AGENDA D-2(a)
MAY 1985

MEMORANDUM

TO: Council, AP and C Members

FROM: Jim H. Branson
Executive Director

DATE: May 15, 1985

SUBJECT: Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Fishery Management Plan

ACTION REQUIRED

I. Council Approval of Amendment 14.
(a) Identify preferred alternatives for Amendment 14.
(b) Plan Team analyzes chosen alternatives.
(c¢) Final Council approval of Amendment 14 for Secretarial review.

II. Council review of draft regulatory amendment for single species OY.

BACKGROUND

In March the Council approved Amendment 14 and the associated draft Regulatory
Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (RIR) and draft
Environmental Assessment (EA) for public review. The amendment contains seven
issues and their management alternatives:

1. Establish a gear and/or area restriction in the sablefish fishery.

2. Establish rockfish areas and quotas.

3. Implement new optimum yields for pollock, Pacific ocean perch,
rockfish, Atka mackerel and other species.

4, Implement reporting requirements for catcher/processors.

5. Establish measures to control the Pacific halibut bycatch.

6. Implement the NMFS habitat policy.

7. Sablefish fishing seasons.

Thirty-four comments were received during the comment period from April &4 to
May 3 and sent to you in Council mailings. An Overview of Comments by Issue
and a Comment Summary are provided in D-2(a)(1l) and D-2(a)(2), respectively.
The latest versions of the RIR and EA under D-2(a)(3-4) respond to comments
received from the Council, SSC, AP, NMFS, ADF&G and the public.

Final action on Amendment 14 should be taken in three steps: First, the
Council should identify their preferred alternative for each of the seven
amendment topics. Second, the Plan Team and NOAA General Counsel will analyze
the chosen alternatives and prepare the "Changes to the FMP" document and
draft implementing regulations. Third, the Council will consider the
recommendations of the Team and General Counsel and give final approval to
send Amendment 14 to Secretarial review.
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These documents (with minor editing of the RIR and EA) will constitute most of
the formal Amendment 14 package submitted to the Secretary. The remaining
transmittal documents, preamble, etc. will be prepared as soon as possible.
The amendment should be implemented by November 1985,

Single Species OY Regulatory Amendment

During the March meeting, the Council discussed the continuing problem of
regulatory areas closing when a single groundfish species OY is reached.
There was concern that in Southeast Alaska for example, the taking of the
sablefish OY would close the area for the remainder of 1985, thereby
precluding the rockfish fishery. As an interim measure, the Council
recommended that the NMFS Regional Director manage the directed groundfish
fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska to a harvest below OY and use the remainder
for bycatch purposes in other non-target fisheries. We heard from NMFS that
the single species OY problem can be addressed through a regulatory amendment.

The Council directed the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Plan Team to review the
regulation and develop alternatives for Council review. The Team prepared a
discussion paper which presents four alternatives [item D-2(a)(5)]. They are:

“regulations as follows:

;R ALTERNATIVE 1. Amend the current domestic and foreign fishing

(A) Exempt certain fisheries that are known to take negligible amounts
of certain species from area closures when the OY for those species
is reached.

(B) Exempt certain gear types used in target fisheries that are known to
take negligible amounts of certain species from area closures when
the OY for those species is reached.

(C) Authorize the Regional Director to manage the OY for each target
species such that the directed fishery is closed short of a
percentage of the OY to allow a buffer amount as a bycatch in other
target fisheries.

(D) Subsequent to a closure when the OY is reached, authorize the
Regional Director to reopen a fishery by field order on the basis of
the most recent scientific and technical information available after
he has considered all of the following criteria in descending order
of priority:

(1) The need to protect a groundfish species for biological and
other conservation reasons;

(2) The impact that additional fishing mortality might have on

other target fisheries that depend on the species being
protected if the closed fishery were reopened;
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)

(3) The 1impact that a continued closure might have on the
' development and operation of domestic fisheries; and

(4) The impact that a continued closure might have on foreign
groundfish fisheries.

ALTERNATIVE 2. [Establish prohibited species catch limits (PSCs) for
species such that bycatches 1in other target fisheries would be
authorized, after the OY had been achieved, up to an amount not to exceed
the PSC.

ALTERNATIVE 3. Designate a species for which the OY had been reached as
a prohibited species, authorizing other target fisheries to continue
without further accounting for the prohibited species.

ALTERNATIVE 4. Maintain the status quo.

NMFS-Alaska Region is willing to prepare a Regulatory Amendment following
Council selection of the most appropriate alternative to address the single
species OY problem and submit it for Secretarial Review.
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5/24/85

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
-GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH
FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN
Amendment 14

CHANGES TO THE FMP

1. SABLEFISH

Table of Contents

Section 3.2.1.1.1 Vessels and Gear, 3-11
DELETE all text and replace with the following:

In 1984 about 200 vessels harvested sablefish with 89Z of the catch being
taken by hook and longline gear. Technological advances are presently
changing the fishery for sablefish. Within recent years Alaskan fishermen
have switched from J-hooks to circle-hooks and have shortened their
spacing along the ground line. Most of the fish are dressed at sea and

packed in ice. Some vessels process and freeze their catch on board.

Section 3.2,1.2 Sablefish Setline Fishery, 3-11.
DELETE all text and replace with the following:

The sablefish fishery began about 1906, and was relatively unimportant
until about 1935 when the catch began to increase. The historic peak was
reached in 1946 when slightly more than 2,800 mt were landed. Since then
the harvest has fluctuated from low levels to as high as the 1985 OY of
8,980 mt. The fishery has expanded to all areas of the Gulf of Alaska
and the entire quota is now taken by domestic fishermen. As a result of
increasing effort, the sablefish harvest can now be taken in a relatively
short period. Currently, the three forms of legal gear for this fishery
are hook and longline, pots, and trawl. Harvest, due to increasing gear
conflicts between longline and pot gear, time/ area restrictions and gear

regulationé have been implemented which will eventually phase out the use
of pot gear.
GOA9/AK ) -1-




Section 3.3.1.1., Regulatory Measures, Page 3-25
DELETE the last sentence in the first paragraphand replace it with:

"The most substantive regulations on groundfish fishing in the Gulf of
Alaska are for sablefish where O0Ys, OY apportionment, time/area re-

strictions and gear regulations are in effect."

Section 3.3.1.2., Purpose of Regulatory Measures, Page 3-26
REPLACE the second paragraph with the following:

"The sablefish quota which is specified for every regulatory area or
district in the Gulf was established originally upon the request of
fishermen and management in an attempt to reduce the decline of the
sablefish stocks. The equilibrium yield (EY) is based on the most recent
biological information on the status of stocks. In recent years the
quota, or optimum yield (0Y) has been set lower than the estimated EY as
a rebuilding measure. For the most part, gear, and season restrictions
for the sablefish fishery are based on economic or social consideratioms.
Given the existing domestic fleet's capability to harvest the entire 0Y,
seasons have been set to schedule the fishery when weather and product
quality is reportedly the best. Apportionments of OY to specific gear
types has recently been used to reduce gear conflict, provide necessary
amounts of sablefish as a bycatch to support the developing domestic
trawl fisheries, and to stabilize the economic environment of local

communities dependent on this fishery."
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Section 8.3.1.1. Season, Gear, Area, and Catch Restrictions, page 8-2.

DELETE the text under Item (D) and add the following:

(D)

(E)

GOA9/AK

SABLEFISH FISHING SEASONS. The trawl fishery shall open January 1
of each year, and the directed pot longline (when permitted) and

hook and longline fisheries shall commence on April 1 of each year.

The Regional Director of NMFS shall use field orders to regulate the
taking of sablefish to provide for the full achievement of the
optimum yields for sablefish and other species. The use of field
order authority may include the designation of sablefish as a
bycatch-only species in any legal fishery once a specified fraction
of the O0Y for that fishery has been taken, and any other measures
that may be necessary to prevent the achievement of the sablefish
allocation for a particular gear from closing other fisheries with

the same gear which depend on incidental amounts of sablefish.

Sablefish Gears and Allocations.

(1) Eastern Area

(a) Legal Gear. Legal gears for the taking of sablefish are

trawls and hooks and longlines;

VFv\\ (b) Allocation of Sablefish Between Gears. From 1986 forward,

vessels using hook and longline gear shall be permitted to take

up to 957 of the 0OY for sablefish. Vessels using trawl gear
s

shall be permitted to harvest up to 5% of the Optimum Yield for

sablefish. ;S'L"
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(2)

(3)

Central Area

(a) Legal Gear. In 1986, legal gears for the taking of
sablefish are trawls, hooks and longlines, and pot longlines.
In 1987, and thereafter, legal gears shall be trawls and hooks

and longlines.

(b) Allocation of Sablefish Between Gears. 1In 1986, wvessels

using hook and longline gear shall be permitted to take up to

55% of the sablefish 0Y; vessels using pot-longline gear shall

be permitted to take up to 25% of the 0Y; and trawl vessels

‘shall be permitted to take up to 207 of the OY. 1In 1987 and
e AR

'phereafter, vessels using hook and longline gear shall be

permitted to take up to 807 of the sablefish 0Y; and vessels

using trawl gear shall be permitted to take up to 207 ofgfhe
0Y.

\.._——"‘,.

Western Area.

(a) Legal Gear. 1In 1986, 1987, and 1988, legal gears for the

taking of sablefish are hooks and longlines, pot longlines, and

trawls. In 1989 and thereafter, legal gears shall be trawls
|

—_—

and hooks and longlines.

(b) Allocation of Sablefish Between Gears. In 1986, 1987, and
1988, vessels using hook and longline gear shall be permitted
to take up to 557 of the OY for sablefish; vessels using pot
longline gear shall be permitted to take up to 25% of the OY;
and vessels using trawls may take up to 20% of the OY. 1In 1989
and thereafter, vessels using hooks and longlines may take up
to 807 of the OY; and vessels using trawls may take up to 207
of the OY.



Section 8.3.1.1.(H), Page 8-3:

Beginning line 24, DELETE:

(H) '"Issuance of Field Orders. The Council finds that the Optimum

Yields in this plan, which are based upon projections of the status of
stocks, economic and other conditions several months in advance of the
actual conduct of the fishery, may be found to be mis-specified in light
of unpredicted and unanticipated adverse or favorable stock conditions
which are revealed in-season. Under such circumstances, the Council

further finds it appropriate for conservation purposes only, "

Beginning line 24, ADD:

The Council finds that inseason management actions may be necessary to
permit the attainment of optimum yields for sablefish and other species.
This may occur because of new information about a stock revealed inseason
which suggests revision of OY is necessary, or because catches of a
particular species by individual vessels or classes of vessels threaten
to cause premature closure of the fishery for that or other species.

Under such circumstances, the Council finds it appropriate. . ."

Section 8.3.1.1.(E), Page 8-2:

DELETE: "Gear Restrictions. None"

ADD: "Gear Limitations. All sablefish pots must have a biodegradeable escape

panel, with an opening in the webbing equal in perimeter to the tunnel
eye opening. This opening must be laced on otherwise secured with

untreated cotten twine or other natural thread no larger than 120

thread."”
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2. OTHER ROCKFISH.

Section 8-3 Management Measures and Rationale

Section 8.3.1. Domestic

Section 8.3.1.1 Season, Gear, Area, and Catch Regulations

ADD NEW SECTION:

@)

State Regulation of Shelf Rockfish.

The State of Alaska's management regime for demersal shelf rockfish
is directed at managing these rockfish stocks within smaller
management units than are provided for by the FMP. Such State
regulations are in addition to and stricter than Federal regula-
tions. They are not in conflict with the FMP as long as they are
(1) consistent with specific provisions of the FMP and (2) limited
to establishing smaller areas and quotas, which would result in a
harvest of demersal shelf rockfish in each FMP management area at
levels no greater than that provided for in the FMP. Such State
regulations may apply only to those vessels registered/licensed

under the laws of the State of Alaska.

Section 3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE FISHERY

ADD:

3.1 Areas and Stocks Involved

3.5.1 Output of Subject Domestic Commercial Fishery, Page 3.40

"shelf demersal rockfish" as an FMP category.

GOA9/AK

-~



DELETE:

Pacific ocean perch

DELETE:

ADD:

ADD:

GOA9/AK

Pacific Ocean Perch Category

Pacific ocean perch
Northern rockfish
Rougheye rockfish
Shortrater rockfish
Sharpchin rockfish

Rattail

Demersal Shelf Rockfish

Yelloweye rockfish
Quillback rockfish
Canary rockfish
China rockfish
Rosethone rockfish
Tiger rockfish
Redstripe rockfish
Silvergrey rockfish

Bocaccio rockfish

Other rockfish

Unspecified Sebastes Sp.



Section 3.5.1.3, Markets, Domestic and Imports, Page 3~57

Domestic Markets

After "... rockfishes will consist primarily of outlets for
consumer () outlets.”" ADD:

"Specialized markets for fresh rockfish and sablefish account

for an increasing amount of U.S. sales."

Section 4.7 Current Status of Stocks

Section 4.7.3. Other Rockfish

Sections 4.7.3.1, Maximum Sustainable Yield, and 4.7.3.2, Equilibrium
Yield, page 4-21.

DELETE all existing text and REPLACE with the following:

The original MSY for other rockfish was set at 7,600 to 10,000 mt
Gulf-wide. This level was established as the lower end of the "other
rockfish" species catch in the foreign fisheries for Pacific ocean perch
(POP) during the period 1973-1975.

A review of observer data collected during the 1973-75 period indicates
that the dominant bycatch species in the POP fishery have been
incorporated into the POP complex (northern rockfish, rougheye rockfish,
sharpchin rockfish) or have been established as another category with a

separate OY (shortspine thornyhead).

The foreign and joint venture catches of other rockfish reached 300 mt
and 400 mt, respectively, in 1984. The domestic catch approached 800 mt.
However, that fishery concentrates on a nearshore species group that has

not been previously addressed in the FMP.
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Preliminary results of the 1984 trawl survey showed that only one species
of "other rockfish" other than those in the POP and Sebastolobus Sp.

groups was present in significant numbers. Biomass of dusky rockfish was
estimated to be between, 5,000 and 28,000 mt in the Western and Central
Gulf. They were encountered primarily on the shallow water zone inside
the area where the commercial fishery currently operates. Other species
occurred in trace amounts with densities of well below one pound per

hectare.

For these reasons, the MSY for other rockfish needs to be reevaluated.
Because of the removal of predominant species from the other rockfish
category, the 7,600 to 10,000 mt MSY in the FMP for MSY is no longer
appropriate. The average harvest of other rockfish in the foreign and
joint venture fisheries during the period 1982-84 was approximately
1,500 mt. With the poor showing in the trawl survey, there is no

evidence that a greater harvest can be sustained.

Section 4.7.3.2. Equilibrium Yield (EY)

DELETE current language and REPLACE with:

Equilibrium Yield (EY) has not been established in the FMP for this

species complex.
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3. IMPLEMENT NEW OPTIMUM YIELDS FOR POLLOCK, PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH, ROCKFISH, o
ATKA MACKEREL, AND OTHER SPECIES.

Section 3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE FISHERY
3.1 Areas and Stocks Involved, page 3-3

DELETE the following two paragraphs:

The relative abundance of fishes in the cod family (Gadidae) is also different
in the Gulf of Alaska compared to the other regions. Pacific hake (Merluccius
productus), the most abundant of the cod-like fishes off Washington-Califor-
nia, is present only in the southern portion of the Gulf and generally not in

commercial quantities. Pollock (Theragra chalcogramma), the dominant "cod"

and largest element in the bottomfish biomass of the Bering Sea, is much less
abundant in the Gulf of Alaska and becomes progressively scarcer to the south
until it is practically absent off Oregon. However, the abundance of pollock
in the Gulf of Alaska has increased by perhaps an order of magnitude during
the past decade or so coincide with a reduction in the abundance of Pacific fame

ocean perch and sablefish (Anoplopoma fimbria). Pollock now appear to

comprise the largest exploitable biomass within the gadoid community in the
Gulf, approaching perhaps that of Pacific hake in the Washington-California
region but far smaller than that of pollock in the Bering Sea. Pacific cod

(Gadus macrocephalus) may reach its greatest level of abundance in the Gulf.

Other abundant groundfishes which have been the target of fisheries in the
Gulf include sablefish and the so-called Atka mackerel, a member of the
greeling family (Hexagrammidae). Little is known about the distribution and

abundance of Atka mackerel because it has only recently become the target of
foreign fisheries and the U.S. surveys were not designed to estimate its abun-
dance. Sablefish are found from California waters northward into the Gulf of
Alaska and Bering Sea, but reaches its greatest abundance in the Gulf of
Alaska.
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REPLACE the above two paragraphs with the following:

The relative abundance of fishes in the cod family (Gadidae) is also different
in the Gulf of Alaska compared to the other regions. Pacific hake (Merluccius
productus), the most abundant of the cod-like fishes off Washington-Califor-
nia, is present only in the southern portion of the Gulf and generally not in

commercial quantities. Pollock (Theragra chalcogramma), the dominant "cod"

and largest element in the bottomfish biomass of the Bering Sea, is much less
abundant in the Gulf of Alaska and becomes progressively scarcer to the south
until it is practically absent off Oregon. However, the abundance of pollock
in the Gulf of Alaska has increased by perhaps an order of magnitude during
the past decade coincident with a reduction in the abundance of Pacific ocean

perch and sablefish (Anoplopoma fimbria). The abundance of pollock now

appears to be declining primarily as the result of poor recruitment from the
1980 and 1981 year classes. Pollock currently comprise the largest
exploitable biomass within the gadoid community in the Gulf, approaching
perhaps that of Pacific hake in the Washington-California region but far
smaller than that of pollock in the Bering Sea. Pacific cod (Gadus

macrocephalus) may reach its greatest level of abundance in the Gulf.

Other abundant groundfishes which have been the target of fisheries in the
Gulf include sablefish and Atka mackerel, a member of the greenling family

(Hexagrammidae). This species supported a targeted foreign fishery in the

Central regulatory area over the past decade, but now has declined to negligi-
ble quantities. The 1984 survey indicates that the total biomass for Atka
mackerel is 39,000 mt with 38,000 mt being available in the Western Area and
1,000 mt in the Central Area. Length frequency information suggests that the
population consists mostly of large fish. Recruitment in the Central Area ap-
pears nonexistent. The absence of catches in the Eastern area indicates
stocks are not sufficiently abundant to support a commercial fishery. The low
abundance of Atka mackerel may be due to a westward shift in the distribution
of stocks or to excessive fishing mortality. Sablefish are found from
California waters northward into the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea, but this

species reaches its greatest abundance in the Gulf of Alaska.
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Section 3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE FISHERY
3.1 Areas and Stocks Involved, page 3-1

ADD to the third paragraph beginning on page 3-1:

For management purposes Pacific ocean perch is considered to be a complex of
five species that have been harvested by the foreign trawl fleet fishing along
the continental slope and shelf edge. The four other species included in the

complex are:

northern rockfish S. polyspinus
rougheye rockfish S. aleutianus
shortraker rockfish S. borealis

sharpchin rockfish S. zacentrus

These four species are generally less common than S. alutus in the rockfish
trawl fishery. 1In recent years target fisheries for rockfish have occurred in
the nearshore areas of the Eastern Gulf. Two assembleges or species groups

occur in the nearshore area and 15 additional species have been identified.
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Section 4.7 Current Status of Stocks

DELETE AND REPLACE TABLE 4.2.

Section 4.71 Alaska Pollock

DELETE Section 4.7.1.1., Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY), Pages 4-19 and 4-20.
and REPLACE with the following:

Maximum sustained yield were initially estimated for the Gulf of Alaska from
results of trawl surveys conducted by the National Marine Fisheries Service
during 1973-77. These surveys indicated the total exploitable biomass in the
Gulf of Alaska to be 1,041,000 - 2,081,000 mt. The exploitable biomass was
distributed (among the regulatory areas) according to results of the trawl

surveys as follows:

Western 357,000 mt - 713,000 mt
Central 595,000 mt - 1,191,000 mt
Eastern 89,000 mt - 177,000 mt

MSY for the Gulf of Alaska was originally estimated to be 168,800 -334,000 mt,
using the relationship discussed in Section 4.7. On the basis of biomass dis-—

tribution, MSY was distributed among the regulatory areas as follows:

Western 57,000 - 114,000 mt
Central 95,200 - 191,000 mt
Eastern 16,610 - 29,000 mt

The estimates of biomass and MSY have been updated based on recent resource
surveys and analysis of fisheries data. Acoustic surveys have been conducted
by NMFS to estimate pollock biomass in the Shelikof Strait Region of the Gulf
of Alaska during the years 1980, 1981, 1983 and 1984. On the basis of five
surveys conducted during March and April, 1984, total pollock biomass is now
estimated to be between 1,574,634 and 2,034,857 mt with a mean estimate of
1,789,186 mt. This estimate is believed to represent all of the exploitable

biomass in the central and western regulatory areas combined, because few
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The Derivation of Optimum Yield (OY) for

TABLE 4.2

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Resources {1,000s mt)

a/ Pacific Pacific Atka Other Other
Pollock~ Cod Flounders Ocean Perch Sablefish Mackerel Rockfish Squid Sebastolobus Sp. Species
Exploitable WESTERN - 40-79 220 53 unknown 38 unknown unknown
Biomass CENTRAL 12574-2,035 120 " 1 " "
EASTERN 89-177 94 " 0 " b/ "
TOTAL 1,663-2,212 267 39 (110)>
Maximum WESTERN 344-408
Sustainable CENTRAL
Yield (MSY) EASTERN 16.6
TOTAL 360.6-424.6 88-177 67 31 22-25 unknown 5.0 3.75
Equilibrium WESTERN 1.7 2,225
Yield (EY) CENTRAL 5.2 4.075
{When stock EASTERN 4,5 4,665-6,330
incapable of TOTAL N/A N/A N/A 11.4 10.965-12.630 N/A N/A N/A N/A
producing MSY)
Allowable WESTERN  350,0  16.5 20.8 1.67 4.7
Biological CENTRAL 33,5 30.6 3.06 0.5
Catch (ABC) EASTERN 16.6 10.0 16.6 3.5-4,75 0.1 e/
TOTAL 516.6 60.0 68.0 8,23-9.480 5.3 5.0 5.0~ 3.75 22,435
Optimum Yield WESTERN 305 16.6 10.4 1.302 1.67 4,7 erecccc--- (OY apportioned Gulf-wide) ===ecewc--
CENTRAL 33,5 14,7 3.906 3.06 5 " d/ " " "
EASTERN 16.6 9.9 8.4 0.875 3.5-4,75 W1 0.6~ " " "
TOTAL 321.6 60.0 33.5 6.083 8.23-9.480 5.3 5.0 5.0 3.75 22.435

a/ For purposes of pollock management, OY for the Western and Central Regulatory Areas are combined.
b/ From unsubstantiated Soviet reports.

¢/ Apportioned equally to each INPFC area.
d/ The harvest of demersal shelf rockfish limited to 600 mt in Eastern area between 56°N. and 57°30'N. latitude.
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pollock were found elsewhere in the western/central areas while surveying
during the spawning period. Results of the 1984 survey indicate that total
biomass continues to decrease from its peak level in 1982, A cohort analysis
of the 1976-82 catch-at-age data provided revised estimates of exploitable
biomass and exploitable annual surplus production (ASP). Estimates of average
exploitable biomass increased from 1,040,000 mt for 1976-1981 to 1,430,000 mt
for 1976-1982. The corresponding average ASP values are 344,000 mt (+ 328,000
mt, 957 C.I.), and 408,000 mt (+ 206,000 mt, 95% C.I.). These average ASP
values which have not been updated since 1983 can be considered as current
estimates of MSY for the western and central areas. There is no data to

update the eastern area.

Section 4.7.1.2, Equilibrium Yield (EY), Page 4-20:

DELETE: ". . . MSY attainable."

Section 4.7.2 Pacific Ocean Perch

Section 4.7.2.1, Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY), Page 4-20:
DELETE TEXT AND REPLACE WITH:

Results of a recently concluded comparison of research‘vessel catch rates
during cruises conducted in 1961-62 (prior to the development of the
large foreign trawl fisheries in the area) and cruises conducted in 1975
indicate that the perch stocks in the central Gulf of Alaska were no more
than 207 of their virgin abundance (Hughes, eta al, 1976). The results
from the 1984 Gulf of Alaska biomass survey indicate the current
exploitable biomass of the Pacific ocean perch complex are 53,400 mt,
120,150 mt and 93,450 mt in the Western, Central, and Eastern Regulatory
Areas. The estimate of MSY for S. alutus has been reduced from an
earlier estimate of 125,000 mt to 31,000 mt. This latter estimate was
derived by a re-analysis of the foreign fishery data using stock
reduction method and assuming M=0.05 rather than M=0.15 used in previous

analyses.
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Section 4.7.2.2., Equilibrium Yield (EY), Page 4-21
DELETE last paragraph and replace with:

This low level of abundance has remained relatively stable in recent
years, and there are no signs of strong year classes entering the
fishery. United States scientists have noted in INPFC meetings that even
though a reduction in the catch of Pacific ocean perch was attained in
1974, the downward trend in stock condition, as inferred from Japanese
CPUE values, continued unabated. Based on the estimates of biomass from
the 1984 trawl surveys for the species complex and the MSY for S. alutus,
the EY for the complex are estimated to be 1,736 mt, 5,208 mt, and

4,530 mt in the Western, Central and Eastern areas, respectively.

Section 4.7.8 Atka Mackerel

Section 4.7.8.1, Maximum Sustainable Yield (MSY), Page 4-31:
DELETE the existing text and REPLACE with the following:

Biomass estimates for Atka mackerel, based on a 1979 US-USSR cooperative trawl
survey was 32,500 mt for the Gulf of Alaska between 148° to 164°W longitude
and 69,000 and 89,000 mt based on a CPUE analysis. Preliminary biomass esti-
mates from the 1984 trawl survey are 38,000 mt in the Western area and
1,000 mt in the Central area. The 957 confidence interval for the 39,000 mt
total is + 1157, indicating that this estimate is not very reliable. The
catches for 1984 were 1,047 mt in the Western Area and 65 mt in the Central
Area, and near zero in the Eastern Area. Length frequencies have shifted to
larger sizes in the Western and Central Areas with no apparent recruitment oc-

curring in the Central Area.

GOAS9/AK -15-



Section 4.7.8.2 Equilibrium Yield (EY) Atka Mackerel, Page 4-31:

DELETE: "Not Applicable -- MSY Attainable"

REPLACE WITH:

Given the apparent collapse in the Atka mackerel stocks in the Gulf of Alaska
and the westward shift in the fishery and the stock distribution, the EY is

near zero in the Central and Eastern areas.

Section 6.0 Optimum Yield Concept

DELETE AND REPLACE TABLE 6.3.

Section 6.1 Departure from MSY to ABC for Biological Reasons, Page 6-1:

DELETE the first paragraph and REPLACE with the following:

Of the ten species categories which support the Gulf of Alaska groundfish
fishery, MSY and EY were evaluated in Section 4.7, MSY and EY do not
apply to the tenth category -- "Other Species." Pacific ocean perch,
other rockfish, sablefish and Atka mackerel in the Central and Eastern

areas are incapable of producing MSY.

DELETE the fourth paragraph and REPLACE with the following:

Accordingly, ABCs for cod, flounders, and squid, are considered equal to
the low end of the MSY range (Table 4.2). Until those findings can be
verified, ABC for these species should be no more than 85%Z of the
reported EY (Table 4.2), again preferring the risk of short-term
underexploitation to the risk of long-term effects of overharvest. This
value (25,000 mt) is near the 1975-76 average catch of 24,200 mt and will

not result in a decrease in production.
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TABLE 6.3

1984 GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH 0Y, DAH, DAP, JVP,

RESERVES AND TALFF BY AREA (MT).
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Section 6.1, Departure from MSY to ABC for biological Reasons, Page 6-6:

DELETE the remainder of the paragraph beginning with "ABC in 1985 will

depend on the magnitude . . ."

And REPLACE with the following:

that the acceptable biological catch for 1984 is at least 400,000 mt and
could be as high as 500,000 mt. ABC in 1985 was reevaluated on the basis
of acoustic surveys conducted in the Shelikof Strait region of the Gulf
of Alaska during March and April, 1984. Total pollock biomass in 1984 is
estimated to be between 1,574,634 mt and 2,034,857 mt with a mean
estimate of 1,789,186 mt. This mean represents the known exploitable
biomass in the Central and Western Regulatory Areas combined, since few
pollock were found elsewhere in these areas while surveys were conducted
in Shelikof Strait during the spawning period. Similar surveys have
been conducted in Shelikof Strait during 1980, 1981, and 1983. Results
of the 1984 survey indicate that total biomass continues to decrease from
its peak level in 1982. Length and age composition and hydroacoustic
survey data from 1984 joint venture fisheries confirm that the 1980 year
class (age 4 fish) is weak. The 1981 year class (age 3 fish) also
appears to be weak. The abundance estimate of age 3 fish in 1984 is
about the same as age 3 fish (1980 year class) in 1983. It is estimated
that the 1985 exploitable biomass of pollock will decline from the 1984
level by some 500,000 mt to fall within a range of 1,200,000~
1,270,000 mt. An exploitation rate of 28.57 provides a range for the
maximum ABC 342,000 mt and 358,000 mt, with a mean of 350,000 mt.
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Section 6.1 Departure from MSY to ABC for Biological Reasons, Page 6-6:
INSERT between 3rd and 4th Paragraphs on Page 6-6:

The ABC for the Pacific ocean perch complex is set at 75% of estimated EY.
This will provide for some rebuilding of the stocks in the Pacific ocean perch

complex.

The ABC for Atka mackerel was set at bycatch levels in the Central and Western
areas. In the Western area, ABC was set using a exploitation rate between 10%

and 15Z of 38,000 mt biomass estimate, 3,800-5,700 mt respectively.

Section 6.2 Departure from ABC for Socioeconomic Reasons, Page 6:

DELETE:

Pollock —-- The 1984 OY has been set at the lower end of the ABC range, or
400,000 mt of pollock. This value was selected as the amount of fish
needed to meet the requirements of the fishery. The lower end of the ABC
range was also chosen because of concerns that a higher pollock 0Y might

lead to unacceptable catches of incidentally caught species.
REPLACE WITH:

Pollock -- The 1985 OY in the Western and Central area has been set at
305,000 mt of pollock, 45,000 mt lower than the average maximum ABC of
350,000 mt. This value was selected as the amount of fish needed to meet
the requirements of the fishery, recognizing the dependency of the
fishery on only two year classes and continuing poor recruitment. This
lower value was also chosen because of concerns that a higher pollock 0Y

might lead to unacceptable catches of incidentally caught species.
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DELETE:

"Pacific ocean perch -- current EY for this species is believed to be
about 50,000 mt, or only 33-407 of MSY. To rebuild the stock(s) to a
level that"

REPACE WITH:

"Pacific ocean perch =-- current EY for this species is believed to be
about 11,474 mt, or 377 of MSY. To rebuild the stock(s) to a level that"

Page 6-10:

On the top of page 6-10, DELETE the paragraph:
The Pacific ocean perch resource needs strong conservation measures if it
is ever to recover. Therefore, ABC for the Eastern Regulatory Area is
set at 875 mt, and OY for the Gulf of Alaska is set equal to ABC. Total

OY is therefore equal to 11,475 mt.

REPLACE it with:

The Pacific ocean perch resource needs strong conservation measures if it
is ever to recover. Therefore, ABC for the Eastern Regulatory Area is
set at 875 mt, and OY for the Western and Central areas in the Gulf of
Alaska is set equal to 757 of EY. Total OY is therefore equal to
6,083 mt.

Section 6.2 Departure from ABC for Socioeconomic Reasons. Page 6-10:
ADD at end of Flounders paragraph:

Atka Mackerel =-- the 0Y for Atka mackerel in the Western area is 4,678 mt,

within the ABC range of 3,800 mt and 5,700 mt. Therefore the OY was not
changed. The OY for the Central and Eastern area was set at 500 mt and 100 mt

respectively to provide for bycatch levels in other fisheries.
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4. IMPLEMENT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CATCHER/PROCESSORS

Section 8.5.1, Page 8-15, DELETE:

"

DELETE:

(c)

ADD:

(€)

GOA9/AK

<.« DNP" at end of first sentence of paragraph (B) Processor Reports.

"In addition to the above requirements domestic fishermen who fish
in the FCZ off Alaska and deliver groundfish outside of Alaska must
report their catch or advise the management agencies of their

departure by radio or telephone."

"Catcher/processors.
(1) Reporting requirements.

Vessels that catch and process groundfish at sea
(catcher/processors) often do not land their catch for periods
of several weeks. The NPFMC comnsiders such.catcher/processors
to be those vessels that have the capacity to freeze their
catch at sea and are able, therefore, to remain at sea for

periods of more than two weeks before returning to port.

Thus, while they are required to complete and submit a fish
ticket upon landing their catch to the appropriate management
agency within a period prescribed by regulation, catch
information supplied by a fish ticket may not reach the
management agencies in time to affect inseason management
decisions concerning time/area adjustments or apportionments of
surplus groundfish among the various users. Hence, those
vessels that catch and process at sea and do not land their
catch within two weeks from the date of catch are required to

report the hail weights of their catch within a period
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(2)

prescribed by regulation. Such report must be in writing and
must be submitted to the Director, Alaska Region, National
Marine Fisheries Service. The NPFMC intends that each vessel
operator be responsible for submitting the written report by
whatever means are available to him. The NPFMC does not intend
that a catcher/processor, which lands its catch within two
weeks from the date of catch, provide a written catch report in

addition to the required fish ticket.

Check In and Check Out Report.

Catcher/processors are required to check in and check out of
any regulatory area or district for which an optimum yield is
established within a time period prescribed by regulation.
This report may be by radio through the U.S. Coast Guard to the
Director, National Marine Fisheries Service. The NPFMC intends
that this requirement will enhance the National Marine
Fisheries Service's ability to monitor the timeliness of the
written catch reports described in (1) above and to assess the
total harvest capacity in a regulatory area/district for
purposes of projecting dates when an optimum yield will be

reached.

=21~



FRAMEWORK

5. ESTABLISH MEASURES TO CONTROL PACIFIC HALIBUT BYCATCH.

Section 8.3 Management Measures and Rationale

Section 8.3.1. Domestic

Section 8.3.1.1., Season, Gear, Area, and Catch Regulations

INSERT NEW SECTION:

I.

ALTERNATIVE

(3)

GOA9/AK

Time-area Closures and Gear Restrictions to Control Pacific Halibut

Bycatch

Further fishing with specific types of gear or modes of operation
during the year is prohibited in a fishery and area once that

fishery takes its prohibited species catch (PSC) limit in that area.

For each of three areas (Eastern, Central, and Western) separate PSC
limits will be established for the wholly domestic fishery and the

joint venture fishery.

The halibut PSC limit and the number of limits for each fishery and
area and types of gear or modes of operation to be prohibited once a
PSC 1limit is taken will be determined by the Alaska Regional
Director of NMFS by the end of the preceding fishing year. Prior to
the Regional Director's determination, the Council will make
recommendations to him for each fishery and area based on the best
available information concerning the affected stocks and fisheries.
The Regional Director will make these recommendations and supporting
information available to the public for comment. If the Council
does not make recommendations by December 15, the halibut PSC
measures already established shall automatically constitute the

Council's recommendations to the Regional Director.
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The Regional Director may change the PSC measures during the year
for which they were set if, as new information becomes available, it
is apparent to him that his initial determination has become
inappropriate with respect to meeting FMP objectives. The Council
may recommend such inseason changes based on new information.

The Council's recommendations on the levels and numbers of PSC lim-
its and the types of gear or modes of operation prohibited once a
PSC limit is taken will be based on the following types of informa-

tion:

1. estimated bycatch in years prior to that for which PSC limits

are being set;
2, expected change in groundfish catch;
3. estimated change in groundfish biomass;
4. estimated change in halibut biomass and stock condition;
5. potential impact on halibut stocks;
6. potential impacts on domestic halibut fisher&;
7. methods available to reduce bycatch;
8. the cost of reducing bycatch; and
9. other biological and socioeconomic factors that affect the ap-

propriateness of specific PSC limits in terms of FMP objec-

tives.

For the first fishing year for which this section is effective, the Re-

gional Director will determine the levels and numbers of PSC limits and

the prohibitions imposed when a PSC 1limit is taken using the best

information available if the Council does not make recommendations prior

to October of the year preceding the year for which they are established.

GOA9/AK
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Section 8.3.2. Foreign

Section 8.3.2.1.(1), Page 8.8. INSERT NEW SECTION

(d) Further specific types of gear or modes of operation during the

GOA9/AK

season is prohibited in a foreign fishery and area once that fishery

takes its prohibited species catch (PSC) limit in that area.

PSC limits will be established for two areas (Central and Western).
The method to be used to establish and make inseason adjustments to
the PSC limits, the number of gear or modes of operation to be
prohibited once a PSC limit is taken are the same as specified for

domestic fisheries in Section 8.3.1.1.I.
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FRAMEWORK
ARTERNATIVE
(3"

ESTABLISH MEASURES TO CONTROL PACIFIC HALIBUT BYCATCH.

If Alternative 3' is implemented instead of Alternative 3, the following
additional changes would have to be made to the FMP, Section 3.2.1.1:

The areas for which PSC limits are established will also be determined by
the Regional Director and the Regional Director may determine that PSC
limits will be allocated to individual operations. The mechanism used in
such determinations and in determining what methods of allocation will be
used will be the same as that used for the other halibut PSC measures.

The mechanism for inseason changes is also the same.
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PSC
ALTERNATIVE
(2a)

PSC
ALTERNATIVE
(2b)

ESTABLISH MEASURES TO CONTROL THE PACIFIC HALIBUT BYCATCH.

Section 8.3.1.1.D, Page 8.2. REPLACE WITH:

(D) Time-area Closures.

(1) June 1 - November 30. None.

(2) December 1 - May 31. When the total domestic trawl catch of

halibut in any statistical area exceeds that amount listed be-
low, that statistical area shall be «closed to domestic

on-bottom trawling for the remainder of this period.

Western - 270 mt ]'
Central - 768 mt

Eastern - 32 mt

ESTABLISH MEASURES TO CONTROL THE PACIFIC HALIBUT BYCATCH.

Section 8.3.1.1.D, Page 8.2 REPLACE WITH:

(D) Time-area Closures.

(1)

(2)

GOA9/AK

June 1 - November 30. None.

December 1 - May 31. When the joint venture domestic trawl

catch of halibut in any statistical area exceeds that amount
listed below, that statistical area shall be closed to

on-bottom joint venture trawling for the remainder of this

period.
Western - 120 mt

Central - 330 mt

Eastern - 31 mt
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AGENDA D-2(a) (1)
MAY 1985
AMENDMENT 14:

OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS
BY ISSUE

1. ESTABLISH A GEAR AND/OR AREA RESTRICTION IN THE SABELFISH FISHERY.

The following individuals or associations supported the following
alternatives.

Alternative 1 - maintain the status quo.

Al Burch, Fisherman, Kodiak

Barry Collier, North Pacific Fishign Vessel Owners' Assn.
John Coyne, Fisherman, Homer

Tim Longrich, Fisherman, Kodiak

Mark Maring, Fisherman, Kodiak

Walter Pereyra, Coalition for Open Ocean Fisheries
Erling Skaar, Fisherman, Seattle

Alternative 2 - Allocate the sablefish OY to specific gear types.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 3 - Establish hook and longline-only areas.

3a - Waters east of 147°W longitude.

James Chesnut, Fisherman, Sitka

Lonnie Chesnut, Fisherman, Sitka

Elwin Cox, Fisherman

Dick Griffin, Chamber of Commerce, Sitka

3b - Waters east of 159°W longitude.

Steven Fish, Fisherman, Petersburg

3c - Waters east of 170°W longitude.

Don Iverson, Fisherman, Seattle

Ben Grussendorf, State Representative, Sitka
David Clemens, Fisherman, Kodiak

Walt Cothran, Processor, Pelican

Mark Lundsten, Fisherman, Seattle

Alternative 4 - Place a ceiling on the number of vessels harvesting
sablefish sablefish using pot gear.

Ben Grussendorf, State Representative, Sitka

Alternative 5 - License limitation.

James Chesnut, Fisherman, Sitka
Paul Clampitt, Fisherman, Bellingham (with 1legal gear
being hook and longline)
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New Alternatives:

A.

APR85/BF

By Richard White, Processsor and Fisherman, Seattle:

(1) Open waters east of 147°W to pot gear only on January 1.

(2) After 207 of OY is taken, or on March 15, whichever occurs
first, close the area to pot fishing.

(3) On March 15, open the area to longline-only.

By Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.:

(1) Put a cap on the 6 pot vessels that were active in the Gulf
before March 31.

(2) With the exception of these 6 pot vessels designate the
sablefish as a longline only fishery in all waters east of
170°W longitude.

(3) Set concurrent season openings on March 15,

(4) All pot longline vessels must remove gear from the grounds when
delivering or arriving in port.

By Tim Longrich, Fisherman, Kodiak:

(1) Clearly marked and defined hook and longline and pot gear using
radar reflectors, lights on the end of buoys, end-markers, etc;

(2) Staggered longline-only and pot-only fishery periods;

(3) A geographical division of the Gulf in half, each half
representing approximately one-half of the sablefish 0Y,
allocating 50Z of OY to 1longline and 50Z to pot gear, or
restricting one-half of the Gulf to longline gear and the other
to pot gear.

(4) Limit number of pots;

(5) Require removal of gear from grounds when leaving area;

(6) A cap on the number of pot vessels permitted to harvest
sablefish.

By Karen Adler, Fishing Company of Alaska, Seward:

Designate waters east of 137°W longitude as hook and longline only
for sablefish.

By Robert Alverson, FVOA:

(1) Designate all waters east of 170°W longitude as longline-only;

(2) Designate 5% of 0OY for bycatch purposes in trawl operations and
provide 37 of the OY for incidental purposes by other gear
types;

(3) The directed sablefish quota would be 927 of the OY.



2. ESTABLISH ROCKFISH AREAS AND QUOTAS.:

Alternative 1 - Maintain a Gulfwide OY for other rockfish.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 2 - Set the Southeast District shelf demersal rockfish 0Y at
600 mt between 56°N and 57°30'N latitudes with the remainder of the
Gulfwide 5,000 mt OY (4,400 mt) to be taken elsewhere in the Gulf.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 3 - Set the Southeast District shelf demersal rockfish 0Y at
600 mt between 56°N and 57°30'N latitudes and set the OY for the pelagic
and slope rockfish species within the Southeast-East Yakutat district at
880 mt for a combined other rockfish 0Y of 1,480 mt. The remaining
3,520 mt of the other rockfish resource would be harvested from the other
areas of the Gulf. (Recommended by the Alaska Board of Fisheries).

Walt Cothran, Processor, Pelican

3a - Change the accounting year to October 1 through September 30 as
part of this alternative. (Board recommendation).

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
3b - Retain January 1 - December 31 as the accounting year.
NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Alternative 4 - Set the shelf demersal rockfish OY at 600 mt for the area
where the 1984 domestic fishery was concentrated and establish separate

O0Ys for slope, shelf pelagic, and shelf demersal rockfish species groups
by Gulf of Alaska management area based on the best available data.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 5 - Set the OY for shelf demersal rockfish at 600 mt between
56°N and 57°30'N latitudes. Subtract this amount from the Gulfwide OY of
5,000 mt and apportion the remaining 4,400 mt by regulatory area as
follows: Southeast-East Yakutat - 880 mt, West Yakutat - 880 mt, Central
Gulf - 1,760 mt, and Western Gulf - 880 mt.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 6 - Remove the Southeast Alaska shelf rockfish fishery
(depths less than 200 m) from the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish FMP, giving
full control of the fishery to the State of Alaska.

Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.
Ben Grussendorf, State Representative, Sitka
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3. IMPLEMENT NEW OPTIMUM YIELDS FOR POLLOCK, PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH, ROCKFISH,
ATKA MACKEREL, AND OTHER SPECIES.

POLLOCK

Alternative 1 - Reduce the OY for pollock to 305,000 mt in the
Western/Central Area.

Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.

Alternative 2 - Maintain the 0Y at 400,000 mt (status quo).

New Alternative:

A. By Government of Japan; Stephen B. Johnson, Japan Deep Sea
Trawlers' Assn. and the Hokuten Trawlers' Assn., Rodney E.
Armstrong, Korean Fishing Fleet:

2 e V
(1) Recommend a Western/Central xfarea.'-’f;lﬁl”N

PACIFIC OCEAN PERCH

Alternative 1 - Reduce the 0OY for POP to 1,302 mt and 3,906 mt in
the Western and Central Areas, respectively.

Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.

Alternative 2 - Maintain the 0OY for POP at 2,700 mt and 7,900 mt in
the Western and Central Areas, respectively (status quo).

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

OTHER ROCKFISH

Alternative 1 - Reduce the Gulf of Alaska-wide OY for rockfish to
5,000 mt.

Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.

Alternative 2 - Reduce the OY to an amount that would provide for a
bycatch only.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 3 - Maintain the 0Y at 7,600 mt (status quo).

New Alternative:

A. By Pat Travers, NOAA General Counsel:

(1) Reduce the Gulfwide other rockfish OY to protect this
resource until more is known.
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ATKA MACKEREL

Alternative 1 - Reduce the 0Y in the Central and Eastern Areas to an

amount that would provide for a bycatch only.
Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.

Alternative 2 - Maintain the OY at 20,800 mt and 3,200 mt in the
Central and Eastern Areas, respectively (status quo).

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

OTHER SPECIES

APR85/BF

Alternative 1 - Reduce the Gulf of Alaska-wide OY for “other

species” to its framework amount of 22,435 mt (i.e., 5% of the total
OYs for each of the other groundfish categories).

Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.

New Alternative:

A, By Pat Travers, NOAA General Counsel:

(1) The Council may want to re-evaluate the equation in the
FMP and change it if necessary.



IMPLEMENT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR CATCHER/PROCESSORS.

Alternative 1 - Maintain the current reporting requirement (status quo).

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 2 - Require an FCZ processing permit with check-in/check-out

and weekly report.

Karena Adler, Fishing Co. of Alaska, Seward

Don Collinsworth, Alaska Dept. of Fish & Game

Ed Evans, Alaska Factory Trawlers' Assn.

Walter Pereyra, Coalition for Open Ocean Fisheries

Alternative 3 - Require an FCZ processing permit with a weekly catch
report, but without check-in/check-out.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 4 - Place observers aboard a small sample of catcher/
processor vessels and mothership/processors and extrapolate the catch
from the vessels to the entire fleet.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 5 - Place observers aboard all catcher/processors and
mothership/processor vessels.

Walt Cothran, Processor, Pelican
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ESTABLISH MEASURES TO CONTROL THE PACIFIC HALIBUT BYCATCH.

Alternative 1 - Maintain the Western and Central Gulf PSC limits of 29 mt
and 52 mt, respectively (status quo).

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 2 - Raise the Western and Central Gulf PSC limits to 270 mt
and 768 mt, respectively.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Alternative 3 - Develop a framework procedure for the annual adjustment
of PSC limits. ~

Karena Adler, Fishing Co. of Alaska, Seward

Robert Alverson, Fishing Vessel Owners' Assn. (also
favors elimination of the on-deck sorting
exemption)

Barry Collier, North Pacific Fishing Vessel Owners'
Assn,

Don McCaughran, International Pacific Halibut Commission (also favors
elimination of the on-deck sorting exemption)

Alternative 4 - Establish bycatch fees.

New Alternative:

A. By Alvin Burch, Fisherman, Kodiak:

(1) Proposes that a halibut PSC limit be set within the range
of 3,687-6,015 mt. This incidental harvest by the foreign
fleet was observed during the period 1973-83. With the
foreign fleets being excluded from the FCZ, he believes
the domestic PSC should fall between these two figures.
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6. IMPLEMENT THE NMFS HABITAT POLICY.

Alternative 1 - Amend the FMP to address habitat considerations.

la - Include habitat policy and proposed text in the FMP.
Walt Cothran, Processor, Pelican
1b - Include a habitat goal in the FMP but not specific sections and
detailed text. Detailed habitat discussion would be provided
in a Council document as an annex or appendix to the FMP.
Barry Collier, North Pacific Fishing Vessel Owners' Assn.
Ed Evans, Alaska Factory Trawler Assn.

Kathryn Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.

Alternative 2 - Do not amend the FMP to address habitat considerations.

NO SPECIFIC COMMENTS
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SABLEFISH FISHING SEASONS.

Alternative 1 - Maintain the current sablefish fishing season of

January 1 through December 31 (status quo).
Barry Collier, North Pacific Fishing Vessel Owners' Assn.
Steve Fish, Fisherman, Petersburg
Walter Pereyra, Coalition for Open Ocean Fisheries

Alternative 2 - Change the opening date of the sablefish fishery in the

Southeast and East Yakutat Districts from January 1 to March 15.

Lonnie Chesnut, Fisherman, Sitka

Walt Cothran, Processor, Pelican

Dick Griffin, Sitka Chamber of Commerce

Ben Grussendorf, State Representative, Sitka

Alternative 3 - Change the opening dates of the Southeast-East Yakutat
and West Yakutat-Central area sablefish fisheries to March 15 and May 1,
respectively.

David Clemens, Fisherman, Kodiak

New Alternatives:

A, By Robert Alverson, Fishing Vessel Owners' Assn.:

(1) Favors concurrent season openings throughout the Gulf and
proposes February 21 as the opening date.

B. By James Chesnut, Fisherman, Sitka:

(1) Favors a May 1 opening for the sablefish fishery in Southeast
Alaska.

C. By Kathryn L. Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn.; Tim Longrich,
Fisherman, Kodiak:

(1) Proposes concurrent season openings throughout the Gulf of
Alaska set later than March 15.

D. By Tom Thompson, Processor, Sitka:

(1) Proposes an April 1 opening date for sablefish in the Eastern
Regulation Area (Southeast, East-Yakutat, West-Yakutat
Districts).
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AGENDA D-2(a) (2)

MAY 1985

GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH AMENDMENT 14
PUBLIC COMMENT SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

During the March 1985 meeting, the North Pacific Fishery Management Council
approved the Amendment 14 package to the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Fishery
Management Plan for public review. The 30-day review period began on April 4
and ended on May 3, 1985. During the review period, 34 comments were received
from fishermen, processors, fishermen's organizations, U.S. and Alaska
government agencies, and foreign nations or their representatives. These
comments have been circulated to the Council, its Scientific and Statistical
Committee, its Advisory Panel, and to the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Plan Team.
The comments have been used to make revisions to the amendment documents.
This summary of the comments was prepared to serve as a reference during the
Council meeting. It is not a substitution for the original comments and it
only summarizes the major points of each submission. If details are desired,
the reviewer should refer to the original comments.

The comments are summarized below in alphabetical order by commenter. The name
of the author, his or her occupation or association are provided. Comments
directed to specific management alternatives are indicated. New alternatives
being proposed for Council consideration are also indicated. Several copies
of the original comments are available for reference.

Karena Adler, Fishing Co. of Alaska, Seward - Urges that the Council not
establish gear or area restrictions which would prohibit vessels from
retaining sablefish in trawl operations in the Gulf of Alaska. A gear
restriction which would require trawlers to discard sablefish to enable
another gear type to harvest OY is an inefficient use of fishery
resources. If a hook and longline-only measure is adopted, the company
prefers the restriction be limited to waters east of 137°W. long. (New
Alternative).

Ms. Adler supports the requirement for weekly catch reporting by catcher/
processors (Alternative 2, under "Implement Reporting Requirements for
Catcher/Processors"). She is opposed to singling out catcher/processors
for complete observer coverage.

In reference to measures to minimize halibut bycatch, she favors
Alternative 3 to develop a framework procedure for setting annual PSC
limits.

Robert D. Alverson, Fishing Vessel Owners' Assn., Seattle - The FVOA 1is in

favor of establishing a hook and longline-only fishery for sablefish in
the Gulf of Alaska (Alternative 3c, under "Gear Restrictionms...for
Sablefish Fishery"). Mr. Alverson recognizes that the Amendment 14
package does not provide a comprehensive alternative to accommodate the
total multispecies issue if sablefish becomes a longline-only fishery.
Therefore, the FVOA recommends the following amalgamation of
Alternatives 2 (i.e., allocate to specific gear types) and 3c to
accommodate the overall comprehensive problems (New Alternative):
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That the Council designate the area east of 170°W. long. as a hook )
and longline only area for sablefish which is Alternative 3¢ and
designate 57 of the OY for incidental trawl operations in the Gulf

of Alaska and provide 37 of the OY for incidental operations of

other gear types that may take place after the directed portion of -
the sablefish quota has been obtained. This OY apportionment is
basically the formal implementation of the Council's emergency rule

adopted last March. ©f

The FVOA provided detailed justification, accompanied with photos, in
support of this proposal.

In reference to sablefish fishing seasons, Mr. Alverson supports a later
opening date than January 1. He believes that February 21 opening would
avoid some of the poor weather, optimize product quality, and be early
enough to avoid the sablefish fishery from conflicting with the herring
fishery (New Alternative). He mentions that the FVOA is opposed to split
seasons and recommends concurrent openings throughout the Gulf.

The FVOA supports development of a framework procedure for the annual
adjustment of halibut PSC limits, except for the provision that would
exempt on-deck sorting operations (Alternative 3, under "Measures to
Control Halibut Bycatch"). Every fishing vessel has a deck on which fish
are sorted. This exemption would effectively negate any compliance to
the PSC limit.

Alvin R. Burch, Fisherman, Kodiak - Believes that in the course of addressing
the longline vs. pot issue, the trawler has been ignored. Mr. Burch
would like to see a study on the value of groundfish resources in the
Gulf including sablefish, Pacific cod, pollock and flounder. He claims
that while sablefish and the longliner will play a part in the domestic
utilization of FCZ resources, only the trawler is capable of catching and
delivering the large volume of lower priced fish available.

Mr. Burch says that he is unaware of any gear conflict between longline
fishermen and trawlers, yet trawlers may be excluded from this fishery.
While an alternative exists to place a ceiling on the number of pot
vessels, there 1s no provision for trawlers.

In reference to the management of "Other Rockfish," he comments that
management of this species complex must be done with the utmost caution.
He recognizes that the long life cycle and slow growth of this species
make management difficult.

Mr. Burch favors a weekly reporting system for catcher/processors and
floating processors but is opposed to onboard observers until the issue
of funding and insurance is addressed.

On the subject of halibut PSC limits, Mr. Burch notes that incidental
catch of halibut in IPHC Areas 2 and 3 have ranged from 3,687-6,015 mt
during the period 1973-1983. He believes that with the foreign fleets
being phased out, the domestic PSC should fall somewhere within this e
range (New Alternative).
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Mr. Burch concluded his comments with a recommendation to overhaul the
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish FMP. He notes that the groundfish fisheries
have changes since implementation of the FMP and that for it to provide
the management guidance for fisheries in the 1980s or beyond, the plan
must be rewritten.

James A. Chesnut, Fisherman, Sitka - Favors a May 1 opening for the sablefish

fishery in Southeast Alaska although he could live with a season opening
no earlier than March 1; a longline-only sablefish fishery east of 147°W.
long. (Alternative 3a, under "Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish
Fishery"); and the development of a limited entry program for this
fishery. He also supports measures to protect Southeast Alaska rockfish
stocks.

Lonnie R. Chesnut, Fisherman, Sitka -~ Supports a longline-only measure for

Paul

sablefish east of 147°W. long. due to gear conflicts and the rapid
harvest of the OY by pot boats (Alternative 3a, under "Establish Gear
Restrictions in the Sablefish Fishery"). The end result is a loss of
income to local fishermen (SE) and communities. Mr. Chesnut supports a
March 15 opening in SE/W Yakutat to improve product quality
(Alternative 2, under "Sablefish Fishing Seasons").

Clampitt, Fisherman, Bellingham - Voiced his support for a limited entry

system for sablefish with the legal gear being hook and longline. He
claims that this fishery will soon resemble the "derby-day" type fishery
as seen with halibut. His proposal is based on the concept that manage-
ment of this fishery will improve with this approach.

David Clemens, Fisherman, Kodiak - Has fished with both pot and hook and

longline gear. However, given high probability of gear conflicts in the
sablefish fishery, he supports the designation of all waters east of
170°W. long. as a hook and longline-only area (Alternative 3c, under
"Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). He favors hook and
longline gear since it can be fished by small vessels with a small
capital outlay when compared to pots.

Mr. Clemens supports the designation of areas and quotas for rockfish.
He believes that these measures are necessary so as not to deplete the
resource to a point of low or no sustained yield.

In reference to sablefish fishing seasons, he favors a later season
opening date, citing improved weather and higher fish quality. He
believes an opening at March 15 and May 1 in the Eastern and Central
Regulatory Areas would accomplish this objective (Alternative 3, under
"Sablefish Fishing Seasons").

Barry D. Collier, North Pacific Fishing Vessel Owners' Assn., Seattle - The

NPFVOA supports the continuation of a mixed gear fishery for sablefish
(Alternative 1, under "Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). They
are opposed to exclusion of gear types in favor of a single gear type.

In reference to establishing rockfish quotas and areas, NPFVOA believes
there is strong justification for establishing rockfish 0Ys by shelf
areas based on the best scientific information available. NPFVOA is
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strongly opposed to removing demersal shelf rockfish from the FMP, citing
the confusion this action would create in regards to management by state
and federal agencies.

Mr. Collier notes that as with rockfish, all groundfish OYs should be
based on the best scientific information available. However, NPFVOA
questioned whether or not there is sufficient information to support a
reduction in the Atka mackerel OY from 20,836 mt and 3,186 mt in the
Western and Central Areas to bycatch levels only.

The NPFVOA recognizes the need for fishery observers on any domestic
fishing vessel. However, until the funding, liability and role of
observers are clearly defined, NPFVOA does not recommend adoption of a
catcher/processor observer requirement.

The NPFVOA endorses the development of a framework procedure for the
annual adjustment of halibut PSC limits (Alternative 3, under "Establish
Measures to Control Halibut Bycatch"). Mr. Collier believes that the
framework must accommodate trawl bycatch needs to allow them to fully
expand and develop.

In regard to implementing the NMFS Habitat Policy, Mr. Collier suggests
the establishment of an "inhouse" policy and recommends not to incor-
porate the policy formally into the FMP (Alternative 1lb, under "Implement
NMFS Habitat Policy").

Recognizing the absence of scientific information to support a change in
sablefish fishing seasons for biological purposes, the NPFVOA recommends
that the Council adopt the status quo season of January 1 - December 31
(Alternative 1, under "Sablefish Fishing Seasons").

Don Collinsworth, Alaska Dept. of Fish and Game - Supports a hook and
longline-only sablefish fishery in the Gulf of Alaska (Alternative 3,
under "Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). He cites a reduction
in gear conflict, vessel safety concerns, ease of management problems,
and an increase in economic benefits as his rationale. He also supports
a delayed season opening date for sablefish.

In regard to the broader issue of bycatch, Mr. Collinsworth supports the
full development of the domestic groundfish fisheries and the appropriate
bycatch amounts of sablefish to support other trawl fisheries.

On shelf rockfish management, Mr. Collinsworth states the need for a
joint federal-state management program, with close monitoring of the
resource if overfishing of rockfish is to be protected.

Mr. Collinsworth favors weekly catch reporting by catcher/processors and
mothership/processors (Alternative 2, wunder ‘"Implement Regulatory
Requirements for Catcher/Processors"). He believes such information is
essential to prevent overfishing and to implement other provisions in the
groundfish FMPs. Check-in/check-out requirements are also important if
managers are to monitor effort. He also supports an effective at-sea
observer program to verify target and bycatch harvests in the domestic
fishery.
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Walt Cothran, Plant Manager, Pelican Cold Storage, Pelican - Recommends that

the Council adopt a hook and longline-only sablefish fishery in all
waters east of 170°W. long. (Alternative 3c, wunder “Gear
Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). He cites community dependence on
this fishery as the basis for his recommendation.

Mr. Cothran mentions that his company also supports the setting of the
Southeast Alaska "Other Rockfish" OY at 600 mt for demersal shelf
rockfish between 56°N. and 57°30'N. latitude, and the OY for pelagic and
slope rockfish species within the remainder of the Southeast-East Yakutat
District at 880 mt. This would provide a combined other rockfish OY at
1,480 mt for the Southeast-East Yakutat fishery (Alternative 3, under
"Rockfish Quotas and Areas").

He also favors placing observers aboard all catcher/processors and
mothership/processors (Alternative 5, under "Implement Reporting Require~
ments for Catcher/Processors'"); amending the FMP to include the NMFS
Habitat Policy; and to delay the sablefish opening in the Southeast and
East Yakutat districts to March 15.

He concluded his comments by recommending that a size limit for sablefish
be considered in the next amendment cycle.

Larry Cotter, International Longshoreman's and Warehouseman's Union,

Local 200, Juneau -~ Provided employment-related data to assist the
development of a broad-based socioeconomic impact analysis.

Elwin Cox, Fisherman ~ Favors a hook and longline-only sablefish fishery east

of 147°W. long. (Alternative 3a, under "Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish
Fishery") and a later season opening. He cites lost pot gear and poor
fish quality for his comment.

Edward D. Evans, Alaska Factory Trawler Assn., Seattle - Comments that the

Council is considering allocations of sablefish under the guise of
addressing a gear conflict. Mr. Evans suggests that the remedies put
forth as alternatives in the EA/RIR documents go far beyond what is
necessary. No other alternatives are submitted by Mr. Evans. He
explains that the alternatives presented in the documents are clearly
oriented toward preserving the fishery for the longline gear user at the
expense of other gear users. The negative impacts on the trawl fisheries
are not addressed in the RIR.

Mr. Evans questions the accuracy of the discussion in the amendment
package describing the historical precedence of longline gear in the
sablefish fishery. He also questions the use of the term "social
efficiency" and wonders if it doesn't really mean 'new favoritism."
Mr. Evans comments that the RIR analysis is fundamentally incorrect since
it uses the presumption that an impact of a longline-only measure would
be the added cost and inconvenience of obtaining the resource elsewhere.
He suggests that the real impact is denial of the resource to displaced
user groups given low quotas and fishable grounds. The RIR analyses of
the alternative restrictions on fisheries that incidentally harvest
sablefish such as halibut, cod, and soles are conspicuous by their
absence.
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Mr. Evans says that AFTA recognizes the sablefish problem as being one of
too much effort for too few fish. If allocation is necessary, they
expect that the trawl vessels would be allocated some reasonable amount
of sablefish to commercially catch and market. They also expect some
apportionment of sablefish for bycatch purposes in other trawl fisheries.
At present, AFTA has no idea as to what their bycatch needs are, but they
are willing to provide the necessary catch data.

The AFTA supports weekly catch reports from catcher/processors and
check-in/check-out requirements. Until some fundamental questions are
answered, they are opposed to regulations requiring onboard observers at
this time. Their association still welcomes observers on a voluntary
basis. In a related letter, Mr. Evans describes AFTA's voluntary
commitment to provide bi-weekly catch reports to NMFS and ADF&G.

Mr. Evans comments that his group supports a habitat goal as outlined in
Alternative 1b (under "Implement NMFS Habitat Policy"). Incorporation of
the NMFS habitat policy in the FMP is not acceptable given the
uncertainty of the implications of the policy.

Steven Fish, Fisherman, Petersburg - Supports a hook and longline-only sable-

fish fishery in waters east of 159°W. long. (Alternative 3b, under "Gear
Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). He feels that this measure is
essential if the longline fleet and Alaskan coastal communities dependent
on sablefish are going to survive.

Mr. Fish is opposed to using a delayed season opening as a resource allo-
cation tool in the sablefish fishery. He is also opposed to limited
entry unless pots were also eliminated.

Government of Japan; Stephen B. Johnson, representative, Japan Deep Sea

Dick

Trawlers Assn. and the Hokuten Trawlers Assn.; Rodney E. Armstrong,
Agent, Korean Fishing Fleet -~ Recommend an increase in the proposed
pollock OY in the Western and Central Regulatory Areas from 305,000 mt to
360,000 mt to more fully harvest the 6 to 7-year-old fish in this
population (New Alternative).

Griffin, Sitka Chamber of Commerce, Sitka - Favors a hook and longline-

only sablefish fishery in waters east of 147°W. long. (Alternative 3a,
under "Gear Restrictions....for Sablefish Fishery"). He also supports a
sablefish season opening date no earlier than March 15 (Alternative 2,
under "Sablefish Fishing Seasons"). He cites both maintenance of local
economies and product quality as being the rationale for his recommen-
dation.

Ben Grussendorf, State Representative, Sitka - Voiced his support for a hook

and longline-only sablefish fishery east of 170°W. long. (Alternative 3c,
under "Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). It is his belief
that longlining for sablefish best serves the coastal communities whose
economy depends on fishing. He realizes that bycatch requirements for
trawl activities does present a problem and believes that some amount
should be identified for bycatch purposes only.
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Mr. Grussendorf mentions that the state is now considering a limited
entry program for sablefish in Southeast Alaska. He therefore favors
placing a moratorium on the number of pot vessels participating in this
fishery (Alternative 4, under "Establish a Gear and/or Area Restriction
in the Sablefish Fishery").

In regard to sablefish fishing seasons, Mr. Grussendorf recommends delay-
ing the season opening in Southeast Alaska to a date no earlier than
March 15 as a measure to avoid the seasonal rough weather common during
the winter and early spring months.

Mr. Grussendorf favors state management of the southeast demersal shelf
rockfish fishery since he believes ADF&G has the experience and biolog-
ical data to manage this expanding fishery (Alternative 6, under
"Rockfish Quotas and Management Area").

Don Hall, Fisherman, Homer - Recommends that hook and longline areas, or
pot-only areas should only be established to avoid gear conflicts,
Suggests pot or hook 1limit and/or area registration as other
alternatives.

Don Iverson, Fisherman, Seattle - Provided comments describing the techniques
used to fish hook and longline and pot gear and the fishing efficiency of
the gear. Mr. Iverson supports the designation of a hook and
longline-only area in all waters east of 170°W. long., i.e., Gulf of
Alaska (Alternative 3¢, under "Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish
Fishery"). He describes a fishing incident with a pot vessel that 1led
him to this position.

Kathryn L. Kinnear, Kodiak Longline Assn., Kodiak - Provided detailed comments
for each of the amendment proposals. In reference to sablefish gear and
area restrictions, Ms. Kinnear discusses the gear conflict and grounds
preemption problem between longline gear and pot gear. She also
describes the 1985 trawl effort on sablefish and its potential impact on
the sablefish resource and other gear types. The following compromise
was proposed (New Alternative):

(1) Put a cap on the 6 pot vessels that were active in the Gulf of
Alaska before March 31, 1985, issuing them a non-transferrable gear
permit.

(2) This would mean a longline fishery for sablefish for the entire Gulf
of Alaska east of 170°W. long.

(3) Concurrent openings, anytime later than March 15 for the entire
Gulf.

(4) All pot vessels and longliners must remove their gear from the
grounds when delivering or arriving in port.

Kodiak Longline Association is strongly opposed to Alternative #5,
"License Limitation, of the sablefish fishery. We would favor a decision
on gear restriction not participation limitation.

Ms. Kinnear believes that hook and longline is the logical choice for
harvesting sablefish taking into consideration the history of the
fishery, present participants, low initial investment of gear, existing
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vessels that could diversify into this fishery, low impact on the ocean

floor (ghost fishing), and less grounds preemption per vessel at any
given time.

Ms. Kinnear also commented that her association supports the removal of
southeast shelf rockfish from the FMP (Alternative 6, under "Rockfish
Quotas and Areas"); the proposed 1985 OY values; the implementation of
timely reporting requirements for catcher/processors; and the establish-
ment of a habitat goal into the FMP, with the habitat discussion being
placed in an annex (Alternative lb, under "Implement NMFS Habitat
Policy"). 1In regard to sablefish fishing seasons, her association
supports concurrent openings throughout the Gulf of Alaska set later than
March 15 (New Alternative).

Tim Longrich, Fisherman, Kodiak - As a pot fisherman, Mr. Longrich provided

extensive comments on the perceived problems between pot and longline
gear. Mr. Longrich favors the continuation of a mixed gear fishery.
Included in his comments, he discusses why he fishes with pots and what
led him to their use in the sablefish fishery. Mr. Longrich's comments
focus on gear conflicts; destabilization of community economies in
Alaska; historical harvest considerations; conservation; fish quality;
and regulatory impacts. He provided useful cost information for the RIR.

He says that the gear entanglement and grounds preemption problems faced
by the hook and longline-only fleet and the pot fleet can be worked out
if both sides attempt to live together. There will be problems, but they
should be accepted as part of fishing.

Possible regulatory alternatives include:

(1) Clearly marked and define hook and longline and pot gear using radar
reflectors, lights on the end of buoys, end-markers, etc.;

(2) Staggered Gulfwide or Area-wide fishing periods during which either
pot fishermen or hook and longline fishery may exclusively fish for
sablefish;

(3) a geographical division of the Gulf of Alaska in half, each half
representing approximately one-half of the sablefish 0Y, and
restricting hook and longline fishermen to one-half and pot fisher-
men to the other half. In this regard, it may be advisable to
alternate access to each section by different gear types.

(4) an allocation of one-half of the sablefish OY to hook and longline
fishermen, and one-half to pot fishermen. In this regard, it may be
advisable to allow only one gear type on the grounds at any one
time, or to allow one gear type in one area, and the other gear type
in another area, and alternate the areas during the season where a
specific gear type would exclusively be permitted;

(5) a limit on the number of pots;

(6) a requirement that a vessel remove its hook and longline or pot gear
from the grounds when it leaves an area to deliver its product; and

(7) a cap on the number of pot vessels permitted to harvest sablefish.

Mr. Longrich is opposed to license limitation in the sablefish fishery.
He believes that this fishery can be effectively managed in an open
-access form.,
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He supports a delay in the sablefish season opening date to March 15 in
the entire Gulf of Alaska (New Alternative). He believes such a delay
would improve product quality; provide a season during better weather
thereby reducing danger to vessel and crew; and would minimize lost fish
due to the inability to pull the gear during poor weather.

R.S. Lucas, U.S. Coast Guard - While recognizing that closer management

control is necessary for management of the domestic groundfish fishery,
the U.S. Coast Guard does not have the equipment or personnel resources
to handle the additional workload associated with receiving weekly catch
reports from catcher/processors and floating processors.

Ralph D, Lund, Fisherman, Seattle - Supports a hook and longline-only measure

Mark

for sablefish. He cites gear conflicts, grounds preemption and ghost
fishing as the basis for his comment.

S. Lundsten, Fisherman, Seattle - Favors a hook and longline-only

Mark

sablefish fishery in the Gulf of Alaska (Alternative 3c, under "Gear
Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). He describes his desire to make
a living from this fishery and his frustrations with management agencies
inability to make hard decisionms.

F. Maring, Fisherman, Maring SEA Inc., Kodiak - Supports the continued

use of pots as a method in harvesting sablefish (Alternative 1, under
"Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). He argues that pot gear is
very efficient and the availability of this method of harvesting will
provide future opportunities for vessels currently idle. His company has
invested hundreds of thousands of dollars into pot gear.

Mr. Maring supports Council action to provide optimum product quality of
sablefish.

Donald A. McCaughran, Int'l Pacific Halibut Commission, Seattle - Voiced

support for the development of a framework procedure for the annual
adjustment of halibut PSC 1limits (Alternative 3, under ''Measures for
Controlling Halibut Bycatch"). The Commission is opposed to the setting
of PSC limits only during the December - May period since they would not
protect halibut during the remainder of the year. He also recommends
deletion of the on-deck sorting exemption since it would make enforcement
of this regulation impossible.

Walter Pereyra, et al., Coalition of Open Ocean Fisheries, Seattle - Favors

continuation of a mixed-gear sablefish fishery (Alternative 1, under
"Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). They believe that
restricting all but longline gear may preclude the development of new
fisheries and it may adversely impact the economic well being of other
segments of the harvesting industry.

In regard to weekly catch reports from catcher/processors, COOF
recognizes the importance of catch reports and some aspects of observer
coverage as management tools. The COOF support weekly catch reports with
check-in/check-out provisions (Alternative 2). They have no objection to
observers onboard vessels providing that the conditions and
responsibilities for those observers are agreeable to the industry.
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However, they don't support partial coverage and extrapolating catch A
statutes to the entire fleet.

The COOF support the current sablefish fishing season of January 1 -
December 31 until adequate biological information can demonstrate a need
to change (Alternative 1, under "Sablefish Fishing Seasons").

Rudy A. Petersen, The Highliners' Assn., Seattle - Comments that the
Amendment 14 documents focus on one particular view and do not deal with .
sablefish management options in a comprehensive manner. He believes that 4
trawl fisheries are being excluded from the management regime without any
discussion or rationalization. Mr. Petersen recommends that the alloca-
tion issue and incidental catch issue be dealt with in a comprehensive
manner, and given this approach, the current documentation is inadequate.

The amendment package should deal with:

(1) who should be involved in the directed fishery;

(2) how incidental catch for legal fishing occuring during and after the
sablefish fishery will be dealt with;

(3) how the catch of sablefish taken by joint venture vessels will be
handled;

(4) what happens to authorized fisheries if they exceed their incidental
catch level; and

(5) how to ensure the targeting will not occur by fisheries other than
those authorized to participate in a directed fishery.

Mr. Petersen hopes that more thought can be given to developing and
promoting alternatives that deal with both the target and incidental
catch as a single package.

Erling A, Skaar, Fisherman, Seattle; John Coyne, Fisherman, Homer - They
support the continuation of mixed-gear sablefish fishery (Alternative 1,
under "Gear Restrictions...for Sablefish Fishery"). They suggest that
the Council consider separate quotas and fishing seasons as a method to
reduce gear conflict.

Tom E. Thompson, Processor, Sitka Sound Seafoods, Sitka - Proposes an April 1
opening date for sablefish in the Eastern Regulatory Area as opposed to a
March 15 opening (New Alternative). This recommendation is based on
improved weather during this time of the year which will lead to more
frequent deliveries as a result of a larger fleet participating in the
fishery. The April 1 date is also suggested to schedule the sablefish
fishery between the sac roe herring and halibut fisheries. Mr. Thompson
also voiced his support for the Council's longline-only emergency rule.

Patrick J. Travers, NOAA General Counsel - Supplied a detailed legal analysis
of the amendment package; the EA and RIR. His legal concerns focus on
the impact analysis prepared for the sablefish gear restriction issue.
He criticizes the cursory presentation of "objectives for regulation”
which the Plan Team presented. Since the objectives are currently not
found in the FMP, he suggests that these objectives be more fully
discussed and analyzed. Similar concerns were voiced on the Team's ™
presentation of its underlying assumptions used in the RIR analysis. ’
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Mr. Travers recommends that reference to "historical or traditional"
claims to the resource is not appropriate as a primary justification in
support of a gear restriction and is in fact illegal under the Magnuson
Act. It can only be considered in combination with a wide range of other
factors that may actually outweigh it.

Mr. Travers comments further that while we consider hook and
longline-only or hook and longline and other gears as alternatives, we
should also consider pot-only or trawl-only options. Similarly, while
considering an effort ceiling on pot fishermen, an effort ceiling for
longline fishermen should also be reviewed. Also, if an objective is to
promote the economies of of small Alaskan communities, then the Council
may want to consider the requirement that all sablefish harvested from
Alaskan waters be landed in Alaska.

On the OY for "Other Rockfish" Mr. Travers comments that since little is
known about this resource, both shelf and pelagic species, maybe the
Gulfwide OY should be lowered for all species categories to protect this
resource until more is known (New Alternative). It seems inconsistent to
protect one known stock for lack of biological data and yet keep the
Gulfwide OY at its proposed level when even less information is available
for these other stocks.

In regards to the proposal to delay the sablefish season opening date; if
resource allocation i1s a primary objective of this measure, then more
analysis and discussion of this objective is required. He comments
further that the other objectives such as weather and product quality are
sufficiently supported to warrant their inclusion in the documents.

On Alternative 6, under "Quotas and Management Areas in the Rockfish
Fishery" which proposes that shelf rockfish in Southeast Alaska be
excluded from federal management, Mr. Travers voiced several concerns.
Implementation of this alternative in his view would violate the Magnuson
Act since it specifies that the Council must prepare an FMP for each
fishery where conservation and management is needed. 1In contrast with
certain other fisheries, in which there is a well-established system of
state management and in which fishing takes place primarily within state
waters, the shelf rockfish fishery differs since it is a developing
fishery and the majority of the fishing grounds are in the FCZ. Given
the possibility that catcher/processors may enter this fishery, there is
no guarantee that the state would have jurisdiction over the entire
fishery.

Mr. Travers ended his comments on the RIR by saying that the
establishment of fees to control halibut bycatch (Alternative 4, under
"Measures to Control Halibut Bycatch") is currently illegal under the
Magnuson Act and while an interesting discussion topic, it is not a
viable option under current law.

Richard C. White, Processor and Fisherman, Baranof Fisheries, Seattle - In
favor of maintaining the status quo on sablefish gear regulations and
fishing seasons. He feels that gear conflicts can be avoided and that
high quality fish can be found and processed at all times of the year.
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However, given the controversial nature of this issue Mr. White proposes
the following solution to the Council (New Alternative):

(1) Open the Eastern Regulatory Area (E. of 147°W.) to the taking of
sablefish by pots only on January 1.

(2) After 20% of the OY is taken, or on March 15, whichever occurs
first, close the area to pot fishing.

(3) On March 15, open the area to hook and longline-only.

Mr. White is in favor of maintaining the existing sablefish fishing
seasons in the Central and Western Regulatory Areas and is opposed to
placing a ceiling on the number of pot boats. If limited entry is
considered as a possible method of restraining effort, the Council should
closely examine the longline fleet which is expanding at the greatest
rate.

Observers used to monitor domestic fisheries should be placed on all
vessels and not just catcher/processors. Questions on liability and
program funding are asked.
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ADDENDUM TO GOA AM. 14 RIR, PART I - SABLEFISH

Alternative 6

Council Choice: Longline-only area east of 147°W. longitude with 5 percent

of OY reserved for a trawl bycatch; area by area distribu-
tion of the OY in the Central (147°W. - 159°W.) and
Western (159°W. - 170°W.) Gulf of Alaska by the following

percentages: 55 percent to longline fleet, 25 percent to

pot fleet, and 20 percent to trawl fleet. In addition, a

one-year phase-out of pot gear will occur in the Central

area of the Gulf, and a three-year phase-out will occur in

the Western Gulf, after which the pot portion of the OY
will be allocated to the longline fleet.

The development of this alternative is a result of extensive negotiations
which took place at the Advisory Panel level and at the Council level, where
all opening positions reflected either an explicit altermative analyzed in the
RIR, Part I, or combination of these alternatives. The history of these
deliberations will be discussed later. The longline-only area with 5 percent
bycatch for trawls is a combination of an exclusive gear area and a quota
allocation. The distribution of OY in the Central and Western areas of the
Gulf 1is an example of a quota allocation by gear-type approach
(Alternative 2). The phase-out part of this alternative is an example of
delayed implementation of a combination of exclusive gear areas and quota
allocation by gear type. The following analysis of impacts summarizes those
areas of likely benefit or costs which will arise, based on a national

perspective.

COSTS: There are several sources of costs to consider in this alternative:

(1) Gillnets and other gear besides trawl, pot, and longline will be
illegal gear for the taking of sablefish. From 1980 to 1983, there

was no evidence of these gear types fishing in the Gulf. In 1984,
there were thirteen vessels which landed sablefish in this gear

class. Even so, the 1985 catch by this gear class amounts to only
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one ton out of 4,900 tons, which suggests an operating fleet size
considerably smaller than 13 vessels. It is important on this issue
to take into account the relative size of investments and the ease
of gear-switching. Individual investments in gillnets are not
likely to be 1large since it would be expected that those
participating in an experimental type of fishery would not risk
large amounts of venture capital. Although there may be some costs
associated with switching to longline gear, it would be expected,
given the way gillnets and longlines are normally fished in this
area, that unemployment of capital will be relatively low, since
much of the equipment used to set and retrieve gillnets may be
adapted to set and retrieve longlines. This cost due to the
unemployment of capital is expected to be low considering the likely
sizes of the vessels engaged in these operations, and their
aggregate contribution to the fishery, plus the fact that the gear
is in an experimental phase, and recognizing the already existing
problem of large influxes of effort. One other cost that should be
mentioned is the preclusion of other gear types or developments of
gear which may be technologically superior to what is being
presently fished, except that they need small bycatches of
sablefish. To the extent this occurs there will be some social

costs imposed.

Trawl vessels will be disallowed from directed fishing on sablefish

in the Eastern Gulf. Although there has been a history of foreign

directed trawl effort on sablefish in the Eastern Gulf, there has
been limited directed effort domestically. In the 1last three
months, however, one vessel from this area has been trawling for
Pacific ocean perch and retaining relatively high catches (greater
than 75 percent sablefish). Therefore, at worst, this one vessel
will have to develop cleaner fishing methods in order to avoid
sablefish, or risk being closed down for taking all of the bycatch
amount allocated to the Eastern Gulf.
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Pot vessels which fished in the Eastern Area in 1984 will be forced

to make a change in gear immediately or move westward from the

Eastern area. They will have to change gear or move westward after

one year in the Central Gulf of Alaska, or after three years in the

Western Gulf. This is a more serious consideration than the gillnet

issue, mostly because the investments are relatively large and the
capital investment may not be as easily employable in another gear
operation. That is, it is unknown what exactly is the 1level of
switching that might be required for the pot vessels involved, but
at the very least the actual gear put into the water would have to
be sold or left unused if a vessel wanted to remain in the area.
Some retrofits of the actual vessel may also be required. It is
highly significant, however, that many pot fishermen started as
longline fishermen, and vice-versa. This suggests, beyond the gear
and retrofit costs, that fishermen may be able to change rapidly
from one gear to the other. The point is that even though physical
capital may have to be changed, human capital may not be as immobile
as one might think. It 1is expected that the major source or
motivation for substantial resistance to this alternative by pot

interests will be:

(a) The pot gear probably is more efficient, for the scale size
they are engaged in, and the adaptability of longline gear to
the scale sizes involved may be largely unknown. However, this
individual efficiency rationale, although a motivation for
resisting the alternative, cannot be the motivation for wise
management of the whole fishery at this time, as discussed in

the overview to the analysis.

(b) The phase-out time frame may not allow a sufficient horizon for
these vessels to achieve a stable operation. For example, if
the firms affected were going to risk operating at a loss for
three years in expectation of a gradual decrease in operating
costs or an increase in profits, then the shortening of that
horizon or the imposition of a different technology may be such
that their achievement of a stable operation may be farther

into the future.
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(¢) To the individual firms, the expected net benefits of lobbying
to defeat the action on engaging in litigation, derived from
subjective assessments of the probability of winning a case and
having the status quo, may be great relative to the benefit
they might face wunder the alternative. Considering the
relatively high price of sablefish, and if considerations (a)
and (b) are of great concern, then the losing firms may well
consider such a trade-off. It is without doubt that in the
wider negotiated solutions from which this alternative came,
the ten vessels which comprise the pot dInterests have
experienced constraints to their operations. If it turns out
that, despite the open access environment, pot vessels actually
are more efficient, then there is some measure of costs to
society from excluding them. However, this cost must be
weighed carefully against the contribution to the overall
inefficiency of the fishery which occurs as a result of open

access.

Both active and passive (lost gear) gear conflicts between pots and
longlines still have potential for occurring in the Central Gulf for
one year, and the Western Gulf for three years. This could reduce
the overall efficiency of the fleet. However, in terms of explicit
costs to the U.S. government, in terms of gear loss settlements,
there has not been a significant history of claims deriving from
pot-longline controversies. The 1likelihood of these conflicts
occurring have been restricted under this alternative to one year in
the Central and three years in the Western Gulf. The decision
making which took place by the Council favored such a phase out over

staggered areas.

BENEFITS OVER THE STATUS QUO. Presently there are no restrictions with

respect
besides

to sablefish, by gear type in the Central and Western part of the Gulf

the OY constraints. There is a temporary emergency rule making the

Eastern Gulf a longline-only area with a trawl bycatch provision. Before that

was put

members
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in place, a large concentration of effort was directed in this area by

of the pot fleet, and this was alluded to in the analysis of the



status quo. Presently the Central Gulf has been closed to the sablefish
fishery, with 47 percent of the catch taken by longline, 13 percent by trawl,
and 40 percent by pot vessels. Again, this is a relatively large share of the
catch taken by the pot fleet which is believed to be about six boats. The
present realities of the status quo are that large amounts of effort are
concentrated by large entities in small areas which lead to substantial
amounts of perceived gear conflicts, economic dislocation, insufficient
employment of productive factors fishery-wide, and the potential for an

uncontrollable fishery from the standpoint of inseason management.

Alternative 6 proposes to deal with effort management in an open access
situation. This means that the attempt is not necessarily to preempt gear
types by region, but to make effort more homogenous and to spread it out, so
that the growth which will inevitably come will not result in the adverse
impacts outlined in Alternative 1. The following are likely benefits of such

an alternative.

(1) Avoids negative impacts described in Alternative 1 for the Eastern

Gulf, and eventually for the Central and Western Gulf. The brief

analysis in Alternative 1 suggests that the net impacts from the
primary and secondary processor levels are not at all clearly in
favor of the new pot fleet, and if one takes into account relative
employability or use of capital and labor inter-regionally or even
over firms, there could be some net loss to the nation for allowing
the status quo to continue. The costs to society of moving ten pot
vessels out of these areas either immediately (or gradually) and/or
encouraging a conversion to longline gear is likely less than the
benefits which would be realized in terms of employment of the labor
and capital which might have otherwise been unemployed or
underemployed in the Eastern, Central, and Western parts of Alaska
under the status quo. This discussion assumes, or predicts that
such benefits are short-term, and that there may be, at best, a
slowing effect in the growth of longline and trawl effort in ‘these

affected areas.
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Quota allocations to provide for greater stability in the fishery by

reducing uncertainty which may arise from fishing on a pooled

resource.

Much of the fishing behavior which is observed in the fishery de-
rives from each individual's perception that if they are not the
first to hit the resource, then they will be losers for the season.
As prices of fish escalate, and effort increases, the incentive to
beat all others to the punch intensifies. This observation can be
justified by looking at the history of the sablefish fishery, which
used to be a late spring and summer fishery, but which is now, for

all practical purposes, a late winter and early spring fishery.

The quotas by gear type can actually be thought of as a first and
very rudimentary step towards a system of management where the

expectations by each gear type about their access to quota are

shared by society. 1In economics parlance, the fishery is being
stabilized by giving fishermen in the aggregate, and, in some
non-legal sense, a nominal right to access of a specific amount of
quota if they will only conform to some standard gear types.
Writers in economic theory, referenced previously, suggest that any
steps taken toward reinforcing expectations in this manner are
efficient moves, no matter how rudimentary they may be. Even if the
counter-argument is entertained that the manager has simply created
a lot of little "mini" open access problems, the fact still remains
that at least the different gear groups are no longer worrying about
each other as much, and can then concentrate their efforts on how to
work at differences within gear groups. This seemingly minor change
in focus actually could turn out to be a major source of benefit,
although real-world outcomes are hard to predict, and the magnitudes
of benefits are uncertain. These benefits would show up more

tangibly in the following forms:

(1) Effort would be expected to spread out rather than
clumped, since the urge to "beat the punch" will be
mitigated somewhat.



(2) Conversion of capital to sablefish operations will change
in focus from pot gear and gillnet gear to trawl or
longline gear, which, from outward appearances, have
certain aspects of versatility which would seem to also be
highly desirable in a long-term fishing operation. In
addition, management efficiency is expected to improve
somewhat by the reduction in the field of gear types which
must be considered by managers. This last point should be
emphasized, since, given what has transpired in the
sablefish fisher&, it is reasonable for managers to want
more control over the type of effort which enters the

fishery, at least as long as the resource is open access.

In summary, this alternative will ultimately direct the flow of capital and
labor into two gear types, trawls and longlines, both of which are amenable to
conversion of vessels from other gear types., It gives time for those engaged
in pot fishing to realize some return on their investment, and to prepare for
conversion of their vessels, or develop a fishing strategy which would place
their operations in the Bering Sea and Aleutians. The horizon for a complete
Gulf phase-out is three years. Therefore, phase out could reduce the
incentive for new pot vessels to enter, so a larger portion of the resource
would be shared by fewer boats. Also, the allocation by gear type introduces
considerable stability to the fishery, which may well reduce the intensity and

111 effects of a completely open access condition.

Another question might be posed regarding whether this alternative was chosen
based upon a set of defensible objectives or whether this alternative

satisfies objectives in the RIR.

The first objective, which is to ensure an equitable distribution of access to
the sablefish resource among different gear types, regardless of the state of

origin, was put in specifically as a guidepost for the actual decision-makers

on the Council. This language closely resembles the same type of language in

the FMP and in the National Standards of the Magnuson Act. It is realized and
expected that the only group outside of the courts who has the responsibility
for determining the definition of "fair and equitable" is (in this case) the

GOA8/AJ -7



Council. However, in the event that there may be doubts about the inherent
equity of the Council decision-making process, rather than defend the Council

action, a brief synopsis is provided.

On May 22, 1985, the Advisory Panel convened to formulate a recommended
approach to the management of sablefish for purposes of gear allocation. They
had before them staff reports consisting of the Environmental Assessment for
Amendment 14, the RIR Part I, and extensive public testimony on the reasons

why regulation of the sablefish fishery at this point is so important.

The AP asked that a working group be formed to develop an AP position on the
allocation of sablefish among gear types. Four people and one moderator from
the staff were picked. The negotiators represented views from shorebased
processing, pot fishing, longlining, and factory trawling interests. Using
the broad alternatives outlined in the RIR as a guide, each participant
presented an opening position, and based upon these positions, a discussion
ensued which explored areas of potential agreement and areas of impasse.
Although most of the results only yielded general areas of agreement, the
meeting was useful in exploring flexibility in negotiating positions of each
participant.

The areas of agreement were as follows:

(1) Concurrent opening dates, Gulf-wide, although no specific date was

agreed upon.

(2) Pot interests and trawl interests appeared to be in possible
agreement over placement of gear-specific areas and in quota

allocation between the three gear types.

(3) Trawl interests and longline interests appeared to be in agreement
that a negotiated solution could take place between them, although
no specific areas of agreement were specified in the workgroup

meeting.
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The major impasse was between longline interests and pot interests, with
substantial disagreement in both initial and ending negotiating positionms.
Specific disagreements arose over the size of any longline-only area, the
distribution of quota between different gear groups, and the existence of a

pot-only area. A report of these negotiations was presented to the AP.

The AP then began deliberating the issue as a whole, starting with three basic

proposals:

(1) Longline only in the eastern Gulf, 5-7Z trawl allocation in the
Central Gulf, with the rest going to hook and longline gear, a 15%
trawl allocation in the Western Gulf with the rest going to hook and
longline gear, and pot fishing legal only west of 170°W longitude.

(2) Longline only in the eastern Gulf, allocations of one-third each for
the trawl, hook and longline, and pot gears in the Central Gulf, and

no specific allocations in the Western Gulf.

(3) Longline only in the eastern Gulf and one-third allocations for each

group in both the central and the western Gulf.

(4) The concept of a phase out of longline pot gear over some period of

time, to address the gear conflict problem.

Each of these opening proposals were carefully chosen on the basis of the
existing RIR analysis, and in the fourth case, only after consultation with
NOAA General Counsel on the efficacy of such a proposal, and on the basis of

the supporting documents.

The AP, after preliminary discussion, decided to make affirmations of which
proposals they wanted to pursue in further negotiation. They chose the top
three of the four, and discarded proposal number 3. After extensive
discussion, the AP decided to confine their deliberations only to sablefish
fishing in the Gulf of Alaska, so they dropped the "pot only west of 170°"

provision of Alternative 1.
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While pot fishermen were not adverse to the concept of a phase out, it was
important to them that the phase out be long enough for their expenditures on
gear to be amortized and paid for before it was outlawed. Trawl fishermen
were concerned that their future needs were not well known because they were
projecting participation in new fisheries with no firm knowledge of bycatch
requirements, and they did not want to preclude the possibility of some
directed fishing for sablefish. The longline fleet was concerned because, in
the Gulf as a whole, longline catch in 1985 has been approximately 687 of
total catch, compared with 907 in 1983 and 1984.

A number of motions with different variations on the allocation in the central
and western Gulf, and the length of a phase out, were proposed and failed.
One example is eastern Gulf longline only, central Gulf a ome-third split for
each gear type, western gulf a one-third split for each gear type with a
four-year phase out of pots in central and western Gulf. Another variation
was a three-year phase out of pots in the central Gulf and a five-year phase
out of pots in the western Gulf. Considerable discussion took place on what
happens to the pot allocation once they are phased out of the central and
western Gulf. How much would go to trawlers, and how much would go to

longliners?

Another motion which was proposed and failed was a variation on number 1:
eastern Gulf longline only, a 157 trawl allocation in the western and central

Gulf, with the remainder available for pots and longlines, with a two~-year

phase out of pots in both areas. This motion also failed.

A change in the percentage distribution of sablefish between the three gear
types was explored, with a proposal for one-half of the 0Y to go to the
longline fishermen, 257 each to pots and trawlers, with the pot gear phased
out in two years and the pot allocation reverting to the longline group. An
attempt was made to amend this to a 357 pot catch and a 15% trawl catch in the
central and western Gulf, but this failed. The original motion also failed,
and a variation on the motion was then proposed. In all, eleven motions and
amendments to motions were advanced, ten of which failed. The following

proposal was advanced:
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"Longline only east of 147°W.; 50 percent to longliners, 25 percent to
trawls, and 25 percent to pots in the Central and Western Gulf; one year
phase-out of pots in the Central Gulf and three year phase-out in the
Western Gulf; after which longliners get the pot share."

This motion passed, 16 to 3, with one abstention.

This last proposal was the recommendation of the AP to the Council, who then
took the advice of the AP into consideration based upon the testimony they
received in the interim, and based on the analytical documents before thenm,

the SSC comments, and legal advice from NOAA General Counsel.

Considerable discussion ensued on the Council floor specifically regarding the
equity considerations as they pertained to the phase-out of pot fishing. The
results of that deliberation, however, left the pot phase-outs in the original
AP recommendation. There was also considerable deliberation on the
appropriate level of trawl quotas in the Central and Western Gulf and on the
efficacy of a bycatch allowance for trawls in the Eastern Gulf. Alternative 6

was passed by the Council on a 7 to 4 vote.

Although it is difficult to determine what is "equitable" in deliberatioms,
one guidepost might be how characteristic or representative the actual
decision process is for the institutional structure which is being looked at.
For example, did the Council purposefully ignore information or processes
which might skew their decisions? 1In comparing the process of decision-making
which one might normally expect from such a body with what actually happened,

the likelihood of such skewing, in this instance, is very remote.

Alternative 6, if implemented, will reduce the negative economic impacts on
local communities which are relatively more dependent on the fishery, and
there is good reason to think that, given the state of the fishery at present,
and the structure and size of these fishing communities, the benefits could
very well outweigh the costs sustained on the much smaller pot and gillnet
fleet. This is especially true since a switch to longline gear is expected to
be relatively easy for gillnet vessels, and some period of adjustment is given

to the more heavily invested pot fleet.
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Both the longline-only area in the Eastern Gulf and the phase-out in the
Central and Western Gulf will have the ultimate effect of reducing gear
conflict in all of these areas. Part of the negotiation process invplved
assessing the trade-offs involved in accepting likelihoods of gear conflicts,
determining over what periods of time the likelihood would be tolerated,
requirements to concede something to pot interests, and the achievement of
voting alliances by trading quotas. Another way of looking at the process is
that each group had a "bad" that they wanted to minimize. In consideration of
satisfying all objectives, some potential for gear conflict had to be

accepted, over some span of time.

The only objective which may not be met is the fourth objective, slowing the
rate of development of excess capacity. Even though quotas by gear type have
been considered, and even though the field of eligible gear types will be
ultimately reduced if this alternative is implemented, the potential still
exists for a formidable amount of effort to flow into the remaining two gear
types. Although it is true that allocation by gear type at least gives each
gear group some expectations about what they as a group can expect each year,
it will still be necessary to encourage each group to actively pursue a course
of defining how they would propose to manage their effort, should this

alternative be implemented.
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TO BE INSERTED INTO GULF OF ALASKA RIR, PART II, AMENDMENT 14:

*Alternative 4. Trawl seasons opening January 1l; pot-longline and hook and

longline seasons beginning April 1.

The Council selected as its preferred alternative a fishing seasons regime
which would provide for opening of the trawl fishery on January 1 and opening
of the hook and longline and pot longline fisheries on April 1, for each
regulatory area of the Gulf. Seasons for each gear type would continue for as

long as quota allocated to the gear type remained.

The Council considered sablefish fishing seasons immediately after deciding
upon a set of allocations of sablefish to different gear types in the Gulf of
Alaska, since the setting of seasons is necessarily related to how, and
whether, the fishery is divided among different gear groups. Among the
factors which the Council had before it, and considered carefully in its
decision, were the nature and extent of gear conflict which might arise
between different gear groups, the desirability of having better control over
the allocations provided to different groups, by allocating directly rather
than using conventional measures such as time/area closures which have
indirect allocation effects; the scheduling of seasons related to weather and
safety considerations, product quality considerations, equity in harvest
between large and small vessels within gear class; and schéduling of seasons
relative to fisheries for other species, for the pﬁrpose of reducing costs for

both harvesters and processors.

The Council felt strongly that this was an area where the Advisory Panel's
recommendation should be heeded, since the AP was comprised of many industry
members who have an intimate knowledge of the relationship between season
scheduling and the factors 1listed above. The AP discussed this issue
extensively, recognizing the relatively large amount of testimony on this
subject, both in favor of the three listed alternatives and other proposed
alternatives. A summary of the public comment on both the existing
alternatives and new alternatives was provided to the Council and the AP as

one of their agenda items.

The AP and Council's sentiment was that trawl fisheries, since they would be
governed by allocations in each regulatory area, should be permitted to start

January 1, because trawl vessels typically are larger and better able to
APR85/CF-1



withstand the rigors of winter fishing, and because fisheries for other 7~

species in which sablefish is taken incidentally often are prosecuted in the
winter months. There was, however, substantial consensus for a movement of

the season opening for the other gear types back from January 1 date, because

of the concern over weather factors. 1In open-access, quota constrained
fisheries, setting the season opening date guarantees the time at which the 5
fishery will start, and a winter opening date assures that the fishery will be
conducted in rougher, more dangerous weather. The specific allocations to

gear types will help prevent the events of 1985, where smaller longline .
vessels rushed out in January to begin harvesting sablefish when a larger pot .
boat arrived in southeast Alaska waters and began fishing. There nevertheless e
has been a significant increase in effort within each gear type, which assures

that the fishery will start and be actively prosecuted on the opening date.
Because many longline vessels and a few pot vessels are smaller, safety
factors were viewed as very significant, and the discussion focused on when in

the spring the fishery for these gear types should open.

Although the March 15 opening in the Southeast/East Yakutat area was proposed -~
and analyzed by staff as a starting point for discussion, as a feature of both o
alternatives 2 and 3, public comment received both during the comment period
and at the meeting suggested that there might be a conflict with scheduling of
the fisheries, notably herring, if a March 15 date was adopted. Because of
the increased cost to both harvesters and processors from poor scheduling of
capacity which results when seasons overlap to too great a degree, there was
strong sentiment that the opening date ought to be moved back to April 1 to
avoid conflict with the herring fishery. Another large component of public
testimony held the opinion that seasons ought to be set to begin concurrently
around the Gulf to avoid the large pulses of effort that would occur if season
openings were staggered and vessels fished around the Gulf at various
sablefish openings. Thus, in formulating its final recommendation to the
Council, which the Council ultimately adopted, the AP decided to delay the
season opening for the pot and longline fisheries, and to apply the delayed
season opening date around the Gulf. Events in 1985 have made it clear that
the excess effort problem, incipient in the Eastern area in 1984 and
exacerbated in 1985, will be repeated in the Central and Western Gulf in 1986, N
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so there is good reason for concern about season scheduling in times of rough

weather and increased risk of harm to persons and property.

The introductory statement on this issue provide a good discussion of the
major factors which ought to be, and were, considered in setting seasons. A
good general discussion of the role of weather in the setting of seasons, and
the nature of the changes in impacts which occur with earlier and later season
opening dates in a fishery, can be found in the Regulatory Impact
Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for Amendment 9 to the Tanner
Crab FMP. '

Retention of a January 1 date for trawlers avoids potentially serious adverse
impacts which would occur if their season opening date were moved to later in
the spring, thereby precluding participation in fisheries for cod, pollock,
rockfish, or flatfish, in which small amounts of sablefish are taken. There
would be very little gain from setting a later season opening for trawlers
because most of this fleet is larger, multi-purpose vessels, able to withstand

year round fishing conditions comfortably and safely.

In both the pot and longline fisheries it was felt that the safety gains from
a later season scheduling far outweighed any potential losses from a delay of
the season. 1In fact, there appear to be very few losses associated with such
a delay for these gear types. Three pot boats did fish the southeast Alaska
waters in January and February, and to the extent that these vessels have an
edge in fishing in winter months, there will be some (probably slight)
reallocation of catch away from these vessels because of the later season

scheduling.

The Council felt it adequately addressed the gear conflict issue through the
provisions for phase out of pot gear in the Central Gulf after 1986, and in
the Western Gulf after 1988. The designation of the Eastern Area as a
longline-trawl fishery, with only minimal amounts of trawl catch permitted,
effectively addressed the pot-longline/hook-and-longline conflict which had
been cited in the southeast Alaska area. Thus, the Council felt that the
incremental gains from staggering fishing seasons between the gear groups, by

further reducing gear conflict, were negligible.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In compliance with Executive Order 12291, the National Marine Fisheries
Service requires the preparation of a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) for all
regulatory actions or for significant DOC/NOAA policy changes that are of
public interest. The RIR: (1) provides a comprehensive review of the level
and incidence of impacts associated with a proposed or final regulatory
action; (2) provides a review of the problems and policy objectives prompting
the regulatory proposals and an evaluation of the major alternatives that
could be used to solve the problems; and (3) ensures that the regulatory
agency or council systematically and comprehensively considers all available
alternatives so that the public welfare can be enhanced in the most efficient

and cost effective way. '

The RIR also serves as the basis for determining whether any proposed
regulations are major under criteria provided in Executive Order 12291 and
whether or not proposed regulations will have a significant economic impact on
a substantial number of small entities in compliance with Regulatory
Flexibility Act (P.L. 96-354). The primary purpose of the Regulatory
Flexibility Act is to relieve small businesses, small .organizations, and small
governmental jurisdictions (collectively, "small entities") of burdensome
regulatory and recordkeeping requirements. This Act requires that if
regulatory and recordkeeping requirements are not burdensome, then the head of
an agency must certify that the requirement, if promulgated, will not have a
significant effect on a substantial number of small entities.

The RIR for Amendment 14 to the Fishery Management Plan for Groundfish of the
Gulf of Alaska analyzes the impacts of seven management proposals. These
proposals are: (l) sablefish management and gear regulation; (2) rockfish
quotas and management areas; (3) establish a reporting system for catcher/
processor vessels; (4) changes in OY values; (5) halibut prohibited species
catch limits (PSC) on domestic trawlers; (6) implementation of NMFS habitat
policy; and (7) sablefish fishing seasons. The RIR is divided into two parts:
Part I (this document) presents the analysis of sablefish gear regulation
proposals; Part II provides the analysis for the remaining six management
proposals.

The discussion in Part I was prepared with the goals and objectives of the FMP
and the secondary objectives of the FMP in mind. Of these, the most important
are:

Primary Plan Objectives

2. Promote the efficient use of fishery resources but not solely for
economic purposes.

3. Promote fair resource allocation without allowing for excessive
privileges.

Secondary Plan Objectives

4. Promote efficlency while avoiding disruption of existing social and
economic structures.

6. Minimize impacts of fishing strategies on other fisheries and
environment.
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Background and Setting of the Problem

Current regulations implementing the FMP do not constrain types of gear used
in harvesting any of the groundfish categories, with the exception of a
temporary emergency rule for sablefish which intends to restrict the gear used
in the Eastern Regulatory Area to hook and longline-only. All of the
proposed amendments would entail long-term changes in the Gulf of Alaska

Groundfish plan, and may affect as many as three other potential gear types,
besides longlines.

The commercial harvest of sablefish in the Gulf of Alaska began in Southeast
Alaska in 1906. Domestic landings grew to a peak in 1946 when about 4,083
metric tons (mt), dressed weight, were landed. Harvest Ilevels began to
decline initially after 1946 in response to a poor market and then in response
to foreign competition and poor stock conditions, reaching a minimum in 1968
when 161 mt were landed. During the 1960s foreign harvest of sablefish soon
grew to a high of 36,000 mt, most being taken in the western and central Gulf
of Alaska. Since 1972, the foreign harvests have declined as a result of
declining stock conditions.

With the implementation of the Magnuson Fishery Conservation and Management
Act (Magnuson Act) in 1976, fishery managers encouraged domestic development
of fishery resources. 1In terms of sablefish, fishery has responded by
expanding quickly, providing stable employment for hundreds of fishermen, and
providing economic growth to Alaskan and Pacific Northwest fishing
communities. The sablefish resource has, in recent history, been taken by
fishermen using principally longline gear,

In recent years, between 1977 and 1985, the trend of events in the groundfish
in the fishery conservation zone off Alaska has been the removal of the
foreign fishing effort and the encouragement of domestic effort. This
domestic effort consists of a wide variety of different vessel sizes and
types, including trollers, longliners, vessels converted from crabbers to
trawlers or sablefish pot vessels, and large trawler-processors. Major
sectors of this fleet are dispersed, spatially, throughout the Pacific
Northwest but some ports have very high concentrations of particular gear
types or vessels. Often, the predilection towards the use of a gear-type
might be caused by:

1. historical fisheries in the area;
2. type of vessel and available gear on the vessely

3. perceptions about the effectiveness of gear at catching fish and
minimizing damage to the environment or the resource;

4. strength of exvessel markets for certain species, or other market
phenomena; and

5. the perceived need to diversify activities in the face of
uncertainty.

GOA7/AR-2 -2~ 5/17/85
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Because of the relatively open access condition of most federally-managed
resources, the possibility exists for a rapid expansion of effort (labor and
capital) which is then focused on a relatively small resource base. In the
completely unregulated fishery, temporary or permanent economic harm to the
resource can rapidly ensue, and prior to that occurrence substantial conflicts
between producers can take place. These conflicts are external to
market-related competition and therefore have little to do with economic
efficiency. That is, winning a position in a fishery by engaging in gear
conflicts where one operator is able to destroy the property of others with
impunity is not allowed in many fisheries. And, in fact, similar types of
activities in other industries are also not acceptable economic behavior.
Such conflict is, in fact, characteristic of extra-market phenomenon. The
results of these conflicts are usually . grounds preemption, where one gear
"wins," in terms of productive efficiency, and also by imposing external (or
nonmarket) effects on other gear types. These types of resource conflicts
would not be of great concern if there were easy or costless alternative
employment opportunities for displaced capital and labor, or if the costs of
negotiating and enforcing agreements between gear types were low enough that
such conflicts could be.mediated. However, this is usually not the case.

Recent developments of the sablefish fishery provide excellent examples of the
open access phenomenon at work. TIn this section, recent events in the
sablefish fishery will be examined. These events caused the pattern of
landings between foreign and domestic fishermen to change, and within the
American industry, caused changes in the pattern of catch by gear type. This
documentation of current trends in the sablefish fishery should provide a
better understanding of why it is necessary to contemplate regulation of the
domestic sablefish fishery.

Table 1 describes the historical catch of sablefish by management area by all
the fisheries off Alaska. The two areas which clearly have the most fishing
pressure, from a historical standpoint, are the Southeast Area (Southeast,
East Yakutat, and West Yakutat) and the adjacent FCZ. The central Gulf
follows, in terms of both magnitude and history of catches, followed by the
Bering Sea, Aleutians, and the western Gulf. The westernmost areas of the
Gulf appear to have had the least amount of fishing pressure up until 1983,

Table 2 outlines the dramatic change in pattern of harvests of sablefish in
the Gulf of Alaska which occurred during the 1984 season. In the 1983 season,
there were substantial foreign longline fisheries for sablefish in each of the
Eastern, Central, and Western Gulf regulatory areas. In the Eastern area,
domestic fishermen took the bulk of the OY, some 2,491 mt compared with a
total foreign catch of 1,046 mt, all taken by longliners. In the Central and
Western Gulf, however, domestic fishermen took a small fraction of the total
catch, some 393 mt of total (foreign and domestic) catch of 2,759 mt, and in
the Western Gulf a total of 144 mt compared to a total catch of 1,483 mt.

In 1984, the domestic sablefish fishery accelerated rapidly, largely due to an
agreement by the foreign longline fleets to abstain from fishing in the Gulf
until after October 7, to allow American fishermen the opportunity to prove
the claim that they could take the entire Gulf-wide resource. New market
opportunities fueled the domestic fishery, and the American fishermen did take
the bulk of the optimum yield in both the Eastern and Central regulatory areas
and made a substantial increase in their catch in the Western Gulf of Alaska.
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Table 1. Historical sablefish catch by management area

Southeast/ West Central Western Bering ;::$2n31 Unknown

East Yakutat Yakutat Gulf Gulf Sea Aleutians Waters Waters TOTAL
Year Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons Tons
1975 391 0 1,165 1,555
1976 282 858 1,140
1977 750 0 0 2 421 1,173
1978 1,018 1 650 6 1,675
1979 2,143 5 48 ‘- 1,100 - 3,297
1980 1,621 0 19 1 2 506 2,350
1981 1,316 5 6 2 705 1,834
1982 1,756 253 19 148 29 772 2,977
1983 2,269 368 251 10 26 25 847 3,796

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game

Note: Because of different data sources, similar data series between tables may not have the same names.
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N Table 2. Foreign and Domestic Catches of Sablefish in
Gulf of Alaska Regulatory Areas, 1983 and 1984,
1984 1983

Domestic Eastern Central Western Eastern Central Western
Pots 53 mt 74 mt 80 mt 0 mt 0 mt 0 mt
Gillnets 1 42 0 0 0 0
Longlines 4,165 2,628 96 2,483 251 0
DAP Trawl 0 12 30 8 1 10
JVP Trawl 0 207 256 0 141 134
TOTAL DOMESTIC 4,219 mt 2,963 mt 462 mt 2,491 mt 393 mt 144 mt
Foreign ‘ \
Trawl 0 mt 249 mt 50 mt tr 326 mt 187 mt

/™" Longline 0 113 702 1,046 2,040 1,152
TOTAL FOREIGN 0 mt 362 mt 752 mt 1,046 mt 2,366 mt 1,339 mt
TOTAL CATCH 4,219 mt 3,325 mt 1,214 me 3,537 mt 2,759 mt 1,483 mt
OPTIMUM YIELD 3,000~ 3,060 nmt 1,670 nmt 3,000~ 3,060 mt 1,670 mt
4,250 mt 4,250 mt
tr = trace
Source: Domestic directed fisheries and DAP trawl - ADF&G
JV trawl and foreign trawl - PacFIN
Foreign Longline - PacFIN and NMFS
.
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In the Eastern Gulf there was no foreign fishing, while American fishermen
took a total 2,419 mt; in the Central Gulf, domestic fishermen took 2,963 mt
of a total catch of 3,325 mt, and in the Western Gulf domestic fishermen took
nearly 40Z of the total catch, compared with less than 10% a year prior,

The bulk of the catch by domestic fishermen was taken by longline gear, though
two new gear types that had not been seen in the domestic sablefish fishery in
recent history also were used to take small amounts of the total catch. Pots
were used to land some 53 mt in the Eastern Gulf, 74 mt in the Central Gulf,
and 80 mt in Western Gulf, compared to zero the year before. Sunken gillnets
were used to take 1 mt in the Eastern Gulf and 42 mt in the Central Gulf,
compared with zero the year before. Trawlers, particularly fishing for joint.
ventures, took somewhat increased catches of sablefish incidentally to target
operations for other groundfish species. In the Central and Western Gulf, JVP
trawlers took roughly 463 nt, compared with some 275 mt the year before, and
DAP trawlers took some 42 mt, compared to 19 mt the year before.

One consequence of the improved market opportunities for American fishermen,
then, was a dramatic increase in the amount of domestic effort expended, which
enabled the fleet to take virtually the entire optimum yield in 1984. This
increase, while very beneficial to American fishermen because foreign
fisheries were displaced, cannot continue indefinitely without adverse effects
on fishermen who geared up in this fishery during those years prior to 1984,
and eventually on all fishermen. Since the Gulf-wide OY for sablefish is very
close to being fully taken by American fishermen now, increases in number of
vessels and participants in the fishery will begin to decrease harvests of
current participants, seasons will grow shorter, and capacity will be idled in
the fishery.

A second consequence of the fisheries expansion in 1984 is that experimenting
with new gear occurred. However, many people in the industry are concerned
that with the longline fishery showing adequate capacity to take the entire
sablefish OY, permitting continued introduction of new gear into the fishery
will tend not only to diminish the harvest shares of current participants, but
will also result in adverse effects on current operations because of gear
conflicts.

The domestic sablefish fishery, particularly in the Eastern Gulf of Alaska,
has traditionally been the province of longliners, many of whom reside in
Southeast Alaska. Sablefish fishing constitutes an important groundfish
fishery to residents of this region, and is one of the major non-salmon
finfish fisheries from which local residents, both in the harvesting and
processing sector, derive a substantial share of their income. Thus, fishing
in general and sablefish in particular, concern has arisen over the use of new
gear by new entrants to the fishery out of fear for adverse effects on small
communities.

Another trend that appeared in 1984, and has been greatly exaggerated by
events so far in 1985, is an acceleration of harvests in the fishery. Table 3
compares the 1984 and 1983 catches by month in the domestic sablefish fishery,
and the cumulative percentage of the catch and the OY that was taken by month
in each year. Notice that in 1984, the domestic fishery had reached 997 of
the OY by the end of September, while in 1983 at that point, only 567 of the
OY had been reached, and only 877 of the eventual total domestic catch had
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taken by month; 1983-1984.

Month

January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
/& November

- December

TOTAL caTcrd/
Optimum Yieldhl

Source: PacFin

g/PacFin reports of catch for the Southeastern

Catches by Monthil

1984

101.3
107.7
198.0
677.9
1,141.7
1,445.8
247.0
74.7
1,041.1
tr

42.6

5,077.8 mt 2,275.7 mt

mt

1983

2.9
27.8
103.3
244.3
427.5
390.8
210.6
251.5
312.9
304.1

0

0

nt

5,077.8 mt 3,537.0 mt

Cumulative Percent
of Catch taken

by Month
1984 1983
tr

8 6
21 17
43 36
71 53
76 62
77 73
99 87
99 100
99 100
100 100

do not match these in other tables (e.g., Table 1).

E/Optimum Yield for the Eastern Regulatory Area is managed as a ran
have used the resulting total (foreign and domestic) catch as a p
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43 35
71 41
76 47
77 56
99 64
99 64
99 64
100 64

Cumulative Percent
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been reached. Table 3 shows an increase in the rate of prosecution which
occurred in 1984 compared to 1983, and the trend is even more pronounced in
1985.

Preliminary results from the ongoing 1985 fishery indicate that as of
mid-March, 557 of the OY for the entire Eastern Regulatory Area had been
caught, compared with 87 of the OY caught through the end of March of 1984.
The entire quota for the Southeast and East Yakutat subareas of the Eastern
Gulf had been taken, with 874 mt (34% of the 0Y) taken by pot gear, with three
vessels fishing, and 1,696 mt, or 667 of the 0Y, taken by 33 longline vessels.
The only other reported catches of any significance from the Gulf were 43 mt

taken in the West Yakutat subarea of the Eastern Gulf, by two longline.

vessels. The catch by pot gear is approximately a fifteen-fold increase over
the entire 1984 ‘pot catch. Preliminary estimates of the southeast
communities' loss as a result of this influx of new effort is $1.637 million.
This is an overestimate of actual loss, since some employment alternatives
likely exist, and is the maximum loss that might have occurred, although it is
unlikely to have been this great. This loss is based on $.85/1b., and the
knowledge that pot boats are delivering their catches to Seattle, while
longliners (resident and non-resident) deliver to Southeast Alaska ports.

In summary, marking the achievement of a fully utilized resource was a fully
capitalized fishing fleet,. a large harvesting and processing work force,
increased markets, and the realization that there would be insufficient
sablefish resource to accommodate all users at traditional levels.

This fact became apparent in the first 2 months of 1985 off southeast Alaska.
Historically, the southeast Alaska sablefish fishery has not begun until
spring, when weather and fishing conditions improve and the fish have
recovered from spawning. In January 1985, three large (catcher/processor)
vessels began fishing for sablefish using pot gear. One of these vessels, a
catcher/processor new to this fishery, fished with 600 pots along an area
ranging from 15-45 miles.

While the pot vessels were fishing there were several gear conflicts between
the pot fishermen and those using longline gear. When longline gear, which is
relatively 1lightweight, becomes entangled with the heavier pot gear, the
longline breaks with some, or all of it, being lost. Gear conflicts are
likely between these two gear types since fishing is concentrated along the
narrow shelf edge. The presence of just one or two pot vessels can
effectively preempt the grounds to longline gear, as longline fishermen are
forced to move to avoid gear loss. Pots lost or stored on the fishing grounds
can contribute to this problem.

The Council, in their February meeting in Sitka, heard testimony which
suggested that an important secondary impact of the multiple gear open access
condition is the potential for widespread destabilization of community
economies in Alaska. This problem can come as a result of large and efficient
vessels fishing adjacent to small communities which rely on the resource.

It should be pointed out that nearly all longline fishermen, whether from
Alaska or from other states, land their fish in Alaska. Many of the pot boats
which have fished in 1984 and early 1985 are large freezer vessels which
deliver to ports outside the state. To the extent that location of delivery
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1s correlated with type of gear used, as appears to be the case at present,
then regulation of gear type can well affect where the fish caught are landed,
and a restriction on the use of gear could mean that fewer sablefish are
landed outside the state and more are landed (by longliners) within the state.

However, the central issue, or problem, is that more effort can potentially
target on sablefish than there are sablefish to go around, and can keep all
participants fully employed. This is especially the case in the eastern part
of the Gulf of Alaska where there is a substantial traditional longline
fishery having home ports in Southeastern and South Central Alaskan towns.

These facts explain the basis for concern over the management of the sablefish -
resource. If current trends continue, substantial gear conflicts from the
application of two incompatible types of gear could result; an erosion of an
income base for local communities dependent on sablefish fishing will occur,
and an acceleration of the fishery will result in a build up of excess capital

in very short order. This is the same problem seen in other common property
fisheries. '

Summary of the Problem

The Alaska sablefish fishery has undergone a very rapid transformation, within
little over a year's time, from a foreign-dominated fishery to a fishery fully
utilized by domestic fishermen, and which will in the near future, if left
unregulated, experience serious problems with gear conflict and excess effort.
This draft Regulatory Impact Review was written to: (1) provide the North
Pacific Fishery Management Council with background information on recent
development of the fishery and its importance to fishermen and comnunities;
(2) to propose and discuss possible objectives for regulation of the fishery;
and (3) to analyze possible regulatory strategies for the fishery.

There have been a number of attempts to limit the specific form of gear used
in the sablefish fishery. One such attempt was proposed in Amendment 12,
which would have established a pot ban in southeast Alaska waters. At the
time, no pot fishing was occurring in this area, and so it was difficult to
demonstrate the advantages of such an action. It is without doubt that many
of the motivations of those who developed this and other proposals were based
on regional biases. However, the problems of open access, which could bring
gear conflicts and grounds preemption, provide a host of perfectly wvalid
reasons to initiate some form of effort management, which could include
actions such as restrictions in the amounts and types of gear used. 1In other
words, while the motivations of some of the proposals in the past might not
have been free from bias, the suggestions were the more practical of the
short-term approaches to the solution of a potentially serious problem of
effort expansion. Such is the setting for the current sablefish management
issue. Because there have been no solutions advanced which have been
considered equitable enough (or documented enough) to be implemented, the
potential for the whole fishery experiencing the ill-effects of open access is
greatly increased. The longer this situation delays, the more difficult, and
the more harmful, will be the effects on all fishermen who have limited
abilities to diversify, both those who use pots and those who use longlines.
The situation has advanced to the point where even short~term alternatives
should be investigated.
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