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AGENDA D-3
DECEMBER 2006

Vs

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver ESTIMATED TIME
: . 4 HOURS
Executive Director

DATE: November 27, 2006

SUBJECT: Bering Sea Habitat Conservation

ACTION REQUIRED:

Receive report on EBS gear modification research and finalize alternatives for analysis
BACKGROUND:

The Council took action in February 2005 to conserve essential fish habitat (EFH) from potential adverse
effects of fishing. EFH is defined as those waters and substrate necessary to fish for spawning, breeding,
feeding, or growth to maturity. The EIS prepared for the action concluded that while fisheries do have long
term effects on benthic habitat, these impacts were minimal and had no detrimental effects on fish populations.
The Council adopted several new measures to minimize the effects of fishing on EFH in the Aleutian Islands
and Gulf of Alaska. The EFH EIS also evaluated a suite of alternatives for the eastern Bering Sea (EBS).
Based on that analysis, the Council determined that additional habitat protection measures in the EBS were not
needed right away, and that an expanded analysis of potential mitigations measures for the EBS should be
conducted prior to taking action.

In December 2005, the Council discussed a framework for alternatives to conserve habitat in the EBS and
finalized a problem statement. In June 2006, the Council reviewed two discussion papers that provided
background information to assist the Council formulating a reasonable range of alternatives. The Council
requested staff to develop a concept paper on an open area approach to allow bottom trawling in areas
historically fished. In October, 2006 the Council reviewed the open area approach concept and suggested
options for the northern boundary of the proposed open area, based on varying thresholds levels of historic
fishing. These are depicted in Item D-3(i). The October Council motion is attached as Item D-3(ii) and the
problem statement and revised alternatives are attached as Item D-3(iii). Several issues have been raised by
staff regarding options for scientific research (Item D-3(iv)), and the Council may wish to address these issues
at this meeting.

The Council will receive a report from Dr. Craig Rose (AFSC) on recent research on gear modification in the
Bering Sea to mitigate the effects of bottom trawl fisheries. A report of preliminary results is attached as Item

D-3(v).

The Council also requested a discussion paper summarizing current scientific information on three canyon
areas (Pribilof Canyon, Pervenets Canyon, and Zhemchug Canyons) and a summary of current research on
skate nurseries and the degree of overlap with fisheries. A copy of this paper was sent out in a Council
mailing. The Council further requested a review of the HAPC process, and that information is attached as Item

D-3(vi).

At this meeting, the Council is scheduled to finalize the alternatives for analysis. Initial review of the analysis
is currently scheduled for February, 2007.
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Bering Sea Open Area Approach:

In June 2006, the Council discussed potential alternatives for the Bering Sea Habitat Conservation
analysis. This analysis will tier off of the EFH Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The range of
alternatives being considered includes an open area approach and modifications to bottom trawl gcar. The
Council tasked staff with developing an open arca approach that would utilize fishing data through 2003,
In October. 2006 the Council reviewed the open area approach concept and suggested that the Northward
boundary of the open arca would be configured such that the area south and west of St. Matthew Island is
excluded from the open area to conserve blue king crab habitat and suggested further options for
modifyving the northern boundary of the proposed open arca based on varying thresholds levels of historic
fishing.

Backeround on Open Area Approaches:

The premise of the open area approach is that 'the first pass of a trawl is the worst pass (trawling over
undisturbed bottom has more habitat impacts than subsequent trawl passes). Thus, constraining trawling
to areas that have already been impacted has habitat conservation benefits. Allowing trawling in
previously untrawled areas could potentially result in acute local changes to the benthos and overall an
increase in the long- term effects indices (LEI). Recall that the LEI were the tool used in the EFH EIS to
assess the impacts of fisheries on EFH.

Limiting the trawl fishery to those areas traditionally fished provides a precautionary approach by setting
aside relatively pristine areas before they become impacted. This habitat conservation measurc mirrors the
approach used for protecting terrestrial areas from development (e.g., national parks). The EFH EIS
analysis (Chapter 4) discusses potential benefits of prohibiting trawling in the northern Bering Sea arcas.
particularly to conserve snow crab habitat and habitats used by other species.

The creation of an open area that encompasses historically fished areas would not reduce the effects of
fishing that generated the LEI scores. On the other hand, creation of closure areas in areas currently fished
may redirect effort into arcas with lower catch rates, and in turn may cause more impacts on EFH.

An open arca based on older fishing patterns may not adequately represent the distribution of current
bottom traw] fisheries. as effort may have expanded northward in response to fish distribution (according
to public testimony). This primarily is due to shifts in the ecosystem: a northward shift in response to
changing temperatures, atmospheric forcing and compositional changes in the predominant groundfish
biomass structure. Recent fishing effort depicts this northern shift in fishing effort particularly in the
flatfish fisheries (yellowfin sole, rockfish, flathead sole and other flats). The concern expressed in June
2006 was that the open area described and analyzed in the EFH EIS (Figure 1) does not reflect recent
effort in the northern areas (St. Matthew and south of Nunivak Island) or consider reporting area 519
Bogoslof. The original open area was based on bottom trawl effort from 1998-2002.

Current Analvsis:

In October, 2006 the Council suggested revisions to the open area approach to define the Northward
boundary and to exclude the used by blue king crab near St. Matthew Island. The blue king crab savings
area is near St Matthew Island and extends southwest to project juvenile, non-ovigerous female and male
blue king crab habitat, and northeast to protect ovigerous females habitat (Figure 2). This area has: (1)
been represented in the NMFS and ADF&G surveys to contain juvenile and mature BKC; (2) locations of
PSC catch in the rock sole trawl fleet: and (3) observations from the directed crab fishery. Industry
comments indicate that increased flatfish trawl effort has been progressing northward on average 20
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miles/ycar. some of this effort is occurring near St. Matthew Island. This crab stock is scverely depleted,
designated overfished such that the last pot survey found only 5 legal male BKC in the arca.

The Council requested the Open Area Approach northward boundary also be modified with based on

bottom trawl effort distribution. Three options were developed based on ranges for relatively low to
relatively high traw] effort.

Option 1: Smallest open area. Northern open boundary based on high effort intensity.
Option 2: Slightly larger open area. Northern boundary based on medium effort intensity.
Option 3: Larger open area. Northern boundary based on low effort intensity.

To examine the northward boundary options both observer data (1990-2005) and more historic bottom
trawl data from 1973-1996 (Fritz et al. 1998) was used. The data set was divided into three separate
parameters to represent low, medium, and high trawl intensity. The parameters selected were: high
bottom trawl intensity were more than 50 hauls / year, that for medium bottom trawl intensity were more
than 15 trawls / year, and that of low bottom trawl intensity was 3 trawls /year. The figures were created
using a series of layers in GIS. The previous open area selected by the Council in October 2006 was
overlayed with both recent and historic bottom trawl fishing effort as described above. The highest
amounts of effort occurred along the 100 m line of the shelf (NMFS report area 513) and the southern
portions of the Bering Sea (NMFS report areas 519, 517, 516, 509). A subset of the bottom trawl data
was used to better focus intensity calculations for the northern fisheries north of the 58° N latitude line
excluding the Bristol Bay Area.

Utilizing an editing tool in ArcGIS the bounds of the previous open area were extended to capture bottom
trawl sets that occurred by intensity category on both the historic and observer data. Additional
extensions occurred to include the areas specifically near Bogoslof, south of Nunivak Island, and the 10°
strip on the south end of the Red King Crab Savings Area. Exclusions were made for the St. Matthew
area based on the Council’s October, 2006 motion for crab protections. The area for Option 1 high trawl
intensity is depicted in Figure 3, Table 1 and captures 87% of the observed catch from 1990-2005. The
area for Option 2 medium trawl intensity is depicted in Figure 4, Table 1 and reflects 93% of observed
catch. Figure 5 represents Option 3 low trawl intensity and captures 96% of the observed bottom trawls
vessel’s groundfish catch.

Table 1. Calculations for Area, Effort and Catch of the Northern Boundary Options of the Open Area Approach

Area Observed

Open Catch Inside  Observed Observed  Observed

(kmi (mt) Catch Outside % of total EBS  Effort Inside  Effort Outside % of total EBS
Option 1 High Intensity 291,045 4,650,169 670,551 87% 249,397 33,043 88%
Option 2 Medium Intensity 345,800 4,958,350 362,370 93% 263,900 18,540 93%
Option 3 Low Intensity 471,300 5,128,095 192,625 86% 271,624 10,816 86%
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Figure 1. Open area presented in the EFH EIS. without the rotational closures, with other Bering Sea
traw] closures arcas depicted ( Red King Crab Savings Area, Pribilof Island Habitat Conservation Area,
and the State of Alaska’s St. Matthew Island Closure Area).
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Figure 2. Open area approach adopted October 2006 contrasted with that of the EFH EIS (NOAA, 2005),
with other Bering Sea trawl closures areas depicted ( Red King Crab Savings Area, Pribilof Island Habitat
Conservation Area, and the State of Alaska’s St. Matthew Island Closure Area).
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Figure 3. Modified northern boundary Option 1 based on high fishing intensity contrasted with Open area
approach adopted October 2006, and the EFH EIS (NOAA, 2005) depicted with other Bering Sea trawl
closures areas.
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Figure 4 Modified northern boundary Option 2 based on medium fishing intensity contrasted with Open
area approach adopted October 2006, and the EFH EIS (NOAA, 2005) with other Bering Sea trawl
closures areas.



Item D-3 (i)v2
DECEMBER 20006

Figure 5 Modified northern boundary Option 3 based on low fishing intensity contrasted with Open area
approach adopted October 2006, and the EFH EIS (NOAA, 2005) with other Bering Sea trawl closures

/A\ arcas.

Figure 6. Comparison of the three options for a modified northern boundary with other Bering Sea trawl
— closures areas depicted (Red King Crab Savings Area, Pribilof Island Habitat Conservation Area, and the
State of Alaska’s St. Matthew Island Closure Area).
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Bering Sea Habitat Conservation Open Area Approach
Council Motion October 10/08/06 3:20pm

The Council tasks staff to evaluate a modified open™area approach under Option 1 of both Alternatives 2
& 4 and evaluate two additional options as follows:

Alternatives 2 & 4 Revised Option 1: Include the areas north of Bogoslof, south of Nunivak Island and
the 10 minute strip in the Red King Crab Savings Area in the open area, and redefine the Northward
boundary' of the proposed Bering Sea Open Area to include Biue King Crab Savings Area near St.
Matthew Island ( see attached map).

Alternatives 2 & 4, new Option 2: In order to fish (with bottom trawl] gear) in the Closed Area north of
the Open Area boundary an Exempted Fishery Permit is required.

Alternative 4, new Option 3: For the region north of the historically fished area, research openings will
be established to assess the impact of bottom trawling on benthic habitat and organisms-particularly C.
opilio crab. The area opened shall be established across bottom contours so as to include representative
habitat types.

Alternative 3: Include a new Option 1 that would establish habitat research areas in the Bering Sea to
assess the impact of bottom trawling on benthic habitat and organisms particularly C. opilio. The
research areas shall be established across bottom contours so as to include representative habitats and
should focus on assessing habitat impacts of trawling by adopting a statistical design of open and closed
areas. The habitat research areas would be located in the northern portion of the BS, that has not had
much fishing in the between St. Matthew and St. Lawrence Islands and would be similar to that in
Alternative 4.

Further:

1) The Council tasks staff to present better depiction of the maps to include the bathymetry of
the slope.

2) The Council, in response to the SSC and public comment, tasks staff with drafting a white
paper to discuss current scientific information on three canyons within the EBS including,
Pribilof canyon, Middle canyon and Zhemchug Canyon

3) The Council tasks staff to bring forth a summary of current research on Skate nurseries and
the degree of overlap of fisheries in the EBS.

4) Lastly, staff should bring forward as part of the discussion information a draft schedule for
the next HAPC process.

5) Request Council staff provide more than 1 option for the northern boundary of the open area
under Alternatives 2 & 4 based on varying threshold levels, staff would determine approach
based on ranges for relatively low to relatively high trawl effort

1

The redesignation of the northward boundary, defined in the staff discussion paper ( AGENDA D-4 (b)
October 2006, Figure 5), is near St Matthew Island and extends southwest to project juvenile, non-
ovigerous female and male blue king crab habitat, and northeast to protect ovigerous females habitat.

This area has: (1) been represented in the NMFS and ADF&G surveys to contain juvenile and mature
BKC; (2) locations of PSC catch in the rock sole trawl fleet; and (3) observations from the directed crab
fishery. Industry comments indicate that increased flatfish trawl effort has been progressing northward on
average 20 miles/year, some of this effort is occurring near St. Matthew Island. This crab stock is severely
depleted, designated overfished such that the last pot survey found only 5 legal male BKC in the area.

BSHC Motion October 2006
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Bering Sea Habitat Conservation Alternatives
DRAFT Revisions based on October 2006 Council motion

Problem Statement: Bering Sea EFH:

The Council intends to evaluate potential new fishery management measures to protect Essential
Fish Habitat (EFH) in the Bering Sea. The analysis will tier off of the 2005 EFH Environmental
Impact Statement and will consider as alternatives open and closed areas and gear modifications.
The purpose of the analysis is to consider practicable and precautionary management measures to
reduce the potential adverse effects of fishing on EFH and to support the continued productivity
of managed fish species.

Alternative 1: Status quo. No additional measures would be taken to conserve benthic habitat.

Alternative 2: Open area approach. This alternative would prohibit trawling with bottom trawl
gear outside of a designated ‘open area’. The open area would be designated by utilizing fishing
effort data through 2005 to define the open area. The designated open area would include the
areas north of Bogoslof and south of Nunivak Island. The 10 minute strip in the Red King Crab
Savings Area would remain open pursuant to current regulations. The Northward boundary of the
open area would be configured such that the area south and west of St. Matthew Island is
excluded from the open area to conserve blue king crab habitat. There are three options for
establishing the northward boundary of the open area, based on bottom trawl effort distribution.

There is also one option that would require an Exempted Fishing Permit to fish outside of the
designated open area.

Option 1: Smallest open area. Northern open boundary based on high effort intensity.
Option 2: Slightly larger open area. Northern boundary based on medium effort intensity.
Option 3: Larger open area. Northern boundary based on low effort intensity.

Option 4: Require Exempted Fishing Permit. Bottom trawling in the closed areas north of
the open area boundary would only be authorized under an Exempted Fishing Permit.

Alternative 3: Gear modifications. This alternative would require gear modifications for all
bottom trawl gear used in flatfish target fisheries. Specifically, this alternative would require discs

on bottom trawl sweeps to reduce seafloor contact and/or increase clearance between the gear and
substrate.

Option 1: Gear modification and research closures. Areas would be closed to bottom
trawling in the northern Bering Sea to research the impact of bottom trawling on benthic
habitat and organisms, particularly C. opilio. The research areas would be located in
areas that have not had much fishing effort between St. Matthew and St. Lawrence
Islands. The research areas shall be established across bottom contours so as to include
representative habitats and should focus on assessing habitat impacts of trawling by
adopting a statistical design of open and closed areas.



Alternative 4: Open area approach and gear modifications. This altenative would prohibit
trawling with bottom trawl gear outside of a designated ‘open area’ (described in Alternative 2)
and require gear modifications on all bottom flatfish trawl gear. The open area options are
identical to Alternative 2. There is also one option that would require an Exempted Fishing

Permit to fish outside of the designated open area, and one option that establishes special open
areas for research.

Option 1: Smallest open area. Northermn open boundary based on high effort intensity.
Option 2: Slightly larger open area. Northern boundary based on medium effort intensity.
Option 3: Larger open area. Northern boundary based on low effort intensity.

Option 4: Require Exempted Fishing Permit. Bottom trawling in the closed areas north of
the open area boundary would only be authorized under an Exempted Fishing Permit.
Option S: Special Open Areas for Research. Special open areas to the north of the
Northern open area boundary will be established for the purpose of conducting research
to assess the impact of bottom trawling on benthic habitat and organisms, particularly C.
opilio. The research areas shall be established across bottom contours so as to include
representative habitat types.
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Discussion of research and exempted fishing permit (EFPs) under BS Habitat Conservation
Alternatives:

NMFS and Council staff have discussed the alternatives for the Bering Sea Habitat Conservation
measures, as modified by the Council's October 2006 motion, and identified the following issues that
would complicate an analysis of some of the particular options. The Council should address these issues
prior to finalizing a range of alternatives for analysis at the December meeting.

Alternatives 2 and 4 include options to allow bottom fishing in the closed area under an exempted fishing
permit (EFP). In addition, Alternative 4 includes an option that would allow special open areas extending
across bottom contours to the north of the Northern open area boundary for the purpose of conducting
research on the impact of bottom trawling on benthic habitat and organisms, particularly C. opilio.

The Alaska groundfish fisheries regulations at 50 CFR 679.6 and 50 CFR 600.745 currently allow an
exempted fishing permit (EFP) to be issued to allow fishing activity that would otherwise be prohibited
under 50 CFR part 679. Thus, the options for EFPs under Alternatives 2 and 4 are unnecessary. The
process for issuing an EFP involves the applicant working with the Alaska Fisheries Science Center
(AFSC) to develop an experimental design, environmental review of the proposed study, consultation
with the Council, and identification of the exemptions necessary to complete the study. The impacts of an
EFP are dependent on the details of the study and the specific exemptions. Because current regulations
already provide for the use of EFPs to fish in a manner not otherwise allowed, the EFP option under
Alternative 2 and 4 would require no action. Because the details of such an EFP are not currently known
and each EFP is required to be processed in the manner described in 50 CFR 679.6, it is not possible to
evaluate the environmental effects under the EFP option at this time. NMFS recommends removing this
option from the analysis and deferring any EFP analysis to when an application for an EFP is received.

Research fishing is not considered “fishing” under the Magnuson-Steven Fishery Conservation and
Management Act. Research fishing is usually conducted under a Scientific Research Permit (SRP) (for
NMFS or NMFS- controlled vessels) issued by the Regional Administrator or a Letter of
Acknowledgement (for foreign vessels or vessels of opportunity) issued by the AFSC Director (50 CFR
600.745) after review of the research plan. The researcher is encouraged (and in some cases required as a
condition of the permit) to carry their research plan and the LOA or SRP on board during their research
activities. As with the EFP, regulations currently exist that provide for research fishing activities; and
therefore, no regulatory action would be required to implement “research” in the proposed closed area
under option 5 to Alternative 4.

In order to evaluate the potential effects of providing a research area under option 5 to Alternative 4, the
details of where, when, and how would need to be clearly described. Placing such details in regulations
would prevent flexibility in the future in designing studies based on the best available science. If a
research option including provisions in regulations is desired, the Council should work closely with the
AFSC to develop the details of the research plan to ensure the regulations provide the flexibility needed to
perform the research.

If the Council determines that the research option should be pursued, it could either delay the Bering Sea
Habitat Conservation analysis until the details of the research design and regulatory provisions can be
developed, or close the areas north of the northern boundary to the extent possible to all fishing until
completion of a separate action to open the area under a research plan. NMFS cannot prohibit research
fishing in an area. This would be necessary to prevent most fishing activities that may undermine the
research plan developed under option 5 to Alternative 4,
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Development and evaluation of trawl groundgear modifications to reduce damage to
living structure in soft bottom areas. (Preliminary Results)

Craig S. Rose — Alaska Fisheries Science Center, NMFS

Summary — Simple modifications to trawl sweeps (Figure 1) were tested for their effectiveness at
reducing effects on sessile seafloor animals on unconsolidated (sand — mud) substrates. The
modifications support most of the sweeps 2 — 4 inches above the substrate, allowing space for
animals to pass beneath. These were effective in reducing effects to basketstars and sea whips and
did not substantially reduce catches of target flatfish until the space was increased to 4 inches.

Introduction

Scientists from the RACE Division’s Conservation Engineering project have been working with
the fishing industry to modify groundfish trawls to reduce their effects on the seafloor
environment. We have initially focusing on areas with soft-bottom (sand — mud) substrates where
most groundfish fishing occurs. In those areas, the seafloor features considered most likely to be
both significant habitat elements and be vulnerable to fishing are the sessile invertebrates, such as
anemones, ascidians, sponge and basketstars. Because they have relatively low profiles and
flexible bodies, traw] modifications that create more space between the trawl and the seafloor are
being evaluated as a way to reduce damage to these animals.

Do changes to trawl sweeps that reduce seafloor contact affect the degree of damage
to structure-forming invertebrates?

From May 23 - June 7, RACE scientists compared the effects of conventional and modified
sweeps (herding cables ahead of the trawl net) the on sessile invertebrates at four study sites on
the eastern Bering Sea shelf (Figure 2). We selected sites with high abundances of such animals
as well as a variety of the most common types. A site about 60 nautical miles west of St. Paul
Island (A) was dominated by sea whips and basketstars. Sites 45 nm east of St. Paul (B) and 100
nm west of Cape Newenham (C) had mostly ascidians (Halocynthia, Boltenia and Styela).
Finally, sponge dominated the sessile seafloor fauna at a site 60 nm NNE of Port Moller (D).

At each site, experimental trawling created parallel tracks of four types of modified sweeps and
two types of conventional sweeps. Conventional sweeps had the same diameter throughout, of
either 2-inch diameter combination rope (rope including interwoven steel and fiber element, with
the softer fiber on the outside) or 3-inch disks strung over steel cable, causing more continuous
seafloor contact (Figure 3). Modified sweeps had clusters of cluster of 6 inch, 8 inch or 10 inch
diameter disks secured at 30-foot (9.1 m) intervals, lifting the sweep cables above the seafloor.
Modification included all diameters of disk clusters on combination rope and 8-inch clusters on
disk and cable sweeps. Three sets of two traw] tows each were made in opposite directions on
parallel tracks, each with two types of sweeps, resulting in 12 parallel sweep tracks. The
exception to this was Site C, where time limitations restricted towing to a single trawl track with
only bare combination rope and combination wire with 8-inch disk cluster sweeps.

A seafloor sled (Figure 4) with both sonar and video sensors was then towed across the parallel
trawl tracks at several points to compare the condition of seafloor animals in areas affected by
these different gears and in control areas between tracks. An acoustic camera (DIDSON)
provided an image of seafloor terrain on which traw] marks could be consistently identified,
making it possible to discem which part of which traw] track the sled was in or whether it was
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between tracks. A video camera with strobed lights was then used to assess the condition and
abundance of seafloor invertebrates associated with each area.

The imagery from these sensors was analyzed to estimate the relative effects of the alternative
sweep designs on the principal structure-forming invertebrates at each site. Counts and condition
evaluations were made for each crossing of a sweep track as well as for a swath of equal length
from the seafloor on the other side of the adjacent door track, an area outside of the swath of the
trawl system. Examples of the video from each site, including unaffected seafloor and those
affected by conventional (combination rope) and modified (8-inch clusters on combination rope)
gears, can be viewed at: http://www.afsc.noaa. gov/RACE/midwater/seafloor_videos.htm.

At this time, we have only completed analysis on the basketstars and sea whips from Site A.
These are the two animals with the most vertical structure and have the clearest effects from
sweep contact of all of the animals studied. Basketstars react to disturbance by curling their legs
into a tight cluster. In their normal posture, they have upper legs spread to filter the water and
lower legs braced against the substrate. Disturbance classes included 1) normal posture with all
legs extended, 2) an intermediate level of disturbance where bracing legs are out, but filtering
legs withdrawn 3) animals with all legs drawn in and 4) parts of basketstars (legs) lying
separately on the seafloor. The proportions of these classes associated with each sweep type and
the control areas are presented in Figure 5. The pattern is consistent with a reduction of effects
from the conventional combination sweeps to those with larger disk cluster (more space beneath
sweep), though the change is clearer when only the more severe effects are considered (25% vs.
40% damaged) than when the intermediate effects are included (41% vs. 46% damaged). Both
types of rubber-over-cable footropes had larger effect rates than those with combination rope
(roughly 65 —55% damaged for more severe and with intermediate included) and there was little
difference when due to adding the larger disks. Notice that some of the animals in the control

areas were not in the normal posture as basketstars do sometimes retract arms to retrieve collected
food.

Sea whips were classified into 3 groups: 1) normal (vertical) posture, 2) laying flat on the
substrate and 3) broken or otherwise visibly damaged. Some bare sea whip rods were also
present, but these were not counted, as they were clearly remnants of animals that were dead long
before the experimental trawling. While the proportion of normal postures was much higher for
sea whips than for basketstars, the pattern of effects was similar (Figure 6). The conventional
sweeps of both kinds showed 16-17% damage, while the reduction of that rate was approximately
proportional to disk cluster diameter for the modified sweeps. Smallest effects were seem for the
combination rope with 8 and 10 inch disk clusters with only 8-9% affected. The vast majority of
affected sea whips were flattened on the seafloor with no apparent damage. Research by Malecha
and Stone (in a poster by these AFSC Auke Bay scientists at:
http://www.afsc.noaa.gov/ABL/MarFish/pdfs/Whip_Poster.pdf) indicates that some of these are
capable of righting themselves, though they are more vulnerable to some forms of predation
while down.

Analysis for the sponge encountered at Site D should be completed for the NPFMC December
meeting. Because damage of these amorphous animals is difficult to classify, the analysis is based
on size composition of the sponge colonies, detecting breakage.

The purpose of this study was to test for a reduction in the effects of trawl sweeps on sessile
invertebrates when the sweeps are elevated off of the seafloor. Even though all sites have not
been analyzed and the effects seen are not directly interpretable as mortalities, the results to date
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show a consistent pattern of reduced effects with the space created below the sweeps. Differences
between the 8-inch and 10-inch modifications were minimal, perhaps indicating that further
height would not further reduce effects.

Do changes to trawl sweeps that reduce seafloor contact affect the capture of
flatfish?

From September 6 — 23, AFSC scientists conducted experiments aboard the F/V Cape Horn to
determine whether modifications to raise 97% of the traw] sweeps inches above the seafloor
affect how well they herd fish into the trawl. The Cape Horn is the only vessel in the Alaska
groundfish fleet that uses a twin trawl, two matched trawl systems fished side-by-side (Figure 7).
This allowed catches from identical trawls, except for the sweep modifications, to be compared to
determine how the modifications affected catch rates.

Clusters of disks (6 inch, 8 inch and 10 inch diameters) were placed at 30 foot intervals along 300
foot-long, combination-rope sweeps (2 inch diameter), which were fished ahead of one trawl,
while sweeps without the disks were fished ahead of that trawl’s twin. The catches were
processed separately, with the primary commercial species sorted and then weighed on a motion-
compensated flow scale. Thus the catch for each of these species from each net was directly
measured instead of being estimated from the total catch weight and a sample of the species
composition. Length samples of each species were taken to test for any selectivity by size.

Initial analyses (Figure 8) indicated that:
1) Using the 6 and 8-inch disks did not significantly change flatfish catch rates.
2) Ten inch disks reduced flatfish catch rates 5-10%.
3) Roundfish catches, while more variable, tended to increase with the disks.

Discussion —

The tested modifications were effective at reducing the effects of trawl sweeps on sessile seafloor
animals that are considered the most vulnerable habitat feature in the sand — mud habitats of the
eastern Bering Sea shelf. The 8-inch disk clusters, creating up to 3 inches of opening under the
sweeps, seems the best configuration; having no greater effects than the 10-inch disk clusters with
no significant loss of target catch.

Door
Sweep Trawl Net

Figure 1 — Relative positions of doors, sweeps and trawl in an otter traw] system. Length of
sweep varies with target species and seafloor. For most Bering Sea sole trawls sweeps are so long
(up to 1500 feet) that they sweep 90% of the area covered between the doors.
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Figure 2 — Seafloor camera/sonar sled. Figure 3. Sweep modifications tested for
reduction of effects on sessile animals.

Figure 4 — Sites of studies of sweep modifications to reduce trawl effects on sessile animals
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B Intermediate
Normal

Figure 5 — Percent of basketstars in different condition categories after exposure to trawl sweep
modifications.

Figure 6 — Percent of sea whips in different condition categories after exposure to trawl sweep
modifications.
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Conventional Sweeps

006

Figure 7 — Schematic of a twin trawl system, showing the concept of reducing bottom contact
area of sweeps by limiting contact to disk clusters.
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Figure 8 — Preliminary analysis of the proportional change in catch rates when trawl sweeps had
disk clusters (6, 8 and 10 inch diameters) installed at 30 foot intervals.
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Review HAPC process and identify priorities.
Background

The Council established a process for identifying Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) as part of
the April 2005 Environmental Impact Statement for Essential Fish Habitat Identification and
Conservation in Alaska (EFH EIS). HAPCs are an important tool for the Councils to identify rare,
sensitive, or vulnerable habitats. Two important HAPC decisions came from the EFH EIS. First, HAPC
identification changed from broadly described habitats (living substrates in shallow and deep marine
waters and freshwater anadromous fish streams) to HAPCs identified as specific habitat sites (15
seamounts, several sites for Gulf of Alaska corals, and Bowers Ridge). Second, a public nomination
proposal and scientific review process was developed.  As part of that process, the Council may

undertake a HAPC proposal process once every three years or by discretion, should the Council wish to
initiate the HAPC process.

HAPC Process Overview

To begin the HAPC process, the Council identifies a management priority or priorities. The priority
focuses the HAPC process to address a specific management goal. For the 2004 HAPC process, the
Council set a priority to conserve named seamounts on the NOAA Charts and areas where long lived,
sensitive habitat forming structure (corals) are associated with rockfish. The Council received 23 HAPC
proposals from six different organizations. After an initial screening by staff, the proposals were
reviewed by the Plan Teams and underwent an initial review to consider management, enforcement, and
socioeconomic issues. Ultimately the Council identified a range of alternatives, staff completed an
analysis, and the Council established several new HAPCs.

HAPC Process Steps Outline

Call for Proposals

Evaluation of Proposals

Draft Alternatives and Analysis

Draft NEPA document

Final NEPA document

FMP Amendment and Rulemaking (if needed)

HAPC Timeline

Should the Council decide to consider new HAPCs, the process needs to fit within the Council schedule
and Plan Team availability.

Example Timeline
{February ouncil Identifies HAPC Priorities
R Notice to Initiate Call for HAPC Proposals
April Comment Period Closes
Tune Council review and decision as to which ideas should be
|forwarded for Plan Team review.
September lan Team Review

eliminary Enforcement and Socioeconomic Reviews
October |Council Identifies HAPC Alternatives for Analysis

February |Initial Review

pril 'Final Review




Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC)

1. HAPC Overview -
2. HAPC Process e
3, 2004 HAPC Proposals 8
4. 2004 Bering Sea Proposals - -8
5. Consideration Points ; ‘ v
6. Timelines -j.=§‘.'.
ErmE et = e——
= Eady e

Councils & HAPC's

“... HAPCs offer a powerful tool for NMFS and the Councils to identify priority
areas within EFH for conservation” (NMFS EFH Memorandum; 10/30/06).

« Nationally, Councils have consistently used the four HAPC considerations (50
CFR 600.815(a)(8)) as an underlying basis for identifying HAPCs.

the importance of the ecological function provided by the habitat;

the extent to which the habitat is sensitive to human-induced environmental degradation;
whether and to what extent development activities are or will be stressing the habitat; and
the rarity of the habitat type.

+ However, each Council has approached the designation process differently.

~ For example, some Councils designated discrete geographic areas as HAPCs, while
others designated habitat types as HAPCs (e.g. estuaries) without specifying

geographic boundaries.
e NPFMC identify HAP ites.
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HAPC - Alaska Region

s The broad HAPCs originally designated in 1999 (living substrates and
anadromous fish streams) were replaced by HAPC sites in 2005.

e NPFMC HAPC Process

- The process may occur on a 3 year schedule or on a schedule established
by the Council, if additional habitat protection is warranted.

—  Process will be initiated when the Council sets priorities and issues a
request for HAPC proposals.

(B o S R

HAPC Process - Steps

e Call for Proposals

e Evaluation of Proposals

e Draft Alternatives and Analysis

o Draft NEPA document

» Final NEPA document

« FMP Amendment and Rulemaking (if needed)
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HAPC Process - Overview

e Council Identifies HAPC Priority
— Council identifies priority management issue or issues.
— Criteria to evaluate the HAPC proposals will be reviewed by the Council and
the Scielntiﬁc and Statistical Committee (SSC) prior to the request for
proposals.

e Call for HAPC Proposals Initiated.
— A Call for Proposals is:
+ Announced during a Council meeting;
e Published in the Federal Register:
e Advertised in the Council newsletter.
~ Scientific and technical information such as habitat, fishery distributions, and
economic data is made available simultaneously.

s Any member of the public (NGOs, industry, local communities,
government agencies, scientific and educational institutions) may
nominate a site for designation as a HAPC by submitting a proposal.

i ————— >

HAPC Proposal Contents
«  Name, address, and affiliation. s Ictieptirfy[(tjhe ﬁshedries, secto_ré,, il
. ' stakeholders, and communities to be
. g'rtifff%g;%: SPC ﬁr(z_p ?f’al' affected by establishing the proposed
" Rt : HAPC [Who would benefit from the
Identify the habitat and FMP species proposal; who would it harm?] and
that the HAPC proposal is intended any information you can provide on
to protect. socioeconomic costs.
e Statement of purpose and need. Clear geo ra%hic delineation for the
¢  Describe whether and how the C (written latitude and

proposed HAPC addresses the four
considerations set out in the final
EFH regulations.

Define the specific objectives.
Propose solutions to achieve these
objectives.

Establish methods of measuring
progress towards those objectives.
Define expected benefits of the
Proposed HAPC; provide supporting

Froposed A
ongitude reference point and
delineation on an appropriately scaled
NOAA chart).

Best available information and sources
of such information to support the
objectives for the proposed HAPC
(citations for common information or
copies of uncommon information).

nformation/data, if possible. &
a e T~y - S— %)Q-\"




HAPC — Initial Proposal Review

¢ Initial Proposal Screening

~ Council staff screen proposals to determine consistency with
priorities, HAPC criteria, and general adequacy.

— Staff present a preliminary report of the screening results to the
Council,

- The Council determines which of the proposals will be forwarded for
the next review step: scientific, socioeconomic, and enforcement
review.

» Proposal Modifications during Review

— The Council may modify proposed HAPC sites and management
measures and request additional stakeholder input and technical
reyiew before designating a site as HAPC.,

R - —— <

HAPC - Plan Team (Scientific) Review

The Council refers selected proposals to the plan teams. Plan teams
evaluate the proposals for ecological merit.

To Facilitate Review & Provide Consistency:

— Tables and forms assist in review to
decide whether areas meet the
regulatory considerations and the
Council’s priorities.

— GIS analysis depicts each HAPC

proposal area along with sorted \; € "
abundance/presence, fishing effort, E% e -:
bycatch, etc... e e
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HAPC — Additional Reviews

e  Socioeconomic Review

— The Magnuson-Stevens Act states that EFH measures are
to minimize impacts on EFH “to the extent practicable,”
thus, socio-economic considerations have to be balanced
against expected ecological benefits at the earliest point
in the development of measures.

- Identifies which fishing communities have potential to be
affected and the effects on those communities such as
employment, fishing and processing sectors earnings, and
related infrastructure, to the extent that such information
is readily available to the public.

e Management and Enforcement Review
- HAPC Requirements
- Scale, Location, and Restrictions

— Collaboration with fisherman, NOAA ENF, and vessel
observers to identify realistic solutions.

P —

HAPC - Council Assessment and Selection

° Staff will provide the Council with a summary of the
ecological, socioeconomic, and enforcement reviews.

° The Council will select which proposal or proposals will
go forward for analysis for possible HAPC designation.

o The Council may modify the proposed HAPC sites and
management measures.

o The Council may obtain additional technical reviews as
needed from scientific, socioeconomic, and
management experts.

o The Council may set up a stakeholder process, as
appropriate, to obtain additional input on proposals.

ﬁ Horth Pacific Flshary Hansgement Council S—VW__A
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HAPC — Outcomes

Each proposal received and/or considered by the Council has one
of three possible outcomes:

1. The proposal can be accepted.

2. The proposal can be used to identify an area or topic requiring
more research.

+ Council would initiate request to NMFS or other.

3. The proposal can be rejected.

—— oR
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2004 HAPC Proposals

23 HAPC Proposals were received from 6 different groups:

[Alaska Marine Conservation Council, The Ocean Conservancy, Oceana, Marine
Conservation Alliance, Alaska Groundfish Data Bank, and NMFS]

|T.u-:|. Sunuy W PiaTum' cundaton by g mu;-z.:::-.--_:-‘n
DEC 2003 Council Identifies HAPC Priorities S
Initiate Call for Proposals d ; i
i Proposal lisa 5 r i i !
JAN 2004 Proposals Received i i : i
MAR 2004 Plan Team Review ; 2 L
Preliminary Enforcement and o) Bt
Socioeconomic Reviews ! :
APR 2004 Council Motion - Process
Council finalizes HAPC Alternatives g ianags !
JUN 2004 HAPC Analysis i
FEB 2005 Final EFH/HAPC motion (Adopt O s ! 3 _’4
sites process) T - owintalibg :
0 = OccasoratySshed
APR 2006 HAPC EA/RIR for specific sites o .,
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2004 Bering Sea HAPC Sites

rss Bowers Ridge — Designated ‘ BS Soft Coral Areas — not selectedJ
X 7 - /= .t-':-.f" T T e T SV T
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2004 BS HAPC — Bering Sea Soft Coral Areas

Oceana proposal to create two HAPC's in the Bering Sea to
protect soft corals (Gersemia sp.).

1. Northern area encompasses 8,800 km2 and east of the
Pribilof Islands.

2. Southern area encompasses 2,000 km2 and east of the
Pribilof Islands.

» The areas would be used for studies to evaluate the effects
of fishing gear on the soft coral habitat and ecology.

s Southern site apegfrs to have large amounts of
coral/bryozoa catch according to NMFS observer data.
Although it is not known if this is large relative to what
may be available.

e The soft corals provide low relief structure which may
promote ecological diversity.

e e T -
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2004 BS HAPC - Bering Sea Soft Coral Areas (continued)

Enforcement Comment

The proposed management areas are generally within the routing of current
patrol missions of USCG aircraft.

s Costs to conduct on scene patrol of these proposed management area over
existing levels would be high.

« Given the relatively high amounts of past bottom trawl fishing occurring in
these proposed areas, if fishing closures were implemented, the threat of
violations of these management measures is believed to be increased.

« Given the size of the area required to be covered by enforcement resources,
and the increased potential for unlawful fishing, modifications of observer
coverage levels and/or observer reporting mechanisms could be an effective
deterrent tool, and could serve as a valuable compliance-monitoring tool.

. -,'.- ’
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2004 BS HAPC - Zhemchug & Pribilof Canyons

Plan Team Review Comment

«  Zemchug canyon appears to have higher biodiversity than Pribilof.
However, both are considered to be Tn the “green belt.”

s The "Mushroom area” experiences fishing pressure. Zemchug canyon
may be less susceptible to disturbance than the Pribilof canyon. It
was noted that there is limited data on coral bycatch in this region.

o Golden king crab and other crab species occur in both canyons. The importance of these areas on
these species’ life histories Is unknown.

« Team discussed how canyons qualify as being “rare.” For the Eastern Bering Sea, there are only two
and it was noted that worldwide, canyons such as these are relatively uncommon.

s Areas are routinely fished. Longline fisheries routinely operate in Zemchug canyon as do snow crab
fisheries (fish down to 150 fathoms).

= Discussion to rate ecological importance centered on the hlghcl?( diverse vertical structure and pre:
base. The proposed management measures (e.g., 15 mile radius no-take zone) were also considered
important to provide protection of the midwater zone.

wf—.ﬁ
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2004 BS HAPC - Zhemchug & Pribilof Canyons (continued)

Enforcement Comment

 On scene enforcement would likely be conducted principally by USCG patrol
aircraft and USCG surface patrol vessels,

e The proposed areas are generally within the routing of current low frequency
patrol missions of USCG aircraft.

° gosrt].;; |t_|0 increase on scene patrol of these proposed management areas would
e high.

s Subsistence mammal hunting activities would not be expected to pose any
enforcement concerns.

+ To the degree subsistence fishing for halibut or other bottom species would be
allowed, this could possibgy serve as a cover for other prohibited commercial
fishing, (specifically sablefish longline fishing). This threat is considered very
low. However, given the proximity of the pr%posed Pribilof Canyon
management area to traditional subsistence fishing activities at St. Paul Island,
combined with the depth of the waters in the proposed management area
generally being beyond the depth of legitimate subsistence halibut fishing
acti\.rltiesd it is recommended subsistence fishing also be prohibited in the

proposed areas. w.
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HAPC Proposals — Future Consideration Points

s Acknowledge that public input is necessary to propose HAPC
areas, but public may not have all the necessary information or
expertise to fully submit a stand-alone HAPC.

= Uncertainty may arise because the public may not have access
to or be fully aware of all relevant scientific information. 3

Al
o Accept proposals at face value for ideas. Do not evaluate each r?
proposal for merits as a stand-alone.

Rather, where proposals suggest similar ideas or overlap, assemble
the common traits and differences. Then, evaluate the overall
concept. The evaluation of specific details within each proposal
may lose sight of the overall intent of the HAPC public process.
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