction to the non-DSR hook and line sectors is 44 mt.)

Suboption 3. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for trawl gear sector by:
¢} 15% (267 mt)

The PSC limit for HAL demersal shelf rockfish in SE Qutside District would ailso be reduced by 15% to 9
mt (1 mt reduction).
LN

The 15% reduction for the trawl and non-DSR Wook-and-fine sectars would be phased in over three
years, as follows: 7% {first year); additional 5% (secgnd—ve?f’]; hd additional 3% (thiFd year). AR T
reductions are reflected in the attached tables. In the third year and after, the revised total non-DSR
hook-and-line halibut PSC limit would be 246 mt and the total trawl limit would be 1,705 mt.

Suboption 3.1 AFA/Am 80/Rockfish Program sideboard limits will be:
a) Applied as percentage against the GOA halibut PSC limit

Suboption 3.2.
Allow the Amendment 80 sector to roll unused halibut PSC from one season to the subsequent season
(similar to the non-Amendment 80 sectors).

Suboption 3.3

Allow available trawl halibut PSC in the second season deep water and shaliow water complexes to be
aggregated and made available for use in either complex from May 15" through June 30%. Halibut PSC
sideboards for the Amendment 80 and AFA sectors would continue to be defined as deep water and
shallow water complexes in the second season.

NMFS will accompilish this by re-specifying halibut between the deep and shallow water complexes after
the second season is complete to capture actual use.

Note: Any unused PSC will be rolled over to the complex to which it was initially assigned.



Trawl PSC limits resulting from the motion {phased in approach)

1st seascn 3rd seasan® 4th season Sthseason
Total 2nd s¢ason Octaber 1
January 20to July 1to September 1to
allowance** Aprit 1 Aprl 1to july 1 September 1 Octaber1 through
December 31
Yotal Allowance
seasonal share 27.5 percent 20percent 30 percent 7.5 percent 15 percent
Total Allowance (7% Reduction) 1,848 SR 70 554 139 2n
Total Alowance {12% Reductlon) 1,759 484 "2 528 132 264
Total Allowance {15% Reduction) 1,706 469 341 512 128 256
Deep-water complex
seasonal share 12.5 parcent 37.5percent S0 percent® 0 percent
Option - 7% reduction 739 92 n 178{or 370}
Cption - 12% reduction riv ) 88 254 1680 {or 352)
Option 3 - 15% reduction 682 85 256 150 {or 341)
Shaltow-water complex
seasonal share 50 percant 1i.1percent 22 2 percent 16.7 pereent
QOption - 7% reduction 832 416 92 185 138
QOption - 12% reductlon 791 kLo g8 176 132
Option 3- 15% reduction 767 384 85 170 128
Undesignated
seasonal share 100 percent
Qption - 7% reduction 277 277
Option - 12% reduction 264 264
Option 3- 15% reduction 256 256

All values are metrictons, except where noted as percantages.
* Number in bracket is total atlocation plus 191.4 matric ton rockfish program halibut PSC 2Mocation.
**The currant 2,000 MT Nmit is reduced by the 27.4 MT Rockfish Program hallbut PSC reduction.

Complex and seasonal amounts are based on 2012 division of the overall amount

Book-and-lIne PSC limits resulting fram motion {phased in approach). Based on 2013 CP/CV division of total

1st season 2nd seasqn drd season®
September 1
Total alfowance  January 1to June 10ta
June 10 September 1 through
December 31
Total Allowance
seasonal share B6 percent 2pergent 12 percent

Total Allowance {#% Reduction) 270 232 s 32
Catcher Vessels (hased on 2012) 161 138 3 19
Catcher Pracessors {based on 2012} 109 94 2 13
Total Allowance {123 Reduction) 255 219 5 31
Catcher Vessels {based on 2012) 152 131 3 18
Catcher Processors {based on 2012) 103 89 2 12
Total Allowance {15% Reduction} 247 212 5 30
Catcher Vessels thased on 2012) 147 126 3 18
Catcher Processors (based on 2012) 99 86 2 12




ABOsideboard limits

1stseason dson 3rd season® 4th season %E;i?gf
Total sideboard  January 20 to Apuﬁl TtoJuly 1 Jdyito September 1to th e;
11 5 TOUE
Apri eptember 1 October 1 December 31
=5E
Deep-water contnlex
Option - 7% reguction 387 21 1s3 85 3 69
Option - 129 reduction 368 20 189 a2 2 €5
Option 3 - 15% reduction 357 2 183 39 2
Shallow-water complex
Dption - 7% reduction 126 9 is 27 14 42
Cptian - 12% reduction 120 8 3 26 13 a0
Option 3 - 15% reduction 117 8 32 25 13 39
Alf values are metric tons, except where noted as percentages.
* Note: excludes rockfish program halibut PSC allowance and wsage.
Rockfish sideboard limits
July sideboard tonnage
Deep-water Shallow-water
Complex Complex
Option - 7% reduction 46 2
Option - 12% reduction 44 2
Option 3 - 15% reduction 43 2
* Excludes rockfish program haitbut P5C allowance and deduction.
AFA non-exempt catcher vessel sideboard Iimits
3 ason 4th season Sthseason
. Lnseaon 2nd season - Qctober 1
Total sideboard  Januwary 20t0 Ap—rit LtoJuly July 1to September 1to through
April 1 September 1 October1 Detember 31
Deep-water cotplex
QOptian - 7% reduction 51 & 15 5 0
Option - 12% reduction 50 [ 18 25 0
Option 3 - 15% reduction 48 g 18 2 0
Shallow-wtat camplex
Qption - 7% reduction 283 141 31 &3 &7
Option - 12% reduction 269 135 30 &0 45
Qiption 3 - 15% reduction 261 130 P 58 4
Undeslguated
Optian - 7% reduction 57 14
Option - 12% reduction 54 54
Option 3 - 15% reduction 52 52

All values are matric tons, except where noted as percentages.



DRAFT ADVISORY PANEL MINUTES
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
June 4-7, 2012
Kodiak, Alaska

The following {21) members were present for all or part of the meetings:

Kurt Cochran Jeff Farvour Matt Moir

Craig Cross Becca Robbins Gisclair Theresa Peterson
John Crowley Jan Jacobs Ed Poulsen

Julianne Curry Alexus Kwachka Neil Rodriguez
Jerry Downing _ Craig Lowenberg Lori Swanson

Tom Enlow Chuck McCallum Anne Vanderhoeven
Tim Evers Andy Mezirow Emnic Weiss

C-1(a) Halibut Workshop Report

The AP heard a report on the NPFMC/IPHC Halibut Workshep held in April 2012 from Jane DiCosimo
(NPFMC) and Gregg Williams (IFHC),

C-1 (b) GOA Halibut PSC

The AP recommends the Council take final action to reduce halibut PSC limits in the GOA groundfish
fishenes.

Preferred Alternative. Amend the GOA Groundfish FMP to remove setting GOA halibut PSC limits from
the annual groundfish harvest specifications process. GOA halibut PSC limits would be established (and
amended) in federal regulation.

Option 2. Revise the existing 2,000 mt trawl and 300 mt hook and line halibut PSC limits and wriie them
into regulation

Suboption 1. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CP sector by:
¢) 153%

Suboption 2. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CV sector by:
c) 15%

Suboption 3. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for trawl gear sector by:
c) 15% (267 MT)

All reductions are reflected in Table I, Part 3 of the supplementai, option 3 — 15% reduction. Reductions
are applied to the sideboard limits as reflected in Tables 2, 3 and 4, in Part 3 of the supplemental, option 3
- 15% reduction (sce Attachment 1).

Suboption 3.1.
a) Applied as percentage against the GOA halibut PSC limit

Suboption 3.2
Allow the Amendment 80 sector to roll unused halibut PSC from one season to the subsequent
season (similar to the non-Amendment 80 sectors).

Suboption 3.3

DRAFT AP Minutes 1 Revised 6/6/2012 9:45 FM



Allow available traw! halibut PSC in the second season deep water and shallow water complexes

10 be aggregated and made available for use in either complex from May 15™ through June 302

Halibut PSC sideboards for the Amendment 80 and AFA sectors would continue to be defined as ~.
deep water and shallow water complex in the second season. .

The halibut PSC used during that period will be deducted from where the PSC limit was
originally designated for use. NMFS will accomplish this by re-specifying halibut between the
deep and shallow complex halibut complexes after the fishery is complete to capture actual use.
Note: Any unused PSC will be rolled over to the fisheries where it was initially assigned.

PSC limit for HAL demersal shelf rockfish in SE Qutside District: status quo of 10 mt.

Motion passed 12-9.

Minority Report on C-1(b), GOA Halibut PSC: A minority of the AP opposed cutting PSC levels in the
GOA by 15%, for the following reasons:

The proposed PSC reduction is allocative and responsive 1o political concerns, not scientifically based,
and does nothing to address wastage in the divected halibut fishery. Reduced size at age, the cause of
decline is exploitable biomass, is not remedied by bycatch reduction. Reducing 1arget catch of competing
species may exacerbate the problem. Age 8+ total biomass and abundance coastwide is high, with strong
Jyear classes anticipated in the next several years. If this is an equity issue, PSC levels should be restored
as Ebio increases.

Both hook and line CP and all trawl sectors have already experienced significant reductions in PSC caps
(1995 longline split; cod sector split; rockfish program off-the-top and rollover reductions). The HAL CP
Jleet has developed a voluniary coop with internal and external review, 100% observer coverage, careful
release, and other measures to minimize hycatch. The diversity between trawl seciors (WGOA, CGOA,
CP and CV) precludes that option for trawlers, and realistic reductions under a race for fish have
already been implemented. The community of Kodiak and the Nation as a whole will be significantly
harmed by reduced bottom trawl deliveries and lost processing jobs under a 15% cap reduction.
Rationalization of the fishery will provide 1ools for more significant PSC reductions, as demonstrated in
other programs, and will result in increased observer coverage and possible further increases in PSC
limits. The revised observer program will provide much better data on actual catch, bycatch and
wastage.

Signed by: Kurt Cochran, Craig Cross, Jerry Downing, Tom Enlow, Jan Jacobs, Matt Moir, Neil
Rodriguez, Lori Swanson, Anne Vanderhoeven

C-1 (¢} GOA Comprehensive Halibut Bycatch Amendments
The AP recommends that the Council schedule a specific agenda item for the October meeting that begins
the process of developing a catch share program for bycatch tools and reductions for the Central Gulf of

Alaska trawl groundfish fishery. The Council should develop a purpose and need statement with goals
and objectives for a new fishery management system at that time. AMotion passed 20 -1.

C-1 (d) BSAI Halibut PSC Limits

The AP heard a report on the discussion paper from Marcus Hartley with Northern Econornics.
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15t season 3rd season* 4th season Sth seasan
Total _— 2nd season o —_ October 1
«x January 20 to e July 110 September 1 to
allowance A April 1 toJuly 1 through
Aprit 1 September 1 October 1
December 31
Total Allowance
seasonal share 27.5 percent 20 percent 30 percent 7.5 percent 15 percent
metric tons 1,707 461 336 532 126 252
Deep-water complex T
seasonal share 12.5 percent 37.5 percent 50 percent* 0 percent NA
Option 3 - 15% reduction 700 84 252 173 or (364} 0
Shallow-water complex
seasonal share 50 percent 11.1 percent 22.2 percent 16.7 percent NA
Option 3 - 15% reduction 755 377 84 168 126
Undesignated
seasonal share 100 percent
252

Option 3 - 15% reduction 252

All values are metric tons, except where noted as percentages.

* Number in bracket is total allocation plus 191.4 metric ton rockfish program halibut PSC allocation.
¥* The current 2,000 MT limit is reduced by the 27.4 MT Rockfish Program halibut PSC reduction.

A PSC available: 15% reduction (1,706 MT)

Maintaining current percentages

AB0 sidehoards all amounts are tonnages
Total sideboard 323500 -ZM 3rd season* 4th season Sth season
January 20to  April 1toJuly 1 July 1 to Septernber 1to QOctober 1
Deep-water comple
Option 3 - 15% reduction 350 19 180 87 2 62
Shallow-water complex
Option 3 - 15% reduction 114 8 a2 24 12 38

All values are metric tons, except where noted as percentages.
* Note: excludes rockfish program halibut PSC allowance and usage.
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Rockfish Sidehoards

July sideboard

tonnage
Deep-wat X
Option 3 - 15% reduction 42
Shallow-water complex
Option 3 - 15% reduction 2

* Excludes rockfish program halibut PSC allowance and deduction.

AFA non-exempt catcher vessels

1st season Ind season 3rd season 4th season %tztsoeb__%
Total sideboard January 20 to A —I_lt——Jml— 1 July 1to September 1to h h
April 1 pril 2ta duly September 1 Octaber 1 throug
December 31

Desp-water complex

QOption 3 - 15% reduction 47 & 18 24 0 NA
Shallow-water complex

QOption 3 - 15% reduction 257 128 28 57 43 NA
Undesignated

Option 3 - 15% reduction 52 52

Al values are metric tons, except where noted as percentages.
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NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(I) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act prohibits any person ** to knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary, or the Governor of a State false
information (including, but not limited to, false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a United State fish processor, on an
annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by fishing vessels of the United States)
regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor is considering in the course of carrying out this Act,
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NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(I) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act prohibits any person * to knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary, or the Governor of a State false
information (including, but not limited to, false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a United State fish processor, on an
annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by fishing vessels of the United States)
regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor is considering in the course of carrying out this Act.
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NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(I) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act prohibits any person ** to knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary, or the Governor of a State false
information (including, but not limited to, false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a United State fish processor, on an
annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by fishing vessels of the United States)
regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor is considering in the course of carrying out this Act.
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NOTE to persons providing oral or written testimony to the Council: Section 307(1)(I) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act prohibits any person * to knowingly and willfully submit to a Council, the Secretary, or the Governor of a State false
information (including, but not limited to, false information regarding the capacity and extent to which a United State fish processor, on an
annual basis, will process a portion of the optimum yield of a fishery that will be harvested by fishing vessels of the United States)
regarding any matter that the Council, Secretary, or Governor is considering in the course of carrying out this Act.
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C-1 (b) Halibut Bycatch, Final Action on GOA Halibut PSC
North Paclfic Fishery Management Council
June 2012

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council,

The Freezer Longline Coalition represents 28 fishing vessels with LLP’s licensed to harvest in
the GOA Pacific cod fishery. This represents all but one of the freezer longliners operating I the
Gulf of Alaska. The FLC supports final action being taken at this meeting on Revising the
Halibut Prohibited Species Catch Limits in the GOA. Please consider the following when making

your final decision.

The present analysis includes two alternatives and several options including options that would
reduce the present PSC caps by 5%, 10% or 15% in the hook and line sector. 1 will concentrate
my comuments on the hook and line sector with primary focus on Alternative 2, Suboptionl
dealing with reducing the present PSC caps for the CP hook-and-line fleet. We do not believe the
current analysis or previous Council actions conclude that cuts to this fleet are equitable at this
time.

The following is offered supporting our request that when the proposed reductions are applied,
consideration be given to the hook-and-line fleets and previous halibut limit reductions and
ongoing effort to reduce the use of PSC by this fleet.

Why Shouldn’t the Council apply reductions of 5/10/15 percent to the GOA CP hook-and-line
fleet halibut PSC limit apportionmenis?

The non-IFQ hook-and-line feet has been operating under what has proved to be a very
constraining cap since 1995. The response by the fleet to operate effectively under this and the
new 2012 cap has been admirable to say the least, Indeed bycatch management in the GOA hook
and line fishery in 1995 took a decidedly different turn compared to previous years. With the
advent of the sablefish (and halibut) IFQ programs, industry and mangers believed that most
halibut which were taken as bycatch in the sablefish fishery in past years would now be retained
as a directed commercial catch. Thus, halibut bycatch mortality limits could be set lower than
the 750 mt annually during 1990-1994, but exactly how much lower was ancertain. The Hmit
was then set at 300 mt for all other fixed gear fisheries, which turned out to be an extremely low
cap, case in point; the fixst year under the new cap (1995) actual halibut DMR was 380 mt. In
more recent years, referring to the analysis Table 4-32 (See attachment # 5) shows that from
9000-2008 five years resulted in closures to the hook-and-line fishery as a result of the cap.

FLC Public Comments on C-1(k), Final Action on GOA Halibut cap reductions. June 2012
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Although p.157 of the analysis mentions that the hook-and-line

PSC limits since 2008, no explanation of why is given. In fact th?:h ;arz h?t;es mesmﬁf 2? :grs
of eﬁ‘qrts by the hook-and-line fleet to find partnerships, reduce halibut DMR’s, and operafe
under informal cooperatives that culminated in the ability of the fleet to opcrate’under the 300 mt
cap. In contrast the overall trawl fishery has not taken any reduction since 1986.

Efforts executed by the GOA Hook-and-Line flcet to reduce halibut PSC use

* Begi.nniqg in 1991, all FLC vessels participated in a program developed by Fisheries
Information Services (FIS), to analyze halibut by-catch data collected by the Observer
Program. This included inseason monitoring of incidental catch rates (1991) and halibut
condition rates (related to viability) in 1994, As a result of these long-term and continued
efforts the GOA HAL P cod fleet observed mortality rate has continued to decrease. The
IPHC in 2010 set a new rate in the GOA P cod fishery based on a ten year average that
lowered our mortality from 14% to 12%, more than a 13% reduction! (See attachment #
4), This is directly due to our careful release program, 100% observer coverage, and
cooperative efforts combined, and are just some of the many ways the fleet has led in the
care for the resource. Overall Halibut Mortality by the Hook and Line fleet has fallen

from 17% to 12% or & nearly 30% reduction (Again see Attachment # 4 i.e table 4-29 in.

document). During the same time period the trawl fleet has reduced their halibut DMR in
the P cod fishery 1.6% (from 63% to 62%).

e The GOA HAL P cod fleets pear is much more selective for larger fish than trawl gear.
Future contributions from small (U26) halibut are much greater than their weight when
taken as bycatch (See Page 58 of the analysis). Distinguishing between the over-26 (026)
inch and under-26 (U26) inch components is important. The U26 component of ground
fish bycatch, is 37.5% of trawl bycatch and 24.8% of hook-and-line bycatch mortality. In
other words 75.2% of hook and line balibut bycatch montatity {(by weight) is 026, The
larger size halibut in fixed gear bycatch results in much less of an impact on fiture CEY
and future spawning biomass. The hook-and-line fishery uses less 126 halibut, the most
uncertain and vulnerable portion of the stock (pg 108 of the analysis), As the document
states in its conclusion of the Appendix Page 45, Increases to the FSBio would accrue
entirely from the U26 compouent of the mortality and would be cumulative over 30
years. Because the total PSC limit also includes 026 halibut, the cumulative increases in
FSBio resulting from any PSC limit reductions amount to just greater than 215% of any
trawl PSC reductions and a bit over 125% of any book-and-line PSC limit reduction.

e The FLC GOA HAL CP’s have lead in gathering observer data; in all recent years the
FLC fleet has voluntarily been carrying 100% observer coverage in the GOA. In other
words the portion of the 117 mt (258,000 pounds) 2012 cap used in this fleet wx].l be
based on observed catch. According toa NMES report (Percent Observed Catch in
Alaska Groundfish Fisheries, 2004-2006 Jennifer Hogan, NOAA Fisheries, June:au,
Alaska) Half of all GOA observed P-cod catch is provided by the Freezer Longline fleet.

The bycatch numbers in this fleet are well known and well estimated in a way pot seen in

the overall ery.

FLC Public Comments on C-1(b}, Final Action on GOA Hallbut cap reductions. June 2012
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» Since 2006 the FLC GOA HAL CP’s have been operating under a informal cooperative
to reduce halibut PSC. In 2006 the first “informal” coop (where halibut caps were
assigned to each boat) operated in the Guif of Alaska; this and subsequent Gulf coops in
every year since are monitored by the FLC, FIS, and Sea State Inc (See page 222 industry
programs, page 225 Gulf FLC coop, and page 221 coops) “If all the operations in a
targeted groundfish fishery worked to limit their PSC, the fishery could operate longer

and produce larger volumes of fish. Currently, the only fisheries in the GOA operating
under a system where individuals directly benefit from constraining their halibut PSC are

the Rockfish Program fisheries. in which cooperatives each have a specific halibut PSC
allowance, and the GOA Longline CP Pacific cod fishery. in which members have agreed
to a division of the available halibut PSC.

Recent reduction in hook-and-line CP PSC limits

The bottom line for the GOA P. cod longline fleet as a whole is that the halibut PSC cap is
already fairly low (290 mt). Under GOA sector Split action just implemented this year this cap
was split between CV and CP with CP receiving a proportion less than historical average. (See

attachment # 1 and # 2). The CP hook-and-line fleet was the only fleet at this action that had its
cap reduced. In other words, what is anticipated in this action (a reduction of 5-15%) has

alr taken place for the hook and line CP sector.

Not only was the overall hook-and-line cap reduced in 1995, but more importantly for the CP
hook-and-line flect, we just took a cut in sector splits that reduced our cap to far less than
historical averages. The current action proposes an overall cut in percentage, in that respect the
CP hook-and-line fleet just this year took & 15% cut (See attachment # 1). Even comparing actual
use (not what this action is proposing) the CP hook-and-line fleet just took a more than 9% cut
(See attachment # 2), Again see attachments # 1 & # 2. The CP hook-and-line fleet has not had a
chance to operate a full year under the new constraints. ¥ would clearly be inequitable and

unwarranted to take another cut in halibut PSC to this fleet without letting the fleet operate under
the new cap for even one full season.

Tools to reduce halibut PSC are already in place in the CP hook-and-line flect

While other fleets hopefully are able to add tools to operate within the new caps anticipated by
this action, as mentioned in the foregoing and in the analysis, many if not most all of the tools
available to industry to reduce halibut PSC usage are already in place in the CP hook-and-line
fleet. Nearly all, if not all of these tools were the result of cuts the fleet saw coming and direct
results of the actual cuts in 1995 and 2012, These management measures were organized,
developed and implemented by the hook-and-line fleet in each case ahead of regulatory
requirements. These tools have indeed allowed the CP hook-and-line fleet to operate cleaner and
more effectively in the GOA but in most years the new cap was still constraining (See
attachment # 5). While we intend to continue to refine the tools we have and come in as far
below the new PSC cap of 117 mt we are seeking recognition of the actual cuts the fleet has
taken to date and great contribution to resource management this fleet has shown as well.

FLC Public Comments on C-1(b}, Final Action on GOA Halibut cap reductions. June 2012
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These include:

Development and implementation of the careful release program

Voluntary cooperatives in every year since 2006

Individual vessel PSC use caps

Private agreements to maintain low encounter rates with small sets prior to setting more
gear

Voluntarily carrying 100% observer coverage, even though many of the GOA vessels in
this fleet require only 30% coverage

Qutside monitoring by FIS since 1991, including real time hot spot advisories

Quitside monitoring by SeaState Inc in 2010

Internal fleet manager, monitoring bycatch and remaining in contact with the fleet

operators

Precedence for this reguest

Precedence for this request exists. Consider that at the June 2011 Council meeting the Council
indicated that when the proposed reductions would be applied, the CGOA Rockfish Program
trawl halibut PSC limit apportionments were to be exempt from the proposed reductions of
5/10/15 percent. The Council’s rationale was that the Rockfish Program participants already had
their halibut PSC limit apportionment reduced by 27.4 mt and the roll-over of the unused portion
of the 191.4 mt would be reduced by 45 percent. The hook-and-line fleet is simply asking for this
same consideration.

A N N S R ¢

Thank you for allowing us to comment on this important proposed amendment, we hope that the
information we have presented is helpful to NPFMC and other industry halibut users.

K T—

Kentny Down
Executive Directar
Freeer Longline Coafy

FLC Public Comments on C-1{b), FInal Actlon on GOA Halibut cap reductions. June 2012
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Attachment # 1
Hook-and-Line CP Comparison (a)

Pre GOA Sector Split and new 2012 PSC allocation

Halibut CP CVamount CP amount
PSC Allocation (mt) (mt)
allocations

to HAL CVs

and CPs

cv

Allocation

59.7 g 173 o

Table Below From:
GOA Pacific Cod Sector Split
Final Action 12/12/2009

TABLE 2-56 some of the potential halibut PSC allocations to hook-and-line catcher vessels

and catcher processors based on Component 7 Option 2

Period CV ALLOCATION | CP ALLOCATION | CV amount (mt) | CP amount (mt)
1995-2005: Best 7 years 52.0% 48.0% 150.7 139.3
1995-2005: Best 5 years 52.7% 47.3% 152.7 137.3
2000-2006: Best5 years 52.8% 47.2% 153 137
2000-2006: Best 3 years 50.9% e 147.5 1425
2002-2007: Best 5 years 53.1% 46.9% 153.9 136.1
2002-2007: Best 3 years 52.9% 47.1% 153.5 136.5
2002-2008: Best 5 years 53.6% 155.3 134.7
2002-2008: Best 3 years 53.0% 153.8 136.2

* Based on 290 mt of non-DSR halibut PSC apportioned to GOA hook-and-line vessels ]

FLC Public Comments on C-1(b), Final Action on GOA Halibut cap reductions. June 2012
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Table Below From:

GOA Pacific Cod Sector Split
Final Action 12/12/2009

Attachment # 2
Hook-and-Line CP Comparison (b)
Pre GOA Sector Split and new 2012 PSC allocation

TABLE 2-57 HAUIBUT PSC use by hook-and-fine CPs and CVs in the Pacific cod target, 1995-2008

WESTERN GOA CENTRAL GOA EASTERN GOA TOTALCP  TOTALCV
YEAR HAL CP HAL CV HAL CP HAL CV © HALCV*
1995 &s 0 17 254 5 104 259
1996 37 1 18 94 2 56 97
1997 41 1 * 70 4 * 75
1998 34 1 17 212 16 51 230
1959 142 0 * 168 22 * 190
2000 84 1 4 165 s 88 1n
2001 122 0 * 144 2 * 146
2002 100 o 63 75 1 163 77
2003 98 1 11 75 1 109 77
2004 99 0 26 166 3 125 169
2005 34 6 * 158 0 * 164
200e 104 2 46 172 1 149 176
2007 85 9 33 162 5 119 175
2008 60 18 40 284 11 101 313
n
128 mt average from 2002-2008, 117 mt 2012 allocation from final action at
Sector Split was a more than 9% reduction from our average PSC use on 128 mt
O
2D
&

FLC Public Comments on C-1(b}, Final Action on GOA Halibut cap reductions. June 2012



GOA Halibut PSC Encounter Rate Reduction

Attachment # 3
Hook-and-Line CP

(Resulting from fleet efforts)

Provided by FIS from inseason data

YEAR | Groundfish | Halibut | Rate ; HLBT Mort.
mt kg Kg/mt Mt
2005 1,078 351,924 | 327 46
2006 4,395 1,148,712 261 - 149
2007 5,176 847,632 | 164 119
2008 5,384 719,111 | 134 101
2009 6,083 753,442 124 105
2010 9,786 1,057,294 108 127
2011 9,079 1,086,849 120 130
Annual Halibut bycatch rates 2005-11
350
300 ..__!x‘
o \ﬁ\
% 200 "\\-.\
'E 150 L-ﬂ.'_-‘"‘\
L2 il _—
100 —
[
50
0
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
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Attachment # 4
Hook-and-Line CP
GOA Halibut PSC Discard Mortality Rate Reduction
(Resulting from fleet efforts)

2om] 2o  amos]  wew 2000 20| 208 p) 200 2000
Directed Fishary Hook-and-Line Geer

Other Fisheries ‘_l oL 042 0.14 D1l 0.3 0.13 033 013 osd  oaa 0.44
Paciflc Cod 21y ol 014 niel o044 013 033 o1a]  ode| eld]  oda Codd
0.09

Ratdish 0.09] o o10] o10] oos] o008 ovs]  oce|  oo8]  oosl o1
Trowd
Arowtaoth flounder 0.72 0.72] oca) o0ssl oel o] oss] aml  ose 0,62 a2l 055
|Atka Mackerel 06y o060l  0€0 0. . aan om0z 070 057
Deep-waterftatfish |  0.48; 0 0.53 053 053 057 0.57 0,57 0.6 1K 0.60) 0.
Flzthead sole 065  oes] o6 06y o oe
Nen-pelagic poflack 0.5 os9|  oss  oss)  os9] 0.9
Other fishedes 10.62 0.62 0.63 0.63] 0535 0.61
Padflc cod o.ﬂ 06 063 o063 o0&  osl
Pelagic podlock 0.75 0.76 D.7§F Q. 75| 0.7 .75
Rexsole ] 0.4 0.64 0.63 063 06| 082
Rockfish 0.67] 0.6 0.67 1,67 0.67 .67,
Sablaflsh 0.65 ossd 06|  oss] oS 0.62
|Shallow-water flatfis _ 0.71 el e[  om]  on .68
Pot
Other Flsherias 017 a7 o016l o016l 048] 017 o7  o17] o014 o1 094  0ad
Pacific cad 07| o17] ol o16] o036l o1 oirl o[ om| o1 014  61a
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Attachment # 5
Hook-and-Line CP and CV totals and years closed on PSC Caps

Note that 2005 we only had a Gulf A season

Table Error! No text of specified style in document.-1 Status quo non-DSR hook-and-line PSC limit (cumulative)
and the cumulative halibut PSC (mt), 2003-2011

[ — 1st Season 2nd Season 3rd Season Annual :
'- cP | cv |Total [ cP | cv |Total | cP | cv | Total | Pcod TAC |
PSCLimit| 101] 149 250, 103] 152| 255 117/ 173] 290 E
2003 g7l _134] 221] eolll 254] 107§ 286 40,540 |
2004 74 121 195 74 122|  195f% 171 48,033 |
2005 | 17) 82| 99| 17| 82 99| 43| 164/ 207| 44,433
(2006 | 35/ 106| 142| 35 107} 142 39,090 |
2007 | e8| 105 173 8 105 173 105 200 52,264
2008 73| 130 202 73] 131 204 101 50,269
2009 B4| 136 201 64| 137] 202 95 278| 41,807 |
(200 | 5o 77| 13 9 77 136k 104]  226| 59,563 |
i 2011 35/ 46| 81 35 46| 81 111 242| 73,719

Source: AKFIN summary of NOAA Catch Accounting Data and NOAA Fisheries Specification Tables for the GOA
2003 through 2011.
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Franke L. Brown
Great Alaska Fisheries
P.O. Box 275
Kodiak, Alaska 99615
907-842-9359 cell

June 6, 2012

Eric Olson

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council
605 W. 4" Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Chairman Olson,

As a concerned fisherman and Kodiak resident of 25 years | am stating my opposition to the proposal
which cuts halibut PSC levels in the Gulf of Alaska.

These are the reasons | oppose cutting halibut PSC levels;

1. The proposed reduction is not scientifically based.
The proposed reduction is politically motivated and an attempt to reallocate between user
groups. There are no scientific facts which show that a reduction in by-catch for trawlers will
improve the health of halibut; reducing bycatch will not cause halibut to grow faster. The
Council should be more proactive than reactive in its solutions for PSC. A straight halibut cap
reduction is not a reasonable or creative approach to reducing bycatch. If the Council continues
to re-allocate based on politics the trawl fleet will be put completely out of business which isn’t
good for coastal communities such as Kodiak. The current observer program that the fisheries
are working under has shown it is flawed.

We recommend not making changes to PSC cuts until we have a functional observer program
that shows all sectors bycatch and wastage especially the unobserved longline halibut fleet.

2. The trawl fishery in the Gulf has no tools to mitigate the impact of a halibut PSC reduction.
There is no individual accountability and no way to coordinate amongst a diverse fleet.
With the AFA fishery in the Bering Sea and current co-op management structure which I'm
involved with, we have had an abundance of tools to manage and minimize bycatch (i.e.
wastage). For example we have been able to use excluder devices, trawl test cameras, and
established areas to avoid salmon and halibut while fishing. These are just a few methods used.
In the Gulf under the CQ rackfish program we have used a selective fishing gear type, excluders,
and specifically avoid “hot spots” where salmon or halibut may be. Another very important
consideration used in the CQ rock fish coop has been to focus on local canneries, employment
and the overall Kodiak economy.

We recommend not making changes to halibut PSC until we have the individual accountability
tools to make changes to our fishing practices to minimize negative consequences to us and the
local economy:.



3. Theincentive to reduce bycatch (i.e. wastage) already exists; over 300,000 tons of ground fish
TACs are already unharvested because of halibut PSC restrictions.

We need halibut PSC’s to have any chance of prosecuting this 300,000 tons of ground fish. [t
doesn’t make sense to leave more unharvested fish on the grounds. Can you imagine what
that would mean to the bottom line of the local economy in Kodiak if we were given the
opportunity and the tools to make this happen? This seems hopeless in the current fisheries
system we are currently using, but it is even more hopeless every time the halibut PSC’s are cut.

The Council has already sent a message to the trawl fleet “that good fishing practices are going
to be penalized for PSC savings”. An example would be the rock fish program; while using
cooperative fishing tools that we were given to conduct the rockfish fishery we were able to
save halibut bycatch (i.e. wastage) in an effort to prosecute more fish. The Council then
penalizes responsible fisherman for doing exactly what you want us to do by further reducing
our halibut PSC. The Council should reward us for being responsible and proactive not penalizes
us.

It’s time to throw us a bone, ZERO
Cuts.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Franke L. Brown



Tatnele Ohownd_

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4", Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252
npfme.comments@noaa.gov

June 7, 2012

Re: Agenda Item C-1(b) — Final action GOA Halibut PSC
Testifier: Patrick O’Donnell, F/V Caravelle

2002 Apportionment of Pacific halibut PSC trawl limits between the deep-water species and the shallow-
water species complex.
Season Shallow-water Deep-water Total
1 (Jan. 20-Apr. 1) 450 100 550
2 (Apr. 1-Jul. 1} 100 300 400
3 (Jul. 1-8ep. 1) 200 400 600
4 (Sep. 1-Oct. 1) 150 Any rollover 150
5 (Oct. 1-Dec.31) Undesignated 300
Total 900 | 800 2,000




North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Fax (907) 271-2817

npfmec.comments @noaa.gov
May 29th 2012

Re; Agenda item C-1(b) - Final action GOA Halibut PSC
Dear Chairman Olsen and Members of the Council:

My name is Patrick O’'Donnell. | own the 85 foot trawler Caravelle, and am one of the 40
or so vessels that will be directly affected by the reduction in the GOA Halibut PSC. This
reduction will directly affect four families who rely on my vessel for their income.
indirectly it wilt affect the processing plant and the cannery workers where 1 deliver my
fish, as there wili be a huge loss in processing days due to a lower delivery rate of trawl
groundfish to the plant.

| have been trawling in Kodiak for what is now my 23rd season, my 19th as skipper and
my 11th as a boat owner. When | first started trawling here in Kodiak in 1990, it was the
first time that [ had ever dealt with an observer. After taiking with the observer and being
made aware of what her needs were o complete her job, we went about our work on
deck. it wasn't until the 3rd trip that we actually caught a halibut and were so excited
that we had finally caught one, that we could present cne fo the observer so that she
couid weigh and measure it and then return it to the sea.

| started skippering in January 1994 and throughout the years have seen the
abundance of halibut grow and grow. As a result we have made gear modifications, built
excluders, changed our fishing patterns and tow slower to reduce the catch of halibut
and still catch cod.

My concern for the last few years has been if the trend continues, and the biomass of
small halibut continues to grow, where are we going to end up as far as our ability to
harvest groundfish? We can only go so fast as far as gear development. There will
come a time when we will not be able to fish groundfish due to a higher abundance of
halibut.

We the trawlers have already seen a reduction in halibut in the rockfish program, and
have yet to see what the impact that is going to have, as this is the first year of that
program.

| think that all user groups have to take responsibility for the problems we are having in
the GOA with halibut. With the restructuring of the cbserver program about to start in
seven months from now, we will have better data flow across all user groups and better
representative data fleet wide, and data from the actual user group the halibut IFC} fleet.



The IPHC and NMFS have to put time and effort into this problem as far as research
goes. We have ane of the most vibrant fisheries in the world in the GOA, yet the amount
of research that goes into the fisheries here is a joke compared to other nations. We
have a brand new research vessel {Oscar Dyson) that is lagging behind in its research
using trawl gear that was designed 30 years ago for their survey data.

| believe that something has to be done as far as the problem with the halibut.
| also believe we need more scientific data to figure out what is affecting the stock,
what is affecting the growth rate, and why the biomass is up yet the exploitable biomass

is dropping.

I think we need reporting and recording of all halibut caught and retained by all user
groups. This should include sports and subsistence. | also believe that Crucifiers and
barbs on hooks should be considered and the affects these are having on the discarded
halibut by-catch in the IFQ fishery. | do not support a reduction in halibut PSC until we
have strong scientific data saying that it is in fact the problemn.

Thank you,

Patrick O’'Donnell
F/ Caravelle



Sussth tilgpid
Alaska State Legislature

State Capitol
Juneau, Alaska
09801-1182

June 1, 2012

Eric Olson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Attn: Chris Oliver, Executive Director

604 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

re: Comments on agenda item C-1
Chair Olson and Members of the Council:

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on agenda item C-1 regarding
halibut bycatch under consideration at your June meeting in Kodiak.

Recently, we were briefed on this issue by a coalition of multiple user groups from areas
3A and 2C that provided us with background information on the scope of halibut bycatch
and its potential effect on the status of the halibut resource.

In reviewing the information provided by the coalition, we note that commercial and
sport fishermen have experienced dramatic cuts in their harvests over the last decade.
However, the limit on halibut bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska, on the other hand, has not
been significantly changed since 1983. Currently there is a halibut bycatch limit of 2,300
metric tons (mt) in the GOA—or just over 5 million pounds.

Beyond the interest of equity between the differing areas, sectors and gear groups are
two other compelling points that not only justify final action on this proposed rule, but we
believe necessitate it.

In the interest of resource conservation, we note that according to the International
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) that each halibut caught as bycatch is a direct loss
to the spawning biomass, meaning that one pound of halibut caught as bycatch results
in 1.5-1.7 pounds of lost spawning biomass.

In addition, National Standard 9 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act clearly mandates bycatch
reduction as a significant component of the Act. Section 600.350(b} states:

“First, bycatch can increase substantiaily the uncertainty concerning fotal
fishing-related mortality, which makes it more difficult to assess the status



of stocks, to set the appropriate QY and define overfishing levels, and to
ensure that OYs are attained and overfishing ievels are not exceeded.
Second, bycatch may also preclude other more productive uses of fishery
resources.”

For the reasons outlined above, we support adoption of the proposed rule regarding
halibut bycatch, ask that the Council not delay action on this agenda item and
encourage the adoption and implementation of the 15% reduction.

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue and appreciate
your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Sen Dennis Egan Rep. Peggy Wilson Rep. Beth Kerttula

Lotz gD

Rep. Cathy Murioz Rep. Bill Thomas
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June 1, 2012

Mr. Eric Qlson, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501

npfmc.comments@noaa.gov
Re: GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC), agenda item C-1 {b)

Dear Chairman Olson,

Southeast Conference (SEC) is a regional, nonprofit corporation that advances the collective
interest of the people, communities and businesses in Southeast Alaska. Members include
municipalities, native corporations and village councils, regional and local businesses, civic
organizations and individuals throughout the region. Our mission is to undertake and support
activities that promote strong economies, healthy communities, and a quality environment for
Southeast Alaska. We are the State-designated Alaska Regional Development Organization
{ARDOR), the federally-designated Economic Development District (EDD), and the federally
designated Resource Conservation and Development Council for Southeast Alaska. Each of these
designations requires SEC to take an active role in regional resource management and economtic
development planning.

SEC is a strong supporter of maintaining and developing a strong economy in Southeast Alaska.
Many in our region depend on halibut for food, sport, and livelihood. Through our Fisheries
Committee, SEC has learned that commercial harvesters, charter operators, sport fishermen,
processors, coastal residents and stakeholders in Southeast Alaska have agreed to present a united
voice asking the NPFMC to take final action to reduce the halibut bycatch. As such, SEC advocates a
15% reduction in GOA Halibut PSC at the NPFMC June 2012 meeting.

Halibut stocks and catch limits have declined significantly over the past decade. Exploitable halibut
biomass has dropped 58% in the Gulf of Alaska with catch limits for the directed halibut fisheries
and the charter fleet enduring substantial reductions. 1,113 2C quota share holders, 1,420 3A quota
share holders, 490 3B quota share holders, 274 individual charter permit holders in 2C, 317
individual charter permit holders in 3A, and countless sport and subsistence halibut harvesters
have participated in meaningful collaborative efforts to maintain a viable halibut resource, a
resource being directly impacted by the GOA Halibut PSC. Especially, since 1989 the GOA Halibut
PSC has remained relatively unchanged. Therefore, SEC urges the Council to adopt a 15% reduction.
This will help protect and conserve the halibut resource for the benefit of halibut quota share
holders, crewmembers, processors, charter operators, sport harvesters, subsistence users, and
coastal Alaskans that depend on halibut for food, sport and livelihood.



National Standard 9 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act clearly mandates bycatch reduction as a
significant component of the Act. Section 600.350(b) states:

“First, bycatch can increase substantially the uncertainty concerning total fishing-related
mortality, which makes it more difficult to assess the status of stocks, to set the appropriate
0Y and define overfishing levels, and to ensure that OYs are attained and overfishing levels
are not exceeded. Second, bycatch may also preclude other more productive uses of fishery
resources.”

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this matter that is very important to the region of
Southeast Alaska

Sincerely,
Gordy Wrobel Shelly Wright

President, SEC Board of Directors Executive Director



June 7, 2012 Agenda item C-1 (b)
Area Closures
Reason Where Gear When Regulator Comments
King crab Eastside Kodiak Island Non-pelagic 1986 NMFS Type land Il
Bycatch Southeast (area 650) All traw| 1998 NMFS
crab Shelikof Strait - mainland Non-pelagic 2000 BOF
Bycatch Cook Inlet All trawl ? NMFS
King Salmon  Karluk River mouth Non-pelagic 2011 BOF
Bairdi Crab Inner Marmot Non-pelagic 2013 or 2014 NMFS
SsL Haulouts and Rookeries All trawl 2001 NMFS 33% of area 620 & 23% of area 630
EFH 10 areas on the shelf break Non-pelagic 2007 NMFS
Seasonal Closures
Reason From Gear To When Fisheries Regulator Comment
Bycatch January 20 Pelagic & non July 1 1992 Rockfish NMFS
Bycatch January 1 Pelagic & non Jan 20 1993 All trawl NMFS BS issue
3 seasons - Jan, July,
SsL 4 seasons - Jan, June, July & August Trawl! & Sept 1996 Pollock NMFS
4 seasons - lan, Mar,
SSL 3 seasons - Jan, July, & Sept Trawl Sept & Oct 2001 Pollock NMFS
55L January 20 Non-pelagic Jan 20 & Sept 1 2001 cod NMFS
two week stand downs between A/B removed stand
SSL and C/D Trawl downs 2005 Pollock NMFS
PSC Management
Bycatch Measure From To When
Halibut Hard Cap - one box none Annual 1985
Halibut Hard Cap - 4 boxes Annual quarterly 1991
Quarterly plus
Halibut Hard Cap - 7 boxes Quarterly shallow/deep 1995
Cuarterly plus
Halibut Hard Cap - 9 boxes shallow/deep Add fifth season 2002
Chinook Hard Cap - one box nane Annual 2012

(

Stoian lankov
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-~ 1@ Fishermen’s Finest, Inc.

~
Fishermen
Finest

1532 N.W. 56th Street = Seattle, WA 98107

” TEL: (206) 283-1137 = FAX: (206) 281-8681

June 6, 2012

Mr. Eric Olsen, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda Item C-1(b): Gulf of Alaska Pacific halibut prohibited species cap (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson,

Fishermen’s Finest operates two trawl catcher processors in the A80 sector. Both of the
vessels have fished in the Gulf of Alaska since the mid to late cightics, targeting on
various rockfish and latfish species, as well as atka mackerel and cod. We continue to
target groundfish fisheries in the Gulf. even though regulations over the past twenty years
have reduced access to many larget fisheries. We would like to take this opportunity to
comment on the proposed Gulf of Alaska halibut PSC reductions.

Halibut sideboards for the Amendment 80 fleet are based on the fleet’s history in the Gulf
from 1998 through 2004. The A80 fleet has not been able to achieve its sideboard history
due to premature fishery closures. Prior to 2004, catcher vessels had few markets for the
DW flatfish on which the CPs targeted. The second seasonal apportionment of DW
halibut used 1o stay open well into May. The fishery was spread out in terms of time and
location, without CPs racing. As shoreside markets developed for DW flats in 2004, the
increased effort added pressure on the halibut. DW flats closed within the month of April
~ forcing all vessels to fish starting April 1** when the fish are not well aggregated, and as
such, halibut rates are higher. Reducing the halibut will only exacerbate the status quo.
since there will be even less halibut in cach seasonal apportionment. (See Tables 4-23, 4-
32)

We strongly urge the Council to be more deliberate and strategic in its actions to reduce
trawl halibut bycatch consumption. This can be done without roadblocking the fleet from
responsible bycatch avoidance practices, without reducing revenues. and without
increasing halibut rates.

I‘or example, when the A80 fleet was given the Groundfish Retention Standard, the
Council understood that the fleet could not increase retention without the tools to end the
race for fish. The groundfish retention standard was implemented in 2007, and the A80
coop structure was implemented in 2008. This was a rational way to induce the fleet to
improve its practices.



Fishermen’s Finest, Inc. to NPFMC
Agenda Item C-1(b): Gulf of Alaska Pacific halibut PSC June 6, 2012

We strongly urge the Council to not reduce halibut to the trawl fleet until the fleet is
given tools to manage the halibut more effectively — by way of either deck sorting to
reduce mortality, individual bycatch accounts, PSC cooperatives, or full rationalization.
There are several more reasons not 1o reduce halibut at this time:

e Halibut abundance, in terms of numbers, are very high, especially since the 1987
and later year classes. High abundance logically means increased chances of
interception for our vessels, If there was less halibut, we would see less incidental
catch; this is not the case.

s The decrcasing size at age issue has not been linked, either directly or indirectly,
to incidentally caught halibut. While it does result in a reduced CEY/GHL for the
directed and charter fleets, the groundfish fleets expericnce the same reductions in
catch and revenue when TACs and Directed Fishing Allowances are reduced.
Incidental catch needs to the non-directed fishermen are not adjusted downward
just because there is less target opportunity for the directed fishermen. We would
like to tell the pollock fieet 10 catch less rock sole, but so far we just haven’t gonc
there. This may serve as a good precedent though!

o Starting in 2007, the A80 flcet was mandated to retain almost all the flatfish it
caught, without regard to market consequences. We have mandatory retention
limits whether the flatfish are spawning are not, Direcled halibut fishermen balk
at retaining fish smaller than 32 inches, citing that buyers don’t want smaller fish.
The 2011 Statewide ex-vessel price for halibut is $6.50/Ib — certainly not the high
end of the price; there will be a market for 26 or 28 inch fish. Lowering size
limits, and coincidentally increasing retention, for this fleet needs to be further
explored.

» The imposition of halibut reductions disproportionately affects the observed
fleets. CPs have 100 — 200% observers on board when in the Gulf. CVs have 30-
100%. However, the directed halibut and sablefish users self-report discards and
bycatch, without adequate or any observer coverage. The fleet that self reports
discards, does not have observers on board, and hi-grades by regulation, should
not dictate our incidental catch needs.

» Finally, one of the more frequently cited hypotheses for the smaller size at age is
competition - both within the halibut species itself, and between halibut and
arrowtooth. It seems counter intuitive then to reduce bycatch. Reducing bycatch
leaves more small halibut in the water, which creates more competition between
halibut and also reduces targeted arrowtooth, another competitor.



Fishermen’s Finest, Inc. to NPFMC
Agenda Item C-t(b): Guif of Alaska Pacific halibut PSC June 6, 2012

We would like to recommend the following options which the Council should take
positive action:

e AB0 sideboards should roll from season to season. This allows us Lo gel back 10
the management status quo under which all other fleets operate.

» We are not opposed to the CVs having their DW and SW sideboards combined
after May 15" however we are exiremely disappoinied that the Council did not
reinstate combined sideboards for A80 in the 5" season, like the other fleets have
and we are used to. The CVs have a competitive advantage over the CPs in 5™ and
now in the 2"¢ seasons where deep and shallow water halibut can be combined.

This is a large competitive loss for us, and further reduces access to our sideboard
history.

The most important recommendation we have for the Council is not to take halibut
reductions at this time. If the Council is pressured to do so, then the reductions should not
take place until some sort of rationalization is in place. If that is not a procedurally viable
option, then reductions should not go into place until 2016, or 2015 at a minimum.

We also recommend that the qualifying years for a rationalization program have an end
date of 2012, as everyone is on notice that rationalization is on its way, and the race for
history will commence, if it hasn’t already.

Thank you for taking the time Lo consider these comments,
? *
S Yaborsmn

Susan Robinson



North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4", Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252
npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

June 7, 2012

Re: Agenda Item C-1(b) — Final action GOA Halibut PSC
Testifier: Don Ashley, F/V Gold Rush

Changes in mean size-at-age have been observed over time, across age-classes and cohorts

Source: Size at age and growth of Pacific halibut: Process and mechanisms (Tim Loher, Haiibut
workshop, April 24-25, 2012).
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Nerth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4th, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252
npfmc.comments@noaa._gov

June 7, 2012

Re: Agenda Item C-1(b} — Final action GOA Halibut PSC
Testifier: Mike Helligso

million |bs, net weight (harvest)

Year 2C 3A 3B 2C/3A/3B _ 3fib

1985 7.766  18.336 3.125 29227  $1.99
1996 8.871 19.693 3.663 32227 %224
1997 8916 24637 9.062 43615  $2.16
1998 10.186 25698 11.161 47.056  $1.36
1989 10.143 25316 13.835 49294  $2.09
2000 8.445 19.273 15.413 43.131 $2.680
2001 8403 21.539 16.336 46.278  $2.03
2002 8602 23131 17.313 49046  $2.23
2003 8412 22,754 17.223 43389  $2.89
2004 10.234 25167 15.46 50.861 $3.04
2005 10.625 26.033 13.171 49829  $3.07
2006 10492 26714 10.791 46997  3$3.78
2007 8.473  26.493 8.249 44215  $4.40
2008 6208 24521 10.748 41475  $4.40
2009 4855 21756 10.779 37489  $3.12
2010 4486  20.503 10.114 35103  $4.82
2011 2431 14.533 7.351 24315  $6.51

% Increase from
19935 to high year: 36.8%  445%  454.0% 74.0% 227.1%

1995 19961997 19981999 20002001 20022003 2004 2005 200& 2007 2008 200920102011

| High Year: 2005 2007 2002 2004 2011
ssnsee 2C/3AS3IB harvest (M net lbs)

60 — Halibut $/1b - $7.00

50 - $6.00
£ . - $5.00
g - $4.00 o
g 0 L $3.0094
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ivanoff - Kodiak Fisherman Comment on C-1 Halibut Bycatch

| strongly support that the council implement a fifteen percent reduction in the PSC for the trawl
fisheries.

For the past 10 years, the halibut biomass in the Gulf of Alaska has decreased significantly,
and is frending towards a collapse. During the same time period of the decline in halibut
biomass no material action has been taken by the council to align the bycatch quantities with
the condition of the halibut biomass. All science based evidence concludes that the halibut
biomass is in trouble. IPHC has provided their stock assessment, and their recommendation
of a 16% reduction in PSC. In additien, hundreds of lefters were sent to the council confirming
the status of the halibut stocks, and with support for 15% PSC reductions. However, the trawl
fleet continues to falsely claim that the halibut biomass is healthy and reject the science, all in
hopes to create delayed action through uncert2inty. It is a fact, the large amounts of PSC are
negatively impacting the halibut biomass. Lowering the PSC limits is essential in recovering the
halibut biomass, and is the only effective means to modify fishing activities to minimize halibut
bycatch,

What the council and trawl fleet must consider is the trend of the halibut biomass. If the trend
continues and the halibut stocks collapse, drastic action will have to be taken. Entire fisheries
will have to be closed while the halibut stocks rebuild, which would lead to businesses failing
and unemployment in multiple sectors of the economy. Reference the actions taken for the
Steller sea lion issue, fishing areas have been constrained and fisheries have been closed. If
similar actions are needed to rebuild the halibut biomass the consequences will be much more
severe than the efforts required to meet a2 156% PSC reduction, The reality is that 15% is not a

massive reduction.



Opponents of a 15 % reduction of PSC assert that the size of the fleet and the large area
are prohibitive of fleset coordination to reduce PSC.

in two groundfish fisheries, arowtooth and shallow water flatfish, 50% of all PSC is caught

by 28 and 27 vessels respectively 1. The notion that fleet size and area prevent coordination
efforts to address the PSC issue are disingenuous and false, Although the information is not
publicly available, the general rule of thumb for any system is the 80/20 rule. 80% of the fish

is being caught by 20% of the boats. In addition, the same boats fish both species. Discussion
with people close to the issue confirm that the majority of the flatfish landings are made by a
small nurnber of boats, Council members, please confirm these numbers with NMFS staff. The

decisions and practices of a small number of skippers are causing the majority of the problem.

Opponents of a 15% reduction in PSC argue that the Trawl fleet should not have to
reduce their bycatch because issues exist in IFQ fishery.

It is true, the IFQ fishery has several issues to address, wastage needs te be brought down,

and an observer program must be implemented. For the Trawl Fleet to use the issues in the IFQ
fishery as an excuse to not reduce the amount of halibut they destroy is a logical fallacy. Two
wrongs do not make a right. All evidence clearly indicates the GOA halibut biomass is in a very
poor condition. Trawler activities have a significant negative impact on the halibut biomass. For
the long term viability and possibly the survival of the halibut fishery {recall Kodiak king crab) the

biomass must be protected before it is too late.

Opponents of a 15% reduction in PSC claim that the unknowns of increased regulation
placed on the the trawl fleet give reason to delay PSC reductions.

Without question the Trawl fleet has the biggest impact to other fisheries. As the cumalitive



impacts of trawling activities are better understood, and non target species continue to be
impacted increased regulation is required. For Alaska to continue to be a leader in sustainable
fisheries robust regulations need to be in place. The imptementation of PSC reductions and
other important regulations have been long overdue. A PSC reduction ptan should have been
initiated with small incremental drops over a number of years. However, resistance in the Trawl
fieet has prevented this from happening. Unfortunately, we have waited until the point where a
significant reduction must be made now to minimize the negative impacts trawling has on the

stressed halibut biomass.

Opponents of a 15% reduction in PSC claim that shore based processors and
communities will be severely impacted due to lower PSC limits.

The shore based processors in Kodiak are engaged in a wide range of fisheries, and the
fisheries impacted most by a reduction in PSC only make up a minor part of the processors
busineés.

- Flatfish fisheries account for 77% of PSC usage and are the most likely to be affected by lower
PSC. However, on average flatfish fisheries only makes up 4.85% of Kodiak’s total fishing
revenues (Table 2).

- As Kodiak is the center of the GOA groundfish activity it will realize most of the losses from
PSC reductions, from the analysis $8.16 million is projected to be lost in Kodiak at the first
wholesale level (Table 1). However, When compared against the total 2011 fishing income of
the $132 million 2 the loss is only a 6.22% of the total. Year on Year Kodiak regularly absorbs
fluctuations in revenue of this magnitude due to multiple factors in the fishing industry.

- Processor laborers will not be severely impacted, to see this past fish landings should be
examined. On average catcher vessel Flatfish landings are 25,000 metric tons4. Again, taking

the worst case scenario that all flatfish is not caught the impact is comparable to the volume



fluctuations seen between 2008, and 2009 when landings were off 22,000 metric tons 2. No

dire social or economic faliout occurred as a result of this drop in landings, which is contrary to

the predictions made by opponents of PSC reduction. |t exiremely important to note that with

increased bycatch avoidance the trawl fisheries will remain open, the fish will be caught, and
nity impacts wi d

- Although PSC is not the sole cause of decreased halibut biomass, it is important to look at
what is currently being lost due to the large reductions in halibut quota. Processor labor will lose
$642,000 in earnings due to the drop in halibut quota from 2011 to 2012 (Table 5). Thisis a
extremely significant loss in income, because the processor labor is a low income earning group
mainly working for close to minimum wage,

- In terms of benefits to the nation the 2011 to 2012 drop in quota will result in a loss of $25.71
millien. A material reduction in PSC is a critical step in the right direction to regain the lost

halibut revenues.

Opponents of a 15 % reduction of PSC claim that Trawlers can not make improvements
in halibut avoidance under the current fisheries management system.

Again, arrowtooth and shallow water flaifish account for 50% of all PSC, and is caught by 28
and 27 vessels respectively 1. It is completely reasonable that this small number of individuals
can implement the tools on their own without waiting for policy change. The owners and
skippers could create a system of individual accountability to promote clean fishing through
maodified gear and fishing practices. For example, a concerted effort could be made by the
flatfish trawl fleet to improve halibut discard mortality. Improving the discard mortality rate is very
achievable and could possibly be the full solution to reduced PSC(Table 3). Discard mortality
rates for the arrowtooth trawl fishery have increased 24% in the last 12 years. Resulting in a

higher number a dead halibut being discarded. The increase in mortality is consistent across



all of the traw! fisheries 2. As the lower mortality was once possible 12 years ago, it is clear
that moriality rates can be improved to mitigate 15% lower PSC limits, However history shows,
that no improvements will be made unless the trawl fleet is prompted. In the absence of a clear
PSC reduction plan from the Trawl fleet, lowering the bycatch limits by 15% is the only way to

prompt PSC reductions.

The time to align the PSC with the halibut biomass is long overdue. The halibut biomass has
been on a steady decline for 10 years, and no material action has been taken to address the
issue. | know of no management system where an aspect of a business or organization is
allowed to decline for 10 years without taking any action. Significant material action needs to be

taken now to address the bycaich issue,

1 - NMFC Environmental Assessment / Regulatory Impact Review / Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis To Rives Halibut Prohibited Species Catch Limits, Table 4-18, 4-22, 4-23

2 - NMFC Environmental Assessment / Regulatory Impact Review / Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis To Rives Halibut Prohibited Species Catch Limits, Table 4-29, 4-30

3 - Kodiak Chamber of Commerce, : iak.org/fj es/stories/kodi

economic _indicators df

4 - NMFC Environmental Assessment / Regulatory Impact Review / Initial Regulatory Flexibility
Analysis To Rives Halibut Prohibited Species Catch Limits, Table 4 - 15



Table 1- Compasiscn of Impacts to Kod'ak Economy with 15% PSC fram Analysls

GORA Hallbed Pors Tiat
Accounl for Majarity of
Halud Lendings {1) Lbs Por Ports

Cordova 879,334
Homer 5,602,008
Kodigk 5841 101
Seward 3,503,326
Sitka 1,301,520
Potursburgy 920,944
Tola) 18,048,323
Kodiek Portion 32.36%
Kotfink Gain {2) $209,655
Kodiak Loss {3 £4,160,245
Tota) Kodiak Fishing
Industry Economy 2011
4) 5132 000,000
Parcentzge Datreass in
Fishing Economy
I £,18%

{1) Hafbut Landing & LB Dala from - hip:/Awww.fakr.noaa.goviramsiigrepons.htm#pearicipanis
{2) Revised Table E54, C1{b} Stalf supplementa) Io RIR

[2) Table ES-8
(4} hitp:fwww.kodiak crg/currenisiprevious-issue s/ 2-august-201 14130 mic-development-news.himl
Table 2 - Commanity Impact Exprossed in Ex-Vessel Revenuo
Fledish ifii of
Pollock Sableflch Pacific Cod PSC) Rockflsh Other
2010 Smilion Ex-Vessel
78.8 6.2 9.5 6.4 6.1 2
%h of 2010 Tata! Ex-
vessel 132 $milfon {2} 21.82% 4.70% T.50% 4.85% 4‘52%\ 1.52%
{1} Teble 4-16 of tha Analysis
{2} hetp:/www kadiak.orglounrentsiprevious- £22.august-201 1/190-economic-davalopment-news himl
Table 3 - Polential PSC savinga with Improved Mortallty Ratea
20002001 % 210 PSC mt Distibution of | P2C aevings with |
Fishery Incroase tn Mortally Distriation 2000 mt PSC retgrn to 2000
4] mortalty |
Armrow floamder 24% a10| 501 120
Atka Mackeral 19% 1] a ]
| Deep-Water Ratfish 20% 1 1) 0
Flathead sole 12% 167 204 24
Non-pelsgic pollock 3% iB 22 1
(ther Fisheres &% 0 0 ]
Pacific Cod 3% 247 02 ]
Palagic. Pollock 5% 14 17 1
Fex Sale 17% 248 303 52
Rackfish 4% 85 116 5
Sablafish 13% 3 4 ]
Shallow-water Flatfish 4% 434 53 21
Total 1838 2000 233
(?) Table 430
(2) Tatle 4-18
Tebie 4 - Fluctugtions in Lendings and Revenue Absorbed by Trewd Fleet and Communkty
Ristens CV Groundiish
CV Groundfish | Fluclualions in CV| Ex-essel §  |Warance of CV Ex-
Year 1000mt {1} Landings million {2} Wessel § miflion
2005 121 5.79% 38.4 26
2046 121 5.79% 41.1 0.1
2007 105 -7.89% 429 1.9
2048 115 0.87% 49.2 B.2
2009 93 18 42% 318 7.4
2010 131 12.68% 49.3 B.3
2005 through 2010 Avg 114 410
Pmolecled Ex-Vessal Loss Revanue {3) -3.15)
{1) Tahle 4-15
{2) Table 416

43) Table ES-10




Table 5 - Revenus Losa to Gul commynites from quote loss from 2011 to 212

: Amga 2011 1bs
c 2.202.926
34 14,2680
38 7,336,170
Tatal 23,807 127
Total Less lbs (2)
ot Lost Dinect
Revenue 1o 2l gulf
commamilies (1] $25 710,762
Total Lost income to
Procassar Lebor casts
{30.15 per Lb) $642 769

{1) Average ax-vassel price per pound for 2011 & 2012 56.00
{2) Halibut Landing & LEs Dala from - hitp:/fwwav.fekr.noan.goviramiigrepons. himparicipanis
{3) Processor fabor cast $0.15 par pound of H&G helibut



FisHING VESSEL OWNERS® ASSOCIATION
INCORPORATED

4005 20TH AVE. W., RooM 232

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 2281991290
PHONE (208) 284-4720 + FAX (206€) 283-3341

SINCE 1914
May 29, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman

. North Paclflc Fishery Management Council

605 West 4, Suite 306 &« - L}
n Anchorage. AK 99501—2809

e The Flsh ngVessel'O egﬁ Asso
___vessels operatingfro agei0 allforn a_ _ the B Ale I
ﬁ . FVOA mern_bers includgﬁb%oth ;‘m&e! io;:neTs and seconq ggﬁg(a ioh quota ‘share holders IAII o
: yate in the directed alibut_[wpery*nh ’Gﬁif”ofAlagka L o

| i8cade. To consetve stocks,
the Gulf of AIaska co n;n_ clal catch limits haye; b feduced 60% and S.E. Alaska
. fcharter catch Iimits have been reduced 34%%3“?6%’&'"“ KP has been reduced by
~60% since 1995 with add‘?%*?%l m‘”&ltne fréézer, Iongline fleet. In order to'help

......

g w.""'l-
TR e

. -Natlonal Standard 9 of the Magnuson Ste\rens Act requires that bycatch be reduced.

o The CAP in the GOA was established in 1989, 23 years ago. There have been
signiflcant advances in trawl gear design in order to avoid halibut. The bycatch of
halibut in the Bering Sea, lower Pacific coast, and British Columbia has been
reduced by significant amounts in all the areas. New trawl deslgns have been a part
of achieving tower bycatch levels, These gear designs should be able to be deployed
in the GOA with results that will meet a 15% reduction in the CAP. Thereis a
presumption in the EIS that the trawl fieet will not change behavior with a reduced
CAP. This would be unprecedented and is not a believable presumption given the

= federally approved halibut bycatch reduction test that has been ongoing for years.

Therefore, the final inputs are not realistically calculated.

LATITUDE: 47° 39 386" NORTH WEEB PAGE
LONGITUDE: 120° 22' 58" WEST WWW.FYOA ,ORG



Examples of studies to reduce halibut bycatch include but are not limited to the
following:

EFP 2012-1 to evaluate how various fishing and handling practices affect halibut
mortality.

Application, October 2011

Final report for EFP 09-01 on a Halibut Bycatch Discard Survival Experiment for a

Bering Sea, Non-pelagic Trawl! Fishing North Pacific Fisheries Foundation, January
2011

Final report for EFP 09-02 to study methods for reducing hallb.ut discard u'l_qrtality in
trawl fisheries by evaluating various flshing and handllng practlces,-october 2010

_ Final Report for EFP 08-01 to continue assessment of an electronlc monltorlng

- system for quantifylng at-sea hallbut dlscards In the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish
~ flshery, September 2009 :

. . ;Flngl Renort for an EFP to test the use of electronlc monltorlng to quantify at-sea
o ;:halibut dlscards ln the Central Guif of Alaska rockﬁsh fishery, May 2008

Halibut Excluder _

EFP 06—03 to e\raluate the effectiveness af a ha[ibut excluder for the GOA trawl cod
flsltery S : o _

ggllcatlon, May 2006
Emg} Regort, May 2008

.- The halibut QS program provldes an exvessel value for hallbut of close to N

. _$200 000,000 distributed to over 2400 halibut quota share holders. Ninety-nine
percent of this value Is Ianded in the State of Alaska ports resulting In $7 million in
direct delivery taxes to the State of Alaska, $3.4 million in IFQ fees to NMFS, and in
2013, an additional $2.4 million for the new observer program. The health of the
halibut resource is paramount in helping provide adequate observer coverage on

‘many Groundfish vessels in the GOA. The trawl dollars generated in the GOA, based

on the recent EIS for observer comments, do not cover trawl observer coverage
costs. The hlgher valued halibut and sablefish are needed in order to help provide
the needed coverage on longline vessels and the trawl fleet. Red ucing the trawl
haltbut CAP will help stabilize the Gulf of Alaska halibut spawhing blomass and
contribute to the exploitable blomass for the area as well. A stabilized exploitable
spawning blomass wili stabilize many of the above funding dependencles that the
halibut resource contributes to.

¢ The reduction in the CAP does result In positive contributions to the spawning
biomass -



“Our current understanding of the delayed and prolonged effect on spawning
biomass is consistent with what we know about the population dynamics of halibut
and will occur in an approximate 2 to 4 ration of pounds of spawning biomass
accrued per pound of bycatch reduction.” Bob Clark - Hallbut Workshop

“Dr. Hares Figure 241, which shows that on point of under 26” bycatch has a bigger

impact on biomass, up to 5 pounds depending on the area.” Ms. Tory 0’Connell -
Hallbut Workshop

“Longer term benefits in the directed fisheries would accrue from under 26 inches
(U26) halibut PSC. Benefits from these smaller halibut would occur as they recruit
into the directed ﬂshery EA/R:R Ex Summary

What sectors should this CAP. reductlon apply to?

. ‘The driglnel halibut CAPs in the Gulf of Alaska for aII sectors was established in
_ 1986 The longlme CAP Was orlginelly 750 Mt. 'I'his was reduced in 1995 when the

' _'__halibul;/sableflsh lFQ program was established It was reduced fo 300 Mt or a 60%

| :._;thereforesubmi_

~ reduction, More recently,"
- Council reduced the freezer |
a -trawl sector to prmiide some
fleet has slgnlflca ¥ reduce

he Council's action for Paclfic cod_sector allocatlons the
CAP by 15%. It would seem | Is now ti ef_for the
m'edatlons in hallbut bycatch re n, The lon

. alibut bycatch since the inal CAPin the GOA. FVOA .
__"e"t the're uction In CAP should not Inclu.‘ the longllne ﬂeet

In summary, FVOA supports a CAP reductlon of 15% applied to the trawl fleet in the
GOA Based on the revised EA/RIR the fixed-gear fleet CAP has been reduced by 60%
slnce 1986 by various means. The traw] CAP has rem ained at 2000 Mt for 23 years. It is
reesonable that the reductlon of 15% in the GOA CAP apply to the trawl sector

Sincerely,

Robert D. Alverson
Manager

RDA:cmb
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May 31, 2012

Mr. Eric Olsen, Chair

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 41 Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501

Re: June 2012 NPFMC Meeting, Agenda item C-1
Halibut Bycatch

»

Enc,
Dear ChairmmanmOtsen,

HANA members are processors of Pacific halibut; their facilities are in
Alaska, British Columbia, Washington, and Oregon.

Our members conduct business under (isheries management regimes
ranging from full aceountability for every pound of halibut caught to the
current range of observer coverage in the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska.
All of our members process other species, many of which are harvested
with an attendant amount of halibut bycatch. Finally, most of our members
have been involved with the International Pacific Halibut Commission’s
process and are aware of current research results and ongoing challenges.

It is with this background that FHIANA offers the following comments.

1. The issue before the Council is first, one of conservation, and
second, allocation. To define it as one over the other disregards the
serious impacl the Council’s decisions will have on the halibut
stocks, and may create artificial frames of reference from which
those decisions will be made.

The [PHC has calculated that eliminating one pound of
undersize (U26) halibut bycaich resulis in an increase of 5.7 pounds of
female spawning biomass. The impacts of reducing bycatch by any
amouni are immediate and allocative for legal size (032) halibul.
Bycatch reductions of U26 will be eventual and will impact both
conservation of the stock and allocation of the resource.

OF NRORTH AMERICA
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2. HANA members recognize that accurale accountability is critical for conservation
goals and responsible management. Without better tools and systems for accurately
counting the halibut bycatch in all fisheries, we will conlinue 10 manage the {ishery
with a tragic blind spot.

LFS]

in addition 1o the obligation to meet National Siandard 9, the U.S. {(with Canada)
agreed to lower halibut bycatch by 10% per year in 1991. Both countries instituted
management measures to reach these goals. By 1997, Canada had succeeded in
reducing bycatch mortality by 85%. In the U.S., bycatch mortality declined by 17%
from 1993 to 2000, but has languished at current levels since then.

The recent NPFMC-IPHC joinl bycatch workshop accomplished a long-needed outreach 1o
non-directed halibut stakeholders. With few exceptions, most of the challenges presented
were [amiliar 1o members of Lhe direcied fishery. More helpful would be [inding areas of
overlapping research needs of both the Council and the TPHC, to increase our
understanding of the ecosystern that may be causing the size-ai-age issue, aflecling
migratory patterns, and perhaps impacting other fisheries.

We urge the Council to act in concert with principals of conservation and, 1o accomplish
that, allow management tools to the Gulf of Alaska fleets that will reduce bycatch with
minimal constraint on their fishing activities.

Sincerely,

=

Peggy Parker
Executive Director
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Re: Agenda ktem C-1{b} ~ Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council:

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly involved in the fishing industry. in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak's fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the vanety of vessel size classes and gear types that padticipate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries all year round. Our pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the most work haurs for cur workers. Flatfish
deliveries espectally keep us employed during times when other boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our emplayment,
our paychecks and the Kadiak economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycateh limits for our trawlers
and lengliners.

. We, the undersigned, are concerned Kodiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
! reduce the halibut prohibiled species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries
| and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kodiak.

Printed Name Signature Kodiak Processor
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Kodiak Processing Plant Workers — Petition against any reduction in GOA haiibut bycalch limits



Printed Name Signature,/ Kediak Processor
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Kodiak Procassing Plant Workers - Pelition against any reduction in GOA halibut bycalch limits
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Introduced by: Haggerty, Smith, Mayor

Date: 05/01/12
Action: Adoptad
Votz: 9 Yes, 0 No, 0 Absent
KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH
RESOLUTION 2012-039

A RESOLUTION URGING THE NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT
COUNCIL TO ADOPT MEASURES THAT REDUCE THE HALIBUT PROHIBITED
SPECIES CATCH IN THE GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES

WHEREAS, limits on halibut bycatch, which is & Prohibited Species Catch, in the Gulf of
Alaska groundfish fisheries have not been significantly changed since 1989; and

WHEREAS, cumently there is a halibut bycatch limit of 2,300 metric tons in the Gulf of
: Alaska—or just over 5 million pounds; and

WHEREAS, a maximum reduction in the halibut Prohibited Species Catch limit of 15 percent
is being considered by the North. Pacific Fishery Management Council for final
action in June 2012; and

WHEREAS, exploitable biomass, the portion of the halibut population that is available for
harvest, has declined by 58 percent over the past decade; and

WHEREAS, every pound of halibut caught as bycatch results in a direct loss of yield and
spawning biomass of the halibut resource; and

WHEREAS, cuts in catch limits have and will continue to have dramatic effects on Kenai
Peningula Borough fisheries, businesses, economies and communities that depend
on the halibut resource; and

WHEREAS, halibut play a key role in the economy of the Kenai Peninsuia Borough;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI
PENINSULA BOROUGH:

SECTION 1. That the Kenai Peninsula Borough Assembly urges the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council to take meaningful final action now by reducing Gulf of
Alaska halibut bycatch by at least 15 percent.

SECTION 2. That copies of this resolution be provided to Governor Sean Parnell and all
membexs of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

SECTION 3. That this resolntion takes effect immediately upon its adoption.

Kenai Peninsula Borough, Alaska . Resolution 2012-039
Page 1 of 2



ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF THE KENAI PENINSULA BOROUGH THIS 1ST
DAY OF MAY, 2012,

A ey J
Gary Knopp, Assembly

i

ST weu
1 POt o
Joini Blankenship, Borough Clerk g

g

ATTEST:

o
noe
mnmﬁ“‘@

N2

Yes: Haggerty, Johmson, MeClure, Murphy, Pierce, Smalley, Smith, Teuriainen Knopp
No: None
Absent: None

Resolution 2012-039

Page 2 of 2

Kenai Peningula Borough, Alagka
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CITY OF HOMER BECE! Vep

HOMER, ALASKA iy g
RESOLUTION 12-034

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF HOMER,
ALASKA, URGING THE NORTH PACFIC FISHERY
MANAGEMENT COUNCIL TO ADOPT MEASURES THAT
REDUCE THE HALIBUT PROHIBITED SPECIES CATCH IN
THE GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH FISHERIES.

WHEREAS, Halibut bycatch (prohibited species catch or PSC) limils in the Gulf of
Alaska groundfish fisheries have not becn significan(ly changed since 1989; and

WHEREAS, Currently there is a hatibut bycatch Limit of 2,300 metric tons (mt) in the
Gulf of Alaska—or just aver $ million pounds; and '

WHEREAS, A maximum reduction in the halibut PSC limit of 15% is being considered
by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council for final action in June 2012; and

WHEREAS, Exploitable biomass--the portion of the halibut population that is available
for harvest—has declined by 58% ovar the past decade; and '

WHEREAS, Bvery pound of halibut caught as bycatch results in & direct loss of yield and
spawning biomass of the halibut resource; and

WHEREAS, Cuts in catch lirnits have and will continne to have dramatic effects on our
fisheries, busincsses, economies and communities that depend on the halibut resource; and

WHEREAS, Halibut play a key role in the economy of the City of Homer; -
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Homer City Council:

SECTION 1. That the Homer City Council urges the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council to take rmeaningful final setion now by reducing Guil of
Alaska halibut bycatch by st lcast 15% .

SECTION 2. That copies of this Resolution be provided to Govemor Scan Pamell
and all members of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.

SECTION 3. That this Résolition takes effect immediately upon adoption.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Coxmcil of Homer, Alaska, this 23" day of April,
2012.
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Notth Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W. 4", Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Fax (907) 271-2817
npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

June 6, 2012
Re: Agenda Item C-1{b) — Final action GOA Halibut PSC
Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council:

The Kodiak Island fish processors depend on fishery landings year-round from all gear sectors.
We support responsible fishing and management measures that promote sustainable fisheries.
The Kodiak processors support management policies that allow for the continued harvest of all
healthy fishery stocks. This is true for both halibut and groundfish, We continue to advocate for
science-based management that is equitable and fair for all gear sectors. We believe this
balanced approach is best for our fisheries-dependent communities.

The directed halibut fleets have seen their quotas drop significantly the last decade. We as
processors buy and process less halibut because of the decline, Exploitable biomass estimates of
halibut drive the annual setting of IPHC quotas for commercial halibut harvests (fish over 32
inches), and guided sport halibut catches. Exploitable biomass estimates have declined by 50
percent since the late 1990°s. At the same time, estimates of total biomass of halibut have
continued to increase and remain high.

Total biomass is up while exploitable biomass is down. Halibut growth rates have declined to
levels that have not been seen since the 1920°s. The larger (over 32-inch) fish are simply not
being recruited into the fishery. According to the best available science, the main hypothesis is
that halibut are growing more slowly due to intra-species competition for food (too many halibut
in the system). They may also be competing with other flatfish species, especially Arrowtooth
flounder, for resources.

Because the radical and continuing decline in size-at-age is the chief cause of the declining
commercial halibut quotas, reducing halibut PSC is not going to appreciably change the halibut
Constant Exploitable Yield (CEY) for directed halibut users. However, for groundfish harvesters
there are more and more halibut to avoid — many of them (73.5 % by number for trawl and
46.7% by number for longline) undersize. At the same time, the biomass of other groundfish
species continues to expand, especially Pacific cod, Arrowtooth, pollock and certain flatfishes.

The allowable amount of halibut PSC makes possible the harvesting of groundfish target species.
Groundfish harvesters have always been constrained by halibut bycatch caps, which have closed
some fisheries every year before the target TAC was reached. The new Rockfish Program put in
place in 2012 will reduced the trawl 2000 mt halibut bycatch cap by approximately 4.25% on top
of the reduction considered in this action.

Kodiak Island Processors Comrents — GOA halibut PSC — Page | of 3




Reducing halibut PSC further will constrain groundfish harvests even more. The minimum
proposed reduction in halibut trawl and longline PSC will severely impact harvesters, and thus
the entire community of Kodiak. This includes the processors, the processing workforce, vessel
owners, operators and crews, and fishing service and numerous support businesses.

The analysis states: “For some individual operations, especiaily within the Gulf groundfish
trawl sector in Kodiak and those processing operations in Kodiak substantially dependent upon
Guif groundfish trawl deliveries of flatfish in particular, adverse impacts may be felt at the
operational level...”

For processing operations, a lack of flatfish toward the end of the year in particular could create
a range of challenges with respect to continuity of operations and processing labor issues.

In general, the reductions in raw fish taxes assessed by municipalities would, potentiaily, have
the greatest impact on the community of Kodiak.

Kodiak is the only multi-species trawl port in the GOA. Kodiak is also the largest delivery port
for GOA longline-caught groundfish. The community of Kodiak and the Kodiak processors will
be disproportionately disadvantaged by over-aggressive bycatch reduction. The economic pain
will be substantial in exchange for very little gain.

We believe that any cut in halibuf PSC is unwarranted from an economic and scientific
perspective. Even the least proposed reduction will canse serious economie losses to the
processing industry in Kodiak; yet there will be very little, if anv. benefit to the other users
of the halibut resource resulting from the reduction.

We recognize that directed halibut users have suffered cuts in their quotas. If the Council
decides to make a reduction in halibut PSC caps, it should be no more than 5%, until there

is a catch share program in place that provides the tools for individual vessel accountability
for bycatch control and reduction.

We are certainly aware that development of a fair and equitable catch share program is
complicated because of such a plan’s impact on fishing vessels, processing plants and
communities in the Gulf. We are especially concerned that investments we have made in
these fisheries may be negatively impacted by any future catch share plan if it is not
properly designed.

The Council is mandated to balance national standards (NS) 1 and 9: NS 1-- harvest optimal
yield (as much as possible) of groundfish allocations; NS 9 -- reduce bycatch to the “extent
practicable.” Reducing bycatch caps any more than 5% without providing additional fishery
management tools for the fleet does not meet the “extent practicable™ standard.

Kodiak’s fishery economy depends on all fisheries, vessel sizes and gear types. Each sector
needs to be vibrant and healthy for the community of Kodiak to prosper. The variety of
harvesters of multiple gear types and vessel classes that fish out of Kodiak is what makes our
processing businesses and Kodiak’s fishing economy strong. We are asking the Council to
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consider the harvesters’ and the processors’ long-term investments in the fisheries as well as the
harvesters’ current lack of tools and incentives to address bycatch. Their livelihood, and the
success of the processing sector in Kodiak, will be jeopardized if larger proposed bycatch cuts

are implemented at this time,

Thank you for your consideration of the hezalth and stability of Kodiak.

Sincerely,

Alaska Pacific Seafoods

/ﬁb&:@é&/ fhp

Intemational Seafoods of Alaska, Inc
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Ocean Beauty Seafoods

Global Seafoods
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Pacific Seatood Kodiak

Trident Seafoods — Star of Kodiak
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Western Alaska Seafoods
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Kodiak Fish Meal Company
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North Pacihclishery Management Council

June 7, 2012
Re: Agenda Item C-1{b) - Final action GOA Halibut PSC
Julie Bonney, Alaska Groundfish Data Bank
Halibut wastage v. trawl mortality, 1995 - 2011
GOA
Trawl
032 (thousand Net Ibs) U32 {thousand net Ibs) U32 + 032 {thousand net Ibs) U32 + 032 (MT round wt)* '“‘}:#"Y
round
Year 2C 3A 3B Total 2C 3A 3B Total 2C 3A 38  Total 2C 3A 3B Total wt.)
1995 5S4 128 9 191 97 282 49 428 151 410 58 619 91.3 248.0 35.1 374.4 2,051
1996 44 177 22 243 115 323 59 497 159 500 31 740 96.2 3024 49.0 | 4475 1,946
1997 40 74 54 168 136 426 161 723 176 S00 215 891 106.4 3024  130.0| 5389 2,011
1998 41 154 56 251 147 473 218 838 138 627 274 1089 113.7 3792 1657 658.6 2,028
1999 67 117 71 255 154 451 296 941 221 608 367 1196 133.7 3677 2220| 7233 2,137
2000 38 59 58 155 135 393 370 898 173 452 428 1053 1046 2734 2589 | 636.8 1,888
2001 37 65 32 134 143 459 443 1045 180 524 475 1179 1089 3169 2873 7130 2,197
2002 26 135 34 199 155 516 528 1199 181 655 562 1398 1095 3961 32399 | 8455 1,995
2003 25 68 35 128 165 530 593 1288 130 598 628 1416 1149 3617 379.8| 83564 2,085
2004 31 76 i5 122 225 612 597 1434 256 688 612 1556 154.8 4161 3701 | 9411 2,444
2005 32 156 26 214 260 659 558 1477 292 815 584 1691 176.6 4929  353.211,022.7 2,108
2006 21 51 11 83 283 667 511 1461 304 718 522 1544 183.9 4342 3157 | 9338 1,984
2007 29 53 18 100 267 918 423 1608 296 971 441 1708 179.0 5873  266.7 | 1,033.0 1,947
2008 12 61 4 77 212 924 681 1817 224 985 685 1894 1355 595.7 4143 | 1,1455 1,956
2009 10 44 21 75 262 1,118 773 2153 272 1162 794 2228 164.5 7028 480.2 { 1,347.5 1,818
2010 9 21 20 50 242 1,417 887 2546 251 1438 907 2556 151.8 8B69.7 5485 | 1,570.0 1,637
2011 5 29 7 43 65 881 752 1698 70 910 759 1739 42.3 5504 459.0 | 1,051.7 1,856
*1000 Ib net welght metric tons / 604.7898 * 1000. IPHC wastage estimates from Tables 1 and 2 2011 RARA (p 56-57):
3,000.0 1 = GOA IFQ wastage == GOA trawl mortality
£ 2,500.0 v S
¥ 2,000.0 - R T b ""'—----.---......_.___ ..
2 1,500.0 - ~
21,0000 -
S 5000
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Table 1. Estimates of legal-sized, or 032, Pacific halibut, in thousands of pounds (net weight),
killed by lost or abandoned longline gear in the commercial halibut fishery, by IPHC Regulatory
Area, 1985 -2011.

Regulatory Area
Year 2ZA 2B 2C 3A iB 4 Total
1985 n/a n/a n‘a n'a n/a n/a 1,600
1986 n/a n‘a n/a n/a na n/a 3,200
1987 3 173 368 1,580 341 257 2,722
1988 <l 49 206 1,506 122 69 1,952
1989 7 46 193 1,458 194 130 2,029
1990 15 117 327 1,110 216 238 2,023
1991 2 72 347 1,143 418 245 2,227
1992 7 53 245 643 181 126 1,255
1993 9 96 192 341 63 113 814
1954 1 69 228 845 39 1067 1,289
1995 3 39 54 128 9 24 257
1996 1 29 44 177 22 74 347
1997 ) 37 40 74 54 79 290
1998 [ 53 41 154 56 54 359
1999 7 40 67 117 71 93 395
2000 7 28 38 59 58 69 257
2001 3 46 37 65 32 88 246
2002 5 36 26 139 34 51 290
2003 2 35 25 68 35 49 214
2004 0 36 31 76 15 40 199
2005 5 37 32 136 26 31 287
2006 2 36 21 51 11 18 139
2007 3 29 20 53 18 24 152
2008 <] 22 12 61 4 33 133
2009 1 20 10 44 21 34 131
2010 1 27 9 21 20 27 105
2011¢ 4 20 5 29 7 34 99

) Preliminary as of Nov 14, 2011.

North Pacific Fishery Management Council, June 7, 2012
Re: Bgenda Item C-1{(b) -~ Final acticn GOA Halibut PSC
Julie Bonney, Alaska Groundfish Data Bank
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Table 2. Estimated sublegal, or U32, halibut discard mortality in thousands of net pounds, killed
in the commercial halibut fishery, by IPHC regulatory area and year, 1974-2011.

Regulatory Area
Year 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 4 4A 4B 4C 4D 4E | Total
1974 y 81 42 6l 13 2 NA NA NA NA NA 2
1975 4 143 48 91 21 2 NA NA NA NA NA|[ 309
1976 2 164 44 107 25 2 NA NA NA NA NA| 344
1977 2 135 26 93 32 4 NA NA NA NA NA| 29]
1978 1 113 36 115 14 4 NA NA NA NA NA| 284
1979 1 119 39 130 4 4 NA NA NA NA NA| 297
1980 ¢ 136 29 132 3 2 NA NA NA NA NA| 302
1981 2 152 36 147 6 NA 4 2 2 0 O 352
1982 2 163 33 124 67 NA 10 0 2 0 0] 402
1983 3 192 64 117 114 NA 23 9 4 0 0 527
1984 5 363 65 162 104 NA 10 8 6 1 0{ 724
1985 6 43] 109 194 179 NA 17 10 6 1 0| 953
1986 7 474 134 338 152 NA 36 2 7 3 011,153
1987 7 498 142 373 140 NA 4] 13 10 2 1| 1,227
1988 5 504 160 507 133 NA 22 15 8 1 0 1,355
1989 4 393 142 503 154 NA 12 26 7 2 011,243
1990 3 310 152 476 177 NA 31 13 7 3 11,173
1991 3 160 142 413 253 NA 29 i6 9 4 1: 1,030
1992 4 162 169 525 190 NA 16 26 11 2 111,126
1993 5 216 202 480 179 NA 35 23 11 2 1]1,154
1994 2 196 194 539 91 NA 26 24 10 2 2| 1,106
1995 2 186 97 282 49 NA 15 13 6 1 1 652
1696 2 184 115 323 59 NA 16 17 7 1 1 725
1697 2 248 136 426 161 NA 29 29 11 2 311,047
1998 2 275 147 473 218 NA 39 25 14 3 211,198
1996 3 276 154 491 296 NA 55 31 22 4 311,335
2000 3 240 135 393 370 NA 72 41 24 4 51 1,287
2001 5 236 143 459 443 NA 80 38 26 6 8| 1,444
2002 9 286 155 516 528 NA 92 32 22 8 10 | 1,658
2003 9 302 165 530 593 NA 104 29 18 11 911,770
2004 11 343 225 612 597 NA 85 18 23 12 811,934
2005 13 388 260 659 558 NA 93 12 15 22 10 | 2,030
2006 14 410 283 667 511 NA 101 9 15 25 1] 2,046
2007 16 438 267 918 423 NA 132 18 32 32 10 | 2,286
2008 15 262 212 924 681 NA 133 19 17 60 14 | 2,337
2009 15 231 262 1,118 773 NA 139 12 14 50 101 2,624
2010 70233 242 1417 887 NA 138 32 20 52 10| 3,038
2011 6 177 65 881 752 NA 127 33 40 109 23 12,213

North Pacific Fishery Management Council, June 7, 2012
Re: Agenda Item C-1(b) - Final action GOA Halibut PSC

Julie Bonney, Alaska Groundfish Data Bank
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Crne Cad shes

Re: Agenda Item C-1({b) — Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch {PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council;

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly involved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting ar processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak's fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend an fish deliveries all year round. Our pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the most work hours for our workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodizk economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycatch limits for our trawlers
and longliners.

We, the undersigned, are concerned Kediak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prasecution of our groundfish fisheries
and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kodiak.
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Kodiak Processing Plant Workers — Pelition against any reduction in GOA halibut bycatch limits



Printed Nameb

| Signature

| Kodiak Processor
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Prined Name
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| Kodiak Processor
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| Printed Name

- | Signature =~

| Kodiak Processor
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Re: Agenda ltem C-1(b) ~ Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council. Vllv‘%l‘ndk gc_ Y'\/ }’J i

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing part in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly involved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak's fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries all year round. Our pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we wark and high volume fisheries generate the most work hours for our workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodiak economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycatch limits for our trawlers
and lengliners.

We, the undersigned, are concerned Kodiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries
and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kodiak.
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Re: Agenda Item C-1(b) - Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Qlson and members of the Council:

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood fanded. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly involved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majarity of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak’s fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries aif year round. Our pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generata the most work hours for our workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
byeatch amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodizk economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycatch limits for our trawlers
and longliners.

We, the undersigned, are concerned Kodiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries
and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kadiak.

PriitetiNam "3 [ Kodiak Processer
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Re: Agenda itern C-1{b) - Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Cateh (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council:

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafocd landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly involved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak's fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries all year round. Cur pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the most work hours for our workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other hoats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch ameounts the trawl and longling fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodiak gconomy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycatch limits for our trawlers
and longliners.

-We, the undersigned, are concernad Kodiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries
and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kodiak.
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Re: Agenda ltem C-1{b) — Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council:

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kadiak are directly invelved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak’s fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
cur docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing warkferce, depend on fish deliveries all year round. Our pay checks are directly iinked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the most work hours for cur workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when cther boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodiak economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycatch limits for our trawlers
and fongliners.

We, the undersigned, are concerned Kodiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries
and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kodiak.
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Kodiak Processing Plant Workers — Petition against any reduction in GOA halibut bycatch limits




PrintedName " [signatwre | Kodiak Processor | _
CARLiNA 4. DoMiig @ (S RET
Swoaw S DY Cuzham | WL‘JM&/HW L OBST
METIDE  [BUNGeN | MeTdde fokime— | O RO
Pz\e.sha Fien QK{‘%L/E/\ 5 ORST
/4' //1 W { Ly W .-;\i”"" (D ’/{‘f’/, J D BST

i; -Ifofx .L;\ TALNL 1, f-" o % '__'L_'{ _‘ y (.m \;-\‘:,_'L

| Fygar (e 2 g OORTFT

E O Parden 1;;; _ ,,{1*%; L 7N ) B
Hheas (ilhamsen | k] i(g(j J L [i1d _pesT

| |

Kadiak Processing Plant Workers — Petition against any reduction in GOA halibut bycatch limits
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Re: Agenda ltem C-1(b) - Final action GOA Halibut Prchibited Species Catch (PSC)
Dear Chairman Qlson and members of the Coungil:

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than ane-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly involved in the fishing industry, in sither the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majerity of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kediak's fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries alt year round. Our pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the most work hours for our workers, Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other boats are idle. Any redugtion in tha halibut
bycatch amaounts the trawl and longiine fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kediak economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycatch limits for our trawlers

and longliners.

We, the undersigned, are concerned Kodiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
reducs the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries
and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kodiak.
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Re: Agenda Item C-1(b) - Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council:

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly invelved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak’s fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landi ngs that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries alil year round. Qur pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the most work hours for our workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch amounts the trawl and fongline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodiak economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycatch iimits for our trawlers
and longliners.

We, the undersigned, are concerned Kadiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries
and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kadiak.
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Re: Agenda ltem C-1(b) - Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council:

Kodiak typically ranks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly involved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak's fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participale in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries all year round. Qur pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the mast work hours for our workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during {imes when other boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect cur employment,
our paychecks and the Kodiak economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycalch limits for our trawlers
and longliners,

We, the undersigned, are concerned fish processors and Kodiak plant workers who urge the Council_ to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries and
stable, year-round employment in our community of Kediak.
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Re: Agenda ltem C-1(b} - Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olsan and members of the Gouncil:

Kodiak typically ranks as lhe number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kadiak are directly involved in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of other jobs are in the service sector directly linked to our
fishery econamy. Kodiak's fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vesse! size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce, depend on fish deliveries alt year round. Our pay checks are directly linked to the
number of hours that we work and high valume fisheries generate the most work hours for our workers. Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other boats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
byeaich amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodiak economy. We ask that you not reduce the hatibut bycatch limits for our frawlers
and longliners.

We, the undersigned, are concerned fish processors and Kodiak plant workers wha urge the Council to not
reduce the halibut prohibited species catch so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries and
stable, year-round employment in cur community of Kodiak.
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Re: Agenda ltem C-1(b) ~ Final action GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)

Dear Chairman Clson and members of the Council:

Kodiak typically rartks as the number three commercial fishing port in the United States in terms of value of
seafood landed. More than one-third of the jobs in Kodiak are directly invoived in the fishing industry, in either the
harvesting or processing sectors, while the majority of ather jobs are in the service sectar directty linked to our
fishery economy. Kodiak’s fishery economy is strong because of the diversity of fish landings that come across
our docks and the variety of vessel size classes and gear types that participate in the fisheries. We, Kodiak's
resident processing workforce. depend on fish deliveries all year round. Our pay checks are directly linked o the
aumber of hours that we work and high volume fisheries generate the most work hours for our workers, Flatfish
deliveries especially keep us employed during times when other hoats are idle. Any reduction in the halibut
bycatch amounts the trawl and longline fleets need to bring groundfish to our plants will affect our employment,
our paychecks and the Kodiak economy. We ask that you not reduce the halibut bycateh limits for our trawlers

and longliners.

" We, the undersigned, are concerned Kadiak fish processing and plant workers who urge the Council to not
- reduce the halibut prohibited species catch limits so necessary for the prosecution of our groundfish fisheries

. and stable, year-round employment in our community of Kodiak.
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Kogiak Frocessing Plant Workers — Pefition against any reduction in GOA halibut bycatch limifs
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Fishermen's
Finest

Fishermen’s Finest, Inc.

1532 N.W. 56th Street = Seattle, WA 98107
TEL: (206) 283-1137 = FAX: (206) 281-8681

June 6, 2012

Mr. Eriec Olsen, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4" Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Re: Agenda ltem C-1(b): Gull of Alaska Pacilic halibut prohibited species cap (PSC)

Dear Chairman Olson,

Fishermen’s Finest operates two trawl catcher processors in the A80 sector. Both of the
vessels have fished in the Gulf of Alaska since the mid to late cightics, targeting on
various rocklish and {Jatfish specics, as well as atka mackerel and cod. We continue 1o
target groundfish fisheries in the Gulf, even though regulations over the past twenty years
have reduced access to many target fisheries. We would like to take this opportunity 1o
comment on the proposcd Gulf of Alaska halibut PSC reductions.

Halibut sideboards for the Amendment 80 fieet are based on the fleet’s history in the Gull
from 1998 through 2004. The A80 {leet has not been able 1o achicve its sideboard history
due to premature fishery closures. Prior to 2004, catcher vesscls had few markets for the
DW flatfish on which the CPs Largeted. The second seasonal apportionment of DW
halibut used to stay open well into May. The fishery was spread out in terms of ime and
location, without CPs racing. As shoreside markets developed for DW flats in 2004, the
incrcased effort added pressure on the halibut. DW flats closed within the month of April
— forcing all vessels to fish starting April 1% when the [ish are not well aggregated, and as
such, halibut rates arc higher. Reducing the halibut will only cxacerbate the status quo,
since there will be even less hafibut in cach seasonal apportionment. (See Tables 4-23, 4-
32)

We strongly urge the Council lo be more deliberate and strategic in its actions to reduce
rawl halibut bycatch consumption. This can be done without roadblocking the flect [rom
responsible bycalch avoidance practices, without reducing revenues, and without
increasing halibut rates.

For cxample, when the A80 fleet was given the Groundfish Retention Standard, the
Council understood that the fleet could not increase retention without the tools to end the
race for fish. The groundfish retention standard was implemented in 2007, and the A80
coop structure was implemented in 2008. This was a rational way to induce the fleet to
improve its practices.



Fishermen’s Finest, Inc. to NPFMC
Agenda Item C-1(b): Gull of Alaska Pacific halibut PSC June 6, 2012

We strongly urge the Council to not reduce halibut to the trawl fleet until the fleet is
given tools to manage the halibut more effectively — by way of either deck sorting to
reduce mortality, individual bycatch accounts, PSC cooperatives, or full rationalization.
There are several more reasons not to reduce halibut at this time:

e Halibut abundance, in terms of numbers, are very high, especially since the 1987
and later year classes. High abundance logically means increased chances of
interception for our vesscls. If there was less halibut, we would see less incidental
catch; this is not the case.

o The decreasing size at age issue has not been linked, cither directly or indirectly,
to incidentally caught halibut. While it does result in a reduced CEY/GHL for the
directed and charter fleets, the groundfish fleets expericnce the same reductions in
catch and revenue when TACs and Directed Fishing Allowances are reduced.
Incidental catch needs to the non-directed fishermen are not adjusied downward
just because there is less target opportunity for the directed fishermen. We would
like to tell the pollock fleet 1o catch less rock sole, but so far we just haven’t gone
there. This may serve as a good precedent though!

s Starting in 2007, the A80 fleet was mandated to retain almost all the flatfish it
caught, without regard 1o markel consequences. We have mandatory retention
limits whether the flatfish are spawning arc not. Directed halibut fishermen balk
at retaining fish smaller than 32 inches, citing that buyers don’t want smaller fish.
The 2011 Statewide ex-vessel price for halibut is $6.50/1b — certainly not the high
end of the price; there will be a market for 26 or 28 inch fish. Lowering size
limits, and coincidentally increasing retention, for this (leet needs to be further
explored.

¢ The imposition of halibut reductions disproportionately affects the observed
fleets. CPs have 100 — 200% observers on board when in the Gulf. CVs have 30-
100%. However, the directed halibut and sablefish users self-report discards and
bycatch, without adequate or any observer coverage. The fleet that self reports
discards, does not have observers on board, and hi-grades by regulation, should
not dictate our incidental catch needs.

» Finally, one of the more frequently cited hypotheses for the smalier size at age is
competition - both within the halibut species itself, and between halibut and
arrowtooth. It seems counter intuitive then to reduce bycatch. Reducing bycatch
leaves more small halibut in the water, which creates more competition between
halibut and also reduces targeted arrowtooth, another competitor.



Fishermen’s Finest, Inc. to NPFMC
Agenda Item C-1(b): Gulf of Alaska Pacific halibut PSC June 6, 2012

We would like to recommend the following options which the Council should take
positive action:

»  AS80 sideboards should roll from season to season. This allows us 1o get back to
the management status quo under which all other fleets operate.

»  We are not o;l)posed to the CVs having their DW and SW sideboards combined
after May 15", however we are extremely disappointed that the Council did not
reinstate combined sideboards for A80 in the 5™ season, like the other flects have
and we are used to. The CVs have a competitive advantage over the CPs in 5™ and
now in the 2™ seasons where deep and shallow water halibut can be combined.
This is a large competitive loss for us, and further reduces access to our sideboard
history.

The most important recommendation we have for the Council is not to take halibut
rcductions at this time. If the Council is pressured to do so, then the reductions should not
take place untit some sort of rationalization is in place. If that is not a procedurally viable
option, then reductions should not go into place until 2016, or 2015 at a minimum.

We also recommend that the qualifying years for a rationalization program have an end
date of 2012, as everyone is on notice that rationalization is on its way, and the racc for
history will commence, if it hasn’t already.

Thank you for taking the time to consider these comments,
b b
Gsan Eabinsm

Susan Robinson



Council motion
June 8, 2012
C-1 (b) Final action on GOA Halibut Prohibited Species Catch {PSC)

The Council adopts the following preferred alternative:

Alternative 2. Amend the GOA Groundfish FMP to remove setting GOA halibut PSC limits from the
annual groundfish harvest specifications process. GOA halibut PSC limits would be established {and
amended) in federal regulation.

Option 2. Revise the current GOA halibut PSC limits and write the new limits into regulation

Suboption 1. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CP sector by:
¢} 15%

Suboption 2. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for hook and line gear CV sector by:
c) 15%

{(Combined, a 15% reduction to the non-DSR hook and line sectors is 44 mt.}

Suboption 3. Reduce the halibut PSC limit for trawl gear sector by:
c) 15% (267 mt)

The PSC limit for HAL demersal sheilf rockfish in SE Outside District would also be reduced by 15% to 8
mt (1 mt reduction).

The 15% reduction for the trawl and non-DSR hook-and-line sectors would be phased in over three
years, as follows: 7% (first year); additional 5% (second year); and additional 3% {third year)}. All
reductions are reflected in the attached tables. In the third year and after, the revised total non-DSR
hook-and-line halibut PSC limit wouid be 246 mt and the total trawl limit would be 1,705 mt.

Suboption 3.1 AFA/Am 80/Rockfish Program sideboard limits will be:
a) Applied as percentage against the GOA halibut PSC limit

Suboption 3.2.
Allow the Amendment 80 sector to roll unused halibut PSC from one seascn to the subsequent season
(similar to the non-Amendment B0 sectors).

Suboption 3.3

Allow available trawl halibut PSC in the second season deep water and shallow water complexes to be
aggregated and made available for use in either complex from May 15™ through June 30™. Halibut PSC
sideboards for the Amendment 80 and AFA sectors would continue to be defined as deep water and
shallow water complexes in the second season.

NMFS will accomplish this by re-specifying halibut between the deep and shallow water complexes after
the second season is complete to capture actual use,

Note: Any unused PSC will be rolled over to the complex to which it was initially assigned.



Trawl PSC limits resulting fram the motion (phiased in approach)

Total Ast season 2nd e Ard season® Ath season ﬁ
January 20to 2nd season July ito September 1to
allowznce** April1 Aprlitofuly 1 September1 October 1 thraugh
December 31
Total Aliowance
seasonat share 27.5 percent W percent 30percent 7.5 percent 15 percent
Total Allowance (75 Redudtion} 1848 508 3 554 139 277
Total Allowance (12% Reduction) 1,759 484 352 528 132 264
Total Allowarce (15% Reduction) 1705 459 341 512 i28 256
Deep-water complex
seasonal share 12.5 percent 37.5 percent SGpercent” O percent
Option - 7% reduction 738 92 77 178 (or 37D
Cption - 12% reduction 704 83 64 260 {or 352)
Option 3 - 15% reduction 682 &5 256 1SD{or 341)
Shallow-water complex
seasonal share 50 percent 11.1 percent 22.2 percent 16.7 pereant
Option - 7% reduction a32 416 92 185 139
QOption - 12% reduction 791 356 83 176 132
Dption 3 - 15% reduction 767 384 85 170 128
Undesignated
seasonal share 100 pevcent
Qptien - 79 reduction 277 277
Qptlon - 12% reduction 264 264
Option 3 - 15% reduction 256 256

All values are matric tons, except where noted as peroentages.

* Numherin bracket Is totzl allocation plus 191.4 metric ton rackfish program halibut PSC allocation.
**The current 2,000 MT limit is reduced by the 27.4 MT Rockfish Program halibut PSC reduction.
Complex and seasonal amounts are based on 2012 division of the averall amount

Hook-and-fine PSC limits resulting from motion (phased in approach). Based an 2012 CP/CV division of total

1st season 2nd season 3rd season”
Total allowance  lanuary 1to June 10to September 1
June 10 September1 through
December 31
Total Alowance
seasonal share 86 percent 2 percent 12 percent

Total Allowance {73 Reduction) 270 232 5 32
Catcher Vessels {based on 2012) 161 138 3 19
Catcher Processors (based on 2012} 109 94 2 13
Total Allowance {12% Reduction) 255 219 5 3
Catcher Vessels (based on 2012) 152 131 3 18
Catcher Processors (based on 2012) 103 B89 2 12
Total Allowance {15% Reduction) 247 212 5 0
Catcher Vessels (based on 2012) 147 126 k 18
Catcher Processors [based on 2012} 939 B& 2 12




ABOsideboard limits

1st season 2nd sea 3rd season® 4th season %Z_t?;;m?
Total sideboart  January 20t m . Julyita Septerher 1to throu::l
April 1 September 1 Detober 1 December 31
Decp-water complax
Option - T reduction 387 198 56 3 [+
Qption - 129% reduction 368 20 189 92 2 &5
Jption 3- 15% reduction 357 183 29 2
Shallow-water complex
Cption - 7% reduction 126 9 35 14 42
Option - 12% reduction 120 8 33 26 13 40
Qption 3 - 15% reduction 117 8 32 13 EL]
All vzlues are metric tons, except where noted as percentages.
* Note: excludes reckfish program halibut PSC allowance and uszge.
Rockfish sideboard limits
July sideboard tonnage
Deap-water Shallow-water
Complex Complex
Optien - 7% reduction 46
Option - 12% reduction 44 2
Option 3- 15% reductian 43 2
* Excludes rockfish program halibut P5C alowance and deduction.
AFA non-exempt catcher vessel sideboard limits
h
1stseasap Jrd season 4th season Atseason
. 2nd season e ————— QOctober1
Total sideboard  lanuary 23to VY luly1te September1to
april 1 Apfilltodulyl @ omber1 October1 through
December 31
Deen-wiater complex
Optlan - 7% reduction 51 6 19 25 D
Optlan - 12% reduction 50 6 18 25 0
QOption 3 - 15% reduction 48 6 18 4 0
Shallow-water complex
Optlon - 7% reduction 283 141 31 63 A7
Dption - 12% reduction 269 135 30 B0 45
Option 3 - 15% reduction 261 13¢ i) 58 44
Undasignated
Option - 7% reduction 57 57
Option - 12% reduction 54 54
Qption 3 - 15% reductian 52 52

All values are metric tons, except where noted as percentages.



