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The Board believes that the proposed hard cap of 22,500 in the Preliminary Preferred Alternative ~ 
does not represent a meaningful reduction in Chinook salmon bycatch, as it is higher than the 
2003-2010 bycatch average of approximately 19,000 Chinook shown in Table 4, page 21. 
Therefore, the Board recommends that a hard cap of 15,000 be adopted. This alternative 
would provide a better opportunity for increased numbers of Chinook salmon to reach affected 
rivers to help achieve escapement goals and provide for subsistence uses. In addition, the option 
of allowing a 25% "overage provision" one out of every three years should be eliminated, as it 
appears to be incongruent with the Council's stated goal to reduce bycatch. The Board also 
recommends that the NPFMC recognize the importance of subsistence in the Problem Statement 
and more fully discuss the status of the Chinook salmon stocks most likely impacted by the GOA 
pollock fishery. 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide our comments and recommendations on this important 
subsistence issue. If the Board can be of further assistance, please contact Peter J. Probasco~ 
Assistant Regional Director, Office of Subsistence Management, at (907) 786-3888. The Board 
will continue to monitor developments on this issue and looks forward to the results of your 
efforts to significantly reduce Chinook salmon bycatch in the GOA pollock fishery. 

Sincerely, 

�-- ... ,,(_ ~ill 
Tim Towarak 
Chair, Federal Subsistence Board 

cc: Federal Subsistence Board members 
Gene Virden, Acting Regional Director - Bureau of Indian Affairs 
Bud Cribley, State Director - Bureau of Land Management 
Sue Masica, Regional Director - National Park Service 
Geoff Haskett, Regional Director - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Beth Pendleton, Regional Forester - USDA Forest Service 
Pat Pourchot, Department of the Interior, Alaska 
Peter J. Probasco, Office of Subsistence Management 
Speridon Simeonoff, Chair, Kodiak/ Aleutians Regional Advisory Council 
Ralph Lohse, Chair, Southcentral Alaska Regional Advisory Council 
Bert Adams, Chair, Southeast Alaska Regional Advisory Council 
Cora J. Campbell, Commissioner, Alaska Department of Fish and Game 
James W. Balsiger, Administrator, Alaska Region, National Marine Fisheries Service 
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shutting the fish~~ies down prematurely with a cost to the fleet the processors and the ~ 
entire community of Kodiak. 

The PPA Western GOA cap of 6,684 has however only been exceeded once since 1994 
and that was In 2010 where all these problems began. If both areas are to be controlled 
under one then they need to be treated the same. This PPA gives an advantage to the 
WGOA over the Central GOA. 

In order to get to the bottom of why there are high levels of by-catch in certain areas at 
certain times of the year, we need to look at the data and the science and figure out 
when and where are the best times and places to fish. 

When the Shelikof was open to Pollock trawling and we did not have to worry whether 
we were in 630 or 620 and before all the haulouts were in place we had a lot lower 
Salmon by-catch than we have now. That to me is an option worth looking at as it would 
make it easier for the fleet to operate in different areas with the potential to keep by• 
catch of salmon lower. 

I urge the Council to take every measure possible to deal with this situation with out 
impacting the fleets ability to harvest the pollack available. We have to look at the 
Impact a hard cap would have if the pollack quota were to double from Its current levels, 
as it would seriously hinder the fleet in being able to harvest that quota. 

R~ 

Patrick O'Donnell 
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To: Eric Olson, Chairman 

North Pacific Fishery Management Council 

605 W. 4th
• Suite 306 

Anchorage, AK. 99501-2252 

Fax: 907-271-2817 

Re: C-4 GOA Chinook salmon by catch 

Dear Mr. Chairman 

My family owns and operates f/v Mlchelle Renee. Our vessel is fullv dependent on the GOA fisheries 

(except for the times when we have to maintain our LLP status). We do not have the luxury of moving 

from one ocean to another. Therefore the.issue of salmon( or halibut) bycatch becomes very important 

to us. As a GOA fisherman f am asking you to consider the following before making a decision on the 
amount of the cap. Recently we are seeing an increase of the Pollock and Salmon biomass. This suggests 

that these fisheries are healthy. There are cycles In every fishery: The GOA fisheries are different then 

the Bering Sea fisheries. One of the differences Is, the Bering Sea fleet has had several years to work on 

this subject. The vessels are also bigger. The excluder they developed may have to be improved to fit the 

vessels in the GOA. The grounds and the way Pollock behave are different. And last of all the Pollock 

fishery In the Bering Sea is conducted under a eaten share program. As someone who has been In the 

fishing business for 35 years I am committed to solving all of the issues to maintain the stability of all 

sectors and communities In the GOA. In my opinion of the three proposed caps only the 30000 fish cap 

addresses Nationa I Standard 1, Optimum yield, NS8 minimize adverse impacts to fishery depe.ndent 

communities and NS9 minimize bycatch to the "extent practicable". 

Thank you 

St<>lan lankov 
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May 311 2011 
Eric Olson, Chairman 
NPFMC 
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 

Fax: 907-271-2817 

Re: C-4 GOA Chinook salmon Bycatch 

Dear Chairman Olson, 

Alaska Groundfish Data Bank (AGDB) is a member organization that includes shorebased processors and trawl 
catcher vessels that operate in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). This action has the potential to severely impact pollock 
dependent communities, processors, processor workers, trawl vessel owners, trawl vessel crews, fishing service 
and support sectors, while it is not possible to determine the net benefit to Alaskan salmon and salmon users 
when trawl Chinook salmon bycatch Is reduced. Economic Impact to the pollock industry could be large, yet 
benefit to Alaskan salmon stocks and salmon users is undeterminable due to present lack of scientific data. 

The members of AGDB support the followin@ as an outcome for this action: 
(1) An ESA based hard cap limit of 30,000 fish as a bycatch control measure for the GOA pollack fishery where 

the CGOA management area would receive 23,000 Chinook salmon and the WGOA management area 
would receive 7,000 fish. The caps would act as a bycatch control mechanism as an interim measure until 
the Council provides tools for the GOA pollack fleet to further reduce Chinook salmon bycatch. 

(2) Full retention of all salmon In the pollack trawl fisheries. 
(3) Immediate expansion of biological data collections for both unobserved and observed vessel trips once 

full retention of all salmon is allowed. The data would provide the best available science to determine the 
impact of trawl Chinook salmon bycatch on Chinook salmon users (the number of adults that would 
potentially return to each region). 

(4) Improvements in PSC estimates -- expanded observer coverage for the less than 60 ft vessels, full census 
Chinook salmon accounting by processors and observers at shoreside plants and more timely availability 
of PSC Chinook salmon census data. 

we dp npt syppgrt the P[!llmlnary Pc,f,cred Altprnatly@ (PPA) hard SIP pf 22,soo fish dlyldtd 1S.81§ fish tg 
the cGoA and l,§14flsb to tbe WGQA. we do ngt support lmplementlngtbe re,rnlatgN amendment mld-vear 
in 2012. 
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Problems with the overall PPA of 22,500 Chinook 
The Council motion includes three potential hard cap levels of 15,000, 22,500 and 30,000 fish. The cap level of 
30,000 fish is based on the incidental take statement that accompanied the biological opinion on the effects of 
the Alaska groundfish fisheries on ESA- listed salmon of the Pacific Northwest. The other two levels are 
determined arbitrarily by calculating either 50% of the 30,000 (15,000 fish) or 75% of the 30,000 (22,500 fish). 
The Council appears to have chosen the 22,500 fish cap level based on the PSC estimates during the time period 
2003 - 2010. However, the quality of the data during this short time frame is not robust. Additionally, the 
variability of both pollack and Chinook salmon abundance in this time frame is not considered in the context of a 
broader time series . 

Quality of the Data: The proportion of total catch that is observed in the GOA groundfish fisheries is much lower 
than in the Bering Sea (BS) fisheries since the majority of the GOA fleet is subject to 30% observer coverage. For 
example In 2010, in the WGOA there was 12% observer coverage and In the CGOA there was 32% observer 
coverage (Table 95). When examining observer coverage by season, coverage percentages are even more 
variable, with a low in the WGOA of 0% and a low in the CGOA of 12% for particular seasonal fisheries (Table 96). 
The GOA observer coverage is much less than what is in place for the BS AFA fleet (100% and 200% observer 
coverage levels) for the BS hard cap management regime. For the GOA, the present observer program 
requirements do not distribute observer coverage in time and space which means that PSC estimates are less 
robust and much tao variable ta efficiently accommodate a hard cap management regime. Thus the confidences 
in the PSC estimates both historically and under a future hard cap regime are much less certain, yet the economic 
consequences are large at the fleet level in the GOA if the pollock fishery is shut down when the hard cap is 
reached. 

There are several examples of limited amounts of observer coverage being extrapolated to the unobserved fleet 
that created large PSC estimates in the GOA fisheries. From Balsiger, 2007: "Approximately half of the 40,153 
Chinook salmon estimated for 2007 is based on two consecutive hauls from a single vessel in a single day. This 
vessel was required to have an observer for at least 30 percent of its fishing days. The first haul was observed and 
contained very few salmon and a very small amount of groundfish. The next haul on the same day by this vessel 
was unobserved and took over 100 metric tons of groundfish. The rate of salmon incidental take from the 
observed haul was applied to the unobserved haul, resulting in a large number of Chinook salmon attributed to 
the unobserved haul. The vessel reported taking less than 50 salmon In the unobserved haul. However, our 
Chinook salmon catch estimate is consistent with our established protocol for use of observer data in 
extrapolating salmon numbers in observed portions of catch to total catch estimates in our catch accounting 
system (and thus was not removed)." 

Additionally, in the fall of 2010, NMFS discovered that a particular unintentional fleet behavior was causing 
inconsistent results in the use of a basket sample versus the offload census data. In this case the basket sample 
was used to determine the PSC estimate versus a full census count based on the offload tally. The basket sample 
estimated approximately 3,400 Chinook salmon for the individual vessel PSC catch yet the offload census for the 
same vessel estimated 50 Chinook salmon. The vessel's basket rate (salmon/ MT groundfish) was applied to the 
unobserved fleet and resulted in a catch estimate of over 10,000 fish. Thankfully NMFS has implemented a 
programming improvement that allows for offload census data to be the source of the salmon estimates and the 
high count basket data of 3,400 fish was removed and replaced with census data of SO fish. 

While the two examples above demonstrate data problems with high estimates historically, it is expected that 
there are cases where low estimates occurred and were not representative of actual PSC salmon catch during the 
historical time period. In other words both the highs and lows within the historical time clip either by season or 
year may not be representative of historical actual salmon bycatch when choosing a hard cap level. When setting 

AGDB Comments: GOA Chinook salmon bycatch - Final Action June 2011 Page2 
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a cap level the Council has tended to eliminate these high estimates not acknowledging it is just as likely that low 
estimates of Chinook salmon bycatch also occurred within the time series. 

While the Council intends to improve the PSC estimate with this action, the data will still have issues when 
managing a hard cap. There will be rare circumstances where the off-load census is not completed, for example if 
a vessel observer was ill and could not monitor offload, and a plant observer was not available to assist with the 
offload sample. Another instance when a full census is not possible is when an observed vessel delivers its catch 
to a tender at sea. Additional observer coverage for the GOA will not fix issues with large estimated values based 
on basket samples for individual vessels that are then extrapolated to the unobserved vessels. 

Variability of Salmon abundance: It is certain that the pollack fishery is intercepting Chinook salmon that originate 
from Alaska, Asia, and the Pacific Northwest, as Chinook from all these areas are present for extended periods of 
their life-cycle in the North Pacific and eastern Bering Sea. Abundance trends of Chinook are based on 
scientifically recognized climate regimes where certain conditions influence recruitment differently across regions. 
For some stocks in Alaska, stock condition Is presently poor (Karluk River, some rivers In western Alaska, and Cook 
Inlet) while salmon in other regions are presently near or at historical highs. For example SE all-gear quota for 
2011 is 294,800 Chinook, an increase of 73,000 fish over last year's pre-season quota of 221,800 fish. Columbia 
River Fall Chinook is forecasted at 760,000 fish, 112,000 more than last year and the fifth largest run since 1948, 
and the Columbia Summer Chinook run is expected to exceed the previous record return of 89,543 fish set in 2002 
for the 2011 fishery. 

Chinook salmon are more abundant in the GOA than in the BS. For example total Chinook salmon harvests (sport, 
commercial, and subsistence) for 2007 (the most recent year for available subsistence harvests) was 917,414 fish, 
split 272,742 fish for the BS and 644,672 fish for the GOA. Additionally, large amounts of hatchery fish are 
present in the GOA. Hatchery releases have ranged from 154 million to 275 million for the period 2002-2009 
where the majority of the hatchery production (WA /OR /CA /BC/ SE/Cl /Kodiak) is adjacent to the GOA, 
particularly for the CGOA region (analysis figures 13 -19, pages 121 to 124). Chinook bycatch has been shown to 
be highly variable in both time and space, and thus unpredictable (Figs. 3 & 4 in the analysis). 

Variability of pollock abundance: The historical time clip of 2003 to 2010 is a time period when pollock quotas 
have been relatively low. As figure 2 on page 19 of the analysis shows, the CGOA has the highest variance of 
available pollock quota, with a high of 89,460 MT in 1998 compared to a low of 15,249 MT In 2009. In the WGOA 
the pollock quota has ranged from a high of 47,127 MT In 1991 to a low of 15,249 MT in 2009. The 2010 GOA 
SAFE report indicates that the current trend of increasins TAC is expected to continue through 2012: 

Year W/CGOA Pollock TAC (MT) 
2009 40,405 
2010 73,761 
2011 84,631 
2012 109,380 

Projections included in the GOA SAFE also indicate that the pollack biomass will support a larger TAC for the next 
10 years than was available during the most recent 5-year average. 

Choosing a hard cap that is restraining for the pollack fleet based on less than robust PSC estimates, and a cap 
that does not account for variability of both Chinook salmon abundance and pollack abundance, will be 
problematic for the pollock fleets. Adopting a hard cap based on the ESA trigger of 30,000 fish would account for 
these uncertainties while preventing a 2010 event from happening again. 

AGDB Comments: GOA Chinook salmon bycatch-FinalActionJune 2011 Page 3 
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Equity of the PPA hard cap between regions: The difficulty of developing a cap management structure by 
management area is exacerbated because the CGOA and WGOA regulatory areas differ in fleet participants, 
dependent fishing communities, and Chinook salmon abundance. Application of regulatory caps should be applied 
equitably across both regions to create the appropriate incentives for both fleets to manage Chinook salmon 
bycatch as best as they can to prevent the high levels of bycatch as occurred in October of 2010. 

The analysis only considered the years 2003 to 2010 when the PPA was chosen - a period of lower pollack 
abundance. The June analysis expands the historical data set to include the period 1994 to 2002, which includes 
years of higher pollock quotas. AGDB has depicted the data in graphical form as shown in Figure 1 and 2 (see 
analysis page 23 - table 4). The longer historical data set provides a more realistic picture of pollack abundance 
and Chinook salmon bycatch over time. As the information shows for the CGOA, the adopted PPA was exceeded 
four times in the time series• three times when the questionable 2007 year is excluded. In the WGOA, the 
adopted PPAwas exceeded only once in the time series -- in 2010. Practically speaking, since the WGOA 2010 
bycatch oc~urred during the "D season", the high level of bycatch would not have been realized until after the 
Pollock was harvested, at which time a closure would have been meaningless. 

Another way to consider the inequity is by dividing the PPA cap selected for each regulatory area by that area's 
historical high. In that calculation, the CGOA would receive approximately 74% of the fleet's historical high for the 
period 2003 -2010, excluding 2007 (15,816 fish divided by 21,429 fish) and approximately 67% for the period 
1994 - 2002 (15,816 fish divided by 23,758 fish). In the WGOA they would receive approximately 112% of their 
historical high for the period 2003-2010, excluding 2010 (6,684 fish divided by 5,951 fish) and approximately 
194% for the period 1994 - 2002 (6,684 fish divided by 3,448 fish). 

Figure 1. CGOA Chinook salmon PSC catch and Pollock harvest in comparison to the PPA of 15,816 fish. Pollock 
TACs are Included for 2011 and 2012 based on 2011-12 Harvest Specifications. 
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Figure 2. WGOA Chinook salmon PSC catch and Pollock harvest in comparison to the PPA of 6,684 fish. 
Pollock TACs are included for 2011 and 2012 based on 2011-12 Harvest Specifications. 
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Additionally, figure 3 (page 56) and figure 4 (page 57) show that bycatch rates are variable over all seasons in the 
CGOA while in the WGOA bycatch is typically lower in all seasons except the D season. Because the CGOA bycatch 
rates are so variable it sets up incentives where the CGOA fleet will need to be ever vigilant to stay under the hard 
cap, while historically the WGOA fleet has needed to pay close attention only during the D season. 

Figura 3 Chinook salmon prohjbitud species catch rates in th& Central Qulfof Alaska poHock trawl 
fishery by week~ 2003-2010. 
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Figure 4 Chinook salmon prohibited epecl&& ~atch rate in the Western Gulf of Alaska polloci( .trawl 
fishery by week! 2003•2010 

,w.w.·.·•"'.,..,--.--.v ___ .,.,..._ .•.. w.•.••wh••••w'"••,••·••,.-.·,.,w.•.·.·•·,.-.·.·••·•·••••••'••,.•.wh•••Wh I '..'. : · .. :;·: ..;;,;o · ' ·· ··· 'i6m;.; · · · ··· · · · T · · 'f r,.;,;;;;;· T ',, '.,;,;; · · · · · · · · 
I ~.$ : ................ ···························••:••··········································t······•························r·············.;/··\·············· 
l !•:J : 

!,l, .•· 

. l~ : : .:-
cbJMGltt-,,... ::.:i ; .............................................. L .......................................... ; ............................... ; ...... /: ........... :: ............ . 
i<iJrt1dr~~ : : : : :' ~ 

····:··J:,1::/ 

· ~) :•~it¢1:t .. ,.·w~~~··#"~~:·~~~~,~•~1Fi.'~·~f~ ... ~ I J ,: ~ f ·~ ·~ ;\~ 1;. "J."( \~ ·:·~ ~, \t'.· H )i ::,~ .·,; ;:11 .~· ;f(• <~: ·~i ,<,'I 1,1 

, Wtcl!le 

t. 

Equity of the PPA hard cap between resions: The Council appears to be treating each regulatory area differently 
with the selection of the overall cap and the allocation of this cap between the two management areas. In the 
CGOA the Council is requiring Chinook salmon bycatch reduction, while In the WGOA the Council Is acting merely 
to prevent what occurred in 2010, and actually allowing Chinook bycatch to increase beyond other historical highs 
during the historical period. 

It appears that the Council is more concerned about Chinook salmon bycatch in CGOA yet there Is no stock of 
origin Information to suggest that Chinook salmon bycatch In one management area has a greater or lesser impact 
on particular Chinook salmon runs of concern. The Council is providing no new tools I to avoid salmon bycatch; 
what is in the tool box is identical between the two management areas. 

Problems with the wrens split: The GOA pollack fisheries are fast-paced fisheries that are difficult for NMFS to 
manage with present effort patterns. If either the CGOA or WGOA receives a cap that Is too low, resulting in that 
area shutting down prematurely, there are very few opportunities for vessels and processors to make up the lost 
revenue. One obvious option should one area shut down is for vessels that have LLPs that are endorsed for both 
the CGOA and WGOA to redeploy to the open area. As the analysis points out, between 45 percent and 60 
percent of the vessels participating In the Central Gulf pollock fishery each year were also eligible to participate In 
the Western Gulf; approximately 90 percent or more of the vessels that participated in the Western Gulf pollack 
fisheries between 2003 and 2010 were also eligible to fish in the Central Gulf fishery (page 103-104). It is 
unknown how NMFS will be able to manage the remaining open GOA pollock management area if a large 
percentage of disenfranchised qualified vessels deploy to the open area, once their traditional area pollack fishery 
is shut down due to the Chinook salmon bycatch cap. 

While some would suggest that processing capacity will control excessive effort, this is not necessarily the case 
since vessels can still transit back to their historical processors. Vessels have delivered pollock from Area 620 
(CGOA) back to Sand Point/King Cove and from Area 610 (WGOA) back to Kodiak. Tendering is allowed west of 
157 degrees West longitude, which increases the economic range of the smaller vessels out of Sand Point/ King 
Cove. The tendering rules allow a vessel to fish wherever they choose but the vessel cannot offload to a tender 
unless they are on the other side of the 157 line. This means that Sand Point/King Cove vessels can fish further 
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away (i.e., in the CGOA-),but still deliver to a tender inside the 157 line. For the Kodiak vessels, since the majority 
of the vessels pack 300,000 pounds, it is still economical to make the long trip for a load of pollack. In the BS AFA 
pollack fishery, catcher vessels have been known to fish above the Pribilof Islands and transit their fish all the way 
back to Dutch Harbor. An equitable split is paramount to preventing complete havoc in the GOA pollock fisheries. 

Mid-year !mplementation: The problem with the hard cap division between management areas is illuminated 
when examining the impacts of mid-year implementation for CGOA and WGOA management areas. The mid-year 
PPA was determined by multiplying-the annual PPA Chinook salmon PSC allowance in an area by the average 
percentage of Chinook salmon PSC taken within each area during the "C" and "D" season, and increasing that 
number by 25%. The net result is a hard cap allowance of 7,710 Chinook salmon for the CGOA and 5,598 Chinook 
salmon for the WGOA. Based on the 2011 pollack TACs, the salmon PSC cap allowance would be reached before 
the TAC is harvested, if the Chinook salmon to pollock catch rate is above 0.31 in the CGOA. From 2003 through 
2010, the rate was above 0.31 during five of the eight years (page 95). For the WGOA, however, a Chinook salmon 
per metric ton of pollack catch rate of 0.32 or less would be needed to harvest the entire TAC (page 96). That rate 
was only exceeded during 2010. 

Bycatch control versus bymtch reduction 
The council has fast tracked (Initiated an analysis in December of 2010 with final action slated for June of 2011) 
Chinook salmon bycatch measures for the GOA due to the large Chinook salmon catch that occurred in October of 
2010 when the ESA trigger of 40,000 fish was exceeded. When the Council initiated the analysis they suggested 
that this package was an interim measure to control salmon bycatch with a more comprehensive package coming 
later. However, it now appears instead of controlling bycatch and improving data quality, the main goal is bycatch 
reduction for the fleet. This is an ideological approach by the Council. The action cannot be about a reduction 
masquerading as a control while ignoring the additional tools required to reduce bycatch. 

When the BS AFA pollack fleet had problems with Chinook salmon bycatch the Council spent over two years 
developing a comprehensive package that Included tools for bycatch reduction, the best scientific information for 
impacts on Chinook salmon stocks of origin, and rigorous quality data collection measures. The BS fishery was in a 
similar position with regards to Chinook salmon bycatch -a recent all-time annual high of Chinook salmon 
bycatch. It is difficult for GOA pollock dependent participants to understand why the rush - unless this 
regulatory action is an interim package to prevent exceeding the ESA trigger. If that is the goal, a cap of 30,000 
fish is justified, bycatch control instead of bycatch reduction. 

GOA po/lock fishery is not the BS AFA pollack fishery 
The broader public does not understand that the GOA pollock industry is not the same as the BS pollock industry 
and in some cases Council members believe that GOA Industry can perform at the same level as the es fleet. 
Table 1 shows differences between the two fisheries. In the BS the fleet operates in cooperatives where each 
vessel has its own pollock allocation and own Chinook salmon PSC allocation. Co-op contracts and codes of 
conduct are two tools allowed by AFA that provide the possibility for the industry members to police themselves 
and deal with Issues like bycatch. 

The GOA pollack fishery is an Olympic style derby fishery with no vessel allocation for pollack or Chinook salmon 
PSC. Voluntary fleet agreements for best fishing practices can be put In place, but there is no way to require 
Individual vessels to participate, and the race for pollock catch is in direct contradiction with bycatch reduction. 
Stellar Sea Lion measures are much more restrictive in the GOA than the BS, further limiting the fleet's ability to 
harvest pollack over space and time. 
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Table 1. Comparison of BS and GOA pollack management structure and fishery 

Bering Sea Gulf of Alaska 

Fishery Structure AFACo-ops Olympic style derby 

Allocatlon 

Pollock TAC allocated to 
individual vessel level 

TAC with no vessel allocations 

Chinook salmon PSC allocated 
to individual vessel level 

Na Chinook salmon cap or 
vessel allocations 

Governance 

Co-op and inter-coop 
agreements with codes of 
conduct and accountability 
measures 

NMFSJuneau 

Harvester Participants 
Catcher Processors 200'-340' 

Catcher Vessels 90'-200' 

CGOA: primarily CV's 65-120' 
WGOA: predominantly CV's 
<60' 

Regulatory Fishing Season 
A season: Jan 20 -June 10 

A season: Jan 20- March 10 
B season: March 10- May 31 

B season: June 10- Nov 1 
c season: Aug 25-Oct 1 
D season: Oct 1- Nov 1 

Fishery Length 
3 months A season 
4 months B season 

Short pulse fisheries from .5 -
14 days 

TAC rollovers season to season No restrictions 

Due to SSL protection 
measures, only 20% of the next 
season's pollack TAC can be 
rolled over if current season's 
TAC not fully harvested 

Steller Sea Lion 
Protection Measures 

Minimal SSL closures due to 
large shelf area 

Many SSL closure areas 
22-45% of fishable grounds (O· 
500 meters) of Regulatory 
Areas closed due to SSL 
measures 

Processors 
Mothers hips 
catcher Processors 
Shoreside Processors 

Shoreslde Processors only 

Communities 
Dutch Harbor, King Cove, and 
Akutan 

Kodiak, Sand Point, and King 
Cove 

Salmon Retention 
Requirements 

Full retention required by 
regulation 

Required ta discard salmon at 
sea 

Observer Coverage 

CV: 100% 
CP: 200% 
Mothershlps: 200% 
Shoreside plants: 200% 

CV<60': 09' 
CV 60'-125': 30% 
Shoreside plants: 
predominantly 100% 

•sold and Italics denotes what is expected to change in the GOA with this action. 

AGDB Comments: GOA Chinook salmon bycatch-Final Action June 2011 Page8 



5/31/2011 3:37 PM From: AGDB Fax Number: 907-486-3461 Page 9 of 15 

Table 1. Comparison of BS and GOA pollock management structure and fishery (Continued) 

Bering Sea Gulf of Alaska 

Fleet Tools 

Rolling Hotspots/authority to close an area, 
restricted fishing developed over ten year period 
Real time tow by tow bycatch accounting for CP and 
Mothershlp component 

Bycatch reporting after the fact 

Salmon Excluders fully tested - 8 years to develop 

Salmon Stock of Origin data No Salmon stock of origin data 

Individual allocations and accountability; 
enforceable co-op agreements Voluntary fleet agreements 

*Bold and Italics denotes what is expected to change in the GOA with this action. 

Na Taals far the Fleet for bycatr:h redui:tian 
The analysis suggests that the fleet may be able to change behavior to control and even reduce bycatch under the 
present management system. However, the suggested tools are tools that have been effective in cooperative 
fisheries. In the Olympic style GOA pollack fishery they may not work. In some cases they would at least need 
time to be developed, and in all cases they are extremely fragile because not all members of the fleet may 
participate, creating a scenario of the ''tragedy of the commons'' as participants in the fleet race for their 
historical portions of the overall pollack quota. 

The analysis suggests several tools, but points out that in all cases these tools may be impractical, and in some 
cases cannot be brought to bear since presently the information is unknown. Examples are as follows: 

Proposed tool •Hotspot avoidance: Participants may redirect effort to times and areas with lower Chinook 
salmon catch rates. Over time, effort should become more concentrated in areas that experience lower Chinook 
salmon PSC rates and decrease in areas of higher Chinook salmon catch rates. 

Problems: 
Seasonal hotspot: As was experienced in the BS, salmon abundance in areas is continually changing throughout 
the flshery, thus salmon avoidance is best in real time versus basing closures on historical high salmon events. 
While in the GOA there may be an area or areas during a certain time of year that should be avoided there is no 
data to Identify this area or areas. Additionally, SSL regulations restrict the fleets both In area and time. The four 
quarter fishery schedule with the restricted amount of rollover limits harvest in time and the multiple rookery and 
haulout closures limit harvest in space. 

Real time hotspots: According to the analysis, ''Obtaining accurate estimates of Chinook salmon catch rates will 
likely be difficult for these fleets, which Includes relatively small catcher vessel with little deck space and rapid 
pace with limited time to sort catch adequately to determine the number of salmon in a tow. If a vessel's salmon 
catch is not determined until after a delivery is made, it may not be possible for timely Chinook salmon catch rates 
to be shared, leaving vessels without current information concerning the distribution of Chinook salmon catch 
rates on the grounds.'' 

Time of day/ depth of fishing hotspot: According to the analysis, as participants gain Insights into effects of other 
factors that affect Chinook salmon prohibited species catch rates through the experimentation, reporting and 
analysis of performance over time they may be able to change behavior. However, collecting the data to support 
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any trend would take time and experimenting with time of day and fishing depth within a race for fish would 
economically disadvantage the harvester and be extremely difficult to achieve. 

Proposed togl-tl§tflshing; It is possible that agreements could be developed under which vessels may initiate 
fishing in a new area with relatively small tows and sample catches to supplement information gained in census of 
catches at offload. 

Problem: According to the analysis, "Use of these estimates to direct or redirect effort would be delayed from the 
time of the tow until the time that the Information is reported and processed. Given the rate of harvest of the 
TAC in the current fisheries, it is possible that these estimates may not be timely for directing effort in the 
fishery.'' Whether bycatch rates will remain stable throughout the fishery is unknown. 

In an Olympic-style fishery, the only way the test tow and sample policy would work is if 100% of all vessels wait 
while this process takes place. Without the legal or binding contractual agreement that forces all vessels to stand 
down during this process it will not occur. Only within a catch share fishery where an individual vessel's access to 
the target fishery Is not compromised by waiting for this test fishing, could it be reasonably expected to happen. 

Proppsed tgol -- delay fishing; In some Instances, participants have agreed to delay fishing in the pollock fishery 
to allow roe to mature, fish to aggregate for spawning, or a segment of the fleet to fish in other fisheries (such as 
Pacific cod or C. bairdi fisheries). 

Problem: To coordinate a stand down it requires all vessel participants to agree; one vessel can impact the entire 
fleet's ability to stand down. Once a fish.ery begins, either by regulation or whenever the fleet decides to begin 
fishing, there Is no assurance that bycatch will be acceptable and no mechanism that has any control over the 
individual vessel's behavior involved In the fishery. A race for fish Is just that- once the fishery begins each vessel 
competes directly with other vessels to catch a larger portion of the available quota. 

Proposed tool-voluntary catch share program: The fleets have agreed to limit the number of trips any vessel 
would take or the amount of catch of any vessel to assure NMFS that the fleet would not exceed the total 
allowable catch, if the fishery were opened. 

Problem: Both the CGOA and WGOA Pollock fleets have agreed to limit the number of trips a vessel can make or 
limit the amount of catch of vessels. This only happens when it becomes evident that the catching capacity of the 
active trawl fleet surpasses the TAC for a specific opener and NMFS will not open the fishery for fear of the TAC 
being exceeded. The fleet simply reconciles Itself to the fact that being able to harvest some fish is better than 
not harvesting any. Limiting the number of trips that a vessel can make or the amount of fish that a vessel can 
harvest during a regular Pollock fishery Is simply not operationally feasible under existing fisheries regulations and 
provides no assurance that Chinook salmon bycatch will be lower. 

Prapased tool -- salmon excluders: Participants may also experiment with gear innovations, such as salmon 
excluders, to improve Chinook salmon avoidance. 

Problem: The Salmon excluder developed for the BS was built and tested on larger higher horsepower vessels 
than are in use In the GOA. Scientific testing needs to occur to both validate the Chinook salmon bycatch 
reduction and give assurance that pollack catch due to excluder use is not diminished. According to the analysis, 
"Gear modifications may have associated equipment costs, but could also reduce pollock catch rates." Use of an 
excluder in an experimental mode while trying to compete with those who are not doing the same thing could 
cause economic harm to those that use the exduder effectively punishing those working the most diligently to 
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avoid Chinook salmon and rewarding those who are not. A positive step the Council or Agency could take is to 
promote the development of a salmon excluder EFP specific ta the GOA fleet of smaller vessels ta accelerate 
development of excluders and their use. 

Proposed Taal -- Fleets that coordinate or have experience with Ca-ops can reduce bycatch 
Vessels are likely to draw on their experiences from other cooperative fisheries and lead in the development of 
agreements to control Chinook salmon prohibited species catches in the Central Gulf pollock fisheries. 

Problems: Many active Pollock vessels do participate in the AFA Pollock fishery in the Bering Sea and the Rockfish 
program in the CGOA. These vessels fully see and understand that the tools available to them in these catch­
share fisheries are not available to them in the Pollock fisheries in the GOA. Halibut savings were accomplished 
within the Rockfish program because the race for fish ended and incentives were incorporated in the co-op 
contracts for bycatch reduction. Vessels have their own allocation of Rockfish and secondary species so their 
economic revenues from the Roclcfish fishery are secure. The reason that Chinook salmon PSC savings were 
accomplished within the AFA program is because each vessel has their own pollock and Chinook salmon PSC 
allocations along with the appropriate management incentives. Without individual allocations of the target 
fishery, measures that reduce Chinook bycatch, but also decrease the effectiveness of fishing practices, and 
reduce a vessel's access to the Pollock harvest, are highly unlikely to be implemented. 

The largest challenge for any Chinook salmon avoidance program is that the fishery is managed under a race for 
fish. As the analysis points out, "without the security of an allocation of target species or an allowance of 
prohibited species catch, participants will need other assurances that measures that decrease the effectiveness of 
their fishing effort will not decrease their access to a share of the total catch from the fishery.'' Because the 
fishery is competitive In nature, a tragedy of the commons scenario result~ where the lowest common 
denominator for bad behavior (one vessel) can detonate any type of fleet agreement or coordination. The 
analysis notes that new entrants can join the fleet at any time since the number of LLPS is double to triple 
compared to actual participants by management area. Also, some vessels only participate early in the year (A and 
B seasons) so may not care whether they have access to pollack quotas later in the year. Additionally, there is no 
ability to determine when the fishery should start or end based on Chinook salmon bycatch rates. Seasonal 
structure opens the fishery by regulation and NMFS closes the fishery either when they anticipate the quota will 
be reached or when the available pollack quota is caught. Fishery participants do not have the authority to turn 
on and off the fishery to manage their Chinook salmon bycatch. 

CGOA voluntary elfarts far salmon avoidance 
The CGOA pollock fleet voluntarily enacted Chinook salmon educational efforts for the 2011 A/B CGOA pollock 
fishery. The goal of the efforts was to be able to access Chinook salmon bycatch in real time during the pollock 
fishery. After experiencing three different fisheries (combined A/8 630 fishery, A and B Area 620 fishery) my 
personal angst and frustration as the ad hoc fleet manger with regards to the ability to reduce Chinook salmon 
much less control Chinook salmon bycatch with the limited tools available under the present management is at an 
all time high. To Illustrate this point I want to describe our efforts and what we learned. 

Access to observer data: 31 vessels signed observer data release forms granting AGDB access to their observer 
data. AGDB monitored the data and found that the census data in general was not available until the fishery was 
over. For example in the Area 620 A season the data was mostly complete 17 days after the fishery was over. The 
conclusion is that observer data cannot be used to manage short pulse fisheries in season. NMFS has 
acknowledged this issue when they state, due to the timing (of observer data) and the short length of the pollack 
fisheries ... , NMFS will be unable to estimate the total number of Chinook salmon prohibited species catch that 
will accrue toward a hard cap until after the pollack season has closed. 
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Vessel reporting forms: Vessels were requested to report fishing locations and salmon counts by delivery. It was 
apparent from the reports that a vessel had no idea how much salmon they were catching. 

Processors FT salmon counts: All Kodiak processors provided FT salmon counts for each pollack delivery to AGDB 
for the duration of the fishery. FT counts were the most useful for inseason counts to understand what was going 
on in almost real time within the fishery. 

Salmon excluder: Several vessels purchased and experimented with excluders during the fishery. Joe Collings, 
with the North Pacific Fisheries Research Foundation (NPFRF) was available to record underwater video to 
monitor flapper weighting and performance when fishing. The video, however, does not provide any information 
about the excluder's success for Chinook salmon release or whether pollock catch loss is occurring. These issues 
can only be assessed by a scientifically designed EFP. 

2011620 A Example - what we learned: To demonstrate concerns about available tools within the fishery I 
wanted to outline what occurred in the Area 620 pollack A season fishery. The fleet stood down until February 
20th for both higher CPUE and roe quality. Their feeling was that if pollack CPUE was higher then Chinook salmon 
bycatch would be lower. The fishery was open for a five-day period starting on February 20m and closing on 
February 25t11 when the TAC was reached. Green, Yellow and Red Chinook salmon PSC rate standards were set for 
the fishery based on what the fleet hoped they could achieve and to prevent hitting Chinook salmon hard cap 
levels of greater than 22,500 fish. Operators were asked to notice AGDB If they were catching too many salmon 
so that the rest of the fleet could be informed. The average number of trips per vessel for the five-day fishery was 
three trips; some had more and some had less based on their ability to compete within the fishery. 

Figure 5. Average number of Chinook delivered by trip and delivery date. 

Chinook(FT]: Average no. by Deliverydste, 620 A se-ason 

• ~:'.ji,j::': l!-~?ii ................................................. , ., ................ , ................ , ................ , ................ , ................ , 
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Figure 6. Number of Chinook salmon for each delivery by date 

Chinook No. by Delivery(n=95 deUverles} 
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Figures 5 and 6 show the Chinook salmon delivery levels over the course of the five day fishery (based on fish 
ticket information). As a fleet overall an average trip -by -trip Chinook salmon per delivery were at the green level 
(first trip), at the yellow level (second trip) and finally approaching the red level (third trlp).However, some 
individual vessel rates were acceptable for the third trip at the end of the fishery. For every trip that was at the 
red level, AGDB contacted each vessel operator; not one operator knew they were catching an unacceptable 
amount of salmon. As the AIS shot shows (figure 7) all vessels were fishing in the same location. Because of the 
fast-paced fishery, actual catch rates by trip were unknown until the fishery was over. Even if undesirable bycatch 
rates could be determined inseason there still remains the problem of stopping the fishery or redeploying the 
fleet to different locations within the fishery. 

NMFS only has authority to close the fishery when the pollack quota is reached or the annual Chinook salmon cap 
is reached. If pollock quota remains and the fleet continues to fish yet salmon bycatch is unacceptable it is 
possible that later seasonal fisheries could be closed due to the Chinook salmon cap. While the fleet could 
redeploy to a different locations there is no assurance that bycatch would be lower In these locations. 
Additionally, the fleet could negotiate a stand down but this Is a very tall order in short pulse fisheries to get all 
vessels to stop especially since they will all be deployed differently within the fishery (on the grounds, in town, or 
transiting to or from the fishery grounds). 

Salmon excluder testins and Vessel accountability: Four Kodiak vessels volunteered to conduct experimental 
testing of the salmon excluder while the NPFRF technician was In Kodiak during the 620A season. One of these 
vessels was operated by a skipper who had purchased an excluder and was very wllllng and interested in having 
his excluder performance evaluated by the NPFRF technician. He was the only operator to make two trips with 
the technician: one pre-fishery test trip and on his first trip in the 620 A season pollock fishery. On his very next 
trip still using the excluder he caught the highest number of salmon for any trip within the fishery- the skipper 
had no idea he had caught so many Chinook. He is a responsible fisherman, proactive in using his new excluder, 
fishing in the same general area as most of the other vessels yet he caught the record number of Chinook during 
that fishery. These ''lightning strikes'' salmon hits occur by chance and excluders are no panacea - even to those 
with the best intentions to control/reduce their bycatch. When salmon abundance is high the salmon excluder 
will not effectively exclude enough salmon to achieve acceptable Chinook salmon bycatch rates within the fishery. 
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Photo Courtesy: Tholepln.blosspot.com 

Scientific Data versus Opinion 

The PPA appears to be chosen to reassure Alaska Salmon users who are concerned about poor returns of the 
Chinook salmon runs in the State of Alaska. However, there Is no scientific data to support claims that trawl 
bycatch of Chinook salmon are impacting these runs of concern. The scientific information available in the 
analysis (most recently analyzed In the Alaska groundfish Fisheries Harvest Specifications Supplemental EIS (NMFS 
2007a)) states specifically, "With respect to direct mortality, the 2007 analysis indicates that there is insufficient 
information available to directly link prohibited species catch in the groundfish fisheries to salmon stock biomass 
levels." The 2007 EIS also states that "There is no evidence to indicate that the groundfish fisheries' take of 
Chinook salmon is causing escapement failures In Alaska Rivers." 

The only cap level that is based on science is the ESA trigger of 30,000 fish. According to the State of Alaska 
recent comments on National Ocean Councils, the state supports data and information collection, and opposes 
mandating ''precautionary approaches'' or ''precautionary principles'' that dictate worst-case assumptions when 
faced with even a silver of scientific uncertainty. To support the state position this action should therefore be an 
interim approach to control Chinook salmon to prevent future incidents as occurred in 2010 and impose a cap 
level of 30,000 fish. 

In the meantime, industry, the State of Alaska and NMFS should move forward as quickly as possible to collect 
scientific data to understand the impacts of trawl bycatch to Chinook salmon stocks. It is crucial to collect genetic 
samples to understand the Stock of Origin of trawl bycatch Chinook salmon to assess impact to Chinook salmon 
runs. As NMFS letter of May 10, 2011 states, ''To enable stock composition in the future, NMFS would need 1) to 
ensure that all salmon are retained and delivered to shoreside processing plants for sorting, 2) implement 
protocols at the shoreside plants to ensure that salmon were sorted and retained until sampled by an observer, 
and 3) ensure that observers are available to conduct the sampling at the shoreside plants for all pollack 
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deliveries." AGDB members support full retention of salmon and improved salmon accounting at shoreside 
plants to accomplish these criteria. 

Problem Statement 
AGDB members believe that the Council should reassess the problem statement that has been crafted for this 
action. The problem statement should be refocused to include the acknowledgement that no new tools are being 
provided to the fleet for bycatch reduction, and that the action's focus is improved PSC estimates and collection 
of stock of origin information to understand trawl bycatch impacts to the different river systems. 

Conclusion 
In conclusion, members of AGDB understand their obligation to minimize bycatch to the extent practicable (NS 9) 
and will continue voluntary fleet efforts to understand Chinook salmon bycatch and control it the best they can. 
However: 

The Council has not given the GOA pollack catcher vessels the necessary tools; 
Historical data is insufficient to understand when, how and why higher bycatch occurs; 
Salmon bycatch accounting is not real time; 
Both salmon abundance and pollack abundance are extremely variable; 
SSL regulations remove flexibility to control bycatch. 

The practicability of reducing bycatch does not exist for the catcher vessels at this time. Additionally the analysis is 
clear that depending on the specific PSC limit selected, the PSC limit may prevent the pollock fishery from 
achieving total allowable catch in some years (NS1), but there Is no data available to determine any net benefit to 
salmon users. The Council needs to take reasoned approaches that balance national standard objectives. Fishery 
management decisions need to be based on reality and not ideology, 

~. 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Julie Bonney 
Executive Director 
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank, Inc 

References: 
Balsiger, J.W. 2007. ''2007 Annual Report for the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries Salmon Incidental Catch and 
Endangered Species Act Consultation.'' Memorandum for Robert Lohn., Administrator, Northwest Region. NMFS 
Alaska Region, P.O. Box 21688, Juneau, Alaska. 
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,~ May 31, 2011 
.. 

To: Eric Olson, Chainnan 
North Paci.fie Fishery :Management Council 
605 W. 41

\ Suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 
Fax: 907-271-2817 

Re: C-4 GOA Chinook salmon Bycatch 

Dear :Mr. Chainnan: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment before the Council on Chinook salmon Bycatch in the 
GOA Pollock fisheries. 

My name is Jason Chandler, I am the captain of the F/V Topaz, a family ovmed and operated 
trawler. We fish primarily in the Central Gulf, and hold a small amowtt of Pollock quota in the Bering 
Sea. Due to my participation in the Bering Sea Pollock fishery I am unable to attend the June council 
meeting. 

Chinook Salmon bycatch is an issue I take very seriously. My vessel has recently purchased and 
begun using a salmon excluder for use in the Pollock fishery. The GOA fleet needs more time and tools 
to effectively reduce our Salmon bycatch. I find it very troubling that the Bering Sea fleet has been 
working on this for 10 years and are only operating wider a hard cap this year. These are two very 
different fisheries. Bering Sea boats have their own Pollock quota, giving them time to assess the bycatch 
levels in different areas, and move around as necessary. In the GOA we operate in a race for fish. I see 
extreme difficulty in managing bycatch in a fishery that may only last for 12 hours. Placing a hard cap 
that is extremely limiting on an olympic fishery could be disastrous. 

I am in support of full retention of Salmon in the GOA This is an important measure that will 
aid in catch accowtting and genetic sampling. I am asking that you be fair, recognize my history and 
dependence on the pollock fishery and protect my community which thrives on the trawl-caught fish. 
Please give the fleet the tools and the time to learn to control our bycatch so we can fully prosecute the 
pollock fisheries. I am requesting a gulf-wide cap of 30,000 fish split 23,000 fish for the Central Gulf 
and 7,000 for the Western Gulf with implementation in 2013 to coincide with the start up of the newly 
restructured Obseiver Program. I believe that this action should be an interim measure only until such 
time that we - like the Bering Sea fleet - have real tools to control and reduce our Chinook bycatch. 

Thank you. 

Jason Chandler 
F/V Topaz 
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SEAN PARNELL, GOVERNOR 

. ADF&G, Boards Support Section 
P. 0. BOX 115526 
JUNEAU, AK 99811•5526 
PHONE: (907) 465-4110 DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
FAX: (907) 465-6094 ALASKA BOARD OF FISHERIES 

May 31, 2011 

Mr. Eric Olson, Chainnan 
North Padfic Fishery Management Council 
605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 

Dear Chainnan Olson and members of the Council: 

We are writing to recommend that the Council take action to minimize the incidental bycatch of 

Chinook salmon in the Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries. We appreciate the Council's 

responsiveness to the particularly high level of Chinook salmon bycatch in the 2010 Gulf of 

Alaska pollock fishery, and support immediate action to limit future bycatch. 

At recent Board meetings addressing Kodiak Area and Cook In1et Area salmon fisheries, the 

Board has had to take extreme measures up to and including closing fishing opportunity on 

specific salmon stocks. These actions have been necessary for the protection of stocks consistent 

with Alaska's constitutionally mandated sustained yield principle, the Board's statutory 

authority, and the Board's policy for the management of sustainable salmon fisheries (5 AAC 

39.222). 

The Board and the Department of Fish and Game recognize the current status for the following 

Chinook stocks under Sustainable Salmon Fisheries Policy: 

Chuitna River Chinook Management Concern 

Theodore River Chinook Management Concem 

Lewis River Chinook Management Concern 

Alexander Creek Chinook Management Concern 

Willow and Goose Cr. Chinook Yield Concern ~ 
Karluk River Chinook Management Concern 
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In some cases, recent escapement counts have been as low as a few hundred salmon. vVhi le 

there may be many ocean ertvironment factors affecting salmon returns, the incidental harvest of 

salmon in federally managed fisheries may also have a significant effect. 

The Board is left with having to take what actions it can~ and in many of these cases there are 

extreme impacts on the public who depend on these fish stocks for subsistence, recreational and 

commercial uses. There are substantial direct adverse economic impacts when these state 

managed fisheries have to be curtailed or closed. 

The Board recommends the Council establish a hard cap on Chinook bycatch as low as possible 

to minimize the impact on important state managed fisheries, consistent with national standards, 

and for the benefit of participants specifically targeting this species. 

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~/ < /}A/• //~r~ 
Vince Webster 
Chainnan, Alaska Board of Fisheries 

cc: Governor Parnell 
Commissioner Campbell, Alaska Department of Fish and Grune 



May 31,2011 

Eric O Ison, Chair 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 W. Fourth Ave. 
Anchorage, AK 99501 

RE: Agenda Item C-4 Ch_inook Salmon Bycatch in the GOA Pollock Fishery 

Dear Chainnan O Ison, 

Alaska Marine Conservation Council is dedicated fo protecting the long-term health of 
Alaska's oceans and sustaining the working waterfronts of our coastal communities. Our 
· members include fishermen, subsistence harvesters, marine scientists, small business 
owners and families. Our ways of life, livelihoods and local economies depend on 
sustainable fishing practices and productive oceans. The Gulf of Alaska supports a 
plethora ofhighly-val~ed commercial, sport and subsistence fisheries. 

Significant and unrestricted Chinook salmon bycatch has been occurring in the Gulf of 
Alaska for decades. This level ofbycatch is unacceptable, particularly at a time when 
many Gulf of Alaska salmon stocks are struggling, and puts undue hardship on Alaska's 
commercial, sport, recreational, personal use, and subsistence Chinook salmon 
harvesters. It is time to address this issue by putting a meaningful limit on Chinook 
salmon bycatch in the pollock trawl fisheries. 

We support the North Pacific Fishery Management Council moving forward with final 
action to set a prohibited species catch (PSC) limit of Chinook salmon in the Central and 
Western GOA for the directed pollock fishery. This would allow for mid-2012 
implementation and be responsive to the Council's objective to reduce Chinook salmon 
bycatch in a timely fashion. We support the preliminary preferred alternative (PPA) of a 
22,500 hard cap selected by the NPFMC as a starting point. A cap would serve as a first 
step at placing limitations on the waste of Chinook salmon in the GOA pollock fishery. 
Despite the fact that it is incumbent upon fishennen to avoid catching Chinook salmon as 
mandated by National Standard 9, to minimize bycatch to the extent practicable, there is 
no economic incentive to do so. Under a reasonably constraining bycatch limit, the 
pollock fleet will be motivated to avoid Chinook in order to successfuIIy prosecute the 
pollock TAC. The PPA hard cap of22,500 represents an upper limit, which is beyond 
the historical average and should be viewed as both a compromise and a starting point. 

The genetic samples which are being collected in the GOA in 2011 wiil be helpful to 
identify which stocks are present in GOA bycatch and will supplement information 
provided by the coded wire tags, but without subsequent Council action of 100% 
Chinook salmon bycatch retention the samples 4o not provide a sufficient data base. 
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There is no doubt that lack of scientific information makes it difficult to establish 
management measures which identify direct results to Chinook returns in particular river 
systems. However, Alaska and coastal residents have benefited from precautionary 
management policy to sustain both the pollock and the salmon resource. The lack of 
scientific data to identify river of origin (and qu~ntify direct benefits to individual river 
systems) is not a justification to delay measures to control bycatch. Controlling bycatch 
will benefit Chinook salmon even if it is not possible to exactly quantify the benefits at 
this time. Implementation of the proposed action to require full retention would allow 
NMFS the ability to sample from all of the Chinook salmon as they are sorted at the plant 
and allow for stock composition of the bycatch in the future. In addition, increased 
observer coverage on vessels under 60' will supplement this ~ction. 

Chinook salmon are a vital and essential component of our communities, our cultures and 
our economies in the Gulf of Alaska. There is broad support from coastal Alaskans to get 
Chinook bycatch under control. The Alaska Marine Conservation Council supports 
moving forward with final action on initial measures to reduce Chinook bycatch. We 
commend the NPFMC members, Council staff and the agencies and personnel who have 
collectively worked together to advance measures to reduce Chinook bycatch in the Gulf 
of Alaska. 

Sincerely, 

~.~ 
Theresa Peterson 
Kodiak Outreach Coordinator 

i 
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May 31, 2011 

North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 W 4th Avenue, Suite 306 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 
VIA Fax: 907-271-2817 

Dear Council Members: 

My family has relied on chum salmon caught in the Eldorado River (Nome Subdistrict) since our 
father moved family from Wales to Nome via skin boat about 1945. Each year about the 5th of July 
we (8 children and Mom) would move to summer camp at Nuuk, 18 miles East of Nome, we would 
then boat with our grandmother, one of Mom's siblings and their family to Eldorado to camp in wall 
tents, seine and dry salmon for 2 - 3 weeks. When all were dried and ready to be stored, the fish 
were distributed to family representatives, in bundles of 25 salmon and we would move back to Nuuk 
and then to a berry picking camp till school started in September. r'6'\. 

During those times away from town, we learned traditional ways, to live off the land, to watch 
wildlife and birds, to listen to leaders who lead us in a joint multi-family effort. 

Those opportunities to be a part of an important joint extended family effort to put away salmon for 
the family are no longer available for our children and grandchildren. 

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC) must follow 10 National Standards of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act. I encourage the Council to take to heart the standard number 8 in 
Conservation and management measures shall: .. Take into account the importance of fishery 
resow-ces to fishing communities to provide for the sustained participation of, and minimize adverse 
impacts to, such communities ... n 

Our commwrities in the Norton Sound and Nome Sub-districts have endured fishing restrictions, 
fishing closures, delayed start up of permitted fishing, reduced escapement goals as fisheries 
managers' tried various ways to protect the low returns and conserve salmon. We have had years in 
which under a dozen families in Nome were given permits to harvest chum salmon through the Tier 
IT system, in which applications are submitted, people are given points as to their reliance on the 
resource. Even with these permits in hand fami1ies had difficulty in putting enough chum salmon 
away in good eatable conditiQn. Partly this is due to the delayed start time for fishing, as managers r'6'\. 
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waited for the escapement numbers to be reached. By the time fishing is permitted, the rainy season 
had set in which is late July through most of August. 

This while commercial fishermen in Southern Bering Sea harvest chum salmon, returning to our 
rivers, and not their intended catch. We cannot fathom the waste of chum salmon, which are 
multitudes higher in number than subsistence harvest. In reviewing commercial, subsistence and 
sportfish chum salmon harvest in Suhdistricts l - 6, Norton Sound District in the years 1961 - 2009 
as compared to the total non-Chinook salmon bycatch ( 1991 - 2009) in the BSAI Pollock direct 
fishery we notice that in 2003 the bycatch of chum salmon (700,000) was two times higher than the 
highest intended harvest of chum salmon in 1983 (350,000). 

Recently Norton Sound Health Corporation initiated a study on our traditional diets, good and bad 
cholesterol, cardiovascular disease. The foJlowing is taken from the lay summary of Lipoprotein 
sub.fractions and dietary intake qfn-3 fatty ucid: The GOCADAN study. "The cholesterol particle 
profile was found to improve with diets that were higher in omcga-3fatty acids from fish. People 
following a traditional diet eat more omega-3 fatty acid and Jess simple carbohydrates and sugar, 
while those with a more Western lifestyle often eat more simple carbohydrates and sugar. Out results 
support the benefit of eating fish.,, 

We believe we have been treated unfairly and without thought to our well being, our traditional diet. 
We encourage the NPFMC, as you make your decision, to minimize the impact to the local people 
who have generations of use and reliance on chum salmon. 

Sincerely, 

'!f,41ci~ 
Rose A. Fosdick 
P.O. Box 1485 
Nome, Alaska 99762 
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~CEANAI~~ 
175 South Franklin Stree~ Suite 418 +1.907.586.4000 
Juneau, AK 99801 USA www.oceana.crg 

March 31, 2011 

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair Dr. James Balsiger, Regional Administrator 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council NOAA Fisheries, Alaska Region 
605 W. Fourth Avenue, Suite 306 709 West Ninth.Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 Juneau, AK 99802-1668 

RE: Gulf of Alaska Chinook Salmon Bycatch 

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

Oceana commends the North Pacific Fishery Management Council for its commitment to reduce 
Chinook salmon bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska pollack fishery. We urge you to follow through 
and take final action to set a prohibited species cap limit of 15,000 Chinook salmon for the 
directed Gulf of Alaska pollack fishery at this June 2011 meeting. 

Oceana supports Alternative 2, which would establish a prohibited species cap limit of no more 
than 15,000 Chinook salmon for the directed pollack fishery. A cap of 15,000 Chinook salmon 
for the pollack fleet is reasonable. This allocation of Chinook salmon to the pollack fishery is 
more than last year's commercial harvest of Chinook in the Kodiak region, the combined Kodiak 
and Cook Inlet sport harvest of Chinook, or the Bristol Bay subsistence harvest of Chinook. 

The EA/RIR/IRFA suggests there is not enough information to determine the effects of the 
pollack fishery on individual salmon stocks. It does, however, indicate an obvious and intuitive 
point: the lower the bycatch cap, the greater the conservation benefit to salmon. Further, 
Chinook harvests and Chinook abundance have been on a declining trend for over 50 years in 
Alaska and on the entire Pacific coast. Chinook salmon populations are in trouble, and scientists 
cannot understand why. The lack of information counsels strongly in favor of conservative 
action by the Council as it sets the amount of Chinook salmon allowed to be taken by the pollock 
fishery. 

Endangered Chinook salmon from the Lower Columbia River, Upper Columbia River, and 
Upper Willamette River are killed as bycatch by the Gulf of Alaska pollack fishery. 
Additionally, research surveys have found endangered Puget Sound Chinook, Snake River 
Spring/Summer Chinook ancf the Snake River Basin steelhead in the vicinity of the pollack 
fishery. We understand that NMFS, as required by the Endangered Species Act, reinitiated 
Section 7 consultation in November 2010 to analyze the impacts of the Gulf of Alaska 
groundfish fisheries on endangered salmon. During such consultation, it is questionable whether 
the groundfish fisheries should be prosecuted at all. 

The Chinook bycatch cap should be reviewed annually to determine whether escapement goals 
were met, whether subsistence and commercial salmon needs were satisfied, infonnation on the 
stock-of-origin of the bycatch are updated, and new insights in ocean research are incorporated. 
The cap should be reduced accordingly. Innovations in fishing gear and fishing techniques, 
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research on salmon behavior and habitat, and improvements in management could further reduce 
salmon bycatch on a trajectory toward zero. 

Finally, funding should be secure<;{ for comprehensive management of salmon and research, 
including identification of the stock-of-origin and age of every salmon caught as bycatch. 
Funding can be generated through the Council's authority pursuant to MSA §313(g) to levy fines 
up to $25,000 on a vessel as an incentive to reduce bycatch and to make these funds available to 
offset costs including conservation and management measures and research. Additionally, 
proceeds generated by allocations of fish associated with exempted or experimental fishing 
permits should be used as a source of funding. 

Thank you again for your commitment to this issue. By reducing and minimizing wasteful 
bycatch, more salmon will survive to spawn in the rivers and streams of Alaska, the Pacific 
Northwest, and Canada. We will continue to work with you and support your efforts. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Murray 
Senior Director, Pacific 
Oceana 

2 
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FIV Gold Rush Fisheries LLC 
POBox425 

Kodiak, Alaska 99615 

31 May 2011 

To: Eric Olson, Chairman 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 W. 4th, Suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 
Fax: 907-271-2817 

Re·: C-4 GOA Chinook salmon Bycatch 

Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

We own and operate the trawler F N Gold Rush out of Kodiak, working in the Gulf of Alaska 
and the Bering Sea. 

· Our target fisheries are Pollock, Cod, Rockfish & Soul and we also participate in the Tanner 
Crab fishery out of Kodiak. The health of every Alaskan fishery is extremely important to us. 

We have worked steadily to control all bycatch in our fishing operation and will continue to 
devote resources and energy to this effort. 
The issue of Chinook bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska is important and should be addressed in a 
careful and meaningful way, which results in a positive outcome for all of us living and working 
in Alaska. 

As the council considers action on this issue, please remember that our fleets need useable tools 
and real data to control and understand Chinook bycatch. 
National Standards 1, 8 and 9 lend significant direction to the outcome of this action. 

We support the recommendations of Alaska Groundfish Data Bank and the Alaska Wllitefish 
Trawlers Association. 

Thank you, Mr. Chainnan, for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

r;d, 
Hert Ashley, Don Ashley, 
F N Gold Rush Fisheries LLC F N Gold Rush Fisheries LLC 
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~ Eric Olson, Chainnan 

North Pacific Fishery Management Council 

605 W. 4th
, Suite 306 

Anchorage., AK 99501-2252 

Dear Mr. Otairman, 

I am writing in regards to the GOA O.inook salmon bycatch issue that is before the Council at its next 

meeting in Nome, AK. 

I am the skipper of th,e F/V Cape Kiwanda and have fished around Kodiak for most of my life. I began 
trawling in 1989 and Poff ode has always been a major component of my trawl year. Your decision 

regarding this issue will considerately Influence the livelihoods of me, my crew, the processors and the 

communities where Pollock is landed. 

My fellow trawlers and I are taking this issue in earnest and are educating ourselves and working 
together to keep track of and curb Chinook salmon bJQb:h as best we can and we sb1l ladc the 
efficacious tools necessary to reduce salmon bycatch with individual accountability. The Council needs 
to consider the consequences of their decision and balance the outcome of the bycatch control action 

for an the National Standards: NSl Optimum yield, NS8 minimizes adverse impads to fishery dependent 
communities, and NS9 minimize bycatch to the "extent practicablen. 

I am requesting that you be objediye, admowfedge my past and p,eserrt reliance on the Polfock fishery 

and protect my community which greatly benefits from my deliveries of trawl caught fish. Please give 

the trawl fleet the tools and the time to learn to control our bycatch so we can fully utilize the Pollock 
quota. I am requesting a Guff-wide cap of 30,000 fish split 23,000 fish forthe Central Gulf and 7,000 for 
the Western Gulf with implemesdalion in 2013 concurrently with the begiMing of the restructured 

Observer Prog1auL It is myopinioii thatthis should be & te1111poraiy measure until such time that we- like 

the Bering Sea fleet- has real tools to control and reduce our Cttnook bycatch. 

Also, I support full nmmtion of salmon so that-there will be improved accounting and whether the 
Chinook are wild stock or hatchery fish. I do not believe that hatchery fish should count against a cap as 
these fish are, in a sense, artificially put out there. 

Additionally, a too resbictive hard cap could produc;e a "race for1he cap" instead of the race for the 
quota that we now have. 

I and my fellow GOA trawlers believe in being responsible harvesters of our fish resources. We are 
striving, under the present drcumstances, to conb'ol our bycatc:h and minimize our influence on another 
sector's fish. 

Thank you for the chance to voice my concerns before the Council on Chinook salmon bycatch in the 
GOA PoHock fisheries. 
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Sincerely, 

~ 

TOTAL P.002 
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~\ Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 W. 4th

, Suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 
Fax (907) 271-2817 

May 31, 2011 

Re: June 201 l Council meeting 
Agenda item C-4 - Final action, GOA Chinook salmon bycatch 

Dear Chainnan Olson and members of the Council: 

The Kodiak Island shoreside processors, all of whom have signed this letter, depend on fishery 
landings year-round from all gear sectors, and support responsible fishing and management 
measures which promote sustainable fisheries. Pollock is an important part of our business. We 
are multi-species fish and shellfish processors, jn addition to pollock, and care about the 
continued health of all the different species. As participants in the fishery and in the community, 
we ask for your support of an equitable and realistic final action in the Chinook salmon bycatch 
management decision. 

The Kodiak processors have voluntarily taken a number of steps lo facilitate sa]mon accounting 
in the processing plants and allow for collection of samples for genetic identification of stock of 

~ origin. We have made a substantial effort to partner with the trawl harvesters, NMFS and 
SeaShare. All of the Kodiak processors have agreed to participate in the SeaShare program 
which will allow for full retention of all salmon bycaught in Gulf trawl fisheries starting in mid­
August of 2011. This will allow genetic sampling for all vessel landings in our plants to start 
immediately - as well as donation to food banks of food-grade salmon. 

In addition, the processors are committed to working cooperatively with the North Pacific 
observer program to improve Chinook salmon census accounting which could include having 
processor crew aid the observers in the plants and having all salmon from unobserved vessels 
held separately by vessel until the plant observer can take genetic samples. The plants will also 
continue to work to educate their fleets regarding vessels' trip-by-trip bycatch counts. 

The pollock trawl fishery supplies all of our plants with an important component of our 
processing operations in Kodiak, and supports an indispensable aspect of our marketing plans. 
Our po1lock processing operations in turn provide an intensive 24/7 work schedule opportunity 
for our year-round and seasonal processing workers. Depending on CPUE and pollock quotas, 
the pollock fishery can account for as many as 40 or 50 days of processing annually. Any long 
interruption or foreshortening of this important part of our season would have negative 
consequences for processing operations and the people and community who depend on them. 

The analysis suggests that impacts of a pollock season closing early because of salmon bycatch 
would be minimal. On the contrary, the loss of an integral element of the processing year in 
Kodiak could be a tipping point for local year-round processing workers. The workers depend on 
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year-round, steady, dependable work. Loss of any processing work could result jn these workers ~ 
leaving our community - which would have a large impact on our town. In addition, the loss of 
expected pollock production could be a serious problem for companies' sales agreements and 
marketing plans, leading to Joss of income. For some plants that are heavily pollock dependant, 
unpredictable pollock production could even be enough to force plant closure. 

Therefore, we are most concerned that the Council's Preliminary Preferred Alternative (PPA) of 
a 22,S00wfish hard cap proposed for the Chinook salmon bycatch fina1 action is too low. This 
hard cap number appears to have the very real potential, especia11y in the Central Gulf, to cause a 
premature closure of the pol1ock fishery> which could severely impact the entire community of 
Kodiak, including the processors, the processing work force, Kodiak vessel owners and crews, 
and fishing service and support sectors. 

We sup9ort instead a hard cap limit of 30,000 fish as a bycatch control measure for the 
GOA pollock ftshery, divided between the Western and the Central Gulf to provide 7,000 
Chinook salmon to the WGOA management area and 23.000 Chinook salmon to the 
CGOA management area. 

A lower hard cap that is restraining for lhe pollock fleet, based on less than robust PSC 
estimates, and that does not account for variability of both Chinook salmon abundance and 
pollock abundance, could be problematic for the pollock fleets and for the processing 
community. Also, SSL regu)atjons in the Gulf remove the fleet's f1ex1bility to control bycatch. 
Adopting a hard cap based on the ESA trigger of 30,000 fish would account for these problems 
and uncertainties while preventing a 20 t 0 event from happening again. 

In addition, the benefit of a lower cap to Alaskan salmon stocks and saJmon users is 
undetenninable due to present Jack of scientific data. There is no scientific data to support claims 
that trawl bycatch of Chinook salmon are impacting the stocks of concern in Alaska. The 
scientific information available in the analysis (most recently analyzed in the Alaska groundfish 
Fisheries Harvest Specifications Supplemental EIS (NMFS 2007a)) states specifically, .. With 
respect to direct mortality, the 2007 analysis indicates that there is insutlicient information 
available to directly link prohibited species catch in the groundfish fisheries to salmon stock 
biomass levels." The 2007 EIS also states that '~There is no evidence to indicate that the 
groundfish fisheries' take of Chinook salmon is causing escapement failures in Alaska Rivers." 

In this action the Council has not given the GOA pollock fleet the necessary tools to reduce 
bycatch. The original discussions seemed to indicate that the Council intended this action to 
control bycatch in an interim period, whHe the Council undertakes a more comprehensive 
management action that could provide tools such as individual allocation of directed catch and 
by catch, as well as cooperative structures with the potential to modify behavior and reduce 
bycatch. Until those tools are provided, an unrealistic hard cap runs the risk of curtailing an 
important fishery. 

Kodiak's fishery economy depends on all fisheries and gear types, and the variety of healthy 
resources is what allows our processing businesses, recreational fisheries and the community of 
Kodiak to prosper. Council actions taken without the support of scientific information run the 



05/31/2011 15:47 9074863461 AK GROUNDFISH DATABK PAGE 03 

risk of punishing certain fisheries without any certainty ofbenefitting other resource users. We 
are asking the Council to consider the community's investment in all its fisheries, and the 
dependence of the processing sector on the pollack fishery. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

International Seafoods of Alaska, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2997 
Kodiak, AK 99615 

~~ 
By : Mitch Kilborn 

Its: Plant Manager 

North Pacific Seafoods (dba Alaska Pacific 
Seafoods) 
627 Shelikof 
Kodiak, AK 9961 S 

,,71 - . ./ . "··· ,/~~ 
By: Matthew Moir 

Its: Plant Manager 

Trident Seafoods Kodiak 
111 Marine Way 
Kodiak, AK 99615 

K,""~ 
By: Roger Wagner 

Its: Asst Plant Manager 

Pacific Seafood Kodiak 
31 7 Shelikof Street 
Kodi , AK 99615 

By: n Whiddon 
Its: General Manager 

Ocean Beauty Seafoods, Inc 
621 Shelikof Street 
Kodiak. AK 99615 

By: Tim BJott 
Its: Plant Manager 

Westward Seafoods 
521 Shelikof Street 
Kodiak, AK 99615 

By: Darren Rudger 
Its: : Plant Administrator 
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Gl"1bal Seafoods North Arnericn Alaska Fresh Scaro,.>ds 
820 E. Marine Way l 05 Marir'le Wt1y 
Kodiak, AK 9961 S Kodiak. AK 99615 

.,/ ,-I 

.. :i-t..---f.qi= ., ... _ -""'Q I _ . . :t:f7 ;·~,,:c:~3:::, . ----

By : Serg~y Morozov/.i 
r/ By: R~y Blanco·--·------- ... -------··•· 

Its: Plant Manager' Its: Plant Manaut:r _________ ... ··-··-----•· 

Kodiak Fish Meal Company 
915 Gibson Cove Road 
Kodiak, AK 99615 

n 

.{ I?=~ 

By: Dan James 
1 ts: Plant Manager 
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May 31, 2011 

To: Eric Olson, "Chairman 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 W. 41

\ Suite 306 
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 
Fax: 907-271-2817 

Re: C-4 GOA Chinook salmon Bycatch 

Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment before the Council on Chinook salmon Bycatch in the GOA 
Pollock fisheries. 

My name is Al Burch and I have fished out of Kodiak since right after the 1964 Earthquake 
destroyed Seward's waterfront. I still own and manage the Kodiak-based, family-operated 
trawlers Dawn and Dusk. During the nearly 30 years I spent on the Council's Advisory Panel I always 
made my decisions based on my strong belief that the best decisions are based on the best scientific 
infonnation available, and what was best for the shore based conununities dependent on the fisheries. 

We were the pioneers of the pollock fisheries in the 1970's and, having helped develop the fishery, now 
rely very heavily on the income earned from these fisheries. 

The fleet is taking this issue very seriously and are educating omselves and working together to monitor 
and control Chinook salmon bycatch as best we can but we still lack the effective tools necessary to 
reduce salmon bycatch with enforceable individual accountability. The Council needs to consider the 
impacts of their decision and balance the outcome of the bycatch control action for all the National 
Standards: NS 1 Optimum yield (catch the available pollock quota), NS8 minimize adverse impacts to 
fishery dependent communities (both pollock dependent conununities and salmon dependent 
communities), and NS9 minimize bycatch (Chinook salmon) to the "extent practicable". 

I am asking that you be fair, recognize my extensive history and dependence on the pollock fishery and 
protect my conununity which thrives on the trawl-caught fish. Please give the fleet the tools and the time 
to learn to control our bycatch so we can fully prosecute the pollock fisheries. I am requesting a gulf­
wide cap of 30,000 fish split 23,000 fish for the Central Gulf and 7,000 for the Western Gulf with 
implementation in 2013 to coincide with the start up of the newly restructured Observer Program. I 
believe that this action should be an interim measure only until such time that we - like the Bering Sea 
fleet - have real tools to control and reduce our Chinook bycatch. 

My boats and crew spend a lot of money on observers, fuel, mooring, groceries, boat supplies and 
maintenance, equipment and retail services, entertainment. Our working boats support seven Kodiak 
families and our year-round deliveries keep the resident Kodiak processing workforce employed year 
round. 

Thank you. 

Al Burch 
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PSF¥-\ 
PACIFIC SEAFOOD PROCESSORS ASSOCIATION 

Est. 1914 

June 6, 2011 

Mr. Eric Olson, Chairman 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
605 W. 4th A venue, Suite 306 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252 

Re: June 2011 NPFMC Meeting - Agenda item C-4 GOA Chinook salmon Bycatch 

Dear Chairman Olson: 

The Pacific Seafood Processors Association (PSP A) is a trade association representing shore based and 
floating seafood processing companies with operations in the Gulf of Alaska, Bering Sea/ Aleutian 
Islands, and Bristol Bay areas of Alaska. We recognize and share the concern about Chinook salmon 
bycatch in the GOA pollock fishery, and want to work constructively with the council to find the most 
reasonable and effective ways to minimize bycatch to the extent practicable, while also obtaining 
optimum yield from the pollock fishery. 

The Chinook bycatch action under consideration will impact our member companies. The extent of the 
impact is difficult to determine due to a number of unknowns and variables, as discussed below. 

The council's analytical document describing the issues and alternatives relative to this action includes 
discussion of potential impacts to processors. Our comments are focused primarily on those sections of 
the analysis document. On page 72, three issues related to processor costs are identified: "The first is how 
can processors utilize outside workers that are brought in to process pollock if the pollack fishery closes 
early? The second is impacts on markets, if processors are unable to fulfill contracts because the pollock 
fishery is closed early. Finally, the third issue is how fixed costs per unit of production are increased if the 
season is shortened because the PSC allowance was reached before the TAC was taken." 

We will comment on those issues in some detail below. 

Impacts of early closures on processing workforce 

First, with regard to how processors might utilize workers brought in to process pollock if the pollock 
fishery closes early, the action under consideration by the council has the potential to impact all workers 
involved in processing and producing products from pollack, including local employees and those that are 
brought in due to a limited local workforce. Impacts could affect employment related to food, fish oil, and 
fishmeal products. 

1900 W. Emerson Place 222 Seward St 5849 Aspen Wood Ct 
Suite 205 Suite 200 McLean, VA 22101 
Seattle, WA 98119 Juneau, AK 99801 
Phone (206) 281-1667 Phone (907) 586-6366 Phone (703) 534-2705 

www.pspafish.net 
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The document states, "The question is 'How can processors best utilize their workforce if the Pollock 
fishery closes early due to regulatory action,'" and notes that processors are often situated in locations 
where a sufficiently large local workforce is not available, requiring that many workers must be brought 
in from elsewhere to process the pollock harvest. It is important to recognize that recruiting those 
workers and flying them to the plants requires significant effort and investment by processors. 
Additionally, those workers, and locally-hired workers, are hired with the mutual expectation and, in 
some cases, contractual obligation of a particular duration of employment. An early shutdown of the 
fishery would cause early layoffs for workers as pollock is a high volume fishery and processors would 
have no need for such a large workforce at that time in those places. This could result in significant 
negative economic impacts to both workers and processing companies. 

In the case of a local workforce in a community such as Kodiak early fishery closure would likely have 
additional community unemployment and social consequences associated with the loss of wages 
circulating in the community, and individual job loss. Year round employment is the key to sustaining and 
retaining these local workers, some of whom have worked in the Kodiak processing sector for decades. 
Pollock is an important fishery to the workforce since it provides large earning potential and employment 
during times of year when other fisheries may not be open or are producing low volumes. 

In discussing the impact of an early closure on one of the highest value fisheries in the GOA the 
document suggests that options exist for the redistribution of employee time and effort, particularly in the 
case of a multi-species plant. While there is some potential for the redistribution of idled employee effort 
there is no amount of"make work" that can make up for the unrecoverable lost revenue that was the basis 
for the hiring of the employees in the first place. It is true that, to the extent practicable, processors do, as 
the analysis states, "attempt to keep crews active and employed," (Pg. 73) However, with an idled 
workforce of the size that would be impacted by early closure of the pollack fishery, it is simply f\, 
unrealistic to expect that processors would be able to keep such a large number of employees "busy" in 
any way that is meaningful or cost effective. The analysis document provides no evidence that they 
could. 

Impacts of early closures on processors and markets 

The impacts of the salmon bycatch action under consideration could have be especially harmful to the 
pollock industry and those who rely on it due to the fact that the action is being taken, and is scheduled 
to be implemented, during a time of increasing biomass of pollock in the GOA. This combination 
increases the possibility of an early closure. Pollock represents the most economically important fishery 
in the GOA to the processors that buy pollock. The threat of closure of the fishery is serious and could 
affect the overall operation and economic health of the plant and/or company. 

As pointed out in the analysis document, a reduction in fishery value could occur due to reduction in 
volume caused by an early closure, and the associated potential for further future reduction in value due to 
market impacts from the failure to deliver promised quantities. We would add that pollock is not, for the 
most part, sold into small or "niche" markets. It is a high volume, low cost protein, that goes into markets 
that require large, reliable quantities of fish. 

Further, early closures could cause employees to seek other opportunities in the future which would 
increase costs associated with recruitment, training, and retention of employees, thus raising operating ~ 
costs for processors in subsequent seasons. 
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Impacts of early closures on communities 

~ In addition to the direct negative impacts on processing companies and workers that may result from early 
closure of the pollock fishery, processing activity provides a major source of revenue to communities and 
community services in the towns where pollock is processed. The risk to this revenue stream and the 
private and public sector jobs supported by fishery revenue must be considered. Revenues generated by 
processing activity are and will be increasingly important to communities as they face declining federal 
support for basic services such as transportation, education, and social services due to federal deficits and 
budget reductions. The analysis of National Standard 8 (page 202) suggests that community impacts are 
under the level of significance, stating, "Further minimization of adverse economic impacts to any given 
community is not relevant." We believe that is an inaccurate assessment. 

Conclusions and recommendations 

There is little or no evidence that the negative impacts of a restrictive bycatch hard cap, some of which 
we've described in our letter, would be offset or justified by any significant benefits to Chinook salmon 
stocks or those who rely on them. As stated on page xv of the Executive Summary of the May 2011 
EA/RIR/IRF A: "It is not possible to draw any correlation between patterns of prohibited species catch and 
the status of salmon stocks, especially given the uncertainty associated with estimates of prohibited 
species catch in the groundfish fisheries, and the lack of data on river of origin of Chinook salmon caught 
in the prohibited species catch. There is also no evidence to indicate that the groundfish fisheries' take of 
Chinook salmon is causing escapement failures in Alaska rivers." 

The hard cap being considered in the PP A of 22,500 salmon is lower than the established ESA threshold 
~ of 30,000. Given the lack of evidence of potential benefits to offset virtually certain losses that would 

result from an overly restrictive hard cap, as described above, we believe a more appropriate approach 
would be to establish a hard cap of 30,000. This would immediately preclude a high bycatch event such as 
that experienced in 2010 and provide time for the fishery to implement systems to control bycatch and 
work toward further reducing bycatch in the future. We believe this approach would better meet the 
National Standards of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

Because the council is currently focused on the narrow question of establishing a bycatch hard cap in the 
GOA pollock fishery, we have attempted to provide constructive comments on that question. However, 
we believe it is important to recognize that implementing a bycatch hard cap in an open access, Olympic 
style fishery -- where no sector, co-op, or individual vessel level distribution of the cap is in place -­
creates a situation where a "race for bycatch" could occur. Without additional measures, such as 
cooperative fishing and/or vessel level bycatch limits, the current GOA management system does not 
create a situation conducive to best achieving effective results from implementation of a hard cap. 

Sincerely, 

LC L-.J..:---__ 
~nn Reed, President 

Pacific Seafood Processors Association 
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Captain Pete's Alaska 

P.O. Box 3353 

Homer, AK 99603 

June 8th, 201 I 

Mr. Eric Olson, Chair 
North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
P.O. Box 103136 
Anchorage, AK 99510 

RE: Agenda item C-4 Final Action on GOA Chinook Salmon Bycatch in Pollock Fishery 

Dear Chairman Olson and members of the Council: 

As a small business owner and operator in Homer, I am acutely aware of the importance 
of Chinook Salmon to the fishing community here. Not only do we harvest these fish for 
our own food, but my charter business depends on these fish for not only a portion of our 
summer season, but they are a critical and only attraction for our limited business in 
winter. In winter, the very same fish that the trawler fleet are wasting in the Gulf of 
Alaska pollack fishery make up the majority of what is available to our winter clientele. 
Most of these fishermen are Alaskans. In spring and early summer, we depend on these 
fish when halibut stocks are still migrating in and the few king salmon that we catch are 
an important incentive to those that wish to fish before the crowds arrive for the summer 
season. Without these king salmon, there would be no shoulder season which supports 
those of us that live here year around. 

I know that the pollack quota is set to increase and if it does, there will likely be more 
Chinook bycatch if present practices are adhered to. The idea of a cap, and a cap that 
would represent less bycatch, not more or average, would be to minimize the effect this 
waste has on the stakeholders that depend on Chinook salmon for a very important 
wintertime income. No matter where we find out these kings come from, this waste 
comes out of someone's oven or pocketbook. Every fish is precious and important to 
someone., so should not be allowed to be wasted. I believe MSA provides for your 
direction in minimizing this waste. 

I was encouraged when you passed a preliminary alternative of22,500 Chinook salmon 
as a cap in the Gulf of Alaska, but am hoping that you reconsider and adopt the 15,000 
cap. A number less than the ten-year average is the only meaningful move that would 
send a clear message that you want the behavior of the trawl fleet to change. Anything 



more than the average is an affirmation to the fleet that you feel what they are doing is 
just fine and go ahead with the waste of this valuable resource. In conversations with 
fishermen from a broad spectrum of the Alaskan fishing fleets, there is none that thinks 
this waste can continue. It is time to reign in this behavior and regardless of how big the 
boats, or corporations, these fish are an important source of food for the people that live 
in the communities that you represent and it must be stopped. From testimony [ have 
heard at the Council meeting this year, it is apparent that the crews of these trawl vessels 
know how to avoid this bycatch and it is your job to make it happen. It would be an easy 
thing for you to re-examine your action at a future date and adjust this cap as needed, but 
to allow any more than the average amount would send the wrong message to the fleet. 

With observer restructuring on the horizon and a provision for full-retention, the 
preferred alternative is really the only meaningful action you can take as a final rule. I 
would urge you to consider the 15,000 cap as a reduction of the average and thus being a 
better choice. I would also urge that this cap be put in effect mid-season 2012 or as soon 
as possible and not delayed until the 2013 season. 

Thank you! 

Pete Wedin 

Capt. Pete's Alaska 

Homer 



Web posted Friday, November 5, 2010 Electronic eyes on deck: EM tech 
expands in fishing fleet Alaska Journc 
By Andrew Jensen 
Alaska Journal of Commerce 

Gregg Williams, senior biologist with 
the International Pacific Halibut 
Commission, said electronic 
monitoring technology is mature and ready to be deployed in Alaska. 

Electronic monitoring, or EM, is a closed-circuit television system that records 
to a digital hard drive on board a vessel and can include any number of 
cameras positioned at any place. 

For the purposes of monitoring a fixed-gear vessel fishing for halibut, EM 
cameras activate when the hydraulics begin to reel in the catch, but cameras 
can also be used on the stern of a longliner to make sure it is carrying the 
proper bird-avoidance gear. 

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council and the National Marine 
Fisheries Service, or NMFS, simply must decide what they want, Williams said, 
on issues like the level of infrastructure needed to support it (such as offices 
in major ports), whether to lease or buy the monitoring equipment, how much 
of the video will be reviewed after each trip, and so on. 

In the British Columbia halibut fishery, where vessel owners have a choice 
between electronic monitoring or carrying observers, about 80 percent to 90 
percent have chosen electronic monitoring over the last five years. 

While there are up-front costs for installation of equipment, Williams said over 
a four-year to five-year amortization, the costs of carrying human observers 
are much higher. 

Archipelago Marine Research of British Columbia, the undisputed leader in EM 
dating to 1992, has deployed its technology in about a half-dozen fisheries 
around the world along with pilot programs in New Zealand, Australia, Hawaii 
and Alaska. 

AMR director Howard McElderry said EM has been deployed on vessels as 
short as 15 feet fishing for fresh rockfish. He said up-front capital costs can 
range from $8,000 to $10,000, depending on the system. 

In the B.C. halibut fishery, AMR deployed its equipment successfully within a 
year to a 100 percent coverage level, but McElderry noted that two to three 
years of preparation came first. 

"Fishermen are part of the solution," he said. "It's not top down. You're 
providing a tool and working with them so it fits into their way of doing 
things." 

The "all-in cost" - counting all tech support, equipment and infrastructure -
averages out to about $190 per day in the B.C. halibut fishery. AMR systems 
have GPS and, for remote fisheries deployment, satellite transceivers to aid 



tech support. 

I~ AMR has a 24-hour tech support line and most problems can be resolved over 
the phone. Incidents where vessels have had to return to port because of 
equipment failure have numbered in the single digits. 

"Our experience is the majority of problems can be talked through," McElderry 
said. "Often the problem is related to power source or a wire shorting out or 
something like that. Very often there's enough information through the user­
interface that you can troubleshoot it." 

Another issue for NMFS to decide would be whether electronic monitoring is 
the carrot or the stick in observing fishing behavior. 

In the B.C. halibut fishery, EM is the "carrot," Williams said. The primary 
monitoring tool is the skipper's logbook, where he or she records total catch 
from each set and all bycatch. Because the catch can be logged at the dock, 
the main thrust of EM is to record bycatch. 

When a vessel returns to port, a technician removes the video hard drive from 
a tamper-proof box and a random sample of the catch is reviewed. 

If the random video review matches the logbook, the rest of the logbook data 
is taken at face value. If the review doesn't match what the skipper reported, 
the entire trip is reviewed and the operator is charged for the cost. 

"To have person in front of a screen looking at every fishing event can be 
quite pricey and (the skipper) has to pay for that," Williams said. "That's the 
incentive to be accurate in his logbook reporting." 

There are technical issues with EM deployment, but Williams noted that 
studies have shown neither EM nor observers achieve 100 percent coverage. 
Human observers, due to weather or seasickness, often do not witness all 
fishing events. 

Studies, including a four-vessel study in the Alaska halibut fishery, have 
shown EM is an accurate tool for monitoring both catch and bycatch. 
Improved camera technology has allowed for more accurate species 
identification, and the Alaska study noted improved training for reviewers 
would improve accuracy. 

McElderry said he expects "computer vision" - programs that can identify 
different fish species automatically - will become more widely available in the 
next few years. 

Overall, data collection for AMR was in the "high 90s," McElderry said. In the 
crab fishery where it's deployed, data collection is 99 percent. 

"The technology is well enough advanced that you shouldn't expect less than 
98, 99 percent collection success," McElderry said. "It's quite reliable in that ,--...., 
respect." 

Andrew Jensen can be reached at andrew.jensen@alaskajournal.com. 
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