MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver M
Executive Direc

DATE: - March 21, 2012

SUBJECT: Staff Tasking

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Review tasking and committees and provide direction.

(b) Receive IFQ Implementation Committee report and provide direction.

BACKGROUND

Committees and Tasking

AGENDA D-2
APRIL 2012

ESTIMATED TIME
4 HOURS

The list of Council committees is attached as Item D-2(a). Item D-2(b) is the three meeting outlook and Item
D-2(c) provides a summary of current projects and tasking. An updated work plan for implementing the
programmatic groundfish management policy is attached as Item D-2(d). The Council may wish to discuss
priorities for completing ongoing projects, as well as any new tasks assigned during the course of this meeting.

In February, the Council requested that the IFQ Implementation Team meet to review the status of four
discussion papers tasked by the Council in 2010. The committee will meet on Monday evening, March 26, to
review the status of these issues and make recommendations on whether to proceed with their further
development. A January 2012 preliminary discussion paper is attached as Item D-2(e).



AGENDA D-2(a)

NPFMC Committees & Workgroups MARCH/APRIL 2012
(Revised March 21, 2012)
Council/Board of Fisheries Joint Protocol Committee
Updated: 3/19/2012 Council: Board:
Dave Benson John Jensen
Ed Dersham Mike Smith
Staff: Jane DiCosimo Eric Olson Sue Jeffrey

Council Coordination Committee
[Designated and renamed by Magnuson Act reauthorization April 2007]

CFMC: NPFMC:

Appointed: 4/05

Updated: 7/23/09

Staff: Chris Oliver

C: Carlos Farchette
ED: Miguel Rolén

C: Eric Olson
ED: Chris Oliver

GMFMC:

C: Robert Shipp
MAFMC:

ED: Chris Moore

NEFMC:

ED: Paul Howard

ED: Steve Bortone

C: Richard Robins

C: Rip Cunningham

PFMC:
C: Dan Wolford
ED: Don Mclsaac

SAFMC:
C: David Cupka
ED: Bob Mahood

WPEMC:
C: Manuel Deunas
ED: Kitty Simonds

Council Executive/Finance Committee

Updated: 8/10/07

Status: Meet as necessary

Staff: Chris Oliver/Dave Witherell/Gail Bendixen

Eric Olson (Chair)

Jim Balsiger (NMFS)
Dave Hanson (PSMFC)
Cora Campbell (ADFG)
Roy Hyder (ODFW)
Bill Tweit (WDFW)

Bering Sea Crab Advisory Committee

Appointed 4/25/07

Revised 11/15/07

Staff: Mark Fina

Sam Cotten (Chair) Lenny Herzog
Jerry Bongen Kevin Kaldestad
Steve Branson Frank Kelty
Florence Colburn John Moller
Linda Freed Rob Rogers
Dave Hambleton Simeon Swetzof
Phil Hanson Ernest Weiss
Tim Henkel

S:MPeggy\ADDRESSES\CMTEES\NPFMC_Committees.doc



NPFMC Committees & Workgroups
(Revised March 21, 2012)

Bering Sea Salmon Bycatch Workgroup

Appointed: 3/07

Staff: Diana Stram

Stephanie Madsen (Co-chair)
Eric Olson (Co-chair)

Becca Robbins Gisclair

John Gruver

Karl Haflinger

Jennifer Hooper

Paul Peyton

Mike Smith

Vincent Webster (BOF)

Comprehensive Economic Data Collection Committee

Appointed: 12/07
Updated: 2/9/09

Staff: Mark Fina

John Henderschedt (Chair)
Bruce Berg

Michael Catsi

Dave Colpo

Paula Cullenberg

Brett Reasor
Glenn Reed

Ed Richardson
Mike Szymanski
Gale Vick

Charter Management Implementation Committee

Appointed: 6/11

Staff: Jane DiCosimo

Gary Ault

Seth Bone

Ed Dersham (Chair)
Ken Dole

Tim Evers

Kent Huff

Stan Malcolm
Andy Mezirow
Richard Yamada

Crab Interim Action Committee
[Required under BSAI Crab FMP]

Jim Balsiger, NMFS
Cora Campbell, ADF&G
Phil Anderson, WDF

Ecosystem Committee

Updated: 10/22/07

Status: Active

Staff: Diana Evans

Stephanie Madsen (Chair)
Jim Ayers

Dave Benton

Doug DeMaster/Bill Karp
Dave Fluharty

"| John Iani

Jon Kurland
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NPFMC Committees & Workgroups
(Revised March 21, 2012)

Enforcement Committee

Updated: 7/03 Roy Hyder (Chair)

Nicole Kimball, ADF&G

Lisa Lindeman/Garland Walker, NOAA-GC
Status: Active Martin Loefflad, NMFS

Sherrie Meyers/Ken Hansen, NMFS-Enforcement
Glenn Merrill, NMFS

CAPT Greg Sanial, USCG

Staff: Jon McCracken Jon Streigel, AK F&W Protection

Golden King Crab Arbitration Workgroup

Appointed: 1/12 Larry Cotter Brett Reasor
Duncan Fields (Chair) Dick Tremaine
Mark Johahnson Greg White
Staff: Mark Fina Joe Sullivan

Halibut Charter Stakeholder Committee

Appointed: 1/06 Seth Bone Chuck McCallum
Updated: 3/29/10 Robert Candopoulos Larry McQuarrie
Status: Idle, pending direction | Ricky Gease Scott Meyer
John Goodhand Rex Murphy
Kathy Hansen Peggy Parker
Dave Hanson (Chair) Charles “Chaco” Pearman
Staff: Jane DiCosimo Dan Hull Greg Sutter
IFQ Committee
Reconstituted: 7/31/03 Bob Alverson Don Lane
Updated: 2/17/12 Rick Berns Dave Little
Julianne Curry Kris Norosz
Tim Henkel Paul Peyton
Dan Hull (Chair) Jeff Stephan
Staff: Jane DiCosimo Jeff Kauffman Phil Wyman

Non-Target Species Committee

‘Appointed: 7/03 Dave Benson (Chair) Janet Smoker
Updated: 8/10/07 Julie Bonney Paul Spencer

John Gauvin Lori Swanson

Ken Goldman Anne Vanderhoeven
Staff: Jane DiCosimo, NPFMC/ | Karl Haflinger Jon Warrenchuk
Olav Ormseth, AFSC Michelle Ridgway
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NPFMC Committees & Workgroups

(Revised March 21, 2012)

Observer Advisory Committee

Reconstituted: 1/20/11
Updated: 2/12
Status: Active

Staff: Chris Oliver/
Diana Evans

Bob Alverson
Jerry Bongen
Julie Bonney
Kenny Down
Dan Falvey
Kathy Hansen
Dan Hull (Chair)
Michael Lake

Todd Loomis

Paul MacGregor
Brent Paine

David Polushkin
Joe Rehfuss
Darren Stewart
Ann Vanderhoeven

Pacific Northwest Crab Industry Advisory Committee

Appointed: 12/10

Staff: Diana Stram

Keith Colburn

Kevin Kaldestad

Garry Loncon

Steve Minor (Chair)
Gary Painter

Kirk Peterson

Rob Rogers (Vice Chair)

Vic Sheibert

Dale Swartzmiller

Gary Stewart

Tom Suryan

Elizabeth Wiley

Arni Thomson, Secretary
(non-voting)

Rural Outreach Committee

Appointed: 6/09

Staff: Steve MacLean

Eric Olson (Chair)
Paula Cullenberg
Duncan Field

Tim Andrew

Tom Okleasik
Ole Olsen

Pete Probasco

Steller Sea Lion Mitigation Committee

Appointed: 2/01
Updated: 11/09

[formerly SSL RPA Committee;
renamed February 2002]

Staff: Steve MacLean
Advisor: Dan Hennen

Larry Cotter (Chair)
Jerry Bongen

Julie Bonney
Kenny Down

John Gauvin

Pat Hardina

Sue Hills

Frank Kelty

Steve MacLean
Stephanie Madsen
Max Malavansky, Jr
Gerry Merrigan

Mel Morris

Art Nelson

Glenn Reed

Beth Stewart
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NRA - - 0)

March 26 - April 3, 2012
Anchorage, AK

June 4 -12, 2012
Kodiak, AK

October 1-9, 2012
Anchorage, AK

AFA Pollock Cooperative and IPA Reports
Amendment 80 Cooperative Reports

CGOA Rockfish Cooperative Reports

SSL: Review Notice of Intent

EFH Consultation Process: Update

SOPP: Review and Approve

Observer Program: Update

Halibut CSP: Review and action as necessary
Halibut Area 4B Fish-up: Final Action

Joint Protocol Committee: Report

GOA Pacific cod A-season opening dates: Discussion paper
P.Cod Jig Management: Revised Discussion Paper
Limit Other Gear on Jig Vessels: Discussion Paper

BS Habitat Conservation Area Boundary: Review

BSAI Chum Salmon Bycatch: Initial Review

GOA Flatfish Trawl Sweep Modifications: Final Action

BSAI Crab ROFR Waorkgroup: Report; action as necessary

Scallop SAFE: Approve harvest specifications
BS Tanner crab model: SSC review

BSIERP Management Strategy Evaluation: Report
Groundfish PSEIS: Stakeholder workshop

HAPC - Skate sites: /nitial Review

VMS Use and Requirements: Discussion paper

PSEIS status review: SSC only

SSL EIS scoping (T)

Halibut workshop report: Review

GOA Halibut PSC: Final Action
GOA comprehensive halibut bycatch amendments: Disc paper
BSAI halibut PSC limit: Discussion paper (T)

Halibut/Sablefish IFQ Leasing prohibition: NMFS Discussion paper
Halibut/sablefish IFQ changes: Discussion paper (T)
H&S IFQ Implementation Committee Report

BSAI Greenland turbot allocation: Discussion paper

BSAI Crab Binding Arbitration - GKC: Workgroup report
Binding Arbitration Issues (lengthy season, publishing decisions,
IPQ Initiation): Discussion Paper

Revise BS FLL GOA cod sideboards: Discussion paper (T)
FLL Vessel Replacement: Initial Review/ Final Action

BSAI Flatfish specification flexibility: Discussion Paper

Crab Plan Team Report: Set Catch Specifications for 4 stocks
Pribilof BKC Rebuilding Plan: Final Action

BSAIl Tanner Crab rebuilding plan: Revise Alternatives
HAPC - Skate sites: Final Action

5-Year Research Priorities: Review and Approve

PSEIS: Review comments & reports; action as necessary
Total catch and ACLs: Discussion paper - SSC only (T)
Grenadiers: Discussion paper

GOA pollock EFP: Review (T)

SSL EIS scoping (T)

Observer Deployment Plan: OAC report; action as necessary

BSAI Chum Salmon Bycatch: Final Action (T)

GOA Chinook Bycatch All Trawl Fisheries: Initial Review (T)

BSAI Crab active participation requirements: Initial Review
BSAI Crab Cooperative Provisions for Crew : Discussion paper

Northern Bering Sea Research: Discussion paper

AFA Vessel Replacement GOA Sideboards: Initial Review (T)

Groundfish Catch Specifications: Adopt proposed specficiations

BSAI Tanner Crab rebuilding plan: Initial Review

ITEMS BELOW FOR FUTURE MEETINGS

Crab PSC numbers to weight: Discussion paper

Crab bycatch limits in BSAI groundfish fisheries: Disc paper

Al P.cod Processing Sideboards: Initial Review

BBRKC spawning areaffishery effects: Updated Disc paper (Dec)

MPA Nominations: Discuss and consider nominations

Al - Aleutian Islands

AFA - American Fisheries Act

BiOp - Biological Opinion

BSAI - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
BKC - Blue King Crab

BOF - Board of Fisheries

CQE - Community Quota Entity

CDQ - Community Development Quota
EDR - Economic Data Reporting

EFP - Exempted Fishing Permit

EIS - Environmental Impact Statement
EFH - Essential Fish Habitat

FLL - Freezer longliners

GOA - Gulf of Alaska

GKC - Golden King Crab

GHL - Guideline Harvest Level

HAPC - Habitat Areas of Particular Concern

IFQ - Individual Fishing Quota

I1BQ - Individual Bycatch Quota

MPA - Marine Protected Area

PSEIS - Programmatic Suplimental Impact Statement
PSC - Prohibited Species Catch

RKC - Red King Crab

ROFR - Right of First Refusal

SSC - Scientific and Statistical Committee

SAFE - Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation
SSL - Steller Sea Lion

TAC - Total Allowable Catch

Future Meeting Dates and Locations

March 26-April 3, 2012 - Hilton Hotel, Anchorage
June 4-12, 2012 - Best Westemn, Kodiak
October 1-9, 2012 - Hilton Hotel, Anchorage
December 3-11, 2012 - Anchorage

February 4-12, 2013, Portland

April 1-9, 2013, Anchorage

June 3-11, 2013, Juneau

September 30-Oct 8, 2013 Anchorage
December 9-17, 2013, Anchorage

(T) Tentatively scheduled
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NPFMC/NMFS Action

Updated 3/20/12

Agenda D-2(c)
March-April 2012

2012
Action Status Staffing Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Blue = Post Council Action, Rulemaking

) . 2 ) NMFS 80%

Halibut Catch sharing plan Preparation of Final Rule Council 20% See NMFS Management Report
(-]
. Preparation of rulemaking NMFS 80%

BSAI crab C-shares package Council 20% See NMFS Management Report

0,

Litigation workload Ongoing gohﬂggﬁ%:l See NMFS Management Report

NMFS 90%

Am 80 lost vessel replacement

Proposed and Final Rule

Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

12 month 20% halibut sablefish QS

Proposed and Final Rule

NMFS 100%
Council 0%

See NMFS Management Report

Tanner crab bycatch in the GOA

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

BSAI Arrowtooth Flounder MRAs

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

Observer Program restructuring

Preparation of SOC draft
and rulemaking package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

BSAIl Crab Emerg relief

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

CQE changes: communities,
Use caps, 3A D class, 4B

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

Salmon FMP Revisions

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

Halibut/sablefish Hired Skipper

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

BSAIl Crab IFQ/IPQ application

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

Chinook salmon bycatch in
GOA pollock fishery

Preparation of rulemaking
package

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

BSAI Crab EDR

Proposed and Final Rule

NMFS 90%
Council 10%

See NMFS Management Report

Remove inactive Halibut/
Sablefish QS

Preparation of Final Rule

NMFS 100%
Council 0%

See NMFS Management Report
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2012

Action Status Staffin
i i . 0,

Qutreach activities Commlt_tee me_etlngs. NMFS. 10
ongoing projects Council 90%

: e ; N NMFS 50%

Prib BKC rebuilding Final Action in June Council 50%

- I . NMFS 50%

BSAI Chum Salmon Bycatch Initial Review in April Council 50%

0,

GOA halibut PSC limits Final Action in June é‘l MFS. 20f
ouncil 80%

o s T NMFS 50%

BS Tanner Crab Rebuilding Plan Initial Review in Oct Council 50%
: : o : NMFS 50%

GOA Flatfish Trawl Sweeps Final Action in April Council 50%

. . . . NMFS 50%

Skate Egg Concentrations HAPC Initial Review in April Council 50%
; ; - NMFS 20%

BSAI Freezer longliner replacement Final Action in June Council 80%
: : ; ; NMFS 20%

Halibut CSP amendment Discussion paper in March Council 80%
Chinook salmon bycatch in s . NMFS 20%
the GOA - all fisheries Initial Review in June Council 80%

; " T NMFS 20%

AFA vessel replacement sideboards Initial Review in Oct Council 80%
NMFS 90%

SSL EIS

EIS being prepared

Council 10%

Halibut IFQ Issues - 4A halibut retention,
GOA sablefish pots, A sablefish use caps,
unharvested area 4 halibut

Discussion paper in June

NMFS 20%
Councll 80%

GOA P. cod jig management

Update in April

NMFS 50%
Council 50%

GOA P. cod jig limit gear onboard

Discussion paper in April

NMFS 50%
Council 50%




2012
Action Status Staffing Mar Apr May June July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Yellow = Project initiated but not yet fully underway
; ; ; - NMFS 50%
Grenadiers Discussion paper in June Council 50%
. . . NMFS 90%
Groundfish ACL uncertainty Future Analysis Council 10%
N . . NMFS 40%
MPA nomination process Discuss in future Council 60%
: : : 3 : : NMFS 0%
4A halibut retention with sablefish Discussion paper Council 100%
: ; : NMFS 20%
Pots for GOA sablefish Discussion paper Council 80%
e ) . NMFS 20%
Unharvested halibut in Area 4 Discussion paper Council 80%
: ; . NMFS 20%
Increase use caps for A sablefish Discussion paper Council 80%
Crab bycatch limits in BSAI Discussion paper for future NMFS 20%
groundfish fisheries meeting Council 80%
: NMFS 90%
NBSRA Research Plan Report in October Council 10%
: Y s A - . NMFS 90%
BSAI flatfish specification flexibility Discussion paper in June Council 10%
. . . NMFS 60%
BB RKC Spawning Area Discuss in December Council 40%
. . . . NMFS 20%
Greenland turbot allocation Discussion paper in June Council 80%
; ; : . NMFS 20%
BS FLL GOA cod sideboards Discussion paper in June Council 80%
. ’ : : ) NMFS 20%
VMS Requirements Discussion paper in April Council 80%
GOA Comprehensive halibut Bitsisiission tsperin. juia NMFS 10%
PSC Amendment pap Council 90%
. - . . ; NMFS 20%
BSAI Halibut PSC limit Discussion paper in June Council 80%
NMFS 20%

GOA P.cod A-season dates

Discussion paper in April

Council 80%




Action

PSEIS Review

Status

Receive update in Feb

NMFS 30%
Council 70%

BSAI crab control rules
and uncertainty

Ongoing evaluation

NMFS 33%
ADF&G 33%
Council 34%

BSAI Crab PSC to Weight

Discussion paper in future

NMFS 70%
Council 30%

Al processing sideboards

unscheduled

NMFS 10%
Council 90%

BSAI Crab 5-year review changes

Discussion paper/
workgroup report

NMFS 20%
Council 80%




Groundfish Workplan

Priority actions revised in February 2007, status updated to current

V_S.tatus

- Otal 2012
(updated 3-24-12) o
v s fitis s ' Apr [Jun [oct | Dec
Po"?:;i':hing a Z?‘Z:;?: Z :gt:;‘:;:;pyr;; ?::g?z?;; ts;r:etzige':sa:‘h: t Aggregate ABC/OFL for GOA “‘other species’ in Apr 08
s s N NP BSAI skates TAC breakout in Oct 2009
minimize im?acts on populations of incidentally- 5 remaining other species mgmt addressed under ACLs;
caught species final action in Apr 10
b. |evaluate effectiveness of setting ABC levels using ! ,
Tier 6 and 6 approaches, for rockfish and other 4 AFSC responding fo C”:T reviews as part of harvest
species specifications process
c. |continue to develop a systematic approach to
lumping and splitting that takes into account both 5 report from non-target species committee in Dec 09
biological and management considerations
Preserve a. x:ur?eg:l ?:(: c;:(r)t::lpate in development of key ecosystem SAFE presented annually;
Food Web ys 10 GOA indicator synthesis for 2012;
EBS and Al indicator syntheses begun in 2010, 2011
b. |Reconcile procedures to account for uncertainty and ,
. . . . . report from non-target species committee in Dac 09
le.cgsystem cokﬁns;:!era(:lons in esta.bllshlng harvest 11 AFSC discussion paper Jun 2011, considered during
imits, for rockfish and other species harvest specifications
¢. |develop pilot Fishery Ecosystem Plan for the Al 13 FEP brochure published Dec 07
Al ecosystem assessment for Dec 2011
Manage a. [explore incentive-based bycaich reduction programs partially addressed in BSAI salmon bycatch EIS. Tanner
3 in GOA and BSAI fisheries crab Kodiak closures (C action Oct 2010); GOA pollock /
Incidental
Catch and 18 Chinook final action Jun 2011
GOA Chinook non-pollock PSC limits - init rev Oct 12 |
Reduce BS chum initial revisw Apr 2012
Bycatch and |b. jexplore mortality rate-based approaches to setting 20 partially addressed in BSAI salmon bycatch EIS | I | |
Waste PSC limits in GOA and BSAI fisheries analysls of BSAI crab bycatch limits in 2012
c. |consider new management strategies to reduce . .
incidental rockfish bycatch and discards 17 partially addressed in rockfish program
d. |develop statistically rigorous approaches to , oy
estimating bycatch in line with national initiatives 14,19 National Bycatch Report revised in 2011
e. |encourage research programs to evaluate population 16
estimates for non-target species
f. |develop incentive-based and appropriate biomass-
based trigger limits and area closures for BSAI 14. 15. 20 bycatch limit for Chinook adopted Apr 09;
salmon bycatch reduction, as information becomes it initial review chum bycatch analysis in Apr 2012 {e—
available
. |assess impact of management measures on i .
9 regulat ON':‘i scards an dgoon sider measures to 17 partially addressed by arrowtooth MRA analyses (Council
reduce where practicable action: GOA - Oct 07, BSA/ - Oct 10)

(Pz-a vanagov
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Reduce and ﬂ

Groundfish Workplan

Priority actions revised in February 2007, status updated to current

. oontlnue to partlclpate in development of mitiéiion

Status
. (updated 3-24-12)

2012

Apr |Jun |Oct [Dec;

Avoid measures to protect SSL through the MSA process 23 RPA from ””as'g:g';sﬁsli‘;"c’g;?;oeﬁg’;og Jg;p’eme”‘ed by
Impacts to "‘°'“d“;lg participation in the FMP-level consultation SSL EIS Inated, iscussion of NOIAPr 2012 et
Seabirds and under the ESA :
Marine . [recommend to NOAA Fisheries and participate in 23
M | reconsideration of SSL critical habitat
ammals . |monitor fur seal status and management issues, and 24, 25
convene committee as appropriate i
. |adaptively manage seabird avoidance measures 22 Council action, seabird avoidance measures in 4E in Jun
program 08
Reduce and . {evaluate effectiveness of existing closures 26 part of Bristo! Bay red king crab paper Dec 2012 o e o |
Avoid . |consider Bering Sea EFH mitigation measures Council action on measures in June 07
Impacts to BS flatfish traw! sweep mods required in Oct 09
Habitat 27 EFH 5-year review/omnibus amds approved Apr 2011
abita discussion on Bristol Bay red king crab Dec 2012
Northem BS Research Plan white paper June 2012
. |consider call for HAPC proposals on 3-year cycle HAPC cycle changed to 5 years, adopted Apr 2011 )
27
HAPC skate nursenes initial revnew Apr 2012
. [request NMFS to develop and implement a research 1
design on the effects of trawling in previously 27
untrawled areas
. | ing | li i OA
Promote explore eliminating latent licenses in BSAl and G " Council action on traw! LLP recency in Apr 08
Equitable and GOA fixed gear latent licenses in Apr 09
Efficient Use - — - - - - -
of Fishe b. |consider sector allocations in GOA fisheries Final action GOA Pcod sector allocations Dec 09
Ty 32,34 Reauthorization of GOA rockfish program, Jun 2010
Resources part of comprehensive GOA halibut - discuss Jun 12
Increase . |Develop a protocol or strategy for improving the . l
. : : : protocol presented in Jun 08
Alaska Native | |Alaska Native and community consultation process 37 annual review of protocol
and
. . |Develop a method for systematic documentation of .
Community s . I outreach plan for chum salmon in Feb-Mar 2011
Alaska Native and community participation in the 37 L . .
Consultation development of management actions periodic Outreach Committee meetings
improve Data |a. |expand or modify observer coverage and sampling improvements Apr 08, restructuring approved Oct 10
methods based on scientific data and compliance 38, 39 update on implementation of restructuring Apr 2012
Quality, :
Monitoring needs continuing work with elecfronic monitoring
and b. |explore development programs for economic data 40 final action, salmon bycatch data collection Dec 09
Enforcement collection that aggregate data partially addressed in BSAI Amd 80
c. |modify VMS to incorporate new technology and P . .
system providers 41 Council action, VMS exeryptton for dinglebar gear, Jun 08

)



AGENDA D-2(e)

MARCH/APRIL 2012
STATUS REPORT ON
FOUR DISCUSSION PAPERS FOR 2009 HALIBUT/SABLEFISH IFQ PROPOSALS
January 18,2012

The North Pacific Fishery management Council (Council) called for commercial halibut/sablefish
Individual Fishing Quota (IFQ) proposals during Summer 2009. The IFQ Implementation Committee
convened in November 2009 to review IFQ proposals and recommended that several be advanced for
consideration by the Council'. The committee reconvened in February 2010 to consider late proposals. In
February 2010 the Council recommended that five proposed actions be developed into analyses, These
were completed by the Council in 2011 and 2012, Three have been submitted to NMFS for approval and
implementation. One was considered by the Council but no action was taken. A preferred alternative was
scheduled for final action at the February 2012 meeting for a fifth proposed action.

In February 2010 the Council also recommended that four proposals be developed into discussion papers
before it would consider initiating further action. The Council directed that staff prepare the discussion
papers as time was available after other higher Council priorities. Development of charter halibut analyses
and new commercial IFQ analyses were identified as higher priorities over these discussion papers.

Some preliminary coordination between Council staff and other agency staff and assembling background
information has begun on these proposals.

1. Develop a discussion paper to allow the retention of 4A halibut incidentally caught while targeting
sablefish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island regulatory areas. Included in the discussion paper is the
premise that this action has the objective of not increasing halibut bycatch levels.

2. Develop a discussion paper to explore the implications of using pots for the Gulf of Alaska sablefish
fishery, and address the following issues:

1) restrictions to gear usage
_ a) single vs longline pots

b) pots retained on grounds for long soaks vs retrieved during deliveries
c) pot storage
d) gear configuration requirements
e) gear conflicts
f) use the 200 fathom depth contour to mark open areas
g) pot soak time

2) area management (SE vs GOA)

3) exacerbation of halibut mortality

4) dynamic (social/economic) effects
a) safety issue related to use of pots by small vessels
b) crew employment
¢) QS prices
d) ongoing acoustic research for avoiding whale depredation

Following development of the discussion paper, the Council may consider forming a gear committee

composed of affected stakeholders to discuss the findings of the paper and make recommendations to the
Coungil prior to proceeding to analysis.

3. Develop a discussion paper to assess whether the problem of unharvested halibut IFQ in Area 4 is
attributable to the current vessel IFQ cap or are there other factors that could be identified as contributing
to unharvested halibut in Area 4.

4. Initiate a discussion paper for removal of the block system for sablefish A shares and increase in the
sablefish A share only cap. The A share exemption, would be from the overall sablefish use cap (no
catcher vessel QS onboard) and regardless of whether the sablefish harvest was processed. The discussion
paper should explore adding a use cap increase to the BSAI

t httg:[[www;alaskaﬁsheries.noaa.gov[ngfmc[haIibu;[sablefish-ifg-grogram.html



1. Develop a discussion paper to allow the retention of 4A halibut incidentally caught while
targeting sablefish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island regulatory areas. Included in the
discussion paper is the premise that sablefish pot tunnel regulations will not change in the
BS/AI regulatory area.

Mr. Hebert submitted a proposal on October 22, 2008 to the IPHC. While the IPHC has the authority to
regulate fishing gear in the halibut fisheries it chose to consult with the Council before considering the
proposed action. The Council included this proposal under its 2009 call for IFQ proposals.

The proposer intends for a regulatory amendment for an experimental period to determine the results of
allowing the retention of halibut caught as bycatch in pots in the sablefish fishery by IFQ holders of both
halibut and sablefish in the area that overlaps with IPHC Area 4A. The proposer notes that the intent of
the proposal is to allow similar action as was allowed in Area 2B (British Columbia) that allows
coincident harvest of halibut and sablefish in pot gear. Three primary objectives of the proposal are:

1) Increase the area of harvest of halibut in Area 4A. The proposer reports that there is a large portion of
Area 4A that is not fished due to whale predation using longline gear. Pots can be used to more
successfully harvest halibut.

2) Reduce halibut bycatch mortality from killer whale predation and handling, Halibut bycatch mortality
would be reduced eliminating mortality due to handling to release halibut prohibited to be retained
from pot gear and sue to whale predation.

3) Reduce concentrated halibut harvest in traditional “whale-free” areas as a result of increased presence
(time and space) of whales. The proposal would reduce pressure on the halibut resource and
competition between vessels in limited area of successful halibut fishing.

The IFQ Implementation Committee determined that this issue had a higher priority than most others.
This is a conservation and utilization issue. As noted in'the proposal whale depredation has increased in
the area due to discarding halibut caught as bycatch. There is concern that the bycatch mortality rate of
halibut is increasing due to whales. Recognizing the potential for this provision to be misused, the paper
should explore mechanisms that would ensure that the halibut bycatch be kept to a minimum and that the
intent to allow only for incidental catch is captured.

An interagency staff group reviewed the proposal. “This proposal was forwarded to the Council by the
IPHC after its 2009 annual meeting because the proposal would affect the Council’s sablefish IFQ
fisheries. A regulatory amendment would be required with respect to the differences in the VMS
clearance requirements for Area 4 halibut (as found in the Annual IPHC regulations) and BSAI sablefish
(as found in Section 679). Halibut fishermen have to call the data clerks "within 72 hours before fishing,"
while sablefish fishermen have to call the data clerks "at least 72 hours prior to fishing." For enforcement
purposes, staff recommends developing a new figure that identifies where halibut retention would be
allowed (area that overlaps Area 4A with the BS and Al sablefish management areas); new regulations
would identify the latitude and longitude where halibut retention would be allowed.

A small amount of sablefish pot fishery data is available from observer and logbook data, and is included
in the SAFE Report. If the Council recommends that this proposal be analyzed, staff recommends that the
proposed alternative require halibut to be retained if IFQs are held by fishermen on the vessel. Staff noted
that regulations would be difficult to craft to avoid targeting of halibut in pots in this area; however, the
sablefish pot configurations could reduce catchability of halibut.”

The Advisory Panel took no action on this proposal. ‘
In February 2010 the Council requested a discussion paper as noted above.
STATUS: The above information was assembled.



2. Explore the implications of using pots for the Gulf of Alaska sablefish fishery.

Mr. Michael Douville of Craig, Alaska submitted a proposal on March 31, 2006 to allow the use of pots
in the sablefish fishery in southeast Alaska. He identified that his proposal can address several problems
which the Council is working on: a) seabird by-catch and b) interaction with whales. He identified that
there would be no negative impact on anyone under his proposal. As an allowable gear type, fishermen
could choose to use pots, but would not be required to invest in new gear, if they are happy with long line
gear. He identified potential positive outcomes of a decline in seabird by-catch, including albatross, and a
decrease in fishing gear/whale activity. Bycatch of rockfish would also be reduced, with less bait and
effort to catch the same amount of fish. He suggested that the use of bird deterrent lines is cumbersome
and unnecessary for many areas in Southeast Alaska and that research has demonstrated that whales will
continue to take fish from longline gear.

The IFQ Implementation Committee in November 2009 forwarded this proposal for Council consideration
due to changes in the conditions on the fishing grounds. The IFQ Implementation Committee noted that
while seabird interactions are no longer a serious concern, there have been extreme sperm whale
interactions with the fleet in the GOA. Allowing pot gear in this fishery could mitigate challenges, but
there are a number of implications that must be considered, such as gear conflicts, gear loss, and changes
in crew jobs. The Team adopted the following motion.

“Recommend that the proposal has merit for Council review and analysis. If the Council adopts this
proposal for analysis the team recommended that the proposal be expanded to the GOA, and the analysis
should address the following issues: 1) restrictions to gear usage (a) single v longline pots, b) pots
retained on grounds for long soaks v retrieved during deliveries, c) pot storage, d) gear configuration
requirements; e) gear conflicts, f) use the 200 fathom depth contour to mark open areas, g) pot soak
timeslot; 2) area management (SE v GOA); 3) exacerbation of halibut mortality; 4) dynamic
(social/economic) effects, including a) small vessels could not safely use pots, b) crew employment, c)
QS prices; dyongoing acoustic research for avoiding whale depredation.” Passed 10:1.

An interagency staff group reviewed the proposal to allow retention of sablefish in pots in the GOA
Southeast Outside management area. “This would require a regulatory amendment to Section 679 (plan
amendment too?) to allow a new gear type for sablefish. USCG staff recommends defining areas by
lat/long where the new gear type would be allowed, and not by the 200 fathom contour. Enforcement of
Proposal 2 is within the scope of the Joint Enforcement Agreement, it's not currently addressed in the
Annual Operations Plan. If this proposal is implemented in regulations, NOAA would likely discuss the
issue with Wildlife Troopers and possibly include it in the annual operations plan, as well as rely heavily
upon the USCG for enforcement,. If the Council recommends that this proposal be analyzed, staff
recommends expanding the proposed action to require distinctive marking of buoys by gear type for all
groundfish fisheries. This proposal would affect the EEZ only, and would be outside the scope of the joint
enforcement agreement with the State of Alaska.”

The Advisory Panel concurred with the Team recommendation in February 2010. The AP unanimously
recommended that the Council initiate a discussion paper on the use of pots in the GOA and/or SE
sablefish fishery and establish a gear committee to identify possible gear conflicts and grounds
preemption issues. The motion passed 17:0.

In February 2010 the Council adopted the AP motion and identified an extensive list of issues that the
paper should discuss. No progress has been made on those issues, although some of the gear issues were
previously addressed in the sablefish assessment several years ago.

Background
GOA Amendment 12 Pot Gear Prohibition for Sablefish (withdrawn)

Dates: Amendment 12 was adopted by the Council in July 1982. No record of a proposed or final rule
was available, as the amendment was withdrawn after adoption of Amendment 14.

Purpose and Need: Amendment 12 addressed two potential problems in the Southeast sablefish fishery:

(1) conservation and restoration of the depressed sablefish fishery; and
(2) fishing grounds preemption and wastage of the existing sablefish resource.
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Regulation Summary: Amendment 12 prohibited the use of pot longline gear for sablefish between
140°W longitude and Cape Addington.

Analysis: A 21-page RIR (draft dated April 1983) analyzed three alternatives: 1) the status quo; 2) make
sablefish an exclusive hook and line fishery between 140°W longitude and Cape Addington (preferred
action); and 3) do not include trawl gear in the proposed management measure. Pot gear was identified as
less suitable for the area, given the bottom topography. Lost pot gear entangles hook and line gear,
making both irretrievable and leading to ghost fishing. This situation led to a grounds preemption
problem that resulted in pot longline gear being prohibited in southeast Alaska. Pot longline gear was
used extensively in the mid-1970s, but was used to harvest less than one percent of sablefish between
1980 and 1982. Since there was no existing or anticipated trawl fishery for sablefish in this area, a
restriction on the use of trawl gear for sablefish was not adopted. However, later trawl gear was limited to
sablefish bycatch in other directed groundfish trawl fisheries.

Results: Hook and line is the only allowed gear in the directed sablefish fishery. Amendment 14
prohibited the use of all pot gear in this fishery. An individual fishing quota program for sablefish was
approved in 1988 and implemented in 1995 in both the GOA (Amendment 20) and BSAI (Amendment
15). Pot longline gear continues to be permitted for sablefish in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands.

GOA Amendment 14 Sablefish Gear, Area and Seasonal Allocation, Demersal Shelf Rockfish
Management, Optimum Yield Reductions, Halibut Prohibited Species Catch
Framework, Habitat Policy, Catcher/Processor Reporting Requirements

Dates: GOA Groundfish FMP Amendment 14 was adopted by the Council in May 1985. NMFS
publlshed the proposed rule on July 26, 1985, and a final rule on October 24, 1985, effective November
18, 1985 (50 FR 43193).

Purpose and Need: The sablefish fishery traditionally had been a foreign longline fishery off Alaska, but
in the eastern Gulf of Alaska in the early 1980s, domestic longliners had increased their harvests rapidly
as markets developed. With improvements in the market for sablefish, two new gear types, pots and
sunken gillnets, entered the fishery in 1984. In addition, trawling by foreign joint ventures in the Central
and Western Gulf also took sablefish. All these gears created an overcapacity problem in the domestic
sablefish fishery, as well as gear conflicts between longliners and pot fishermen. This amendment was
designed to address these excess capacity and grounds preemption problems. They decided that gear and
area restrictions and apportionments to gear types would be most effective.

In the early 1980s, all Sebastes species other than Pacific ocean perch and four associated slope rockfish
species were managed as “other rockfish” on a Gulf-wide basis, and yet a domestic fishery harvesting
demersal shelf rockfish in the southeastern area was expanding very rapidly by 1984. Yelloweye and
quillback rockfish were the primary targets of this longline fishery. Amendment 14 was designed to
separate out and protect demersal shelf rockfish from the more general “other rockfish” category.

Other parts of Amendment 14 were designed to establish revised optimum yields for several species of
groundfish; to establish a mechanism for timely reporting of catches by domestic catcher-processors
which could stay at sea for long periods, and thus did not report as frequently as catcher vessels that
landed their catch ashore and submitted fish tickets; to give more flexibility to managers in controlling
halibut bycatch in the timely manner in the face of rapidly changlng joint venture and domestic fisheries;
to respond to a new habitat conservation policy of NMFS requiring more emphasis on habitat concerns in
developing fishery management plans and amendinents; and last, to delay the sablefish season opening to
address resource allocation, fishermen safety and fish quality concerns.

Regulation Summary: The amendment made the following changes:

1. Established gear/area restrictions and OY apportionments to gear types for sablefish;

2. Established a Central Southeast Outside District with 600 mt OY for demersal shelf rockfish;

3. Changed OYs for pollock, Pacific ocean perch, other rockfish, Atka mackerel, and other species;
4, Established catcher/processor reporting requirements;

5. Implemented framework procedure for setting and revising halibut PSC limits;

6. Implemented NMFS habitat policy; and

7. Set seasons for hook and longline and pot sablefish fisheries.
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Analysis: A 44-page environmental assessment, 75-page regulatory impact review (RIR) for sablefish
management measures, and 65-page RIR for the remaining measures, were completed on this amendment.
The most contentious issue was the allocation of sablefish to the longline fleet, one of the most heated
decisions the Council had up until then. Longliners had taken the vast majority of the sablefish harvest of
all gear types, particularly in the Eastern Gulf. The OY for sablefish was expected to increase in coming
years, and prices and markets were good, so considerable additional capacity was expected to enter the
fishery. The alternative chosen slowed the growth in capacity and diminished the possibility of gear
conflicts and grounds preemption more than the other alternatives analyzed. The other measures in the
amendment allowed for more flexibility in managing the groundfish fishery which was undergoing
tremendous growth in domestic fisheries and displacement of foreign fleets in the Guif of Alaska.

Results: This omnibus amendment provided for the first allocations of a species among domestic
fishermen, a management approach that would be used in other major species later on. Longliners were
allocated 95% of the sablefish in the Eastern Area and trawlers received 5% for bycatch purposes. Pots
were excluded the first year. In the Central Gulf, longliners were phased into an 80% allocation over two
years, pots were phased out by the second year, and trawlers ended up with 20%. In the Western Gulf,
pots were all phased out over four years, and longliners and trawlers split the harvest 80/20 after a 4-year
phase-in. In approving the sablefish allocations, NMFS offered to publish a control date of September 26,
1985, the day of final approval, announcing that anyone entering the fishery after that date would not be
guaranteed future participation should the Council develop an effort control regime. As it turned out, it
took the Council and NMFS another ten years to develop and implement the individual fishing quota
system by which the sablefish and halibut longline fisheries were managed starting in 1995. The sablefish
season was changed from January 1 to April 1. The sablefish IFQ season is now tied to the start of the
halibut IFQ season, which since implementation in 1995 has been March 15 - November 15.

Rockfish management was changed with the separation of the demersal shelf rockfish (DSR) species from
other rockfish. Additionally, a new Central Southeast District was established for managing DSR and the
State of Alaska was placed in charge of managing the area. The State regulations applied only to vessels
registered under the laws of the State.

Prohibited species catch limits for halibut in the Gulf were placed in a framework procedure for setting
limits for domestic and joint venture trawl fisheries. Plan amendments would no longer be needed to
change PSC limits and the limits would be by area and by specific trawl group (domestic, joint venture,
and foreign), rather than domestic and joint venture trawlers combined, so each fishery, not all, would
suffer the consequences of taking too much bycatch. When the PSC limit is reached there would be a
closure just to on-bottom trawling, not all trawling as under previous regulations. The limits would apply
all year, not just from December 1 through May 31.

The new reporting requirements were applied to catcher/processors and motherships that keep their catch
or fish received for 14 days or more. Those vessels were required to report every week, and also to report
their position 24 hours before starting or stopping fishing in a regulatory area. A definition of “directed
fishing” also was established.

STATUS: The above information was assembled on the history of the prohibition on the use of pot gear
in the Gulf of Alaska. Additional information has been compiled in a previous GOA SAFE Report.



3. Develop a discussion paper to assess whether the problem of unharvested halibut IFQ in
Area 4 is attributable to the current vessel IFQ cap or are there other factors that could be
identified as contributing.to unharvested halibut in Area 4.

A proposal to increase the halibut vessel IFQ cap in Area 4 was submitted by CBSFA and APICDA.
From IFQ Implementation Team minutes,

“Heather McCarty (Central Bering Sea Fishermen's Association) spoke to this proposal. Jane DiCosimo
summarized staff comments on this proposal; she clarified some issues related to the proposal (see
Appendix 1). Bob Alverson requested clarification on some points of the proposal. Jane distinguished
between use (AKA “ownership”) caps and vessel caps, and that easing either restriction could result in
additional consolidation of OS. Other members expressed some concerns about the proposal because
Area 4 now has the most affordable halibut QS and provides entry level opportunities. Mr. Kauffman
provided additional information in support of the proposal. Mr. Peyton identified that the use cap is
constraining. Mr. Wyman reported that ALFA was neutral but expressed concerns about further
consolidation. Mr. Hull readdressed some comments previously heard about the inability for some crew
1o get on a vessel to harvest their QS. Mr. Alverson commented that high lease fees (40 -60 percent) may
contribute to why fish are not being caught. There is a struggle in the industry over lease fees. CDQ
groups can finance a crew which does not show up as a lease. Nicole Kimball reported that RAM
prepared a Transfer Report dated January 2009 that contains data from 1995 through 2006 on lease fees.
Some committee members had concerns about the proposal but were supportive of a discussion paper to
address questions as to why the TACs have not been taken in Area 4.

Consensus to not forward this proposal to the Council for analysis, but to recommend a discussion paper
to address the problem of unharvested IFQs in Area 4 and to determine if the vessel cap is contributing to
the problem of the IFQs not being fully harvested, incorporating socio-economic data to address
concerns about consolidation and crew jobs.”

An interagency staff group reviewed the proposal to increase the halibut vessel cap in Area 4. Jessie
Gharrett noted that the proposal does not accurately describe the current QS caps (see current vessel caps
below). Vessel caps apply simultaneously; that is, a vessel must meet BOTH caps for halibut. This also
means that a cap applicable to Area 4 (only) could either be 1) a new, third vessel cap; 2) a modification
to the existing vessel cap; or 3) an exemption to the existing “ALL” area cap. If a new additional cap is
envisioned, another question is whether, and if so, how, the ‘ALL” cap might be modified. Staff noted
that an effect of increasing vessel caps may be to consolidate further the number of vessels in the fishery,
which may conflict with the stated need for the proposal (i.e., a lack of vessels in Area 4); however the
proposal would allow for more use of the vessels that are active in the area.

Staff did not identify any legal, enforcement, administrative issues with this proposal.

Halibut vessel IFQ caps
Vessel Use Cap % 2008 IFQ TAC Vessel Use Cap 2011 IFQ TAC Vessel Use Cap
1% of 2C IFQ TAC 6,210,000 net Ib 62,100 net b 2,330,000 net Ib 23,300 net Ib

5% of Al IFQ TAC 48,040,800 net Ib 240,204 net Ib 30,382,000 net Ib 151,910 net 1b

The Advisory Panel recommended that the Council initiate a discussion paper to increase the halibut IFQ
vessel use cap in Area 4. The motion passed 17:0.

In February 2010 the Council modified the AP motion as noted above.

STATUS: To date Council staff coordinated with IPHC staff on this proposal, received data from the
RAM Division, and assembled the above information.



4. Initiate a discussion paper for removal of the block system for sablefish A shares and
increase in the sablefish A share only cap. The A share exemption, would be from the
overall sablefish use cap (no catcher vessel QS onboard) and regardless of whether the
sablefish harvest was processed. The discussion paper should explore adding a use cap
increase to the BSAL

From IFQ Implementation Team minutes,

“Dave Little, Clipper Seafoods, presented his proposal to remove Category A shares from the block
program and allow an exception to the sablefish vessel? cap for A category shares. The intent of the
proposal is to address stranded OS, which can not be transferred by interested parties due to the cap and
is not being fully harvested under the current program. Dave suggested that the use cap for sablefish
could be set at 5% for Category A shares.

Kris Norosz observed that increasing the cap fivefold would be a significant departure from the original
program.

a) Motion: Recommend that the Council consider removing the block program for sablefish A shares.
Failed 3:7:1

- Bob recommend that the Council consider exempting Category A shares for the all area use cap at a
range between 1.25% and1.5% of the existing cap for vessels upon which ONLY A shares are fished and
regardless of whether harvest was processed. His proposal was for another $400K gross. Paul supported
the motion; he observed that it would take 2 % percent of the limits to make CDQ vessels economical. He
noted that only about 50% of the sablefish (Category A?) TAC has been harvested under current

program.

b) Motion: Recommend that the Council consider exempting A shares from the overall sablefish use cap
and apply a use cap at between 1.25% to 1.5% of the current use cap for vessels that ONLY fish A shares
(no catcher vessel QS onboard) and regardless of whether the sablefish harvest was processed.

Passed 9:2”

An in'teragency staff group commented that enforcement of use caps is problematic.
The AP took no action on this proposal.

In February 2010 the Council adopted motion as noted above.

STATUS: RAM Division provided data for analyses at staff’s request, but a data analysis has not yet
begun.



AGENDA D-2
MARCH/APRIL 2012

Attached is one copy of a form letter the
Council received by email regarding
Zhemchug and Pribilof canyons.

By the deadline Tuesday at 5:00 pm,
28,511 individual comments were
received.



RE: D2, staff tasking

-

lofl

Subject: RE: D2, staff tasking

From: Alan Clark <aandkclark@yahco.com>
Date: 3/21/2012 7:06 AM

To: npfmc.comments@noaa.gov

Mar 21, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson
605 West 4th Avenue #306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Olson,

Zhemchug and Pribilof canyons - two of the largest canyons in the world
- and the vital "Greenbelt"” zone of productivity along the
shelf break in the Bering Sea are in need of protection now.

The canyons contain a high density of habitat-forming corals that are
essential for commercially important fish and other marine life, and
also extremely vulnerable to damage from fisheries. The pelagic waters
associated with the canyons are rich foraging habitat for a great
variety of fish, birds, and marine mammals including declining
populations of Northern fur seals and endangered short-tailed albatross
and Steller sea lions. This highly productive marine zone is known to
Alaska Native communities as a source of their native foods which are
growing scarce today, threatening thousands of years of culture.

Despite the ecological and commercial importance of the Bering Sea
shelf break (where the canyons are located), there are currently no
protected areas along this entire Greenbelt. Given how little we
understand about deep sea ecosystems or the connections between
seafloor habitats and commercially important species, it is extremely
risky not to set aside representative portions of the shelf break as a
buffer against uncertainty. Additionally, the 2006 amendments to the
Magnuson-Stevens Act give the Council new authority to protect deep-sea
corals and other species and habitats, considering the variety of
ecological factors affecting commercially important fish populations.

Please take action at your April 2012 Council meeting to begin a
process to protect these invaluable canyons and ensure the continued
productivity of the Greenbelt.

Thank you for considering my views.

Sincerely,

Alan Clark

804 Perkins Ln
Nokomis, FL 34275-2750



| SAFEWAY ).
March 13, 2012 QSCS

Mr. Eric Olson

Council Members 0 20/2
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

605 West 4™ Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

RE: Staff Tasking Request, April 2012
- Dear Chaiman Olson and Council Members,

As one of the nation's largest food retailers, Safeway inc. has a responsibility to help
safeguard marine resources and ensure the availability of seafood for generations to come.
We are fully committed to realizing the long-term sustainability of America’s fisheries,
supporting thousands of quality fishing industry jobs, and to bringing the healthiest products
to the marketplace. Safeway Inc. is proud to be a leader in the seafood industry as
demonstrated by our ongoing commitment to provide only the highest quality products that
are caught in compliance with best practices and standards of sustainability. Such practices
should absolutely maintain the diversity, structure and function of healthy ecosystems and
seek to minimize adverse effects, such as interactions between fishing gear and habitats
critical to the stability of our cceanic resources.

We-have become aware of growing concern over lacking protections for a unique and

- extremely productive region in the Eastern Bering Sea — the Greenbelt zone oceurring along
the shelf break. The Bering Sea shelf break is among the most ecologically and
economically productive stretches of ocean in the world, yielding on the order of a million
tons of seafood each year. The pollock, crab, halibut, sole, and other species harvested on
the Greenbelt generate a billion dollars annually, and provide food for people across the
globe.

Due to the importance of the shelf break to seafocod businesses, it seems important to
protect portions of this habitat in order to provide a buffer against uncertainty. Our

- understanding of the workings of marine ecosystems is understandably incomplete. We
rarely have a full picture of how each of the many species are interdependent. Without
knowledge of which sponges, corals, or other habitat-forming invertebrates are utilized by
commercially important fish and crab at each stage of their life cycles, for example, there is
the risk that we could inadvertently make an extremely costly mistake. There is tco much at
stake to take risks with these fisheries, which could occur despite careful and consistent use
of stock assessments and state of the art models.

Two vast deep water canyons, Pribilof and Zhemchug, appear to be shelf break areas of
particular importance. The canyons are areas of enhanced physical dynamics owing to
unique oceanographic conditions that transport nutrient-rich waters from the deepest ocean
up to surface waters, making the area up to 60% more productive than the adjacent shelf
area. These canyons have been identified by NOAA as providing essential fish habitat for a
. number of commercially important species, including several species of crab, rockfish, and
groundfish (such as pollock). More recently, the canyons have also been reported {o contain
relafively high densities of deep sea corals and sponges, which were shown to provide
habitat for fish and other species.

The arguments for protecting representative portions of distinct habitat types are strong
economically, ecologically, and scientifically. In the Bering Sea, cultural issues are also

Safeway inc.
5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229



important, as indigenous communities have depended upon these waters for more than
8,000 years. For the Aleuts who live on the Pribilof Islands, the closest islands to the
canyons, the value of these areas as foraging and nursery habitat for many of the species
they harvest has long been understood. When a new species of sponge was discovered in
the canyons recently, Aleuts named it kanuux, after their word for “heart,” to emphasize that
the canyons are the heart of the Bering Sea.

While we have much to leam about the intricacies of ecosystem functions in the Bering Sea
canyons, Safeway Inc. is committed to a precautionary management approach that can
ensure the integrity of such productive ecosystems upon which we all depend. Safeway Inc.
commends the Council’'s previous actions in support of protecting vulnerable habitat and to
maintain the productivity of fishery resources. Consistent with standards of sustainability, our
own company’s values, and the Council's ecosystem-oriented management mandate, we
encourage the Council to fully investigate the options available to secure adequate
protections for vital Greenbelt habitat in Zhemchug and Pribilof Canyons. Providing
protection for representative portion of Greenbelt habitat will provide us with an invaluable
safeguard against uncertainty. It will also serve as a scientific reference area to help us
better understand the impacts of our industry, as well as the full implications of climate
change and ccean acidification on the resource going forward.

o

Phil Gibson
Group Director; Corporate Seafood
Safeway Inc. ’









" GREENPEACE f\O\CEANA

March 20, 2012

Mr. Eric Olson Dr. Jim Balsiger

Chair Regional Administrator

North Pacific Fishery Management Council NOAA Fisheries, Alaska Region -
605 W. 4" Street, Suite 306 709 W. 9” Street

Anchorage, AK 99501-2252 Juneau, AK 99802-1668

Re: Staff Tasking, Agenda Item D-2
Dear Mr. Olson and Dr. Balsiger,

On behalf of Greenpeace, Oceana, and World Wildlife Fund (WWF), we submit this request for the
Council review the available science on Bering Sea deep sea canyons as a first and essential step in the
development of conservation and management measures for Pribilof and Zhemchug Canyons.

i The U.S. Exclusive Economic Zone off Alaska is unique in having some of the largest submarine canyons
in the world. These submarine canyons are globally significant, as they occupy less than four percent of
the earth’s seafloor and contain rare habitats and unique assemblages of species (McConnaughey and
McGovern 2009).' In the Bering Sea, there are at least 15 distinct canyon systems along the continental
shelf, including three of the largest canyons in the world.f Zhemchug Canyon, 80 miles northwest of the
Pribilof Islands, is the largest of these, spanning some 60 miles in width and reaching depths 0£2,730
m(9,000 ft.) with a volume of 8,500 cubic kilometers (km®) (Scholl ef al. 1970).% Pribilof Canyon, whose
canyon head starts just 20 miles south of the Pribilof Islands, is much smaller but still far larger than most
submarine canyons and is one of the world’s longest at 90 miles in length, reaching depths of 1,800 m
(6,000 ft.) with a volume of 1,300 km®, By contrast, the better-known Monterey Canyon off central
California has a volume of only 450 km?® (Scholl et al. 1970).

These shelf-edge canyons play a crucial role in circulation and transport of nutrients in the eastern Bering
Sea as the northwestward-flowing Bering Slope Current interacts with canyon topography, creating
eddies and entraining nutrient-rich slope waters (J.M. Napp et al. 1998; Kinney e al. 2009)."" In this
way the canyons act as conduits for organic nutrients moving between deep basins and the continental
shelf, and the resulting fluxes support diverse communities with high biomass compared to non-canyon
regions at similar depths (AFSC 2006, McConnaughey and McGovern 2009)." The pelagic habitat zones
associated with these submarine canyons are characterized by predictable water column properties of
elevated primary and secondary production that concentrate prey and attract a wide variety of mobile fish,
mammal and bird predators (Springer et al. 1996; NRC 1996). Some species, such as the endangered
short-tailed albatross, appear to utilize the canyon pelagic zones preferentially as foraging habitat (Piatt e¢



al. 2006)" while others, such as skates (Bath;z-qja spp.), utilize the canyon benthos as preferred
reproductive habitat (Hoff 2009, Hoff 2010)."**

The Bering Sea, of course, provides economic benefits to Alaskans and many other Americans, and feeds
millions of people in the U.S. and far beyond, thanks to the remarkable productivity of this region.
Commercial fisheries benefit from the congregation and abundance of species that gather at the shelf
break and above the canyons, and that in turn fuels a vibrant fishing economy. This highly productive
marine zone additionally supports the subsistence culture of Alaska’s indigenous peoples. The canyons
are known to Alaska native communities, especially communities on the Pribilof Islands, as a source of
sustenance for subsistence species.

The connection between these unique canyons, the shelf break zone, and commercial fisheries in the
eastern Bering Sea is clear; this is one of the most biologically productive large marine ecosystems in the
world, and also one of the biggest fishing grounds in the world (NRC 1996, 2002).** The 1,200 km
margin of the outer continental shelf and slope in the eastern Bering Sea, referred to as the “green belt”
because of its elevated primary and secondary productivity (Springer ef al. 1996, NRC 1996, Buck and
Bruland 2007),“¥5" contribute to the sustainability of targeted groundfish fisheries, including pollock,
Pacific cod, Greenland turbot, and rockfish (Fritz et al. 1998) taken with trawl and fixed gear.™

As part of Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) plan amendments in 2005 and 2007, the Council adopted new
measures to mitigate the adverse impacts of bottom trawling in the deeper slope and basin waters of
Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska and to “freeze the footprint” of bottom trawling in the eastern Bering
Sea. However, the shelf break/slope habitat along the Green Belt continues to be fished by other bottom-
tending gear types (including pelagic pollock nets)™ with no seasonal or permanent protection from
bottom contact or pelagic biomass removals. Given the important role of the shelf break and canyon
ecosystems in harboring ecological processes that support the rich Bering Sea food web — and therefore
support the commercial fisheries — it is our view that an ecosystem-based approach to protection of areas
important for ecosystem function and food web resilience is needed, starting with important features of
the Bering Sea Greenbelt, such as representative canyon habitats.

Numerous proposals have been made to NMFS and the Council since 2001 to establish Habitat
Conservation Areas (HCAs) in representative portions of the Green Belt. These proposals have focused
on Pribilof and Zhemchug canyons as candidates for measures to provide EFH protection for deep-sea
corals, sponges and other benthic habitat important to managed species as well as refuges from directed
fishing and/or bycatch of deepwater species whose life history and habitat preferences rely on the stable,
relatively unchanging environment afforded by these canyons. In 2006-2007, the Council reviewed
information from the Alaska Fisheries Science Center summarizing current knowledge of Pribilof,
Pervenets and Zhemchug canyons and considered HAPC designation for submarine canyons but
ultimately postponed action, pending more information.

Since then, new information has become available from several sources that merit re-examination of the
importance of the Green Belt canyons and possible habitat conservation measures. In 2007, a research
expedition to Pribilof Canyon and Zhemchug Canyon conducted video surveys of seafloor habitat in the
canyons and provided new information on their coral and sponge fauna, including new species records
and northern range extensions for a number of corals and sponges as well as discovery of a new sponge
species, Aaptos kanuux (Lehnert et al. 2008, Miller et al. in press).™* In addition, new research



describes the importance of Zhemchug and Pribilof canyons in the circulation exchange between the
Bering Sea shelf and basin (Hunt et al. 2008, Kinney et al. 2009)™ and provides new details on the
diversity, stock structure, and ecology of deepwater fauna typically found in the canyons (e.g., Stevenson
et al. 2008, Hoff 2009, Heifetz et al. 2009, Hoff 2010, Stevenson and Lewis 2010, Palof et al. 2011, Stone
et al. 2011)™, In 2009, the first comprehensive mapping of Pribilof Canyon was also completed using
high-resolution multi-beam echo sounders, providing a clearer picture of the canyon environment and its
important features (AFSC 2009). Finally, the 2006 amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Act give
Councils new authority to protect deep-sea corals™ and other species and habitats, considering the variety
of ecological factors affecting fishery populations.™® Taken together, these new sources of information
and strengthened legislative mandates compel a fresh look at options for protecting representative
portions of the shelf break and slope canyon habitats. '

Therefore we request that the Council initiate a staff review of new and existing information, including
relevant fisheries data in preparation for the process of developing a fishery management plan
amendment that would implement conservation and management measures for important habitat
areas in the Pribilof and Zhemchug Canyons.

This analysis should include the option of establishing Habitat Conservation Areas (HCAs) that will
achieve multiple goals for the conservation of EFH of managed species, minimization of bycatch of
vulnerable non-target species, refuges from bottom fishing in sensitive deepwater coral and sponge
habitats, and protection of the associated pelagic habitat utilized by mobile fish, seabird and marine
mammal predators. The staff’s analysis of HCAs should also consider Local and Traditional Knowledge
and the cultural importance of traditional Alaska Native subsistence uses of fish and other marine wildlife
that depend upon these areas.

Thank you,
_ ‘
’ qt{’ﬂﬂ‘ﬂ*«\ V 5 ya 1&4“\\_
. Heather V. Brandon
Dra .
Jadfle gon . Senior Fisheries Officer, World Wildlife Fund
Senior Oceans Campaigner, Greenpeace 419 6th Street. Suite 317
75 Arkansas Street Juneau, AK 9’9801

San Francisco, CA 94107

Jon Warrenchuk
Ocean Scientist , Oceana

175 South Franklin
Juneau, AK 99801
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