AGENDA C-2

JUNE 2003
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC, and AP Members
FROM: Chris Oliver Q)‘é’
Executive Director
ESTIMATED TIME
DATE: June 3, 2003 12 HOURS

SUBJECT: Alaska Groundfish Programmatic SEIS

ACTION REQUIRED

)] Review analysis from revised draft.

3] Select a preliminary preferred alternative to include a policy statement and bookends.

3) Identify a preliminary timeline for implementing the additional management measures associated
with the preferred alternative (identified in the bookends).

@ Review methodology for revised draft analysis (SSC only).

BACKGROUND

In June 2002, the Council adopted a set of alternatives to be analyzed in the revised draft Programmatic SEIS
for the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries. The revised draft is nearing completion, and in order to keep on the
court-ordered schedule for releasing the document, the Council needs to select a preliminary preferred
alternative at this meeting.

Although the complete draft document is not available for review at this meeting, due to the size of the
document and the accelerated schedule on which the analysis has been undertaken, the key impacts sections
of the document have been made available to the Council family (mailed out separately) and the public. A
copy of the policy-level impact summary is attached as Item C-2(a). Mr Steve Davis and other project
authors will present a detailed overview of the PSEIS findings at this meeting.

The Council will recommend a preliminary preferred alternative that will be identified in the revised draft
PSEIS. This alternative consists of two parts: (1) a preliminary preferred policy statement, that includes a
management approach statement and a series of goals and objectives, and (2) an accompanying set of
example FMP bookends, that will indicate the range of management measures the Council intends to pursue
in order to further implement its policy. A set of worksheets has been included as Item C-2(b) to assist the
Council in this process. The alternatives and example FMP bookends have also been attached for your
reference (Item C-2(c)), as well as a narrative description of the alternatives and example FMPs (Item (C-
2(ad)).

Additionally, the Council will also be asked to identify a preliminary timeline that will indicate the relative
priority level and approximate timeline under which the Council will seek to implement the management
measures identified in the example FMP bookends. A timeline of ongoing and pipeline management actions
that are already within the Council’s notice is attached as Item C-2(e), as a tool to assist the Council in
developing the timeline. '
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The Council’s preliminary preferred alternative will be analyzed and included with the timeline in the revised
draft PSEIS to be released to the public in early September. In spring of 2004, after the public comment
period and analysis of the comments, the Council will be asked to revisit its preliminary preferred alternative
and finalize it for inclusion in the Final PSEIS, to be released to the public in summer of 2004. The schedule
milestones are shown in more detail below.

PROJECT MILESTONES:
. June 2003
. September 2003
. December 2003
. Spring 2004
. Summer 2004
. September 1, 2004
. Fall 2004

Council to select a preliminary preferred alternative and a draft
timeline

Release of revised draft PSEIS for public review, beginning of 45
day comment period

" Summary-of public comment presented to Council

Council finalizes the preferred alternative and timeline for the
Final PSEIS; project team revises draft document

Release of Final PSEIS

Record of Decision on the PSEIS is published by NOAA Fisheries
Preparation of FMP amendments to adopt the Council’s new
management policy; initiation of any other measures to implement
the new policy

Additionally, as a follow-up to the multi-species model presented in April 2003, the SSC will also receive
a presentation from project authors on the methodology for the revised draft PSEIS. This will include
discussion of the significance criteria formulated for the analysis, and the models used.
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TABLE 4.11-2 COMPARISON OF POLICY-LEVEL IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1

| Alternative 2 | Alternative 3 | Alternative 4 | PPA

NOTE: The implication of a split color rating is that major components within the category will undergo a different impact under the alternative in question. To the extent possible, the rationale is explained in the bullets beneath.

What is the impact of the

of target stocks
(preventing overfishing)?

policy on the sustainability] + successful at preventing overfishing of target

Istocks, ensures sustainable fishery

- no incentive to research those stocks on which
impacts of fishing are unknown; possible to
loverharvest a vulnarable member of a stock
complex

|What is the impact of the
policy on the stability of
the food web and
community structures
(preserving the food
web)?

+ likely effective in protecting food web
lcomponents that are mare well-studied than
lothers and those that are at critical population
thresholds

I uncertain whether sufficient protection is
provided to others for which less-complete
information is available

What is the impact of the
policy on bycatch
(discards) and incidental
catch?

- effective at limiting incidental catch of non-
argel species and reducing of bycatch

* insufficient reporting of individual species caltch,|
and catch in shallow water environments

I maximizes economic yield while preventing
overfishing of target stocks, but not effective at
preventing stocks from becoming overfished

I increases the chance of unintentionally
overfishing a stock

high potential to create adverse food web
mpacts through its lack of precaution for many
'ood web components, which leaves no room for
juncertainty

land avoiding bycatch through developing
practical measures that minimize bycatch

- prevents overfishing of target stocks through
precautionary harvest policies

+ acceleration of efforts to identify methods for
reducing the number of stocks where the status
relative to an overfished condition is unknown

+ many improvements provide additioan!
protection against uncertainty in order to achieve
he goal of preserving the food web

+ il implemented, this strategy is likely to provide
Iprotection to a broad range of food web
components

I may not be consistent with the goal of reducing ||+ reductions likely to be achieved through I bycatch and incidental catch reduction policies

Incentives for more efficient use of fishery
resources under cooperatives, comprehensive
ralionalization of fisheries or other bycalch
[incentive programs

I establishes a very conservative harvest policy
fwhich is likely to prevent stocks from becoming
Joverfished

I protects most vulnerable species of a complex,
ut the resulting management would be difficult

o implement

- very successful in meeting the goal of
reserving the food web, by providing large
uffers against scientific uncertainty about
lecosystem impacts

I achieves protection of vintually all food web
lcomponents and thus ecosystem function

lare effective

I+ achieved Ihrough extreme reductions in target
lgroundfish catch and strong bycatch and
Incidental catch limits

What is the impact of the
policy on seabird and
marine mammal
interactions?

+ effective at providing protection to ESA-listed
seabirds and marine mammals
I* no objectives for protecting non-listed species

What is the impact of the
|policy on protecting
marine habitat?

l* likely effective in protecting habitat components
hat are more well studied than others; uncertain
hether sufficient protection provided to habitat
components for which there is less complete
information
- coupled with historical impacts could cause long
erm and possible irreversible loss of living
habilal, especially long-lived, slow growing
species

What is the impact of the
policy on the value of
marine resources
(commercial and non-
commercial)?

* conlinues to provide economic and community
Istability within the current system while adapling
management programs when the need arises

I retains prolection measures for ESA-listed
lspecies, but does not go beyond ESA-required

.~ high potential to increase fishery interactions
pwith seabirds and marine mammals which may
result in adverse impacts to those species

I increased impacts to habitat because of less
jprecautionary management measures

I potential changes may result in adverse
mpacts that may be hard to reverse, especially
for long-lived, slow recovering living habitats.

I potential to increase allowable calches is
lexpected to significantly increase revenues, but
Iwould also increase operating costs

| non-market, recreational, and tourism values
lare expected to decline because of the reduced
lemphasis on these benelits

+ goal of minimizing human-caused threats lo
[protected species is largely met

|* likely to provide increased protection to marine
imammals and seabirds

* historical impacts could cause long-term and
possible irreversible loss of living habitat,
lespecially long-lived, slow growing species

- potential to reduce and avoid impacts to habitat
by careful placement of closures: in lightly/not
[lfished areas could result in avoidance of future
impacts; in heavily fished areas can mitigate for
impacts, reduce unintended consequences and
lachieve overall benefits

| increased social and economic benefits through
[the elimination of the race-for-fish while also
lemphasizing the long-term economic value of the
ishery
promotes ecosystem based management and
is likely to increase non-commercial values
ssigned to the ecosystem

| very successful at avoiding impacts to seabirds
and marine mammals

- specific objectives to protect all seabirds from
ishing interactions, and extend protection
Imeasures for Steller sea lion critical habitat and
rey base

I+ combination of highly precautionary measures
lassociated with increasing manne reserves and
other closure areas will likely achieve protection
lof, and avoidance of impacts to, habitat

KEY:

no adversa impact
it assumptions are
correct; no room
for uncertainty

no adverse impact
if assumptions are
correct; accounts
for some level of
uncertainty

I results in substantial reductions in allowable
catches and could also result in the closure of
large portions of traditional fishing areas, could
jeopardize the continued viability of coastal
lcommunities

I+ goals of incorporating and enhancing non-

What is the impact of the
policy on Alaska Native
participation in fishery
management, and their
traditional ways of life?

= Alaska Native consultation and participation in
[fishery management, and subsistence, would
icontinue to comply with federal law

What is the impact of the
|policy on data quality,
monitoring and research
requirements?

* dala collection program will continue to meet
iminimum acceplable standards

- aspects of the program, such as non-random
lcoverage in the 30% component of the fleet,
could be improved

I Alaska Native consultation and participation in
ishery management, and subsistence, would
lcontinue to comply with federal law

* increased fishing effort would result in
ncreased economic benefits to fishery
Iparticipants (particularly CDQ), but potentially

lincreased salmon bycalch

I maintains a minimum level of data collection to
Jmeet conservabion requirements

I consideration to repeal the Observer Program
Imay compromise management on the best
Iscience available

- increase current participation and consultation
in fishery management by expanding informal
and formal consultation and TK data collection

- rationalization and additional area closures may
benefit subsistence by reducing salmon bycatch

- likely to be effective in reducing uncertainty
through data collection measures, such as
improved observer calch monitoring data of
arget and non-target species, and expanded
leconomic reporting data

ﬁnsumilive use values are met

I directly involves Alaska Natives in fishery
Imanagement through the development of co-
Imanagement or cooperalive research programs
* other goals, that greatly reduce or eliminate
lcommercial fishing, would adversely impact
Native communities

I expands research and monitoring programs to
Ifill critical data gaps that may result in the
Imodification of restrictive conservation and
Imanagement measures

|+ expansion of observer program coverage would
[result in more complete fishery data, particularly
fon vessels <125'LOA
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WORKSHEET

Management Approach -

Prevent Overfishing:

Preserve Food Web:

Reduce and Avoid Bycatch and Incidental Catch:

KEY:

Strikeout and Double Underline hightight staff recommendations.

ITEM C-2(b)
JUNE 2003
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WORKSHEET (con’t)

Avoid Impacts to Seabirds and Marine Mammals:

]

Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Habitat:

Altocation-Isswes Promote Equitable and Efficient Use of Fishery Resources:

Increase Alaska Native Consultation:

Improve Data Quality, Monitoring and Enforcement:

KEY:
Strikeout and Double Underline highlight staff recommendations. Page 2 of 2



REVISED DRAFT PSEIS ' '35':\’" gé%(&)
PRELIMINARY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WORKSHEET

Prellmlnary Preferred Alternatlve

TAC-seﬁ"‘g ABC, OFL, TAC, &
Process QY definitions

wi

Y

<>
Precautionary
adjustments
<>
<>
management <
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‘ management
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MPAs and |
EFH

closure areas
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REVISED DRAFT PSEIS ‘ ‘35%;2%(333)
PRELIMINARY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WORKSHEET

" Preliminary Preferred Alternative
I 0.1 > - 0.2
mﬁ
SSL SSL protection <>
Measures closure areas
<>
SSL prey base
protection measures“
Bycatch and I[ S <>
Incidental
Catch
Restrictio
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Seabird <>
Measures
<>
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PRELIMINARY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE WORKSHEET

REVISED DRAFT PSEIS

ITEM C-2(b)
JUNE 2003

Gear .. gear restrictions
Restrictions (incl spatial)
and

Preliminary Preferréd Alternative

0.1 0.2

7

|
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Overcapacity
<>
| -
<>
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Program =
Coverage
<>
Conflict of interest ‘ ZEN
<>
Improvement in <>
data
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Requirements||requirements
Scales
VMS < S
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ITEM C-2(c)
JUNE 2003

ALTERNATIVE 1(a)
Current BSAI Policy Statement (same as original 1979 FMP)

Section 3.2 of Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands FMP Goals for Management Plan

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council has determined that all its fishery management plans should, in
order to meet the requirements of its constituency, the resources and FCMA, achieve the following goals:

1. Promote conservation while providing for the optimum yield from the Region’s groundfish resource in
terms of: providing the greatest overall benefit to the nation with particular reference to food production and
recreational opportunities; avoiding irreversible or long-term adverse effects on the fishery resources and
the marine environment; and insuring availability of a multiplicity of options with respect to the future uses
of these resources. S . .

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

3. Promote fair and equitable allocation of identified available resources in a manner such that no particular
group acquires an excessive share of the privileges.

4. Base the plan on the best scientific information available.
In accomplishing these broad objectives a number of secondary objectives have been considered:

1. Conservation and management measures have taken into account the unpredictable characteristics of future
resource availability and socioeconomic factors influencing the viability of the industry.

2. Where possible, individual stocks of fish are managed as a unit throughout their range, but such
management is in due consideration of other impacted resources.

3. Insuch instances when stocks have declined to a level below that capable of producing MSY, management
measures promote the rebuilding the stocks. In considering the rate of rebuilding, factors other than
biological considerations have been taken into account.

4. Management measures, while promoting efficiency where practicable, are designed to avoid disruption of
existing social and economic structures where fisheries appear to be operating in reasonable conformance
with the Act and have evolved over a period of years as reflected in community characteristics, processing
capability, fleet size and distribution. These systems and the resources upon which they are based are not
static, but change in the existing regulatory regime should be the result of considered action based on data
and public input.

5. Management measures should contain a margin of safety in recommending allowable biological catches
when the quality of information concerning the resource and ecosystem is questionable. Management plans
should provide for accessing biological and socioeconomic data in such instances where the information
base is inadequate to effectively establish the biological parameters of the resource or to reasonably
establish optimum yield. This plan has identified information and research required for further plan
development.

6. Fishing strategy has been designed in such a manner as to have minimal impact on other fisheries and the
environment.

Key on page 10 Alterative Policies: Page 1 of 10
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ITEM C-2(c)
JUNE 2003

Current GOA Policy Statement (adopted through Amendment 14 in 1985)

Section 2.1 of GOA FMP Goals and Objectives for Management of Gulf Groundfish Fisheries

The North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC or the Council) is committed to develop long-range
plans for managing the Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries that will promote a stable planning environment for
the seafood industry and will maintain the health of the resource and the environment for the seafood industry
and will maintain the health of the resource and the environment. In developing allocations and harvesting
systems, the Council will give overriding conmderauons to maximizing economic benefits to the United States.
Such management will:

1. Conform to the National Standards and to the NPFMC Comprehensive Fishery Management Goals.
2. Bedesigned to assure that to the extent possible:

1. Commercial, recreational, and subsistence benefits may be obtained on a continuing basis.

2. Minimize the chances of irreversible or long-term adverse effects on fishery resources and the marine
environment.

3. A multiplicity of options will be available with respect to future use of the resources.

4. Regulations will be long-term and stable with changes kept to a minimum.

Principal Management Goal. Groundfish resources of the Gulf of Alaska will be managed to maximize positive
economic benefits to the United States, consistent with resource stewardship responsibilities for the continuing
welfare of the Gulf of Alaska living marine resources. Economics benefits include, but are not limited to,
profits, benefits to consumers, income and employment.

To accomplish this goal, a number of objectives will be considered:

Objective 1:  The Council will establish annual harvest guidelines, within biological constraints, for each
groundfish fishery and mix of species taken in that fishery.

Objective 2:  In its management process, including the setting of annual harvest guidelines, the Council will
account for all fishery-related removals by all gear types for each groundfish species, sport
fishery and subsistence catches, as well as by directed fisheries.

Obijective 3:  The Council will manage fisheries to minimize waste by:

1. Developing approaches to treating bycatches other than as a prohibited species. Any system adopted
must address the problems of covert targeting and enforcement.

2. Developing management measures that encourage the use of gear and ﬁshmo techniques that
minimize discards.

Obijective 4:  The Council will manage groundfish resources of the Gulf of Alaska to stimulate development
of fully domestic fishery operations.

Objective 5:  The Council will develop measures to control effort in a fishery, including systems to convert
the common property resource to private property, but only when requested to do so by
industry.

Objective 6:  Rebuilding stocks to commercial or historic levels will be undertaken only if the benefits to the
United States can be predicted after evaluating the associated costs and benefits and the impacts
on related fisheries.

Obijective 7:  Population thresholds will be established for economically viable species complexes under
Council management on the basis of the best scientific information, and acceptable biological
catches (ABCs) will be established as defined in this document. If population estimates drop
below these thresholds, ABC will be set to reflect necessary rebuilding as determined in
Objective 6.

Key on page 10 Alternative Policies: Page 2 of 10



ITEM C-2(c)
JUNE 2003

ALTERNATIVE 1(b)

Management Approach

Continue to work toward the goals of maintaining sustainable fisheries, protecting threatened and endangered
species, and to protect, conserve, and restore living marine resource habitat through existing institutions and
processes. Continue to manage the groundfish fisheries through the current risk averse conservation and
management program that is based on a conservative harvest strategy. Under this management strategy, fishery
impacts to the environment are mitigated as scientific evidence indicates that the fishery is adversely impacting
the ecosystem. Management decisions will utilize the best scientific information available; the management
process will be adaptive to new information and reactive to new environmental issues; incorporate and apply
ecosystem-based management principles; consider the impact of fishing on predator-prey, habitat, and other
important ecological relationships; maintain the statutorily mandated programs to reduce excess capacity and
the race-for-fish; draw upon federal, state, and academic capabilities in carrying out research, administration,
management, and enforcement; and consider the effects of fishing and encourage the development of practical
measures that minimize bycatch and adverse effects of essential fishing habitat. This strategy is based on the
assumption that fishing does produce some adverse impact on the environment and that as these impacts become
known, mitigation measures are developed and FMP amendments are implemented. Issues will be addressed as
they ripen and are identified through Council staff tasking and research priorities. The Council will continue to
use the National Standards and other applicable law as its guide in practicing adaptive management and
responsible decision making and to consistently amend FMPs accordingly. To meet the goal of this overall
program, the Council and NMFS will seek to achieve the following management objectives:

Prevent Overfishing:
1. Adopt conservative harvest levels for single species fisheries and specify Optimum Yield (OY). [M,
MSA-NS1; NAS SF]
2. Continue to use existing OY cap for BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries.
3. Provide for adaptive management by continuing to specify OY as a range. [M, MSA to set OY; D to set
as range]
Preserve Food Web:

4. Incorporate ecosystem considerations into fishery management decisions. [NAS SF]
5. Continue to protect the integrity of the food web through limits on harvest of forage species.
6. Develop a conceptual model of the food web. [EPAP]

Reduce and Avoid Bycatch:

7. Continue current incidental catch and bycatch management program.

8. Continue to manage incidental catch and bycatch through seasonal distribution of TAC and
geographical gear restrictions.

9. Continue to account for bycatch mortality in monitoring annual TACs.

10. Control the bycatch of prohibited species through PSC limits.

11. Continue program to require full utilization of target species.

12. Continue to respond to evidence of population declines by closing areas and implementing gear and
seasonal restrictions in affected areas.

Avoid Impacts to Seabirds and Marine Mammals:
13. Continue to cooperate with USFWS to protect ESA-listed and other seabird species. [M, ESA - listed
species; D, other species]
14. Maintain current protection measures in order to avoid jeopardy to ESA-listed Steller sea lions. [M,
ESA]

Key on page 10 Alternative Policies: Page 3 of 10
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ITEM C-2(c)
JUNE 2003

Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Habitat:
15. Respond to new scientific information regarding areas of critical habitat by closing those regions to all
fishing (i.e., no-take marine reserves such as Sitka Pinnacles). .
16. Evaluate the impacts of trawl gear on habitat through the stepwise 1mp1ementat10n of a comprehensive
research plan, to determine appropriate habitat protection measures. -
17. Continue to evaluate candidate areas for marine protected areas. [EO 1315 8]

Allocation Issues:
18. Continue to reduce excess fishing capacity, overcapitalization and the adverse effects of the race for
fish. [M, SFA to continue AFA Pollock cooperative program; D, other programs; NAS SF]
19. Provide economic and community stability by maintaining current allocation percentages to harvesting
and processing sectors.

Increase Alaska Native Consultation:
20. Continue to incorporate traditional knowledge in fishery management.
21. Continue current levels of Alaska Native participation and consultation in fishery management. [EO
13084 ]

Data Quality, Monitoring and Enforcement:
22. Continue the existing reporting requirements and Observer Program to provide catch estimates and
biological information.
23. Continue on-going effort to improve community and regional economic impact assessments.
24. Increase the quality of monitoring data through improved technological means.

Key on page 10 Alternative Policies: Page 4 of 10



ITEM C-2(c)
JUNE 2003

ALTERNATIVE 2

Management Approach

Amend the current FMPs to establish a more aggressive harvest strategy while still preventing overfishing of
target groundfish stocks. The goal would be to maximize biological and economic yield from the resource. Such
a management approach will be based on the best scientific information available, take into account individual
stock and ecosystem variability; involve and be responsive to the needs and interests of affected states and
citizens; continue to work with state and federal agencies to protect threatened and endangered species; maintain
the statutorily mandated programs to reduce excess capacity and the race-for-fish; draw upon federal, state, and
academic capabilities in carrying out research, administration, management, and enforcement; and consider the
effects of fishing and encourage the development of practical measures that minimize bycatch and adverse
effects of essential fishing habitat. This strategy is based on the assumption that fishing does not have an adverse
impact on the environment except in specific cases as noted. To meet the goal of this overall program, the
Council and NMFS will seek to achieve the following management objectives:

Prevent Overfishing:
1. Prevent overfishing by setting an Optimum Yield (OY) cap at the sum of OFL or the sum of the ABCs
for each species.
2. Provide for adaptive management by continuing to specify OY as a range. [M - MSA to set OY; D - to
set as range]

Preserve Food Web:
(none)

Reduce and Avoid Bycatch:
3. Monitor the bycatch of prohibited species and adjust or eliminate PSC limits.
4. Manage incidental catch and bycatch through closure areas for selected gear types.

Avoid Impacts to Seabirds and Marine Mammals:
6. Maintain current protection measures to protect ESA-listed seabird species. [M, ESA]
7. Maintain current protection measures to avoid jeopardy to ESA-listed Steller sea lions. [M, ESA]

Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Habitat:
8. Evaluate the impacts of trawl gear on habitat through the implementation of the existing research plan,
identify EFH, and determine appropriate habitat protection measures.
9. Continue to evaluate candidate areas for marine protected areas. [EO 13158]

Allocation Issues:
10. Maintain AFA and CDQ program as authorized by MSA. [M, SFA to continue AFA Pollock
cooperative program; D other programs; NAS SF]

Increase Alaska Native Consultation:
11. Continue to incorporate traditional knowledge in fishery management.
12. Continue current levels of Alaska Native participation and consultation in fishery management.

Data Quality, Monitoring and Enforcement:
13. Continue the existing reporting requirements to provide catch estimates and biological information.
14. Continue on-going effort to improve community and regional economic impact assessments.
15. Consider repealing the Observer Program.

Key on page 10 Alternative Policies: Page 5 of 10



ITEM C-2(c)
JUNE 2003

ALTERNATIVE 3

Management Approach

Accelerate precautionary management measures through community or rights-based management, ecosystem-
based management principles, and where appropriate and practicable, increased habitat protection and
additional bycatch constraints. This policy objective seeks to provide sound conservation of the living marine
resources; provide socially and economically viable fisheries and fishing communities, minimize human caused
threats to protected species; maintain a healthy marine resource habitat; and incorporate ecosystem-based
considerations into management decisions. This policy recognizes the need to balance many competing uses of
marine resources and different social and economic goals for fishery management. This policy will utilize and
improve upon existing processes to involve a broad range of the public in decisionmaking. Further, these
objectives seek to maintain the balanced goals of the National Standards and other provisions of the MSA as
well as the requirements of other applicable law, all as based on the best scientific information available. This
policy takes into account the National Academy of Science’s Sustainable Fisheries Policy Recommendations.
Under this approach, additional conservation and management measures will be taken as necessary to respond to
social, economic or conservation needs, or if scientific evidence indicates that the fishery is negatively
impacting the environment.

Prevent Overfishing:
1. Adopt conservative harvest levels for multi-species and single species fisheries.
2. Provide for adaptive management. Continue to specify OY as a range or a formula. [M - MSA to set
OY; D - to set as range]
3. Initiate a scientific review of the adequacy of F,, and implement improvements accordingly. [D, MSA]
4. Continue to collect scientific information and improve upon MSSTs including obtaining biological
information necessary to move Tier 4 species into Tiers 1-3 in order to obtain MSSTs.

Preserve Food Web:
5. Incorporate ecosystem-based considerations into fishery management decisions. [NAS SF]
6. Develop indices of ecosystem health as targets for management. [EPAP]
7. Improve the procedure to adjust ABCs as necessary to account for uncertainty and ecosystem factors
such as predator-prey relationships and regime shifts.
8. Initiate a research program to identify the habitat needs of different species that represent the significant
food web. [EPAP]

Reduce and Avoid Bycatch:

9. Continue and improve current incidental catch and bycatch management program.

10. Developing incentive programs for incidental catch and bycatch reduction including the development of
mechanisms to facilitate the formation of bycatch pools, VBAs, or other bycatch incentive systems.

11. Encourage research programs to evaluate current population estimates for non-target species with a
view to setting appropriate bycatch limits as information becomes available.

12. Continue program to reduce discards by developing management measures that encourage the use of
gear and fishing techniques that reduce discards.

Avoid Impacts to Seabirds and Marine Mammals:

13. Continue to cooperate with USFWS to protect ESA-listed and other seabird species. [M, ESA - listed
species; D, other species] '

14. Initiate joint research program with USFWS to evaluate current population estimates for all seabird
species that interact with the groundfish fisheries.

15. Maintain or adjust current protection measures as appropriate to avoid jeopardy to ESA-listed Steller
sea lions. [M, ESA]

16. Encourage programs to review status of other marine mammal stocks and fishing interactions (right
whales, sea otters, etc.) and develop fishery management measures as appropriate.

Key on page 10 Altemnative Policies: Page 6 of 10



ITEM C-2(c)
JUNE 2003

Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Habitat:

17. Develop goals, objectives and criteria to evaluate the efficacy of marine protected areas and no-take
marine reserves as tools to maintain abundance, diversity, and productivity of marine organisms.
Consider implementation of MPAs if and where appropriate, giving due consideration to areas already
closed to various types of fishing operations. [NRC MPA; EO 13158]

18. Develop a research program to identify regional baseline habitat information and mapping.

19. Evaluate the impacts of all gear on habitat through the implementation of a comprehensive research
plan, to determine habitat protection measures as necessary and appropriate.

20. Identify and designate EFH and HAPC.

Allocation Issues:

21. Provide economic and community stability to harvesting and processing sectors through fair allocation
of fishery resources. . .

22. Maintain LLP program and further decrease excess fishing capacity and other adverse effects of the race
for fish by eliminating latent licences and extending programs such as community or rights-based
management to some or all groundfish fisheries. [NAS SF]

23. Provide for adaptive management by periodically evaluating the effectiveness of rationalization
programs and the allocation of property rights based on performance.

24. To support fishery management, extend the cost recovery program to all rationalized groundfish
fisheries.

Increase Alaska Native Consultation:
25. Continue to incorporate traditional knowledge in fishery management.
26. Consider ways to enhance collection of traditional knowledge from communities, and incorporate such
knowledge in fishery management where appropriate.
27. Increase Alaska Native participation and consultation in fishery management.

Data Quality, Monitoring and Enforcement:

28. Increase the utility of groundfish fishery observer data for the conservation and management of living
marine resources.

29. Improve groundfish Observer Program, and consider ways to address the disproportionate costs
associated with the current funding mechanism.

30. Improve community and regional economic impact assessments through increased data reporting
requirements.

31. Increase the quality of monitoring data through improved technological means.

32. Establish a coordinated, long-term ecosystem monitoring program to collect baseline information and
compile existing information from a variety of ongoing research initiatives.

33. Adopt the recommended research plan included in this document.

34. Cooperate with research institutions such as the North Pacific Research Board in identifying research
priorities to address pressing fishery issues.
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ALTERNATIVE 4

Management Approach

Adopt an extremely precautionary approach to managing fisheries under scientific uncertainty in which the
burden of proof is shifted to the user of the resource to demonstrate that the intended use will not have a
detrimental effect on the environment. Modify restrictive conservation and management measures as additional,
reliable scientific information becomes available. Establish a fishery conservation and management program to
maintain ecological relationships among exploited, dependent and related species as well as ecosystem
processes that sustain them. Management decisions assume that science cannot eliminate uncertainty and that
action must be taken in the face of large uncertainties, guided by policy priorities and the strict interpretation of
the precautionary principle. Management decisions will involve and be responsive to the public but decrease
emphasis on industry and community concerns; incorporate and apply strict ecosystem principles; address the
impact of fishing on predator-prey, habitat and other important ecological relationships in the marine
environment; implement measures that avoid or minimize bycatch; include the use of explicit allocative or
cooperative programs to reduce excess capacity and allocate fish to particular gear types and fisheries; identify
and incorporate non-consumptive-use values; and draw upon federal, state, academic and other capabilities in
carrying out research, administration, management, and enforcement. This strategy is based on the assumption
that fishing does produce adverse impacts on the environment but due to lack of information and uncertainty, we
know little about these impacts. This strategy would result in a number of significant changes to the FMPs that
would significantly curtail the groundfish fisheries until more information is known about the frequency and
intensity of fishery impacts upon the environment. Expanded research and monitoring programs will fill critical
data gaps. Once more is known about fishery effects on the ecosystem, scientific information will be used to
modify and relax the precautionary measures initially adopted. To meet the goals of this overall program, the
Council and NMFS will seek to achieve the following management objectives:

Prevent Overfishing:
1. Prevent overfishing by transitioning from single-species to ecosystem-oriented management of fishing
activities.

2. Close an additional 20-50% of known spawning areas of target species across the range of the stock to
protect the productivity and genetic diversity.

Preserve Food Web:

3. Develop and implement a Fishery Ecosystem Plan through the modification or amendment of current
FMPs. [EPAP, NRC]

4. Conserve native species and biological diversity at all relevant scales of genetic, species, and
community interactions.

5. Reduce the ABC to account for uncertainty and ecological considerations for all exploited stocks,
including genetic, life history, food web and habitat considerations.

6. Set fishing levels in a highly precautionary manner to preserve ecological relationships between
exploited, dependent, and related species.

Reduce and Avoid Bycatch:
7. Include bycatch mortality in TAC accounting and improve the accuracy of mortality assessments for
target, non-target, and PSC bycatch, including unobserved mortality.
8. Reduce bycatch, incidental catch, and PSC limits (e.g., by 10%/year for five years).
9. Phase out fisheries with >25% incidental catch and bycatch rates.
10. Establish PSC limits for salmon, crab and herring in the Gulf of Alaska.
11. Set stringent bycatch limits for vulnerable non-target species based on best available information.
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Avoid Impacts to Seabirds and Marine Mammals:

12. Set protection measures immediately for all seabird species and cooperate with USFWS to develop
fishing methods that reduce incidental takes to levels approaching zero for all threatened or endangered
species and for USFWS’s list of species of management concern.

13. Initiate joint research program with USFWS to evaluate current population estimates for all seabird
species that interact with the groundfish fisheries and modify protection measures based on research
findings.

14. Increase existing protection measures for ESA-listed Steller sea lions by further restricting gear in
critical habitat and setting more conservative harvest levels for prey base species.

Reduce and Avoid Impacts to Habitat:

15. Zone and delimit fishing gear use in the action area and establish no-take marine reserves (both pelagic
and nearshore) encompassing 20-50% of management areas to conserve EFH, provide refuges from
fishing, serve as experimental controls to test the effects of fisheries, protect genetic and biological
diversity, and foster regeneration of depleted stocks in fished areas.

16. To protect habitat and reduce bycatch, prohibit trawling in fisheries that can be prosecuted with more
selective gear types and establish trawl closure areas.

17. Manage fisheries in an explicitly adaptive manner to facilitate learning (including large no-take marine
reserves that provide experimental controls).

18. Protect marine habitats, including EFH, HAPC, ESA-designated critical habitats and other identified
habitat types.

19. Commit to funding a comprehensive research plan in order to provide baseline habitat atlas.

Allocation Issues:

20. Reduce excess fishing capacity and employ equitable allocative or cooperative programs to end the race
for fish, reduce waste, increase safety, and promote long-term stability and benefits to fishing
communities.

21. Consider non-consumptive use values.

Increase Alaska Native Consultation:
22. Utilize traditional knowledge in fishery management, including monitoring and data-gathering
capabilities, through co-management and cooperative research programs.
23. Increase participation of and consultation with Alaska Native subsistence users and explicitly address
the direct, indirect and cumulative fishery impacts on traditional subsistence uses and cultural values of
living marine resources.

Data Quality, Monitoring and Enforcement:

24. Increase the precision of observer data through increased observer coverage and enhanced sampling
protocols, and address the shortcomings of the current funding mechanism by implementing either a
federally funded or equitable fee-based system for a revamped Observer Program Research Plan.

25. Improve enforcement and in-season management through improved technological means.

26. Establish a coordinated, long-term monitoring program to collect baseline information and better utilize
existing research information to improve implementation of the Fishery Ecosystem Plan.

27. Adopt the recommended research plan included in this document.
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KEY:

ABC
AFA
BSAI

D

EFH

EO

EPAP
ESA
FCMA
FMP
GOA
HAPC
IR/TU

M

MSA
MSA NS#
MSST
MSY
NAS SF
NMFS
NMFS BYC
NPFMC
NRC
NRC MPA
OFL

oy

PSC

SFA

TAC
USFWS
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Acceptable Biological Catch

American Fisheries Act

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands

Discretionary (if no indication, action is discretionary)

Essential Fish Habitat

Executive Order

Ecosystem Principles Advisory Panel Recommendations on Ecosystem-Based Management
Endangered Species Act '

Fishery Conservation and Management Act (now called the Magnuson Stevens Act)
Fishery Management Plan

Gulf of Alaska

Habitat Areas of Particular Concern _

Improved Retention/Improved Utilization

Mandatory

Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act

MSA National Standard #

Minimum Stock Size Threshold

Maximum Sustainable Yield

National Academy of Sciences Policy Recommendations for Sustainable Fisheries
National Marine Fisheries Service

NMEFS National Bycatch Plan

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

National Research Council

National Research Council Marine Protected Areas Report

Overfishing Level

Optimum Yield

Prohibited Species Catch

Sustainable Fisheries Act

Total Allowable Catch

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Key on page 10
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COMPARISON OF FMP FRAMEWORKS FOR REVISED DRAFT ALTERNATIVES

Alt1

A2

ans |

A4

| I 22

et 4.2

EX] et 3.2 | 41

TAC-sotting Process

- Set ABC < OFL
- Sum of TAC has 1o bo within OY rango

[down

. OY spoxiliod as rango for BSA!: 1.4 - 2.0 mill MT and OV
spocifiod as rango for GOA 118,000 - 800,000 MT; BSAI OY
cap if tho sum of TAC > 2 mill MT then TAC will bo adjustod

21
- Sol ABC = OFL

&> - Scl ABC < OFL (No changos from All 1)

. Sum of TAC has lo bo within OY rango €=> - No changos from All 1
(No changes from Al 1)

- O epociliod as range; OY cap = sum of g, - OY specitiod as rango, OY cap = sum o}
OFL. ABCs

— ———
- St ABC < OFL (No changos from Al 1) €= « No changes from Al §

. Set TAC o< ABC lor all targots and €>.Samoas 3!
[other spp.* catogory

- OY specitiod a3 rango for BSA): 1.4 -

- Na OY rango in plan; OV = TAC which
is =< ABC
+ TAC is lishery specific

- Sol ABC < OFL (No changes trom All 1) <€=> - No changos from Al 1

- No changos from Alt § €= - TAC = 0 for al) spocios unlass lishorios
ara proven (0 hava no adversa offoct on
tho cnvironment

- No OY ranga in ptan; OY = TAC which &> - OY = 0, No fishory

is =< ABC

- TAC s fishory specitic

- ABC lior syslom (Amendmont 56)

[Amendmont 36/39)
- Spocity MSSTs for Tier 1-3 stocks

+ B, 1U10 for proy spocios (poliock, P. cod, Atka mackorol)

- No ditoctod tishory for lorago lish (forage lish ban;

- Na changos from ANt 1 + No changes from Alt 1

- OFL management {Amendmont 56 OFL «=» - No changes from Alt 1
[detinitions with infloction paints removed
in tiors 1-3)

- No forago lish ban <>+ No changos [rom All 1

.+ No changes from Al { &> No changos from Al 1

» Roviso harves! control ndo by
incorporaling a consiant busler for prey
spocies (poliock, P. cod, Atka mackerol)

- B rito for proy specios (pollock, P.cod,
[Atka mackorol)
(No changos from Al 1)

- Roviow F.; and adapt ABC lier systom <> - Whon possiblo, biological referenco

whoro F o is maximum pormissiblo for points based on specics specilic

stocks withowt ostimate of MSY production palicms and ocosystem
considerations (will uso Fg, (or rocklish as|
proxy for analysis)

- No disocted lishory for forago fish >+ No changoes lrom Alt 1

[(forago fish ban, Amendmont 36/39; No

- Sol Fyy lor proy spocios (poliock, P. cod,
Alka mackorol)

- TAC = 0 for all spocics

. Sol Feo 0 for vitnorablo 0.9, long lifa, € TAC = 0 for all specics
slow-growing) spocies (will uso Fyg lor
rocktish as proxy)

- No dirocted fishery for lomgo(lsh <>-Samoas 4.l

[orago lish ban, Am:

changes from All 1) changos from Alt 1)

- Identily minimum toquited clomonts, &= - Initiato analysis of MSSTs for priority  §- Adop! MSSTs appropriate to tho harves! <> - No changes trom AL 1
1030Urcos, cost and a roalistic limo frame stocks basod on tho timclramo poticy for cach stock, with B, as tho limit

Inocossary lo cstablish MSSTs lor by ilabifty of  Hrathor than tho targel)

ladditiona) stocks and pricrilize a list of requirod rosourcos .

candidalo stocks

- Sel group TAC for “olher specios’

- No changes from Al 1 <> - No changos from Al {

- Broak sharks and skalos and additional
groups out of "othor spocios® group for
TAC satling

- Broak sharks and skatas oul of “other

spocies” group lor TAC solling
J(Amendment 63/63)

- Loast Abundant Spocios Aggrepato <>+ TAC = 0 lor all spocics
TAC: 0.9., TAC of spocics complex is
basod on tho TAC of tho loast ebundant

momber of the gioup

- Procautionary adjustmenis exis!, bat vary with uncerlainly

- OFL managemaon! onty <>+ No changos from All 1

- Dovolop crileria for hmnking outa >« Dovelop critoria to bring n non-specifiod | - whoro possible, broak spocies out ol
ccics lrom & cony o3 inlo 2 managod cal tho complex
- Conduct F toviow and adopl &> - Dovelop, implomont and updato as - Incorporato survey varianco and - In tho laco of uncortainty, set TAC = 0

(11 oroas, castom GOA trawl closutes

- Silka Pinnacies marino resorvo

- Maintain curron! closod/rostrictod asoas such as: Walrus
Istand closures, RKC savings aroa, Bogoslo! arca, Pribilel
Istand closuro, Noarshore Bristo! Boy closures, Kodiak Typo |-

- Ropeal current closad/restricted aroas <> - No changes from AN
such as: Walrus tsland closwos, RKC

lclosuros, Kodiak Typo |11l arcas, eastom

iGOA traw closuros (excopt thoso

linctuded in SSL moasurcs)
. Ropoa! Sitka Pinnaclos marino resorve <>+ No changoes from Alt 1

including program goals, objoclives and tako marine rosorvos (0.9, 5% s no tako,

critoria for ostablishing MPAS and no lako 15% = MPA) across a rango of habital
marino 1030rvos types
- MPAs may includo no take 21033 - no tako aroas allow no fishing and
- Roviow cxisting closuros such a3 Sitka sorvo as rosoarch control arcos
Pinnacics to $00 if thoso areas qualify - could encompass existing closuros
for MPAs under ostablished criteria :
~Could includo ros!riclions of spocific
goar typos or lishorios
- GOA sdloctod sitoa for slopo rocklish
closures
- BS EFH closures
« No boltom contact MPA BSAVGOA

lonly in Tior ¥ approprialo moasuros nocossary, procodures to account for luncertainty in ABC by a survoy codlicient for &l spocias unloss fisherios a70 proven
MMyhewma!kmAGc ol variation for cach stock to havo no adverso clloct on tho
environmeon!
- Dovolop coosystem indicators lof lturo use in TAC-sailing |- No ocosystom indicalors <€=> - No changos from Al § - Davelop critoria for using koy ccosystom €= - Adopt, updalo as and us: - Evaluato a rango of ABCs using tho
indicalors in TAC-solling ©ocosystom indicators in ‘I’M‘rmlho iowor bound of a confidenco limit to
addross uncertainties in slock
assossmont advico
- Jargol speclos closuros when harvest timit teachod - No changos from Al § - No changos from At 1 - No changos from Alt 1 - No changas from Alt 1 - No changoa from Alt 1 - Harvoal limil = O
Spatlal Tomporal . Specios TAC disiributod spatially for all BSA! and GOA - No changos from All 1 > No changes lrom Alt 1 - No changes from Alt <> . Spocios TAC distribitod spatially for all I Distribito TAC spalially for all specios <> - TAC = 0for all specics
Mgmit of TAC spocics oxcop! “other spp.* BSAl and GOA spocios axcept “other laxcop! “other spp.*, and distributo on
spp.* (No changes from alt 1) smallor scales for all possidlo spocios {lor
uso BS potiock a3
[proxy)
- Dovolop objectivos and eritosia for
allocating TAC In space and timo
MPAs and EFH - 013158 doscriplion and ovatuation of polential MPA aroas |- No MPAs €=> - No changos (rom All 1 . Dovolop MPA diiicacy mothodology ~ €=> - 0-20% of BS, Al, GOA as MPAs and no-|- ish 20-50% of tho <> - 100% closuto arcas

aroa as no lake MPAs covering tho ful
1ango of mavino habilals

Submarino

Crab Pot sanctuary (into area 512), .
noar Pribliod Islands, Al (SSL CH), SW

of St. Goorge, Misly Moon, RKC

savings aroa

Examplo aroas in GOA includo:
Davidson Bank, Shumagin Islands, and
togion around Kodiak Island (provious
crab dloswro aroas), Guil Sholf broaks,
Sitka Pinnaclos

- tdantily and designato EFH and HAPC

- No changos from All 1 - No changos from Al

<> - [Gontily and dosignate EFH and HAPC
(No changos lrom Alt 1)
- EFH mitigation moasuros listed above

- denlity and dosignalo EFH and HAPC
(No changos trom All 1)

- £l ial Managoment Asca €3> - 100% closuro arcas
to protect coraliivo bollom habditats
3 Eslabllsh 20-50% of tho cpawnlna nms(—) 100% closuro aroas
ing arca resorvos for
spocios lhnl aro txshod intensivoly a1
ercas as for

MPAs Idonliliod abovo

Allernative.Era

meworks
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COMPARISON OF FMP FRAMEWORKS FOR REVISED DRAFT ALTERNATIVES

- No fusthes work on sationatizetion &> No changos trom Aft 1

(d) Other community-basod programs
{o.g halibut community thate program
as appliod lo othor spocios)

and hp timits, limits on tender vessals,

i | A2 | A3 An4
1 4.2
——
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4.2 Introduction of Analytical Framework — Example FMPs

Four policy alternatives are under consideration in this document. In order to provide sufficient detail to the
analysis of the policies, each alternative is accompanied by, and associated with, a FMP framework consisting
of a set of example FMPs. A description of the framework concept, followed by a summary of each
alternative policy and their associated FMPs, is provided below.

4.2.1 Concept of the Analytical Framework

Each alternative is comprised of three elements: a management approach statement that describes the goals
of, and rationale and assumptions behind, the alternative; a set of management objectives that complement
and further refine the goals set forth in the management approach; and, except for Alternative 1 (status quo),
apair of example FMP "bookends" that illustrate and frame the range of implementing management measures
for that alternative. The management approach statement and objectives serve to define the direction the
NPFMC wishes to follow in the management of the fisheries. The example FMP bookends serve two
purposes: first, they provide an additional level of analytical detail that will facilitate the comparison of the
physical, biological and sociceconomic effects of the alternatives and the status quo; and second, they provide
the public with an illustration of the types of management measures the NPFMC envisions it will use to
achieve the goals of the alternative. Ultimately, the NPFMC's preferred alternative will include a policy
statement accompanied by a set of management objectives and a set of example FMP bookends that will
illustrate a range of management actions that further the selected policy. This FMP framework structure will
communicate to the public the NPFMC's intent as to how it plans to pursue its policy objectives in the future.
By providing, as part of its preferred alternative, a range of potential management measures (as illustrated
by the example FMP bookends), the NPFMC retains its management flexibility under the MSA to adaptively
manage the fishery through FMP amendments.

4.2.2 Description of the Example FMP Frameworks
Alternative 1: Continue Under the Current Risk Averse Management Policy

Under this alternative, the NPFMC would continue to manage the groundfish fisheries based upon the present
risk-averse policy. Alternative 1(a) represents the policy language currently stated in the FMPs, dating from
1979 and 1985 for the BSAI and GOA FMPs, respectively. These policies, based on the best scientific
information available, avoid irreversible or long-term adverse effects on fishery resources and the marine
environment, while at the same time providing for optimum yield.

Alternative 1(b) is a substitute for the written policy language in the current FMPs and would include
objectives that specifically address the variety of concemns that are balanced by the NPFMC in current
management considerations. Alternative 1(b) encapsulates a risk-averse conservation and management
program that is based on a conservative harvest strategy. This policy assumes that fishing does result in some
adverse impacts to the environment and that, as these impacts become known, mitigation measures will be
developed and appropriate FMP amendments will be implemented.

FMP 1 (Current BSAI and GOA Groundfish FMPs)
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The Alternative 1(a) and 1(b) policies are both represented by FMP 1, which is the current fisheries
management program for the BSAI and the GOA and incorporates management measures approved by the
NPFMC through the June 2002 meeting. ’

In the current FMPs, the total allowable catch (TAC) is determined annually based on a conservative harvest
strategy that calculates the overfishing level (OFL) and the acceptable biological catch (ABC) for each
managed stock or stock complex. The current FMPs specify the OFL and maximum ABC (max ,pc) by means
of a six-tier system wherein the amount and quality of information available for a given stock or stock
complex determine the formula that is used to define Fog and max F,pc (Tiers 1-5) or OFL and maxABC
directly (Tier 6). Most stocks are currently managed under Tier 3, where max F ¢ equals F,y, if biomass is
above F,y,. Precautionary adjustments are made, including decreasing For and Fg linearly with biomass
whenever biomass falls below a tier-specific reference level, but only Tier 1 stocks include an uncertainty
variation in maxABC. The status of each stock in Tiers 1-3 is also examined annually with respect to the
minimum stock size threshold (MSST), as defined in the National Standard Guidelines.

Optimum yield (OY) is specified in the current FMPs as a range that is aggregated across all stocks and does
not vary with biomass. The current FMPs require the sum of the individual groundfish TACs to fall within
the OY range. In the BSAI, the high end of the range, 2 million mt, acts as a cap on the TACs, as the
aggregated ABCs regularly exceed this limit. In practice, although it is not required in the current FMPs,
TACs are never set higher than the corresponding ABCs. Taking into account the ecosystem considerations
of the food web, the FMPs also prohibit directed fishing for forage species.

Through amendments over the last twenty years, the current FMPs have built up a network of spatial and
temporal closed areas, intended to protect resources of concern, as well as to minimize gear conflicts. In the
BSAI, various areas around the Pribilof Islands and in Bristol Bay are closed year-round to trawling in order
to protect red and blue king crab habitat, and a chinook and a chum salmon area are closed seasonally. Also
in the BSAI, waters within 12nm of Walrus Islands are closed to groundfish fishing to minimize disturbance
of walrus haulouts. In the BSAI and the GOA, Steller sea lion protection measures permanently close to all
fishing the area within 3nm of rookeries, as a no-transit zone. Additionally, they impose trawl prohibitions
within 10-20nm of all rookeries and haulouts, and prohibit fishing in Seguam Pass. In the GOA, trawling is
prohibited in SE Alaska west of 140° West. Also, a 2.5 nm” area designated as the Sitka Pinnacles Marine
Reserve in the GOA is closed to groundfish fishing to protect habitat for rockfish and lingcod (see Figure
FMP 1 map).

The current BSAI FMP prohibits directed fishing for pollock with non-pelagic trawl gear. There is no similar
restriction on pollock trawling in the current GOA FMP. Directed fishing for sailfish with longline pot gear
is prohibited in the GOA. Non-pelagic trawling is prohibited in the Bristol Bay Red King Crab Savings Area
in the BSAI and in the Cook Inlet in the GOA. Additionally, various areas around Kodiak Island are closed
to non-pelagic trawling either year-round or seasonally to protect crab stocks (see Figure FMP 1 map; specific
details on the FMP 1 map illustration are provided in Section 4.2.3 below).

Groundfish fisheries in the BSAI and GOA are required to discard any incidental catch of halibut, salmon,
crab, herring, or Steelhead trout, known collectively as prohibited species. The FMPs currently set prohibited
species catch (PSC) limits on many of these species, with penalties ranging from closure of a particular zone
or of the whole management area to a directed fishery or fisheries for a specified season or for the remainder
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of the year. In the BSAI FMP, stairstep limits for trawl bycatch within spec'iﬁed'zones are set for red king
crab and C. bairdi crab. The catch limit varies based on stock abundance. The BSAI FMP also specifies an
absolute trawl catch limit for chinook salmon and "other salmon" within specified zones. Once the
apportioned PSC limit for a trawl fishery is reached within a zone, the fishery is prohibited from fishing
within that zone. The BSAI FMP specifies a trawl catch limit for herring in the BSAI at 1 percent of annual
biomass. Catch limits on C. opilio crab and halibut bycatch in the BSAI are established in regulation. The C.
opilio catch limit applies to a specified zone and is based on an adjusted percentage of biomass that must fall
within a certain range. The halibut catch limit is a BSAI-wide mt limit and is based on halibut mortality. In
the GOA FMP, catch limits on halibut bycatch are authorized and set by the NPFMC as part of the annual
procedure for setting groundfish harvest levels. There are no other prohibited species catch limits set in the
GOA.

Other bycatch reduction measures are required under FMP 1. The Increased Retention/Increased Utilization
(IR/IU) program requires full retention, by vessels fishing for groundfish, of all pollock and Pacific cod fit
for human consumption, as well as full utilization of the two species by inshore processors. A minimum
utilization standard of 15 percent is set for all at-sea processors. The NPFMC is also adopting a policy to
require full retention of Demersal Shelf Rockfish by hook-and-line and jig vessels in the Southeast Outside
District of the GOA. A Vessel Incentive Program (VIP) encourages bycatch reduction by setting bycatch
reduction standards biannually. If a vessel fails to meet these standards, it can be penalized. Inseason bycatch
management measures establish fishing seasons for bycatch management and give the NOAA
Fisheries/Alaska Regional Administrator the authority to close areas with high bycatch.

The Reasonable and Prudent Alternative (RPA) measures adopted from the most recent US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) biological opinion on the short-tailed albatross stipulate the use of certain seabird
avoidance measures and require that the take of more than 4 short-tailed albatross within 2 years trigger
consultation with the USFWS and the potential closure of fisheries. To further reduce the possibility of the
take of albatross impacting the fisheries, the NPFMC in 2001 required all longline vessels to adopt more
stringent seabird avoidance methods.

A Licence Limitation Program for groundfish vessels over 32' LOA (with certain jig gear exceptions) and a
moratorium on entry into the groundfish fisheries is in place for the BSAI and the GOA. An IFQ program
is in place for sablefish in the BSAI and GOA, which includes provisions for community purchase of quota
share. In the BSAI, the directed fishery for pollock is organized into cooperatives as authorized under the
American Fisheries Act (AFA). A multispecies community development quota (CDQ) program apportions
7.5-10 percent of all BSAI groundfish quota to 65 eligible western Alaska communities.

FMP 1 monitors the groundfish fishing effort through Federal and State reporting requirements and through
the use of the North Pacific Groundfish Observer Program. All vessels between 60' and 125' LOA are
required by regulation to have an observer on board 30 percent of the time; for vessels over 125' LOA this
increases to 100 percent. For AFA and CDQ catcher boats greater than 60' LOA, one observer must be on
board at all times, and for catcher processors and motherships, two observers must be on board at all times.
The program also has observers at inshore processing plants. An additional monitoring tool is the reporting
requirements for BSAI and GOA vessels that submit daily or weekly logbooks including information on the
composition of catch and the locations of the hauls. The Alaska Department of Fish and Game (ADF&G) also
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collects data from fish tickets at the point that catch is sold. Mandatory vessel monitoring systems (VMS) for
all directed Atka mackerel, pollock, and Pacific cod fishing verify vessel location.

Alternative 2: Adopt a More Aggressive Harvest Management Policy

This policy would maximize biological and economic yield from the resource while still preventing
overfishing of the groundfish stocks. Such a management approach would, among other things, be based on
the best scientific information available, take into account individual stock and ecosystem variability, and
continue to work with other agencies in protecting threatened and endangered species. A more aggressive
harvest strategy would be implemented based upon the concept that the present policy is overly conservative
and that higher harvests can be taken without overfishing the target groundfish stocks. This policy assumes
that fishing at the recommended levels would have no adverse impact on the environment, except in specific
cases that are known and mitigated.

Example FMP 2.1

Example FMP bookend 2.1 illustrates a more aggressive harvest strategy than Alternative 1 by removing
many of the existing constraints from the fisheries. As the policy is based on an assumption that the impacts
of fishing on the environment are generally known and mitigated, the precautions currently built into the
existing TAC-setting process will be alleviated. The buffer between the ABC level and the OFL is removed,
and the maximum OY for the groundfish stocks in the BSAT is released from its 2 million mt cap and allowed
to float as the sum of the OFLs for the BSAI groundfish stocks. Additionally, FMP 2.1 removes the
precautionary element of the current FMPs that decreases F ,pc linearly with biomass when the biomass falls
below a specific reference level.

FMP bookend 2.1 also removes physical constraints from the fisheries by repealing the various closure areas
currently in place. The fishery would be returned to an open-access scenario, where time and area closures,
gear restrictions, and prohibited species catch restrictions are repealed. The potential impact of the groundfish
fisheries on Steller sea lions, however, means that the current mitigating suite of protection measures that
constrain fishing around rookeries and haulouts and protect Steller sea lion prey species (pollock, Pacific cod
and Atka mackerel) when at low biomass levels would remain in place (see Figure FMP 2.1 map; specific
details on the example FMP 2.1 map are provided in Section 4.2.3 below). This is required by the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) to avoid determinations of jeopardy and adverse modification. The same applies to the
impact of groundfish fishing on short-tailed albatross, with the consequent take limits remaining in effect.

The federally-mandated effort limitation program for the directed BSAI pollock fishery, enacted under the
AFA, would remain in place, with its accompanying CDQ allocation, but all other effort limitation programs
(such as the sailfish IFQ program and the multispecies CDQ program) would be repealed. Reporting
requirements would remain in place, in order to keep track of the impact of the fisheries, but the observer
program, except as federally mandated by the AFA, would be repealed, as would VMS requirements.

Example FMP 2.2

A more moderate illustration of Alternative 2, example FMP bookend 2.2, also represents a more aggressive
harvest strategy than Alternative 1. In this case, the mechanisms for setting ABC and TAC remain the same
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as in the current FMPs (see FMP 1 for further detail), but the existing regulatdry capped maximum OY of 2
million mt in the BSAI-would be removed in favor of a maximum OY equaling the sum of individual
groundfish ABCs in the BSAIL Additionally, bycatch reduction incentives and bycatch restrictions would be
repealed, other than those related to PSC limits or IR/IU. Under the assumption that fishing does not have
animpact on the environment other than what is generally known and mitigated, the NPFMC's more stringent
seabird avoidance measures enacted in 2001 would be repealed, leaving only the mitigation measures
recommended by USFWS to avoid jeopardy or adverse modification for short-tailed albatross. Closure areas
in FMP 2.2 mirror those in FMP 1 (see Figure FMP 2.2 map; specific details on the example FMP 2.2 map
are provided in Section 4.2.3 below).

Alternative 3: Adopt a More Precalitionai'y Management Policy

This policy would seek to accelerate the existing precautionary management measures through community
orrights-based management, ecosystem-based management principles and, where appropriate and practicable,
increased habitat protection and additional bycatch constraints. Under this approach, additional conservation
and management measures would be taken as necessary to respond to social, economic or conservation needs,
or if scientific evidence indicated that the fishery was negatively impacting the environment. This policy
recognizes the need to balance many competing uses of marine resources and different social and economic
goals for fishery management.

Example FMP 3.1

Example FMP bookend 3.1 illustrates a management approach that accelerates precautionary management
measures by increasing conservation-oriented constraints on the fisheries where necessary, formalizing
precautionary practices in the FMPs, and initiating scientific review of existing practices as a necessary
precursor to the decision of how best to incorporate adequate precautions.

Example FMP bookend 3.1 implements changes to the TAC-setting process following a comprehensive
review. Precautionary practices such as setting TAC less than or equal to the ABC, and specifying MSSTs
for Tiers 1-3 in accordance with National Standard Guidelines, would be formalized in the FMP. Sharks and
skates would be removed from the Other Species management category and given their own TACs, and
criteria to do the same for other target stocks would be developed. Efforts to develop ecosystem indicators
to be used in TAC-setting, as per ecosystem management principles, would be accelerated.

In order to balance the needs of social and economic stability with habitat protection and resource
conservation, the NPFMC would conduct a review of the existing system of closure areas in the BSAI and
the GOA (for closure areas under FMP 3.1, see Figure FMP 3.1 map and Section 4.2.3 below), and evaluate
them against a MPA methodology to be developed as part of this alternative. The NPFMC would also seek
to initiate joint consultation and research with USFWS to develop fishing methods that reduce incidental take
of threatened and endangered species. To mitigate any adverse impacts of fisheries management decisions
on fishing communities, and to comply with other national directives, the NPFMC would implement formal
procedures to encourage increased participation of Alaska Natives in fishery management.

Example FMP bookend 3.1 recognizes that the anticipated community or rights-based management programs
may address bycatch reduction objectives (a review of bycatch rates under existing such programs is
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initiated), but in the meantime a moderate reduction of PSC limits will be initiated as an intermediary step.
Additionally, PSC limits for crab, herring and salmon would be authorized in the GOA, in addition to the
halibut PSC limits authorized under the current GOA FMP. Effective monitoring and timely reaction to
change in the environment and the fisheries would be enhanced through improvements in the observer
program and third party verification of economic data.

Example FMP 3.2

Example FMP bookend 3.2 implements the acceleration of existing precautionary measures on a more rapid
timeline than example FMP bookend 3.1. Rather than reviewing existing practices prior to incorporating
increased precaution, this bookend implements changes to many aspects of the FMPs concurrently with the
initiation of scientific research efforts necessary to bring management measures in line with a precautionary

policy.

Example FMP bookend 3.2 significantly accelerates precautionary management by incorporating an
uncertainty correction into the estimation of ABC for all species. Additionally, OY would be specified
separately for each stock or stock complex rather than for the groundfish complex as a whole (i.e., OY would
be set as a formula rather than as a range, eliminating the BSAI 2 million mt OY cap), and would be set equal
to the respective stock or stock complex's TAC. The current precautionary practice of setting TAC less than
or equal to ABC would be formalized in the FMP. FMP bookend 3.2 would also incorporate stock-specific
biological reference points in the tier system where scientifically justifiable. This could result in Tier 3
rockfish stocks, for example, being capped at F, rather than F,y,. In implementing this bookend, criteria
would be developed for specifying MSSTs for Tiers 4-6, along with a list of priority candidate stocks; and
the development of criteria for moving stocks from the Other Species and Nonspecified Species management
categories would minimally result in sharks and skates being given their own TACs.

Example FMP bookend 3.2 also reexamines the existing closure system in the BSAI and the GOA. The
bookend sets a guideline of 0-20 percent of the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ; 3 to 200 nm) to be closed
as a MPA, of which no more than 5 percent should be completely closed to commercial fishing (designated
No-Take Marine Reserve). The remainder of the closed area is designated as no-bottom-contact MPA. The
objective of these measures is to provide greater protection to a full range of marine habitats within the 1,000
m bathymetric line (see Figure FMP 3.2 map; specific details on the example FMP 3.2 map are provided in
Section 4.2.3 below). The guideline aims to provide greater protection for a wide range of species, from
Steller sea lions to slope rockfish to prohibited species, while at the same time respecting traditional fishing
grounds and maintaining open area access for coastal communities. Additionally, the bookend would extend
the existing bottom-trawl ban on pollock to the GOA.

Additional conservation benefits would be realized in FMP bookend 3.2 through the comprehensive
rationalization of all fisheries (except those already part of a cooperative or IFQ program.) In adopting
rationalization programs such as cooperative-style programs with built-in community protections, the
NPFMC would also be addressing habitat and bycatch concerns by reducing concentrated effort in the
fisheries. To increase precaution regarding bycatch, PSC limits would be significantly reduced by the
NPFMC (and set for all prohibited species in the GOA), but would not be expected to act as a proportionate
restraint on the fisheries due to the incentives for bycatch reduction under cooperatives, or other bycatch
incentive programs implemented as necessary under this bookend.
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In accordance with ecosystem principles, the NPEMC would seek to initiate joint consultation and research
with USFWS to develop fishing methods that reduce incidental take of all seabird species. The NPFMC
would also implement formal procedures to increase consultation with and representation of Alaska Natives
in fishery management.

Effective monitoring and timely reaction to change in the environment and the fisheries would be enhanced
through increase of observer coverage and improvements to the observer program, as well as an increase in
the use of VMS and the range of economic data collected from industry.

Alternative 4: Adopt a Highly Precautionary Management Policy

This policy represents an extremely precautionary approach to managing fisheries under scientific
uncertainty. It shifts the burden of proof to the users of the resource and the NPFMC/NOAA Fisheries to
demonstrate that the intended use would not have a detrimental effect on the environment. It would involve
a strict interpretation of the precautionary principle. Management discussions would involve and be
responsive to the public, but would decrease emphasis on industry and community concerns in favor of
ecosystem processes and principles. This policy assumes that fishing does produce adverse impacts on the
environment, but due to a lack of information and uncertainty, we know little about these impacts. The initial
restrictive and precautionary conservation and management measures would be modified or relaxed when
additional, reliable scientific information becomes available.

Example FMP 4.1

Example FMP bookend 4.1 illustrates a fishery management plan where current levels of fishing are reduced
and other precautionary restrictions are implemented until scientific research shows that the fisheries have
no adverse effect on the sustainability of the resource and its environment.

Accordingly, example FMP bookend 4.1 would substantially reduce the potential of adverse environmental
impacts of the fisheries. A modified TAC-setting process would create a more substantial buffer between
ABC and the overfishing level (OFL) by setting the fishing mortality rate at F,, for all Steller sea lion prey
species (pollock, Pacific cod and Atka mackerel) and for rockfish (as long-lived, slow-growing species). Also,
the max F 5. for each stock or stock complex in Tiers 1-5 would be adjusted downward based on the lower
bound of a confidence interval surrounding the survey biomass estimate. Optimum yield would be specified
separately for each stock or stock complex rather than for the groundfish complex as a whole (i.e., OY would
be set as a formula rather than as a range, eliminating the BSAI 2 million mt OY cap), and would be set equal
to the respective stock or stock complex TAC. The current precautionary practice of setting TAC less than
or equal to ABC would be formalized in the FMP. For species managed as members of a stock complex,
rather than setting TAC as the aggregate of the individual members' ABCs, the maxABC value for each
component stock would be determined and the TAC set equal to the lowest value. Where sufficient biological
information is available, such as with Eastern Bering Sea pollock, TAC would be distributed on a smaller
spatial scale. MSSTs would be determined for all tiers.

To further mitigate the possibility of the fisheries having a detrimental biological and ecosystem impact, 20
to 50 percent of the EEZ would be designated as No-Take Marine Reserve (i.e., no commercial fishing)
covering the full range of marine habitats within the 1,000m bathymetric line (see Figure FMP 4.1 map;
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specific details on the example FMP 4.1 map are provided in Section 4.2.3 below). As part of this area in the
Aleutian Islands, a Special Management Area would be established to protect coral and other live bottom
habitats. The closed area would include spawning reserve areas for intensively fished species. Under the FMP
4.1 example, comprehensive trawl exclusion zones would be set to protect all Steller sea lion critical habitat,
and trawling itself would be restricted to only those fisheries that cannot be prosecuted with other gear types
(i.e, the flatfish fisheries.)

In an effort to reduce waste and the risk of adverse impact to the environment, existing PSC limits would be
halved under this bookend, as would bycatch (discard) and incidental catch rates. Increased retention and
utilization (IR/IU) would be extended to all target species. Stringent PSC limits would be set for salmon, crab
and herring in the GOA, and as information becomes available, bycatch limits would be set for non-target
species also. Protection measures would be set for all seabird species.

Because this policy alternative necessitates greater research and data-gathering efforts, example FMP
bookend 4.1 would expand observer coverage to 100 percent for all vessels over 60' LOA and require 30
percent observer coverage on vessels presently exempted from observer coverage (i.e., vessels under 60'
LOA). VMS would be made mandatory for all groundfish vessels, as would motion-compensated scales for
weighing all catches at sea or at shore-based processors. Cooperative research and data-gathering programs
would be initiated as well to expand the use of traditional knowledge in fisheries management.

Example FMP 4.2

Example FMP bookend 4.2 expands the precautionary principles of Alternative 4 by suspending all fishing
until the fisheries can be shown to have no adverse effect on the resource and its environment. The TAC for
all species would be set at zero. All areas of the EEZ would be closed to all fishing (e.g. commercial,
recreational, and subsistence) (see Figure FMP 4.2 map; specific details on the example FMP 4.2 map are
provided in Section 4.2.3 below); bycatch and incidental catch, as well as the take of seabirds and marine
mammals, would then necessarily be reduced to zero.

Scientific research and data-gathering efforts would continue. When a fishery can be shown to pose no
significant threat of adverse biological and environmental impacts, or if adverse effects can be successfully
mitigated through use of fishery-specific regulations, the measures illustrated by this FMP bookend would
be relaxed to allow fishing to resume.

Under this FMP illustration, it is assumed that each groundfish fishery currently conducted in federal waters
in the BSAI and GOA would be individually reviewed by the NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries. Upon
completion of this review (which may take up to 2 years), the agency would certify those fisheries that have
no significant adverse impacts on the environment and authorize fishing under a specific set of regulations.
If a fishery is found by this review to produce significantly adverse environmental effects, and mitigation
measures can not be designed to mitigate those effects, that fishery would not be certified and would remain
closed until more scientific information is known.

423 Description of the Example FMP Maps

FMP 1 Map
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This map illustrates six different types of spatial management areas across the BSAI and GOA. All of these
areas currently comprise the spatial management regime for 2003. These areas are color-coded on the map
as follows: '

Yellow: 3nm No-Transit Zones (No-Take Reserves)
Blue: No Hook-and-Line (H&L) and Pot or Trawl for the Steller Prey Species
Red: No SSL Prey Species Trawling

Red Hatching:  Harvest Limit Closures for Atka Mackerel and Pacific cod
Tan Hatching:  Additional Atka Mackerel Closures
Blue Hatching:  Additional Pollock Closures

Bathymetry data to 1,000 meters is also color-coded, running from dark green (zero meters) to a pale beige
(1,000 m). In the legend itself, the titles for measures developed specifically for protection of Steller sea lions
are printed in blue. Bycatch closures that are triggered once a PSC limit is reached are not included on the
map or in the spatial analysis since in recent years some of these measures are no longer triggered.

FMP 1 illustrates the current Steller sea lion-related closures west of 144° West longitude necessary for the
Alaska groundfish fisheries to avoid a determination of jeopardy and adverse modification. The Steller sea
lion population west of 144° West longitude have been listed as endangered under the ESA since 1990. The
portion of the Steller sea lion population found east of 144° West longitude are currently listed as threatened.

The No-Transit zones shown on the map have been in effect since 1992 and restrict traffic of all water-born
vessels, unless under a federal scientific permit. These no-transit zones are in effect all year.

The No-H&L and Pot or Trawl for the SSL Prey Species are those areas that currently restrict the harvest of
Steller sea lion prey species by H&L and Pot and both bottom and pelagic trawl gear. These restrictions too
are in effect all year.

The areas labeled No Trawl, restrict both bottom and pelagic trawl fishing for Steller sea lion prey species
and are in effect all year.

Harvest limit closures for Atka mackerel and Pacific cod: In the BSAI, Atka mackerel fishing is closed all
year within 20nm of Steller sea lion rookeries and haulout sites in waters east of 178° West. In waters west
of 178° West, constraints on Atka mackerel harvest are triggered once 40 percent of the AI Atka Mackerel
TAC is reached. After the 40 percent threshold is reached in the Al, all other Atka mackerel fishing must
occur outside of 20nm of Steller sea lion rookeries and haulout sites. To prevent localized depletion of prey
species, Pacific cod (which are managed under a single TAC for the BSAI) may not be targeted west of 178°
West after 40 percent of that BSAI TAC is reached.

Additional Atka mackerel closures: The Western GOA (waters west of 144° West longitude) is closed to
directed fishing for Atka mackerel all year.

Additional pollock closures: The entire Al subarea is closed to the targeting of pollock year round. Both the
GOA and the BS have additional seasonal pollock restrictions.
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Non-Steller sea lion related spatial closures that were analyzed in the FMP 1, 2.2 and 3.1 maps.

Closed to All Trawl

» Nearshore Bristol Bay Closure Area: Bering Sea area closed since 1996.

»  Pribilof Islands Area Habitat Conservation Zone: Bering Sea area closed since 1994.
» Southeast Outside Closed Area: closed since 1997.

» Chiniak Gully Research Area: closed from August 1 through September 20.

Closed to Non-pelagic Trawl

* Red King Crab Savings Area: Bering Sea area closed year-round since 1996.
» Kodiak Type I Crab Closure Areas: Gulf of Alaska area closed year-round.
o Kodiak Type II Crab Closure Areas: Gulf of Alaska area closed between February 15 to June 15.

Closed to All Fishing

¢ Cape Edgecumbe (Sitka) Pinnacles: closed to groundfish fishing since 1997.

All of these spatial measures (closures), when combined, protect 10.7 percent of the EEZ (Table of
Alternative map statistics X). We have also defined "fishable area" for purposes of this analysis, as those
waters over the Continental Shelf and Continental Slope, or all waters to a depth of 1,000 meters. In doing
so, we provide a different view of the management area and this information is useful when assessing the
impacts of these spatial measures on groundfish resources and essential fish habitat which is found in most
cases, to be associated with the Continental Shelf and Slope. When examined in this way, the spatial measures
described for example FMP 1 protect 28.8 percent of the fishable area of the BSAI and GOA. (Table X).

Example FMP 2.1 Map

This map illustrates six different types of spatial management areas across the BSAI and GOA. These areas
are color-coded on the map as follows:

Yellow: 3nm No-Transit Zones (No-Take Reserves)
Blue: No-H&L and Pot or Trawl for the SSL Prey Species
Red: No SSL Prey Species Trawling

Red Hatching:  Harvest Limit Closures for Atka mackerel and Pacific cod
Tan Hatching:  Additional Atka mackerel Closures
Blue Hatching:  Additional pollock Closures

The FMP 2.1 map illustrates only the current Steller sea lion-related closures west of 144 W. longitude,
which remain in place to avoid a jeopardy determination under the ESA.

The No-Transit zones have been in effect since 1992 and restrict traffic of all water-born vessels, unless under
a federal scientific permit. These zones are in effect all year.
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The No-H&L and Pot or Trawl for the SSL Prey Species zones restrict the fishing of Steller sea lion prey
species by Hook-and-Line and Pot and both non-pelagic and pelagic trawl gear. These. too are in effect all
year.

The No-Traw] areas restrict fishing Steller sea lion prey species by non-pelagic and pelagic trawl gear and
are also in effect all year.

Harvest Limit Closures for Atka mackerel and Pacific cod: in the BSAI, targeting of Atka mackerel is closed
all year within 20nm of Steller sea lion rookeries and haulouts east of 178° West longitude. West of 178°
West, Atka mackerel harvest limits apply at 40 percent of the AI Atka mackerel TAC. After the 40 percent
of Atka mackerel TAC is reached in the Al, all other Atka mackerel must be caught outside 20nm of Steller
sea lion rookeries and haulouts. To prevent the localized depletion of prey species fish, Pacific cod (which
are managed under a single TAC for the BSAI) may not be targeted west of 178° West after 40 percent of
the TAC is reached.

Additional Atka mackerel Closures: The Western GOA west of 144° West longitude is closed to Atka
mackerel fishing all year.

Additional Pollock Closures: The entire Al subarea is closed to the targeting of pollock. Both the GOA and
the BS have additional seasonal pollock restrictions.

All of these spatial measures (closures), when combined, protect 4.2 percent of the EEZ, and 14.6 percent of
the fishable area of the BSAI and GOA (Table X).

Example FMP 2.2 and Example FMP 3.1 Maps
The maps for example FMPs 2.2 and 3.1 are identical to the FMP 1 map.
Example FMP 3.2 Map

FMP Map 3.2 illustrates seven types of spatial management areas that are color-coded as follows:

Yellow: 3nm No-Transit Areas

Purple: No SSL Prey Species Trawling MPA

Dark Green: No SSL Prey Species H&L, Pot, or Trawl Fishing MPA
Blue: No-Take Marine Reserves

Pink: No-Bottom-Contact Trawling MPA

Light Green: Eastern GOA No SSL Prey Species H&L, Pot, or Trawl MPA
Red Circles: SSL Critical Habitat

Bathymetry down to 1,000 meters is also color-cocied, running from dark green (zero meters) to a pale beige
(1,000 m). In the legend itself, the titles for measures developed specifically for protection of Steller sea lions
are printed in blue.
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The map has been developed from the following information and data sources: bathymetry; essential fish
habitat from the 1997 environmental assessment; Steller sea lion critical habitat; 2002 Steller sea lion
closures; survey and bycatch data for coral and sponge distribution; historical commercial fisheries catch data;
location of ports; locations of test and study areas, and review of various alternatives and potential mitigation
measures being developed by the NPFMC EFH Committee. Using the latest data to determine Steller sea lion
foraging behavior, a 15nm buffer from the coastline in the GOA and Bering Sea (BS) was applied, as were
15nm buffers from Steller sea lion rookeries and haulouts in the Aleutian Islands.

The ADF&G groundfish statistical areas were applied as management units to designate five different types
of management areas including: No-Take Marine Reserves, No SSL Trawling MPA, No Bottom Trawling
MPA, No SSL H&L, Pot or Trawl MPA, and in the Eastern GOA, No SSL H&L, Pot or Trawl and No-Trawl
MPA.

The ADF&G statistical areas are one degree wide (approximately 35nm), and a half-degree tall (30nm).
ADF&G subdivides their statistical areas at 3nm from the shoreline. These management units, when grouped
into larger spatial regions, are presumably large enough to 1) prevent habitat fragmentation, 2) protect large
portions of HAPC, 3) form clearly defined, manageable, navigable, and enforceable alternatives, 4) provide
contiguous fishing restrictions for protecting spawning populations, key critical habitat, demersal and pelagic
fish species, marine mammals, and 5), where possible, provide open areas near fishing ports.

From a biological and fishery point of view, the ADF&G groundfish statistical areas boundaries are arbitrary,
and thus do not always line up with the spatial distribution of significant biological and habitat resources.
Therefore a 40 percent rule was applied: when 40 percent of a statistical area was covered with a significant
concern by a weighted qualitative factor, the area was tagged as a No-Take Marine Reserve, or one of the
other MPAs. This effect was normalized to a certain extent during the analysis because a statistical area that
did not quite meet the benchmark would not be so designated (e.g., an area where only 35 percent was
overlaid would be left entirely open). In some cases, areas would be totally closed to create a contiguous
closure necessary to capture a broad range of inshore to offshore habitats.

The benthic fishing habitat used in this analysis generally follows the continental shelf and goes out to adepth
of 1,000 meters (500 fathoms), which area we consider here to constitute the fishable bottom habitat.
Perpendicular blocks of closures sweep from the shore to a 1,000-meter contour, protecting a full range of
habitat types. Area afforded protection by example FMP 3.2 spatial measures, when combined, protect 17.8
percent of the EEZ, and 47.8 percent of the fishable area of the BSAI and GOA (Table X).

Aleutian Islands

The Aleutian Islands subarea merits special attention since the fishing grounds are all relatively nearshore.
Example FMP 3.2 defines a 5 percent No-Take Reserve and 15 percent MPA rule across a full range of
habitat types. Where in the Bering Sea and GOA 15nm buffers from shore were described in the frameworks,
in the Al a 15nm buffer was applied to each of the Steller sea lion rookeries and haulouts. This buffer does
not specifically implement a no-take reserve or other MPA, but is likely to be a weighting factor in any future
development of potential restrictions.
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Due to the narrow Continental Shelf along the Aleutian Island chain, and the fact that State statistical areas
are utilized in this PSEIS, a much higher percentage of fishable area (79.9 percent) is afforded protection in
the example FMP 3.2 in the Al area compared to the Bering Sea (32.6 percent) and the Western /Central GOA
(65.6 percent).

Thirty-nine Steller sea lion rookeries fall within Steller sea lion Critical Habitat, nineteen of which are located
in the Aleutian Islands. All rookeries carry a 3nm No Transit area with an additional 10nm (or more) no
Steller sea lion prey species trawling area. The No Transit Areas are the only No-Take reserves in the
Aleutian Islands. These closures have been in effect since 1992 — all of them are logical candidates for
no-take marine reserves or MPAs. Many of these Steller sea lion No Transit\No-Traw] areas are clustered and
thus transfer easily to corresponding ADF&G statistical areas. Although other non-Steller sea lion prey
species fisheries such as the rockfish fisheries occur inside these Steller sea lion No-Trawl areas, these areas
were weighted heavily in the analysis as representing conceptual No-Take reserves and less so for gear
specific MPAs. Coral data from bycatch and trawl survey data, as well as from NOAA dive test areas, were
used in the development of the No-Take marine reserve examples.

The MPAs considered in this analysis include: No SSL Prey Species H&L, Pot and Trawling MPAs, No SSL
Prey Species Trawling MPAs, and No Bottom Contact Trawling MPAs. To encompass existing closures
areas, the Pacific cod H&L and Pot and Trawling restrictions were extended to constitute No SSL Prey
Species H&L and Pot MPAs, if not already closed as No-Take Reserves. Other current Steller sea lion prey
species restrictions for Atka mackerel, pollock (the entire Al subarea), and Pacific cod trawl fisheries were
closed to prey species trawling. And to better protect habitat, a suite of MPAs for No Bottom Contact
Trawling (currently defined simply as Non-Pelagic Trawling) were created around areas of low and medium
fishing intensity areas where bycatch or trawl survey data contained coral and sponge. Some of these low
intensity areas can be seen on Bowers Ridge, west of Attu Island, and west of the Bogoslof District.

Through the development of these No-Take Reserves and MPAs, the 40 percent rule was applied to ADF&G
statistical areas in order to illustrate a contiguous and fairly non-fragmented environment available for marine
mammals, benthic habitats, seabird avoidance and spawning fish populations without jeopardizing
commercial fisheries.

Bering Sea

Guidelines in the example FMP 3.2 MPAs and EFH component define a 5 percent No-Take Reserve and a
15 percent MPA rule across a full range of habitat types. With its broad, muddy and sandy shelf, the Bering
Sea is much different than the Aleutian Islands. The Bering Sea also contains many legacy areas established
for habitat protection, such as the Near Shore Bristol Bay No-Trawl area, the Red King Crab No Non-Pelagic
Trawl area, the Pribilof Habitat No-Traw] area, and a full suite of No SSL Prey Species H&L and Pot and
Trawl Areas. Other existing closures in the Bering Sea have been used for the creation of No-Take Reserves
and MPAs examples: five No Transit zones and their associated 10nm No SSL Prey Species Trawling areas
with various sized H&L and Pot closures. A large section of the Steller sea lion conservation area (the
Bogoslof District) is closed to all Steller sea lion prey species fishing (with the small exemption area near
Dutch Harbor for catcher vessels less than 60 ft LOA.
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Fifteen nm buffers from the shore (as described in the example FMP 3.2 Steller sealion Measures component
to mimic recent Steller sea lion foraging research, fishing effort, known locations of Steller sea lions and other
marine mammals, spawning areas, crab protections areas, and essential fish habitat) were used as weights in
the designation of the No-Take Reserves and the MPAs. As in the Al, we have applied a 40 percent rule to
state statistical areas to illustrate contiguous and fairly non-fragmented environments.

The Bogoslof foraging area (district) now contains significant No-Take Reserves, with the rest of the
Bogoslof foraging area covered by No SSL Prey Species H&L and Pot and Trawl areas. A suite of No-H&L
and Pot and No SSL Trawl] areas develop moving east along the lower Bering Sea shelf. The 3nm statistical
areas around the land bordering the rookeries are listed as No-Take Marine reserves. Other No-Take Reserves
include a large area around Cape Piece Walrus Protection area and the Walrus Island Steller sea lion rookery
in the Pribilof Islands.

The Pribilof Habitat Conservation and Near Shore Bristol Bay Areas remain closed to trawling, and the Red
King Crab Area remains closed to non-pelagic trawling. The two northernmost haulouts and the haulouts in
the Pribilofs are closed to Steller sea lion Prey Species H&L and Pot and Trawling.

Along the northwestern shelf of the Bering Sea, three large No-Bottom-Contact Trawling MPAs were
developed to coincide with the no-bottom-trawling areas the Essential Fish Habitat Committee is considering
to protect these same benthic habitats. These general areas are being considered as potential sites for a
rotational MPA, where areas are periodically opened and closed to particular types of fishing.

Gulf of Alaska — west of 144° West

Like the BSAI, the example FMP 3.2 for the GOA (west of 144° West) sets a 5 percent No-Take Reserve and
a 15 percent MPA rule across a full range of habitat types. Unlike the Bering Sea, however, the GOA is
somewhat more restrictive as to where effective closures can be designed while leaving areas open near
fishing ports.

Fifteen Steller sea lion rookeries are listed in the GOA, thirteen of which carry 3 nm No transit areas and
10nm No SSL Prey Species No-Trawl areas. These areas, along with other existing Steller sea lion
restrictions, such as the 15 nm buffers from the shore (as were described in the frameworks to mimic recent
Steller sea lion foraging research), the Type I & Il No-Trawl areas, and the Chiniak Gully Research area
(seasonal), as well as known locations of Steller sea lions and other marine mammals (such as harbor seals),
pollock spawning areas, bycatch and survey data of coral and sponge, the shelf's gullies, canyons and breaks,
and essential fish habitat - all served as weighted measures for the illustration of the No-Take Reserves and
the MPAs in the FMP 3.2.

The 40 percent rule was again applied to the ADF&G statistical areas to illustrate large non-fragmented
environments.

In order to protect a full range of habitat, perpendicular tracks of No-Take Marine Reserves were created from
the shoreline to the 1,000-meter break. Where possible, the No-Take Reserves were created at Steller sea lion
rookeries and where existing No-H&L and Pot and Trawl for the SSL Prey Species closures coexist such as
Marmot Island, south Chignik in RPA district 4, around selected Steller sea lion rookeries and haulouts, and
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the entire Al subarea, excluding a swath of fishable area to Unimak Pass, this is not shown on the map since
the Bogoslof district and RPA districts 10 and 11 are already analyzed as No-Take Marine Reserves in their
own regions. :

The benthic fishing habitat used in this analysis was down to 1,000 meters (500 fathoms), which we
considered fishable bottom habitat. In most cases, perpendicular blocks of closures sweep from one side of
the 1,000 meters contour to the other, protecting a full and broad range of habitat.

Thirty-nine Steller sea lion rookeries fall within Steller sea lion Critical Habitat; the Al contains nineteen of
them. All rookeries carry a 3nm No-Transit zone and an additional 10nm No SSL Prey Species Trawling area.
These closures have been in effect since 1992, all of them making excellent candidates for No-Take Marine
Reserves under the Alternative 4 policy. Many of these areas are clustered and would transfer easily to the
corresponding ADF&G stat areas. Areas that currently have high densities of No-Trawl, hook and line, and
pot fishing were designated No-Take Marine Reserves in the example FMP 4.1 illustration. A good example
of this can be seen in the area from 170° West to Seguam Pass. Blocks on the Petrel Banks were closed due
to high coral bycatch. A string of closed statistical areas follows the Petrel Banks because these areas have
seen at least some coral bycatch and are relatively unstudied. One block of the Southeastern side of Petrel
Banks (North slope) was left open. Historically high catch rates in this area and a need to create at least some
open areas for fishing prompted this action. No-take reserves along Steller sea lion Critical Habitat and the
1,000 meters contour created significant contiguous benthic and biologic protection in the Al

Bering Sea

The example FMP 4.1 guidelines specified that 20 to SO percent of each management area, including all
representative habitats contained therein, should be managed as No-Take Reserves. Specifically mentioned
in the example FMP 4.1 were submarine canyons, Unimak Pass, old Crab Pot Sanctuary, areas near the
Pribilof Islands, area southwest of St. George, Misty Moons, and the RKC Savings Area. These examples
were recommended by public stakeholders as candidate areas for analysis in this PSEIS.

Steller sea lion Critical Habitat (including the entire SCA) was closed to trawling as an illustration of a
No-Trawl MPA or designated as No-Take Marine Reserves, as were other legacy closures such as the Near
Shore Bristol Bay No-Trawl area. And since the Bering Sea has a much broader benthic plane, more options
were available to analysts for illustrating a management scenario meeting the criteria of example FMP 4.1
by protecting a full range of habitat types using a combination of both No-Trawl MPAs and No-Take Marine
Reserves.

For purpose of this analysis, we designated Bogoslof (RPA district 9) as a No-Take Marine Reserve, with
blocks of reserve leading east to include large portions of old Crab Pot Sanctuary Area, thereby illustrating
continued protection of this important crab spawning area and benthic habitat. A track of No-take Marine
Reserve leaves the old Crab Pot Sanctuary area running north to intercept the coast near Cape Pierce and the
Walrus Islands closures. A track of No-Trawl MPA extends from Cape Pierce to the west, intercepting the
No-Trawl Marine Reserve formed by the Pribilof Conservation Area (PCA). Below the PCA is Misty Moon
canyon; a No-Take Marine Reserve was designated here because of historically high bycatch of corals and
sponges. An open fishing area was created both above and below the Misty Moon area to permit groundfish
fishing where catches have been historically good, but with lower bycatch. For purposes of illustrating this
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policy, other large No-Take Marine Reserves were designated along the inner, middle, and outer BS shelf
breaks. The five northern Steller sea lion haulouts became No-Take Marine Reserves using coincident
ADF&G statistical areas. Unlike the Al, the area analysis includes only that part of the ADF&G statistical
area that coincides with 1,000 meter bathymetry. The exception is that the Bogoslof foraging area is included
in the percentage of BS EEZ calculation.

Gulf of Alaska — west of 144° West

As with the Al and BS, the GOA (west) guidelines suggested that 20 to 50 percent of each management area,
including all representative habitats contained therein, should be managed as No-Take Marine Reserves.
Specific areas mentioned for analysis were the Davidson Banks, Shumagin islands, the Type I & II area to
the southeast of Kodiak Island, and the Gulf shelf breaks. Unlike the BS, the GOA is somewhat more
restrictive as to where effective closures can be created while leaving some areas open.

Steller sea lion Critical Habitat, Steller sea lion current closures (trawl, hook and line, and pot), pollock
spawning areas, fishing ports, and the shelf's gullies, canyons and breaks, were taken into account in the
creation of No-Take Marine Reserves and No-Trawl MPAs. In order to protect a full range of habitat,
perpendicular tracks of No-Take Marine Reserves, using state statistical areas, were created from the
shoreline to the 1,000-meter break. Where possible, these No-Take Marine Reserves were created at Steller
sea lion rookeries and where current Steller sea lion no-trawl and no- hook-and-line and pot closures coexist,
such as Marmot Island and RPA districts 4, 10 and 11. Other areas that were designated as No-Take Marine
Reserve in this example FMP included the Shumagin islands (an important pollock spawning area and high
catch area), a portion of Davidson Bank, Portlock Banks shelf break, and blocks of areas in and around Prince
William Sound. Unlike the Al, the area analysis includes only that part of the ADF&G statistical area that
coincides with 1,000 meter bathymetry.

Gulf of Alaska — East of 144° West

Because the Southeast Outside District does not include Steller sea lion Critical Habitat but currently has a
trawl ban east of 140° West, this area was analyzed separately from the western and central GOA. Again, a
suggested 20 to 50 percent of each management area, including all representative habitats contained therein,
should be managed as No-Take Marine Reserves. The Sitka Pinnacles are the only area currently designated
asa "no-take" among the example FMPs. Coral and sponge bycatch, shelf breaks, and proximity to ports were
used in the illustration of No-Take Marine Reserves. The No-Take Marine Reserves protect a full range of
habitat from the coast to the 1,000 meter (fishable area) shelf break Unlike the Al, the area analysis includes
only that part of the ADF&G statistical area that coincides with 1,000 meter bathymetry.

FMP Map 4.1-2 contains all of the above spatial measures, but uses the same color-scheme as FMP maps 1
through 3.2:

Yellow: 3nm No-Transit Areas

Purple: No SSL Prey Species Trawling MPA

Dark Green: No SSL Prey Species Hook-and-Line (H&L), Pot, or Trawl Fishing MPA
Blue: No-Take Marine Reserves

Pink: No-Bottom-Contact Trawling MPA
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within RPA Districts 10 and 11 (below the Bogoslof District). Other areas that were designated No-Take
Reserves for purposes of our analysis included a section of the shelf and slope below the Shumagin islands,
Portlock Banks, and smaller sections of the shelf below Prince William Sound.

No SSL Prey Species H&L and Pot and Trawl Areas were created using the weighted measure when Steller
sea lion restrictions were dominant but did not reach the benchmark for creating No-Take Reserves. No-Trawl
for the SSL Prey Species and No-Bottom-Contact Trawling closures were created with the same sets of
weighted criteria.

Gulf of Alaska — east of 144° West

As in the BSAI, the example FMP 3.2 for the Gulf of Alaska (east of 144° West longitude) defined a 5
percent No-Take Reserve and a 15 percent MPA rule across a full range of habitat types.

The current suite of Steller sea lion closures do not transit east of 144° West, but the Steller sea lions east of
144° West are listed as threatened and therefore we included an example measure to provide some protection
to this part of the population. The state No-Trawl closure east of 140° West was strengthened in this
illustration to include an MPA for No-H&L and Pot or Trawl for SSL Prey Species. This No-Traw! and
No-H&L and Pot or Trawl for SSL Prey Species MPA also includes a smaller area near Icy Bay and Cape
Yakataga.

The example No-Take Reserves were developed to protect habitat in areas with low to medium fishing
intensity and within 3nm of three Steller sea lion rookeries. The Sitka Pinnacles are included within one of
the illustrated No-Take Reserves.

Example FMP 4.1 Map

There are two versions of map FMP 4.1. Both illustrate the same suite of spatial closures. The difference is
cosmetic. FMP map 4.1-1 use the same color (magenta) scheme as FMP map 4.2. Both of these FMP
examples serve to illustrate a major shift in management policy. Unlike current management practice where
generally speaking anything is permitted unless specifically prohibited (e.g., the maps are blank unless
closures/restrictions are shown), FMP maps 4.1-1 and 4.2 illustrate a management policy where everything
is closed unless shown open. FMP map 4.1-2 provides a map illustration where the magenta is converted to
the color scheme used in FMP maps 1 through 3.2 to provide the reader with a version to make comparison
among those maps easier.

FMP map 4.1-1 illustrates five types of spatial management areas that are color-coded as follows:

Yellow: 3nm No Transit Areas

White: Areas Open to Fishing

Magenta Hatching: Areas Open to Commercial Fishing Except Trawling
Magenta (solid): No-Take Marine Reserves

Light Red Circles: SSL Ciritical Habitat
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Bathymetry information to 1,000 meters is also color-coded, running from dark green (zero meters) to a pale
beige (1,000 m). In the legend itself, the titles for measures developed specifically for protection of Steller
sea lions are printed in blue. ‘

The map has been developed from the following information and data sources: bathymetry; essential fish
habitat from the 1997 environmental assessment (insert citation); Steller sea lion critical habitat; 2002 Steller
sea lion closures; survey and bycatch data for coral and sponge distribution; historical commercial fisheries
catch data; location of ports; locations of test and study areas; the Aleutian Islands (Al) special management
area; public comments; and the legacy closures and restricted areas identified in Table X FMP Frameworks
spreadsheet.

ADF&G statistical areas were applied as management units to designate open fishing areas, MPAs designated
as No-Trawling areas (all species, all types of trawls), and No-Take Marine Reserves (where commercial
fishing is prohibited). The ADF&G groundfish statistical areas are one degree wide (approximately 35nm),
and a half-degree tall (30 nm). ADF&G subdivides their statistical areas at 3nm from the shoreline. These
management units, when grouped into larger spatial regions, are presumably large enough to: 1) prevent
habitat fragmentation; 2) protect large portions of Habitat of Particular Concern (HAPC); 3) form clearly
defined, manageable, navigable, and enforceable alternatives; 4) provide contiguous fishing restrictions for
protecting spawning populations, key critical habitat, demersal, pelagic fish species, and marine mammals;
and 5), where possible, provide open areas near fishing ports.

From a biological and fishery point-of-view, the ADF&G statistical areas are arbitrary and do not always
represent the spatial distribution of significant biological and habitat resources. Therefore, a 25-percent rule
was applied in the following manner: When 25 percent of a state statistical area was covered with a significant
concern, the area was designated as either a No-Take Marine Reserve or a No-Trawl MPA. This effect was
normalized to a certain extent during the analysis because a statistical area that did not quite meet the
benchmark would not be so designated (e.g., an area where less than 25 percent was overlaid would be left
entirely open, as was the case when attempting to comprehensively close Steller sea lion Critical Habitat) In
some cases, areas were shown totally closed even if the 25 percent benchmark was not reached for purposes
of illustrating a contiguous closure to capture a broad range of inshore to offshore habitats.

Area afforded protection by example FMP 4.1 spatial measures, when combined, protect 19.0 percent of the
EEZ, and 51.1 percent of the fishable area of the BSAI and GOA (Table X). The primary difference between
this map and the FMP 3.2 map is that most of the spatial closures used in this illustration are of the form of
No-Take Marine Reserves where all commercial fishing is prohibited. This form of closure is intended to

illustrate a extremely precautionary policy that places emphasis on protecting marine mammals, target
groundfish stocks, and essential fish habitat.

Aleutian Islands

The Al subarea merits special attention since the fishing grounds are nearshore. Guidelines in the Alternatives
tables state that 20 to 50 percent of each management area, including all representative habitats contained
therein, should be managed as a No-Take Marine Reserve. The Al Special Management Area illustrated in
example FMP 4.1 covers a contiguous area specifically to protect coral and other living substrates and Steller
sea lion critical habitat. Although the Al Special Management Area was originally intended to encapsulate
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Light Green: Eastern Gulf of Alaska (GOA) No SSL Prey Species H&L, Pot, or Trawl MPA
Red Circles: SSL Critical Habitat

Example FMP 4.2 Map

The FMP 4.2 map illustrates a management plan that completely closes the EEZ to groundfish fishing until
such time that NPFMC and NOAA Fisheries have reviewed each fishery and determined whether it results
in any significant adverse impacts on the physical or biological environment. This FMP illustrates one way
to apply the extremely precautionary policy of Alternative 4. As described above, the process of review,
certification, and development of fishery-specific regulations could take up to two years, at which time those
fisheries authorized to harvest groundfish, would be permitted. This map would then change for those
fisheries, with certain areas opening to them. Some fisheries may never receive authorization. As fisheries
are authorized, their fishery-specific maps would begin to look similar to the FMP 4.1 map illustrations,
depending on the fishery.

For purposes of this programmatic analysis, the FMP 4.2 map provides an opportunity to estimate the
economic and social value of the commercial groundfish fisheries and realize the impact of a temporary
suspension of groundfish fishing. Such a management plan serves as a useful bookend for comparing this
FMP scenario with example FMP 4.1 that illustrates a significantly reduced fishery in lieu of total suspension.
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June 3, 2003 ‘
. . SO
Mr. David Benton, Chairman X! L j’?'z,/_.,..%
North Pacific Fisheries Management Council J T ’5§ )
605 West 41 Avenue, Suite 306 5 U g @
Anchorage, AK 99501 N <093
Re: Draft PS—EIS comments : o N:QF:M.C

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The At-sea Processors Association (APA) would like to submit comments regarding the
Alaska Groundfish Revised Draft Programmatic SEIS, specifically the sector model for
estimating socioeconomic effects (in sections 3.9 and 4.1.7).

The socioeconomic impacts model in the draft PSEIS ignores two crucial aspects of the
benefits derived from the fishery: (1) the benefits derived from the ownership of Western
Alaska Community Development Quota (CDQ) groups in pollock companies; and (2) the
7N substantial employ ment opportunities provided to Alaskans as a result of CDQ ownership
and partnerships in the fisheries, and as a result of hiring by the at-sea pollock
catcher/processors in Anchorage. Unless the PSEIS model is corrected to include these

mportant socioeconomic impacts. it will be useless to policy makers or anyone else
concemed about ACTU AL socioeconomic impacts of the fisheries in Alaska.

The sector model “uses multi-species management model output of the species catch by
gear and subarea. combined with their historical harvest and processmg proportlons, to
estimate the distribution of catch and processing among the various sectors and regions
that rely on the groundfish fishery'”. The model then attempts to describe how the sectors
interact differently with different geographic regions. This model is fatally flawed,
however, in that it gives no consideration to the significant socioeconomic benefits from
the at-sea sector to various regions of Alaska, particularly as a result of CDQ ownership
in the sector and the employment of Alaskans in the sector, but in other aspects as well.
The model simply attributes all investment return and employment benefits from the at-
sea sector to Washington State, the region where the at-sea companies are headquartered.

The draft PSEIS acknowledges — but does not correct -- this fault with respect to Alaskan
employment (see footnote 3 on page 4.1-53). It relies on the false assumption that ALL

! Revised DPEIS, Section 4.1.7, Page 51

, o,
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at-sea employees are from Washington, even while acknowledging that, “it is known that
significant numbers of at-sea processing employees are not from [Washington].” This is

a seriously misleading and unacceptable model to be used in setting policy for the North
Pacific fisheries. '

Alaska/CDQ Ownership in At-Sea Catcher/Processors: The socioeconomic model
completely ignores the benefits and importance of the substantial ownership of
CDQ villages in pollock catcher/processors. Yet the ownership by CDQ villages
of pollock catcher/processors may represent the most significant benefit that
Alaska or Alaskans have ever derived from Alaska’s groundfish fisheries. Since
the advent of the CDQ program, five of the six regional CDQ groups have
invested heavily in the at-sea sector (AFA-eligible catcher/processors) and the
sixth group has invested into the mothership sector. An excerpt from the
Council’s 2002 AFA report to Congress identifies the ownership by Coastal
Villages Region Fund and Central Bering Sea Fishermen’s Association in
American Seafoods alone as “the greatest level of truly Alaskan investment in
the BS/AI pollock fishery”” (emphasis added). According to the North Pacific
Council’s report to Congress on impacts of the American Fisheries Act, the CDQ
groups now have about $200 million in assets/ownership interest in the fisheries.
As aresuit, almost half (45%) of the total annual income of CDQ groups is now
derived from return on investments, as opposed to royalties. The draft PSEIS
socioeconomic model appears to attribute ALL of the benefits and income from
Alaska CDQ group investments to Washington State! Doing so produces
accounting errors in the model totaling tens of millions, if not hundreds of
millions, of dollars annually. Unless corrected, a flaw of this magnitude will
render the socioeconomic model in the final PSEIS completely useless.

Alaska Employment Aboard At-Sea Catcher/Processors: For many years, the
APA has supported APA member company efforts to hire Alaskans for their

operations. APA sponsors and organizes job fairs in Anchorage prior to each
major pollock season. When APA moved its headquarters to Anchorage in 1999,
we created a full-time staff position to serve as employment coordinator for
Alaska hiring by all seven APA member companies. All member companies of
the APA participate in the twice-annual Anchorage job fairs, and many companies
use the APA’s employment coordinator to seek more Alaskans to fill vacancies
arising during the fishing seasons. Since the opening of our Anchorage office,
over 1,000 job applicants have utilized the Association’s services.

2 “Impacts of the American Fisheries Act” A repoi't to Congress and the Secretary of Commerce prepared
by the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council, February 20, 2002, Page 208



The hundreds of Alaskans who have been hired as part of this Anchorage-based
program the past four years are in addition to the at-sea Alaska hires from CDQ
villages. As a result of their partnerships with, and ownership in, pollock
catcher/processor companies, significant Alaska hiring in our sector takes place in
western Alaska villages. According to the Council’s 2002 AFA report, the CDQ
program provides about 2,000 jobs annually for Alaska residents, with wages in
excess of $12 million annually. At least some, and perhaps a majority, of these
Alaska employees are counted as a benefit to Washington State as a result of the
PSEIS’s flawed employment accounting system.

As mentioned above, the draft PSEIS socioeconomic model erroneously counts
all employees aboard pollock catcher/processors as Washington State residents,
and attributes no benefit to Alaska. It does so for the purposes of
“simplification,” using an assumption “consistent with U.S. Department of Labor
standards which assign at-sea employment to the region in which the vessel is
based,” — even though the PSEIS model creators and authors acknowledge that “it
is known that significant numbers of at-sea processing employees are not from the
owner’s region.” This deficiency in the PSEIS model must be corrected if the
model is to be of any consequential value to policy makers.

APA staff would gladly be available to your staff and NMFS staff to correct the flawed
socioeconomic model. We also anticipate providing testimony on this matter during the
Council’s upcoming Kodiak meeting.

Sincerely,

— .
9 Aoea~ 7 o leln
Trevor McCabe

Executive Director
At-sea Processors Association
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Status of North Pacific Groundfish

4 June 2003

by
Joshua Sladek Nowlis
Science Advisor
Alaska Oceans Network

Annually the North Pacific Fishery Management Council assesses a wide range of fish stocks
under its management. These assessments range from detailed, population-specific modeling
exercises to general examination of data histories, including reported catches, observer program
results, and government-sponsored fishery surveys. From these efforts, the Council assigns
stocks to tiers, ranging from Tier 1 (extensive data available on a stock) to Tier 6 (nothing more
than a history of catches available). Generally speaking, we know the status of stocks in Tiers 1
through 3 relative to an estimate of unfished abundance, whereas we do not have this information
for stocks in Tiers 4 through 6. '

Also annually, the National Marine Fisheries Service produces a Report to Congress that
summarizes the status of each federally-managed fish stock with respect to overfishing (whether
the current rate of fishing is above maximum sustainable levels) and overfished condition
(whether the current abundance is below a level that jeopardizes its productive capacity, with the
actual threshold varying from fishery to fishery). In this report, none of the 21 known North
Pacific groundfish stocks were identified as overfished, as compared to two of 33 for the North
Pacific as a whole (6%) and 86 of 237 nationally (36%). On the other hand, the high proportion
of stocks for which this information is unknown raises concerns. Overfished status is unknown
for 170 of 191 total North Pacific groundfish stocks, representing 89% or eight out of every nine
stocks, as compared to 186 of 219 for the North Pacific as a whole (85%) and 642 of 879
nationally (73%). '

These results inadequately reflect the status of North Pacific groundfish for two reasons. First,
they categorize stocks grossly into overfished or not overfished categories without any additional -
precision. These broad categories are particularly unhelpful because of a lack of scientific or
even legal consensus on when to consider a stock overfished, as discussed below. Second, most

~ stocks are actually categorized as unknown despite the fact that some information exists to guide
a status determination.

A VOLUNTARY AssSOCIATION OF FIsSHING, CONSERVATION AND ALASKA NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS
WiTH THE PURPOSE TO RESTORE AND MAINTAIN HEALTHY MARINE ECOSYSTEMS IN ALASKA
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A More Detailed Look

Assessments of stocks in Tiers 4 through 6 contain substantial information to help in determining
their status. One can find an estimate of current abundance for stocks in Tiers 4 and 5, as well as
a history of abundance estimates going back up to 20 years or more. But can we rely on this
information? The data represent such cursory views of large phenomena that they are riddled
with imprecision and likely inaccuracy. However, if used correctly and with an understanding of
important caveats, they can prowde some msnght into the management system as a whole. The
three caveats are: .

1) The current abundance and largest historic abundance estimates are highly imprecise and

may therefore be grossly inaccurate. However, these sources of error will not necessarily
bias the results in any direction.

2) Even if the largest historic abundance estimates were accurate, they represent population
levels after fishing had already taken place. This source of error would bias results
towards seeing stocks as healthier than they really are.

3) Even if the largest historic abundance estimates were accurate and reflected pre-fishing
conditions, the environment may have changed so that today’s unfished abundance could
be higher or- lower This source of error will not necessanly bias the results in any

L dlrectlon . .

These caveats should g1ve one pause about acceptmg the status of any partlcular stock based on -

the analyses presented here.. However, most of the sources of imprecision are unbiased. Even .
those that are biased tend towards seeing stocks as healthier than they really are.- In aggregate,
assessments based on these data should be adequate for judging the performance of the North .
Pacific groundfish management system as a whole and especially for poorly understood stocks. . -

Categories

Stocks were assigned to categones of abundance relative to historical or unfished abundance
Categories were defined based on policy thresholds that have been established in the North
Pacific or elsewhere. The threshold levels dividing categories were 10, 17.5, 35, 40, and 50
percent of hxstonc abundance. I examined so many different levels because of a lack of
consensus on when to consider a stock overfished. The lowest of these (10%) was included
because it has been discussed in mtematxonal circles as a possible threshold for endangered
status. The second lowest (1 7.5%) was chosen because the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council has stated that any stock at this level would be considered overfished. The middle level
(35%) is also a reference point in North Pacific groundfish management, corresponding to both
the highest level at which a stock might be considered overfished and the default assumption of
abundance that would produce maximum sustainable yields. The second highest level (40%)
corresponds to the national recommendation for a proxy for maximum sustainable yield
abundance level, while the highest (50%) corresponds to the maximum sustainable yield ‘
abundance level in the Schaefer model,.a commonly used population model in ecology. Note - -
that some scientists and some conservation groups have identified these maximum sustainable

~
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FIGURE 1—lllustration of status categories based on current abundance as a percentage of historic
abundance, with policy oriented references. The red zone represents levels that might be considered
endangered. The pink zone represents levels that the North Pacific Council would definitely consider
overfished while the orange zone represents levels they might consider overfished. The yellow zone lies
below levels the National Marine Fisheries Service has identified with maximum sustainable yields, while
the olive zone lies below levels that would support maximum sustainable yields under a commonly used
ecological modeling framework. Note that all of these zones might be considered overfished by some
scientists and lawyers, while others would consider only some of these zones overfished. Finally, the
green zone represents stocks above 50 percent of their historic abundance, levels that most fishery
scientists would consider healthy.

yield levels as appropriate overfished thresholds. Consequently, these five thresholds break
abundance levels into six categories, and all but the most abundant category (>50%) might be
considered overfished by some (Fig. 1).

Results

Current and historical abundance estimates were available for 82 stocks or regional populations
from the stock assessment and fishery evaluation report (Tables 1 and 2; Fig. 2). Twenty of
these stocks were categorized in Tiers 1 through 3 and had an estimate of unfished abundance as
well as current abundance. The remaining 62 stocks did not have estimates of unfished
abundance but did have histories of abundance estimates dating back from a few to over twenty
years. There is one exception to this pattern. Bogoslof Island pollock were categorized as Tier
5, yet their unfished abundance had been estimated.

Of the 20 stocks in Tiers 1 through 3, none were below 17.5 percent of unfished abundance, the
low range of overfished thresholds used for North Pacific groundfish (Fig. 2A). One stock—
Gulf of Alaska pollock—was below 35 percent. This stock had the potential to be classified as
overfished, according to the North Pacific groundfish management system, but further analysis
concluded that it was not. An additional six stocks fell below 40 percent, the abundance the
National Marine Fisheries Service recommends as a default for maximum sustainable yield
levels. Five more stocks fell above this level but below 50 percent, the abundance that produces
maximum sustainable yields in perhaps the simplest and most common ecological modeling
framework. All told, seven stocks (35%) fell below 40 percent of unfished abundance, the level
the National Marine Fisheries Service has recommended to maximize yields. On the other hand,
eight of twenty (40%) were above 50 percent of unfished abundance, a level most fishery
scientists would consider healthy.

The 66 stocks in Tiers 4 through 6 fared less well. Eight (12%, or one of every eight) had
current abundance estimates less than 10 percent of historic abundance—a critically low level
(Fig. 2B). Two more had current abundance estimates less than 17.5 percent of historic
abundance, the lower range of overfished thresholds. Seven more fell between 17.5 and 35
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FIGURE 2—Status of North Pacific Groundfish, expresséd as percent of historic or unfished abundance. ~

See text for caveats, especially for stocks in tiers 4 through 6. (A) Tiers 1 through 3. (B) Tiers 4 through
6.
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percent, bringing to 17 (26% of the total) the number of Tier 4 through 6 stocks that potentially
warrant an overfished determination, according to the North Pacific groundfish management' -
system. An additional six stocks fell below 40 percent, four more fell below: 50 percent, while
39 (59%) were above 50 percent.

In sum, of the.86 stocks of North Pacific groundfish examined here, eight (9%) may have been
below 10 percent of unfished abundance while a total of 10 (11%) may be at levels that would-
automatically trigger an overfished determination by the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council if verified. An additional eight stocks (9%) may be at abundance levels that could be
considered overfished according to the North Pacific groundfish management system, pending
further analysis. Thirty (35%) stocks in total may be below levels the National Marine Fisheries
Service has recommended as a proxy for maximum sustainable yields whlle 39 (45%) fall below . -
maximum sustainable yield levels from the Schaefer model, ,whlch is’ near the high end of what. _
anyone might consider overfished, On the other hand, 47.of the stocks (55%) may be at
abundance levels that most fisheries scientists would consider healthy. While the status
determinations using this technique may be off for any particular stock, in aggregate the results
depict what is likely to be an accurate or even conservative (towards seeing stocks as healthier *
than they really are) perspective on the North Pacific groundfish management system. While
these results identify a number of healthy stocks, they also indicate that many would qualify as
overﬁshed, dependmg on the defimtxon used and some may be at cntlcally lowlevels.© = "

Conclusions

While it would be dangerous to presume this analysxs determined the correct status of any given
stock, particularly those in Tiers 4 through 6, it is equally dangerous to ignore indications that a
number of North Pacific groundfish stocks may be at very low levels. The Council does provide
precautionary management tools for some of these stocks. For example, the to”tal allowable catch
for Bogoslof pollock, whose population may be less than 5 percent of historic abundance, is only
one-tenth of a percent of what would be considered overfishing. Yet this precautionary approach
is not universal. For example, Aleutian Islands squid, whose population may be less than 10
percent of historic abundance, has a total allowable catch equal to three-quarters of what would
be considered overfishing. The results presented here highlight a significant but solvable
weakness in the North Pacific groundfish management system—the lack of precaution built in
for stocks with less information. Such precaution not only makes sense to account for the large
uncertainties in managing them:; it also makes sense because of the potentially poor status of
some of these stocks. In fact, many stocks are at levels that might benefit from some or even
substantial rebuilding. Additional precaution may also be advisable for some of the better-
known stocks. Sixty percent of stocks in Tiers 1 through 3 fell below 50 percent of historic
abundance, levels that some would consider overfished and that many would agree is of less
certain health. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that this extensive analysis of groundfish stock
status in the North Pacific identified most as healthy (above 50% of historic. abundance),
providing evidence that many parts of the management system do perform well. - :






