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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 Counci l, the Secretary, or the Governor of a State false 
information (including, but not limited to, fa lse information regarding the capacity and extent to which a United State fish processor, on an 
annual basis, w ill 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 cons idering 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)(1) 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 fa lse 
infonnation (including, but not limited to, false infonnation regarding the capac ity 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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AGENDAC-2 
Supplemental 

CAPE BARNABAS, INC. FEBRUARY 2012 
POBox71 

OLD HARBOR, ALASKA 99643 
907 .286.2271 

January 20, 2012 

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 

Council Members 

. 605 W. 4th Ave. 

Anchorage Ala~ka, 99501 

Re: Bycatch Reduction of GuH of Alaska Halibut 

Dear Chairman Olsen and Council Members, 

Cape Barnabas, INC. is a non-profit corporation recognized by the State of Alaska. 

Membership in the corporation consists of Old Harbor Native Corporation, Old Harbor City 

Council and the Old Harbor Tribal Council. It is believed that the success of Cape Barnabas, 

Inc. is enhanced by equal membership of the three governing bodies in Old Harbor, Alaska. 

Cape Barnabas, Inc. understands that it is the trustee of a community resource as a Community 

Quota Entity (CQE). It is our goal to acquire and manage additional quota share to increase 

fishing activity in the community, provide jobs to community residents, improve fisheries related 

infrastructure through economic growth and enable community fishermen to maintain their 

fishing vocations. 

Cape Barnabas, Inc. is aware that you addressed halibut bycatch in October and our 

community was very concerned that Gulf of Alaska halibut bycatch was not reduced for the 2012 

fishing season. We have been notified that the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council is 

again considering Halibut bycatch reductions for Gulf of Alaska fisheries and we strongly urge 

you to reduce the bycatch by at least the proposed 15%. It is absolutely imperative that you take 



action now so that our halibut quota share is not once again reduced and the resource is 

protected. 

Halibut :fishermen are now faced with an 18% quota reduction and up to 30+% in area 3B 

and there has not been any action to reduce the bycatch - this is absolutely absurd to our rural 

residents. Our families rely on the fishing industry for our livelihoods - there are virtually no 

other options for employment in our village. This is a very serious issue in our community. 

The community of Old Harbor is completely reliant on the fishing industry for our 

economic base.• Halibut is a key S01:1fCe of income for our commercial :fisherman and their 

families. To allow the current halibut bycatch levels to continue is conflicting to conservative 

resource management and the bycatch reduction is crucial in the in the Magnusen-Stevens 

Fishery Management Conservation Act's national standards. 

Cape Barnabas, Inc. supports the highest possible amount of halibut bycatch reduction as 

soon as possible. This concern has a profound negative effect on our community and we hope -~ 

that you will take the necessary steps to address the bycatch concerns so that our community and 

others do not continue to suffer from the significant amounts of wasted bycatch. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of our comments regarding this issue. 

Please contact me at 907.286.2232 with any questions regarding our comments. 

Sincerely Yours, 

~~ 
Rick Berns 

President 



Eric Olsen, Chairman 
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
605 W. 4th Ave. 
Anchorage Alaska, 99501 

Re: Gulf of Alaska Trawl Halibut Bycatch Reduction 

Dear Mr. Olsen, 

The Old Harbor Native Corporation has been active for many years working to protect the marine 
resources-in proximity to Old Harbor and to provide fishing opportunities-in the Old Harbor area. As you 
may be aware, we work with Cape Barnabas, Inc., the Old Harbor Communify Quota Entity, to enable the 
purchase of halibut quota shares for use by the CQE in Old Harbor. In addition, many of our local 
fishermen fish for halibut and virtually everyone in the community depends on halibut as a part of their 
subsistence use. Moreover, Old Harbor has several active sport fishing lodges that depend on halibut 
availability to attract and satisfy clients. 

Because of the community's interests in halibut, Old Harbor Native Corporation has encouraged halibut 
conservation, particularly the reduction of halibut bycatch. We are aware that the amount of halibut 
allocated to the Gulf of Alaska trawl fleet ·has remained unreasonably high for more than 20 years. We 
are also aware that this fleet catches a tremendous amount of smaller halibut and therefore has had a 
disproportionate impact on the overall health of the halibut resource by killing large amounts of small 
halibut that would have recruited into the fishery. Over the past few years our fishermen attending the 
International Pacific Halibut Commission meetings have heard about concerns the IPHC has regarding 
the long-term impacts on this type fishery, and have raised our own concerns about the trawl halibut 
bycatch. In addition, the experience of Old Harbor's subsistence, commercial and recreational fishermen 
is that halibut are not as available as they were even three or four years ago and that the available halibut 
are, generally speaking, are much smaller that the halibut available over the past twenty to thirty years. 

Given the current condition of the Gulf of Alaska halibut resource, the continued bycatch by trawl 
fishermen and the reductions in the commercial halibut quota, it's time for the Council to act to reduce 
GOA trawl halibut bycatch by at leac,t 15% that is contemplated by the current Council amendment 
package. Ifyou have any additional questions regarding Old Harbor Native Corporation's support to 
reduce Gulf of Alaska trawl halibut bycatch by 15% or more, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Thank you for your efforts in protecting Alaska's resources! 

Best regards. 
Very truly yours, 

OLD HARBOR NATIVE CORPORATION 

&~~ 
~ -;~I H. Marrs 

Chief Executive Officer 

2702 Denali Street, Suite 100 Anchorage, Alaska 99503 tel 907-278-6100 fax 907-222-2760 



POLAR STAR, INC. 

P.O. Box 2843, Kodiak, AK. 99615 907-486 ... 52S8 

January 23. 2012 

Mr. Eric A. Olson, Chair 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
60S W. 4th Ave., Suire 306 
Anohorage,AK.99501 

RB: Agenda item c .. 2, Initial review of GOA halibut PSC limit reductions 

Dear Mr. Olson, 

I support the counci1 taking immediaie action to reduce halibut PSC limits in the Oulf of Alaska. In particular, 
I urge the council to select Alternative 2, option 2, sub options 1 C, 2C and 3C as the prefen-ed preliminary 
alternative at this meeting. 

I own and operate two fishing vessels, the SB-foot Polar Star and the S6-foot Miss Lori, both of which 
participate in the commen>ial halibut JFQ fishery in the Gulf of Alaska and the BSAJ. Tho comm~ial halibut 
IFQ sector has seen a SO% reduction in catch limits in the GOA in the past decade. The IPHC proposed catch 
limits, if approved at the upcoming meeting, will result in declines of 17% and 32% for areu 3A and 3B, 
respectively. The lPHC scientific staff is greatly concerned about the overall health of the halibut stock. Yet, 
the trawl and hook-and-line sectors have the same PSC limits (2300 mt total) that they bavo bad since 1986. I 
would ague that this situation is unfair to the IFQ sector. Both the IFQ sector and the sectors 
that utilize halibut PSC are using a common resource. If there is a precipitous decline in that 
resource, why is it that only the IFQ sector sees a precipitous decline in catch limits? I 
believe that the trawl and HAL sectors should also face a reduction in halibut usage. As a 
matter of fact, I believe that the reduction should be significantly more than the 1S% options 
that are CUD'ently in the analysis. The Amendment 80 sector in the BSAI recently underwent 
a stairstep reduction in halibut PSC limits and was able to accommodate them; I would argue 
that the GOA fleets should also be able to accommodate PSC reductions if they prosecute 
their fisheries conscientiously. This analysis is comprehensive and clearly shows that a 
reduction in halibut PSC limits for the GOA is justified. Therefore, as a matter of fairness 
and out of concern for the health of our halibut resource, I urge the council to select a 
prefemxl preliminary alternative at this meeting and take final action as soon _as possible to 
reduce the halibut PSC limits in the GOA. 

=~::2~/ 
Patrick Pikus, r //,"Ht¥ fl~ 
Polar Star. Inc. 

GO/GO 'd E1~998tl06 'ON X\:1~ Sfl]ld Ud 01:01 NOS G10G-GG-Nijf 
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January 16, 2012 

Council Members 
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
605 W, 4 ... Ave, 
Anchorage Alaska, 99501 

Re: Bycatch Reduction 

Dear Chairman Olsen and Council Members, 

The City of Old Harbor has received notice that the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
is again considering Halibut bycatch reductions for Gulf of Alaska fisheries, We: are aware that you 
addressed this issue in October and had hoped that you would reduce GOA halibut bycaoch for the 2012 
season in your specification setting proces,g in December. Why the delay? Halibut fishermen are now faced 
with an 18% quota reduction (30+96 in area 8B) and still no progress on reducing halibut bycatch, The 
Couucil must act as soon as possible so that halibut bycatch is reduced for the 2013 halibut season. 

Old Harbor is a fishing community, Halibut is importmt for our commercial fishermen and our 
Community Quota Entity, Cape Barnabas, Inc, ln addition, Old Harbor residents fish for subsistence 
halibut throughout the year and Old Harbor sport charter operator client's fish halibut from April through 
September. Literally every resident in Old Harbor is impacted by halibut availability. In other words, the 
Council's decision not to reduce halibut bycatch in 2012 has negatively impacted every resident of Old 
Harbor. To allow the current halibut bycatch levels to continue is contrary to conservative resource 
management and the bycatch reduction imperative in the in the Magnusen-Stevens Fishery Management 
Conse111ation Act's national standards. 

As we review the Cow1cil bycatch reduction paper we see that the options for reduction are limited 
to 15%, 15% halibut bycatch reduction is not nearly high enough to help protect the halibut resource and 
Old Harbor resident's halibut needs. The City of Old Harbor supports the highest possible amount of 
halibut bycatch reduction a.'I soon as possible. The North Pacific Fishery Management Council declares 
one of their policy priorities to improve outreach and communications with rural communilies - we are 
stakeholde~ in the halibut fuherie11 and need your support in protecting our livelihood and ow­
communicy's economic resource. 

1'bank you for all your work in protecting our fisheries resource.,. 

Sincerely Yours, 

~~ 
Rick Berns, Mayor 



P.O. Box 62, Old Harbor, Alaska 99643 
Phone: (907) 286-2215 Fax: (907) 286-2277 

January 20, 2012 

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
605 W. 4th Ave. 
Anchorage Alaska, 99501 

Re: Halibut Bycatch Reduction 

Dear Council Members, 

We are deeply concerned with all the halibut bycatch that has occurred in our region. Halibut bycatch 
must be reduced immediately. Our tribal and community members in Old Harbor have seen the trawl 
fleet right in our front yard of Sitkalidak Straits fishing and discarding halibut. Often, halibut for our 
subsistence needs are virtually unavailable for a couple of weeks after the trawl fleet has been in the 
area and have been noticeably reduced year-round. 

One group of fishermen should not be allowed to take subsistence food away from rural residents. With 
the high cost of living in rural Alaska, we are highly reliant on subsistence foods to survive. It is 
absolutely outrageous and absurd that you allow the trawl fleet to catch one of nature's finest eating 
fish and then throw it away. We think food, both on land and in the ocean, should be respected and 
conserved. 

The Old Harbor Tribal Council understands that fishermen have to make a living and we appreciate the 
importance of the trawl fleet to the community of Kodiak. However, we feel strongly that the North 
Pacific Fisheries Management Council must act to reduce halibut bycatch and begin to think differently 
about throwing halibut and other bycatch away. The fleet should not only be required to keep the 
bycatch; they should be required to bring it to port and the value of such bycatch should go towards 
further fisheries research and subsistence distributions (not to those catching them but surrounding 
rural communities where they are harvesting). Once the bycatch quote is caught these fisheries should 
be shut down. 

We see halibut bycatch reduction now as a first step toward changing the way halibut bycatch in 
managed. I must reinitiate, that as the original inhabitants of Kodiak Island, is it completely offensive to 
our values and traditions to see halibut and other edible fish wasted. As NPFMC Members it is your 
responsibility to ensure our fishery resources are protected. 

Thank you for this opportunity to encourage you to reduce halibut bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska. 

Quyanaa -Thank ;you, 

h,umey 
President 
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11011.1.er Ch.arter Associat.iu11 
P.O. Box 148 Home.r, Ale. 99603 

President: C".ary Ault, Vice president: Donna Bondiofi, Secretary/Treasury: Geri Martin, 
Board Members: David Bay~ Phil warren, Alternates! Scott Glossert Joe Svymbcrski 

Eric A. Olson, Chairman 
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
60,S W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 January 20, 201.2 

Chairman Olson, 

The Homer ~"barter Association (HCA) is an organization representing 2..'> charter 
compa11ies and associat.ed businesses from the Homer area. Its mission is t.o 

preserve and protect the fishing rights and resources necessa.cy for lhe Homer 
charter fleet to best. serve the re<~reational fishery. The Homer Charter Association 
submits the following comments on the Gulf Of Alaska Prohibited S1>edes Cap 
issue before you at this meeting. 

The association feels that the l'SC halibut catch is exces.~ivc and needs to be 
addressed inunediately. When the IPHC states: ... lhe existing GOA (PSC) limits 
have been in place for trawl fisheries since 1986 a11d for fixed gear fisheries since 
1996. The Commission staff believes that these limits were based on inadequate 
rfala, th;it mnnitruine nf hnth hi~tnriral am1 rurrr-nl hyrat,·h mortality is similarly 
inadequate, and that the PSC limit for trd.wl fisheries should be · reduced as a 
precautionary measure until the improved observer procedures are implemented, at 
which rime the estimated bycatc.:h mortality levels can be re-evaluated to the context 
of halibut stock dynamics." There is reason tor concern. 

We feel that it i-; time for. 

• 100% obsetver coverage on all boats engaged in the GOA groundfish fishery. 
Wl1t:tl1~• lhc fi;)J.\.:ty v1;)Cl V\;J ~ d. }IUllld.11 VI d. }jV~ viJc::v r~~J wi.llJ. OPS 
documentation it is absolutely essential to obseive and gather accurate 

http:IUllld.11
http:necessa.cy
http:associat.ed
http:11011.1.er
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intonnation. No one knows how many tons of other species, not named or 
counted were destroyed. 

• Halibut populations in the (';rUlf of !tlasb. have varied dramatically in recent 
years. rfhe exploitable biomass ha .. ~ declined by 5096 over the past decade and 
growth rat.es have also declined. Longlinc and guided recreational fishermen 
catches were reduced by 1796 and IS% respectively this year so a hahbut 
bycatch reduction by the maximun1 proposed l..'i% is a must 

• F.c.onomic losses suffered by crab fishermen, hah'but longlinc fishennen and 
recreational fishermen need to be analyzed. 

• Tbe 110al is to prevent over.isbir,g by all user llfflllJJS.. 

• A funding source taken from the trawl fishery participants needs t.o be 

impleme11te<l to research improved trawl techniques and equipinent. StriJ> 
mini11g the ocean floor is no lo11ger acceptable. 

• 1he trawl industry is urging the Council t.o pmsue economic incentives, 
including bycat.ch shares and cooperative management syst.ems that allow for ~ 

individual accountability.. The clean fishers keep fi,hing the unclean get shut 
down. 

In closing, The Homer C.,'lwter Association feels that the new data coming 

from IPHC concerning biomass levels indicates that hahbut bycatch must be 
reduced now. The reduction amount should err on the side of conservation 
and not be held to the proposed 15% max figure. This reduction is still 
insufficient and furt]1er reductions to halibut bycatch levels should be made in 
the future. 

Thanlcyou, 
Gary Ault, president Homer Charter Association 

~~//,AAJ/j-

http:bycat.ch


"'-'' Alaska Longline 
(.SJ/ FISHERMEN'S ASSOCIATION 

Post Office Box 1229 / Sitka, Ala,;ka 99835 907.747.3400 / FAX 907.747 .3462 

January 22, 2012 

North Pacific Fishery Manqement Council 
60S West 41h Street, Ste. 306 

Anchorage, AK 99501 

FAX: 907 2712817 

Dear Chairman Olson and Members of the Council, 

The Alaska Longline Fishermen's Association (AU A) urges you to move ahead with the regulatory 

amendment to reduce the Gulf of Alaska trawl and fixed gear PSC. 

The Gulf of Alaska halibut PSC caps have not been modified since 1986 for the trawl s.e<:,or and not since 

1995 fotthe fixed gearsector. Since these caps were set the haHbut stock and the halibut fisheries 

have changed dramatically. In j1.1st the past four years, the coast-wide exploitable bioma.s~ of halibut has 

declined by 27" with far larser decllnes in some areas. As your problem statement for this action 

identifies, the catch limits for the combined IPHC areas 2C, 31\ and 38 have been reduced by almost 509G 

since 2002. As is "'ferenced in the document, th~ Area 2C commercial catch limit has been reduced by 

759' over the past seven years. Charter allocations in Area 2C and 3A have also been reduced to 

conserve stocks . Both conservation and equity considerations indicate that halibut catch in other 

fisheries should llkewlse be reduced. 

Rebuilding North Pacific halibut stocks depends on protecting the large year classes of under 32 inch 

halibut that are currently swimming around the Gulf and Bering Sea. Becau1.e halibut growth rates have 

slowed, these small halibut are taklna far lonser than was projected to reach directed fit>hetv 
harvestable size and are also remaining vulnerable to trawl bycatch for an extended period. Coastal 

fishermen who have Invested In halibut shares an, trying to hang on, economically, until the$e $trona 

year classes of small fish srow to harvestable size. If too many are lost to bvcatch, ha libu l stock~ wnl not 

rebou"d and all halibut fishermen, including subsistence, sport, charter and commercial, as well as 

Alaska coastal communities wlll suffer. 

We recognize that all fisheries, including the directed halibut fishery, ha1Je bycatch. AU A members are 

working to address byQtch issues through a number of initiatives. Our membership has formed a 

Conservation Network that assists fishermen with Identifying iind avoiding areas of hlsh rockrish bycatch 

rates by sharing bycatch and benthic mapping data. We intend to expand the network to address other 



Issues as they are Identified. We will be working through the IPHC process to remlnd h;allhut fishermen 

that careful release of undersized hell but is required, and to ensure all halibut fisherrnE!n ;trP prnficlent 

at the careful release process. 

National Standard nine from the Magnuson St~vans Act directs Councirs to reduce bycatch and byr.at<:h 
mortallty to the extent practicable. ALFA believes the current status of the hallbut stoc-k~ and the 

halibut fisheries cells for a reduc:tton In halibut bycatch to rebuild stocks and proter.t thm;p who have 
historically depended on the halibut resource for r.ustemmce and llvellhood. We uree thP C:nu ndl to 

advance the GOA PSC amendment and to commit to 2013 implementation of bycatch rP.durtlnn~. 

Stncerely, 

Linda Behnken 
(Director, ALFA) 

-~ 
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1/24/2012 

North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 

To whom it may concern, 

Re: GOA halibut PSC 

The trawl GOA halibut PSC must be reduced now. The current byt.atch llmits are causlns unacceptable 
reductions in catch in halibut targeted fisheries llke mine. r see a future for my fishery that has reduced 
catches every year for a long time to come if policy is not changed. It is unacceptable that another user 
group ( GOA cod trawl fishery ) can discard far more halibut evety year than my fishery ( recreational 
halibut ) catches every year state wide. 

The proposed reductfons under alternative 2. of the Environmental Assessment 1/12/2012. of up to 15'6 
may be too little too late. The IPKC indicates the stocks are stressed to the point that reductions in the 
targeted halibut fisheries may need to be gn?ater in the near future. If that is so then a 159' reduction in 
bycatch wffl be too small. Isn't it better to have a larger reduction fflce 30- 50% and back off slowly as 

the fishery recovers than crash the fishery with a small reduction and then try to rebuUd the stocks? 

Regardless of the alternative chosen none will do any good towards rehabilitating the resource unless 
there is 100'K, observer coverage in the trawl fleet. The trend all over the world is for increasing stress 
on all fish ecosystems and stocks. Isn't it time we took a hard line to dirty fishing practices? We should 
do all we can to insure that halibut stocks stay healthy for the future. 

Individual trawlers should have a halibut PSC quota and when they reach that via an observer program 
then they stop fishing. 

Please mnsfder a greater than 1S% reduction In halibut PSC, 1009' observer coverage and Immediate 

cessation of fishing upon reaching an indMdual vessel PSC quota. 

Sean Martin 

Homer, Alaska 

907 .. 235-5130 
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01/22/2012 
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council 
605 west 4th suite 306 
Anchorage, Ak. 99501-2252 

RE: Agenda item : C-2 Halibut PSC 

Dear NPFMC I support halibut bycatch reduction, 

I have fished Halibut commercially out of Kodiak since 1978. First from a skiff and later 
1988 Captain of a larger vessel 199S I bought into the councils IFQ program for Halibut 
and a 48 foot boat. Since then Halibut has been 80 percent of my income. My daughters 
husband is crew and his income also comes from this fishing. I noticed a sharp decline in 
my catch rates along with seeing trawlers for the first time in the heaviest concentrations 
of halibut on Albatross Banlcs and Chiniak gully. Last year I could see the end of the 
halibut fishery coming and sold some IFQ to pay down my debt. 
A lot more is at stake than the thousands of people in Alaska coastal communities that 
will lose their fishing income. The Federal IFQ Loan program is one. The town of 
Homers Buying station. The independent processors who depend on halibut Sport ~ 
Charter industry To name a few. 

• I feel the major processors are short sighted and limiting opportunity by 
continuing to lobby for high bycatch rates. 

• The expanding longline autobaiter cod fleet is killing off juvenile halibut. 

• The arrowtooth flounder trawl fleet is killing off juvenile halibut and spawning 
halibut 

• 35 percent observer coverage means the bycatch could be double what we think. 
Even at 5million pounds that's $35million dollars a year wasted. 

• Observer exemptions like the one the factory trawler Golden Fleece obtained 
should be revoked. 

50 years ago halibut fishermen confronted the Halibut Commissioners with Photos of 
deckloads of halibut taken Japanese and Russian trawlers. The entire Halibut quota went 
to 15 million. The 200 mile limit helped rebuild the halibut stocks then. Today we need 
Bycatch reduction or a continued decline will occur, killing off a 100 year old fishery. 

Daniel Miller Box 2865 Kodiak, Ak 99615 907-654 4621 

http:http://www.ventafax.com


Alaska Groundflsh Data Bank 
P.O. Bo>e 788 
Kodiak, AK 99615 

Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association 
PO Box991 
Kodiak, AK 99615 

United catcher Boats 
4005 20th Ave W suite 116 
Seattle, WA 98199 

Groundfish Forum 
4241 21st Ave. W, Suite 302 
Seattle, WA 98199 

Pacific Seafood Processors Association 
1900 W. Emerson Place Suite 205 
Seattle, WA 98119 

North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 W. 4th Ave, suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99S01-22S2 

Re: c-2 Initial review of FMP amendment to set GOA Halibut PSC 

January 24, 2012 

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

Alaska Groundflsh Data Bank (AGDB), Groundfish Forum (GFF), United Catcher Boats (UCB), Alaska Whitefish 
Trawlers Association (AWTA) and the Pacific Seafood Processors Association (PSPA) represent members of the 
North Pacific fishing industry that depend on access to an amount of Halibut Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) in 
the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) to prosecute the target groundfish fisheries. The abllity to meet Optimum Yield for a 
variety of groundflsh species depends on the allocation of halibut bycatch mortality available to use and tools 
provided to the fleets to reduce and control bycatch. 

We want to thank the Council for their thoughtful decision In October 2011 to change the proposed action from 
occurring within the annual specifications process to amending the FMP and setting the caps in regulation for 
the GOA. The proposed action would therefore mirror the successful process that is in place In BSAI (Bering Sea 
Aleutian Islands) sroundflsh fisheries which sets caps in regulation. 

we are concerned, however, that the analysis is too narrow In scope and does not consider a wider set of 
alternatives as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The present analysis Includes two 
alternatives: the status quota alternative (no reduction) and an alternative that would reduce the present PSC 
caps by 5%, 10% or 1S'¼, The action alternative reduces the present PSC caps using a historical perspective that 
assumes the original caps were appropriate when set in 1989 (trawl) and 199S (hook and line), and then goes on 
to assume that these historical caps could or should be adjusted downward. 

We believe the proposed action is deficient $Ince there are no alternatives that explore other possible 
mechanisms to set the cap level or allow the cap level to float both upward and downward over time. Presently 
cap changes are made based on a historical context of what the caps have been in the past; the caps could be 
designed to Incorporate the status of the halibut stock condition and be allowed to float. 

Pape1of4 



Another problem with the action alternative is there is no provision for other alternatives that could create 
incentives for bycatch reduction or tools to accomplish this goal. We believe there are several possible 
alternatives that could be e><plored which may offer possible tools and/or incentives at both the fleet level 
and/or the indlvidual level to reduce halibut bycatch. 

Alternatives that explore the Halibut PSC cap levels and mechanisms to allow it ta float 

The Plan Teams and SSC have both advanced the idea of a floating cap based on halibut stock size and condition. 
The council seems opposed because formulating this type of alternative may be difficult and confusing. In the 
Padflc council, however, the newlv formulated IFQ program for the groundflsh trawl fleet includes a halibut cap 
that Is based on both halibut CEVand halibut biomass that floats based on both parameters. This demonstrates 
It is possible to structure such an alternative for analysis; however, we do agree it would take some investigation 
and analysis to develop the appropriate approach. 

In principle, the difficulty level, cost, and ultimate success of avoiding bycatch depends on the relative 
abundance of halibut. Indexing the bycatch cap to abundance makes sense both from a resource manager's 
perspective (need to cut back when biomass is relatively low) and groundflsh fishery perspective (when biomass 
Is high halibut bycatch is harder to avoid and bycatch has less impact on stock and directed fishery). Biomass 
assessment methods involve some limited precision and therefore using a stair step approach that includes a 
floor and ceiling can help make caps more feasible for bycatch users as it tends to smooth out some of the 
swings from year to year. Those swings may be created more by variable levels of resource assessment precision 
than by actual changes in biomass. The GOA bottom trawl survey occurs biannually so setting caps for a two 
year period would also seem to be appropriate. 

Alternatives that explore taals and incentives ta reduce Halibut Bycatch 

Penalizlng good behavior is one concept that concerns the fishing community, and it should also concern the 
Council. From industry's perspective, working hard to reduce bycatch usually gets rewarded in the torm ot a 
reduced bycatch cap-something which reduces flexibility and sends the wrong message to fishery partidpants. 
The prospect of penalizing good behavior actually creates an Incentive to fish right up to the bycatch cap out of 
fear of having it reduced and this incentive e,cists even if vessels are able to reduce their bycatch. The outcome 
Is that - even in the face of a reduced bvcatch limit - the actual effect on bycatch may not be as good as having 
the right incentives created in the first place. 

Rolling PSC savings between years; One possible mechanism to create the appropriate incentive for bycatch 
saving would be to allow some PSC savings to be used In trailing years. If halibut bycatch was under the PSC cap 
in some years then the ability to utilize those savings In later years would help the fleet accommodate a more 
constraining cap in years when halibut bycatch is harder to avoid. This alternative is similar to the Chinook 
salmon cap in Bering Sea but would not include the added benefit of an IPA/SIP structure at the individual level. 
For fisheries that do not operate under catch share programs, developing a SIP or IPA is problematic; however, 
rolling over halibut PSC savings across years may still create some fleet-wide Incentives for saving. This type of 
alternative removes the 'use it or lose it' mentality that a non-rolling cap creates. 

Rewarding vessels if they catch less than their cap in a year would also achieve the desired outcome of being 
able to allocate more halibut to the directed halibut fishery by splitting the underage and only using some 
portion of the underage as a onetime increase in the bycatch limit In following years. The portion not rolled 
over Is presumably rolled back into the assessment and has the effect of Increasing the directed fishery CEY and 
the spawning halibut biomass. 
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Bycatch mortality reduction: Groundfish fishermen are continually looking for ways to reduce bycatch and 
bycatch mortality. For example, the Amendment 80 fleet is investigating methods to reduce halibut handling 
mortality on their vessels while continuing to provide high-quality observer data on bycatch levels. Current 
resulations confound these attempts by requiring halibut to be held on board for a long period of time, 
Increasing the mortality rate, to ensure unbiased sampling. The Council should encourage NM FS and the 
industry to design and Implement a program to allow faster release of halibut and reduce bycatch mortality. 
The program should be Implemented in both the BSAI and GOA to reduce overall mortality rates In the 
Amendment 80 sector for the benefit of all sectors. 

Individual vessel incentives via individual bycatch allowances: Ultimately, the best solution to reduce halibut 
bycatch and optimize target catch is a system of Individual accountability and reward, which fundamentally 
changes fishery incentives. Each vessel is responsible for its own bycatch, and must control bycatch or suffer 
higher levels of forgone target catch. Knowing that bycatch from other vessels will not shut them down, 
individual operators have a strong incentive to change behavior (fishing times and areas) and, to continually 
Improve their gear to avoid bycatch. 

Further, by providing vessels with a tool to facilitate individual accountability, the council effectively raises the 
bar for what Is 'practicable' under National Standard 9 and can reasonably require a higher level of performance 
from the fishery, lncludins increased monitoring and more stringent bycatch caps. 

We recommend the Council explore this type of program for bycatch In the groundflsh fisheries in the GOA. The 
program could allocate bycatch, in the form of 'individual bycatch quotas' (IBQs) which could be combined Into 
bycatch cooperatlVes. The cooperative contract would dictate how much of a given allocation an indiVidual 
vessel may use, provide flexibility through trades between vessels, control the overall bycatch amount, and 
simplify accounting at the Agencv level. 

The success of Individual allocations and cooperative arrangements has been demonstrated by both 
Amendment 80 In the BSAI and the CGOA rockfish pilot program In the Gulf, where vessels are assigned target 
and bycatch amounts which can be combined to form fishing cooperatives. In both cases, the overall bycatch 
amount to the sector(s) Is based on historic catch while Individual vessels are allocated bycatch based on target 
allocations-so vessels with higher historic bycatch are not rewarded for past behavior. Amendment 80 
included stair-step reductions in bvcatch caps for halibut to allow the cooperatives to form and gain experience 
while applying increasingly stringent bycatch llmlts. Both programs have resulted In significantly reduced 
bycatch levels while maintaining or increasing target catch. 

IBQ.s have been implemented in the shoreside trawl fisheries on the Pacific Coast, and the system provides an 
Informative precedent and structure for such a program In the Gulf. In those fisheries, vessels receive IBQs 
which are Indexed to the TCEY (Total Constant Exploitation Yield) for halibut determined by the IPHC and 
adjusted to account for sub-legal bycatch. The amount of IBQ floats with the TCEV within a given range. The 
program allows bycatch caps to adjust relative to the size of the halibut stock, and gives individual vessels both 
the benefits and responsibilities of Individual accountability while providing a level of confidence in the 
appropriateness of the bycatch cap levels. 

We strongly encourage the Council to consider whether development of an IBQ program is the best alternative 
to be Implemented In GOA groundflsh fisheries that would both minimize. halibut bycatch and ma,clmlze target 
harvests, thus meeting the requirements of both National Standard 1 and National Standard 9. 
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In conclusion, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council has many process and legal standards to consider 
as they develop regulations to manage the North Pacific fisheries. These include the MSA, NEPA, and APA 
requirements. Bulldlng a regulatory package that includes a wide range of alternatives would meet these 
requirements. We believe the alternatives recommended above represent real potential to both reduce halibut 
bycatch and improve the ability of sroundfish fisheries to achieve optimum yield. A more thorough, thoughtful 
and deliberative process to regulate halibut bycatch in the GOA may very well benefit all halibut user sroups. 

Thanks for considerlns our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Bonney 
Alaska Groundflsh Data Bank 

Robert l<rueger 
Alaska Whitefish Trawlers Association 

~-'-"•-"''"" 

Lori Swanson 
Groundfish Forum 

Brent Paine 
United Catcher Boats 

Glenn Reed 
Padflc seafood Processors Association 
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Mr. Eric Olson, Chair 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
60S West 4th, Suite 306, 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501 

Re: Agendi Item C-2: Initial review of FMP amendment to set GOA Halibut PSC 

Dear Chairman Olson, 

Groundfish r:orum represents the majority of trawl catcher-processor$ in the Amendment 80 sector. Many of our 
members have a long history in and dependence on Gulf of Alaska fisheries. Amendment 80 imposed 'sideboards' 
which limit our sector to its historic catch in the GOA from 1998 to 2004, including halibut 'prohibited.species catch' 
(PSC). As the CouncU is considering action to incorporate PSC caps in the GOA Fisheries Management Plan (FMP) and 
to reduce bycatch limits, we are concerned that such actions be consistent with National Standards, be applfed fairly, 
and result in real benefits to the halibut stock and directed halibut fisheries without compromising the ability of the 
Council to manage for Optimum Yield of groundfish. 

Groundfish Forum supports incorporating the overall GOA halibut PSC limit in the FMP, as the Intent is expressed in 
the Council motion from October 2011. We also support the addition of new alternatives for Gulf of Alaska half but 
PSC manage.ment contained in a separate comment letter co-signed by ourselves and other industry associations. In 
addition, we request that the Council add options to incorporate a sector split (Amendment SO/non-Amendment 80) 
for trawl halibut PSC limits, address the current dysfunctional nature of Amendment 80 sideboards, and remove the 
e>cisting option to apply any halibut PSC reduction dfrectly to the fifth season allocation. 

Amendment 80 sideboards 
As stated above, Amendment 80 included halibut sideboards based on the historic use of halibut by the sector from 
1998-2004 (664 metric tons). The sideboards were then reduced by the amount of halibut allocation the sector 
received through the CGOA Rockfish Pilot Program, which was Implemented in 2007, so that the total available halibu 
remained at the original sideboard level. When the Pilot Prosram was re-authorized as the CGOA Rockfish Program, 
the Amendment 80 allocation was reduced by 24 metrics tons and the total halibut amount reduced accordingly.1 In 
addition, the new Rockfish Program includes a 12.59' PSC reduction up front, which amounts to 10.6 metric tons for 
our sector. The totol PSC reduct;on, under status quo, Is 24.6 metric tons• over 59' of the original amount under 
Amendment 80. 

1 See footnote 66, page 203, of the EA. Amendment 80 historical PSC use in 3rd quarter deep water was 214 
tons. That was divided into two parts, with 108 tons allocated to the Rockff sh Pilot Program and the 
remaining 104 as a sideboard. The published sideboards reflect the 104 number, which Is the number used 
when calculating the total Amendment 80 sideboards at SSS mt. When the Rockflsh Program was re­
authorized., the Amendment 80 PSC allocation dropped to 84 mt (even before the 12.5% reduction), but the 
sideboard was not increased to bring the total number back to 214. That represents 24 tons of PSC sideboard 
lost to our sector and transferred to non-Amendment 80 vessels. 
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Amendment 80 sideboards are divided Into 5 seasonal amounts, which are further divided between deep- and 
shallow-water complexes for a total of 10 separate sideboards. These are limits, not allocations, so access to PSC may 

[, 
i"\ 

be pre-empted by non-Amendment 80 bycatch. Unlike all other sideboard programs, Including non-exempt AFA CVs, t 
our sideboards do not roll from one season to the next. Any sideboard savings in one season have no benefit to our 
sector in future seasons; they simply roll to the non-Amendment 80 sector. There is no incentive to harvest below 
sideboard amounts. In addition, the fifth-quarter Amendment 80 sideboards are managed as separate deep- and 
shallow• water amounts., even though the overall fifth-season PSC amount is undifferentiated between the two 
complexes. 

The combination of disjointed seasonal/complex sideboards and no rollover provision creates a perverse incenti\,e for 
vessels to begin fishing as soon as a seasonal allocation is released, and to trY to maximize target catch before the 
allocation Is used up by other sectors. This is exactly the situation that Amendment 80 and similar programs were 
designed to prevent. Vessels are forced to fish when PSC is available, rather than when fishing conditions would be 
optimal. For example, rex sole typically school up in May and can be harvested with relatively low halibut bycatch 
rates; this is when our vessels would prefer to fish. However, the second season halibut PSC allocation is released 
April 1st and the season is often closed before the end of April because of bycatch in non-Amendment 80 fisheries. In 
this situation, vessels cannot make a rational choice and are forced instead to compete for bycatch before it is used 
up. 

There are several ways that the CouncU could improve this situation. We recommend three, in decreasing order of 
preferente. 

1. Amendment 80/non Amendment 80 PSC sector split 

Amendment 80 demonstrated what can be done when a sector receives a discrete allocation of limiting species (such 
as halibut In the BSAI). Prior to Amendment 80, our fisheries closed off and on throughout the year as PSC caps were 
reached. Under the new system, even though the actual amount of halibut available to the sector was reduced, we 
have never reached the cap. 

We strongly recommend that the Council consider dividing the trawl halibut PSC limit between the Amendment 80 
and non-Amendment 80 sectors to allow the same Improvements to occur in the Gulf. The A80 sector has 100% 
obser:ver c:overage In GOA flatfish fisheries (2009' in the Rockflsh Program). The sector has demonstrated the ability t 
manage hard--cap TACs and PSC within the coops' contractual framework. The sector has also pioneered gear 
improvements from halibut excluders to modified trawl sweeps, and continues to work toward reducing botb hallbut 
catch and mortality. With a secure sector allocation, all of this can be brought to bear to minimize the halibut bycatc 
while better utilizing available TACs for flatfish in the GOA. 

Alternative 2, Option 2, Suboptlan 3, revise to read: 
a) Provide a sector allocation of halibut PSC to the Amendment 80 fleet based on Amendment BO sideboards. 

remaining halibut PSC will be oval/able to non-Amendment 80 trawl vessels. 
b} Reduce the halibut PSC limit for the Amendment BO sector by: 

i) 5 percent 
;;J 10 percent 
iii) 15 percent 

of the existing sideboard amount(s) 
c) Reduce the halibut PSC limit for the non-Amendment 80 trawl sector by: 

i) s percent 
Ii) 10 percent 
iii) 15 percent 

i"\ 
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2. Manage Amendment 80 sideboards as a 'lump sum' catch limit 

As stated above, the Amendment 80 sector has demonstrated the ability to manage hard-cap TAC and PSC allocations. 
to minimize prohibited species catch while better utilizing available TACs in the Bering Sea and Aleutian lslan~s. This I. 
not possible In the Gulf of Alaska because sideboard=- are divided between 5 season5 and 2 fishery complexes and are 
subje~ to a 'race for bycatch' with the non-Amendment 80 sector during each season. Vessels are forced to fish whe 
a seasonal allocation Is released, whether or not it Is the optimal time for a fishery, because PSC will not be available I 
later in the season since it is managed as a pool with the non-Amendment 80 vessels. Allowing the Amendment 80 
sector to manage its PSC sideboard amount as a lump-sum will provide the flexibility to prosecute fisheries when and 
where flatfish are aggregated, when bycatch rates are lowest, to the extent possible while fishing off a bycatch pool 
shared with non-Amendment 80 vessels. The overall sideboard amount would be a hard cap, so no overages would 
occur; it would simply be managed within the sector to minimize bycatch rates while optimizing target fisheries. 

Alternative 2, Option 3, suboptlon 3.3 
Make the entire Amendment BO sideboard amount available at the start of the year, with no seaso110/ or fishery 
complex caps. All fishing in the GOA by the Amendment BO sector will cease when the overall halibut $ideboard 
amount Is reached by the sector. 

3.. Allow unused Amendment 80 sideboards to roll from one season to subsequent seasons 

NMFS' interpretation of Amendment 80 sideboards is a 'use it or lose it' scenario for our secto·r. Any unused 
sideboards are available only to the non-Amendment 80 vessels. There is no reward for minimizing PSC use. Even 
under the Rockfish Program, any portion of the halibut allocation to this sector that is not used only rolls to later­
season non-Amendment 80 sectors. This is unique to Amendment 80, unlike sideboard management for other 

~ rationalized fisheries, and should be changed. 

Alternative Z, Option 3, suboptlon 3.4 
Allow unused Amendment 80 halibut PSC sideboards to roll from each season to subsequent seasons. 

4. Manage the fifth season Amendment 80 sideboards in combination, not divided between deep water and 
shallow water 

The overall fifth season trawl PSC allocation is available for use in either deep or shallow water. Sideboards should b 
managed In the same way. 

Alternative Z, Option 3, suboptlon 3.5 
Manage Amendment 80 halibut PSC sideboards in the fifth season a~ an aggregate number not specific to sho/Jow- or 
deep-water comp/eJCfl$. 

Fifth season halibut PSC limits 

Suboption 3.1 reads 'Apply the full trawl PSC limit reduction to the 5th season only. 

This suboption is nonsenslcal, unless the Council plans to codify not just the overall PSC limit but also the existing 
seasonal apportionments in the FMP - which would severely restrict the flexibility to address changing fishery 
conditions. The Council must have the ability to adjust the relative amount of halibut PSC that is allocated to each 
season and complex to address changes in TAC levels, halibut stock and bycatch rates, new regulations, ecosystem 
conc;ems, and so on. In the absurd, lf the suboptlon is applied, the Council could choose to allocate 0 halibut PSC to 

~ the fifth season and essentially negate the reduction. The suboption makes no sense and provides no benefit. 
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If this suboption were applied under the existing seasonal allocation structure, it would unfairly penalize Central GOA 
fisheries. Since little groundffsh fishing occurs in the Western GOA in the fifth season, those vessels would essentially /--., 
be exempted from any PSC reduction and the entire burden would be felt by CGOA fisheries. 

The suboption would also disproportionately impact Amendment 80 vessels,. which operate under seasonal bycatch 
caps for both shallow and deep water complexes. Fifth season Amendment 80 sideboards (45 tons for shallow water 
complex. and 74 tons for deepwater complex) represent over 21% of the total annual sideboards. The overall trawl 
PSC allocation for the fifth season (both Amendment 80 and non-Amendment 80) Is 300 tons. A 15% reduction in the 
existing cap equals 300 tons, and applying it to the fifth would eliminate the entire fifth season allocatlon, which 
lncludes the Amendment 80 sideboards. While this represents a 15% reduction for non-Amendment 80 vessels, it is a 
21'6 reduction for Amendment BO 'le$sels. 

A smaller overall reduction would leave some PSC for the fifth season, but the reduced amount would exacerbate a 
'race for bycatch' between Amendment 80 and non.Amendment 80 sectors. 

In summary, we support the Councifs stated intent to manage the overall halibut PSC cap in Gulf of Alaska groundfish 
fisheries through the GOA FMP rather than during the annual specification process. Our sector has already 
experienced over a 5% reduction in access to halibut PSC since Amendment 80 sideboards were implemented in 2oosl 
Amendment 80 sideboards, as currently managed, are dysfunctional and encourage a race for bycatch whlle making i; 
impossible for vessels to fish at the optimum times for highest target catch and lowest bycatch rates. The Council 
could address this problem through either a sector split of halibut PSC between Amendment 80 and non.Amendment 
80 sectors, through specifying the sideboard as a 'lump-sum' amount at the start of the year .. or by allowing the 
sideboards to roll from one season to the next as they do In other rationalized fisheries. The fifth season 
apportionment should be managed as a single sideboard number, not split between shallow• and deep-water. Finally 
we recommend that the Council delete alternative 3.1, which would apply the entire cap reduction to the fifth season 
allocation, without further analysis as It simply does not make sense and could preclude the Council's ability to make 
adjustments to seasonal allocations in the future. Further, if implemented under status quo allocatlons, alternative 
3.1 would only impact CGOA fishermen and would have a dfsproportionately high impact on the Amendment 80 
sector. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to working with the Council toward the goal of better 
PSC management in the Gulf of Alaska to meet both the mandate to achieve optimum yield (National Standard 1) an 
reduce bycatch to the extent practicable (National Standard 9). 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Lori Swanson 

Executive Director 



Paul Olson, Attorney-at-Law Januaiy 24t 2012 
606 Merrell St. 
Sitka, AK 99835 
polsonJaw@gmail.COlll 

Eric Olson, Chairman 
North Pacific Fisheiy Management Council 
605 W. 4t1a Avenue, Suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 
Fax: (907) 271 .. 2817 

Re: Halibut PSC Limits 

Dear Mr. Olson: 

Thank you for the opportunify to comment on the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(the Council) decision to proceed with a review of Pacific halibut prohibited species catch 
(PSC) limits for the groundfish fisheiy of the OUlf of Ala.ska. (GOA). The Council has 
:recommended that NMFS maintain a halibut PSC limit of 2,000 metric ton (mt) for trawl gear 
and 300 mt for hook and line gear for GOA groundfish fisheries in 2012 and 2013. During 
this two-year period NMFS and the Council will consider implementing PSC reductions that 
range from five to fifteen percent through an amendment to the Fishexy Management Plan 
{FMP) and an associated regulatoiy amendment. 

I submit the following comments on behalf of The Boat Company {TBC). TBC is a tax 
exempt, charitable, education foundation with a long histo:ry of operating in southeast 
Alaska.. TBC conducts multi-day conservation and wilderness tours .in southeast Alaska 
aboard its two larger vessels, the 145' M/V Liseron and the 157' M/V Mist Cove. TBC's 
clients participate in a varieq of activities as part of their visit that include environmental 
education, kayaking, bildng, beachcombm.g as well as sport fishing from smaUer vessels .. 
Some of these clients relish the opportunity to fish for halibut and as a result halibut fishing 
and long-term conservation of the halibut resource are important t.o TBC. 

Additionally, TBC's t.ours operate in southeast Alaska communities that significantly depend 
on the access to the hahbut resource in Areas 2C and 3A for commercial and guided sport 
fishing, unguided sport fishing and subsistence. The different user groups have shared the 
burden of significant declines in exploitable biomass in recent years. There has been 
considerable acrimony about how t.o share tbat burden within aft'ected user groups. But the 
halibut PSC limit has not changed since 1989. Further, the proposed PSC reduction levels in 
Altemative 2 are far less than the reductions faced by fishers ht Areas 2C and 3A. 

Therefore, TBC supports the effort to consider reductions in GOA halibut PSC but submits 
that the Council should consider more substantial PSC reductions during the process. In 
light of the significant uncertainties regarding the overall halibut biomass, the Council 
should work with NMFS to develop a mechanism for immediate PSC limit reductions until 
the agency and Council can develop a better understanding of the impacts of GOA removals. 
It is unfair to allow current bycatch levels to continue while all other sectors bear the 
considerable cost of conserving the resource. The proposed reduction levels do not 
correspond to the rate of decline of the exploitable biomass. They also do not respond tD 
signifir.ant uncertainties regarding how the removals in the western and central GOA aff"ect 
the Jong-term viability of the Area 2C and 3A commercial, sport (guided and unguided) and 
subsistence halibut fisheries. These uncertainties range from the effects to juvenile 
1 
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r--1 migration1 size at age, ocean acidification to questions about the accuracy of existing 
observer data. Magnuson Stevens Act regulations specifically mandate that NMFS adhere to 
a precautionary approach when faced with scientific uncertainties and a more cautious 
approach to hah'but PSC is warranted here. 

L TIie Co1111cil Should Consider More Coaservative PSC Limits 

TBC requests that the Council reconsider the options for PSC limits under Altemati\te 2 and 
de9elop options that provide for more conservative PSC limits. The enviromnental 
assessment (EA) provides for two Alternatives. Alternative 1 retains the status quo and 
Alternative 2 provides for an amendment to the GOA Ground.fish Fishexy Management Plan 
(FMP) that would establish a regulato:ry process to setting halibut PSC limits.1 Under 
Alt.ernative 21 there are two options. Option 1 would ret.ain the existing 2,000 metric ton (mt) 
trawl PSC limit but write the limit :into regulation. Option 2 includes several su~options 
that reduce PSC in trawl and hook and line fisheries betw'een 5 and 15 percent.2 

TBC submits that alternative options should provide for more substantial trawl PSC 
reductions that respond to halibut biomass declines and uncertainties about long-term 
effects and eft'ect.s to other user groups. The trawl fisheries in particular have the highest 
overall PSC limit, ha-c,e higher bycat.ch rates and less operational abilicy to reduce those rates. 
Therefore, it seems appropriate to impose a more sigoificant share of the conservation 
burden on trawl fisheries for several reasons. 1 

First the proposed PSC limits in Alternative 2 do not correspond to known declines in stock 
biomass. Recent IPHC recommendations have indicated a dramatic decline reflected in catch 
allowances for directed hah'but fisheries. The 17 year average has been 321336 mt but the 
catch limit in 2010 was 24,372 mt and declined by another 25% to 19,662 mt in 2011.3 This 
is a nearly 400/4 decrease. Area 2C bas declined from 2,661 mt in 2010 to 1,409 mt in 2011 -
a 45% decrease in one year. 4 The October 11~ 2011 problem statement recogtmed that a 50 
percent decline in exploitable halibut biomass over the pa.st decade resulted in corresponding 
declines in directed commercial fisheries in Areas 2C, 3A and 3B.5 The Area 2C guided sport 
hah"but fisheIY has also experien.ced a similar reduction in its OUideline Harvest Level (GHL). 6 

At a mjnirn'IJJil~ the Council should consider trawl PSC limit reductions that correlate to 
declines in harvests for other fishers. 

Second, there are a number of significant uncertainties regarding the long-term 
sust.ainability of the halibut resource. There is partial obsetver coverage for a substantial 
portion of the groundfish fleet but none for the catcher vessels under sbtW feet.1 As noted in 
the EA, there is an "im.precise understanding of actual catches iD OOA ground.fish fisheries."8 

The IPHC's recent harvest rate reductions in area 3B reflect an inadequate lmowledge of 
bycatch mortality as a source of uncert.ain'l;Y in understanding stock dynamjcs and 

1 Initial Review Draft OOA Halibut PSC Limit at 3. 
2 Id. at 17-18. 
s 76 Ped. Reg. at 79633 (December 22, 2011). 
4 /d 
j Initial Review Draft OOA Halibut PSC Limit at 3. 
'M 
'Intemational Pacific Halibut Commission, 2011. Bffect of reducing byeatch limits in the Gulf' of Alaska on the halibut 
~itable biomass and spawning potenlia), including downstream effects ftom halibut migration at 2--3. March 2011. 
8 Initial Review Draft GOA Halibut PSC Limit at 100. 

· 

r-'\ 
· . 

E 'd oov~ ·0N 

2 

r--1 

http:bycat.ch


determining appropriate yield. 9 It seems likely that fishery managers have underestimated 
~ previous rem.ovals due to the low level of coverage and obsetver bias effects. If so, it is 

reasonable to hypothesize that that previous PSC removals have had and will continue to 
have a substantial impact on exploitable biomass decline. 

Finally, it does not seem appropriate to have no altema.tive that provides for consideration of 
immediate opportunities to reduce GOA halibut PSC. The implementation schedule indicates 
that a final rule may not be Jn place until the 2014 season.10 Until then, the Council has 
re~rnmended that NMFS maintain the 2011 limits of 2,000 mt for trawl gear and 300 mt for 
hook and line gear for the 2012 and 2013 groundfi.sh fisheries. J 1 In light of the significant 
uncertainties and conservation burdens home by other fishers, the Councll should seek to 
ensure that PSC limit reductions occur pendittg adoption of the proposed amendment. TBC 
submits that NMFS and the Council must consider a mechanism that rornimizes bycatch 
sooner rather than later. 

u. Bnviromnental Aasessmeat 

A. The Couacll Shoahl Accaalre Aclditioaal Studies Pertainma to Bycateh and. 
Downstream Migratloa Bffect mul Other Sclentiflc Unceitaillties 

TBC has reriewed the EA and notes that the general tenor of the discussion is rather 
equivocal with regard to downstream mjgration e1fects. The Council should request that 
NMFS work with the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) to further develop the 
evolving scientific understanding of this issue prior to allowing current or even slightly 
reduced PSC limits to continue. 

~-
Previous approaches to determining the effects of bycatch on directed fisheries have assumed 
that the impacts would primarily occur in the area where the bycatch occurred. 12 An 
extensive tagging program has refuted that assumption. 13 Scientists now recogtme that U32 
bycatch mortalicy impacts areas outside the location of the bycatch.14 Assuming a migratozy 
model, it is a concern that Area 3A haivest data suggest a downward trend that may result in 
the designation of Area 3A as an area of particular concem.1s Area 3A "sits at the cUJTent 
center of bahbut distribution and it appears tbat emigration is roughly equal to 
immigration. "16 

TBC's particular concern here thus pertains to uncertainties regarding how halibut bycatch 
may impact multi-sector fisheey harvests in Areas 2C and 3A and the stability of affected 
communities. Overall, the current biomass level for Area 2C is the lowest on record and 600/4 
lower than the highest Ievel. 17 The recent declines in harvest in these areas ha'1.'e had 
signiflr.ant negative economic eft'ects.. NMFS and the Council are fu1Jy aware that divisive and 

9 Internatioual Pacific Hahl>ut Commission. 201 l. BJfect of reducing bycatch limits iD the Gulf of Alaska on the hahout 
~loitable biomass and spawning potemial including downstream eff'eots from hah'but migratioD at 2-3. March 2011. 
10 Initial Review Draft GOA Halibut PSC Limit at xviii. 
u 76 Fed. !leg. at 79630 (December~ 2011). 
12 Valero. J.L. & S.R Hate. 2010. Evaluation of?he impact of migration on lost yiel~ lost spawning biomass, and lost egg 
produaion due to U32 bycatch and wastage mortalities of Pacific balibut. In: IPHC Report of Assessment and Research 
Activities 2010 at 261. 
as Id 
14 Jd. 
u Initial Review Draft GOA Halibut PSC Limit at I 01. 
tcS Id. 
11 Id. at Sl. 
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d~stabilizing allocation battles have compounded the negative economic effects on 
comm.uniq, stability. 

This is a significant concern because it seems likely that continued. high PSC levels in the 
GOA may have a significant negative impact on a critical component of the southeast AJaska 
economy. Southeast AJaska parts such as Juneau, Petersburg and Sitka. are among the top 
t.en Alaska IFQ ports.is As the EA points out, "the halibut industty provides opportunizy for 
consistent employment as well as a continuous market supply of an excellent food product 
recogmzed worldwide. »'19 For charter operations, over the past five years regu]ations have 
reduced a two fish bag limit of any s~, to a one fish limit of any size to a one fish limit of 
less than 37 inches.® TBC respects conseivation measures deemed necessaiy to protect the 
long-term sustainabilify of the bah.but resource and did not oppose the one fish bag limit 
But some of TBC'e clients would like to cat.ch fish larger than 37 inches, and some clients 
wollld appreciate the opportunity to catch two halibut. 

It seems highly possible that the cUITCDt high PSC limit for the trawl fishe:ry is part of the 
reason TBC clients who ertjoy sport fishing do not get those opportunities. It also seems 
highly possible that the high PSC limit bears some responsibility for the allocation issues 
that negatively impact communizy stability. In sum, the Council's commendable effort t.o 
take on halibut PSC should involve the c;tevelopment of a better understanding of 
downstream migration. The Council should p1an to rnanag~ trawl PSC cautiously in the 
interim as a matter of equity t.o other hahbut resource users. 

B. The Council Should Take a Broader View of tbe Bcoaomic Impacts of the 
.Altematlves and lacorposate Costs to Other llalllnlt Resource Users 

The amendment process should also inlrolve a more thorough analyst& of econODtic impacts 
that fully incorporates realized and prospective losses by other hahbut resource users. TBC 
finds it necessaiy to address the economic analysis in both the EA and the Regulatory 
Im.pact Review (RIR) in order to reinforce the serious concern that high levels of halibut PSC 
in the trawl fisheries have already accounted for mf11io:ns of dollars in losses to affected 
communities. The explanations given in the EA and RIR for ignoring this issue were not 
sa.tisfact.oiy and the Council and NMFS need to delrelop a means to account for real losses to 
other sectors as you move forward with the PSC limit process. 

In general, both the economic impact analysis in the EA and in the RIR measure the cost of 
the PSC limits to GOA grou.nd:fish :fisheries in terms of significant foregone gross revenues 
through a retrospective analysis. But conversely, the discussion seems to margina&e 
benefits to other resource users in terms of prospective hah"but "savings" and entirely ignores 
the real costs of reduced access to the resource. These measurements yield an unfair 
comparison of impacts to the respecti-<,e user groups and further rely on a number of 
unsupported assumptions. Further environmental analyses would be improved with a more 
thorou.gh and fair consideration of impacts to other users, including a retrospective look at 
economic losses to directed sport and commercial halibut fisheries that result.ed from pa.st 
PSC :in the GOA groundfish fisheries. 

In particular, the underestimation of costs to other resource users is a signfflcant flaw. 
There may be uncertainty about who would benefit from savings in actual numbers of 

-~ 18 Jdat54 
19 Id 
20 ldatSS 
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halibut and where those savings occur. But the reported PSC take from 2003 - 2010 was 
15>984 mt.~11 Those fish would have likely increased in weight considerably as they migrare 
into other fishery areas. Consequently, this was also foregone revenue - at least an entire 
season's worth for all the directed :fisheries. 

The Council should thus address the considerable uncertaints about how past PSC bas 
impacted past 2C and 3A fisheries and work with NMFS to pro\'ide equivalent information 
regarding economic losses suffered by various user groups. It then should discuss the long­
term implications of the uncertainties regarding reduced yield and reduced spawning 
biomass EUid how these factors may affect downstream fisheries in the future.. Without this 
infonnation, it is jmpossible to make a fair decision because the economic a.na)ysis provided 
compares :millions of dollars in losses to the groundfish sector with gains of a few hundred 
thousand dollars to 3A fisheries. 

This misleading picture of economic impacts resulted in several questionable assumptions in 
the EA. With regard to the analysis of Altemati-ve 11 the EA states that "[i)t is assumed that 
maintaining the status quo will not by itself change the economic st.ate of commercial halibut 
IFQ :fishermen> guided sport businesses, the guided anglers consumer surplus~ or the 
communities they impact 022 Further, "[w]hile the amount of halibut available to these 
sectors has declined, especially in Area 2C, those declines a;re a result of factors other than 
changes in the overall hook-and-line and trawl PSC limits .. "23 

As pointed out in our discussion in Section II.A., it is now widely understood. that halibut 
PSC in GOA ground.fish fisheries does have downstream. effects. As the amendment process 
moves forward, the Council and NMFS need to give more .consideration to incurred losses in 
other sectors and to downstream impacts. The biological impacts of halibut PSC mortality 
are: "l) reduced yield due to reduced recruitment and mortality of adults; 2) out of area or 
"downstream» :impacts where hahout removals in one area reduce recruitment and yield :in 
another area; 3) reduced spawning biomass and egg production." These issues affect both 
the prospective allocation to other fishers and the prospective ha.Ivest rate. All of these 
findings point to the conclusion that reductions under Altemati\re 2 would seem likely to 
improve opportunities to all Area 20 fishermen to a much greater extent than indicated in 
the EA. These conclusions need to be revisited and respond to an improved enviromnental 
and economic analysis. 

c. Seetloa 3.9: Byoatch Batimatioa 

TBC submits that the Council should seek to resolve some of the questions suaounding the 
accuracy of the halibut PSC estimat.es with a more comprehensive observer and monitoring 
program. The discussion in the EA was very equivocal with regard to the accuracy of the 
catch accounting system. Section 3.9.1 discussed the North Pacific Groundfish Observer 
Program which generally covers vessels greater than 60 feet in length overall (WA).24 Vessels 
larger than 125 feet must ha1re constant observer coverage and vessels between 60 feet and 
125 feet LOA must carry obseIVers on 30 percent of their fishing days.25 The majorizy of the 
\ressels fishing GOA groundfish fit within the 30% observer coverage categoxy.26 

31 /dat 144. 
22 Id. at 102, 
'13Jd 

I"""'\ 24 ld at 108. 
2-'Jd 
'-'Id 
s 
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The EA explained that information obtained from the obseiver program col'l8titut.es "the only 
at-sea discard information available to estimate mortalizy of halibut in A1a.ska. groundfish 
fisheries. J127 FUrther, this data "is assumed to be representative" of vessel acti'riey and is thus 
the primaiy dat.a used in. management analysis, stock assessment and in-season 
forecasting .. ~8 The EA explained that 

The current catch estimation methodology employed by NMFS in the CAS and Observer Program 
constitutes the best avallable science for data collection. Observers are currently the only reliable method 
through which PSC data can be corrected in the North Paclffc groundfish flsherfes.28 

But then the EA acknowledges that there are significant questions as whether "the on(y 
reliable method" for collecting data is actually reliable. Section 3. 9. 4 in particular raises but 
fails to answer questions regarding the accuracy of the data. collected from the monitoring 
program. It notes that proposed new methods would reduce bias arises from an observer 
deployment effect, and bias that arises from non-representative spatial and temporal 
distribution of observed catch.30 It adds that "[t]he abiliq, for NMFS to assess the statistical 
reliability of CAS is hampered by the current non•random p1acement of obseivers on. vessels 
less than 125 feet, unknown consequences of post-stratification of observer information in 
CAS, unknown bias assoclat.ed with imputation methods. "31 The section concludes by notiXJg 
that there have been evaluations of saxnpling methods, but then fails to disclose the results. 

The explanation of the limitation of the observer program requires more clarl'ly and 
particularly a more thorough discussion of how the data is biased.. The discussion in the EA 
cites a number of studies regarding obseiver bias but does not discuss the results or 
conclusions from those studies. TBC's s11rnmaxy review of the literature suggests that 
observed trips have markedly different bycatch results and ~t data checking suggests 
considerable under-reporting of bycatch levels. 

Given these concemst it appears more likely than not that existing obseiver data may yield a 
considerable under-estimation of actual halibut PSC in GOA groundfish fisheries. Under 
these circumstances, the best approach is for NMFS and the Council to mandate 100 percent 
obseIVer coverage for a year in order to acquire accurate baseline data. It is clear that the 
abilicy to mandat.e tbis level of coverage :in the Bering Sea exist.ed and a similar effort should 
occur here.~ 1BC adds that there should be some sort of verification monitoring component 
to improve the accuracy of the data. This effort is practicable and conforms to management 
responsibilities under NEPA and National Standard 2's requirement that conservation and 
management measures be based on the best scientific information available. 

IV. Magaasoa Stfte11& Act •ational Stanclanls 

National Standard 9 reqwres that "[c]onseivation and manQgem.ent measures, shall, to the 
extent practicable, (A) mjnimim bycatch, and {B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, 
minimize the mortality of such bycatch. •ss TBC's submits that the Council should reconsider 
the relevant factors used in. determining consistency of the proposed PSC limit with National 

27 /d. 
28 Id at 108- 109. 
29 ld at 110. 
,o Id. 
31 Jd. 
3250 C.P.R.. § 619.S0. 
» SO C.P.R. § 600.lSO(a). 
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Standard 9. The EA did not demonstrate that there was adequate consideration of negative 
~ mipacts on affected stocks, of short and long-term impacts to directed fisheries and of non­

market and recreational values. s4 

It is particularly important for the Council to revisit National Standard 9 implementing 
regu]ations at 50 C.F.R. § 600.350(d)(3)(:i:i). That prmrision directs Councils to adhere to a. 
preca.utiomuy approach when there is uncertaincy regarding how a management measure 
relates to factors that range from population effects for the bycatch species to changes in the 
distribution of benefits and costs and social e:ffects. The basic principle embodied in the 
precautionaiy approach lies in the recognition that scientific certainty often com.es too late 1n 
design effective management responses to environmental changes. Essentially, it transfers 
the burden of proof necessary for triggering a management response from user sectors who 
wish to reduce bycatch to user sectors that wish to continue current bycatch levels, TBC 
does not think that the proposed alternatives adequately reflect a precautionaxy approach 
and neither the status quo nor the low levels of proposed PSC limit reductions are consistent 
with the standard. 

TBC recogtlSes that the Council has had to struggle with equity between user groups as part 
of regulating halibut PSC. But it still does not appear that there has been an adequate 
consideration of National Standmd 8 in terms of impacts to halibut dependent communities. 
National standard 8 requires that "[c]onservation and management measures shall, 
consistent with the conservation requirement of this Act (including the prevention of 
overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into account the importance of fishety 
resources to fishing communities by utilizing economic and social data based on the best 
scientific information available, m order to {a) provide for the sustam.ed participation of such 
communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minirni~ adverse economic impacts on such 
communities. "35 Every halibut that escapes the GOA groUlldfish fleets will make a difference 
to communities that already face severe restrictions. Because the economic analysis failed to 
fulzy account for impacts to sport and directed fishery sect.ors, there is not enough 
information to assess the extent to which the Council and NMFS have considered National 
standard 8 as it applies to communities that range from Homer t.o Sitka. A plan to maintain 
the status quo for two years and plans for slightly impro-ved limits in the lo11g-term. respond 
more to the needs of industrial fisheries than to actual fish.mg communities. Further 
consideration of the PSC limits needs to address this issue. 

Finally. the Council should reconsider the baJance between National Standard 9 and National 
Standard 1 that requires conser'1ation measures to achieve optimum yield. Again, there has 
been an inadequat.e consideration of optimum yield for halibut fishers. Further. the chosen 
cap is weight.ed more toward achieving ground.fish quot.as than it is toward reducing bycatch 
levels. Under National Standard 1, the optimum yield standard must be achieved over the 
long run, but need not be attained with precision evezy year. The Council and NMFS need to 
re-assess this balancing and ensure that bycatch is truJy minimized to the ext.ent practicable. 

IV. The CouacD and 1'Ml'S Should Revise the Regalator,, Impact Review 

The RIR should be an objective assessment of costs and benefits of regulatory measurements 
in terms of both quantifiable and qualitative measurements. But olrerall, the ioitial RIR did 
not demonstrate a concerted effort to recogDSe and quantify the lost opportunity costs to 
sport and directed fisheries that have occurred and continue to occur as a result of GOA 

34 SO C.F.R. § 600.3SO{d). 
35 16 U.S.C. § 18Sl(a)(3). 
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halibut removals. The RlR stated that it would take additional work to develop models that ~ 
would dete:nnine the value of lost fishexy opportunities to IFQ holders and guided sport 
sectors.36 

InsteadJ the RIR applied two "simplified approaches" to consider the economic eff'ect.s. First, 
benefits to directed halibut fisheries and sport sector fisheries were calculated in terms of 
gross revenue :increases associated with the amount of halibut se.ved each year through 
various levels of reduction in the PSC limit. 37 The RIR explained that "gross revenue is not 
an appropriate measure to determine changes in benefits,, but it allows for the agency to 
identify limit.s in benefits. 38 The RIR then cautioned against maldng direct comparisons 
"between potential relrenue increases in direct bahbut fisheries and projected gross revenue 
foregone in the groundfish fishery because the estimat.es were made usfng different 
methodologies and assumptions. 039 

The discussion then indicates that a reduced PSC limit "is unlikely to 11a-.,e an impact on the 
OHL in the near t.erm.~ but could be impacted in the long tenn as multiple years of savings 
compound the benefit. 40 However, NMFS declined to provide these results because the 
results may be mjsJeading. 41 In particular, the RIR projects ont, a marginal benefit for Area 
2C. The RIR acknowledged that these estimates are likely understat.ed due to the failure to 
account for halibut migration patterns. 412 The explanation was that including that 
information "was beyond the scope of this ~sis., given the complexizy and time reqwred to 
build that information in the estimates."43 

But then for the grnnndfish 11eets, costs are measured through a retrospective analysis that 
looks at foregone revenues associated with the PSC limit, and assesses those costs in terms 
of alternative levels of PSC reduction. Figures provided for the ground:fish fisheries indicate ~ 
8Imual losses in the millions of dollars at various levels of PSC limit reductions that in some 
cases could reach $15 million viewed retrospectiveJ;y.44 

The chosen methods of comparing sigmfic'Ult costs to one fleet with minimal benefits to 
another yielded arbitrmy results that in effect created a bias toward a1lowmg for high PSC 
limits for GOA gronndfish fisheries. This was unfair and the "additional work" needed to 
determine lost fishery opportunities tD guided sport sectors and direct.ed commereial fisheries 
must be done. 

TBC recognizes that there are challenges invol-ved in calculating the economic value of sport 
caught fish. But remarkably, the RIR did not even attempt to quantify the value of the 
guided sport fishery to affected communities. The economic value of sport fishing 
opportunities must be considered and balanced against the value of a :fishery that discaros 
these valuable fish. TBC's clients spent $4.5 million in 201 l visiting southeast AJsska and 
caught 149 halibut with an average weight of 13 pounds. This equates to a value of o,rer 

36 Initial Review Draft GOA Halt1>ut PSC L:imit at 157. 
37 ld 
31 Id (adding that to complete the analysis. additional infonna.tion regarding the guided fleeq oosts, revenues. 8.1ld actual 
incteaae in catch would be needed, as well as the consumer surplus of charter clients. as well as cost and revenue information 
for the IFQ fleet and processors). 
39 Id. at 194. 
40 Id at 161. 
• 

1 1d ~ 
.u Jct at 165. , · 
43 Jd. 
44 Id. at 194-195. 
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$2,000 per pound, meaning that at this rate the discarded 2000 mt of halibut from the trawl 
~ fisheries could represent a loss of hundreds of millions to local economies.. TBC's tours 

involve much more that sport fishing, but the point is that NMFS needs to seek out readily 
available information about the economy of halibut ff.slung. Visitors to southeast Alaska 
spend thousands of dollars individually as part of a trip before a halibut is caught. Similarly, 
commercially caught halibut generates income well beyond it.s ex-vessel value in ripple effects 
and benefits several economic sectors before it reaches the dinner plate of a consumer. In 
essence, the sport fishery generates m.illions in visitor expenditures before a fish is even 
caught and the directed commercial fisheiy generates millions in consumer expenditures 
after it is caught. When halibut are caught as trawl bycatch, they generate nothing. 

Complete economic information is critically important and the analysis done thus far 
appears to be heavily weighted in favor of the concerns of the profitability of industrial 
fisheries. It states the losses to these industrial fisheries in millions yet ignores the millions 
of dollars already lost to other economies. This is unfair and ignores real impacts to 
communities and the overall health of the halibut resource. 

v. Conclusloa 

TBC fully supports efforts by the Council to move forward with addressing the PSC limit but 
submits that the environmental analysis does not adequa~ discuss the full costs and 
benefits to ea.ch user sector. As a result, the alternatives considered do not provide the 
public with the opportunity t.o re'Oi.ew more stringent PSC limits that appropriately respond to 
uncertainties about the halibut resource, impacts to downstream users and the requirements 
of National Stand ams 1, 8 and 9. Under these circumstances, in the near term, the Council 
and NMFS should work to achieve an immediate reduction in the hahl>ut PSC limit for 2012 
and 2013. With regard to long-term guidance, the Council should consider more stringent 
limits after obtaining a more complete picture of baseline bycatch data and seeking out 
additional scientific work that addresses some of uncertainties regarding the halibut 
resource. 

Sincerely, 

/Jcu,j ( t} l() U'>1 
Paul Olson 
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J~uary 23, 2012 

Mr. Eric O1s~n, Chair Dr. Jim Balsiger, Regional Administrator 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council NOAA Fisheries, Alaska Region 
605 w .. Fourth Avenue, Spite 306 709 West Nmth Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 Juneau, AK 99802-1668 

Re: Agenda item C-2 
Gulf of Alaska halibut bycatch 

Dear Chairman Olson, Dr: Balsiger, and Council Members~ 

The North Pacific; Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) must take action to reduce the overall 
amount of halibut-.mqre than 5 million pounds of mostly young fish-w8$ted each y~ar as 
bycatch by the Gulf of Alaska federai groundfish fisheries. We urge you to select the 
preliminary preferred alternative. identified in the Environmental Assessment that would reduce 
the halibut prohibited species cap (PSC) by at least 15 percent. 

The Pacific halibut (Hippoglossus stenlopis) is an awe-inspiring fish and an important paq of the 
ocean ecosystem. Growing to over 400 pounds, it is one of the largest fishes in the world that is 
not a shark, and it occupies a position near the near the top of the food chain. Pacific halibut are 
highly valued as an important sourc.e of food for Alaska's coastal communities; and halibut 
support valuable commercial, sport, and charter fisheries. In this way, the Pacific halibut 
popu.ation is fully alloca~d, if not over-allocated, to various user groups. One of the ~ost 
wasteful results of this management practice allows. bottom trawl fisheries targeting low value 
fish to be essentially subsidized by being authorized to· kill halibut -a high value fish- as 
bycatcb. 

The Council's advice is crucial for NMFS to fulfill its responsibility to manage halibut PSC 
limits and meet the reqµirements of National Standard 9 to minimize bycatch. The N'.PFMC 
demonstrated leadership and foresight over 30 years ago when it designated halibut as 
"prohibited species." This action and the similar designations for salmun,. herring, and Cl'Bb, did 
much at that time to protect those species from industrial groundfish fisheries. The first amounts 
oflialibut bycatch allocated to the trawl fleets were low. In 1979, for example, the halibut 
bycatch cap for the domestic trawl fisheries was 81 mt. However, in 1984, the NPFMC greatly 
relaxed this trawl cap, increasing the limit to 1,038 mt. By 1986, the NPFMC had further 
increased the cap to 2,000 mt. There has been no meaningful reduction in the haltout cap since 
then. 

One of the most egregious bycatch-subsidized fisheries is the "shanow-water flatfish" fishery in 
the Gulf of Alaska. The "shallow-water flatfish" fishery is probably the most non-selective, 
dirtiest bycatch fishery that you manage. This fis.hery pses bottom trawls- to try to target rock 
sole and butter sole, and between 2003 an~ 2010, it retained an average of ~,335 mt of those 
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species 1• To catch that 6,335 mt of flatfish, an estimated average of 1,115 mt of bycatch was 
discarded, injured or dying2. Most wastefully, 587 metric tons of that bycatch on average, was 
dead Pacific halibut'. 

Particularly given the current controversy over halibut ~ocation, the waste in this dirty fishery 
must be stQpped. In 2010, the "shallow-water flatfi~b" fishery included 24 trawl catcher 
vessels4

• Each of those 24 boats, on average, delivered 231 metric tons of flatfish. Along the 
way, each also killed an estimated 18 metric tons. of halibut Even more regrettable is that most 
of those. halibut were juveniles. The dead biomass of halibut is a shameful waste, and looks even 
worse when examined as numbers of individual halibut. In 2010,. each sballow water trawl 
ves~l killed an estimate<! 5,000 juvenile }l~but (assuming an average size of 8 lbs). Those 
juvenile halibut were killed before they could become spawners or contnoute to the commercial, 
personal use, subsistence, tourism charter boat, or sport catch. The effect of this bycatch on the 
halibut stock is that it reduces recruitment, spawning biomass, and yields from the other halibut 
fish~ries. 

The shallow-water flatfish fishery just does not 111ake economic sense. A typical ex-vessel value 
paid for the shallow-water flatfish complex was less than $0.22/lb5

, making the average ex­
vessel value of the catch $1,393,700. To make that catch, 1,297,270 lbs (587 mt) of halibut were 
killed as bycatch. The 2010 ex-vessel value for halib11t was $4.80nb6

, giving a rough estimat~ of 
wasted halibut value of $6,225,896. 

It is important to note that the true extent of the bycatch of the shallow-water flatfJSh fishery, 
including the estimate of halibut mortality, is not known exac.tly. The estimates are based on an 
imperfect system of voluntary logbook reportil)g, catch deliveries, and limited obs~rvation by 
observers. In 2010, less than 1 % of the shallow-water flatfish catch was sampled by observers 7• 

This appears to be a low proportion of catch compared to most other groundfish fisheries. It is 
difficult to gauge the error around the bycatcb estimates. for this- fishery but it is possible that the 
bycatch could be much higher than is reported. Testimony by members of the public during the 
Observer Program Restructuring ilQted changes in ves~l behavior in som~ fisheries when an 
observer was on board, particularly if having a fisheries observer on board was a rare or 
infrequent event for the fishery. Clearly, the shallow water flatfish fishery needs to be better 
observed and we urge that this be addressed during the. upcoming restructuring of the observer 
program. In the meantime, the NPFMC should reduce the halibut PSC as a precautionary 

1 Table 4.18 INITIAL RBVIBW DRAFI' Environmental Assessment/Regulator.y Impact Review/ Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis to Revise Halibut Prohibited Species Catch Limits, January 12, 2012 
2 Unpublished data obtained from NMFS 
3 Table4.19 
4 Table4.22 
5 Table 19, Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Reviewnnitial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for 
Proposed Amendment 86 to the Fishery Management Plan for Oroundfish of the Bering sea/Aleudan Is1ands 
Management Area and Amendment 76 to the Fishery Management Plan for Oroundtish of the Gulf of Alaska, Dee 
2010. 
6 http:l/www.adfg.alaska.goy/static/fishing/PDFs/commercialllOexvessel byspecies.pdf. -~ 
7 Tumock, B., T. A'mar, and T. Wilderbuer. 2011. Assessment of the Shallow-water Flatf1Sh.Complex in the Gulf 
of Alaska for 2012, Table 4.A.2. 
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measure and assume that the bycatch estimates are minimum estimates that are potentially biased 
downwards. 

The shallow-water flatfish fishery on average takes up to 29% or more of the halibut prohibited 
species trawl allocation for the entire Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fishery. To be most cost­
effective, the hahout prohibited species cap reductions should come out of the dirtiest fishery, 
that is, the fishery that is killing the most halibut per unit of targeted catch. The NPFMC must 
make an effort reduce halibut bycatch and reduce the halibut prohibited species trawl cap by at 
least 15 percent. The most cost-effective way to do this is to take most of that 15% out of the 
halibut allocated to the shallow-water flatfish fishery. 

A 15 percent reduction in the halibut prohibited species cap would not significantly affect 
communities. The relatively low participation of the trawl fleet in the shallow-water flatfish 
fishery, and the low proportionate reliance of individual vessels in this fishery means that the 
NPFMC can take action to reduce hahout bycatch while minimizing economic impacts to the 
groundfish fishery. As described in the EA RIR/1RF A: 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 ... Additionally, there is the potential for 
community-level beneficial impacts to result from the proposed Gulf halibut PSC reductions. 8 

Optimum Yield for the Gulf of Alaska groundfish fishery must take into account both ecological 
and economic considerations and should consider the subsidized waste associated with the 
shallow-water flatfish fishery. In the short term, we urge the Council to reduce the halibut 
prohibited species cap in the Gulf of Alaska by, at least 15 percent. In a trailing amendment, we 
strongly encourage the Council to develop a discussion paper on ways to implement a bycatch 
cap that reduces bycatch and is responsive to spatial concerns and trends in the halibut 
population. Similarly, the halibut prohibited species cap in the Bering Sea/ Aleutian Islands 
needs to be reduced and must be put on an expedited NPFMC timeline for action. 

We look forward to continuing to work with you to help solve this problem. 

Sincerely, 

.,. ii : 
,,- .-4. _ _.,,,..,.~. 

SusanM y 
Senior Director, Pacific 
Oceana 

8 Pg. xxii, Executive Summary. INITIAL REV1EW DRAFT Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/ 
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis to Revise Halibut Prohibited Species Catch Limits. January 12, 2012 



January 31, 2012 

North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 

Re: Agenda Item C-2(b) GOA Halibut PSC 

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council, 

The Alaska Marine Conservation Council (AMCC) appreciates the opportunity to 
comment on the issue of halibut PSC limits in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). We appreciate 
the Council's work on this important issue. While we understand and support the 
Council's decision to pursue these reductions as a regulatory amendment rather than 
through the TAC setting process, we remain concerned that while halibut fisheries take 
drastic cuts on an annual basis in response to declining halibut stocks, halibut bycatch 
continues unabated at the current level, and has not changed in decades. It is imperative 
as a matter of conservation and equity that the Council takes action now to reduce the 
halibut PSC limits and we urge you to move this action item forward for final action in 
June 2012 at the latest. If reductions in halibut bycatch will not be in place before 2013, 
we ask you to implement reductions through the TAC-setting process for 2013 to ensure 
that bycatch is reduced expeditiously. 

Over the last decade, the exploitable biomass of halibut declined by 50% in the GOA 
regulatory areas 2C, 3A and 3B. Halibut catch limits in the commercial fishery have 
declined with the stock- since 1986, the commercial catch limit for the GOA halibut 
fishery has been reduced 63%. And these declines in commercial catch limits are 
continuing. The 2012 IPHC adopted catch limits represent a decline of 18% from 2011 
catch limits coastwide. The unguided sport fishery in Area 2C has also seen declines in 
their OHL and has faced restrictions for years. Overall, total removals of halibut are at 
their lowest level since 1996. 1 

In the same time period in which GOA halibut fisheries have declined by 63%, PSC 
limits for the groundfish fisheries who catch these same halibut have not been changed 
since they were implemented in 1986 (with the exception of hook and line fisheries 
whose limit was reduced in 1996). This bycatch has a direct impact on both the halibut 
stock and commercial catch limits. According to an analysis conducted by the IPHC, "the 
benefit to the directed halibut fishery is slightly greater than the amount of any PSC limit 

1 North Pacific Fishery Management Council, Initial Review Draft Environmental Assessment/Regulatory 
Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Assessment to Revise Halibut Prohibited Species Catch Limits, January 
12, 2012 at 27 [hereinafter EA/RIR/IRFA]. 
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reduction. Increases in total female spawning biomass would be on the order of twice any 
trawl PSC reduction and approximately equal to any hook-and-line PSC reduction."2 The 
portion of the trawl fishery bycatch which is over 16 inches is directly deducted from the 
halibut fishery constant exploitation yield (CEY), therefore any deductions in this size 
class of fish could be available immediately to other sectors. As important, however, is 
the bycatch of small, under 26 inch (U26) halibut. While these halibut would not be 
available immediately for harvest in the commercial fishery, if not harvested as bycatch 
they can mature and contribute to the spawning biomass of the stock, increasing yield 
over time. According to the IPHC, including the U26 component, "the cumulative 
increases in FSbio resulting from any PSC limit reductions amount to just great than 
215% ofan7 trawl PSC reductions and a bit over 125% of any hook-and-line PSC limit 
reduction." 

In examining this issue, it is critical that the Council does not view this as simply a matter 
of economic balancing of costs and benefits. The Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) 
presents extensive data on the costs to the groundfish fisheries and benefits to the halibut 
fishery. The analysis itself is very clear that these numbers cannot be compared: 

No direct comparisons are made between potential revenue increases in 
the directed halibut fisheries and the projected gross revenue foregone in 
the groundfish fisheries, attributable to the proposed action. Those 
estimates were made using different methodologies and assumptions, and 
as such, direct comparisons would be inappropriate and may generate 
misleading conclusions [ emphasis added]. 

In fact, the current methodology used in the RIR presents a low estimate of benefits to 
halibut fisheries and a high estimate of costs to groundfish fisheries. This presents a 
skewed image of the relative costs and benefits to the action. It is unclear how this 
information can be utilized by the Council and the public, and at worst presents a 
severely misleading portrayal of the relative benefits of the action. 

In particular, estimates of benefits to the commercial IFQ sector and charter sector are 
lower bound estimates, and in fact benefits to the halibut stock and to halibut fisheries 
may be significantly greater. The Environmental Assessment, in assessing impacts to the 
halibut fishery, does not take into account the increases in exploitable biomass which are 
realized by reducing bycatch of the U26" halibut: "Estimates for future years are not 
provided because growth rates would need to be applied to the U26" halibut and they 
would need to be added to the exploitable biomass when they reach exploitable size. ,,4 In 
addition, migration is not factored into the benefits, therefore benefits are likely higher in 
some areas such as 2C and lower in other areas. If the information in the RIR is to be 
utilized in Council-decisionmaking this additional work should be done to show a more 

2 Steven R. Hare et. al. Potential yield and female spawning biomass gains from proposed Pacific halibut 
prohibited species catch limit reductions in GOA groundfish fisheries. In EA/RIR/IRFA, Appendix 5 at 37. 
3 Id at 43. 
4 EA/RIR/IRF at 162. 
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realistic approximation of the potential benefits to the halibut fisheries and halibut­
dependent communities. 

Estimates of costs to the groundfish fisheries, on the otherhand, are likely high estimates. 
The analysis assumes in making these estimates that behavior will not change, and a 
lower PSC limit will simply shut the fishery down. In reality, when faced with a lower 
PSC limit fleets may be able to change behavior, and/or gear to avoid hitting the PSC 
limits, thereby minimizing the amount of revenue lost. 

The halibut stock and fishery are in a critical state. It is crucial for both conservation and 
equity that we reduce halibut PSC limits in the GOA groundfish fisheries immediately. 
To serve conservation needs, we need the halibut currently wasted as bycatch to have an 
opportunity to mature and contribute to the spawning biomass. As a matter of equity, we 
cannot ask other user groups to keep taking huge hits in their catch limits while bycatch 
limits remain stagnant. We urge the Council to comply with National Standard 9 of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act and continue its legacy of sustainable management by acting 
expeditiously to reduce halibut PSC limits by the maximum amount possible. 

Thank you for your continued attention to this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Theresa Peterson 
Kodiak Outreach Coordinator 
Alaska Marine Conservation Council 
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