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AGENDA D-1(b,c)

APRIL 1998
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members ESTIMATED TIME
6 HOURS
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke (all D-1 items)
Executive Director
DATE: April 14, 1998

SUBJECT: Bycatch Reduction Amendments

ACTION REQUIRED

(@ Initial review of amendment to minimize BSAI chinook salmon bycatch.
®) Initial review of amendment to prohibit bottom trawls for BSAI pollock fisheries.

BACKGROUND

The Magnuson-Stevens Act amendments emphasized the importance of bycatch effects on achieving sustainable
fisheries. National Standard 9 mandates that conservation and management measures shall, to the extent
practicable: (1) minimize bycatch; and (2) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of
such bycatch. In addition, Section 303 of the Act was amended to add bycatch reduction incentives as a
discretionary provision of FMPs. This provision reads that any FMP may “include, consistent with the other
provisions of this Act, conservation and management measures that provide harvest incentives for participants
within each gear group to employ fishing practices that result in lower levels of bycatch or in lower levels of the
mortality of bycatch.”

To comply with these provisions of the Act, the Council highlighted the need for additional bycatch management
measures during the 1997 call for proposals. At the September meeting, the Council initiated development of
several of the proposals received. Analyses of two proposals have been completed for initial review at this
meeting.

(a)  Chinook Salmon Bycatch

One of the proposals approved for analysis was a proposal to lower the chinook salmon bycatch limits that
triggers a closure of the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas in the Bering Sea. This proposal, submitted by the
Yukon River Drainage Fisheries Association, identified that the current bycatch trigger of 48,000 chinook
salmon is inadequate and does not reduce chinook salmon bycatch. Additionally, bycatch of chinook salmon after
April 15 does not apply towards the PSC limit that triggers a closure. Three alternatives and two options were
examined, and they are the following:

Altemative 1: No Action. Trawling is prohibited in the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas through April
15 upon attainment of a bycatch limit of 48,000 chinook salmon in the BSAIL
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Alternative 2: Include salmon taken after April 15 towards the bycatch limit of 48,000 chinook salmon.
The Chinook Salmon Savings Areas would close upon attainment of the bycatch limit, whenever this
would occur. Hence these areas could close, or remained closed, during the pollock ‘B’ season.

Alternative 3: Reduce the trigger level to 36,000 chinook salmon in the BSAL Trawling would be
prohibited in the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas through April 15 upon attainment of a bycatch limit
of 36,000 chinook salmon in the BSAIL

Option 1 (applicable to Alternatives 2 and 3): Seasonally allocate the PSC limit, such that there
are separate triggers for the pollock ‘A’ and ‘B’ season.

Option 2 (applicable to Alternatives 2 and 3): Begin accounting towards the PSC limit at the
start of the ‘B’ season (currently September 1), with the amount carried over to the next pollock

‘A’ season.
An executive summary of the analysis is attached as [tem D-1(b)(1).
®  Pollock B hibiti

Another proposal approved for analysis was to eliminate non-pelagic trawling for pollock in the BSAI to reduce '

halibut bycatch, and examine measures for reducing bycatch in the GOA pollock fishery. This proposal was
submitted by the Alaska Marine Conservation Council. Although this action could be taken annually as part of
the BSAI TAC specification process, this proposed plan amendment is to make this prohibition a permanent
regulation. Two alternatives, with two options, were examined.

Alternative 1: No Action. Allocation of BSAI pollock quota among pelagic and non-pelagic trawl gear
types can be established for the next fishing year during the annual specification process.

Alternative 2: Prohibit the use on non-pelagic trawls in the BSAI pollock fishery. Only pelagic trawl
gear as defined in regulations could be used by vessels when engaged in a directed pollock fishery. Total
bycatch limits for Prohibited Species (including 7.5% CDQ apportionment) would be reduced to reflect
this gear prohibition. A regulatory change would be required to split out pollock from the pollock, Atka
mackerel/other species category, for purposes of allocating PSC to the pelagic only trawl pollock fishery.
Option 1: Reduce PSC limit for halibut only (50 mt).

Option 2: Reduce PSC limit for halibut (50 mt), red king crab (1,000), C. bairdi crab (10,000),

and C, opilio crab (27,000).

An executive summary of the analysis is attached as [tem D-1(c)(1).
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AGENDA D-1(b)(1)
APRIL 1998

Executive Summary

The Magnuson-Stevens Act amendments emphasized the importance of bycatch effects on achieving sustainable
fisheries. National Standard 9 mandates that conservation and management measures shall, to the extent
practicable: (1) minimize bycatch; and (2) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of
such bycatch. This Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
(EA/RIR/IRFA) addresses a proposal to minimize the incidental bycatch of chinook salmon in the groundfish
trawl fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. The following three alternatives were examined:

Alternative 1: No Action. Trawling is prohibited in the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas (CHSSA) through April
15 upon attainment of a bycatch limit of 48,000 chinook salmon in the BSAL

Alternative 2: Include salmon taken after April 15 towards the bycatch limit of 48,000 chinook salmon. The
Chinook Salmon Savings Areas would close upon attainment of the bycatch limit, whenever this would occur.
Hence these areas could close, or remained closed, during the pollock ‘B’ season.

Alternative 3: Reduce the trigger level to 36,000 chinook salmon in the BSAI. Trawling would be prohibited
in the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas through April 15 upon attainment of a bycatch limit of 36,000 chinook
salmon in the BSAL

Option 1 (applicable to Alternatives 2 and 3): Seasonally allocate the PSC limit, such that there
are separate triggers for the pollock ‘A’ and ‘B’ season.

Option 2 (applicable to Alternatives 2 and 3): Begin accounting towards the PSC limit at the
start of the ‘B’ season (currently September 1), with the amount carried over to the next pollock
‘A’ season.

Analysis of 1994-1997 observer data indicate that, regardless of season or year, the large majority of chinook
salmon have been intercepted in the CHSSA. In the four years examined, the 48,000 cap was reached twice, and
the 36,000 cap would have been reached in three of the four years. A 36,000 cap would have reduced the total
number of chinook taken by 7% to 28% (3,000 to 18,000 salmon depending on the year and given low bycatch
outside the CHSSA).

An accounting year beginning September 1, as suggested by Option 2, would better agree with the brology of
the salmon in the Bering Sea. This is because juvenile salmon (those primarily taken as bycatch) enter the Benng
Sea to feed in the autumn and remain thought the winter, later moving to other areas in the summer. If Opuon
2 had been in place, the 48,000 chincok cap would not have been reached in any of the four years (3 accounting
years) examined. The potential cost of adopting Option 2 would be that chinook salmon taken in the ‘B’ scason
could impact the A’ season by closing the CHSSA, an area that accounts for a relatively large portion of the A’
season pollock catch. Most of the pollock catch has been taken from the CHSSA during the ‘A’ season. but in
the ‘B’ season, most of the pollock catch comes from outside the CHSSA.

The analysis also indicated that the current CHSSA could be modified slightly. There tends to be high bycatch
in the vicinity of the Pribilof Islands, but bycatch within specific blocks is not consistent. It appears from recent
data that the two block area near the Pribilof Islands have not had high bycatch rates of chinook salmon. Hence,
these two blocks could be removed from the CHSSA. Alternatively, additional blocks, one which is made up
mostly of land on Unimak Island, showed consistently high bycatch rates of chinook salmon. Consideration
should be given to adding this block, or perhaps other blocks, to the CHSSA.
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Benefits of minimizing chinook salmon bycatch would accrue to those fishermen who target chinook salmon and
sport and subsistence users of this resource. The most restrictive alternative (Alternative 3) would reduce total
chinook bycatch in trawl fisheries by 3,000 - 18,000 salmon. It was estimated that the total benefits to western
Alaska salmon fishermen would be in the range of $27,000 to $162,000.

The costs associated with Alternatives 2 and 3 are due to potential forgone catch, reduced CPUE, and operational
costs of moving. Fishermen try to fish in areas and ways they can maximize the returns on their capitol; hence,
forcing them to fish in non-optimal areas will result in lower CPUE and other costs. These costs could not be

quantified in this analysis.

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on endangered, threatened, or candidate species,
and none of the alternatives would affect takes of marine mammals. Actions taken to control chinook salmon
bycatch in BSAI trawl fisheries will not alter the harvest of groundfish, but will reduce the incidental bycatch of

juvenile chinook salmon.
None of the alternatives is expected to result in a "significant regulatory action" as defined in E.O. 12866.
None of the altenatives are likely to significantly affect the quality of the human environment, and the

preparation of an environmental impact statement for the proposed action is not required by Section 102(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy Act or its implementing regulations.

Am58ead : 2 April 1998 °



AGENDA D-1(e)(1)
APRIL 1998

Executive Summary

The Magnuson-Stevens Act amendments emphasized the importance of bycatch effects on achieving sustainable
fisheries. National Standard 9 mandates that conservation and management measures shall, to the extent
practicable: (1) minimize bycatch; and (2) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of
such bycatch. This Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
(EA/RIR/IRFA) addresses a proposal to prohibit the use of non-pelagic trawls in the directed pollock fisheries
of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. Two alternatives were analyzed. :

Alternative 1: No Action. Allocation of BSAI pollock quota among pelagic and non-pelagic trawl gear types
can be established for the next fishing year during the annual specification process.

Alternative 2: Prohibit the use on non-pelagic trawls in the BSAI pollock fishery. Only pelagic trawl gear as
defined in regulations could be used by vessels when engaged in a directed pollock fishery. Total bycatch limits
for Prohibited Species (including 7.5% CDQ apportionment) would be reduced to reflect this gear prohibition.
A regulatory change would be required to split out pollock from the pollock, Atka mackerel/other species
category, for purposes of allocating PSC to the pelagic only trawl pollock fishery.

Option 1: Reduce PSC limit for halibut only (50 mt).
Option 2: Reduce PSC limit for halibut (50 mt), red king crab (1,000), C. bairdi crab (10,000),
and C. opilio crab (27,000).

A prohibition on non-pelagic trawling for BSAI pollock, under Alternative 2, would reduce PSC bycatch by
about 50 mt of halibut mortality, 10,000 bairdi crab, 27,000 opilio crab, and 1,000 red king crab. The options
to Alternative 2 include reducing the overall PSC limits for these species accordingly. Hence, under Option 1,
the overall BSAI halibut bycatch limit would be reduced from 3,775 mt to 3,725 mt. Under Option 2, PSC limits
for crab would also be reduced. Crab PSC limits would be first determined based on crab abundance, as currently
regulated, and then reduced by the numbers indicated above. For example, if this regulation had been in place
for 1998, the PSC limit for zone 1 red king crab would have been 99,000 animals.

This document also analyzes a regulatory amendment to split the pollock/Atka mackerel/other species category
for purposes of allocating the PSC limits among fisheries. Of the options available to deal with the bycatch of
halibut and crab caught incidentally by pelagic trawl gear, the option of splitting out pollock and having a
separate category seems to be a straightforward method of accounting for bycatch. In 1998 for example, the
pollock/Atka mackerel/other species category was allocated 350 mt of halibut, 155 mt of herring, 7,500 red king
crab, 29,408 bairdi in zone 1, and 470,000 bairdi in zone 2. Under altemative 2, option 2, a split of the category
would indicate that PSC limits for Atka mackerel/other species could be reduced, and the pollock fishery could
then be allocated PSC based on what was predicted for a pelagic trawl only fishery. PSC limits for the pollock ..
fishery would then be in the order of 175 mt of halibut, 30,000 bairdi, and 1,500 red king crabs.

One potential drawback of having a separate allocation of PSC to the pollock fishery is that, once the PSC limit
is met, the pollock fishery is closed from fishing the applicable zone. This could have major economic
consequences if the fishery is completely shut down from the BSAI due to attainment of the halibut PSC limit.
To avoid this possibility, more PSC than required may be apportioned to the pollock category, and hence there
may be impacts on other groundfish fishéries as well.

Another effect of Alternative 2 is a reduction in the bycatch of groundfish other than pollock in directed pollock

fisheries. Much of this groundfish catch would be available to other fisheries. Analysis suggests that under
Alternative 2, a total of 1,581 mt of groundfish would not be harvested incidental to BSAI pollock fisheries.

Pelagic Trawl EA/RIR . 1 April 1998



Most of this unused catch would be composed of Pacific cod, with smaller amounts of rock sole, arrowtooth
flounder, yellowfin sole, and other species. However, slightly higher incidental catches of Greenland turbot, POP,
Atka mackerel, and squid in the BSAI pollock fishery would be expected under alternative 2..

The benefits of reducing halibut bycatch would need to be weighed against the costs to the groundfish trawl and
processing industry. Based on the data available, costs would be incurred primarily by catcher/processor vessels
using non-pelagic gear. There may be costs associated with buying new trawls, upgrading horsepower in some
cases, and unquantified yet substantial costs in terms of product production (particularly those vessels targeting
larger pollock for fillet production) and markets. This analysis did show that larger pollock are taken with bottom
trawl gear, and prohibiting this gear type would result in smaller pollock being taken, on average.

The effects of combining Alternative 2 with the IR/IU program are not completely predictable at this time.
Nevertheless, anecdotal information suggests that the H&G fleet has not encountered high incidental catch rates
of pollock this year. Hence, under Alternative 2, it is not likely that fishermen using non-pelagic gear targeting
other groundfish species would have to discard pollock above the maximum retainable bycatch amount (20%).

None of the alternatives are expected to have a significant impact on endangered, threatened, or candidate species,
and none of the alternatives would affect takes of marine mammals. Actions taken to prohibit the use of bottom
trawls in the directed pollock fishery will not alter the harvest of groundfish, scallops, or salmon, but will reduce
the incidental bycatch of halibut (and crab under option 2).

None of the alternatives is expected to result in a "significant regulatory action” as defined in E.O. 12866.
None of the alternatives are likely to significantly affect the quality of the human environment, and the

preparation of an environmental impact statement for the proposed action is not required by Section 102(2)(C)
of the National Environmental Policy Act or its implementing regulations.

Pelagic Trawl EA/RIR 2 April 1998
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April 5, 1998 by %fgﬁ?'
Rick Lauber
NPFMC
605 W. Fourth Ave. 2
Anchorage, AK e

Dear Council Members,

We want to thank you for your time and efforts at minimizing
bycatch. It is our hope that you will adopt the proposal to
ban bottom trawling for pollock in the Bering Sea.

The way vessels fish in the Bering Sea should be off bottom.

- It is important to minimize the total amount of bycatch
occurring in the fisheries. The amount of bycatch saved
must be subtrracted fom the total bycatch quota annualy
divided among the groundfish fisheries..

Thank you fo initiating this new work and allowing public
testimony.
“"Reyppectfully yours,
/ \ » ‘\ l.o "
&ZQ R DBt
Michael and Diane McBride
—

Diane and Michael McBride ® China Poot Bay ® P.O. Box 956 ® Homer, Alaska 99603 ® USA ® (907) 235-8910

Nationally and Internationally Honored Accommodations and Services



SUSTTNA RECREATIONAL CAMFS, INC.

MONTANA CREEK CAMPGROUND
MILE 96.5 PARKS HWY.

816 OCEANVIEW DRIVE ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99515 (207) 345-5764

” Rick Lauber . : 4pp %
North Pacific Fishery Management Council F 19
605 ‘W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306 . 1999
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 B &@P |
Dear. Mr. Lauber: Mo

I want to thank you for the NPFMC’s taking initiative to minimize bycatch. This ™
issue is extremely important for all Alaskans. We see the effects of apparent depletion of
fisheries in Alaska as well as in many other areas of the world. Even the runs of salmon in
the Susitna drainage have decreased over the years. It is tempting to blame commercial
fishing, but I understand the effects of water temperature, increased access by fishermen,
and the effects of flooding are among the many factors involved in this complex issue.
Still, we owe it to ourselves and to future generations to ensure that this renewable resource
is maintained in a healthy fashion so that it remains renewable indefinitely.

The NPFMC will meet April 22 through 27 to review two proposals. I urge you to
adopt the proposal to ban bottom trawling for pollock in the Bering Sea. All trawling for
pollock must be fished off bortom. Vessels must actually change the way they fish rather
than make cosmetic changes in the type of gear used. Additionally, the amount of bycatch
saved by changing the way pollock vessels operate must be subtracted from the total
bycatch quota annually divided among groundfish fisheries. It is not enough to simply take
the bycatch saved in the pollock fishery and allow it to be used as bycatch in another
fishery. The intent of the proposal, and the mandate in law, is to minimize the total amount
of bycatch occurring in our fisheries.

It is also urgent that the proposal to lower the Chinook salmon bycatch allowance in
the Bering Sea be adopted. The current bycatch cap of 48,000 Chinook salmon in the
Bering Sea is too high. The cap does not limit the trawl fleet responsible for bycatch in any
meaningful way. There are loopholes that allow the fleet to exceed the cap.

Please do not think that because our business is located on a fishing stream that I
am simply looking out for our own interests. Having our business located on a fishing -
stream has only made me more aware of the issues concerned with habitat and fisheries; the
ﬁe%ts of gradual depletion are already observable, and must be reversed for the benefit of

of us. :

Thanks for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Shoit. @4«47%
Sheila Lankfor:
President and Manager

cc Dale Bingham, Superintendent
Division of Parks and Recreation



Sandra Arnold
17160 Baronof Avenue
Eagle River, AK 99577

(907) 694-
1716 ﬁ @@@%

April 9, 1998 APp 4
8

Rick Lauber, Chair
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council = N@EM
605 West 4th Avenue., Suite 306 -C
Anchorage, AK 99501 ‘

Dear NPFMC,

I am an interested citizen concerned about the management and long-term
viability of Alaska's fisheries. Please accept these comments on bycatch.

I fully support the proposal to prohibit bottom trawling for pollock in the
Bering Sea. You are under a legal mandate to minimize bycatch, and this is
one idea that can help the NPFMC comply. Eliminating the wasteful
practice of bottom trawling will reduce bycatch of ecologically important
species, and may also help to restore the biological vitality of the troubled
Bering Sea.

Please note that trawling for pollock must be truly off bottom, and not
illusions of gear and equipment. The way these ships fish must be
fundamentally changed.

I would also advise the NPFMC not to insult the law and the public by
simply shifting bycatch saved to another fisheries quota. The roral bycatch
in the North Pacific must be minimized.

Thank you for addressing these important issues, and for your

consideration of these comments.

Sincerely, r
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Willy Dunne
Naturalist Guide ' Telephone {907} 235-7578
E-mail: waunine@xyz.ne!
PG 30X 15C43

Fritz Creek, AK 99603

April 6. 1998 REGWE D

Rick Lauber, Chair " APR - 7 1998
NPFMC

605 West 4th Ave,, Ste. 306 ,

Anchorage, AK 99501 NPEMC
FAX: (967)271-2817

Dear Council Members,
I am a tormer commercial fisherman and my family still derives income and sustenance

from the North Pacific. I urge vou to adopt the proposal before you to ban bottom frawling
for pollock in the Bering Sea. Please ensure that all trawling for pollock be off the boitom

- in order to protect fisheries habitat and reduce bycatch. Piease do not redistribute any

reductions in bycatch to Sther fisheries. The mandate of the Magnuson-Stevens Act is to
reduce total amount of bvcatch in our fisheries.

Thank vou for working to address this important issue and for the opportunity to
comment. ™ '~ ' '
Sincerely

Weliv Dumne



April 15,1998
North Pacitic Fishery Management Council

M Mlenewos Nevstmlas Tree seesinee Nivesen R E@@m
Post Office Box 103136 ’

Anchorage, Alaska 99310

April 14, 1998 APR 186 1998

¢
Re: Chinook Bycatch EARIR i Y.

Dear RICL ;;,:&

A cap of 48.000 does not ettect the trawl fishery in 9 of 10 vears, but neither does it provide any
benefit to the salmon fishery. The need to protect salmon is greater at lower levels of abundance when
the cap is less likely to be reached. Changing the cap to 36,000 doesn't address this problem. However,
it the cap is reached as the result of high bycatch in the pollock fishery, the major impact will fall upon
the cod fishery.

Given the lack of ability to predict salmon abundance, it is not possible to implement a floating
cap. Thus appropriate measures for salmon are those which encourage avoidance at all levels of
abundance. The Salmon Research Foundation initiative was a step in the night direction. However, that
effort was undermined by the adoption of a fixed cap, and by the NMFS decision to discontinue the
posting of individual vessel counts of salmon bycatch.

A Superior Alternative

A superior alternative would be to encourage the fleet to avoid Chinook throughout the season
in areas with a “Goodness‘Badness index™ that clearly exceeds than the overall BSAl rate (i.c.: the 1 1.2
blocks from 54.30 to 55.00 and trom 163.30 to 167.00).

Thus alternative approach could have been accomplished through co-management using the
Salmon Research Foundation initiative. The adoption of the 48,000 cap sent a signal that the Council
had withdrawn its support for the SRF initiative, and that bycatch of up to 48,000 Chinook was OK.
The altematives in the draft EARIR do nothing to correct this situation.

There is an altemnative to allowing a cap to be reached and then closing down large aress, but it is
not considered in the dratt EARIR. The alternative is to keep a relatively small area closed during
pollock A-season based on an evaluation of the “Goodness/Badness index™ of the individual blocks
comprising the Chinook Savings Area.

Simplified Modeling of an Alternative “Small Hotspot™ Approach

Attached to this letter is a spreadsheet summarizing bycatch rate information trom a haul by haul
data set provided by the observer program tor the MW pollock fishery. The spreadsheet exercise
demonstrates that closure of the worst 1 and 1/2 blocks could reduce Chinook bycatch by 23% at all
levels of salmon abundance. while only re-distributing about 6% of the A-season pollock effort.



There are caveats attached to the modeling effort, which result from the constraint of working

only with bycatch rates without having access to catch of groundtish by tow. Thus, the fields "# of
Chinook™ and “Ave rate/100MT™ are products of simplitying assumptions.

Caveats:

* These data are based on rates in the 1990-1994 DAP observer data set. Because the actual numbers
of fish and weight of catch are not publicly available, these numbers of Chinook are only an index
based on the simplitying assumption that all hauls were of equal catch weight.

* The data set includes all observed MW pollock tows in the st quarters of 1990-1994. The "#'s of
Chinook™ are based on inclusion of all hauls from the 5 years and the assumption that all tows were
100 MT. While this simplification does not match reality, it is adequate to demonstrate the relative
differences in rates by blocks and to calculate a Goodness/Badness index.

®  The results are useful to review the relative differences between areas and management approaches.
They are not intended to predict the actual total bycatch of Chinook in any given year.

The attached spreadsheet suggests that if block #1 and the western half of block #2 were closed
to pollock fishing all A-season. and the effort from the 865 of 14,442 tows would be re-deployed
proportionately to all of the remaining areas. there would be a savings of 15,211 Chinook trom the
hotspot. minus the additional 2,248 caught by eftort re-deployed in the open area for a net savings of
12.963 Chinook.

Contrast the above savings to the current approach where the last 715 of 14,442 total tows for
the season are re-deployed as the result of a 9 block closure upon reaching a trigger of 48,000 Chinook.
There would be a savings of 2,502 Chinook. minus the additional 1,144 caught in the open areas after

the closure of the nine blocks, for a net savings of 1,358 Chinook.

Thus simple spreadsheet model was prepared in 1995 when the Secretary was reviewing the
Council’s 48,000 cap. It would be appropriate to review more recent data and to use the approach to
review the data on a year by vear basis.

Conclusion

The draft E4-RIR doesn 't include all reasonable alternative approaches to the problem. It
continues the current approach of closing the barn door afier the horse is out, and then punishing a
scapegoat (i.e.: the cod fishery).

Thank you for your consideration of this issue.

Sincerely yours,

dave fraser

F/V Muir Milach
PO Box 771



Sk rdaSiBas -

-tz 32 SovenSTT (S661 “TSqESAON ‘SSYRI0SSY STIo%) UoNEoya: ofqrd pofimos sare] RpL.
WKMWWWWWMWN@WM

(gmorqoad P 51 3EUM) Mua;o s2an»iqQ

- . . . m

' mdvos.mmmpmmmnm‘mwm.wmmm

uoddns Aeux sTsAfeus [eonID € Geoiq azmammm o3 popsi erdoxide we 100 st Axqsy spofjod.

: &puo-oSepd VOO 1 ‘sidmexs 103 TVSE S WO BORRISN 150 Yoojiod 10J JARUSOUISI

vwmvooavmmﬁqmmnmmmmmmmwm
mmmsmdmwvwmﬁmnmmammv

: ' mwﬁWWsaem
) qmmmmmm 2] SHp 30 TORIS0aI U] V0L @ 010 GoReISy’
mgmmmmwmmmdimﬂqﬁmeﬁm

msdmmmammmmsup;pamaq'
mmmmmmmmmwmm yoofjod 30 Axsy (wonoq
-50) Luo-orSeed & ajean o3 padope oq ST AT TVSE ST 0 FISWPGSIe Uk ‘seal Jenbosqns
g Ay qSgpunos YT 0} YNedAq se pareooyieal Susq Wop mnqueq ST smasaxd

20 JESUIpTSTE AX0JP[niSal 8 JRStIS{du ST [1IUn0) P THL] PSR 3 TBO YAed4q
mmmmwmwmmmﬁmmnwmm
. Sporfod, S TI0Y PIACTEAL.S] ISIT OO[Jod PAETIMIES 20 IN0-PI0IZ,, 3q Pogs Axqsg Jpofjod -
WSH@GWMMWWWW%IQQ

- “Wo509:390 P -0 [0q Past 5q Tes 1258 513eed
" aseosq posn st 2638 Jo o4y Jeqm Ajdims 100 Yoogrod 2of paysy S a3 soy S} PUBY T R AL
“souwsTr SUp W snsst fedound sq ssazppe o3 parmbaz axz wonmgSp [ewonesado pue od reas mog

“Kss o Wt Samedioned o[ SwR AT 32 PIROq UO qRI (7 e 33asy SMARY JO TORMIDSP
mndoapmadﬁmﬁ @mwsma@mmmd&m-mwmm

‘sTesodolq 30 JUOWNTYS JAUG
V VOO % A5S1I ofod IVSE LU0 918ePd.
VOO/IVSH :ued JusmaSeusyy Lrysty
. Lses-LLz(Lo6) wudam '
oysE[V “95eI0qOTV ‘Sp1 101 XOF :SSAUPPY
- [INOD UORBAISSEOD) SULIBI BYSETY -0WEN
3ouUEpIOAY YEIg -

| pouRo) JUIWISEUEY A13gsiy SgPTd PHON
resodold JuomEpUIMY UEl] judmaSeuely A19qsiy

eyusms(ddng
8661 TRIdV
(1-a vanaov



N’

&Md\ﬂds\:: z

. " Sunpesp ATIEIS St aXgeq pamsmsidm aq U
m@wq@qmw@m@wmgm@ﬁmm 'padope
3q A[SIEMIRIR IS YO WaIqoxd Gofeaia T 03 WORNIOS TWis)-300] SAISTNRAIm00 2300 51 STL

Zumiqoxd oty Suiajos Jo e 353G o Tesodoad

1mok IopuDY ROA Op. AqM PUE AoTP ST JEYM ‘05 J] SUCHUIOS ADTUINIY A UV

5 WOROG:HO FE2] T AR 0

o1 5q 10 45w wsodastoq S50 Ty, SFRSSaA SITSIESU SIFETIS B 1 39 POy o) 1) oopiod

2a8iey sToagy ey Ansupar St o 03596 © 30§ SS0f fenustod © azRSooaran ‘Apnotasid possnosp

VOO S OJIE TOREISHi 3597 Jo usiqosd [enusted K 0} TORIPPE U] WOR0G-IO Suwsy ypojjod

Jo-tsonb [ug S 1S3ATEY 0} SjqE 3q [M TIULSGSLY JPS03q [ "AEXST PAZHEIRSIPE] QUISTT |
mgw&wmmmwmmmm

. (g59501 oy ‘s ogA) FTesodosy 3o syoedm ofqEesaI0g -

L - | USE oq [ GRSERAq Inqhey
JO SOUEPIOAR Pasearstt Sulaswpe preac) dags € *AIsgsy Yoofod [VSE X 03 paIeooffe Apuamms
qaea4£q INGIPY JO JEROWE R SWACS Ag “SILSY SypuncIs S U A7pesom nqueq [fea0
Soronpas o Aes 500 S8 ST Paszopu setf (OHJ]) TOSSTEEo) IGIPH SFoed [FEOREm=t] JL

L TRRAq Se PORIESP
PR “TIOROQ-U0 PSYST 190 U parmided sspads NN [ERISTID-U0T JO SOUBPIOAE POSEAIN .
aq [ yeyzodi Affenbg “SuTnsy puE TOWIES JO YRRR0Ad SSS] W 3usal pinom Asgsg Jyoofod

| [VSE DONog-go UE eI 0STe S66T WY WE WOROS-I0 SaNSy S19u 03 SUIENIMS 4q PopIoAR

aq [ INqIeq PUB R JO SIENOWE [ERIRISANS MOTS S661 PUE H661 WO B TEOR0q-JO S

. ‘59t YST pae S50 SiSeppd asn Lzxgsy yooirod TVSH S .30 96001 SuREpuEm Aq PSODIDES 9q 101
[ G789 YSTPUnoss Feq) SHERSUOWSP AL, “SIS0 WOROG-Jo 30 “07807ad 30 951 R M pamnoasoxd
st sy ST J0 7e03d 06 A0 ‘AT “ASNST ST Wl 123K L3240 GpR04q ST pIsaate]

* . gsg3ospunod 30 SEOTI o SITAq ‘TIASMOT ‘YRl MOf A[PARPFI ST 2704 GBAq Mof ®
T PaoTIpTios ST 1] “PHOM 3 UF AIXST YT Pocy sopads-sj3urs 1s3381q ap T Axgsg Sporiod 1

. 3oV memsSemEpy PUE TORRAISTO) AISTSL] STSASS-TOSTUSEI Sp JO SISWalmbar
SOTEPIOAR TOBRAQ S IS O} OSTe PUE ‘SIS N0 UF G3e04q AISSI0KS Aq paynasaxd
sTa1qd JTIERIOIBOT0S PUE [eI50]09 3AJ0S3E G POPSSt St BORSE SKL, “SSHSYST IO UMM

~(;spumep

| oo Yo poajosas oq mopqan 53 3,U8 AL UOPSY [SN0D J0j BOBEIGRSHL PUE PRN

- - -soansedsad [emymo puE SEIOBOSS Ted(S0]0%
wog Waiqoxd © ST goedAq 2ABSIoXg POCsIspuR £pood AIE WsAS00D S Ul S{0I [RLA I
tmox so1dos 355 SUTAOTESI JO SISAES ST GLIAQ Se. PSPIESIP ST I8 A [ERISTIWOD pUSIsse

' 6u (M 7] 35 JO JINOTE PSIIIENSPUR U2 ST 31 TORIppe U] “ssreds Suols Sp are 12q §ST pue

(A33sTg 201 £ UY S3[E) Xas Suols S Ik 3P YSY ‘(SS{IeAnt) azis Suolm Sty e EqT §SY SpTo
essqL m&qupmmm&me-mme‘mt



HPR-1S-1993 15048 M OMER TNE CONSUTH COUNCIL { 927 =77 AGENDAD-1(c)

. ! . . APRIL 1998
Alaska Marine Conservation Council Supplemental
, P.O. Box 101145 Anchorage Alaska 99510 -
voice (907) 277-5357; fax (907) 2J/7-5975; email: amce@alaska.net
™ i115, 1998 @é@
pril 15,
Rick Lauber, Chairman | @ :
NPFMC , Arp 7
605 West 4th Ave., Suite 306 . ; R 1999
Anchorage, AK 99501 7.‘\ Né
T ORRR, ,_
RE:  April 1998 agenda item D-1(c): BSAI pelagic polchk bycatch proposal 'MC‘ _"
Dear Mr. Latilber: ;

The Alaska Marine Conservation Council appreciates this o portunity to comment upon the draft EA/RIR to reduce
bycatch in the BSAI pollock fishery dated April 2, 1993. The analysis included in his Hocument is very well done.
However, the analysis fails to address the primary intent of the proposal and thus mustrbe appropriately revised.
: i

As stated jn the original proposal submitted by AMCC, the iitent of the proposal is to prohibit the practice of bottom
mawling in the BSAI pollock fishery regardless of the type of gear used. The rationale was simple: pelagic gear can, &
is according ito this analysis, be used both on- and off-tottom, but the fishery can be successfully prosecuted entirely o
bottom with bycatch savings of halibut, crab, other groundﬁ&h, and other non-commergial benthic species. Rather thar
analyzing this issue, the present analysis discsses issues as ociated with prohibiting &e use of bottom trawls in BSAI
fisheries. |
' |

To clarify this matter for reviewers, and to appropriately revise the analysis for further consideration, we highlight the

‘ollowing aspects of, and statements in, the proposal which need to be revised:

¢ The title siaould read “prohibit the practice of bottom trawling...” rather than “prohibiit the use of bottom trawls...”

+ Page 3, purpose and need for action: Section 303(a)(1 1) of the Magnuson-Stevens Agt should be cited after National

Standard 9 as one of the more significant factors. i

d

¢ Page 6, the last sentence under the heading “Gear” should be deleted. Most important for evaluating this proposal is
the issue of kow gear is fished, not whar type of gear is used, This is necessary to address the essence of the problem
proposal attempts to address and which the analysis acknowlledges: pelagic gear can, and is, fished on the bottom (last
sentence, p. 6). _ g

t
» Page 10, Section 1.3.5. The first sentence is inaccurate and misleading. A more appropriate sentence would read:
restriction on bottom trawling in BSAI pollack fisheries wo Id primarily be based or;rhe premise that bycatch of hali
crab, other groundfish, and other non-commercial benthic species can be significantly|reduced while still allowing the
full pollockiquota to be harvested.” |

o Based onithese changes in the intent and purpose of the pfoposal, changes in the quantitative aspects of the analysis
will be required to more accurately reflect the bycatch savirjgs to be gained from a BSAI pollock fishery prosecuted
entirely off-bottom, and to more accurately reflect reasonabje PSC limits for such a fishery.

t

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We appreciate the Council’s interest in minimizing bycatch and willingngss
10 consider o

ur proposal.
Sincerely, f ﬂ,‘( 6%4,7 Steve Ganey, Project Coordinator

TOTAL P. 21
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Addendum to Draft EA/RIR for Council Review:
Minimize Chinook Salmon Bycatch in Groundfish Trawl Fisheries of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands

Analysis of individual 1/2° latitude by 1° longitude cells for chinook salmon bycatch “hot spots”
Cell specific catch and bycatch:

A grid of 1/2° latitude by 1° longitude cells was superimposed on the Bering Sea, and individual cells were
given specific code numbers for identification (Figure 1). Cells of particular interest are the 9 cells
comprising the Chinook Salmon Savings Area (CHSSA). The five contiguous blocks of the CHSSA near
Unimak Island were coded as 200, 201, 227, 228 and 254. The two blocks bordering the west of NMFS
statistical area 518 were coded as 118 and 144, and the two blocks near the Pribilof Islands were coded as
274 and 275.

The total number of chinook salmon observed by cell in the years 1994 — 1997 are provided in Figures 2 —
5. The top panel of each figure is for the pelagic pollock fishery, and the bottom panel in each figure is for
the two pollock trawl fisheries, and the trawl fishery for Pacific cod. Target assignment is as discussed in
the EA/RIR and based on dominant species catch. The top 10 cells for bycatch numbers are indicated by
no shading, the top ten to twenty are indicated by light shading, and cells with no chinook salmon bycatch
are indicated by dark shading.

In 1994 (Figure 2), the highest bycatch in the pelagic pollock fishery was in cell 201 of the CHSSA, with
relatively high numbers in cells 227 and 228 as well. Outside of the CHSSA, cell 202 along the northwest
edge of Unimak Island also had high numbers of bycatch. The highest cell in all three traw] fisheries was
228 indicating that the highest number of chinook salmon in the bottom trawl for pollock and Pacific cod
fisheries was in this cell. The top cells in the CHSSA were 201, 227, 228 and 254, and outside the CHSSA
was cell 202 near Unimak Island. Two cells to the north and west of the Pribilof Islands also experienced

high bycatch.

The bycatch in 1995 was much lower than seen in previous or subsequent years (see EA/RIR). There was
very little bycatch to the north and west of the Pribilof Islands in any fishery and most of the bycatch was
encountered in cells 20}, 227, 228 and 254 (Figure 3). The cells adjacent Area 518 (cells 118 and 144)
experienced relatively high bycatch. As noted in the text of the EA/RIR, the bottom trawl for pollock and
the Pacific cod fishery both experienced higher than normal bycatch levels in 1995. The bycatch was
primarily in cells428 (in CHSSA with 5,587 observed chinook) and in cell 255 (5,208 chinook).

The year 1996 was characterized by little bycatch outside of the vicinity of Unimak Island, with extremely
high bycatch in the CHSSA (Figure 4). The pelagic pollock fishery observed approximately 16,000
chinook in cell 201 and 4,700 in cell 228. All fisheries combined observed approximately 18,000 chinook
in cell 201 and 10,000 in cell 228.

The bycatch in 1997 was similar to 1996 in the high bycatch in cells 201 and 228, but also had relatively
high bycatch to the north and west of the Pribilof Islands when compared to previous years (Figure 5).
Approximately 8,500 chinook were taken in the pelagic pollock fishery in cell 201, and approximately
2,500 in cell 228. Subtracting these numbers from the three fisheries combined, the bottom trawl for
pollock and Pacific cod fisheries took approximately 3,000 chinook in cell 201 and 4,000 chinook in cell
228.

In order to look for consistency in bycatch over all years, the combined (summed) catch and bycatch
across the four years 1994 — 1997 are mapped in a gray-intensity scale for pelagic pollock in Figure 6 and
for the pollock and Pacific cod trawl fisheries in Figure 7. The few cells with consistent effort to the north
and west of the Pribilof Islands had little overall chinook salmon bycatch in the pelagic pollock fishery,
making it difficult to choose specific cells as “hot spots” (Figure 6). Also, in spite of high catch levels
across years, the area north of the CVOA (in bold lines) also had relatively low overall chinook salmon
bycatch. Bycatch of chinook salmon is the highest in numbers in cells 201 and 228, with high bycatch also



totaled in cell 227. The pattern is similar for the trawl fisheries combined with the additional cells of 202 /‘\
and 255 indicating higher bycatch in the bottom trawl for pollock and Pacific cod fisheries (Figure 7). ‘

The percentage of chinook bycatch and groundfish catch taken by cell are provided as pie charts in Figures
8 — 15 for the pelagic pollock fishery and the traw] fisheries for pollock and Pacific cod combined during
the years 1994 — 1997.

To summarize these figures, the chinook salmon bycatch was in highest proportion in cells 201, 227 and
228. Combined these cells accounted for 63%, 57%, 81% and 54% of the total observed chinook salmon
bycatch from the pelagic pollock fishery in 1994, 1995, 1996 and 1997, respectively. These cells also
generally represent the highest proportion of groundfish catch, and approximately 40%, 48%, 41% and
32% of the total groundfish catch in the pelagic pollock fishery came from these cells in 1994 — 1997,
respectively. Noteworthy in the combined fisheries (Figure 11) in 1995, the high bycatch in the bottom
traw] for pollock and Pacific cod fisheries in cell 255 accounted for 28% of the chinook salmon bycatch
and 3% of the directed catch.

The importance of the three cells discussed above (201, 227 and 228) in addition to cell 202 to the bottom
trawl fisheries is evident in the increasing percentage of total groundfish catch in each of these cells when
compared to the pelagic pollock fishery. The bycatch in these fisheries tends to increase the percentage of
chinook salmon bycatch in some cells compared to the pelagic pollock fishery, primarily in cell 228.

Cell specific bycatch rates:

Annual bycatch rates by cell over the entire year are provided in Figures 16 — 23 for the pelagic fishery and

for the pollock and Pacific cod fisheries combined. The cells are ranked in order of decreasing salmon

bycatch from left to right, and the legend order is the same as on the graph. The CHSSA cells are indicated

by white coloring, and cells of possible interest such as cells 202 and 253 have been provided different

shading as well. At the end of each series is the average computed as the average across all rates /‘\\
(excluding non-zero cells). The average is provided as and indicator, and is subject to effectsd# high rate

values. -

‘Whereas it might be expected that the bycatch of chincok salmon in the CHSSA is due to the amount of
effort in these cells, it appears that the bycatch rates in the cells are also as high or higher than most other
cells (particularly in 1994 and 1996 in the pelagic pollock fishery — Figures 16 and 20). Bycatch rates in
the bottom trawl for pollock and Pacific cod fisheries tend to be more extreme and variable than those seen
in the pelagic pollock fishery. The low bycatch in 1995 is coincident with low bycatch rates in the CHSSA
with the exception of cells 118 and 144 adjacent to statarea 518. There do not appear to be cells with
consistently high bycatch rates outside of the CHSSA.

Plots of individual cell bycatch rates by week were made. The tendency of the CHSSA blocks to have high
rates was indicated in the graphs, and there did not appear to be other candidate blocks with consistently
high bycatch rates from week to week or year to year. The graphs appear very jumbled and are not  ~
included in the present draft.

Simulated block closure:

The chinook salmon bycatch rates by cell and week in each year were used to estimate the impacts on

chinook salmon due to closures of specific cells to the pelagic trawl for pollock, the fishery with the highest

bycatch of chinook salmon. In a manner similar to the Bering Sea bycatch model, catch from closed cells

in each week was allocated to open cells in proportion to the catch in the cell in that week. The bycatch

rate from each cell and week was used to estimate the number of chinook salmon which would occur given

closure of a specific cell, and transfer of the effort to other cells. This effort does not contain any of the

economic information necessary to describe fisheries impacts. The intent of this exercise is to estimate

chinook salmon bycatch given cell closures and the fact that additional effort in open cells would be likely o~
to increase salmon bycatch in those cells. 1995 data was excluded from the analysis because of the low ' ,
bycatch in that year.

L-Z]



In contrast with the Bering Sea bycatch model, caps were not employed in this version of the analysis. The
simulation is as if the blocks were closed for the entire year. The simulation uses the catch and bycatch
information supplied by NMFS Observer Program and the numbers have not been expanded to unobserved
hauls. The fact that there has been no expansion may resuit in differences from results using the expanded
bycatch numbers. The combinations of cell closures included because of a history of high bycatch are as
follows along with the estimated bycatch with the closure in place:

Year 1994 1986 1997
Total observed bycatch 13,747 27,863 22,381
Close 201 11,110 18,733 18,500
Close 201 and 227 10,146 17,316 17,523
Close 201 and 228 10,637 16,531 18,402
Close 201, 227 and 228 9,366 13,979 16,951
Close 201, 227, 228 and 200 9,226 12,450 15,746
Close 201, 227, 228 and 202 7,346 20692 19,188
Close 201, 227, 228, 200 and 202 10,146 17,316 17,623

The results are also provided in Figure 24. The largest reduction in all years comes from the closure of
201. Under all closure scenarios, there were open cells available to the pelagic pollock fishery, and no
catch was foregone.

The table below provides the percentage drop in total chinook salmon bycatch due to the closure and the
results are also provided in Figure 25. The greatest overall chinook salmon savings was seen in the
combined closure of cells 201, 227, 228, and 200. The closure of 202 tended to reduce the savings because
of the lower bycatch rates experienced in that cell.

Year 1994 1986 1997
Close 201 19% 33% 17%
Close 201 and 227 26% 38% 22%
Close 201 and 228 23% 41% 18%
Close 201, 227 and 228 32% 50% 24%
Close 201, 227, 228 and 200 33% 55% 30%
Close 201, 227, 228 and 202 47% 26% 14%
Close 201, 227, 228, 200 and 202 26% 38% 22%
Additional Information

Additional information provided in figures at the end of this document indicate by week and cell and
ﬁshery, the number of cells fished, the total catch and bycatch in each cell. A discussion will be included
in future drafts of this document.
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Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1994 - Percentage of chinook bycatch by
area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1994 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1994 - Percentage of chinook bycatch
by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1994 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1995 - Percentage of chinook bycatch by
area. Cell codes as reference numbers.

Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1995 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1995 - Percentage of chinook bycatch
by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.

Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1995 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1996 - Percentage of chinook bycatch by
area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1996 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1996 - Percentage of chinook bycatch
by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1996 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.

426

0%
75 (REARZ B 06 T
1 3G o2 o 201
o 29 24%
(+]

5% i°3 280 253229 175 25420

%o 3% 1%2% 4% = 2% 1% 3%




gﬁ ure ”‘I‘

Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1997 - Percentage of chinook bycatch by
area. Cell codes as reference numbers.

Pelagic pollock fisheries, 1997 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1997 - Percentage of chinook bycatch
by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Pollock and P.cod fisheries, 1997 - Percentage of total groundfish
catch by area. Cell codes as reference numbers.
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Bycatch rates in cells, 1995 pollock or P. cod hauls.
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Bycatch rates in cells, 1996 pelagic pollock.
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Bycatch rates in cells, 1997 pollock and P. cod hauls.
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Count of ceils fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1994.

s o ]
other

£255
E253
m202
B|275
B274
& 254
0228
B 227
W 201
200
144
118

Count

25

Count of cells fished by Pacific cod by week, 1994.
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Count of cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1995.
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Count

Count of cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1996.
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Count of cells fished by Pacific cod by week, 1996.
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Count

Count of cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1997.
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Figuve 38

Groundfish (mt)

Observed catch in cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1994.
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Observed catch in cells fished by Pacific cod by week, 1994.
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Chinook salmon number

Observed bycatch in cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1994.
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Observed bycatch in cells fished by Pelagic Pollock by week, 1994.
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Observed catch in cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1995. E other
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Groundfish (mt)
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B118

Observed bycatch in cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1996. 1 Eother |
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Chinook salmon number

Observed bycatch in cells fished by Bottom Pollock by week, 1997.
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Observed bycatch in cells fished by Pacific cod by week, 1997.
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