AGENDA D-1(g)

DECEMBER 2004
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
STIMATED TIME
FROM: Chris Oliver E 8 HgS'RS
Executive Director (all D-1 items)
DATE: December 1, 2004

SUBJECT: Groundfish FMP Revisions

ACTION REQUIRED
Final action on BSAI and GOA Groundfish FMP revisions.

BACKGROUND

Groundfish FMP amendments 83/75 will implement housekeeping changes that reorganize the content of the
FMPs, technically edit the language, and update certain descriptions within the FMPs that do not reflect the
current status of the groundfish fisheries. The most recent versions of the draft revised FMPs were distributed
to the Council family at the end of August, and are dated August 13, 2004.

Notes on the FMP revisions, and on final action for these amendments, as well as a series of attachments
including addendums to the August 13, 2004 drafts, are described below.
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Notes on FMP Revisions

What is the FMP?

Staff have drafted a series of questions and answers about the required contents of the
FMP and the difference between the FMP and regulations (Attachment 1)

June 2004 meeting

SSC provided comments on the FMP revisions in their minutes, and formed a
subcommittee to review the definitions and specifications of OY, MSY, TAC, ABC,

overfishing definitions, and harvest control rules (copy of minutes included as
Attachment 2)

Council directed staff to incomorate the SSC's comments
Council deferred action on staff’s list of considerations

Since June

SSC subcommittee supplied comments on Section 3.2 ofthe FMPs (copy of revisions
included in Attachment 2)

FMPs were revised to address comments in the SSC minutes and subcommittee
changes

Draft revised FMPs were mailed to the Council family in late August (and posted on
website)

Deferred list of staff considerations from the June meeting

Most were addressed by the SSC, in their minutes, or by the subcommittee
o definition/description of MSY/QY (revised by the subcommittee)
o missing vessel safety section in BSAI (included)
o obsolete reference to the POP rebuilding plan in the GOA (removed)
o

consistency of appendices | and J (appendix |, habitat information on non-FMP
species, deleted; appendix J expanded to include information on both marine
mammals and seabirds)

Others remain to be addressed
o minor edits to management approach (Attachment 3)
o review of Section 3.10, Council review of the FMP

New material since June

suggested addition to the BSAI FMP

o The GOA FMP contains an explicit statement of what occurs when TAC is

attained. It would be beneficial to include this section explicitly in the BSAI FMP
also.

3.27 Attainment of Total Allowable Catch

The attainment of a TAC for a species will result in the closure of the target fishery
for that species. That is, once the TAC is taken, further retention of that species
will be prohibited. Other fisheries targeting on other species could be allowed to
continue as long as the non-retainable bycatch of the closed species is found to be
non-detrimental to that stock.
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o ¢ Suggested language for revising Section 3.10

o The SSC, in their June 2004 minutes, recommended that this section be
expanded to incorporate a periodic review of all critical components of the FMP

o In October 2004, the SSC suggested that the period for reviews should be linked
to the preparation of future programmatic environmental impact statements

o Along these lines, staff has prepared a revised draft of Section 3.10. The annual
review period for the management approach is maintained, as this was only
recently adopted in April 2004, and the review period for EFH components
remains as it is recommended in the EFH final rule. (Atftachment 4)

¢ Addendums to the August 2004 draft revised FMPs: revised sections

o BSAI FMP: revised Executive Summary Table ES-2, new Section 3.7.2.5 to
reflect changes to the draft amendment text for BSAI 62 (single geographic
location), revised Section 3.7.3 to reflecting changes to the draft amendment text
for BSAI 82 (Al Pollock allocation), and missing figures (Attachment 5), and
other technical edits (Attachment 6)

o GOA FMP: revised Executive Summary Table ES-2, revised Section 3.2.6.3.2
reflecting changes to the draft amendment text for GOA 62 (single geographic
location), and missing figures (Attachment 7), and other technical edits
(Attachment 8)
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Final Action at the December 2004 meeting

The amendment action could have two parts:
1. Housekeeping changes

Action would incorporate housekeeping changes that will reorganize the content of the
FMPs, technically edit the language, and update cettain descriptions within the FMPs
that do not reflect the curent status of the groundfish fisheries. These housekeeping
changes would not substantively alter the provisions of the BSAl and GOA groundfish
FMPs that have previously been approved by NMFS.

The housekeeping changes would be along the lines of those presented in the draft
BSAI and GOA groundfish FMPs dated August 2004, with any modifications, such as
those based on the following considerations:

o Addendums distributed in November 2004

o Proposed edits to Section 2.2, Management approach

o Inclusion of a Section 3.2.7, Attainment of TAC, in the BSAI FMP

Action would recognize that some of the housekeeping changes include draft FMP text
contained in separate BSAI or GOA FMP amendments that may be under Secretarial
review at the start of Secretarial review for Amendments 83/75, and that, depending on
the decision of the Secretary, may not be included in Amendments 83/75.
o Draft amendment text is included for 62/62 (single geographic location), BSAI
71a (CDQ), BSAI 82 (Adak), GOA 72 (IR/IU flatfish exemption)
o Amendment text is not included for BSAI 79 (groundfish retention standard) as
amendment language has yet to be drafted

2. Substantive changes
a) Remove language in the BSAl and GOA FVPs that allows TAC or OY to be set higher

than ABC or the sum of ABCs

o This change is on the Council's workplan for implementing the PSEIS preferred
alternative

o Analysis required to support this change is in the PSEIS, where example FMPs
that set TAC greater than ABC, equal to or less than ABC, and substantially less
than ABC were all analyzed.

o This change was recommended by the SSC in their subcommittee revisions. As
a result, the draft August 2004 FMPs already reflect this change.

b) Revise Section 3.10 of the FMPs that provides a timeline for reviewing particular

components of the FMP

o SSC recommendation to periodically review all critical components of the FMP,
in conjunction with future programmatic review of the groundfish fisheries

o To change the Council's commitment to review the FMP is a policy decision that
does not require supporting analysis. This change could therefore be acted on at
this meeting, and go forward with the housekeeping changes as part of
Amendments 83/75.
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FMP QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS
What is the FMP?

A fishery management plan (FMP) is developed by the Council for each fishery under its authority that
requires conservation and management. FMPs describe the fisheries and contain necessary and_
appropriate conservation and management measures, applicable to fishing activities undertaken in the
EEZ. The plans are submitted to the Secretary of Commerce (Secretary) for approval. If approved, the
Secretary promulgates regulations implementing the conservation and management measures set forth
in the FMP.

What is the difference between the FMP and the regulations?

FMPs are required to contain the conservation and management measures necessary and appropriate
for the conservation and management of the fishery. The conservation and management measures
contained in an FMP may be very detailed and specific measures, or they may provide a broader,
overarching authority for the promulgation in regulation of certain types of management measures that
are not specifically articulated in the FMP. The level of specificity contained in FMPs varies according to
the action under consideration by the Council. Although the FMP contains the management measures
necessary for conservation and management of the fishery, the FMPs do not have the force and effect
of law. The regulations that implement the provisions of the FMPs, and that must be consistent with the
provisions of the FMPs, do carry the force and effect of law. The regulated community must be able to
understand the regulatory requirements it is subject to and therefore the regulations contain the level of
detail necessary for the agency to enforce such regulations.

What governs the contents of the FMP?

The Magnuson-Stevens Act (16 USC 1801, et seq.) Section 303 describes the specific required and
discretionary provisions of the FMP. There are fourteen required provisions and twelve discretionary
provisions set forth in Section 303. Pursuant to Sections 301 and 303, any FMP and any regulation
promulgated to implement the FMP must be consistent with the national standards, other provisions of
the Magnuson-Stevens Act, and other applicable law.

What goes in the FMP?

The first of the required provisions of an FMP, as described in the Magnuson-Stevens Act, is to contain
the conservation and management measures applicable to foreign and domestic fishing vessels. There
are, however, thirteen other required provisions, including a description of the fishery and fishery
sectors, present and future condition of MSY and OY, requirements for scientific and social and
economic data, identification of essential fish habitat, and overfishing criteria.

Does the FMP need to contain all the details of the management regime?

No. The Council may be as specific as it chooses in its development of the FMP and amendments as
long as it meets the requirements found in Sections 301 and 303 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. At a
minimum, the FMP must describe the conservation and management measures sufficiently so as to
clarify the intent of the measures. In fact, in the North Pacific, it has often been the Council’s practice to
include the overarching framework of its management measures in the FMP and have the details

presented in the implementing regulations. Some overarching frameworks are more specific than
others.

FMP Questions and Answers - 1 of 2
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Why are some of the management measures described in detail, and others not?

There are a number of factors that come into play in determining the level of specificity of FMP
amendment language. For example, the type of management measure may dictate the level of
specificity within the FMP (for example, general authority for recordkeeping and reporting requirements
versus a limited access system for a particular fishery). Also, the Council’s preference for stating a more
explicit management approach to address a certain management issue versus a broader approach that

may evolve over time through the implementing regulations is a factor in determining the specificity of
FMP amendment language.

Do we need to include all of the descriptive information that changes every year?

The Magnuson-Stevens Act, Section 303 requires that the FMP describe the state of the fishery and
stocks. Even though this information is updated annually in the SAFE reports, it must be included in the
FMP. In an effort to reduce the burden of annually updating the FMP, a goal of revising the FMP has
been to create descriptions that satisfy the requirements of section 303(a) and that have some longevity
to them while also referencing those sources where current information is available.

Why is there so much more habitat information than anything else?

The 1996 amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Act (Sections 303 and 305 (b)) require NMFS and
regional Fishery Management Councils (Councils) to describe and identify essential fish habitat (EFH)
within FMPs based on guidelines established by the Secretary, minimize to the extent practicable
adverse effects on EFH caused by fishing, and identify other actions to encourage the conservation and
enhancement of EFH. EFH is defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act as “those waters and substrate
necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth to maturity.”

As required by the Magnuson-Stevens Act, NMFS developed guidelines, (located at 50 CFR part 600,
Subpart J), to assist the Councils in the description and identification of EFH and in the consideration of
actions to ensure the conservation and enhancement of EFH. The EFH regulations also include
guidelines for identifying adverse impacts from both fishing and non-fishing activities and considering
the practicability of actions for minimizing adverse effects on EFH from fishing. In addition, the
implementing regulations identify eight other activities that either should or must be included when
amending the FMPs.

Because the BSAIl and GOA Groundfish FMPs manage so many species, this means that a lot of the
bulk of these FMPs and their appendices is devoted to habitat information.

Why do we need an amendment to make non-substantive changes to the FMP?

Pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Act, each FMP must be submitted by the Council to the Secretary
for review and approval. Additionally, changes to an already approved FMP must be submitted to the
Secretary for review and approval as an FMP amendment. Because minor, non-substantive changes
amend the Secretarially-approved FMP language just as substantive changes do, all changes to
approved FMP text must follow the process set forth in section 304 of the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

What happens if the revisions to the FMP create an erroneous change to the conservation and
management measures?

Any time the FMP is revised, there is a chance that the revision may inadvertently make an unintended
change to FMP language. For example, in revising the FMP to incorporate housekeeping changes, staff
may incorrectly describe the Council's intended conservation and management measures. Should this
occur, the regulations implementing the FMP would be inconsistent with the FMP itself. However, it will
be clear from the record that this is a technical error in the FMP, which will be amended as soon as
possible. It is unlikely that there would be further consequence.

FMP Questions and Answers - 2 of 2
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ANNOTATED EXCERPT from the
Draft Minutes of the Scientific Statistical Committee, June 7-9, 2004

Annotations reflect staff's response to the SSC comments, and are indicated in bold
italics.

C-2 (b) Groundfish FMP revisions

The SSC commends staff on their efforts to standardize the outline and format of different FMPs. The
revised FMPs provide well structured and readable documents with excellent sections on the most
pertinent characteristics of major stocks, fisheries, and fishing communities. While originally intended as
a housekeeping amendment, the SSC concurs with others that this is a good time to review the document
in its entirety and make changes as necessary. The majority of SSC concerns were in regard to definitions
and specifications of OY, MSY, TAC, ABC, overfishing definitions, and harvest control rules in sections
3.2.1 and 3.2.2 of the FMP. Because of the importance of these issues, the SSC wishes to conduct a more
thorough review of these sections before final action is taken. To this end, a SSC subcommittee consisting
of Rich Marasco (chair), Terry Quinn, Gordon Kruse, Pat Livingston, Franz Mueter, and Farron Wallace
was established and will conduct a review prior to the next council meeting.

Subcommittee conducted the review by email during the month of July. The revisions
made by the subcommittee to Sections 3.2 of the revised BSAl and GOA FMPs are
included in this document, beginning on page 5 (for the BSAlI FMP) and page 12 (for the
GOA FMP). Deletions are marked with strikeout, and additions with bold.

In addition, the SSC noted a number of issues that may require either substantive changes or minor
reorganization. The SSC recommends that the following changes be performed and a thorough review of
the FMPs and language be conducted before final action.
e A rewrite of the procedures for setting TACs to clarify the Council process for annual TAC-
setting and the role of the SSC in the Council process (see also specific suggestions below).
Addressed through the subcommittee rewrites
e An expansion of section 3.10 on Council review of the FMP. Currently, this section singles out
management objectives (3.10.2), EFH components (3.10.3), and PSC catch limits (3.10.3, BSAI
only) for periodic review. However, periodic review of all critical components of the plan should
be performed on a regular basis. The SSC suggests that a schedule be developed to specify when,
how often, and by whom other components of the FMP are reviewed, including MSY/OY
definitions and specification, overfishing criteria, procedures for setting TACs, stock definitions,
restrictions, and monitoring and reporting requirements.
Council may wish to take action on this at the December meeting
e Ifpossible, a mechanism to update section 4.1.2 on the status of stocks should be developed. Staff
noted that any changes require an amendment to the FMP. SSC suggested updating stock status
on the NPFMC website and reference the website in the FMP.
Website now referenced in the FMP
e The amount of habitat information in the FMP far exceeds information on the biology and
dynamics of stocks, which is far more relevant to current management. The SSC suggests, if
possible, shortening detailed habitat information and deleting Appendix I unless required by law.
Habitat sections of FMP will be revised following adoption of the EFH amendment;
Appendix | (habitat information for non-FMP species) has been deleted
e Current MSY and OY definitions and specifications are outdated and confusing. Moreover, the
current definition of OY in GOA FMP, section 3.2.1.1. (fOY]..is prescribed as such on the basis
of the MSY from such fishery, as modified by any relevant economic, social, or ecological

Annotated excerpt from June 2004 SSC minutes - 1 of 16
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Jfactors), is inconsistent with the MSA, which reads: ... as reduced by any relevant economic,
social, or ecological factors. The SSC subcommittee will review modifications suggested by
Grant Thompson (Notebook, Item C-2(b)2).
Addressed by subcommittee
The organization seems to be fitting for easily updating the appendices when new information
arrives, though some more thought might be given to including sections of the SEIS that provide
overviews of non-fishing and cumulative impacts or threats to resources and to more clearly
outline the other institutional components that may be involved in managing human activities in
these ecosystems and what the SEIS said were some of the most important threats that might need
to be considered.
New Section 4.6, Ecosystem Characteristics, created that draws
information from PSEIS

A number of minor modifications were suggested, including:

Chapter 2.2, Management approach, lacks a clearly identified policy statement. The 3" sentence
in section 2.2 appears to contain the Council’s key policy statement. The SSC suggests changing
the sentence to read: “The Council’s policy is to apply judicious and responsible fisheries
management practices, based on sound scientific research and analysis ...” and to highlight or
move this statement to the beginning of the policy section.
Changes made
As noted in SSC minutes from April 2004, the jurisdictional authority with regards to finfish
managed by the State of Alaska should be more clearly identified. This is covered in some detail
in section 5.4. We suggest including the current section 3.1.2.1 on state regulation of demersal
rockfish assemblage under section 5.4 and inserting a general statement with regard to stocks
managed jointly with the State or by the State of Alaska in section 3.1.2. A table listing the
agency that has jurisdiction of each stock/area combination may be helpful.
In GOA FMP, section on state regulation of DSR moved to 3.8.1; reference
included in 5.4; jurisdiction clarified in Table 3-1
The SSC suggests providing a brief rationale for important quantities specified in the FMP. For
example:
o The TAC of the other species category is set to 5% of the combined TACs for target
species without a clear justification
Justification added to GOA FMP, section 3.2.5.1
o Parameter ‘a’ under Overfishing Criteria (3.2.2) is set to default value of 0.05 without
rationale.
Parameter justified in section 3.2.4, both FMPs
Section 3.2.3.1 of the GOA FMP is confusing because it combines the rebuilding plan for POP
with a general procedure for setting TACs. The SSC suggests deleting the discussion regarding
rebuilding of POP stocks as well as adding a general procedure for setting TACs (steps 1-3 in
section 3.2.3.1) to the BSAI FMP.
POP rebuilding plan deleted from GOA FMP, and “Framework for Setting TAC”
section added to BSAl FMP
Section 3.2.3.3 of the GOA FMP, which specifies a reserve amount of 20%, should be reconciled
with Table ES-2, which specifies a reserve amount of 15%.
Change made
Section 3.3.1 of GOA FMP, which states that vessels less than 26’ will be exempt from LLP
should be reconciled with Table ES-2 (vessels less than 32°).
Change made

Annotated excerpt from June 2004 SSC minutes - 2 of 16
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GOA FMP has a section on vessel safety (3.8.3), which presumably should be in the BSAI FMP
as well.
Vessel safety section added to BSAI FMP
Table ES-2 in the GOA FMP should include definition of MSY, as in BSAI
MSY is the basis for the upper end of OY; listed in ES table as such
Some of the species descriptions in the GOA FMP refer to BSAI region (e.g. distribution of rock
sole) and should be updated to reflect life history of species in the GOA.
Changes made
Section 4.1.1 (GOA FMP): Rock sole is listed as single species, should be northemn (L.
polyxystra) and southern (L. bilineata) rock sole.
Change made
GOA FMP, Tables D.1.b/c: replace BSAI in title with GOA
Change made
Section 4.2.3.2 in BSAI was written for GOA, not BSAI, and should be deleted or updated.
Section describes HAPC type; will be revised following adoption of the EFH
amendment that revises HAPC definitions
BSAI FMP, section 4.3.2 lists ex-vessel value of GOA groundfish catch (p.85), should be BSAI
groundfish catch.
Change made
Boiler plate language needs updating in some sections so that it reflects the present and not initial
implementation of each amendment
Changes made
Need referencing of the F4p, review and inclusion of the historical review of the Council process
contained therein
Referenced in Section 3.2
Description of fishing communities needs updating and AFSC sociologist Jennifer Sepez may
have information on Alaskan fishing community profiles. It also seems non-Alaskan
communities have been ignored.
Community information has been updated as compared to the existing FMPs,
although it is not current. When the Sepez profiles are complete, they should be
incorporated into the FMP, along with a more complete description of non-
Alaskan communities.
Sometimes it is made clear what the source of the information was while other times it is not,
making it unclear how recent some of the information was.
Where appropriate, dates included
Insufficient consideration of the role of climate in influencing ecosystem processes and species
production is included in the descriptive parts of the FMP dealing with climate.
Information added in Section 4.6, Ecosystem characteristics
Elements required of Fishery Ecosystem Plans might also be included in these plans more
explicitly.
New section 4.6 addresses some elements, and revisions under EFH
amendment will also help to address
A listing of other FMPs that are in place in the region would also be informative to readers of
these FMPs.
Included in section 5.3

Annotated excerpt from June 2004 SSC minutes - 3 of 16
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Differences between the two plans that should be minimized are:
e Table ES-2 for BS makes clear that non specified species are not included in OY but GOA does
not
Substantive issue; intended that eventual non-target species amendment will
address this difference
e Table ES-2 for BSAI does not include mention of the fishing year as GOA does in section on
time and area restrictions
Fishing year is not defined in the BSAl FMP
o Table 3-1 in BSAI lists some main groups of nonspecified species, GOA has no mention of non
specified species in its table
As above, this is a substantive difference between the FMPs, which will be
addressed probably under the non-target species amendment
e OY definitions differ between the two FMPs. Definition of BSAI OY does not seem to match the
way OY is implemented in BSAI (as a range in which individual ABCs are not exceeded) p11
BSAL p12 GOA
Addressed in subcommittee revisions; subcommittee has proposed that
language that allows OY to exceed the sum of ABCs be stricken
¢ No TAC definition was included in the BSAI FMP, pl1
Addressed in subcommittee revisions
o There was no mention of PSC limits in the TAC setting procedures of Section 3.2.3 of BSAL p.
14
Procedures for setting PSC limits are detailed in Section 3.6.2 of the revised
BSAI FMP
¢ GOA FMP has section 3.6.3.3 on size limits (p.31) which was not contained in BSAI FMP.
The BSAI FMP does not address size limits
e Appendices: GOA FMP is missing a section on marine mammals, neither has a section on
seabirds
The new appendix I in both FMPs addresses information on marine
mammal and seabird populations

Annotated excerpt from June 2004 SSC minutes - 4 of 16
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SSC SUBCOMMITTEE’S TEXT FOR REVISED BSAI GROUNDFISH FMP

3.2 Determining Harvest Levels

This section discusses the determination of optimum yield and maximum sustainable yield for the groundfish
of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (Section 3.2.1). The overfishing criteria are included in Section 3.2.2,
followed by a description of the procedures for setting TAC. Finally, Section 3.2.4 specifies those instances
where the apportionment of TAC is mandated in the FMP by gear type, area, or season.

3.2.1 Maximum Sustainable Yield and Optimum Yield
3.2.1.1 Definition of terms
Maximum sustainable yield (MSY) is amraverageoverareasomabtetength-of-timeofthe largest long-term

catch or yield which that can be taken contimousty from a stock or stock complex under ctrrrent prevailing
ecologlcal and environmental conditions. Hshoutdnommty-bepresentedwithnrrange ot vatresaround-its

orto-rebmld—ovcrﬁshed-stockr is the amount of fish whxch—

a) will provide the greatest overall benefit to the Nation, particularly with respect to food
production and recreational opportunities, and taking into account the protection of
marine ecosystems;

b) is prescribed as such on the basis of the MSY from the fishery, as reduced by any
relevant economic, social, or ecological factor; and

c) in the case of an overfished fishery, provides for rebuilding to a level consistent with
producing the MSY in such fishery.

Overfishing level (OFL) is a limit reference point set annually for a stock or stock complex during the
assessment process, as described in Section 3.2.4, Overfishing criteria. Overfishing occurs whenever
a stock or stock complex is subjected to a rate or level of fishing mortality that jeopardizes the capacity
of a stock or stock complex to produce MSY on a continuing basis. Operationally, overfishing occurs
when the harvest exceeds the OFL.

Acceptable biological catch (ABC) is an annual sustainable target pretimimary—descriptionm—of-the
acceptable harvest (or range of harvests) for a griven stock or stock complex, determined by the Plan Team

SSC Subcommittee Revisions to BSAI FMP - 5 of 16
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and the Science and Statistical Committee during the assessment process. It is derived ation-tocuseson
from the status and dynamics of the stock, environmental condmons, and other ecological factors, given the
and prevailing technological characteristics of the fishery. F 7
tscapped-asdescribed-in-Section3:2-2overfishing-criteria: The target reference pomt is set below the

limit reference point for overfishing.

Total allowable catch (TAC) is the annual harvest limit for a stock or stock complex, derived from the
ABC by considering social and economic factors.

In addition to definitional differences, OY differs from ABC and TAC in two practical respects. First,
ABC and TAC are specified for each stock or stock complex within the “target species” and “other
species” categories, whereas OY is specified for the groundfish fishery (comprising target species and
other species categories) as a whole. Second, ABCs and TACs are specified annually whereas the OY
range is constant. The sum of the stock-specific ABCs may fall within or outside of the OY range. If
the sum of annual TAC: falls outside the OY range, TACs must be adjusted or the FMP amended.

3.2.1.2 Maximum Sustainable Yield of the Groundfish Complex

The groundﬁsh complex and its fishery are a distinct management unit of the Bering Sea :Hrew::mnpicm

complex forms a large subsystem of the Bering Sea ecosystem with intricate mten'elatronshrps between
predators and prey, between competitors, and between those species and their environment. Fherefore
Ideally, concepts such as the productivity and MSY ofgromdiish should be viewed in terms of coreeived
for the groundfish complex as a unit rather than for nrany individual species and species groups. Due to the
difficult of estimating the parameters that govern interactions between species, however, estimates of
MSY for the groundfish complex have sometimes been computed by summing MSY estimates for the
individual species and species groups.

Fhe Early studies estimated MSY for of the groundfish complex ins the range of 1.7 to 2.4 million mt. This
range was obtained tscatcutated by summing the MSY's ranges of each target species and of the “other
specres category, as deﬁned in Sectron 3.2.2 of this plan*&rarmetierrvedhwmmwevbvmrcvmﬁm

of comparison, thrs range mcluded both the average annual catch (1 8 mrlhon mt) and the maximum
annual catch (2.4 million mt) taken during the period 1968-1977 (see Section 4.3.1, History of
Exploitation). However, current multi-species models suggest that the sum of single-species MSYs
provides a poor estimate of MSY for the groundfish complex as a whole (Walters et al., in press)
because biological reference points for single stocks, such as Fyy, may change substantially when
multi-species interactions are taken into account (Gislason 1999; Collie and Gislason 2001). Fishing
mortality rates for prey species that are consumed by other marine predators should be conditioned

on the level of predation mortality, which may change over time depending on predator population
levels.

SSC Subcommittee Revisions to BSAI FMP - 6 of 16
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Fhe An ecosystem perspective suggests considerationatso-tndicates that MSY of the groundfish complex
may change if an environmental regime shift occurs or if the present mix of species is altered substantially
fronrthe presentperiod. Also, as new data arerequired and as statistical methodology evolves over time,
it is to be expected that estimates of MSY will change, even if the ecosystem has remained relatively
stationary. Therefore, aschangestakeplace-estimates of MSY contained in this section should be viewed
in context, as historical estimates that guided the development of the FMP but not necessarily as

reflective of the best scientific information available currently forthe—omptex—may—have—tobe
reexamined.

3.2.1.3 Optimum Yield of the Groundfish Complex

The optimum yield of the groundfish complex is specified as setexmatto 85% of the historical estimate of
the MSY range for the target species and the “other species” categories (1.4 to 2.0 million mt), to the extent
this can be harvested consistently with the management measures specified in this FMP, plus the actual
amount of the nonspecified species category that is taken incidentally to the harvest of target species and the
“other species” category. This deviation from the historical estimate of MSY reflects the combined
influence of biotogicat ecological, social and suctoeconomic factors. The important ecological biotogicat
factors may be summarized as follows mdicate-that:

e When—considermg—the—conditon—of—individuatspectes—svithin—the—<omplex—tThe OY range
encompasses the summed acceptablebiotogivateatches tABCs) of individual species for 1978-1981
(Low et al. 1978; and Bakkala et al. 1979, 1980, and 1981). This sum may—be was used as an
indicator of the biological productivity of the complex, although it such use is not completely
satisfactory;-because multi-species/ ecosystem interactions are carmot be—adequatety taken into
account explicitly. The 15% reduction ot from MSY reduces the risk associated with relyingnpon

incomplete data and questionable assumptions in assessment models used to determine the condition
of stocks.

Afltoft The important social and-o economic considerations indicate-that factors may be summarized as

follows:
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