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1

Halibut Bycatch Mortality in the Trawl and Fixed Gear Fisheries
of the Gulf of Alaska.

This summary presents a series of tables that show successively greater amounts of detail regarding the
sources of halibut bycatch in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) for the year 2000 - 2009. The summary is
divided into 6 sections, one section summarizing the entire GOA, and a section for each of the five 3-
digit management zones as listed below and as shown in Figure 1:

Area 610 - Western Gulf Regulatory Area

Area 620 — Chirikof District of the Central Gulf Regulatory Area
Area 630 — Kodiak District of the Central Gulf Regulatory Area

Area 640 — West Yakutat District of the Eastern Gulf Regulatory Area
Area 650 — Southeast Outside District Eastern Gulf Regulatory Area

Figure 1. Regulatory Areas, 3-Digit Zones and Management Districts in the Gulf of Alaska
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Source: Adapted by Northern Economics from NPFMC (2008).

In each section there are three tables:

The first table is a high level table that shows total halibut mortality by all gears and targets
combined as well as halibut mortality in deep water and shallow water fisheries by general

gear type—trawl and fixed gear.

The second table in each section focuses on target fisheries in the Deep Water Complex of
target species. These target fisheries include: arrowtooth flounder, deep water flatfish, rex
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

sole, rockfish, sablefish. It should be noted that halibut taken in a sablefish hook and line
(H&L) fishery are not counted toward halibut mortality caps and thus we do not include
halibut mortality in sablefish H&L fisheries.

e The third table in each section focuses on target fisheries in the Shallow Water Complex of
target species. These target fisheries include: Atka mackerel, flathead sole, “Other Species”,
Pacific cod, pollock (bottom and mid-water), and shallow water flatfish.

The data in the tables come from NMFS Catch Accounting System (CAS) and were provided by AKFIN
to Northern Economics. Each of the tables consists of a series of data for various target fisheries and
gears. For each target fishery and gear combination we present three rows of data showing: Mortality,
Target Catch, and Mortality Rate. The definitions of these row labels are listed in Table 1. '

Table 1. Table Key—Definition of Row Labels

Row Labels Description Unit

Mortality (MT) The total halibut mortality for the Metric tons
target fishery for the year.

Target Catch (MT) The total catch of the groundfish Metric tons
species in the target fishery for the
year
Mortality Rate (%) The total halibut bycatch mortality Metric tons per metric ton
divided by the total groundfish
harvest in the target fishery for the
year

In addition to the three sets of table for the GOA and for each 3-digit management zone, we have
included two sets of charts that graphically illustrate the data found in the first of the three tables. The
first set of three charts in each section shows compares target catch, halibut mortality and mortality
rates for the area in deep water and shallow water target fisheries. The second set of three charts
focuses on the shallow water target fisheries and compares catch and bycatch across trawl and fixed

gears.
We note that there are many different ways to examine halibut bycatch. In this series we have chosen
to look at annual mortality and mortality rates by target fishery. It is also reasonable to look at halibut
mortality by month or season, or to examine mortality revenue to value earned in the fishery. These
and other alternative examinations can be included in future iterations.

2 Draft NorthernEconomics
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1.1 Summary of Halibut Bycatch Mortality in the Guif of Alaska

Table 2. Summary of Halibut Mortality by Complex and Gear for All GOA Reporting Areas, 2000-2009

Year

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

All Targets And Specles Combined
23366 22570 24823 20956

Mortality (MT) 21628 24846 22413 23845 27588 23481
Target Catch (MT) 183,892.2 164,773.2 138,693.8 169,582.2 162,641.3 177,867.4 185,911.6 170,486.0 179,466.6 160,189.4
Mortaiity Rate (%) 1.18%  151%  162% 141% 170%  132%  1.26%  132%  1.38% _ 1.31%
All Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 18875 21966 19952 20854 24438 21076 19841 19478 19553 18178
Target Catch (MT) 151,789.2 145,628.6 115,779.9 137,071.8 125,276.1 146,867.7 150,177.7 132,960.8 144,272.4 123,491.2
Mortality Rate (%) 124% 151% 172% 152% 195% 144% 132% 146% 1.36%  147%
Deep Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 8684 7792 9005 9428 8748 8334 9126 6709 7520 6345
Target Catch (MT) 491432 363565 459135 56,7965 39,6796 41,2181 53,8520 51,1029 545418 54,898.9
Mortality Rate (%) 1.77% 214% 196% 166% 220% 202% 169% 131% 138%  1.16%
Shallow Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 10191 14174 10847 11427 15689 12742 107114 12770 12034 11,1833
Target Catch (MT) 102,646.1 109,272.1 69,864.6 80,2753 85596.6 1056496 963257 81,8578 89,7306 68,5923
Mortality Rate (%) 089% 1.30% 1.57% 142% 1.83%  1.21%  111%  156% 1.34% 1.73%
Shallow Water Fixed Gear Targets
Mortality (MT) 2633 2799 2426 2972 3088 2359 79 3091 5270 2777
Target Catch (MT) 31611.2 185039 225143 325076 37,1363 308364 357034 375252 351942 36,684.7
Mortality Rate (%) 083% 151% 108% 091% 083% 076% 097% 082% 1.50% 0.76%
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Figure 2. Deep v. Shallow Target Comparisons of Catch, Halibut Mortality, and Mortality Rates, Gulf Wide

Target Catch (MT)
200,000 - e
S 150,000 -
£
9
© 100,000 -
(8]
1]
=]
!,_-,-, 50,000 -
D "‘-"" T T ¥
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
== Deep water [JShallow water e===Grand Total
3,000
§ 2500 ] \_____A
E ¥ /
£ 2,000 -
(1]
é 1,500
& 1,000
a
= 500
T
0 - :
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
=" Deep water [—_1Shallow water e====Grand Total
Mortality Rate
g
3
(1]
o
Z
™
£
[=]
=
L
3
2
© ; - T ;
K- : :
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2005
[ Deep water [_1Shallow water e===Grand Total

Draft NorthernEconomics




Guif of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 3. Comparison of Catch, Halibut Mortality and Rates by Gear in Shallow Targets, Gulf Wide
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Table 3. Halibut Mortality in the Deep Water Complex Fisheries by Target and Gear for the GOA, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Arrowtooth Trawl
Mortality (MT) 3695 1570 3231 4203 3132 5005 6130 4423 5320 2856
Target Catch (MT) 16,2107 55799 134295 20,1344 85413 150318 213310 208227 249313 158123
Mortality Rate (%) 228% 281% 241% 213% 367% 333% 287% 212% 213% 181%
Deep Water Flatfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 426 434 241 205 720 0 - - 03 - -
Target Catch (MT) 10070 11768 5512 8144 1,190 - - 21 - -
Mortality Rate (%) 423% 369% 437% 252% 602% - - 142% - -
Rex Sole Trawl
Mortality (MT) 2654 2494 3104 2366 1896 856 1292 1322 1083 2741
Target Catch (MT) 88987 77412 79431 103106 35211 32440 17,1663 59267 47404 13,2079
Mortality Rate (%) 287% 322% 391% 229% 538% 264% 180% 223% 228% 208%
Rockfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 2009 3204 2429 2564 3001 2473 1705 %60 1117 749
Target Catch (MT) 23026.7 21,8586 23,9897 255371 264211 229423 253547 243314 24,870.1 25878.7
Mortality Rate (%) 087% 161% 1.01% 100% 114% 1.08% 067% 039% 045% 028%
Deep Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 0.5 0.1 02 - 04 16 0.5 - - -
Target Catch (MT) 5.6 12 26 - 134 364 166 - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 898% 672% 620% -  275% 438% 271% - - -
Deep Water ComplexTotal
Mortality (MT) 1701 1467 2450 2360 650 2144 3369 1350 1453 1967
Target Catch (MT) 66489 51610 74853 152526 54401 11,4789 17,0700 106447 89570 11,864.2
Mortality Rate (%) 256% 284% 327% 1.55% 1.19% 192% 197% 1.27% 162%  1.66%

Note: Deep water H&L comprised target fisheries for rockfish (92 percent), arrowtooth flounder (7 percent), and
deep water flatfish (>0.5 percent).
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Table 4, Halibut Mortality in the Shallow Water Complex Fisheries by Target for the GOA, 2600-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Poilock - Bottom Trawl
Mortality (MT) 14 330 20 6.0 14 0.1 80 114 99 19.0
Target Catch (MT) 3337 84485 33763 12780 3777043864 17,0908 46378 38587 4,204
Mortality Rate (%) 041% 039% 006% 047% 0.04% 000% 005% 0256% 026% 046%
Pollock - Midwater Trawl
Mortality (MT) 12 06 02 02 03 0.1 0.1 00 03 0.2
Target Catch (MT) 11,6275 104890 17,1406 188934 193900 214184 115122 14,1710 155955 10,201.8
Mortality Rate (%) 001% 001% 000% 000% 0.00% 000% 000% 000% 000% 0.00%
. Shallow Water Flatfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 96.2 134 4023 1569 62.5 115.1 573 721 749 1535
Target Catch (MT) 10663 2802 64498 20060 14,0737 16177 15342 18664 19553 2996.2
Mortality Rate (%) 903% 479% 624% 782% 582% 711% 373% 386% 383% 512%
Flathead Sole Trawl
Mortality (MT) 13 - 05 8.3 41 16 - - 5.7 103
Target Catch (MT) 330 - 387 M0 5794 3.7 - - 606 4376
Mortality Rate (%) 3.88% - 119% 188% 071% 0.43% - - 935% 235%
Other Species/Atka Mackere! Trawl
Mortality (MT) 1.0 0.2 00 9.8 15.0 - - 00 - 0.2
Target Catch (MT) 145 28 01 9482 3407 - - 88.3 - T4
Mortality Rate (%) 797% 641% 833% 1.04% 440% - - 000% - 3.07%
Pacific Cod Trawl ‘
Mortality (MT) 764 2023 135 258 69.5 220 214 U4 938 18.0
Target Catch (MT) 22463 43491 13463 9337 2189.0 4866 1927 8444 36362 4873
Mortality Rate (%) 340% 465% 100% 277% 3.18% 451% 1109% 407% 258% 3.70%
Paclfic Cod Pot
Mortality (MT) 16 0.7 03 19 23 43 16 52 47 09
Target Catch (MT) 37449 18407 12742 36772 40495 33252 31135 657104 37163 4,359.1
Mortality Rate (%) 004% 0.04% 002% 005% 0.06% 013% 005% 009% 013% 0.02%
Pacific Cod H&L
Mortality (MT) 44 49 64.1 112 258 148 783 715 86.0 209
Target Catch (MT) 1316 1780 19162 17114 18717 6916 31045 34729 35241 27670
Mortality Rate (%) 332% 275% 3.35% 065% 1.38% 214% 252% 206% 244% 0.76%
Shallow Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 0.1 19 11 77 - 0.1 0.0 - - -
Target Catch (MT) 11 19.0 105 1126 - 18 08 - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 11.711% 10.05% 10.15% 6.83% - 784% 4.96% - - -
Shallow Water Complex Total
Mortality (MT) 1836 2570 4839 2278 1809 1682 1667 1946 2751 2231
Target Catch (MT) 19,1989 25607.3 315526 30,0014 328808 356214 365487 30,791.3 32,3467 25376.9
Mortality Rate (%) 096% 1.00% 1.53% 0.76% 0.55% 044% 046% 063% 0.85%  0.88%

Note: Shallow water H&L comprised target fisheries for “other species” (89 percent), flathead sole (1 percent),
and bottom patllock (>0.5 percent).
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1.2 Reporting Area 610
Table 5. Summary of Halibut Mortality by Gear, Target and Complex for Area 610, 2000-2009
Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
All Targets And Species Comblned
Mortality (MT) 3804 4407 3519 4112 450 2092 262.8 3308 337 2624
Target Catch (MT) 52,806.1 53,6566 35764.1 50,8200 54,1719 56,1314 63,7426 49,6075 49,387.7 43921.8
Mdnalﬁy Rate (%) 0.72% 6.82% 098% 081% 064% 037% 049% 067%  066%  0.60%
All Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 2842 3168 2504 304.0 2372 161.5 152.1 2312 229.5 125.3
Target Catch (MT) 428407 462374 244210 322227 349987 432269 389576 351102 354614 26,1194
Mortality Rate (%) 069% 069% 103% 094% 068% 037% 039% 066% 065% 048%
Deep Water Trawl Targets
Mortaiity (MT) 1444 175.1 1993 193.1 915 922 61.2 161.1 109.9 §8.6
Target Catch (MT) 97488 75426 105363 126977 69748 54209 80599 11,0252 114180 11538.2
Mortzlity Rate (%) 148% 232% 189% 162% 131% 170% 076% 146% 096% 051%
Shallow Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 1498 1418 512 110.8 145.7 69.3 90.9 70.2 1196 66.7
Target Catch (MT) 33,0920 386948 13,8848 19,5250 28,0239 37,8060 30,8977 24,0850 24,0433 14581.2
Mortality Rate (%) 045% 037% 037% 057% 052% 0.18% 029% 020% 050% 0.46%
Shallow Water Fixed Gear Targets

Mortality (MT) 86.2 1236 1011 1054 1077 474 1108 99.6 94.2 137.0
Target Catch (MT) 99654 74085 113373 185945 19,1718 128879 14,7844 144973 139263 17.789.1
Mortality Rate (%) 086% 167% 089% 057% 056% 037% 0.75% 069% 068% 0.77%
8 Draft NorthernEconomics
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Figure 4. Deep v. Shallow Target Comparisons of Catch, Halibut Mortality, and Mortality Rates, Area 610
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Figure 5. Comparison of Catch, Halibut Mortality and Rates by Gear in Shallow Targets, Area 610
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Guif of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 6. Halibut Mortality in the Deep Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 610, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009
Arrowtooth Trawl
Moriality (MT) 863 1389 1536 1425 255 4“7 187 1087 450 15.7
Target Catch (MT) 49232 49678 61692 81214 9279 12313 10332 23180 22368 5775
Mortality Rate (%) 175% 280% 249% 175% 275% 363% 181% 469% 201% 272%
Deep Water Flatfish Trawl
MorzityMT) - - - - - - - e
Target Catch (MT) - - - - - - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) - - - - - - - - - -
Rex Sole Trawl
Mortality (MT) 44 284 139 213 359 88 7.1 125 18 59
Target Catch (MT) 24823 11174 5896 14549 7546 3952 2831 3423 861 7997
Mortality Rate (%) 179% 254% 236% 146% 475% 223% 252% 365% 213% 0.73%
Rockfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 138 78 318 294 302 387 354 399 63.1 374
Target Catch (MT) 23433 14577 37775 34214 52023 37944 67436 83649 9096.1 10,161.0
Mortality Rate (%) 059% 053% 084% 094% 057% 102% 052% 048% 069% 0.36%
Deep Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 0.0 03 04 19 0.0 04 0.0 - - 0.1
Target Catch (MT) 00 10.7 57 28 14 166 06 - - 13.3
Mortality Rate (%) 000% 291% 629% 67.38% 275% 231% 0.00% - - 038%
Deep water Complex
Mortality (MT) 1444 1754 1996 1950 916 926 612 1611 109.9 88.7
Target Catch (MT) 97488 75533 105420 12,7004 69762 54375 80606 110252 11,4180 115515
Mortality Rate (%) 148% 232%  1.89% 154% 1.31%  1.70% 0.76% 146% 086% 051%

Note: Deep water H&L comprised target fisheries for rockfish (50 percent), arrowtcoth flounder (38 percent), and

deep water flatfish (12 percent).
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 7. Halibut Mortality in the Shallow Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 610, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009
Pollock - Bottom Trawl
Mortality (MT) 04 04 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 05 0.3 29 0.1
Target Catch (MT) 28021 30571 11868 5700 4164 41,7626 36927 29394 47759 46887
Mortality Rate (%) 001% 001% 001% 001% 002% 000% 001% 001% 006% 000%
Pollock - Midwater Trawl
Mortality (MT) 08 5.6 0.2 01 _ 06 0.2 0.2 03 1.2 03
Target Catch (MT) 164156 27,2823 6,154 157295 229753 295193 20,1816 14,8937 107214 72786
Mortality Rate (%) 000% 002% 000% 000% 000% 000% 000% 000% 001% 000%
Shatlow Water Flatfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 20 - 05 87 23 17 17.3 23 - 24
Target Catch (MT) 788 - 305 1456 396 2074 1772 549 - 138
Mortality Rate (%) 2.50% - 164% 597% 589% 393% 978% 4.24% - 17.34%
Flathead Sole Trawl
Mortality (MT) 04 249 120 354 554 322 121 157 15.3 110
Target Catch (MT) 364 799 5755 9888 22728 18251 6067 10403 3026 4129
Mortality Rate (%) 102% 312% 208% 358% 244% 1.77% 199% 151% 506% 266%
Other Species/Atka Mackerel Trawl
Mortalty (MT) - - - - - - - - -
Target Catch (MT) - - - 56.5 - - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) - - - 18% - - - - - -
Pacific Cod Trawl
Mortality (MT) 1463 1109 384 65.5 872 250 60.7 516 1001 529
Target Catch (MT) 13669.1 75685 59355 20347 23198 44016 62394 651568 82434 21871
Mortality Rate (%) 107% 147% 065% 322% 376% 057% 097% 1.00% 1.21%  242%
Pacific Cod Pot
Mortality (MT) 12 13 1.2 58 84 75 46 54 133 31
Target Catch (MT) 49929 30684 42869 138470 158459 11,8220 11,5499 10759.1 10,0030 10,9974
Mortality Rate (%) 002% 004% 003% 004% 005% 006% 004% 005% 043% 0.03%
Pacific Cod H&L
Mortality (MT) 850 1223 1000 99.3 893 399 1060 94.2 80.9 1338
Target Catch (MT) 49725 43401 70504 47426 33260 10659 32332 37361 39232 67917
Mortality Rate (%) 171% 282% 142% 209% 298% 374% 3.28% 252% 206% 1.97%
Shallow Water H&L (Misc)
Mortaftty (MT) - - - 03 - - 0.1 00 - -
Target Catch (MT) - - - 49 - - 13 20 - -
Mortality Rate (%) - - -  683% - - 1056%  1.18% - -
Shallow Water Complex Total
Mortality (MT) 2360 2653 1523 2162 2534 1166 2016 1697 2138  203.7-
Target Catch (MT) 43,0574 46,1033 252221 38,1195 47,1957 50,693.9 456820 385823 37,9696 32370.3
Mortality Rate (% 055% 058% 060% 057% 054% 023% 044% 044% 056% 063%

Note: Shallow water H&L comprised target fisheries for “other species® (76 percent), and bottom pollock (24

percent).
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

1.3  Reporting Area 620
Table 8. Summary of Halibut Mortality by Gear, Target and Complex for Area 620, 2000-2009
Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
All Targets And Specles Combined
Mortality (MT) 3537 4037 728.9 4638 2459 3726 V 503.6 3296 4205 419.8
Target Catch (MT) 258478 30,7683 39,0379 452540 383208 46,8003 53618.7 414360 413037 37,2410
Mortality Rate (%) 137% 131% 187% 1.02% 064% 080% 094% 080% 1.02% 1.13%
All Trawl Targets
Mortafity (MT) 3471 396.1 663.3 4430 2174 3517 4232 2529 3208 398.0
Target Catch (MT) 219547 28,7294 358363 397528 32,3862 42,7453 47,3833 32,2527 34,0633 30,1149
MoﬂélityRate (%) 158% 1.38% 185% 111% 067% 082% 089% 078% 097% 1.32%
Deep Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 169.6 1466 2448 236.0 64.6 2128 3364 1350 1453 196.7
Target Catch (MT) 66433 51508 74827 152526 54266 11,1426 17,0534 106447 89570 11,8642
Mortality Rate (%) 256% 284% 327% 155% 1.19% 191% 197% 127% 162%  1.66%
Shallow Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 1775 2495 4185 2070 1528 138.9 86.7 1179 1845 2013
Target Catch (MT) 153213 235696 283517 24,5002 26,8595 31,6027 303209 216080 251063 18,260.7
Mortality Rate (%) 116% 106% 148% 085% 057% 044% 029% 055% 073% 1.10%
Shallow Water Fixed Gear Targets

Mortality (MT) 6.1 175 65.5 208 282 19.3 80.0 76.7 90.7 218
Target Catch (MT) 38776 20377 32009 65012 59212 40186 62188 9,833 72404 7,126.1
Mortality Rate (%) 016% 037% 205% 038% 048% 048% 1.29% 084% 126% 0.31%
NorthernEconomics Draft 13



Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 6. Deep v. Shallow Target Comparisons of Catch, Halibut Mortality, and Mortality Rates, Area 620
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 7. Comparison of Catch, Halibut Mortality and Rates by Gear in Shallow Targets, Area 620
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Guif of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 9. Halibut Mortality in the Deep Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 620, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Arrowtooth Trawl
Mortality (MT) 624 - 126 1434 40 1554 2247 925 885 414
Target Calch (MT) 3016.2 - 9791 57829 1341 46179 74668 50046 25440 18474
Mortality Rate (%) 207% - 129% 248% 3.02% 336% 301% 185% 348% 2.24%
Deep Water Flatfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 06 - - - - - - - - -
Terget Catch (MT) 275 - - - - - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 2.07% - - - - - - - - -
Rex Sole Trawl
Mortality (MT) 1043 1335 2275 726 50.2 279 701 258 309 1425
Target Catch (MT) 34263 39083 48414 52337 8976 14298 36104 15257 14869 64830
Mortality Rate (%) 304% 341% 470% 1.39% 560% 195% 184% 1.69% 208% 220%
Rockfish Trawl
Mortality {MT) 23 132 47 199 103 25 416 168 258 129
Target Catch (MT) 1734 12516 16622 42360 43950 50949 59762 41144 49261 35339
Mortality Rate (%) 131% 1.05% 028% 047% 024% 058% 070% 041% 052% 0.36%
Deep Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 05 0.1 0.2 - 04 16 05 - - -
Target Catch (MT) 56 1.2 26 - 134 364 16.6 - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 898% 672% 620% - 275% 438% 271% - - -
Deep water Complex
Mortality (MT) 17041 1467 2450 23680 650 2144 3369 1350 1453 1967
Target Catch (MT) 66489 51610 74853 152526 54401 11,1789 17,0700 106447 89570 11,864.2
Mortality Rate (%) 256% 284% 327% 155%  1.19% 1.92% 197% 1.27% 162%  1.66%

Note: Deep water H&L comprised target fisheries for rockfish (30 percent) and arrowtooth flounder (7Opercent).
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 10. Halibut Mortality in the Shallow Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 620, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009
Pollock - Bottom Traw!

Mortality (MT) 14 330 20 6.0 14 0.1 80 114 9.9 19.0

Target Catch (MT) 3337 84485 33763 12780 33867 77044 170808 46378 38587 4,204

Mortality Rate (%) 041% 039% 006% 047% 004% 000% 005% 025% 026%  046%

Pollock - Midwater Trawl

Mortality (MT) 12 06 0.2 02 0.3 04 0.1 0.0 03 0.2

Target Catch (MT) 11,6275 10489.0 17,1406 188934 19,3900 21,4184 115122 14,171.0 155955 10,2018

Mortality Rate (%) 001% 001% 000% 000% 000% 000% 000% 000% 000%  000%

Shallow Water Flatfish Trawl

Mortality (MT) 96.2 134 4023 1569 625 1151 573 724 749 1535

Target Catch (MT) 1,0863 2802 64498 20060 10737 16177 15342 18664 19553 2996.2

Mortality Rate (%) 903% 479% 624% 782% 582% 711% 373% 386% 383% 512%

Flathead Scle Trawl

Mortality (MT) 13 - 05 83 41 16 - - 57 10.3

Target Catch (MT) 330 - 387 4410 5794 3757 - - 606 4376

Mortality Rate (%) 3.88% - 119% 188% 071% 043% - - 935% 235%

Cther Species/Atka Mackere! Trawl

Mortality (MT) 10 02 0.0 9.8 15.0 - - 00 - 0.2

Target Catch (MT) 145 28 01 9482 3407 - - 88.3 - 74

Mortality Rate (%) 747% 641% 833% 104% 440% - - 000% - 307%
Pacific Cod Trawl

Mortality (MT) 764 2023 135 28 69.5 220 214 344 938 18.0

Target Catch (MT) 22463 43491 13463 9337 21890 4866 1927  B444 36362 4873

Mortality Rate (%) 340% 465% 1.00% 277% 3.18% 451% 11.09% 407% 258% 3.70%
Pacific Cod Pot

Mortality (MT) 16 07 03 19 23 43 16 5.2 47 09

Target Catch (MT) 37449 18407 12742 36772 40495 33252 31135 57104 37163 43591

Mortality Rate (%) 004% 004% 002% 005% 006% 0.13% 005% 009% 013% 002%
Pacific Cod H&L

Mortality (MT) 44 49 64.1 11.2 258 14.8 783 75 86.0 209

Targst Catch (MT) 1316 1780 19162 17114 18717 6916 3,045 34729 35241 27670

Mortality Rate (%) 332% 275% 335% 065% 138% 2.14% 252% 206% 244% 0.76%

Shallow Water H&L (Misc)

Mortalty (MT) 0.1 19 11 77 - 0.1 0.0 - - -

Target Catch (MT) 11 19.0 105 1126 - 1.8 08 - - -

Mortality Rate (%) 11.71% 1005% 10.15% 6.83% - 784% 4.9%% - - -

Shallow Water Complex Total

Mortality (MT) 1836 2570 4839 2278 1809 1582 1667 1946  275. 2234

Target Catch (MT) 191989 25607.3 31,5526 300014 328808 356214 365487 307913 32,3467 253769

Mortality Rate (%) 096% 1.00% 153% 0.76% 055% 044% 046% 063% 085% _ 0.88%

Note: “Other Species” target fisheries were the only component of the Shallow Water H&L aggregate.
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

14  ReportingArea 630
Table 11. Summary of Halibut Mortality by Gear, Target and Complex for Area 630, 2000-2009
Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
All Targets And Specles Combined
Mortality (MT) 14113 16246 11544 14955 21387 11,7646 15672 15893 17312 13958
Target Catch (MT) 1034323 779840 61,3134 709984 68069.2 71,7300 758911 77,5100 85857.1 753432
Mortality Rate (%) 136% 208% 1.88% 211%  3.14% 246% 207% 205% 202%  1.85%
All Trawi Targets
Mortality (MT) 12359 14718 10765 13316 19675 15926 14066 14574 13934 11,2892
Target Catch (MT) 85,6809 68,8572 533689 627130 56,1080 57.690.1 61,2001 63,7085 72,1195 64,329.6
Mortality Rate (%) 144% 214% 202% 212% 351% 276% 230% 229% 193%  200%
Deep Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 5476 4464 4515 5068 6972 5266 5128 3684 4953 3739
Target Catch (MT) 31,5444 220403 264327 27,2180 257560 23,5059 27,0485 27,6319 326914 29,790.6
Mortality Rate (%) 174% 203% 171% 186% 271% 224% 190% 1.33%  152% 1.26%
Shallow Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 6883 10255 6250 8248 12704 10660 8938 11,0890 8980 9153
Target Catch (MT) 54,1365 468169 269362 354950 30,3521 34,184.1 34,1515 36,0766 39,4282 34,538.9
Mortality Rate (%) 127%  219% 232% 232% 419%  312% 262% 302% 228%  265%
Shatlow Water Fixed Gear Targets
Mortality (MT) 1696 1488 757 1639 1708 1693 1565 1319 3378 1066
Target Catch (MT) 176604 90519 79075 82855 119467 139296 146778 138015 137376 110136
Mortality Rate (%) 006% 164%  096% 198% 143%  122% 1.07% 096% 246% 0.97%
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 8. Deep v. Shallow Target Comparisons of Catch, Halibut Mortality, and Mortality Rates, Area 630
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Guif of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 9. Comparison of Catch, Halibut Mortality and Rates by Gear in Shallow Targets, Area 630
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 12, Halibut Mortality in the Deep Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 630, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Arrowtooth Trawl
Mortality (MT) 2199 181 1569 1433 2837 3004 3696 2411 3985 2285
Target Catch (MT) 82537 6121 62811 62301 74794 91826 12,8311 135001 20,1504 13,3874
Mortality Rate (%) 266% 295% 250% 230% 379% 327% 286% 1.79% 198%  1.71%
Deep Water Flatfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 386 1 244 205 563 - - 03 - -
Target Catch (MT) 830 9205 5512 8144 10865 - - 221 - -
Mortality Rate (%) 462% 403% 437% 252%  528% - - 142% - -
Rex Sole Trawl
Mortality (MT) 1068 875 691 1427 1035 488 520 940 755 157
Target Catch (MT) 29902 27158 25121 3620 18689 14191 32728 40587 31685 59253
Mortality Rate (%) 357% 322% 275% 394% 554% 344%  159% 232% 238% 212%
Rockfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 1822 3038 2015 2003 2537 1774 912 330 213 196
Target Catch (MT) 194645 177919 17,0883 16,5515 153412 129042 109447 100510 93725 104780
Mortality Rate (%) 094% 171% 1.18% 1.21% 165% 137% 083% 033% 023%  0.19%
Deep Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 58 40 23 - 04 27 41 - - 0.0
Target Catch (MT) 909 749 370 - 145 1104 132 - - 0.0
Mortality Rate (%) 639% 538% 6.19% - 275% 244% 3.M% - - 036%
Deep water Complex
Mortality (MT) 5534 4504 4538 5068 6976 5203 5169 3684 4953 3739
Target Catch (MT) 316353 22,1152 264607 27,2180 257704 236163 27,0618 27,6319 326914 29,7807
Mortality Rate (%) 175% 204%  171%  186%  271%  224%  191%  133%  1.52%  1.26%

Note: Deep water H&L comprised target fisheries for rockfish (79 percent), arrowtooth flounder (21 percent).
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Guif of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 13. Halibut Mortality in the Shallow Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 630, 2600-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Pollock - Bottom Trawl

Mortality (MT) 375 357 0.7 34 13 16 594 676 56.2 168
Target Catch (MT) 66154 186767 50708 17163 70844 89462 14,9669 7,150.7 79036 10141
Mortality Rate (%) 057% 019% 001% 020% 0.16% 002% 042% 094% 071% 1.66%

Pollock - Midwater Trawl
Mortality (MT) 96 46 . 041 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 03 04 086
Target Catch (MT) 293613 41,7783 42685 105280 74633 103677 46404 78467 59846 86932
Mortality Rate (%) 003% 026% 000% 000% 000% 000% 000% 000% 001% 001%

Shallow Water Flatfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 4747 4702 4391 3644 4616 4378 5600 6331 4210 6402
Target Catch (MT) 85423 80003 75120 62966 30024 63452 95020 124722 13,1192 16,764.3
Mortality Rate (%) 556% 5808% 584% 579% 1537% 690% 589% 508% 321% 3.82%
Flathead Sole Trawl
Mortality (MT) 28 376 436 764 55 93 106 0.8 371 383
Target Catch (MT) 707 7385 21103 25938 2233 8578 8544 5508 14165 11,9350
Mortality Rate (%) 397% 509% 207% 295% 245% 1.08% 1.24% 0.15% 262% 198%
: Other Specles/Atka Mackerel Trawl
Mortality (MT) 08 05 0.1 99 10.1 0.1 - - 00 10
Target Catch (MT) 107.2 683 65 13612 2308 737 - - 31 320
Mortality Rate (%) 074% 072% 077% 073% 440% 0.08% - -  067% 3.07%
Pacific Cod Trawl
Mortality (MT) 1629 4770 1414 3706 7817 6171 2639 38741 3834 2183
Target Catch (MT) 94397 175549 79682 129990 123479 75936 49878 80472 11,0012 6,100.3
Mortality Rate (%) 173% 272% 177% 285% 633% 813% 529% 481% 348%  358%
Pacific Cod Pot
Mortality (MT) 41 25 10 15 53 212 124 83 13.2 28
Target Catch (MT) 86727 24592 15273 36308 6,191.8 95595 09,1634 88,1998 7,079.1 6,746.3
Mortality Rate (%) 005% 010% 007% 004% 009% 022% 014% 010% 0.19% 0.04%
Pacific Cod H&L

Mortality (MT) 165.1 139.3 739 742 1655 1481 139.1 1235 3247 1038
Target Catch (MT) 87832 65294 63725 33629 57549 43701 54647 56018 66584 4,267.2
Mortality Rate (%) 188% 213% 1.16% 221% 288% 339% 255% 2.21% 488% 243%

Shallow Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 05 70 07 88.2 - - 5.0 - - -
Target Catch (MT) 45 63.2 77 12918 - - 497 - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 1056% 11.01% 943% 6.83% - - 10.11% - - -

Shallow Water Complex Total

Mortality (MT) 8580 11742 7006 9887 14412 12352 10504 12208 11,2359 11,0219
Target Catch (MT) 71,7969 55868.7 34,8437 437804 42298.7 48,1137 488293 49,8781 53,165.7 455525
Mortality Rate (%) 119%  210% 201% 226% 341% 257% 2.15% 245% 2.32% 2.24%

Note: Shallow water H&L comprised fisheries for “other species” (89 percent), and flathead sole (1 percent).
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Guif of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

1.5  Reporting Area 640
Table 14. Summary of Halibut Mortality by Gear, Target and Complex for Area 640, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
All Targets And Species Combined
Mortality (MT) 163 156 58 133 220 1.7 29 73 6.9 176
Target Catch (MT) 14171 18659 22283 24792 17970 32054 26592 19324 29179 36768
Mortality Rate (%) 115% 083% 026% 054% 122% 005% 011% 038% 024% 048%
All Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 10.3 118 51 6.8 216 17 22 6.3 26 53
Target Catch (MT) 1,3029 18046 21536 23833 17833 32054 26367 18894 26282 29274
Mortelity Rate (%) 079% 066% 023% 029% 121% 005% 009% 034% 0.10% 0.18%
Deep Water Traw! Targets
Mortality (MT) 12067 16138 14618 16282 15222 1,4487 16901 18011 14754 17059
Target Catch (MT) 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00
Mortality Rate (%) 33800% 7500% 7.00% 154% 646% 080% 0.13% 0.04% 12243%  3.06%
Shallow Water Trawl Targets
Mortality (MT) 34 08 0.1 0.0 0.1 00 00 0.0 12 00
Target Catch (MT) 1334 1938 7404 7551 2611 20567 9466 883 11,1528 12444
Mortality Rate (%) 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
Shallow Water Fixed Gear Targets
Mortality (MT) 03 0.0 0.1 65 0.1 ‘ 07 1.0 43 122
Target Catch (MT) 50.8 41 522 959 19 24 430 2808 7484
Mortality Rate (%) 059% 049% 0.11% 674% 421% 304% 230% 149%  1.63%
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 10. Deep v. Shallow Target Comparisons of Catch, Halibut Mortality, and Mortality Rates, Area 640
Target Catch (MT)

4,000 e - - — —
. 3,500 -
S 3,000
= 2,500 -
[¥]
& 2,000
v
£ 1,500 -
o
= 1,000
= 500

0 .
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
= Deep water [1Shallow water ~====Grand Total
Halibut Mortality (MT)

25 —
=
2 2
Z
= 15
t
o
= 10 - N
5
= 5 —
(1]
= o

0 = s s o 1

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
= Deep water [__1Shallow water e===Grand Total
|
Mortality Rate
g
2
1]
o©
Z
=
t
s
s [] I—I_
=
& M -
I
2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

[——1Shallow water

=] Deep water

= Grand Total

24

Draft

NorthernEconomics




Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 11. Comparison of Catch, Halibut Mortality and Rates by Gear in Shallow Targets, Area 640
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 15. Halibut Mortality in the Deep Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 640, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Arrowtooth Traw!
Mortality (MT) 09 - - - - - - - - -
Target Catch (MT) 177 - - - - - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 4.82% - - - - - - - - -
Deep Water Flatfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 34 63 - - 158 - - - - -
Target Catch (MT) 1435 2564 - - 1295 - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 236% 247% - - 1208% - - - - -
Rex Sole Trawl
Martality (MT) T e T S R S
Target Catch (MT) - - - - - - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) - - - - - - - - - -
Rockfish Trawl
Mortality (MT) 27 47 50 68 59 17 22 6.3 14 53
Target Catch (MT) 10455 13575 14618 16282 13927 1,487 16801 18011 14754 17059
Mortality Rate (%) 025% 035% 034% 042% 042% 015% 013% 035% 009% 031%
Deep Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 5.7 37 0.7 - 03 - - - - -
Target Catch (MT) 634 572 224 - 18 - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) 898% 652% 3.17% - 248% - - - - -
Deep water Complex
Mortality (MT) 126 148 57 68 218 17 22 63 14 53
Target Catch (MT) 12700 16711 14842 16282 15340 11487 11,6801 18011 14754 1,7059
Mortality Rate (%) 089% 089% 038% 042% 142% 0.15% 0.13% 035% 0.09% 0.31%

Note: Deep water H&L comprised target fisheries for rockfish (89 percent), arrowtooth flounder (1 percent).
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Gulf of Ataska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 16. Halibut Mortality in the Shallow Water Complex Fisheries by Target for Area 640, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
: Pollock - Bottom Trawl

Mortality (MT) - 08 0.1 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12 0.0

Target Catch (MT) - 1808 6919 18 1697 1312 1464 548 3521 8688

Mortality Rate (%) - 03% 001% 001% 000% 000% 000% 000% 035% 000%

Poliock - Midwater Trawl

Mortality (MT) : - 08 01 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 1.2 0.0

Target Catch (MT) - 1908 6919 18 1697 1312 1461 548 3521 86838

Mortality Rate (%) - 039% 001% 001% 000% 000% 000% 000% 035% . 0.00%

Shallow Water Flatfish Trawl

Mortality (MT) 34 - - - - - - - - -

Target Catch (MT) 96.3 - - - - - - - - -

Mortality Rate (%) 351% - - - - - - - - -

Flathead Sole Trawl

Mortalty (MT) . S

Target Catch (MT) - - - - - - - - - -

Mortality Rate (%) - - - - - - - - - -

Other Specles/Atka Mackere! Trawl

Mortallty (MT) - - - - 0.1 00 - = - -

Target Catch (MT) - - - - 14 1169 - - - -

Mortelity Rate (%) - - - - 440% 0.00% - - - -
Pacific Cod Trawl

Mortaty (MT) T

Target Catch (MT) - - - - - - - - - -

Mortatity Rate (%) - - - - - - - - - -
Pacific Cod Pot

Mortality (MT) 0.0 0.0 0.0 - - - - - - 0.0

Target Catch (MT) 372 30 486 - - - - - - 29

Mortality Rate (%) 005% 000% 0.00% - - - - - - 003%
Pacific Cod H&L

Mortality (MT) 03 00 0.1 0.1 0.1 - 07 10 43 122

Target Catch (MT) 134 05 37 22 19 - 24 430 2898 7265

Mortality Rate {%) 199% 192% 163% 292% 421% - 303% 230% 149% 1.69%

Shallow Water H&L (Misc)

Mortality (MT) 0.0 0.0 - 64 - - 0.0 - - -

Target Catch (MT) 06 05 - 937 - - 00 - - -

Mortality Rate (%) 317% 200% - 683% - - 98% - - -

Shallow Water Complex Total :

Mortality (MT) 37 08 0.1 65 0.1 0.0 07 1.0 55 12.3

Target Catch (MT) 1471 1949 7441 8510 2629 20567 9690 1313 14425 19709

Mortality Rate (% 250% 040% 002% 076% 0.05% 000% 007% 075% 0.38%  0.62%

Note: "Other Species” target fisheries were the only component of the Shallow Water H&L aggregate.
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1.6  Reporting Area 650

Trawling is closed by regulation in Area 650, and therefore the bycatch tables have a slightly different
format with a focus on fixed gears. As seen in Table 17, in 2000 - 2002 and in 2004 the largest
groundfish catch amounts were in the deep water species complex. Note that zero halibut bycatch
were reported in the deep water fixed gear target fisheries from 2000 — 2002 and again in 2009. It is
possible (although we are not certain) that these deep water fixed gear targets were incidentally
classified as rockfish targets, when in fact harvesters were participating in a IFQ sablefish or halibut
fishery and were able to land all of the halibut that was taken. ,

Table 17. Summary of Halibut Mortality by Gear, Target and Complex for Area 650, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009
All Fixed Gear Targets And Specles Combined

Mortality (MT) 11 00 0.2 06 73 0.0 - 00 0.0 0.1

Target Catch (MT) 4889 4985 2502 306 2825 03 - 0.1 02 6.7

Mortality Rate (%) 023% 000% 009% 212% 251% 4.09% - 245% 080%  1.70%
Deep water Fixed Gear Targets

Mortality (MT) 00 0.0 00 - 52 - - - - 0.0

Target Catch (MT) 4319 4967 2339 - 1878 - - - - 0.1

Mortality Rate (%) 000% 000% 0.00% - 2.75% - - - - 036%
Shallow Water Fixed Gear Targets

Mortality (MT) 11 00 0.2 06 21 00 - 0.0 0.0 0.1

Targst Catch (MT) 57.0 18 16.3 306 %7 03 - 0.1 0.2 65

Mortality Rate (%) 200% 1.11%  141%  212%  2.23%  4.09% - 245%  080%  172%
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Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Figure 12. Deep v. Shallow Target Comparisons of Catch, Halibut Mortality, and Mortality Rates, Area 650

Target Catch (MT)
;‘- — —— - —— R——— —
2
= . _
=
(1] =
Q
e
[)
o
o
-
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Deep water [—JShallow water ====Grand Total
Halibut Mortality (MT)
— 8 ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ o
g 7 5
z . ‘
©
ta
2 3 1 - s e ——————
e
__g 2
© ]
T
0 ﬁ\ ;
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Deep water [—1Shallow water e====Grand Total
Mortality Rate
__ 5.0% “
&£
a 4.0% -
4
& i
= 3.0% ;‘
= |
£ 2.0% +— - / = vau-f
S =
2 1.0% ] / B
2
;u 0.0% T —
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
==1Deep water [—1Shallow water ~====Grand Total
NorthernEconomics Draft 29




Gulf of Alaska Halibut Mortality Data Tables and Charts

Table 18, Halibut Mortality by Spedfic Target Fisheries in Area 650, 2000-2009

Year
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 2008 2009
Deep Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) 0.0 00 0.0 - 52 - - - - 0.0
Target Catch (MT) 4319 4967 2339 - 1878 - - - - 0.1
Mortality Rate (%) 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 - - - - 0.0
. Pacific Cod Pot
Mertality (MT) - 0.0 - - - - - - - -
Target Catch (MT) - 03 - - - - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) - 0.00% - - - - - - - -
Pacific Cod H&L
Mortality (MT) 11 0.0 02 04 21 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.1
Target Catch (MT) 57.0 15 131 273 %4.7 03 - 0.1 0.2 6.5
Mortality Rate (%) 200% 132% 167% 157% 223% 4.09% - 245% 080% 1.72%
Shallow Water H&L (Misc)
Mortality (MT) - - 0.0 0.2 - - - - - -
Target Catch (MT) - - 32 32 - - - - - -
Mortality Rate (%) - - 0.0 0.1 - - - - - -
Shallow Water Complex Total
Mortatity (MT) 11 0.0 0.2 0.6 21 00 - 0.0 0.0 0.1
Target Catch (MT) 570 18 16.3 306 947 03 - 0.1 0.2 6.5
Mortality Rate (%) 200% 141%  141%  212%  223%  4.09% - 245% 080% 1.72%

Note: Rockfish target fisheries were the only component of the Deep Water H&L aggregate. “Other Species”

target fisheries were the only component of the Shallow Water H&L aggregate.
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AGENDA D-2
JUNE 2010
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
‘ TIMATED TIME
FROM: Chris Olivers‘:?--g ES 2 HOURS
Executive Director ALL D-2 ITEMS
DATE: June 1, 2010

SUBJECT: Miscellaneous Issues

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Review preliminary discussion paper on GOA Halibut PSC Limits.
(b) Receive briefing on Alaska MPAs and fishery overlap.

(c) Review Pacific cod assessment model run proposals (SSC only).
(d) Review Council request for Tier 6 Working Group (SSC Only).

(e) AFA preliminary report removal — initial/final action.

BACKGROUND
(a) Review preliminary discussion paper on GOA Halibut PSC Limits.

At the December 2009 meeting, the Council requested a discussion paper on the process for changing the
halibut PSC limits in the GOA and the BSAI. In February 2010, the Council reviewed a NMFS discussion
paper which described how PSC limits for halibut are established in both the BSAI and the GOA, and
how PSC limits in the GOA could be modified under the current GOA Groundfish FMP. Halibut
mortality PSC limits are specified annually as a component of the proposed and final GOA groundfish
harvest specifications rulemakings. However, the actual amount of the trawl and non-trawl halibut PSC
limits are discretionary, consistent with the considerations set forth in the FMP and implementing
regulations. The FMP identifies criteria for the annual PSC limits that must be considered by the Council
for setting or amending apportionments of halibut PSC. These considerations are addressed in this paper

(Item D-2(2)).

The Council may choose to 1) take no action; 2) initiate an amendment (EA) to the GOA Groundfish
FMP to revise the PSC setting process to mirror the regulatory process (RIR/IRFA) as in the BSAI, as
needed; 3) initiate an analysis of halibut PSC limits to support the harvest specifications EA for 2012; or
4) include an analysis of halibut PSC limits in the next harvest specifications EA. The earliest that GOA
halibut PSC limits could be revised is coincident with rulemaking for the annual groundfish specifications
for 2012. The next step under any action alternative, if that is the Council’s intent, would be for the
Council to identify 1) a problem in the fishery, 2) goals and objectives for addressing the problem, and 3)
management alternatives. If the Council chose to take no action to initiate a separate analysis, it always
has the option to incorporate halibut PSC limit reductions in other proposed actions, as it did with BSAI
Amendment 80. Even under no action, more widespread (mandatory or voluntary) use of halibut excluder
devices would continue to result in a “win/win” situation whereby less halibut are taken as bycatch in



groundfish fisheries thus leading to 1) potential increases in halibut abundance and commercial longline
fishery catch limits and 2) increased GOA groundfish target harvests.

(b) Receive briefing on Alaska MPAs and fishery overlap.

In 2000, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13158, which requires NOAA to establish a Marine
Protected Area Center and develop a framework for a national system of marine protected areas (MPAs).
Section 5 of the MPA Executive Order states that “Each Federal agency whose actions affect the natural
or cultural resources that are protected by an MPA shall identify such actions. To the extent permitted by
law and to the maximum extent practicable, each Federal agency, in taking such actions, shall avoid
harm to the natural and cultural resources that are protected by an MPA.”

The provision to ‘avoid harm’ will require agencies to assess how their activities affect MPAs that are
part of the National System. Because the NMFS conducts, approves, and funds activities that would affect
MPAs, NMFS will be required to identify these activities. Further, because NMFS approves regulations
that manage fishing activities in the EEZ, the agency would be required to ensure that the fisheries avoid
harm to the maximum extent permitted by law and to the maximum extent practicable.

The framework leaves the definition of ‘affect’, ‘avoid harm’, and “to the extent permitted by law and to
* the maximum extent practicable” up to the individual Federal agencies. NOAA is in the process of
preparing guidance on how these terms might be defined, interpreted, or analyzed. It is anticipated that
this guidance will come out mid-2010, and will provide a mechanism for agencies to consult regarding
potentially adverse activities within MPAs that are part of the national system.

In December 2009, the Council tasked staff to prepare a brief report with an initial evaluation of the
“avoid harm” provision relative to fishing impacts on resources protected by the four MPAs off Alaska
that are already part of the National System of MPAs. These are all managed by the Department of
Interior, and include:

. The Alaska Marine National Wildlife Refuge,
. The Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,

. Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve, and
. The Yukon Delta National Wildlife Refuge.

John Olson (NMFS AKRO) examined fishing effort data (from the Ecosystems Considerations chapter of
the yearly SAFE report) relative to the four DOI MPA sites. Observed fishery data were gridded to 10km
x 10km blocks and filtered for confidentiality (3 or more individual vessels per block) over the years
1998-2008, and put on a GIS overlay with the four MPA sites, whose boundaries were downloaded
directly from http://www.mpa.gov.

This analysis examined fishery overlap with MPA sites by gear type (longline, pot, pelagic trawl, and
non-pelagic trawl). The results are shown by the figures attached as Item D-2(b)(1). The figures indicate
virtually no overlap with the MPA System sites, although there may be a minimal amount of fishing
effort by all gear types (at the lowest category of effort of 4-10 tows/hauls over a ten year period) within
state waters on the north side of Kodiak Island. The DOI sites in question tend to be terrestrial or
nearshore in nature, while most fisheries managed by NMFS and the NPFMC are outside state waters.

The Council may wish to forward the results of this evaluation to the MPA Center and applicable DOI
agencies (USFWS, NPS). :

(c) Review Pacific cod assessment model run proposals (SSC only).



Following a recommendation from the SSC in December 2009, the Council posted a call for proposals
from stakeholders for models to be requested from the author of the BSAI and GOA Pacific cod stock
assessments. The deadline for model proposals was April 19, 2010. These proposals were reviewed by the
Groundfish Plan Teams during a teleconference on May 6. The SSC is also scheduled to review all
proposals (Item D-2(c)(1)), along with recommendations from the author and Plan Teams (Item D-
2(c)(2)). The SSC will provide its recommendations for which models to request of Dr Grant Thompson
for review by the plan teams in September 2010 and by the SSC in October 2010.

(d) Review Council request for Tier 6 Working Group (SSC Only).

At final action on groundfish FMP amendments to address requirements for annual catch limits (ACLs) in
April 2010, the Council discussed specific cases where new group level ACLs based on Tier 6 (average
catch) may constrain directed fisheries, noting particular concern regarding octopus and shark bycatch in
the Pacific cod longline fisheries. The Council requested that the SSC schedule a discussion of Tier 6
methodologies on its June 2010 agenda, with the goal of developing new methods for determining Tier 6
OFLs and max ABCs for those groups that are poorly sampled by the bottom trawl surveys. In
anticipation of SSC direction to schedule a workshop during Summer 2010 to develop new Tier 6
approaches for possible application for 2011 or later, Council staff coordinated with the SSC Chair and
" other SSC members, Groundfish Plan Team Chairs and other members, and all Tier 6 stock assessment
authors to identify a tentative meeting date of July 8 for a teleconference. A report from the working
group will be provided to the Groundfish Plan teams in September and to the SSC in October.

(e) AFA preliminary report removal — initial/final action.

The Council is scheduled to take initial/final action on a proposed amendment to remove the requirement
for AFA cooperatives participating in the directed pollock fishery to prepare and submit the preliminary
annual report. The analysis for this action, attached as Item D-2(e)(1), was mailed on May 18, 2010.

Currently, a preliminary AFA cooperative report is due to the Council by December 1 of the year in
which the pollock fishing occurred. The Council originally recommended a preliminary report, because it
wanted to have this report available for its December Council meeting when it adopts annual groundfish
harvest specifications for the upcoming fishing year. The preliminary report is followed by a final report,
due by February 1 of the following year, to update or add any information that became available after
December 1. However, the Council may not be relying on the preliminary cooperative annual report to
develop its recommendations on final groundfish specifications as much as it originally thought it would.
Therefore, this action assess whether the existing final annual report submitted before February 1 of the
following year is sufficient for the Council’s and public’s needs for information under section 210(a)(1)
of the AFA.



AGENDA D-2(a)
JUNE 2010

Gulf of Alaska

HALIBUT PROHIBITED SPECIES CATCH LIMIT DISCUSSION PAPER'
June 2010

Prepared by North Pacific Fishery Management Council staff®

Executive Summary: The incidental catch of halibut has been a major bycatch issue in the Gulf of Alaska
(GOA) for the North Pacific Council since the 1960s. During the last several annual groundfish specification
cycles, the Council has discussed the procedure for setting halibut prohibited species catch (PSC) limits in the
GOA and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) management areas. Halibut PSC limits are specified by gear and
may be apportioned by season, regulatory area, and/or target fishery. A PSC limit is an apportioned, non-
retainable amount of fish provided to a fishery for bycatch purposes. The attainment of a PSC limit for a species
results in the closure of the appropriate fishery.

In February 2010 the Council reviewed a NMFS discussion paper that identified the different procedures for
setting halibut PSC limits under each FMP. While halibut PSC limits in the BSAI are set in federal regulation,
GOA PSC limits are set under the authority of the GOA Groundfish FMP in rulemaking for the annual
specifications process. Therefore the Council may continue to this process or it may choose to amend the GOA
Groundfish FMP to mirror the process for BSAI groundfish fisheries, whereby halibut PSC limits may be revised
through a regulatory amendment.

During its review of the NMFS paper the Council requested that its staff prepare this discussion paper for review
in June 2010, which would address the criteria required by the GOA Groundfish FMP for setting halibut PSC
limits. The Council also requested a paper on revising the BSAI halibut PSC limits in federal regulations, but did
not identify a schedule for its review. This paper addresses the following criteria for GOA PSC limits in a general
manner: 1) estimated change in biomass and stock condition of halibut; 2) potential impacts on halibut stocks; 3)
potential impacts on the halibut fisheries; 4) estimated bycatch in years prior to that for which the halibut PSC
mortality limit is being established; 5) expected change in target groundfish catch; 7) estimated change in target
groundfish biomass; 8) methods available to reduce halibut bycatch; 9) the cost of reducing halibut bycatch; and
10) other biological and socioeconomic factors that affect the appropriateness of specific bycatch measures in
terms of objectives.

After reviewing this information, the Council may choose to 1) take no action; 2) initiate an amendment (EA) to
the GOA Groundfish FMP to revise the PSC setting process to mirror the regulatory process (RIR/IRFA) as in the
BSALl, as needed; 3) initiate an analysis of halibut PSC limits to support the harvest specifications EA for 2012; or
4) include an analysis of halibut PSC limits in the next harvest specifications EA. The earliest that GOA halibut
PSC limits could be revised is coincident with rulemaking for the annual groundfish specifications for 2012. The
next step under any action alternative, if that is the Council s intent, would be for the Council to identify 1) a
problem in the fishery, 2) goals and objectives for addressing the problem, and 3) management alternatives. If the
Council chose to take no action to initiate a separate analysis, it always has the option to incorporate halibut PSC
limit reductions in other proposed actions, as it did with BSAI Amendment 80. Even under no action, more
widespread (mandatory or voluntary) use of halibut excluder devices would continue to result in a “*win/win”
situation whereby less halibut are taken as bycatch in groundfish fisheries thus leading to 1) potential increases in
halibut abundance and commercial longline fishery catch limits and 2) increased GOA groundfish target harvests.

' Future analyses will review groundfish and halibut catch data by target fishery and sector. o
* Based on source material from NPFMC, NMFS Sustainable Fisheries Division, & Int. Pacific Halibut Commission
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A brief history of halibut bycatch policy in the Gulf of Alaska

Section 3.6.2.1 of the GOA Groundfish FMP states the following Council policy on halibut bycatch in
GOA groundfish fisheries.

“The Council believes that discarding incidental catches of fish is wasteful and should be minimized.
However, recognizing that in the groundfish fisheries halibut incidentally caught are managed outside
this FMP, the treatment of halibut as a prohibited species is appropriate in the short term. Except as
provided under the prohibited species donation program, retention of prohibited species captured while
harvesting groundfish is prohibited to prevent covert targeting on these species. The prohibition removes
the incentive that groundfish fishers might otherwise have to target on the relatively high valued
prohibited species, and thereby, results in a lower incidental catch. It also eliminates the market
competition that might otherwise exist between halibut fishers and groundfish fishers who might land
halibut in the absence of the prohibition.

Halibut that are taken as bycatch in the trawl and fixed gear fisheries result in fishing mortality even
though the FMP requires that these species be discarded. Bycatch survival rates of halibut are typically
less than 100 percent and may approach zero for some fisheries and some gear.

When a PSC limit is reached, further fishing with specific types of gear or modes of operation during the
year is prohibited in an area by those who take their PSC limit in that area. All other users and gear
would remain unaffected.

However, when the fishery to which a PSC limit applies has caught an amount of prohibited species equal
to that PSC limit, the Secretary may, by notice, permit some or all of those vessels to continue to engage
in fishing for groundfish in the applicable regulatory area, under specified conditions. These conditions
may include the avoidance of certain areas of prohibited species concentrations and will be determined
on a case-by-case basis.”

The proposed rule for GOA FMP Amendment 21 summarizes the issue of bycatch management being
considered by the Council in 1990; which, to some degree, is still applicable 20 years later. It states,

“The use of trawl, hook-and-line, and pot gear in the groundfish fisheries are to varying degrees non-
selective harvesting techniques in that incidental (bycatch) species, including crabs and halibut, are taken
in addition to target groundfish species. A conflict occurs when the bycatch in one fishery measurably or
potentially impacts the level of resource available to another fishery. Bycatch management is an attempt
to balance the effects of various fisheries on each other. It is a particularly contentious allocative issue
because groundfish fishermen value the use of crabs and halibut very differently than do crab and halibut
fishermen. . . . The prohibition on retention of prohibited species or the establishment of PSC limits
eliminates the incentive that the groundfish fleets might otherwise have to target on crabs and halibut, but
this prohibition does not provide a substantial incentive for them to avoid or control bycatch.”

Alaska Sea Grant sponsored a 3-day national workshop in 1995 to review recent developments in
bycatch reduction and promote dialogue on research and policy goals for the future.* A number of papers
remain relevant to the Council’s future considerations of ecological and economic implications of
allocation decisions, observer requirements for the GOA groundfish and halibut fleets, and innovative
gear to reduce halibut bycatch. One of the conclusions of the proceedings included, “regulatory schemes
that encourage innovation and responsibility through incentives for bycatch reduction, and discourage
those who jeopardize personal and collective fishing opportunities through disincentives, must be
implemented.” To that end, the Council has adopted catch share programs in the GOA that include
bycatch reduction elements (halibut and sablefish individual fishing quota (IFQ) program, GOA rockfish
pilot program). While primarily in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands, the commercial groundfish industry

* A 1992 work shop identified and defined the problems of bycatch: Proceedings of the National Industry Bycatch
Workshop, Feb 4-6, 1992, Newport, OR. Natural Resources Consultants, Inc. Seattle, WA

* Solving Bycatch: Considerations for Today and Tomorrow. Alaska Sea grant College Program report No. 96-03,
University of Alaska Fairbanks




has responded to known ecological impacts and public perception and image of bycatch by cooperative
research with NMFS on gear modifications for reducing bycatch of halibut, salmon, and crab.

Current interest in halibut bycatch reductions

As part of its deliberations in February 2010 to
request a Council staff discussion paper on
current GOA halibut PSC limits, the Council
noted that it would need to identify a problem in
the fishery goals and objectives, and proposed
alternatives to take a management action to
revise the current halibut PSC limits. The
Council is often faced with conflicting goals and
objectives, and the management of halibut as

February 2010 Council motion

Council staff should bring back a discussion paper
that develops the background information and
clarifies the nature of the problem that needs to be
addressed in context of considerations set forth in
the GOA FMP for the establishment of halibut PSC
limits, (Appendix 1 to the February discussion
paper.) This paper would inform a subsequent
decision to pursue an analysis to adjust halibut PSC
limits under either an FMP amendment or the

bycatch in directed groundfish fisheries (both

annual specification process for the GOA.

trawl and fixed gear) is no exception.

Bycatch issues, which have been raised during public testimony and deliberations of both the Council and
International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC), have focused on the biological impacts on the affected
fisheries and the fishery resources. The IPHC has stated its intent to reconvene the Bycatch Work Group,
that had met in 1991, to examine how impacts of bycatch can best be incorporated into halibut assessment
and management, as well as to review progress on bycatch reduction and the target levels for reduction
identified in 1991 (Salveson et al. 1992). Bycatch of halibut is not believed to be a conservation issue
because the IPHC sets commercial halibut fishery catch limits at levels that account for bycatch mortality
of adult and juvenile halibut. However, bycatch of juveniles reduces the recruitment of fish to the adult
stock and, because juveniles are still highly migratory, the distribution of impacts differs from the
distribution of bycatch. The means by which the IPHC compensates the stock for the effects of bycatch
are complex and the relatively recent finding that migration continues well into adult ages further
complicates matters. The IPHC seeks to prevent additional mortality above target harvest levels, which
are computed after factoring expected annual bycatch levels.

In summary, the IPHC has identified the following biological impacts to the halibut resource due to
halibut bycatch in both commercial groundfish trawl and fixed gear and commercial halibut longline
fisheries:

1. Reduced yield, due to reduced recruitment and mortality of adults, which results in lower halibut
commercial and sport fishery catch limits (i.e., yield) in U.S. and Canadian waters;

2. Out-of-area (or, “downstream”) impacts of halibut bycatch, where the take of bycatch in one area
reduces recruitment and available yield to other areas.

3. Reduced spawning biomass and egg production, due to reduced recruitment and mortality of
adults.

With the management authority for conservation assigned to the IPHC, problems that have been raised in
Council discussions predominantly address the effects on the directed halibut fishery of bycatch in non-
directed fisheries. Proponents of directed halibut fixed gear (IFQ) fisheries may point to declining halibut
biomass and halibut fishery CEYs, particularly for the eastern segments of the halibut population, in
addition to decreased size at age of halibut, as reasons to decrease the halibut PSC limits (for either the
trawl, fixed gear, or both apportionments). They could identify that trawlers in the BSAI and GOA take 4
Ib of halibut bycatch for every 1 1b longliners and pot fishermen take. They could point to reductions in
halibut bycatch in recently rationalized fisheries as a source for potential PSC limit reduction(s).

Conversely, proponents of rationalized trawl fisheries can point to their halibut bycatch reductions as a
source of halibut PSC amounts (under the cap) that be reallocated to underutilized groundfish fisheries
that could allow them to better achieve optimum yield in other fisheries for which the halibut PSC limit(s)
have constrained the harvests of target groundfish stocks (e.g., shallow water flatfish trawl fishery).

In its discussion related to the development of this paper, the Council noted other actions at various stages
of analysis that directly or indirectly address halibut bycatch in GOA groundfish fisheries. These include,
but are not limited to, observer program restructuring and the GOA rockfish program. Both of these
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management issues are on the Council’s June 2010 meeting agenda, and proposed actions are subject to
revision per Council direction, on halibut PSC limits or any other management context. They are used as
case studies in this paper for assessing potential impacts of potential changes to GOA halibut PSC limits.

Background on Process for Changing Current Halibut PSCs

The GOA Groundfish FMP notes that halibut PSC limits that are already in effect will remain so in the
absence of a new recommendation for setting PSC limits by December 15 each year. A NMFS discussion
paper in February 2010 (http://www alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmec/analyses/fGOAHalibutPSCmod2 10.pdf)
reviewed the process for amending halibut PSC limits. The FMP and implementing regulations authorize
the Council to recommend, and NMFS to approve, annual halibut mortality PSC limits as a component of
the proposed and final groundfish harvest specifications. Halibut PSC limits are separately set for trawl
and fixed gear, which may further be apportioned by season, regulatory area, and/or target fishery. A PSC
limit is an apportioned, non-retainable amount of fish provided to a fishery for bycatch purposes. The
attainment of a PSC limit for a species will result in the closure of the appropriate fishery. Changes to the
GOA PSC limits would require that an analysis be prepared within a timeframe that allows for final
Council action in December and implementation through the harvest specification process. Alternatively,
an FMP amendment could be considered that authorizes the establishment of modified PSC limits in
regulations, similar to the BSAI

Prior to 2007, the environmental and socioeconomic effects of the annual harvest specifications, including
the PSC limits, were considered in annual environmental assessments (EA) prepared each year for the
harvest specifications process. Preparation of annual EAs ceased in 2007 with the development of an
environmental impact statement (EIS) prepared for the groundfish harvest strategy supporting the annual
harvest specifications. The EIS did not address the process for setting annual PSC limits and likely will be
updated with a supplemental EIS in 2011. A new analysis would be needed if the Council chooses to
revise the GOA halibut PSC limits because the harvest specifications EA does not contain a specific
discussion of changing the halibut PSC limit. Or the Council could amend the Groundfish FMP to specify
the halibut PSC limits in regulations.

NMFS outlined a number of approaches that the Council could have selected in April 2010. By not
initiating a new analysis at that time, a problem statement and alternatives, or a timeline for selecting a
preliminary preferred alternative in October 2010, the Council is not in a position to recommend changes
to the halibut PSC limits during the annual specifications process for 2011. Instead, it may wish to
recommend that NMFS expand the supplemental EIS in 2011 to include a range of alternatives for halibut
PSC limits that could be selected during the annual specifications process for 2012.

The FMP stipulates that the Council consider the following criteria for setting or amending apportion-
ments of halibut PSC limits. While it is not clear what aspect of halibut PSC limit in the GOA that the
Council may intend to modify in the future, a summary treatment of these issues is addressed below.

estimated change in biomass and stock condition of halibut;

potential impacts on halibut stocks;

potential impacts on the halibut fisheries;

estimated bycatch in years prior to that for which the halibut PSC mortality limit is being
established;

expected change in target groundfish catch;

estimated change in target groundfish biomass;

methods available to reduce halibut bycatch;

the cost of reducing halibut bycatch; and

other biological and socioeconomic factors that affect the appropriateness of specific bycatch
measures in terms of objectives.

While the Council requested a separate discussion paper to address halibut PSC limits under the BSAI
Groundfish FMP, information on the BSAI in some instances is included here for broader context for the
Council to identify a problem statement, management goals, and alternatives for analysis.
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Use of Halibut Bycatch Limits and Related Measures®

Bycatch limits have been used by the Council to control the bycatch of halibut, king crab, Tanner crab,
and salmon in the groundfish fisheries off Alaska since the initial groundfish FMPs were developed.
Previously, bycatch management measures used in the foreign groundfish fisheries were limited to
closures of specific areas during selected times of the year. Bycatch limits were a relatively new tool
devised to control the bycatch or bycatch mortality not only in the foreign fisheries, but also in the joint
venture and fully domestic fisheries. As these latter fisheries have evolved, the use of time/area closures
as the sole means of controlling bycatch has been reduced, and bycatch limits have been used with
increasing frequency. This section provides background on the use of PSC limits and the method for
choosing the limits that were adopted.

Halibut Bycatch Controls Prior to MFCMA®

Control of foreign bycatch of halibut. Halibut bycatch was recorded in late 1950s and early 1960s with
expansion of foreign fishing (primarily USSR, Japan targeting flounders) off Alaska after World War II.
Bycatch increased further with the expansion of foreign fishing by Korea, China, East Germany and
Poland in the 1970s. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, regulation of foreign fishing fleets resulted
from bilateral agreements between the United States and the national government of the foreign fleet, e.g.,
Japan, U.S.S.R., etc. The agreements identified specific areas and time periods when the foreign fishery
was not allowed to operate. This often resulted in a "patchwork" of areas within the GOA and the BSAI
closed to groundfish fishing at various times of the year. Agreements formulated in the late 1960s were
directed at reducing gear conflicts between the North American halibut longline fishery and foreign traw]
operations. Typically, foreign trawling was prohibited during the 5-15 day period surrounding the halibut
fishery seasons established by IPHC (Fredin 1987). Time/area closures, another tool used by the U.S.,
may have provided some unintended but minor reduction in the halibut bycatch by those fisheries.

The first direct attempt to control the halibut bycatch in a foreign fishery began in 1973, when the IPHC
proposed to its member governments that foreign trawling be prohibited in certain areas of the Bering Sea
when the incidence of halibut was high (Skud 1977). Japan responded by voluntarily refraining from
trawling in certain areas within the eastern Bering Sea from December 1, 1973 through November 31,
1974 in an effort to reduce the bycatch of halibut. These time/area closures, and similar measures for the
GOA, were part of subsequent bilateral agreements between the U.S. and Japan, the U.S.S.R., the
Republic of Korea, and Poland during 1975 and 1976 (Fredin 1987).

Up to this point only time/area closures were used to control halibut bycatch. Bycatch limits were not part
of the measures employed, probably because of the lack of a comprehensive observer program which is
needed to monitor compliance. A few observers had been placed on foreign vessels as part of a joint
program by IPHC, NMFS, and the International North Pacific Fisheries Commission (INPFC) to obtain
better information on the magnitude of the halibut bycatch (Hoag and French 1976), but coverage was
limited. Managing bycatch with limits would have been impractical at that time.

Halibut Bycatch Controls After MFCMA

Following the enactment of the MFCMA in 1977, the Council included many of the time/area closures in
its groundfish FMPs as bycatch control measures for the foreign fisheries. The Council has since
developed other measures, such as bycatch limits and gear limitations, which are discussed in the
following section.

Control of domestic bycatch of halibut. Regulations to control halibut bycatch in domestic groundfish
fisheries were implemented initially as part of the GOA groundfish fishery management plan (FMP).
These regulations reflected some of the time-area closures in effect for foreign trawl operations. The

3 This section is taken from Williams (1992).

¢ Source: http://www.iphc.washington.edu/halcom/pubs/techrep/tech0025.pdf and
http://www.iphc.washington.edu/halcom/research/sa/BycatchWorkshop/Bycatch%20History.pdf
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GOA fisheries were also monitored under halibut bycatch limits. Restrictions on domestic operations
were relaxed and revised as the domestic groundfish fishery developed, consistent with the desire to
enhance development of this fishery. Beginning in 1985, annual halibut bycatch limits were implemented
for the GOA groundfish trawl fisheries, attainment of which triggered closure of the GOA to bottom trawl
gear. In 1990, regulatory authority was also implemented to limit GOA halibut bycatch in fixed-gear
fisheries. Seasonal allocations of halibut PSC limits also are authorized. Their attainment will close the
GOA to further fishing with the applicable gear type for the remainder of the season.

Industry funded domestic observer program. Regulations require operators of catcher vessels and
catcher/processor vessels to obtain either 100, 30, or 0 percent observer coverage during each calendar
quarter, depending on size of vessel. Shoreside and mothership processors are required to have either 100,
30, or O percent observer coverage during a month, depending on the weight of groundfish received
during that month. The small catcher vessel fleet and the entire halibut longline fleet is unobserved. While
the amount of halibut bycatch can be estimated, the variances surrounding those estimates cannot be
estimated under current levels of observer coverage, which according to the Council staff analysis is not
likely to improve until the program is restructured in 2013 at the earliest. More information on halibut
bycatch in the observed (and unobserved) groundfish fisheries can be found at

http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmec/current_issues/observer/ ObserverRest510.pdf and is the
subject of Council consideration under June 2010 agenda Item C-4.

Vessels less than 60 ft length over all (LOA) and mothership and shoreside processors that receive less
than 500 mt groundfish during a month are not required to obtain an observer unless specifically
requested to do so by NMFS. Observer data on halibut bycatch rates are applied against industry reported
groundfish catch to derive estimates of halibut bycatch amounts each week. Actual procedures used by
NMFS to calculate halibut bycatch amounts may be obtained from the Sustainable Fisheries Division,
Alaska Region.

As noted in the observer program restructuring analysis,’ there is no observer coverage in the halibut
fisheries. Halibut fisheries are only minimally observed incidental to groundfish operations. In 2008,
3,141 permit holders fished halibut and sablefish IFQ using 1,157 vessels.® There are a number of
potential bycatch issues pertaining to the halibut fleet. Most of the information gathered for management
of halibut vessels (and groundfish vessels <60°) currently takes place at shoreside processors, which may
provide adequate catch accounting for target species and retained incidental catch species. However,
discards are self-reported for all vessels in these sectors. NMFS does not currently have a verifiable
measure to account for these discards, nor does it have a method for assessing the accuracy of its
management decisions. Additionally, current self-reporting requirements do not include information about
vessel fishing behavior. The IPHC port sampling program collects data needed for halibut stock
assessment, including fishing effort and age/size composition of the landed catch.

Bycatch limits. Halibut bycatch mortality limits (round weight) for trawl, hook-and-line, and pot gear
may be specified annually. Mortality limits specified are 2,000 mt (3.3 million pounds, net wgt.) for trawl
gear (first implemented in 1985) and 750 mt (1.2 million pounds, net wgt.) for fixed gear (first
implemented in 1990; and reduced to 300 mt (0.5 million pounds, net wgt.) in 1995 through the FMP’s
framework process). Groundfish pot gear is exempted from halibut bycatch restrictions because (1) halibut
discard mortality rate and total mortality associated with this gear type is relatively low; and (2) existing
pot gear restrictions are intended to further reduce halibut bycatch mortality.

7 http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfinc/current_issues/observer/ObserverRest510.pdf

$ NMFS and the IPHC are funded under an NPRB grant to evaluate the potential for EM systems on these vessels.
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