AGENDA D-2(a, b)

APRIL 2008
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members ESTIMATED TIME:
FROM: Chris Oliver 4 HOURS
Executive Director (all D-2 issues)

DATE: March 26, 2008

SUBJECT: Groundfish Management — Review EFPs

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Review EFP application for Trawl Salmon Excluder
(b) Review EFP application for CGOA Rockfish Electronic Monitoring (Phase II)

BACKGROUND

(a) EFP for Trawl Salmon Excluder

An exempted fishing permit (EFP) application has been submitted to continue development of a salmon
excluder device for the Bering Sea pollock fishery. The purpose of the project is to improve the performance
of the salmon excluder device developed under previous EFPs in 2004 through 2007 and to validate the
performance of this device for pollock trawls. The goal of the experiment is to develop an appropriate excluder
device for pollock trawls that reduces salmon without significantly lowering pollock catch rates. The EFP
application, AFSC’s approval of the experimental design, and a letter to the Council chairman from Mr. Doug
Mecum (NMFS AKR) regarding receipt of this application are attached as Item D-2(a)(1). The EA which
evaluates the proposed action was mailed to you on March 18™,

This experiment would be conducted from the Fall of 2008 through the Spring of 2010.The EFP would exempt
the applicant from fishery regulations regarding total allowable catch, PSC limits, observers, and the closures
of the salmon savings areas to permit the applicant to collect data required to meet the experimental plan for
testing the device. The applicant, Mr. John Gauvin, will be available to present a description of the
experiment.

(b) EFP for CGOA Rockfish Electronic Monitoring (Phase II)

An EFP application has also been submitted to continue exploring electronic monitoring in the Central Gulf of
Alaska (GOA) Rockfish Program, as a tool for monitoring and estimating amounts of discarded halibut. The
proposed EFP seeks to build on the investigations conducted during 2007, and will focus on issues associated
with larger scale implementation of electronic monitoring. The EFP application, AFSC’s approval of the
experimental design, and a letter to the Council chairman from Mr. Doug Mecum regarding receipt of this
application are attached as Item D-2(b)(1). This EFP qualifies for a categorical exclusion from NEPA, because
it is a research program of limited size and magnitude, with no effect on the environment and for which any
cumulative effects are negligible.



This project would begin May 1, 2008, and continue until all fishing under the rockfish pilot program was
completed for the year by the cooperative selected to participate in this research. The EFP would exempt the
participating vessels from a portion of the observer coverage requirements. In lieu of carrying an observer
100% of the time, vessels participating in this project will, in conjunction with NMFS staff, develop an
observer coverage plan that will provide approximately 30% coverage for participating vessels. The applicant
is the Alaska Groundfish Data Bank, and their representative, Ms Julie Bonney, will be available to present a
description of the experiment.



AGENDA D-2(a)(1)
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT ( APRIL 2008
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.O. Box 21668
Juneau, Alaska 99802-1668

March 6, 2008

Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Dear Mr. Chairman:

We have received an application from Mr. John Gauvin of Gauvin and Associates, LLC., for an
exempted fishing permit (EFP) to continue development of a salmon excluder device for the
Bering Sea pollock trawl fishery. The purposes of the project are to improve the performance of
the salmon excluder device developed under EFPs in 2004 through 2007, and to validate the
performance of this device for pollock trawls. The goal is to develop a device for pollock trawls
that reduces salmon bycatch without significantly lowering pollock catch rates. Issuance of
EFPs is authorized by the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the Bering Sea and
Aleutians Islands Management Area and its implementing regulations at 50 CFR 679.6,
Exempted Fisheries. We are providing this application and additional information to the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council (Council) as required by 50 CFR 600.745(b)(3)(1).

The EFP would allow for development and testing of the salmon excluder device from
September 2008 through March 2010, for several weeks in each pollock A and B season.

Testing in each season would allow the device to be used under salmon occurrence and pollock
fishing practices specific to each season. Testing in the A season would catch primarily Chinook
salmon and roe-bearing pollock, while testing in the B season would catch Chinook and chum
salmon and pollock that are not likely to be roe-bearing. EFP fishing would be conducted by one
vessel in each season. The EFP would be subject to modifications pending any new relevant
information regarding the 2010 fishery, including pollock harvest specifications or restructuring
of the salmon bycatch management program.

To test the salmon excluder device, exemptions would be necessary from regulations for salmon
bycatch limits, observer requirements, several closures areas, and total allowable catch amounts
(TACs) for groundfish. The taking of salmon during the experiment is crucial for determining
the effectiveness of the device. Salmon taken during the experiment would not be counted
toward the Chinook and chum salmon bycatch limits under § 679.21(e)(1)(vi) and (vii). The
amount of salmon bycatch by the pollock trawl industry during the EFP period could potentially
approach or exceed the salmon bycatch limits. If the EFP salmon were counted toward the
salmon bycatch limits, the EFP salmon may create an additional burden on the pollock trawl
fishermen not participating in the intercooperative agreement for salmon bycatch reduction by
causing earlier closures of the salmon savings areas. Approximately 2,500 chum salmon for
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each B season and 2,500 Chinook salmon for each A and B season would be required to support
the project. In total, the applicant would be limited to harvesting 10,000 Chinook

salmon and 5,000 chum salmon for the time period of the EFP. The experimental design
requires this quantity of salmon to ensure statistically valid results.

The applicant also has requested an exemption from the Chinook Salmon Savings Areas and the
Chum Salmon Savings Area (§§ 679.21(e)(7)(vii) and (viii) and 679.22(a)(10)), the Bering Sea
Pollock Restriction Area, and the Steller Sea Lion Conservation Area (§ 679.22(a)(7)(ii) and
(a)(7)(vii)). These overlapping areas occur in locations of salmon concentration. The
experiment must be conducted in areas of salmon concentration sufficient to ensure a statistically
adequate sample size. These locations are ideal for conducting the experiment and ensuring that
the vessel encounters sufficient concentrations of salmon and pollock for meeting the
experimental design.

Groundfish taken under the EFP would be exempt from the TACs specified in the annual harvest

specifications (§ 679.20). A total of 2,500 metric tons (mt) of groundfish (primarily pollock)

would be taken during each season of the EFP for a total of 10,000 mt over the duration of the

EFP. The experimental design requires this quantity of pollock to ensure a statistically adequate

sample size for measuring pollock escapement through the salmon excluder device. The EFP

pollock harvest would not be included in the harvest applied against the Bering Sea groundfish

TACs, including the 2008 and 2009 pollock TAC of 1.0 million mt. The 2008 and 2009 Bering

Sea pollock acceptable biological catch (ABC) also is 1.0 million mt. If ABC and TAC are set o
the same in 2010, harvest of pollock under the EFP would also result in pollock harvest ro
exceeding the ABC. It is likely that the 2010 TAC and ABC will be higher than TAC and ABC

for 2008 and 2009 because the biomass is projected to be more in 2010 than in 2008 and 2009.

For each year of the EFP, the amount of pollock harvest under the EFP would be approximately

0.25 to 0.5 percent of the annual harvest of pollock in the Bering Sea pollock fishery. Even

though the EFP would allow for harvest over the ABC, the amount is so small that no

discernable effect is expected. See the enclosed environmental assessment (EA) for further

information. Because of very little groundfish incidental catch in the pollock fishery, the harvest

of other groundfish species during the EFP fishing is expected to be a negligible amount, less

than 25 mt.

Using a catcher/processor would require exemption from the Catcher Vessel Operating Area
(CVOA) restriction (§ 679.22(a)(5)) because of the location of the Chinook Salmon Savings
Area in the CVOA. Catcher/processors are prohibited from operating in the CVOA during the B
season. The EFP fishing may be done by either a catcher vessel or a catcher/processor. It may be
necessary for the EFP applicant to use a catcher/processor to conduct tows in this area to ensure
encountering sufficient pollock and salmon concentrations.

The EFP would include an exemption from the observer requirements at § 679.50. The
applicants would use “sea samplers” who are NMFS-trained observers. They would not be
deployed as NMFS observers, however, at the time of the EFP fishing. The “sea samplers”
would conduct the EFP data collection and perform other observer duties that would normally be
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required for vessels directed fishing for pollock.

The activities under the EFP are not expected to have a significant impact on the human
environment. Under regulations at § 679.6, we have consulted with the Alaska Fisheries Science
Center (AFSC), and have determined that the application contains all the information necessary
to judge whether the proposal constitutes a valid fishing experiment appropriate for further
consideration. We are initiating consultation with the Council by forwarding the application to
you, as required by § 679.6(c)(2).

We understand that you have scheduled review of the enclosed application at the Council’s April
2008 meeting. Please notify Mr. Gauvin of your receipt of the application and invite the
applicant to appear before the Council in April in support of the application. We will publish a
notice of receipt of the application in the Federal Register with a brief description of the
proposal. Enclosed is a copy of EFP application, the AFSC’s approval of the experimental
design, and EA.

Sincerely,

Robert D. Mecum
Acting Administrator, Alaska Region

Enclosures:

EFP application

AFSC EFP design approval
Draft EA



Request for a new exempted fishing permit (EFP) to continue research on salmon
bycatch reduction devices

Date of Application: January 29,2008
Name, mailing address. and phone number of applicant:

%ngf’.

Signature of Applicant:

Principal Investigator:

John R. Gauvin

Gauvin and Associates LLC
2104 SW 170" Street
Burien, WA 98166

(206) 660-0359

Pollock Industry Coordinator:
John Gruver

United Catcher Boat Association
4005 20" Avenue West, Suite 116

Seattle, WA 98199

Purpose and Objectives of the EFP: This application has been prepared to request a
new salmon excluder exempted fishing permit. A new permit is needed to allow us to
continue research on the ways to modify pollock trawls to reduce salmon bycatch. The
focus of this continuing research is to improve the performance of the salmon excluder
designs that have shown the greatest potential for reducing salmon bycatch while being
practical in terms of avoiding problems with bulges in the net. Based on our previous
research, we believe that the most promising area of focus is the “flapper” design salmon

excluder.

In some of our experimental tows in 2007, the flapper excluder reduced salmon bycatch
rates to nearly the same degree as our earlier excluder designs (funnel and tunnel
excluders) while avoiding the bulge problems, loss of door spread, and net damage that
has been observed with the earlier excluders. Thus the flapper is a promising direction
for focus, particularly for larger catcher vessels and catcher processors which have
experienced problems with the funnel and tunnel excluders.

Figure 1 below summarizes the salmon bycatch reduction rates documented in our
previous tests on tunnel, funnel, and, most recently, the flapper excluder. The figure
reports escapement rates for Chinook salmon except in the first stage in fall 2003 where
the chum (non-Chinook) escapement rates are reported. Escapement rates are in terms of
the number of salmon escaping relative to the overall number of salmon for each portion
of the separate field experiments. Pollock escapement rates in the figure are in terms of
the weight of pollock escapement relative to the overall weight of pollock catch for each

test.



Figure 1: Average escapement rates for pollock and salmon from salmon excluder
research under EFP 03-1 and EFP 05-02.
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The flapper excluder device was the focus of testing in the winter of 2007 - the last stage
of field work under EFP 05-02. The flapper excluder is essentially a sheet of weighted
webbing that is held up against the escapement portals via water flow during normal
towing specds. This prevents access to the escapement portals when fishing is occurring.
With the current design of the flapper excluder, periodic slowdowns of the vessel are
needed to allow salmon to utilize the large escapement portals.

In our first test of the flapper device, an average Chinook escapement rate of 19% was
achieved. This percentage was notably lower than what was achieved with tunnel and
funnel excluders (Figure 1). Higher escapement rates for Chinook occurred on some of
the individual tows and this is particular interest at this early stage of development of the
flapper excluder (Figure 2). On these tows, the escapement rates in the vicinity of 30% to
40% occurred. These are approximately equal to the average rates achieved in earlier
experimental trials of the flapper excluder.

These early results with the flapper device cannot, however, be taken as a definitive
assessment of the salmon escapement potential with the device because they are based on
limited testing and only evaluated a “first generation” concept for a flapper. Performance
results were also highly variable on a tow by tow basis (Figure 2). From our previous
experience with testing of excluders, this indicates that we have a lot to learn about
elements affecting performance. For this reason, we feel that additional experimentation
is needed to help identify design features to achieve higher and more consistent

escapement rates.



Figure 2: Tow by tow Chinook salmon escapement rates from March 2007 EFP tests of
the flapper excluder
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Perhaps the most encouraging aspect of our preliminary testing of the flapper is that the
device appears to avoid Joss of door spread and bulges in the trawl intermediate. These
problems, which result from pollock becoming pinned in the leading edge of the funnel
and tunnel excluders, are fundamentally problematic to the widespread adoption and use
of funnel and tunnel excluders in the regular pollock fishery. In our previous salmon
excluder EFP (05-02), a great deal of design and testing effort was expended to resolve
the bulge problem without a great deal of success. For this reason, our focus turned to
the flapper excluder design where the successful operation of the excluder does not
involve a tapered funnel to reduce the diameter of the traw] at a faster rate than the net’s
normal taper.

The specific objectives of the continued research we wish to conduct over the next three
(calendar) years under a new EFP are: (1) ground truth the results of the first test of the
flapper excluder, (2) evaluate the effects of small adjustments to the flapper in
combination with variations to the way slowdowns are done during fishing (3) attempt in
the latter phase of the EFP to optimize salmon escapement with the flapper device. In
our experience, work on performance optimization is likely best done when more is
known about the factors determining escapement rates.

Variations to the excluder design and to the slowdowns done during fishing include
factors affecting the shape, materials, construction of the excluder including the amount
of weight placed on the webbing that shields the escapement portals in combination with
the amount of time the vessel speed is reduced to allow escapement to occur. Other
potential areas for adjustments include the location of the excluder in the trawl and
changes to the intervals between slowdowns. Likely combinations of these fishing and
design elements will be evaluated in sequential controlled tests. All or just a subset of
these variables may affect the performance of the flapper excluder.

The experimental design section below outlines the methods that will be used to conduct
the tests described above. For reasons explained in detail below, all testing under this



new EFP will utilize the recapture net that has been effectively used in our earlier EFP
work.

Note to explain why our current EFP applications focuses mostly on experimental

design and changes in testing methods; With the expiration of EFP 05-02, we have
discussed with NMFS Alaska Region personnel the steps needed for obtaining a new
exempted fishing permit. Because nearly all aspects of the administrative and functional
elements of the new EFP would be identical to EFP 05-02 (including the exemptions to
regulations that are needed), this application focuses mostly on changes to the
experimental design for research under a new EFP. For example, under a new EFP we
will use the same method for selecting a vessel for each stage of the field work, the same
responsibilities for the vessel selected for the field work, the same role for Dr. Craig Rose
of the Alaska Fisheries Science Center to guide and assist the research. This also includes
the use of sea samplers for catch sampling and the same limits on where EFP fishing can
occur. Finally, this EFP application requests essentially the same limits on groundfish
and salmon allowances over the course of the EFP. The only difference being that with a
£all 2008 start, the annual catch amounts will be spread over three calendar years (2008-

2010).

Because all these basic EFP elements are essentially the same as those in our 2005-2007
EFP, this application for a new EFP essentially focuses more narrowly on a description of
changes in the experimental methods from those described in our 2005 EFP application.
This information should be sufficient to explain to the Alaska Regional Office of NMFS,
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council, and the NPFMC’s Science and Statistical
Committee how we intend to modify our experimental design and why these adjustments
make sense based on our prior experiences and stage of development of the salmon

excluder.

Justification for the EFP: Mandates to reduce bycatch and bycatch mortality are set out
in the Magnuson-Stevens Act. Tools to reduce and avoid salmon bycatch that are
currently available increase fishing costs and sometimes even lower the value of the catch
with longer fishing trips and degradation of fish quality due to excessive holding time
before processing. For example, the salmon bycatch “Rolling Hotspot” closed areas
currently in place under Amendment 84 temporarily close fishing areas when salmon
bycatch rates are relatively high. Unfortunately, altemative fishing grounds with high
pollock catch rates and lower salmon bycatch rates are sometimes not readily available.
Therefore Rolling Hotspot Closures can impose high fuel costs on the fishery because
more towing hours are needed to catch the pollock TAC.

The flapper salmon excluder has shown potential for reducing salmon bycatch. If the
device can be improved, it may reduce the need for closures of key pollock fishing
grounds due to salmon bycatch. Among salmon excluder designs tested thus far, the
flapper excluder appears to be able to lower salmon bycatch rates with the least negative
effect on fishing and the lowest level of problems and associated net repairs. With further
development, the flapper excluder may be able to achieve salmon bycatch reduction
objectives with fewer of the operational problems that have occurred with earlier
excluders. A viable excluder would allow pollock fishermen to have a means of reducing
or avoiding the costs of searching for and moving vessels to alternative fishing areas and
other inefficiencies associated with salmon bycatch avoidance measures.



Names of participating vessels, copies of vessel Coast Guard documents, names of
vessel masters: For each stage of our field testing under the new EFP, the principal
investigator will notify the AKR Regional Administrator in writing of the name of the
vessel selected including associated document numbers. The principal investigator will
also notify all relevant enforcement agencies of the vessel documentation and dates and
area of operations for the EFP work. This will include ADF&G, NMFS, and the US

Coast Guard.

Exemptions needed to regulations affecting regular pollock fishing during 2008 and
2009

1. While conducting EFP testing under this permit, the EFP vessel must be
exempted from the pollock industry’s EFP that establishes “Rolling Hot Spot”
area closures (now promulgated under Amendment 84) so that we can conduct
our EFP testing in the salmon bycatch hotspots as necessary.

2. Ability to do up to 100% of testing inside the Sea Lion Conservation Area
(SCA) as long as this area remains open for the regular pollock fishery. We are
not requesting permission to conduct testing in any SSL protection areas such as
rookeries and the SSL foraging areas.

3. Ability to conduct EFP testing with a catcher processor inside the Catcher
Vessel Operations Area (CVOA) during B season. Catcher processors are
normally excluded from this area in B season, but at times the CVOA has
preferable conditions for EFP testing so we will need an exemption to this
regulation for our testing on catcher processors.

4. Exemption from regular observer coverage requirements for vessels when
participating in our salmon excluder EFP field tests. We need to be able to place
up to two sea samplers on vessels participating in this EFP and redirect
sampling to concentrate on effects of the excluder on salmon and pollock
catches. This is the same exemption we have had in the past salmon excluder
EFPs.

5. All groundfish and salmon catches during the EFP will not count against the
TAC or any salmon bycatch caps or other inseason salmon bycatch measures in
place during our EFP.

Proposed catch limits for the salmon excluder EFP

Proposed catch limits for Salmon Excluder EFP

Field work MT of groundfish (in pollock Number of chinook Number of non-chinook
stage target) salmon salmon

Fall 2008 2,500 2,500

Winter 2009 2,500 2,500

Fall 2009 2,500 2,500

Winter 2010 2,500 2,500

2,500

2,500



Areas where EFP testing is expected to occur during fall 2008-winter 2010 testing:
For valid tests of salmon excluders, we need to be able to conduct EFP testing in areas
with sufficiently high concentrations of salmon to achieve the sample size objectives of
our experimental design. We also need to test where pollock catch rates are
representative of actual fishing conditions in order to evaluate the effects of the excluder
on pollock catch rates and to understand how salmon escapement rates are affected by
realistic concentrations of pollock in the net. Conducting testing with realistic catch rates
for pollock is important because the density of pollock in the net may affect the
performance of the net for pollock fishing. It may also affect the success rate for salmon
escapement. This is because salmon escapement depends on access the escapement
portals which are at times blocked by dense aggregations of pollock. So successful testing
depends in part on being able to access areas where pollock and salmon concentrations
are representative of what can occur in the regular fishery.

Predicting where adequate concentrations of salmon and pollock will occur from year to
year is inherently difficult. For this reason, it is difficult to predict where EFP fishing will
need to occur. Locations of pollock have been highly variable in recent years, probably
due in part to temperature anomalies in the Bering Sea. The spatial overlap of the salmon
and pollock is even more difficult to predict.

Despite year to year variability, we anticipate doing our EFP tests during the pollock A
season for the two field seasons covered under this EFP (winter testing) somewhere
within the areas known as the “Horseshoe” or the Slime Bank (see Figure 1 below).
These areas are located to the northwest and north/northeast of Unimak Pass. Detailing
exact testing locations within these areas is impossible given all the factors affecting
variability.

Figure 1: Common pollock fishing areas adjacent to Unimak Pass

e

For fall testing, the general area where we can find adequate testing conditions is even
more difficult to predict. During earlier salmon excluder EFP tests, we have found
suitable testing conditions in the Horseshoe during late September and October. This is
ideal because it is relatively close to Dutch Harbor in case we have equipment failures or
need to obtain materials to repair our excluder or the recapture net. If suitable pollock
and salmon conditions cannot be found in the Horseshoe, then we may have to conduct
testing on the shelf area adjacent the Pribilof no trawl zone or in the headlands of Pribilof
or Zemschug canyons. These areas are identified in the figure below. In most cases, the
80-200 fathom shelf outside of the Prbilof Islands no trawl “box” or the headlands of the



canyons would be where we would expect to find adequate concentrations of salmon and
pollock. In temperature anomaly years, pollock may school up in the canyons themselves
and in that case we might need to conduct testing in the canyons themselves.

Figure 4: Common fishing areas around the Pribilof Islands
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under the pollock fishery’s Rolling Hotspot closure area measures
(Amendment 84). This is the case because these areas have tended to have more
predictable salmon bycatch rates. From our past experience, we have found that at times
the Hotspot Areas are the only locations where adequate testing conditions occur. This is
particularly true when test vessel availability pushes our EFP testing to time periods
which generally involve lower salmon abundance.

All or a po
closure area



An assessment of effects of the EFP on “Affected Environment”

Wwwm
The pollock TAC for 2008 is considerably lower that pollock TACs in recent years.
According to the 2007 groundfish SAFE report, the downswing in pollock biomass seen
in the stock assessment reflects several years of lower-than-average recruitment.
Additionally, cyclical and/or anomalous climate and water temperature patterns may be
affecting stock dynamics and recruitment success. The 2008 Bering Sea pollock ABC of
one million MT is actually lower than the Tier 1 model ABC of 1.12 MMT. This more
conservative harvest level was recommended by the AFCS stock assessment author at the
Groundfish Plan Team meeting in November 2007 where the rationale was to add
precaution in face of unknowns about recruitment and temperature/climate conditions. In
December of 2007, the North Pacific Council’s SSC and the Council adopted the stock
assessment author’s recommendation for the one million MT ABC in spite of the
continued Tier 1 status of pollock within Bering Sea stock assessment framework. The
NPEMC then opted to set TAC 1 million MT so in effect the Bering Sea pollock TAC is
set at the ABC for 2008. This raises the issue of potential effects of allowing the
additional pollock harvest for the salmon excluder EFP in 2008 and for 2009-2010 to the
degree we can look at out years prior to the stock assessments.

If the salmon excluder EFP application is approved, the research plan calls for a catch of
2,500 Mt of groundfish in the Bering Sea pollock target fishery in B season of 2008.
Assuming all the 2008 TAC is harvested, the EFP amount would push the overall annual
pollock catch to 0.25 percent or one-fourth of one percent above the 2008 pollock ABC.
While technically an overage, it stands to reason that this very small additional catch
relative to the 1 million MT ABC. For this reason, it is doubtful such an overage would
have a negative (or even a measurable) effect on the pollock resource in the Bering Sea.

Additionally, in recent years, several AFA cooperatives in the shoreside sector have not
harvested their entire B season pollock allocations. This is likely due to the time cut off
(end of October) currently in place as a Steller sea lion protection measure. If less than
the entire pollock TAC is taken by the regular groundfish fisheries again in 2008, then
ABC will not even be exceeded as a result of the allowance for the additional 2,500 MT
pollock catch for the EFP.

For 2009, the EFP research plan includes A and B season EFP catches of 5,000 MT that
year split evenly between A and B seasons. If we assume for the purpose of comparison
that the pollock TAC and ABC in 2009 are the same as what was set for 2008, then the
total amount of 5,000 MT for the EFP in 2009 would amount to a maximum of 0.5%
(one-half of one percent) above ABC. Once again, the actual magnitude of the
percentage of the potential ABC overage depends on how close the regular pollock
fishery catch is to the TAC/ABC in 2009. While certainly nominally larger than the
potential TAC overage that may occur in 2008, an overage of one-half of one percent of
the pollock ABC is probably still not large enough to have a measurable effect on the

pollock stock.
The annual ABC and TAC specification process for Alaska in fact includes a new stock

assessment for the pollock resource in the fall of 2008. This would allow for a
reconsideration of the salmon excluder EFP allowance prior to EFP field work. Thus if



the 2009 ABC is considerably lower than for 2008 and hence the potential percentage
ABC overage associated with the EFP is significantly larger than what is described here,
consideration could be given to this issue prior to EFP fishing in 2009.

Potential effects of requested salmon excluder EFP groundfish harvest for 2010 (a
requested allowance for 2,500 MT for the final stage of EFP field work) is not evaluated
here because this last stage of the EFP is so far into the future that we do not really have a
reliable way of predicting pollock ABC and the fraction that 2,500 MT comprises of that

ABC.

Expected effects on other groundfish species: The percentage of the pollock fishery’s
catch that is comprised of pollock has remained at approximately 99% since the start of
the AFA management system for pollock. EF P catches in previous salmon excluder
EFPs have also maintained the same high fraction of pollock catch that occurs in the
regular fishery. For this reason, our expectation is therefore that the catch of non-target
groundfish species will be less than one percent of the overall EFP catches during each
field season. This would involve approximately 25 MT of non-pollock groundfish catch
in the fall of 2008, 25 MT in the winter of 2009, 25 MT in the fall of 2009, and finally 25
MT in the winter of 2010. This is a very small amount relative to the overall catches in
non-pollock groundfish fisheries and therefore of little or no consequence even if it were

comprised of a single non-pollock species.

Prohibited Species: Incidental catch amounts of halibut, crab, and herring in the pollock
fishery have remained low for many years. For this reason, the expected catch of those
species during salmon excluder EFP trials are expected to be insignificant. The principle
prohibited species issue affecting the Bering Sea pollock fishery is the incidental take of
Chinook and “non-Chinook” (principally chum) salmon. Our EFP application proposes
limits of Chinook and non-Chinook salmon for the EFP of 2,500 Chinook for each field
season (fall 2008, winter 2009, fall 2009, and winter 2010) and a take of 2,500 chum for
the two fall field seasons (2008 and 2009). To look at the requested Chinook and non-
Chinook salmon allowances for the EFP in the context of the bycatch from the regular
pollock fishery, the Table 1 below lists the number of salmon taken as bycatch in the
regular pollock fishery from 2005-2007 and the average numbers for the last three years.

Table 1: Salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea pollock fishery 2005-2007.

Year # Chincok # Non-Chinook
2005 74,967 711,938
2006 87,730 326,445
2007 130,139 98,140
05-07 Average 97,612 378,841

Numbers of Chinook salmon taken as bycatch in the pollock fishery have increased over
this period while numbers of non-Chinook have actually decreased dramatically. For this
reason, the number of Chinook and non-Chinook salmon proposed as limits for this EFP
are compared in this section to the average numbers over the last three years. For 2008
where 2,500 Chinook and 2,500 non-Chinook are proposed as limits for the EFP, the
requested EFP allowance for Chinook and non-Chinook salmon amounts to
approximately 2.5% of the average number taken of the three year period for Chinook



and 0.6% for non-Chinook. For 2009, the EFP proposes a limit of 5,000 Chinook
(roughly 5% of the three year average take) and 2,500 non-Chinook (2.5%). Finally in
2010, 2,500 Chinook are proposed as an EFP limit which is 2.5% of the 2005-2007 take.
These percentages for Chinook salmon are higher than other potential effects on the
prohibited species discussed above so additional consideration of the effects is warranted.

Our EFP application below explains how the proposed limits for this EFP were arrived at.
This was done to clarify the reasoning behind what at first glance may seem to be a
relatively high proposed limit compared to the amount of EFP groundfish and in relation
to historical monthly averages in the regular fishery during the months when testing is
slated to occur. Our proposed limits on EFP salmon catches are intended to be high to
avoid reluctance on the part of the vessel owner/captain of the EFP vessel to fish in high
bycatch areas during the EFP. Fishing in these areas is necessary for sample size
attainment objectives for the sequential trails for different variations of excluders.
Another reason the proposed EFP salmon bycatch allowances are intentionally set high is
to avoid hamstringing the research from the outset and possibly affecting our ability to
engage an industry vessel as platform for the research. This is explained below.

To efficiently accomplish the sample size objectives, EFP testing will likely occur in
areas with relatively high salmon bycatch rates including the Rolling Hotspot areas
(formerly an EFP and now Amendment 84). This allows us to use the available
groundfish allocation for the EFP efficiently thereby allowing us to test several variations
of excluder designs in each stage of the field work (see experimental design below). The
benefit here is that progress on the excluder design can be more rapid than would
otherwise occur if the EFP could only test one excluder design each field season.

But EFP testing in these hotspot areas could conceivably generate salmon catches at the
level of the proposed limits because bycatch rates in these “hotspot areas” can be very
high at times. This is one reason we elected not to propose limits based on the average
monthly rates for the months in recent years. If based on averages, we could expect to
attain the limits on average half of the time which would mean that the EFP work would
in concept have a 50% chance of being curtailed before it is completed. Furthermore,
monthly rates in the regular pollock fishery are based on most of the fishing occurring
outside the hotspot closures. So the tradeoff is that we need to have relatively high
salmon limits (particularly for Chinook) on the EFP testing.

In all likelihood, our testing will not utilize up to the limit of Chinook for the test. But to
be successful in engaging an industry vessel as a platform for the testing, we need to have
limits that will adequately cover the high range of salmon bycatch numbers for the areas
we propose to conduct the testing. Without these, there would be a significant chance
that the EFP vessel would attain the salmon limits prior to catching the groundfish and
therefore would not be able to catch the groundfish that is essentially helping to cover the
vessel’s fishing and fuel costs during the EFP.

Potential effects on Steller sea lions: The EFP application does not seek any exemptions
to the existing set of Steller sea lion protection measures. So EFP fishing will only occur
in the areas that would otherwise be open to regular directed fishing for pollock. So for
purposes of looking at the potential effect of the EFP, the focus here is on how the
additional pollock harvest above the ABC might affect Steller sea lions. From this
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perspective, the amounts of EFP pollock catch and the percentage of catch over the ABC
(one-fourth to one-half of one percent of the 2008 ABC) assuming the TAC is actually
taken in each of the EFP years and assuming TAC is set at ABC in 2009 and 2010.
Because these potential overages are relatively small and because EFP fishing will not
occur in areas that are not otherwise open to regular pollock fishing, the potential effects
of the EFP on sea lions are expected to be negligible. Finally, it is worth noting that
annual survey counts of sea lion numbers at sites adjacent to where EFP fishing will
occur have been increasing in recent years.

Detailed description of experimental methods for our continuing EFP research for
2008-2010
This application for a new salmon excluder EFP is intended to support research that

builds upon the excluder design that was the subject of the last stage of testing under EFP
05-02. As is pointed out in our final report on EFP 05-02 and as we related to the
NPFMC in October 2007, significant work remains to understand the factors affecting
encouraging but highly variable escapement rates achieved in winter of 2007 using the
flapper excluder. The new EFP is requested to provide pollock and salmon bycatch
allowances necessary for controlled testing of different device configurations and fishing

procedures for the flapper excluders.

Experimental Design: The testing methods used for this new EFP would be limited to the
use of the specialized recapture net that was developed for our salmon excluder testing
under EFP 05-02. The reasons for relying solely on testing with a recapture net are as
follows. For a portion of the testing done under previous EFPs, paired comparisons were
used to attempt to detect the effects of the excluder on catch rates. These pairs of
«standardized tows” (pairs of tows with and without the excluder device attempting to
hold all other factors equal) were intended to evaluate performance of the excluder. The
objective for testing without a recapture net was to avoid any potential influence of a
recapture net on escapement rates. The potential for a recapture net to affect escapement
has been noted in other fishing gear modification research. For our work, there was
potential for the recapture net to mask problems with pollock escapement from the
excluder. This issue was raised by several pollock fishermen during presentations of the
results from our testing during the first year of the EFP work in 2003.

In spite of our hope that paired comparisons would help to ground truth our earlier
results, our tests with that methodology in the fall of 2005 showed that the degree of
ambient variability was simply too great to allow valid comparisons. For this reason
following the fall of 2005 test, we focused on reducing potential effects of a recapture net
on our test results. This was done through examination of underwater video and work in
a flume tank whereby we came up with a plan to improve our recapture net design. Steps
here included improved water kites, changes to the method of attachment to the main net,
and the use of a one-way funnel to reduce chances for reversed escapes. Dueto these
improvements and the video footage and sonar images we obtained during use of the
recapture net, our confidence has since increased that the tests with recapture net are
valid. For this reason, all of our EFP tests since the fall of 2005 have relied on a recapture

device.
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Experimental design elements in conjunction with testing with a recapture net: For the
portions of our previous EFPs where recapture nets were used, we relied on a statistical
power analysis described in detail in our 2003 EFP application. This new EFP
application relies upon some aspects of the basic power analysis from 2003 so the power
analysis and how it was used to come up with the amount of fishing needed to generate
the desired sample size is reviewed below. A departure from our original approach to
sample size generation is also described as part of our methods for this new EFP. This
new approach is based on our experiences with excluder testing in the recent tests
wherein we have been able to conduct multiple tests of excluder designs during a given
stage of our field work instead of a single test which resulted in our earlier tests. Hence
through our experiences since the first tests utilizing the power analysis developed in
2003, we have made some important adjustments to the way the 2003 power analysis is
now used. These are explained in detail below.

The basic approach behind testing with a recapture net is to evaluate the proportion of the
number of salmon (or weight of pollock) that escapes relative to the total number of
salmon (weight of pollock) that are caught during the test. Sample size determination is
based on determination of the number of salmon offered the “escapement opportunity”
that the excluder provides. Hence the power analysis is the determination of the number
of escapement opportunities needed to assess performance at the desired level of
precision needed for the statistical power relationship.

The sample size determination portion of our 2003 EFP application was based on the
assumption of a proportion of 50%, (probability of 0.50) as the expectation for the
proportion of effect of the excluder on salmon escapement. This value maximized
sample size for a given set of desired statistical power and desired degree of statistical
confidence. So it was a conservative value that avoided under-sampling. Based on our
tests of funnel excluders and preliminary work on a flapper excluder, this initial
assumption of a 50% escapement proportion still appears to be a reasonable expectation
for eventual performance of the excluder. This is because in some of our trials we have
been able to achieve average escapement rates of up to 43%. So for our experimental
design in our 2003 EFP and in this proposal for continued EFP tests, we have assumed a
proportion of effect (salmon utilizing the escapement device, i.e. escaping) of 50% (p =
0.5) which still makes good sense in terms of escapement performance potential and
practical sampling objectives.

The accompanying statistical power analysis evaluated the tradeoffs associated with
different sample sizes and our goal for evaluation of salmon escapement proportion was
to design for an 80% percent probability of detecting a 10% difference in proportion of
effect from the underlying proportion of 0.5. The preferred level of confidence interval
here was a 95% statistical confidence level or alpha of 0.05.
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Figure 2 from our 2003 EFP application: Probability of detecting difference from

proportion of 0.6, when the underlying proportion is 0.5

Applying these power analysis objectives resulted in a target sample size of 200 salmon
subjected to the test (provided the opportunity” of escapement via the excluder). This
target was used to estimate the salmon catches necessary for a valid test of each excluder
configuration. It is important to recall, however, that this approach was used to generate a
target sample size for chum salmon (non-Chinook) only and an alternative approach was
used for Chinook back in 2003. This was because achievement of a sample size of 200
Chinook salmon was not feasible at that time. Tow-specific Chinook catch rates per ton
of pollock in the winter 2002 pollock fishery data (data obtained from Sea State in 2003)
were at that time in the hundredths of Chinook per ton. To have a reasonable expectation
of generating 2 sample size of 200 Chinook salmon back then, a prohibitive amount of
ollock fishing would have been needed. This is important to understanding the approach

we took in 2003 and how this has evolved over time.

In 2003, Chinook salmon bycatch rates based on the Sea State data we used for the power
analysis were actually roughly 0.025 Chinook per ton (during the “A” season for the
catcher vessel sector). So based on the bycatch rates at that time, we estimated that as
much as 8,000 MT of pollock fishing to generate a sample of 200 Chinook salmon. For
this reason, as we reported to the NPFMC’s SSC back in 2002, it was not pragmatic to
conduct a test with the more widely accepted 95% confidence level.

For this reason, we eventually decided in consultation with the Alaska Fishery Science
Center and the NPFMC’s SSC that for our evaluation of the performance of the excluder
for Chinook salmon, we would accept a Jower level of statistical confidence (alpha of
0.10 or a 90% confidence interval instead of the more conventional 0.05 or 95%
confidence interval). The sample size needed for the alpha = 0.10 test was only 30
Chinook salmon. This reduced the necessary amount of pollock fishing to a more
manageable amount but also created a reduction in expected confidence in the test results.
This was an unfortunate trade-off given the importance of having a firm assessment of
the performance of the excluder on Chinook salmon.
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Evaluating how the assumptions used for the 2003 EFP to generate sample size apply to
the current pollock fishery: In the years since our 2003 power analysis, Chinook rates
per ton have been significantly higher. On a gross level, approximately 130,000 Chinook
salmon taken in the Bering Sea pollock fishery in 2007 for a total catch of approximately
1.4 million metric tons. This translates into an overall average rate of about 0.09 Chinook
per ton of pollock for 2007. Of course, the time window where the pollock fishery tends
to catch Chinook salmon is actually the winter season and the latter portion of the pollock
fall season. Hence a more relevant indicator is the monthly bycatch rate for Chinook
salmon in months when Chinook salmon bycatch can be expected to be high. For 2007,
the number of Chinook taken per ton of pollock in the Bering Sea pollock fishery overall
(all sectors) was 0.26, 0.13, 0.05, and 0.28 for the months of January, February, March,
and October respectively. Given this, we can comfortably say that average Chinook
salmon bycatch rates for that window of time have generally been close to 0.2 Chinook
per metric ton of pollock (data provided by Karl Haflinger, Sea State Inc).

So one consequence of the higher Chinook bycatch rates in the pollock fishery today is
that we can now make use of the higher, more acceptable alpha= 0.05 level for statistical
confidence relationships for evaluating the performance on Chinook salmon.

As we have learned from our testing experiences in recent years, average Chinook
bycatch rates in the pollock fishery are not necessarily indicative of rates that can be
attained in our EFP testing. EFP testing in areas with concentrations of salmon is most
efficient because it allows us to attain the necessary sample size in the shortest time
period possible and with a smaller amount of pollock catch in the EFP than would
otherwise be possible. This is the reason we have requested an exemption to allow us to
conduct testing in the Rolling Hotspot Closure areas (now in place under Amendment
84). This has allowed us to attain higher rates than the fishery on average when this is
needed for objectives of our tests. For instance, in March of 2007, the average rate of
Chinook per ton of pollock in the regular pollock fishery was 0.05, as reported above. In
that same month, we conducted the tests of the flapper device inside the pollock
industry’s Rolling Hotspot closure areas and achieved Chinook bycatch rates of over 0.2
Chinook per ton of pollock on average. We also had some individual tows well in excess
of one Chinook per ton of pollock. The ability to access these areas of higher salmon
concentrations is important because it essentially allowed us to conduct effective testing
at a time when pollock vessels had mostly finished their regular AFA pollock fishing and
were thus available to work as test platforms.

Evolution of our approach to determination of sample size and amount of testing that can

be accomplished during a given stage of field work:

Our approach to determining the amount of fishing needed to generate minimum sample
size has evolved considerably from the methods developed for the original tests done
with a recapture net. So in the portion of our 2005 EFP application that set out to use a
recapture net, we explained in our application that we would likely be able to accomplish
a suite of tests with a reasonable expectation that each individual test of a given excluder
design would achieve at least the desired sample size of 30 Chinook. We also speculated
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at that time that we could achieve a sample size of 200 Chinook for each of those tests
(hence achieving the sample size for the more preferable confidence level for the
experiment). And in fact, in most cases, we were able to achieve in excess of 200
Chinook for each of those individual tests. The single factor that appears to have made
attainment of the higher number of Chinook salmon needed for the power analysis
objective for the 95% confidence level (200 Chinook) was our ability to use the salmon
bycatch hotspot areas identified in the fleet’s Rolling Hotspot avoidance program.

Hence a more pragmatic approach to testing was to identify the amount of test fishing we
felt we could accomplish with a practical amount of pollock and salmon bycatch
allowance for the EFP. Under this approach, the main considerations for determining
those quantities of pollock and salmon were the amount of time we could staff the field
experiments, the minimum amount of fishing necessary for making the opportunity
practical for engaging a pollock vessel for the EFP test, and the number of adjustments to
the excluder device that we could practically test given that a number of performance
outcomes that have to be considered in preparing for field work.

So in conjunction with Dr. Rose at the Alaska Fisheries Science Center, we worked out a
plan to optimize the amount of testing that could be done during each stage of the field
testing. For each proposed stage in the field, we allocated approximately 2,500 MT of
pollock. This amount allowed us to conduct sequential tests of either different excluders
or tests of the same excluder with sequential adjustments in the placement or fishing
methods with a given excluder. Each of these sequential tests was continued until
approximately 200 Chinook salmon were taken. After at least the target sample of
Chinook was taken, we moved on to the next test of a different configuration of the same

excluder.

In addition to achievement of the minimum sample size, we set some additional
guidelines to ensure a sufficient amount of test fishing under various conditions that we
expected to affect performance of the excluder (e.g. day versus night fishing, fast pollock
fishing versus slow). Therefore, even if the guideline number of Chinook were taken in a
given test, we would continue the test until we felt that we had tested the device under a
reasonable cross section of fishing conditions. On three occasions, the minimal sample
size was achieved in fewer than eight tows and testing continued with the same device

until at least 10 tows were completed.

In this manner, we essentially adopted the guideline of 2,500 MT of groundfish catch in
the pollock fishery for a given stage of field work. This amount of pollock was sufficient
for generating the salmon sample size for trials of approximately two to three different
excluder designs or variations in the way vessel slowdowns were conducted. So for each
field season under the last EFP two to three different excluder variations were tested such
as the amount of weight on the device, location in the net, or the duration of the
slowdown to allow the device to collapse. The target amount of catch per tow has been
between 60-80 MT, so this typically allowed for between 30 to 40 tows per field testing
stage and the salmon sample size was generally achieved in approximately 8-10 tows.
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For most pollock vessels, this translates into between two and four weeks of testing
depending on catch rates and the distance to the fishing areas with suitable pollock and
salmon bycatch rates. For catcher processors, 2,500 MT of groundfish works out to be
closer to ten days to two weeks of testing. But on catcher processors, two different
excluders can be tested simultaneously if they are placed in separate nets (same net
design) and fished in rotation. This is possible because unlike catcher vessels that need to
return to port every 2-3 days, these vessels do not have to return to port until their frozen
product hold capacity has been reached. Also, catcher processors have the sampling
facilities for haul by haul catch accounting and sufficient personnel and deck space to
allow two designs to be tested at once.

In 2006 we constructed a second recapture net for simultaneous testing work on catcher
processors. With two operational recapture nets, we therefore were able to accomplish
more testing per day provided the devices being tested were second or third generation
devices that were expected to work reasonably well.

So under this approach to testing, we have been able to test several logical adjustments to
a device in a single stage of field work. For each separate test, we held all the testing
variables (e.g. towing speed, location and configuration of the device, duration of vessel
slow downs etc) constant during each test during a given stage of field testing. Once that
test is completed, we then move to what we have anticipated as the next logical step for

testing that excluder.

In our experience, catcher vessels are best suited as testing platforms for the basic design
work for new excluder concepts. This is because these vessels typically have the
flexibility to break off from testing and resume the work when we are ready. Asking the
testing vessel to curtail testing and make a partial trip or do multiple starts and stops of
the testing is generally workable for catcher vessels. The potential need to break off
testing as well as work with the EFP personnel to repair the recapture net before test
fishing can recommence is made clear in the contract that engages vessels for testing. As
long as the potential applicant knows this may be needed and plan for that eventuality
when they are apply for the EFP work, problems and misunderstandings are avoided.

For catcher processors, this flexibility is not really feasible given their schedules and the
costs of slowdowns due to the number of people on board and the economics of those
vessels. At different stages in the development a proofing of a given excluder device do
need to utilize catcher processors because they provide excellent catch sampling facilities
as well as a platform that can offer the advantage of being able to accomplish multiple
tests simultaneously. So the selection of the best vessel for a given stage of testing
essentially depends on the degree of confidence we have in the basic performance
expectation for a given excluder design. Once we have sufficient confidence that a given
excluder works under most conditions that can be expected in the fishery, we can move to
testing on catcher processors. On the catcher processor vessels, the larger towing force
and water flow and mesh opening parameters are also of specific interest for
understanding how the excluder functions.
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Considerations for the relative merits of this se uential approach to testing compared to

earlier methods
The advantage to being able to multiple excluder variations at each stage of field work is

that this likely allows for faster progress in the development of a viable excluder than was
possible before. But the downside is that we are relying on what many might consider to
be a relatively small amount of test fishing to make decisions about the performance of
changes in the excluder. This raises the question of the applicability of the test toa broad
range of fishing conditions given that performance is typically evaluated from testing that
comprises 8-10 tows. The specter of Type II error is also a consideration here. Results
from one test to another might vary more from differences in the ambient testing
conditions (pollock catch rates, proportion of day versus night) than from actual
differences in the excluder design. For this reason, we cannot eliminate the possibility
that over the course of our tests, we may have made decisions about the factors affecting
escapement rates that were driven more by the conditions affecting testing that by actual
performance differences from variations in those facts.

So our decisions on excluders along the path of development of salmon excluder could
have taken some wrong turns or at least abandoned some excluder variations that had at
Jeast as much promise as the ones we have continued to work on. However, the tradeoff
here is that increasing sample sizes and testing over a wider range of conditions for each
excluder variation would decrease our ability to evaluate promising excluder
configurations and identification of a truly effective device.

The underlying issue here relates to the relative amount of certainty we can have
regarding our results. But this issue should be considered in the proper context. In fact,
most of our work to date has concentrated on modifications to funnel and tunnel
excluders to resolve problems with bulges in the net and other factors affecting pollock
fishing. During the tests of adjustments to the excluder to resolve these problems, we
have generally achieved Chinook salmon escapement rates in the range of 30-40%. Our
tests were not designed to allow us to tell whether the different average escapement rates
of those tests aré statistically different from one another. But the repeated findings of
Chinook escapement in that range suggest that what we have detected is probably real.
Additionally, we have attempted to conduct tests with methods other than using a
recapture net to help ground truth those results but the use of paired comparisons was not
successful. Finally, we have received feedback from pollock fishermen who have
conducted informal trials of our different excluders in the regular fishery. While this
feedback has confirmed our findings regarding deployment issues and problems with
pollock becoming entrained in the intermediate ahead of the excluder, it is not as useful
in terms of confirming salmon escapement rates. Fishermen’s impressions of salmon
escapement rates are of limited value because without are recapture net, it is unlikely that
they would have any way of detecting a difference in their salmon bycatch rates.

Our EFP resuits will probably never be able to adequately address the criticism that our
methods do not include independent replications of test results and other standard
practices for laboratory science. But in reality most of our work to date has concentrated
small adjustments to funnel and tunnel excluders and we have tested several versions of
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these excluders with enough of our salmon and pollock escapement rate results falling
into the same general range to suggest that we are likely seeing a real effect of the
excluder. As we move to testing the flapper excluder, a relatively new design, the
importance of testing over a larger range of fishing conditions before modifying the
design is clear. This issueis therefore taken into consideration in the plan for testing the
flapper excluder under the new EFP.

in October of 2007, we presented to the NPFMC and its advisory bodies the results of our
tests over the last two years, covering several adjustments to the funnel device and the
first test of the flapper excluder. After considering the results and our methods, the
NPFMC’s SSC pointed out that while the development of the excluder through our EFP
certainly suggests that there is potential for the device most recently tested (the flapper),

it would be worthwhile to repeat the test with the same exact device and testing
conditions to the extent possible. This is clearly a helpful suggestion at this of work on
this new excluder design. For this reason, we have incorporated the SSC’s suggestion for
repeating our test of the first flapper excluder into the testing plan for this EFP. The plan
for repeating the flapper test will utilize the same testing vessel, same net and the same
flapper excluder but unfortunately due to timing constraints will not allow testing to

occur at the same time of year as the 2007 flapper test.

Detailed plan for testing over the years covered by the EFP application.
We propose the following suite of excluder tests over next three calendar years:

September/OctOber 2008: Test 1: A “repeat” of March 2007 “square mes. ” flapper test
with same test vessel, same net, same excluder, same recapture net; Test 2: Repeat test 1.
Test 3: If sufficient groundfish and salmon bycatch allowance remains for a third test, test
an appropriate adjustement to the same flapper or possibly different flapper. Ideas for the
most promising adjustments to the flapper excluders for Test 3 will be developed in
consultation with pollock fishermen prior to the September/October 2008 field tests. This
will occur from captains’ meetings conducted prior to the B season this summer.

Quantity of pollock needed for fall 2008 testing: up to 2,500 MT of groundfish in pollock
target and allowance of up to 2,500 Chinook salmon and 2,500 chum salmon.

Winter (late February to March) 2009: Additional testing of flapper device tested in fall
of 2008. Some design adjustments to the flapper will be considered depending on the
results of the fall 2008 testing. Once a baseline test of the flapper is conducted, the
remaining tests will evaluate the effects of adjustments to the excluder or fishing methods
for its use such as duration of the slowdown, manner in which slowdown is conducted
(during turns versus regular towing). Ideas for adjustments to the excluder or manner in
which it is used will come from informal meetings with captains following the 2008 “B”
season. The type of vessel needed for this stage of the continuing work from fall of 2008
will depend on the stage of development of the excluder. If following the fall 2008
testing we have an excluder that is working reasonably well and the objective is to
ground truth this performance on a vessel that can do this most efficiently, then a catcher
processor vessel might be the preferred vessel for this test. If we are still struggling with
design issues and cannot reasonably assume that the excluder will work without
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disruptions to the testing and the need to repair the excluder or the recapture net, then we
will focus on a catcher vessel for this stage of the testing. The vessel will be selected by
NMFS AFSC review panel and applications will be solicited through an RFP process as
was done in previous EFPs. Catch needed for this test is 2,500 MT of groundfish in the
pollock target fishery, up to 2,500 Chinook salmon.

Fall 2009; Additional testing of device or devices tested in winter of 2009. After baseline
tests to replicate the performance obtained from the most promising design tested from
the winter of 2009 are completed, additional tests with adjustments to the excluder or
fishing methods will be done. These will include adjustments such as duration of
slowdown, manner in which slowdown is conducted (during tumns versus regular towing),
or other factors such as how far back in the net the excluder is placed. Prioritization for
adjustments to the device of interest will come from informal meetings with captains
following the 2009 “A” season. Depending on the stage of development of the excluder,
a catcher vessel or catcher processor may be used for these tests. The test vessel will be
selected by NMFS panel through RFP process as was done in previous EFPs (see 2003 or
2005 EFP application) Catch needed for test is 2,500 MT of groundfish in the pollock
target fishery, up to 2,500 Chinook and 2,500 chum (non-Chinook) salmon.

Winter (February/March) 2010: Testing of the most promising devices from the testing
from fall 2008-fall 2009 with the objective of improving/optimizing salmon escapement
performance. Ideas here might include using artificial light or other attractants to
improve performance of those excluders. Another approach might be place additional
weight an earlier flapper excluder panel such that it would remain partially open during
regular towing. This could potentially optimize escapement by allowing some salmon to
exit during towing and additional escapement during periodic slowdowns. This design
might also avoid the bulge problem encountered with funnel excluders because the over-
weighted panel would be designed to push back up (to close) when a large concentration
of fish is moving through the intermediate where the excluder is installed. Depending on
the stage of development of the excluder, a catcher vessel or catcher processor may be
used for these tests. Vessel will be selected by NMFS panel through RFP process as was
done in previous EFPs (see 2003 or 2005 EFP application). The decision of what gear
designs to test to optimize salmon escapement will be made follow a meeting with the
pollock captains and interested gear manufacturers will be conducted during the Pacific
Marine Expo in November of 2009. This meeting will solicit feedback on the results of
our earlier testing and design features that appear to work the best. Feedback from that
meeting will be used to prioritize ideas for modifications to the flapper excluder to
optimize performance. Catch needed for test is 2,500 MT of groundfish in the pollock
target fishery, up to 2,500 Chinook salmon.
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AGENDA D-2(b)(1)

AP
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF ..-.RIL..ZO?E.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Fisheries Service

PO. Box 21668

Juneau, Alaska 99802-1668

March 10, 2008

T et i
AR T 200g
Eric Olson, Chairman NPEN o

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Re:  Issuance of an Exempted Fishing Permit to Continue Investigating Electronic Monitoring
in the Central Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Rockfish Program (Program)

Dear Chairman Olson:

We received an application for an exempted fishing permit (EFP) from the Alaska Groundfish
Data Bank on March 3, 2008. We are providing the application to the U.S. Coast Guard and the
Council, as required by 50 CFR 600.745(b)(3)(i) and 50 CFR 679.6(c)(2). The proposed EFP
would allow the applicants to continue exploring electronic monitoring (EM) as a tool for
monitoring and estimating amounts of discarded halibut. NMFS has found the application
complete and is initiating consultation with the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
(Council). The application for the EFP will be presented at the April 2008 Council meeting for
public review and Council consideration. Issuance of EFPs is authorized by the Fishery
Management Plan for Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska and its implementing regulations at 50
CFR 679.6, Exempted Fisheries. :

The proposed EFP seeks to build on the investigations conducted during 2007 and to focus on
issues associated with larger scale implementation. Specifically, the applicants hope to: 1)
Determine the time lags between vessel arrival in Kodiak and data available to quota managers
under different scenarios (analysis of the data in Kodiak, vs analysis of the data in an off-site
location; 2) Develop NMFS catch accounting data base infrastructure for handling EM data and
linking EM data to other NMFS collected delivery data; 3) Determine whether crew behavior is
different when scientific staff or observers are not present; specifically, whether the no discard of
non-halibut and single point of halibut discard rules will be followed; 4) Determine whether
EM systems can be effectively deployed on a wider variety of vessels fishing under real world
conditions; 5) More fully assess the costs associated with various components of an EM
program (equipment, support, and analysis); and 6) Assess the qualitative effectiveness of EM
for quantifying halibut and ensuring compliance with no discard rules.

The applicants developed the EFP in cooperation with NMFS staff. The Alaska Fisheries
Science Center (AFSC) approved the EFP scientific design on March 6, 2008. The project is
intended to provide information needed by the Council and NMFS to inform decisions on future
management actions in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) rockfish fisheries. Specifically, the project




will assess whether NMFS can relax recently increased observer coverage implemented under
the rockfish pilot program on catcher vessels that employ EM.

The project would begin May 1, 2008, and continue until all fishing under the rockfish pilot
program was completed for the year by the cooperative selected to participate in this research.

The EFP would exempt the participating vessels from a portion of the observer coverage
requirements contained at § 679.50. In lieu of carrying an observer 100% of the time, vessels
participating in the project will, in conjunction with NMFS staff, develop an observer coverage
plan that will provide approximately 30% coverage for participating vessels.

Under regulations at § 679.6, we have consulted with the AF SC, and have determined that the
application contains all the information necessary to judge whether the proposal constitutes a
valid fishing experiment appropriate for further consideration. We are initiating consultation
with the Council by forwarding the application, as required by 50 CFR 679.6 (a)(2). We
understand that you have scheduled Council review of the proposed project at the Council’s

April 2008 meeting in anticipation of our review and determination that the application warrants
further consideration and consultation with the Council.

After reviewing the proposed EFP in relation to NOAA Administrative Order (NAO) 216-6,
including the criteria used to determine significance, NMFS has determined that the proposed
EFP research would not have a significant effect on the human environment. Specifically, the
proposed action qualifies for a Categorical Exclusion under section 6.03c.3(a) because itis a
research program of limited size and magnitude with no effect on the environment and for which
any cumulative effects are negligible.

Please notify Ms. Julie Bonney of the Alaska Groundfish Data Bank of your receipt of the
application and invite her to appear before the Council in June in support of the application. We
will publish a notice of receipt of the application in the Federal Register with a brief description
of the proposal. Enclosed are copies of the application, and the AFSC’s memorandum of

approval of the experimental design.

Sincerely,

Kedsd O ftycor—

Robert D. Mecum
Acting Administrator, Alaska Region

Enclosures (2)



Groundfish Data Bank

.= PH:907486-3033  FAX: 907-486-346] P0.BOX 788 - KODIAK, AK. 93615

: Julic Bonney, Executive Director  jbonney@ gcei.net
[ ]
-
March 3, 2008
Doug Mecum

Acting Regional Administrator
National Marine Fisheries Service
709 West 9™ Street

Juneau, AK 99802

Dear Mr. Robert Mecum (Doug),

The GOA rockfish industry is looking at creative ways to meet the monitoring requirements for
the Rockfish Pilot Program (RPP). The current regulations require 100% observer coverage to
monitor full retention of the quota share species and account for halibut PSC which is required to
be discarded at sea. Industry participants believe that electronic monitoring (EM) may be a
means of meeting the monitoring requirement for the RPP while allowing the industry an
alternative to the cost prohibitive 100% observer coverage requirement. Additionally, EM may
be a better sampling methodology for estimating trip-specific halibut catches on individual
vessels.

To further evaluate EM, on behalf of industry, I have developed the attached Exempted Fishery
Permit Application (EFP). This application is being developed in conjunction with the NMFS
Alaska Region and Alaska Fishery Science Center. In order to evaluate EM during the 2008
fishery, we need the NPFMC to consider our application at its April meeting so that the project
can begin on May 1* when the RPP fishery begins.

Thanks in advance for consideration of our EFP application which is included in the e-mail.

Sincerely,
Julie Bonney
AGDB - Executive Director

CC: Bill Karp
Alan Kinsolving
Martin Loefflad
Sue Salveson
Jennifer Watson



Application for an exempted fishing permit for continued assessment of an
electronic monitoring system designed to quantify at-sea discard of halibut.

Applicant: Alaska Groundfish Databank
P.O. Box 788

Kodiak, AK 99615

Date: April, 2007

Purpose and Need

Amendment 68 to the Fishery Management Plan for the Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska
(FMP) established a rockfish pilot program (RPP) for quota-based management of the
rockfish fisheries in the Central GOA. Under this program, catcher vessels with historic
participation in the rockfish fisheries may form cooperatives. Each cooperative is
allocated a share of the total allowable catch (TAC) for various rockfish species, sablefish
and Pacific cod. The cooperatives are also allocated halibut prohibited species catch
(PSC) to allow the prosecution of the quota fisheries. Under the program, all quota
species must be retained by the vessel and delivered to a shoreside processor where they
are weighed and debited from the cooperative’s quota. Halibut PSC, however, must be
discarded at-sea and, at this time, can only be effectively accounted against the
cooperative’s PSC quota if there is an observer onboard to estimate the amount of halibut
catch in each haul.

When Amendment 68 was implemented, observer coverage for the participating catcher
vessel fleet was increased from 30% to 100%. This increase was necessary to ensure that
all quota species were retained and to allow for trip-specific estimation of halibut
bycatch. RPP participants are concerned about the cost increase for observer coverage
relative to the expected increase in revenues from the rockfish fishery. They are also
concemned with the accuracy of halibut bycatch estimates based on present North Pacific
Observer Program sampling methods which were not designed for estimating haul-
specific catches on individual vessels. An issue for NMFS is that the agency seeks to
account for quota catch based on full census accounting, rather than expanded estimates.
This has not been possible for halibut PSC, which must be discarded at-sea and cannot be
accounted for shoreside under the current system.

Cost Considerations for Observer Coverage in the RPP: Economies of scale for observing
catches at-sea on Gulf rockfish trawlers are difficult to achieve. This is due to the

relatively low catch volumes on these 60-100 foot catcher vessels relative to larger
Bering Sea catcher boats and at-sea processors. To keep monitoring costs at a reasonable
fraction of vessel revenues, one approach might be to rely on shoreside catch accounting
in conjunction with at-sea monitoring technology to replace some of the monitoring
duties that currently are assigned to observers. For rockfish fishermen, sampling catches
at shoreside locations also makes sense for increasing safety by reducing the number of
observer days on small boats.
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Information on the relative costs of the current observer coverage requirements for GOA
shoreside trawlers is available. The EA/RIR for Amendment 76 (Extension or
Modification of the Program for Observer Procurement and Deployment in the North
Pacific) reports that the GOA non-AFA CV trawlers in recent years have paid an average
of approximately 2.3% of annual ex-vessel revenue for observer coverage (June 2006
public review draft; Table 5-7, page 196). The EA/RIR also documents that status quo
observer costs for Gulf trawlers are relatively high at the 30% coverage level compared to
other sectors of the trawl fishery.

For the west coast domestic whiting fishery and several west coast of Canada fisheries,
shoreside sampling is currently in use as the primary mode of fishery data collection.
Electronic monitoring (EM) is used on fishing vessels in those programs to help ensure
that discards at sea do not occur. For the Rockfish Pilot Program, a similar application
may be possible where quota catch is accounted for shoreside; and EM is used to monitor
at-sea discards. In the case of the RPP, however, EM would not only be used to verify
that required procedures for discarding at sea are followed ; but also to quantifiably
account for at-sea discards of halibut in the manner that will be detailed below.

Issues related to quota catch accounting:
The EA prepared for the rockfish pilot program stated:

NMFS will be forced to rely on expanded estimates of halibut mortality rather
than a full census. With the exception of some species and fisheries in the
multispecies CDQ program, NOAA Fisheries strives to base quota accounting on
a full census of the quota species rather than an estimate of catch. The experience
with the multispecies CDQ program has been that these estimates have been the
source of much of the controversy surrounding issues of quota catch accounting.
In most cases, this controversy has been the result of a vessel or CDQ group either
flagging an individual species-composition sample as having an anomalously high
incidence of a given species or attempting to influence estimation protocol in
ways that result in a systematic bias of catch estimates in favor of vessels.
Unfortunately, these incidents are not identified systematically but only when
industry perceives that a different estimate would be to their advantage. The
greater the expansion of a given sample, the more likely it is that real or perceived
errors in the sample will cause controversy. Also, as sample expansion increases,
the benefit of hiding a small quantity of a limiting species such as halibut is
expanded as well. Observers in the catcher vessel fleet currently base their
estimate of halibut PSC on 300 kilogram basket samples which are expanded to
estimate halibut catch for the entire haul. The sampled hauls are then expanded to
give an estimate of halibut for the unsampled hauls on a trip. NOAA Fisheries
bases its estimates of total halibut catch on the halibut catch rate from only the
sampled hauls to derive a halibut bycatch rate for each target. These rates are then
applied to all deliveries to estimate total halibut mortality. Thus the degree to
which a given quantity of halibut is expanded varies enormously depending on the
fraction of observed vessels, the fraction of observed hauls on those vessels, and
the fraction of sampled catch in the observed hauls. This issue is exacerbated by
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high spatial/temporal variability of halibut bycatch as well as the inherently lower
precision of an estimate of an uncommon species (such as halibut) compared to an
estimate of a more common species for a given sample size.

EM generates census level estimates of halibut bycatch. To the extent that those
estimates are accurate, this approach to halibut PSC catch accounting has the promise for
generating halibut catch data that are more in line with established NMFS catch
accounting goals.

The opportunity to use EM for fishery monitoring in the RPP:
Rockfish fishing for the major target species in the Central Gulf of Alaska (Pacific Ocean

Perch, northern rockfish, and pelagic shelf rockfish) is relatively selective in terms of the
percentage of the catch that is rockfish and the relatively high retention rates relative to
flatfish and other GOA target fisheries. Selective fisheries where a high fraction of the
catch is retained are logical candidates for reliance on shoreside sampling as the primary
fishery data collection point and EM to monitor and account for at-sea discards.

In 2005, a pilot study was conducted to evaluate the use of EM to monitor discards in the
Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fishery (McElderry et al. 2005). The study evaluated the
utility of EM video data obtained from camera placements to observe fish sorting and
handling across the entire trawl deck. One key conclusion of the 2005 GOA EM pilot
study was that the feasibility of using EM, including the practicality of reviewing the
video data, is higher where discard volumes are relatively low. Another conclusion was
that if discarding is done from multiple locations on the vessel deck (e.g. port and
starboard scuppers, trawl ramp, and over the gunnels) some discrepancies between
observer tallies of discards and estimates from EM can be expected.

Additionally, cameras used in the 2005 pilot study to observe the entire deck area posed
some problems for exact classification of the fish being discarded. For fish with similar
appearance (e.g. species in the flatfish and rockfish families respectively), fish
identification was only possible to the family level rather than to specific species.
Overall, however, the study concluded that EM can be very useful for accomplishing
some of the monitoring duties needed for the Gulf of Alaska rockfish fishery. To this end,
the report stressed that a logical way to make EM more effective would be to restrict
discard locations to one or two locations where specific camera placements could be used
to improve the ability to distinguish between species being discarded.

In 2007, AGDB conducted an exempted fishing permit (EFP) study to determine whether
EM could quantify halibut discard accurately if the recommendations of the 2005 study
were followed. In that study, a single vessel made six trips in a rockfish target. All catch
other than halibut was retained on board and halibut was discarded through a single
discard chute. All discarded halibut were also measured by project staff.
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While a final report on this study has not been completed, a preliminary analysis by
NMFS and AGDB staff would indicate that further investigation is warranted. Because
it appears that an EM system can generate credible estimates of halibut catch we propose
continuing our investigation of EM for this application. In addition to demonstrating the
feasibility of EM, there are many issues that would need to be resolved prior to larger
scale implementation of video catch accounting. The infrastructure necessary to collect,
analyze and curate large volumes of video data is not in place and insufficient data exist
to determine exactly what form that infrastructure should take. The 2005 study indicated
that costs associated with EM could well be as high or higher than those associated with
observer coverage but insufficient cost data exist to truly assess costs and where those
costs occur. In order to manage quotas effectively, the industry must be able to monitor
catch in the fishery on as close to a real time basis as possible. Clearly, the time
necessary to analyze and report actual halibut bycatch from an EM system will induce a
time lag, but the length of that lag has not been quantified. Finally, it is important to
ensure that EM accounting for halibut is viable on a variety of vessels fishing under real
world conditions.

The RPP is unique among quota programs in that prohibited species quota (halibut) must
be discarded at sea whereas all other quota species must be landed and may not be
discarded at sea. Thus observers must not only ensure that halibut discard is estimated on
a haul by haul level, they must also monitor for illegal discard. An effective EM system
must also be effective at achieving both of these goals. EM systems designed to monitor
for illegal discard are currently in use in the hake fishery off the Pacific coast. While it
appears that the technology is sufficiently advanced for this application, it also appears
that there have been issues related to implementation that have prevented these systems
from realizing their full potential. We hope that by testing an EM system in an actual
fishery, on a larger group of boats, that many of the aspects of logistics and coordination
between various portions of NMFS and the fishing industry can be proactively addressed.

This application seeks to build upon the potential for EM described in the 2005 and 2007
EM pilot studies and to focus on implementation issues associated with this approach.
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Specific goals for our study are thus:

1. Determine the time lags between vessel arrival in Kodiak and data available to
quota managers under different scenarios (analysis of the data in Kodiak, vs
analysis of the data in an off-site location).

2. Develop NMFS catch accounting data base infrastructure for handling EM data
and linking EM data to the source delivery.

3. Determine whether crew behavior is different when scientific staff or observers
are not present. Specifically, whether the no discard of non-halibut and single
point of halibut discard rules will be followed.

4. Determine whether EM systems can be effectively deployed on a wider variety of
vessels fishing under real world conditions.

5. More fully assess the costs associated with various components of an EM
program (equipment, support, and analysis).

6. Assess the qualitative effectiveness of EM for quantifying halibut and ensuring
compliance with no discard rules.

1. While this project is designed to assess primarily qualitative issues associated with
larger scale implementation, AGDB and NMFS staffs agree that further
quantitative assessment of the accuracy of EM across vessels may be desirable
depending on the final analysis of the data from the 2007 EFP. To the extent that
such research appears necessary, and NMFS staff and funding resources can be
made available, additional census data will be collected in a manner similar to that
used in the 2007 EFP.

Methods

The EFP study will deploy an EM system on all of the vessels fishing for a single
cooperative. The systems will be deployed for the entire fishing season, May 1** until
November 15" or until the cooperative declares the termination of fishing under the
Rockfish Pilot Program. The vessels will be based in Kodiak and will make multiple
trips each lasting two to three days including travel time. Two to five hauls per day will
be made depending on the time needed for sorting and discarding activities as well as
associated monitoring and catch sampling. The EFP vessels will be typical of the CGOA
catcher vessels used for rockfish fishing with certain specific additional requirements for
the testing of EM. Vessels participating in the project will have halibut PSC catch
attributed to their quota accounts based on the fleet rate rather than an individual vessel-
level estimate. Because of this difference in quota accounting, NMFS has determined
that it will be necessary to work with all of the vessels fishing for a single cooperative
rather than a selection of vessels fishing for multiple cooperatives.

Because of funding constraints the cooperative selected for this project must have
between three and five vessels fishing for it and all vessels fishing for the coop must be
able to accommodate a discard chute for discard of halibut at a single location. Based

EFP lication for EM — Page 5 of 9



on fishing patterns during 2007, there are three cooperatives that could theoretically
participate in the project. AGDB and NMFS staff will meet with all three coops to
determine which are actively interested in participating in the project and to ensure that
all vessels wish to participate. To the extent that more than one coop and all of its
participating vessels wish to participate, a cooperative will be chosen based on the overall
suitability of the vessels and the affiliated processor.

With the exception of halibut, all fish caught during the EFP must be retained. Halibut
will be sorted and then discarded by vessel crew through a single chute between the trawl
alley and the vessel bulwarks. The discard chute will be marked with length lines to
assist the EM data reviewer in estimating the length of each halibut.

In order to simulate normal fishing conditions that an EM system would be required to
operate under, the vessels will have reduced observer coverage. The exact manner in
which observers will be deployed will be based on the fishing plan submitted by the
chosen cooperative and developed in cooperation with NMFS staff. Under the EFP we
will seek to ensure that observer coverage is distributed evenly across time and vessels,
and that trips targeting secondary species (Pacific cod and sablefish) are fully observed.
The target observer coverage level will be 30%. However, depending on the structure of
the fishing plan, the actual coverage level may be somewhat higher. A 30% coverage
level has been determined to be appropriate for this project and represents the level of
coverage that existed prior to the implementation of the RPP. However, there is no
indication that this level of coverage would be appropriate in the event that NMFS and
the NPFMC decide to implement video monitoring.

When an observer is present on the vessel, they will complete their normal duties as set
forth in the 2008 Observer Sampling Manual
(http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/FMA/Manual_pagesMANUAL _pdfs/manual2008.pdf). If
conditions allow NMFS staff or their designates may be deployed aboard different EFP
vessels to conduct census counts of halibut for comparisons with EM system data using
the methodologies set forth in the 2007 EFP.

Crew on vessels participating in this project will be required to discard nothing but
halibut and to only discard those halibut through a single, predetermined discard chute.
Vessel captains will also record any discard in their logbook.

EM cameras on the selected vessels will be installed to accomplish two key objectives:
first, they must provide lower resolution/high spatial coverage data to verify that discard
only takes place at the specified location; second, they must give detailed images of each
discarded fish which passes through the discard chute. This will require the installation
of at least two cameras; one or more to give a full view of the deck area (deck camera)
and one focused on the discard chute (chute camera) to give quantifiable imagery of each
discarded fish. The EM system used for the EFP will also be equipped with a GPS to
determine the time and location of fishing/sorting activities, and hydraulic pressure
sensors to determine when the hydraulics are engaged (presumably when net
deployment/haulback is taking place). Data from the cameras and the sensors will be
recorded to an onboard computer and removable hard drive. In order to obtain accurate
lengths of discarded halibut a properly designed discard chute will be installed on each
participating vessel. The discard chute will be premarked with lines every 5 cm and will
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be designed to ensure that fish slide flat and at an appropriate speed when being
discarded. Following the installation of the EM system and marked discard chute, all
cameras will be tested at the dock to ensure that the equipment is operating properly.

Fishing under this EFP will begin on May 1*. For the first several trips an EM technician
will greet the vessel when it returns to port in order to troubleshoot and repair any
problems encountered with the EM system. The technician will also collect and replace
the hard drives in each system. In general, vessels require at least 16 hours to complete
an offload before returning to the fishing grounds. During this time the video data will be
given preliminary review. The reviewer will determine whether or not the vessel
discarded fish in unauthorized locations or discarded catch other than halibut. In the
event that this occurs, the vessel will be eliminated from the project. The reviewer will
also assess whether or not the video data are of sufficient quality to quantify any halibut
discard. In the event that there are data quality issues, the technician will modify the EM
system on the vessel while it is in port.

During offload, the quantity of halibut accidentally landed will be closely monitored by
NMFS staff or other personnel in order to accurately determine the total quantity of
halibut caught on each trip. Catcher vessels fishing out of Kodiak are generally not well
equipped for sorting at-sea and though vessels are required to discard all halibut PSC at
the time it is caught, the high volume nature of the fishery coupled with the low
percentage of halibut taken often preclude complete at-sea sorting. Observer sampling
estimates the total quantity of halibut caught in a given haul at the time the halibut are
caught so the quantity of halibut discarded at-sea versus the quantity inadvertently landed
shoreside is irrelevant. On the other hand EM censuses the quantity of halibut discarded
and, to the extent that all halibut are not discarded at-sea, it cannot give an accurate
estimate of halibut catch without also incorporating shoreside data. Developing
mechanisms for reliably associating the haul level halibut counts from EM with the
shoreside weights of landed halibut will be necessary if this approach is to be used for
actual quota accounting.

Full data review will either take place in Kodiak or off-island. One of the goals of this
EFP is to assess the nature of the time lag between the vessel arriving in port and halibut
discard data being available to NMFS staff and coop managers. By assessing the time
lags for both approaches to data analysis, we will be better able to assess the cost/time
tradeoffs associated with various approaches to collecting and analyzing the EM data. In
addition to estimating the length and number of halibut discarded, using the protocols
developed during the 2007 EFP, the reviewers will give a qualitative score to each image
used to determine halibut length (1=image quality good, high confidence in estimate,
2=image quality less than optimal but adequate to estimate length with some degree of
certainty, 3=image quality poor, impossible to estimate length or length estimate suspect).
A subset of the EM data from each vessel will be re-reviewed independently by a second
individual. During the 2007 EFP, qualitative notations were made by reviewers when
image quality was suspect. Based on preliminary examination of the results from that
EFP, it appears that “suspect” data were no less reliable than “non suspect” data.
However, we believe that this aspect of data quality needs to be further examined.
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To the extent that funding and staff resources can be identified, and the results of the
2007 EFP indicate a need, additional census data will be collected using the protocols
developed during the 2007 EFP, and vessels participating in the EFP will be expected to
carry AGDB or NMFS staff in addition to observers. A specific experimental design for
this aspect of the project would be developed separately by NMFS and AGDB staff.

Expected Project Outcomes:

This EFP is primarily directed towards a qualitative assessment of how large scale EM
would work in a real world environment. While quantitative projects such as the 2007
EFP are necessary to determine whether EM can provide statistically defensible estimates
of halibut PSC catch, quantitative projects to develop the infrastructure necessary for
large scale program implementation are also necessary. This EFP seeks to provide
information necessary for NMFS and the fishing industry to assess not just the technical
feasibility, but also the practical logistics associated with implementing a dramatically
new means of assessing one component of catch. Such an assessment will better inform
the Council and NMFS staff as they seek to develop new and innovative regulatory
programs dependent on EM technology and help to ensure that these programs can be
implemented with the fewest possible issues. In that light, this project seeks to identify
issues associated with implementation and possible solutions to those issues. Because
many of these issues involve the interaction between EM data and the existing NMFS
catch accounting infrastructure, the final report will be prepared by NMFS staff with
consultation from AGDB. The report will seek to:

1. Produce an accurate time/cost analysis. Using time budget records kept by the
EM contractor and NMFS staff, it will be possible to accurately assess the costs
associated with various aspects of EM on a larger scale. Because this project will
cover all of the vessels fishing for a cooperative over an entire season, these costs
should be more representative of the costs associated with large scale
implementation. Because data will be analyzed in multiple locations, more
accurate projections of the time lag between fishing activity and data being made
available to coop managers and NMFS staff can be developed. The combination
of accurate cost projections and reliable time lines will better inform decisions
concerning the optimal tradeoff between faster data availability and lower costs.

2. Develop a proposed infrastructure for handling EM data. Raw EM data files are
quite large and NMFS does not currently have a system for integrating either the
EM data themselves or the resultant catch data into the existing catch accounting
infrastructure. Before large scale EM programs can be implemented, systems for
efficiently collecting, reviewing, documenting and curating large volumes of EM
data must be developed. Further, system for handling the numeric catch data
resulting from EM review and integrating those data into the existing catch
accounting system must be developed. Finally, NMFS must investigate how to
develop an appropriate Quality Assurance /Quality Control program.

3. Quantify differences in crew behavior on observed versus unobserved EM trips.
Data from the overview camera will be used to quantify the extent to which crew
comply with the discard rules. As currently envisioned, it would not be possible
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to accurately account for halibut discard unless discard all takes place at a single
point, and only halibut are discarded at-sea. If this is not feasible, this approach to
monitoring will have to be reassessed.

. Qualitatively assess the quality of EM imagery from a variety of vessels and
develop real-world expertise at ensuring the adequacy of camera installations.
Because each image used to measure halibut will be given a qualitative quality
score, it will be possible to compare the overall level of image quality between
vessels. This information coupled with the data gained from multiple reviews of
the same haul should allow us to determine the extent to which image quality and
the resultant agreement between reviewers is vessel dependent.

_ To the extent that additional census level data can be collected, a separate report
will be prepared by NMFS staff that will quantitatively examine the differences in
halibut count/length estimation accuracy among participating vessels and between
participating vessels and the 2007 EFP vessel.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Alaska Fisheries Science Center
7600 Sand Point Way N.E.

Bldg. 4, F'AKC

Seattle, Washington 28115-0070

MAR 6 2008

MEMORANDUM FOR: Robert D. Mecum
Acting Regional Administrat Alas’?egion
FROM: *® Douglas P. DeMaster Jugkm""’ |
Science and Research Director, Alaska Region

SUBJECT: Application for an Exempted Fishing Permit from the
Groundfish Data Bank

AFSC staff has reviewed the attached Exempted Fishing Permit (EFP) application from
the Groundfish Data Bank. This EFP request proposes to continue work begun last year
regarding the use of video monitoring (EM) in the rockfish fishery to compare EM-based
estimates and observer estimates of halibut by-catch and discard by moving from an
experimental basis to an operational one.

The proposed work appears to be a logical next step in this process, although we are
concerned that we have not yet seen the final report from phase one. However, the AFSC
recommends approval of the application.

cc: F/AKR - A. Kinsolving




