AGENDA C-2

OCTOBER 2012
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC, and AP Members v
FROM: Chris Oliver ESTIMATED
Executive Direst 4 HOURS
Xecutive vrecior ALL C-2 ITEMS

DATE: September 19, 2012

SUBIJECT: 2013/2014 BSAI and GOA Proposed Annual Harvest Specifications

ACTION REQUIRED

(a) Receive Groundfish Plan Team Reports ‘
(b) Adopt proposed groundfish harvest specifications for 2013/2014

BACKGROUND

(a) Plan Team Reports

During their meetings on September 11-14, 2012, the BSAI and GOA Groundfish Plan Teams recommended
proposed groundfish harvest specifications for 2013 and 2014 and Pacific halibut discard mortality rates
(DMRs) for all groundfish fisheries for 2013-2015. The Teams also considered numerous informational
reports, including a revised process for developing S-year research priorities each year. Team recommendations
for the next two fishing years are based on rollovers of the published 2013 final harvest specifications, which
were adopted by the Council in December 2011. The reports from the meetings of the Joirit BSAI/GOA
Groundfish Plan Team, BSAI Groundfish Plan Team (page 31), and GOA Groundfish Plan Team (page 43)
are attached under Item C-2(a).

(b) Proposed Harvest Specifications

The Council is scheduled at this meeting to recommend proposed BSAI and GOA groundfish harvest
specifications for the next two-year period for the sole purpose of notifying the public of likely outcomes for
Council action to set final harvest specifications in December 2012. Following this practice, 2013 harvest
specifications were published in the Federal Register in March 2012 and will start the groundfish fisheries in
January 2013. Proposed harvest specifications for 2014 will be adopted at this meeting and are set equal to the
2013 harvest specifications. Any proposed Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) limits for halibut, red king crab,
Tanner crab, opilio crab, and herring and their gear type and target fishery apportionments, should be adopted
by the Council at this meeting so that the final rule, based on final harvest specifications from December 2012,
is a logical outgrowth of the proposed rule. Final harvest specifications will be based on stock assessments
included in the respective Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation Reports for the BSAI and GOA, which
will be released in late November 2012.

Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands The BSAI Plan Team recommendations for proposed 2013/2014 BSAI
groundfish harvest specifications are attached under Item C-2(b). Final BSAI harvest specifications include
PSC limits for halibut, red king crab, Tanner crab, opilio crab, and herring and their gear type and target
fishery apportionments, which are set in federal regulations. NMFS staff will be available to assist the Council
in adopting proposed PSC limits for 2013/2014.



TABLE 8a-FINAL 2012 AND 2013 APPORTIONMENT OF PROHIBITED SPECIES CATCH
ALLOWANCES TO NON-TRAWL GEAR, THE CDQ PROGRAM, AMENDMENT 80, AND THE BSAI
TRAWL LIMITED ACCESS SECTORS

PSC species Total non- Non-trawl Total trawl Trawl PSC CDQ PSQ Amendment | BSAI trawl
wawl PSC | PSC PSC remaining | reserve' $0secto? | limited
remaining after CDQ access fishery
after CDQ PSQ'
psSQ'
(“n‘:g";;:‘l""“‘“" 900 832 3,675 3,349 393 2,325 875
Herring (mt)
BSAI n/a n/a 2,094 n/a n/a nfa n/a
gi‘:r:“;“lf)%:e 1' wa wa 97,000 86,621 10,379 43293 26,489
C. opilio
(animals) n/a wa| 702950 | 6277361 752,150 | 3085323 | 2,017,544
COBLZ?
&%‘;—‘;ﬁ;‘;‘:‘e " na na 980,000 875,140 104,860 168,521 411,228
&ﬁ)ﬁzez wa wa| 2970000 | 2,652,210 317,790 627,718 | 1241,500

'Section 679.21(e)(3)(iXA)(2) allocates 326 mt of the trawl halibut mortality limit and § 679.21(e)(4)X(i}(A)
allocates 7.5 percent, or 67 mt, of the non-trawl halibut mortality limit as the PSQ reserve for use by the
groundfish CDQ program. The PSQ reserve for crab species is 10.7 percent of each crab PSC limit.

% The Amendment 80 program reduced apportionment of the trawl PSC limits by 150 mt for halibut
mortality and 20 percent for crab. These reductions are not apportioned to other gear types or sectors.

Note: Refer to § 679.2 for definitions of zones.
Note: Sector apportionments may not total precisely due to rounding.

TABLE 8b-FINAL 2012 AND 2013 HERRING AND RED KING CRAB SAVINGS SUBAREA PROHIBITED
SPECIES CATCH ALLOWANCES FOR ALL TRAWL SECTORS

Fishery Categories Herring (mt) BSAI | Red king crab (animals) Zone 1
Yellowfin sole 179 na
Rock sole/flathead sole/ather flatfish ' 3l na
Turbot/arrowtooth/sablefish® 15 nfa
Rockfish 11 n/a
Pacific cod 31 na
Midwater trawl pollock 1,600 na
Pollock/Atka mackerel/other species®* 227 n/a
Red king crab savings subarea non-pelagic trawl gear’ n/a 24,250
Total trawl PSC . 2,094 97,000

1%Other flatfish” for PSC monitoring includes all flatfish species, except for halibut (a prohibited species),
arrowtooth flounder, flathead sole, Greenland turbot, Kamchatka flounder, rock sole, and yellowfin sole.

% Arrowtooth flounder” for PSC monitoring includes Kamchatka flounder.

3Pollock other than pelagic trawl pollock, Atka mackerel, and "other species” fishery category.

*QOther species” for PSC monitoring includes sculpins, sharks, skates, and octopuses.

5In December 2011 the Council recommended that the red king crab bycatch limit for non-pelagic trawl
fisheries within the RKCSS be limited to 25 percent of the red king crab PSC allowance (see §
679.21(e)3)(ii)}BX2)).

Note: Species apportionments may not total precisely due to rounding.




TABLE 8c-FINAL 2012 AND 2013 PROHIBITED SPECIES BYCATCH ALLOWANCES FOR THE BSAI
TRAWL LIMITED ACCESS SECTOR

Prohibited species and area’
BSAI trawl limited access fisheries Halibut moralty Red kisg crab (‘;‘n—:’ﬁl:l‘s") C. bairdi (animals)
(mt) BSAI (animals) Zone | COBLZ Zone 1 Zone 2

Yellowfin sole 167 23,338 1,901,193 346,228 1,185,500
Rock sole/flathead sole/other flatfish? 0 0 0 0 0
Turbov/arrowtooth/sablefish’ 0 0 0 0 0
Rockfish April 15 - December 31 5 0 3,232 0 1,000
Pacific cod 453 2,954 80,799 60,000 50,000
Pollock/Atka mackerel/other species* 250 197 32,320 5,000 5,000
Total BSA! trawl limited access PSC 875 26,489 2,017,544 411,228 1,241,500

! Refer to § 679.2 for definitions of areas.
2 «QOther flatfish” for PSC monitoring includes all flatfish species, except for halibut (a prohibited species),

flathead sole, Greenland turbot, rock sole, yellowfin sole, Kamchatka flounder, and arrowtooth flounder.

3 Arrowtooth flounder for PSC monitoring includes Kamchatka flounder.
%QOther species” for PSC monitoring includes sculpins, sharks, skates, and octopuses.
Note: Seasonal or sector apportionments may not total precisely due to rounding.

TABLE 8d-FINAL 2012 AND 2013 PROHIBITED SPECIES BYCATCH
ALLOWANCES FOR NON-TRAWL FISHERIES

Non-trawl figheries

Catcher/processor

Catcher vessel

Pacific cod-Total

760

15

January 1 - June 10
June 10 - August 15

455
190

10
3

| August 15 - December 31 113 2
Other non-trawl-Total 58
May 1 - December 31 58
Groundfish pot and jig Exempt
Sablefish hook-and-line Exempt

Total non-trawl PSC

833

Note: Seasonal or sector apportionments may not total precisely due to

rounding.

Gulf of Alaska The GOA Plan Team recommendations for proposed 2013/2014 GOA groundfish harvest
specifications are attached under Item C-2(b)(2). Since 1997, the Council has reduced the GOA Pacific cod
TAC to account for removals of not more than 25 percent of the Federal Pacific cod TAC from the State
Guideline Harvest Level fisheries. Using the area apportionments of the proposed 2013 Pacific cod ABC that
was recommended by the Plan Team, the 2013/2014 Federal TACs for Pacific cod would be adjusted as listed
below. The halibut PSC apportionments recommended based upon the 2012 apportionments for the Gulf of
Alaska groundfish fisheries are shown below. The 2,000 mt halibut PSC limit is reduced by 27 mt reduction
per Rockfish Program GOA. Salmon PSC limits are set in regulation.

Proposed 2013/2014 Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod ABCs, TACs and State Guideline Harvest Levels

(GHLs) (mt).
Specifications Western Central Eastern Total
ABC 29,120 59,150 2,730 91,000
State GHL 7,280 14,787 633 22,750
(%) 25 25 25 25
Federal TAC 21,840 44,363 2,047 68,250




GOA Pacific halibut PSC Limits

2013-2014 Trawl 2013-2013 Hook and Line
Jan 20 - Apr 1 550t 1st trimester Jan1 -Jun 10 250t
Apr1-Jull 400t 2nd trimester Jun 10 -Sep 1 5t
Jul1-Sepl 600t 3rd trimester Sept 1 - Dec 31 35t
Sept1-0Oct1 150t
Oct 1 - Dec 31 300t DSR Jan1 - Dec 31 10t
TOTAL 2,000t 300t
Trawl fishery categories
Season Shallow Water Deep Water  Total
Jan 1 - Aprl 450t 100t 550t
Aprl-Jull 100t 300t 400t
Jull -Sep 1 200t 400t 600t
Sep1-0Octl 150t anyrollover 150t
Qct 1 - Dec 31 no apportionment 300t
TOTAL 900 t 800t 2,000t
Proposed 2013 and 2014 halibut PSC limits, allowances, and apportionments.
Trawl gear Hook-and-line gear
Other than DSR DSR
Season Percent Amount | Season Percent Amount | Season Amount
. January 1 -
jz':i‘l‘ﬁ“’ 20- 27.5% 543 | qanuany 1-June gy, 250 | December 10
: June 10 -
April 1 - July 1 20% 395 September 1 2% 5
July 1- September 1 -
September 1 30% 592 | pecember 31 12% 35
September 1 -
October 1 7.5% 148
October 1 -
December 31 15% 296
Total 1,973 280 10

Note: The trawl PSC limit is reduced by 27 mt to 1,973 mt from 2,000 mt per Rockfish Program regulatory revisions in
2011.

Proposed 2013 and 2014 apportionment of halibut PSC trawl limits between the trawl gear deep-water

species fishery and the shallow-water species fishery.

Season Shallow-water | Deep-water’ Total

January 20 - April 1 444 99 543
April 1 - July 1 99 296 395
July 1 - September 1 197 395 592
September 1 - October 1 148 | Any remainder 148
Subtotal January 20 - October 1 888 789 1677

October 1 - December 312 n/a n/a 296
Total n/a n/a 1,973

! The third season deep-water apportionment of 395 mt is reduced by 191.4 mt for the Rockfish Program
Halibut PSC allocation.




=

Apportionment of the "Other Hook-and-line fisheries" proposed 2013 and 2014 halibut PSC allowance between
the hook-and-line catcher vessel and catcher/processor sectors

HAL gear (other Percent of Seasonal Seasonal
ai:ssa?ggé Sector Annual limit ! Annual Amount  Season Percentage Amount
amount
280 cv 59.7% 173 A 86% 149
B \ 2% 3
C 12% 21
cP 40.3% 117 A 86% 101
B 2% 2
C 12%) 14

" The basis calculations for these percentages incorporate the 2013 WGOA and CGOA ced TACs.

Pacific Halibut Discard Mortality Rates Halibut discard mortality rates (DMRs) are set by the Council on a 3-
year cycle based on recommendations by International Pacific Halibut Commission staff [Item C-2(b)(3)] and
the Groundfish Plan Teams. The recommended rates are based on an average of annual DMRs from the
previous 10 years. Current rates will expire at the end of 2012; new rates are needed for 2013 - 2015. This
procedure will be repeated in 2015 for 2016-2018. The teams endorsed IPHC staff recommendations for
DMRs for the BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries for 2013 - 2015.

Table 8. Recommended Pacific halibut discard mortality rates (DMRs) for 2013-2015 CDQ and
non-CDQ groundfish fisheries off Alaska.

L _Non-CDQ
Bering Sea/Aleutians Gulf of Alaska
Used in 2013-2015 Usedin 2013-2015
Gear/Target  2010-2012 Recommendation | Gear/Target  2010-2012 Recommendation
Trawl ‘ Tranl
Atha mack 76 77 Bottom poll 59 60
Bottom poll 73 77 Pacific cod 62 62
Pacific cod 7 ) Dpwtr flats 48 43
Other Flats 2 71 Shaftwtr flats n 67
Roclfish 81 79 Rockfish 67 66
Flathead sole 4 73 Flathead sole 65 65
Midwir pell 89 8 Midwir poll 76 71
Rock sole 82 85 Sablefish 65 7
Sablefish 75 75 Arr. fldr 72 73
Turbot 67 64 Rex sole 64 69
Arr. fldr 76 76
YF sole 81 83
Pot Pot
Pacific cod 8 8 Pacific cod 17 17
Longtine Lougline
Pacific cod 10 9 Pacific cod 12 11
Rockfish 9 4 Rockfish 9 9
Tusbot 11 13

Continued next page



IL Bering Sea/Aleutians CDQ

Usedin 2013-2015

Gear/T. arget 2010-2012 Recommendation
Trawl

Atka mackerel 85 86
Bottom pollock 85 83

- Pacific cod S0 90
Rockfish 84 80
Flathead sole 84 79
Midwtr pollock 90 90
Rock sole 87 8
Turbot 88 89
Yellowfin sole 85 86
Pot

Sablefish 32 34
Longline

—
o

Pacific cod 10
Turbot 4

o~
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Minutes of the Joint Plan Teams for the Groundfish
Fisheries of the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and Bering Sea
Aleutian Islands (BSAI)

September 11 - 14, 2012

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 W 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Anchorage, AK 99501
BSAI Team GOA Team
Mike Sigler AFSC (BSAI co-chair) Jim Ianelli AFSC REFM (GOA co-chair)
Grant Thompson AFSC REFM (BSAI co-chair)|Diana Stram  NPFMC (GOA co-chair)
Kerim Aydin AFSC REFM Sandra Lowe AFSC REFM
Lowell Fritz AFSC NMML Chris Lunsford AFSC ABL*
David Carlile =~ ADF&G Jon Heifetz  AFSC ABL
Alan Haynie AFSC REFM Mike Dalton AFSC REFM
Jane DiCosimo NPFMC (Coordinator) Kristen Green ADF&G
Bill Clark IPHC (retired) Tom Pearson NMFS AKRO Kodiak
Brenda Norcross UAF Mark Stichert ADF&G**
Mary Furuness NMFS AKRO Juneau Paul Spencer AFSC REFM
David Barnard ADF&G Nancy Friday AFSC NMML
Leslie Slater*  USFWS Leslie Slater* USFWS
Dana Hanselman AFSC ABL Craig Faunce AFSC FMA
Vacant WDFW Vacant WDFW
Elisa Russ ADF&G**
* absent

** nominated

Introduction

The Joint meeting of the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) and Bering Sea Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Groundfish Plan
Teams convened Tuesday, September 11, 2012 at 9:00 am at the Alaska Fisheries Science Center in
Seattle, Washington. Introductions were made. New GOA Team members Mark Stichert and Elisa Russ
were welcomed. It was noted that WDFW representative Henry Cheng, who is now on the SSC, will not
be replaced on either team this year. Dave Carlile is retiring this fall and ADF&G will nominate his
replacement after his position is filled; Dave’s supervisor Chris Siddon will assist the BSAI Team in

November.
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Agenda
The Joint Groundfish Plan Teams adopted a revised agenda (attached).

Council actions
The Teams received updates on the following Council actions:

NMFS will accept written comments from the public until October 15, 2012 to determine the
issues of concern for the Steller Sea Lion (SSL) EIS; the appropriate range of management
alternatives; and the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. A scoping meeting will be held
October 2, 2012, at 5:30 to 7:30 at the Anchorage Council meeting. A report from NMFS to the
Council on the scoping comments is scheduled for November 19, 2012. Information on the EIS,

CIE review, and litigation is at http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/protectedresources/stellers/.

NMFS and the Council are preparing a Supplementary Information Report to evaluate the 2004
Programmatic Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for the BSAI and GOA
groundfish fisheries and will present it to the Council at a future meeting.

NMFS implemented a final rule for the GOA Chinook salmon Prohibited Species Catch (PSC)
limits starting with the 2012 pollock C and D seasons.

The Council final action in June 2012 resulted in reductions of the GOA halibut PSC limit for
hook-and-line catcher/processor by 7% in year 1 and hook-and-line catcher vessel and trawl
fisheries by 7%, 5%, and 3% for a total reduction of 15% over three years. Implementation is
planned for 2014, at the earliest.

Initial review of analysis to revise Bering Sea Chum salmon PSC limits in the pollock fishery is
scheduled in December 2012 and final action possibly in April 2013.

The Council is preparing discussion papers on GOA Chum salmon PSC limits and full retention
in all non-pollock fisheries, with initial review tentatively scheduled for December 2012,

NMES is preparing a housekeeping amendment to the GOA Groundfish FMP to remove the
pelagic shelf rockfish complex from the FMP to be consistent with GOA harvest specifications
starting in 2012,

NMES is preparing an analysis to include grenadiers in the BSAI and GOA Groundfish FMPs. In
June 2012 the Council adopted a purpose and need statement and alternatives for analysis.
Alternatives include adding grenadiers 1) in the fishery, 2) in the ecosystem component (EC)
category, or 3) in the fishery in the GOA and the EC in the BSALI. Initial review is scheduled
tentatively for February 2013. Implementation likely would occur for the 2015 season, at the
earliest.

The Council prepared a discussion paper in June 2012 on Bering Sea flatfish TAC flexibility for
yellowfin sole, rock sole, and flathead sole for Amendment 80 cooperatives and CDQ groups;
initial review is scheduled for February 2013.

The Council prepared a discussion paper in June 2012 on BS and Al Greenland turbot allocations
by sectors; the Council adopted a problem statement and alternatives for analysis but encouraged
the freezer longline and Amendment 80 sectors to identify a non-regulatory solution.

NMFS and the Councils are convening the third Managing Our Nation’s Fisheries conference in

May 7-9, 2013, Washington, D.C., www.managingfisheries.org/.

The Council produced a Fishing Fleet Profile report in April 2012; copies will be mailed to the
team members.
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NMFS groundfish stock assessment update

Rick Methot (F/ST) addressed the Teams regarding several issues related to groundfish stock
assessments.

NS1 ANPR: NMFS is looking to revise the National Standard 1 guidelines through an advance notice of
proposed rulemaking. This could be a lengthy process. However, Rick felt that some issues might be able
to be resolved in a Q&A within the context of the current guidelines. The main idea for now is to have a
thorough scoping prior to the “Managing Our Nation’s Fisheries [[I” (MONFIII) conference in May, 2013
(Washington, D.C.). One item to be pursued is increased use of complexes in other regions, as is done in
the North Pacific. Rick drew a distinction between complexes and multi-stock fisheries (complexes are
groups of stocks with status determined on the basis of one or more indicator stocks; multi-stock fisheries
have several individually assessed stocks that are harvested together). He posed the question of how do
we deal with assessments of individual species versus assessments of managed complexes, particularly
complexes with fluid compositions?

NAS study on rebuilding stocks: Pat Sullivan and Ana Parma are chairing a National Academy Study on
rebuilding stocks. Three workshops are scheduled in various locations around the country; anticipated
completion date prior to May 2013 MONFIII. Rebuilding also will likely be a subject for any NS1
guidelines revision.

Assessment prioritization: Another iteration of this document was presented to the NMFS Science Board
last month. This activity was initially requested by Office of Management and Budget. The mechanism
for obtaining feedback from Councils is yet to be determined, but specification of such a mechanism will
obviously be necessary. Emphasis is on providing a standardized set of information for use in
prioritization. NMFS staff are looking to identify a triage approach, ranging from well-assessed stocks to
those about which we know very little. For those that have been assessed, the focus is on identifying how
good each assessment needs to be (e.g., which ones need to have age data, which ones need to have a
fishery-independent survey, etc.), and how frequently each assessment needs to be updated in order to
provide adequate information for management. This would not prohibit assessments from being done
more often, but would address how limited assessment resources are allocated. Prioritization is to occur
within regions, not between regions. One of the objectives is to give regions a defense against being
pressured to do additional assessments that provide very little value added, as opposed to assessments that
are truly needed. The Science Board will be making decisions about where new investments are needed.

NSAW: There is a fair prospect of having a national stock assessment workshop next year, probably on a
smaller scale than previous workshops (less symposium-like and more topic-focused, perhaps resulting in
some sort of “best practices” report).

World Conference on Stock Assessment Methods: The conference will be held in Boston in July, 2013.
Simulated data sets (6-7) will be provided for participants to test their respective methods. Questions to be
addressed will include: What types of models perform best in various types of situations? What is needed
in order for age-structured models to work well? A formal conference announcement is forthcoming.

Assessment methods: NMFS has hired a national scientific programmer, working out of NMFS SEFSC.
He is used to working with biologists on large projects. He will be working with the ADMB (automatic
differentiation model builder) Project. A Request for Proposals will be out soon (on the order of a few
hundred thousand dollars) for development and testing of models. A workshop on selectivity is scheduled
for March, 2013 at SWFSC-IATTC (time-varying versus constant, asymptotic versus domed, parametric
versus non-parametric, etc.). The long-awaited Stock Synthesis website should be up soon (on Google
Sites).
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Assessment accomplishments: There are now 478 stocks managed under FMPs (down from the previous
total, in part due to increased use of complexes and the ecosystem component category). Of these, 230 are
included in the Fish Stock Sustainability Index (FSSI), which contribute about 90% of the total catch
from all stocks; 133 of which have “full” assessments (i.e., assessments that are capable of making status
determinations with respect to “overfished” and “overfishing” and are recently updated); 83 have
“partial” assessment information; and 14 have never been assessed. About 100 non-FSSI stocks have no
recorded catch.

Status of assessed stocks: Rick showed both national and NPFMC “Kobe” plots (fishing mortality and
biomass time series relative to MSY reference points). These “report cards” indicate that NPFMC stocks
are well managed.

National assessment issues:

1. Retrospective bias: Rick is not keen on this term because we expect things to change when a new
datum is added. If selectivity is assumed to be constant, but it is actually changing, we will tend
to see a retrospective pattern. This is a big issue in the northeast. What to do when a retrospective
pattern exists is unclear.

2. Rejected assessments: This has been a big issue in the northeast and southeast. The bar keeps
getting raised. What is the fallback position when a new model is rejected? We should not default
to saying that we know nothing or cannot provide management advice.

3. Quantifying uncertainty: How uncertain is a data-poor assessment? We need a proxy level when
we cannot measure uncertainty.

4. Assessment protocols and best practices: How do assessment “terms of reference” compare
across regions?

5. Getting economics into control rules (MEY, MSE, trade-off analysis): We have not tackled this
head-on. The guidelines say that this sort of analysis needs to be done for OY, but do not say how
to do it. People are working individually, but we have not compared notes. Under what conditions
(if any) is it appropriate to talk about a single-stock OY?

ACL [l discussion paper

While the Groundfish FMPs already comply with the MSA, trailing FMP amendments could augment
precautionary management of groundfish stocks. Grant Thompson presented an ACL discussion paper
that the SSC reviewed in June 2011 and was scheduled for GPT review in September 2011, but was
rescheduled for this meeting. The paper focused on three items: 1) changing the role of scientific
uncertainty in ACL and OFL, 2) lack of a numeric value for the minimum stock size threshold (MSST),
and 3) which removals need to be applied in computation of reference points and which removals are
counted against harvest specifications. The Teams had greater discussion of the third topic (summarized
below under the report of the working group on total catch accounting), and deferred additional
consideration of the first two topics until September 2013.

In Issue #1, Grant excerpted the National Standard 1 (NS1) guidelines that state that ABC is a level of a
stock or stock complex’s catch which accounts for scientific uncertainty in OFL and other scientific
uncertainty. The guidelines basically prescribe the P* approach. The 1997 FMP amendments established
the Tier 1 buffer, based on a decision-theoretic (DT) approach that accounted for uncertainty directly,
while Tiers 2-6 used “fixed” buffers. This was the first use of a probability-based buffer between OFL
and ABC. In 1999, FMP amendments implemented changes to comply with the MSA, in order to treat
MSY as a limit rather than a target. The 2010 ACL amendments adopted the new terminology of the 2009
NS1 Guidelines. No additional action is required since the Groundfish FMPs have already been
determined to comply with the MSA.



AGENDA C-2(a)
OCTOBER 2012

The current maxABC rule is based on the DT approach: risk is minimized when the stock is fished at the
rate that maximizes the geometric mean of stationary yield. Under certain conditions, this fishing
mortality rate turns out to be the harmonic mean of Fjsy. The OFL rule, however, is not the risk-neutral
optimum; instead, it uses the arithmetic mean of F)sy, which ensures a buffer that increases with
uncertainty. Grant’s discussion paper considers the alternative of setting For at the risk-neutral optimum.
For some crab stocks, Andre Punt pointed out that sometimes with large uncertainty, the risk-averse and
risk neutral optima were very close. Grant showed how this result is theoretically possible in special
cases, which is disconcerting for those who believe that the buffer should always vary directly with the
amount of uncertainty. However, the P* approach has problems, too; chief among which is that it does not
correspond to any kind of optimization (i.e., it does not consider what is gained or lost by achieving a
buffer defined by particular value of P*).

The SSC requested an economic analysis, which Mike Dalton provided in an appendix to the paper and
summarized for the GPTs. This was an effort to evaluate MSY alongside maximum economic yield
(MEY). In the static case, a larger biomass is obtained at MEY, because, if costs vary directly with effort,
effort at MEY will be less than at MSY. This is known as the Gordon-Schaefer inequality. Jim Ianelli
asked about the cost function, and what happens when it is asymptotic or when it does not start at the
origin (fixed costs). Mike replied that realistic features such as rising or fixed costs do not affect the
Gordon-Schaefer inequality. A weakness of the Gordon-Schaefer bioeconomic model is the restrictive
assumption of scalar population dynamics based on logistic growth.

Mike presented an alternative framework that uses an age- or size-structured population dynamics model,
and a “Bioeconomic Rational Expectations” model. The objective in that model is to maximize the
expected net present value of the fishery subject to population dynamics. The Gordon-Schaefer inequality
does not necessarily hold in this dynamic (non-static) model. Results from the bioeconomic rational
expectations model are contrary to some other publications (e.g., Grafton et al. 2007), which found the
Gordon-Schaefer inequality holds for some stocks with dynamic MEY. Their results were seen as a win-
win for environmental and economic outcomes, and as a potential justification for ACLs. However, the
bioeconomic rational expectations model makes sharp predictions about the validity of the Gordon-
Schaefer inequality at MEY. In particular, if costs are a large fraction of ex-vessel price, then the Gordon-
Schaefer inequality holds (win-win). However, if costs are a small fraction of price, then constraining
OFL by MSY is necessary, because market forces will otherwise cause the stock to become depleted.
Therefore, expecting the win-win result to obtain in general when managing for MEY is a dubious claim,
and is very situation specific.

Mike’s part of the ACL presentation concluded with a static 2-stock example to demonstrate how multi-
stock bioeconomic models could be used to analyze ACLs in the presence of fishery-wide constraints
such as an OY cap. If the objective is to minimize total harvest costs subject to an OY cap, and per unit
harvest costs are similar across species, then the cost-minimizing solution has (roughly) proportional
reductions in yield below the OFL for each stock. In this case, ex-vessel prices do not affect the cost-
minimizing solution. Alternatively, if the objective is to maximize ex-vessel profits subject to an OY cap,
then the profit-maximizing level of effort shifts toward the higher valued species and away from the lower
valued species.

Mike Sigler asked more about the linear nature of the cost curve. Linear variable cost curves were used to
simplify figures in the presentation. In addition to linear variable costs, the bioeconomic rational
expectations model represents three types of non-linear variable costs, including decreasing returns to
scale for fixed-capacity fishing vessels, dynamic adjustment costs for changes in production levels over
time, and a dynamic stock externality that affects harvest costs via search and travel. In addition, fixed
costs can be included but these do not affect cost-minimizing or profit-maximizing solutions. Ed
Richardson talked about how the industry generally goes through the same rationalization calculations, as
evidenced by the fact that some catches are close to TAC and others are not; so results that were
presented for these bioeconomic models are confirmation of what the industry is already doing.



AGENDA C-2(a)
OCTOBER 2012

Grant discussed the alternatives of moving forward with uncertainty changes. The P* approach complies
with the NS1 guidelines but is not optimal. The DT approach does not comply with the NS1 guidelines
but is more optimal. The minimum of the two approaches could be applied, which would be compliant
but not always optimal (and would be more complicated than either approach individually). Mike Sigler
asked how the economic analysis related to these options. Mike D. thought that the DT approach was
already close and could include MEY easily. Alan said that there are a lot of cost data on crab, which
could be used as an example, and that we should to look at the empirical data we have first. Jim asked
whether there was much guidance on moving assessments toward being more risk neutral. Grant said that
assessments and OFLs (in contrast to ACLs) are supposed to be risk-neutral, but aren’t always. Alan
asked what the path is, which Grant said is being discussed, but there is no specific timeline. There will be
further discussion of the future path after the rest of the NS1 discussion. Anne Hollowed said that there is
a post-doc working on this and any guidance on things to explore would be helpful.

Issue #2 is whether/how to determine a numeric MSST. The NS1 guidelines define MSST as either 0.5
MSY or the point at which the stock is no longer expected to rebuild to Bysy in 10 years when fished at
Fori, whichever is greater. The SSC concluded in 1998 that the added complexity of MSST was
unnecessary in our system, so the 1998 amendments did not specify an MSST. Because the FMPs did not
specify an MSST, NMFS assumed that the definition in the guidelines would apply, with the
understanding that B;;»; would be the Bysy proxy for stocks managed under Tier 3. Simulation is used to
determine whether a given stock is expected to be above Bysy 10 years into the future when fished at
For. The ACL amendments finally formalized this approach in the FMPs. There are at least two
problems with this approach: 1) It is difficult to tell how close a stock is to being overfished and to
compare performance to other U.S. fisheries; and 2) having to explain our unique system has resulted in
annual struggles.

Grant conducted an analysis that showed that stocks with low natural mortality were unlikely to rebuild in
10 years, even if they started at a biomass level somewhat greater than ¥ Bj;,,, depending on current age
structure. One option would be to use the maximum of % Bysy or the smallest equilibrium stock size that
would be expected to rebuild to Bysy in 10 years (simple, but could result in a stock being declared
overfished even though it would be expected to rebuild in 10 years). Another option would be to use the
maximum of %2 Bysy or smallest disequilibrium stock size for rebuilding (more complicated, and could
result in a stock being declared not overfished even though it would not be expected to rebuild in 10
years). The SSC suggested a third option based on determining the stock size at which rebuilding would
be expected to occur in 10 years if the population proportions at age were equal to those estimated in the
current assessment (somewhat complicated, and the MSST would change every time the current
proportions at age changed).

National Standard 1 guidelines ANPR

This topic was for information only. Grant Thompson reported that a SSC/GPT/Council Staff work group
reviewed the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on the NS1 guidelines, which was published May
3, 2012. The public comment period was subsequently extended to September 15 (and again to October
15). The Council will forward work group comments on the following 11 issues:

Stocks in a fishery--should clarify

OFL Impacts

ACL and OY--need additional guidance
Mixed stock fisheries

Scientific uncertainty and management -- clarification of risk

12U T o

Data poor stocks--not all data poor stocks require federal management
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7. ABC Control rules--P* should not be required
8. Total Catch Accounting (TCA)--flexibility

9. ACM -- clarify measures related to ACL

10. ACL Exceptions

11. Rebuilding progress

Working group reports

L Total catch accounting

The Total Catch Accounting (TCA) Work Group report overlaps with Issue #3 of the ACL discussion
paper agenda item and will be addressed jointly here. The 2010 ACL FMP amendments set the Council’s
policy for TCA for accounting for all removals by incorporating all removals as an input to the
assessment models; however this has yet to be implemented in practice as the full data set is still in
development. NMFS RO/AKFIN annually prepares estimates of removals for use by authors, although
these do not always include all sources of removal. Currently these estimates of removals are supposed to
be accounted for in an appendix table to each assessment.

The FMP states, “To the extent practicable, each chapter contains estimates of all annual harvest
specifications except TAC, all reference points needed to compute such estimates, and all information
needed to make annual status determinations with respect to “overfishing” and “overfished.” In
providing this information, the SAFE report uses the official time series of historic catch for each stock or
stock complex. This time series, which is provided by the NMFS Alaska Region, includes estimates of
retained and discarded catch taken in the groundfish fisheries; bycatch taken in other fisheries; state
commercial, recreational, and subsistence fisheries; catches taken during scientific research; and catches
taken during the prosecution of exempted fisheries."

In 2011 the GPTs recommended the following:

* Authors were asked to report available “other” catch information in addition to the existing Catch
Accounting System estimates as appendices to each stock assessment in the November 2011
SAFEs

e “Other” catches were to be reported only, but not used as input to stock assessment models

*  Research, sport, recreational, subsistence, personal use, exempted fishing permits, etc. catches for
2010 were to be provided by AKRO as “other” removals

* Time series of Halibut Fishery Incidental Catch (HFICE) for 2001-2010 were also to be listed in
the appendix

*  “Other” removals were not to be used by GPTs for determining OFLs and ABCs for 2012/2013

The GPTs formed the Work Group to address how to reach full compliance for TCA requirements under
the MSA. A summary of the written report of the TCA Working Group was presented by Sandra Lowe.
The WG addressed several issues. One issue is a lack of consistency in the accounting of removals in the
stock assessments.
» Sources for time series of catch removals (other than CAS) have not always been available, used
inconsistently, and not routinely updated
* Data sets (which may cover only part of the actual time series) have been created to help account
for other sources of removals including, but not limited to:
- Research catches
- Halibut fishery incidental catches
- Recreational sport fishery harvests
- Pacific cod bait catches in the crab fisheries






