AGENDA D-1

SEPTEMBER 1997
MEMORANDUM
TO: Council, SSC and AP Members
ESTIMATED TIME
FROM: Clarence G. Pautzke 2 HOURS
Executive Director
DATE: September 17, 1997

SUBIJECT: Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Issues

ACTION REQUIRED

(@) Review pollock and Pacific cod trip limit issue.
() Review recommendations from joint Board of Fish and Council committee.
(©) Discuss Eastem GOA boundary changes.

BACKGROUND
(a Revi lock and Pacific ip limit issue

In June 1997, the Council initially examined an industry proposal for trip limits of 150,000 Ib (68 metric tons)
for the Western GOA fisheries and 397,000 1b (180 metric tons) for the Central GOA fisheries. The Council
staff report indicated that the proposed trip limit for the western GOA pollock and cod fisheries would result in
about one extra trip for each of 80 vessels (Ttem D-1(a)(1)). The proposed trip limit for the central GOA fisheries
would result in less than a half-trip extra to be shared by all 115 vessels. Both trip limits would, however, limit
larger capacity vessels from entering the fisheries and harvesting a disproportionate amount of the catch.
Implementation of the proposed trip limits would require a plan amendment.

Trip limits continue to be controversial as they may be interpreted under certain circumstances to be IFQ
programs that are currently banned by Congress. NOAA GC reported that the Council may design a program
whereby the total harvest could exceed the collective trip limits for all participating vessels, thus not guaranteeing
a certain amount of fish for a particular vessel.

The Council appointed an industry committee to attempt to reach consensus on appropriate trip limit
recommendations to the Council. The committee met by telephone conference on August 27, 1997 but was
unable to reach consensus (Item d-1(a)(2)). The committee is scheduled to reconvene on Wednesday, September
24, 1997 during the Council meeting and an update from the committee will be provided. For reference, a list
of the committee members is provided under Item D-1(a)(3).

(®)

On July 21-22, 1997, the Joint North Pacific Council-Alaska Board of Fisheries Committee met in Anchorage
to discuss mutual management issues related to Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska halibut, salmon,
groundfish, and shellfish (Item D-1(b)(1)). The Committee was particularly interested in discussing bycatch of
chinook and chum salmon in the BSAI groundfish fisheries and Council concerns with the State waters Pacific




cod fishery in the GOA. Minutes from the meeting are attached as Item D-1(b}(2). Salmon retention is
specifically addressed on the Council’s agenda for this meeting under Agenda D-2(c) and the State P. cod fishery
will be addressed during the GOA specification process under Agenda D-3(e).

At its request, Council and NMFS staff will attend the October 21-24, 1997, Alaska Board of Fisheries work
session in Girdwood to update the Board of Council activity related to groundfish, halibut, and shellfish,

(¢)  Discuss Eastern GOA boundary changes

In December 1996, the Council tasked staff with development of a 1996 NMFS proposal (#32) (Item D-1(c)(1))
that would implement a GOA FMP amendment to establish Westen Yakutat (Area 640) and Southeast Outside
(650) as separate areas. This proposal would conform to the Council’s recently approved License Limitation .
Program which establishes a no-trawl sanctuary east of 140 degrees longitude. While the stock assessment
authors and GOA Plan Team can provide ABC recommendations for these subareas, an amendment would be
required to allow the Council to specify ABCs, TACs, and OFLs for groundfish for these separate areas. In 1996,
this proposal was ranked as high priority for the Council’s staff tasking. While development of this analysis was
ranked as a high priority for 1997, the groundfish License Limitation Program and need for this subarea
separation will not occur until 1999. The Council could schedule this analysis for initial review in April 1998,
final action in June 1998 and implementation for 1999.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Individuals that primarily participate in Gulf of Alaska fisheries have expressed concem that their fishing
seasons are sometimes shortened when large vessels move from Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands fisheries
into Gulf of Alaska fisheries. Various options have been proposed by Gulf of Alaska fishermen over the
years to help mitigate their perceived problem. These proposals often included trip limits as a mechanism
to help reduce the impacts felt by the smaller Gulf of Alaska vessels. This paper will provide a brief
discussion of the trip limit alternatives that have been proposed.

The action needed by the Council at this meeting is to decide if these proposals should be sent back to
staff for a complete analysis. If the Council does wish to see additional analysis on this issue, they will
need to develop a problem statement and a list of alternatives to be studied. Implementing a trip limit
program will require a plan amendment.

2 STRUCTURE OF THE TRIP LIMIT PROPOSALS

Trip limit proposals have been submitted for the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska (Appendix I). The
proposal for the Western Gulf of Alaska came from the Peninsula Marketing Association, and the Central
Gulf of Alaska proposal from the Alaska Draggers Association and the Groundfish Data Bank. Together
these proposals will form the baseline for this discussion.

Areas

Trip limits have been proposed for the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska. A program could be tailored
for each of these areas, possibly patterned after the proposals that were submitted to the Council. No
proposals have been received at the Council office for trip limits in the eastern Gulf of Alaska.

Defining the Western Gulf of Alaska area is straightforward. It is assumed to be the Gulf of Alaska
waters between 159° W. and 170° W. However, the Central Gulf of Alaska will be redefined if the
License Limitation Program (LLP) is approved by the Secretary of Commerce. Currently the Central
Guif of Alaska includes the waters from 147° W. to 159° W. Under the LLP, the Central Gulf of Alaska
was expanded to include West Yakutat. Adding West Yakutat to the Central Gulf of Alaska changes the
boundaries to be between 140° W. and 159° W. Should the Council decide to move forward with a
formal analysis of the trip limit proposals, they may wish to implement the two programs concurrently
and use the LLP area definition for the Central Gulf of Alaska.

Species

Trip limits are being proposed for pollock and Pacific cod. Originally the proposals focused on pollock,
but both the Central and Western Gulf of Alaska proposals have been amended to include cod. Cod was
added because of concerns that the larger boats would simply target cod if the size of their pollock trips
were limited. If the fishing pressure on cod was increased, it would likely shorten the length of that
fishery.

Size of Trips

The size of a trip could be defined in at least three different ways. A trip limit could be based on the total
catch of all species. This would include target species as well as non-target species. Given that IR/IU in
the Gulf of Alaska will likely include shallow-water flatfish species within five years, addressing this
issue up front may be prudent. A second altemative would be to base the trip limit on the combined catch
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of cod and pollock only. This alternative could reduce the incentive for pollock boats to top off with the
amount of cod bycatch allowed under the directed fishing standards. Finally, the trip limit could be
applied only to the target species. This would allow vessels to harvest the target species up to the trip
limit and top off the trip with species other than the target.

Western Guif of Alaska

A trip limit of 150,000 pounds (or about 68 metric tons) has been proposed for the Western Gulf of
Alaska. This limit was suggested because it represents the approximate maximum hold capacity of a 58’
salmon limit seiner. Those are the types of vessels typically owned by the local residents that this
proposal is designed to protect.

Central Gulf of Alaska

The trip limit suggested for the Central Gulf of Alaska is 180 metric tons (397,000 pounds) per trip. Only
a few Kodiak based catcher vessels have capacity greater than the suggested limit. Under the precedents
section of the proposal, the authors indicate that catcher processors less than 125 fishing under the
shorebased portion of the inshore/offshore quotas operate under a daily limit. That daily limit is set at 18
metric tons per day or 126 metric tons per week of cod and pollock combined. Given these limits, the
average catcher vessel will be allowed to harvest more pollock and cod each day than the small catcher
processors.

Overage Provision

An overage provision similar to that used in the open access halibut “clean up” fishery was suggested in
the Groundfish Data Bank’s proposal dated September 13, 1994. That fishery was basically a trip limit
program based on eight vessel length classes. Enforcement was given some latitude when determining
violations based on the amount catch a particular vessel was allowed. The Intemational Pacific Halibut
Commission and enforcement will need to be consulted further if this option is pursued. '

Duration of the Program

Trip limits are suggested to remain effective until replaced by a comprehensive rationalization program.
The authors did not consider LLP to be a comprehensive rationalization program that would replace trip
limits. The tenor of the proposals was that when a program would protect the Gulf of Alaska based
vessels from preemption by the larger Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands vessels (such as IFQs), the trip
limit program would cease.

3 DATA

Fishticket data for the 1996 fishery are included for the reader in this discussion paper. Data are currently
not available for the 1997 fishery. Should this proposal go forward for a complete EA/RIR, additional
years of information will be provided. Fishtickets are used because processors are required to submit a
fishticket to the State of Alaska each time a catcher vessel makes a landing within State waters. Also,
catcher processors that fish under the inshore-offshore shoreside allocation are limited to 18 metric tons
of pollock and cod a day. This level of catch is well below the proposed trip limits.

Catch

The catch of pollock and cod harvested in the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska are reported in this
section. Only fishtickets where pollock or cod was considered the target are included. Cod and pollock
targets were assigned if one of those species made up at least 50% of the catch reported on the fishticket.
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Figure 1 shows the catch by trip in the
Central Gulf of Alaska during 1996.
The thick black line running
horizontally across the page is the
proposed trip limit size. The other two
lines show the actual catch on each trip
by vessels < 58 ft. and vessels > 58 ft.

Catch by tripin the 1996 Central Gutf
pofock and cod fisheries

58 fi. never took a trip that was equal to
the proposed trip limit, and three trips
over the limit were taken by large
vessels. If trip limits had been in place
in the Central Gulf of Alaska during 200 \
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to catch the limit on each trip. If
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fishermen below the trip limit did
slightly increase their catch on each trip the extra one-half trip would no be available.

Figure 2 shows the 1996 catch in the
Western Gulf of Alaska.  The

proposed 150,000 Ib. trip limit e ettt |
would have almost no impact on 2000
vessels < 58 ft. Vessels in the larger eaom
class would be impacted. They &0
reported taking about 550 trips, and o0
almost 125 of those trips were over now
the proposed limit. Summing the o
am Pt Vosds

portion of those catches that was £ 0 ;
over the limit and dividing those 2 o \,‘
pounds by the 150,000 pound limit, 20000 Tiplimi
indicates that just over 100 00 / i
additional trips could be taken. 1000 b
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taking trips under the limit would a0y e Tl T T estvan
not increase their catch per trip, as 0 o‘""‘"—:’; ——
we expect they might, and that other Nrgber of Tigs Tiem

vessels would not enter the fishery.
Testimony from representatives of
the Western Alaska communities have indicated that there are fishermen who would consider entering
these fisheries if trip limits were imposed.  Given that about 80 vessels currently participate in the
fishery, and there is the potential for vessels to enter the fishery or increase their trip size, it is unlikely
that the average vessel would realize more than one additional trip.
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Bering Sea Catch

Many large vessels that participate in the Gulf of Alaska pollock and cod fisheries spend the first part of
the fishing season in the Bering Sea or Aleutian Islands. In fact, 61 of the vessels that fished in the
Central or Western Gulf of Alaska also fished in the Bering Sea or Aleutian Islands. Only two of these
vessels were 58 ft. or less.

Species Group Metric Tons of
Catch
Pollock 202,000
Pacific cod 24,000
Flatfish 12,000
All other Groundfish <1,000
Length of Fishing Season

The Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands portion of the catch
taken by vessels that fished in both areas was mainly
pollock and cod. Pollock accounted for 202,000
metric tons of their Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
catch. Cod was about 10% of their pollock total
(24,000 metric tons). Flatfish, rockfish, and other
groundfish made up the remainder. In total, these
species were less than 15,000 metric tons.

Using the rough estimates of potential additional trips that was made in the catch section of this
document, it is unlikely that the pollock and cod season lengths would increase in the Central Gulf of
Alaska, Western Gulf of Alaska seasons might increase by up to a week (7,000 mt. of pollock and cod

catch combined).

The 1996 trawl cod and pollock fishing seasons are listed in Tables 1 and 2,

respectively.
Table 1. 1996 Pacific Cod Inshore Trawl Fisheries
Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands
Dates Days Total
Inshore Jan 20 -~ May 14 114
June 16 ~June 23 7
Oct. 27 ~Nov 9 14
Gulf of Alaska
Area 610 Jan 20 - March 3 13
Area 620 Jan 20 - March 18 28
Area 630 Jan 20 - March 18 28
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Bering Sea

A Season
Inshore
open to all trawling
open to pelagic gear
Offshore
open to all trawling
open to pelagic gear

B Season
Inshore
open to all trawling
open to pelagic gear
Offshore
open to all trawling
open to pelagic gear

Aleutian Islands
Inshore
open to all trawling

open to pelagic gear

Offshore
open to all trawling
open to pelagic gear
Gulf of Alaska
Area 610

Area 620

Area 630

Table 2. 1996 Pollock Fisheries

Dates

Jan 20 - March 2
Jan 20 - March 2

Jan 26 - Feb 26
Jan 26 - Feb 26

Sept 1 - Sept 7
Sept1-0Oct 17

Sept 1 - Sept 7
Sept1-Oct 17

Jan 20 - Mar 10
March 15- 16
Jan 20 - Mar 10
March 15 - 16

Jan 26 - March 2
Jan 26 - March 2

Jan20-28
Sept 1 - 18

Jan20-29
Jupe 1-2
Sept'l-19

Jan20-23
June 1-2
Sept1-3

Days Total
12
12

12
12
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Where do the participants in the fishery reside

The residence of vessel owners that fish their vessels in the Central and Western Gulf of Alaska are listed
in the Table below. Vessel owners residing in Sand Point, King Cove, and Other US cities appear to fish
in both the Central and Western Gulf of Alaska. Kodiak vessels fish mainly in Central Gulf of Alaska.
Vessels owned by individuals living in other Alaska cities also generally fish in the Central Gulf of
Alaska. These distributions indicate that vessel owners tend to fish their vessels close to where they live.
This is especially true for small vessels.

1996 Vessel Owner’s Residence

Vessel Owner’s Central Gulf Western Gulf ,
Residence 0-58° Vessels 59°+ Vessels 0-58° Vessels 59°+ Vessels
King Cove 6 1 7 1
Kodiak 8 20 0 4
Sand Point 24 1 24 2
Other Alaska 6 3 1 1
Other US 11 34 9 31
Total 56 59 41 39

Vessels Potentially Not Qualified for the License Limitation Program.

Based on the analysis data base constructed for the LLP it appears that 13 Central Gulf of Alaska vessels
would not qualify to fish if the program is passed by the Secretary of Commerce. Eight of the vessels
were > 58 ft, and five were < 58 ft. In the Western Gulf of Alaska, it appears that six vessels would not
" qualify. Three of the vessels were > 58 ft, and five were < 58 ft.
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-' Appendix 1
PENINSULA MARKETING ASSOCIATION

P.0.BOX 248
SAND POINT, ALASKA 99661
PH(907)383-3600 FAX(907)383-5618

February 24, 1997

Mr. Richard Lauber, Chairman

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Dear Mr. Lauber:

I would like to take this opportunity to convey to you my disappointment
in not being able to provide comments on the trip limits for the Western
Gulf at the recent meeting in Anchorage. ’'m enclosing an amended
proposal for pollock and cod fishing for this area. A vessel list for 1997
was provided to your staff member at the last meeting, who is compiling a
report on trip and vessel sizes for 1995 and 1996. I hope that it will be
helpful.

We would like to amend our original proposal to include ¢cod along with the
pollock and to lower the trip limit size to 150,000 pounds that is delivered
in the Western Gulf. Currently, according to our calculations, there are
currently 52 vessels that are trawl fishing in this area. Of these vessels, 36
are considered to be local who live in either Sand Point or King Cove.

Many of these vessels do not currently pollock fish but many have the
capability and desire to do so. As I’'m sure you know, to gear up for this
fishery would require a substantial investment. Many are apprehensive to
do so without imposition of trip limits.

As you can see from the vessel list, 45 of these vessels carry 155,000
pounds or less in their holds. Only seven carry more than that, two of
which hold 500,000 pounds. If more of these larger vessels were to
participate and deliver to this area, the economy could be severely hurt
and management by NMFS would become even more difficult resulting in
over fishing of the already diminishing quota. You had asked me at the
December meeting that if there were trip limits, would the larger boats
then fish the areas where the smaller boats fish. Fishermen have told me



Mr. Lauber
Page Two

that they already do so. With the close of the Bering Sea pollock fishery, it
is expected that many larger vessels will be arriving in this area soon to
participate in the cod fishery that is.going on now. Already, the vessels
here are on a rotation basis because the canneries are having a difficult
time keeping up with their processing.

We feel that this is a very important issue that will benefit the majority of
the entire fleet. Therefore, we will continue to pursue this. As you know,
the Western Gulf is not the only area pushing for trip limits. Fishermen
from the Central Gulf have also submitted a similar proposal for their area,
although due to the size of their vessels their limit would be higher. The
staff research that was done for1995 and1996 indicates that these
proposed trip limits will not disenfranchise very many vessels, but will
benefit the majority of the fleet that has smaller capacity. As you can see
from the enclosed 1997 boat list, this still holds true. Please understand
the importance of this proposal to the economy of our area. With the
devastated condition of our salmon fishery, our fishermen are becoming
reliant on bottomfish to support their overall fishing operations.

Ihope that the information I’ve provided you with is helpful in convincing
you to continue serious consideration of imposing a trip limit. I hope that
the Council will discuss this issue seriously at the April meeting, rather
than letting it slip off the end of the agenda buried in “staff tasking”. IfI
can be of further assistance in providing you with any additional
information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Melanie Gundersen, President
enclosure

cc: BobKing

David Benton
Steve Pennoyer



GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Name of Proposer: Peninsula Marketing Association
Address: P.O. Box 248
Sand Point, Alaska 99661

Telephone: (907) 383-3600

Fishery Management Plan: GULF OF ALASKA GROUNDFISH FMP

Brief Statement of Proposal: Establish a u-ip limit of 150,000 pounds per
24 hours for all vessels fishing and delivering pollock and cod in the Western
Gulf.

Objective of Proposal: The License Limiration qualification criteria and
season date timing have resulted in an increase in the number of larger
vessels participating in the Western Gulf. The large harvest capabilities of the
larger vessels often plug the canneries and deplete the quota much too
quickly. Establishing a trip limit of 150,000 pounds for all vessels would allow
a steady flow of product to the processors and allow equal access to the
resource. It would slow down the harvests of what have been, and are likely to
remain, relatively small TAC’s for pollock and cod. Thus, the National Marine
Fisheries Service would be better able to account for harvests inseason and
provide for season closures in a timely manner without dramatically
exceeding or under-cutting the quota.

Need and Justification for Council Action: The Council has the
authority to manage and regulate this fishery.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal: The National Marine Fisheries Service
will be better able to manage this fishery, despite the increased effort that has
been created by recent regulatory changes. Also to benefit are the fishermen
and families of the coastal communities of the area that depend upon fishing
as their sole source of income. The staff research done thus far indicates that
these proposed trip limits will not disenfranchise very many vessels, but will
benefit the majority of the fleet that has smaller capacity.

Are there Alternative Solutions: No.

Supportive Data & Other Information: The local community fishermen
who participate in this fishery, and who have testified before this coungil,
The staff research that has been done thus far and the vessel list that we '
compiled and submitted for your review.
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907-486-3910 &
Box 991 R, u¢® 99615

FAX 486-6292

May 6, {997

Clarence (. Pautzke

Executive Director

North Pacific Fishery Management Councit
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage. Alaska 99501-2252

Deur Mre Pautzke:

Enclosed please find a copy of the amendment to our proposal of Trip limits in the Guif. Ths
amendment was unanimously agreed to by ADA members at a mecting which was held on
September 6, 1996, We wanted to ensure that when Siatl was analyzing this proposal, that this
amendment was reviewed. Thank you

Sincerelv,

a/ﬁ,

- Al Burch

Exceutive Director

Horwesting Alaskan. Shiop and Whitefich
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Seplember 6, 1996

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman

Clarence (. Pautzke, Executive Director
North Pacific Fishery management Council
605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-2252

Alaska DDraggers Association voted on August 27, 1996 to amend our proposal “Trip Limits for
Central Gulf of Alaska Pollock.™ Suggested trip hmit should read 180 metric tons per trip”

instead of *100-125 metric tons per teip.”  Thank you.

Sincerely.
Ay

¢

Al Burch
tixccutive Director

Harsting Aleshar, Shinp and Whitefih
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GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN AMENDMENT PROPOSAL
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

NAME OF PROPOSER:  Alaska Draggers Association DATE: 0815346
ADDRESS: P.O. Box 991, Kudiak, Alaska 99615
TELEPHONE: (907) 486-3910

FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN: GULF FMP
BRIEF STATEMENT OF PROPOSAL:

Implement trip limits for Central Gulf of Alaska poltock. Suggested trip limit is 100-125
metric tons per tip. Trip limit to remain effective untii replace with a Comprehensive
Rationalization Program.

OBJECTIVE OF PROPOSAL.:

Avoid localized depletion. Reduce quarterly quota overages. Maintain the spitit of the
Sea Lion Protective measures which include spreading pollock catch out over time and area.
Allow a slower better managed fishery.

- FORESEEABLE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSAL:

{ Who wins, who loses?) Winners include poltock. sca lions (if the theory that there is a
selationship between the pollock tishery and the sea ion decline is correct) and vessels capable
of carrying 200,000 pounds or less of pollock  Poteatial losers may be vessels capable of
packing more that 100-125 metric tons of pollock. However, the extended season will make up

a substantial portion of this loss.
ARE THERE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS?

Une solutions might be 1o designate the CGult an exclusive registration area for all
species  However this alternative method has been proposed in the past and was unaceeptable o
many members of industry.

SUPPORTIVE DATA & OTHER INFORMATION:
SEA LIONS AND LOCALIZED DEPLETION.

When the quanterly apportionment of the potioch yuota was implemented, the Guif and
Bering Sea were fishing pollock at the same time I 1990 the Gult wide catch ran around 3,000
10 5.000 MT/week. In 1994 Central Gult catch through third quaner was 8,000 to almost | 1,000
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MR/week (weather andvor scattered fish resulted in weekly catches as fow as 3,000 MT inJune

1994, but this is not reflective of most weeks.
The 11,000'MT/week was achieved by 4 combination of Kodiak based vessels and a few

larger capacity non-Kodiak vessels running product to plants outside Kodiak.
Regardiess of which vessels took the lish and of where the fish were delivered, the trend

toward increasing weekly catch rates is clearly established

HOLDING THE CATCH WITHIN THE QUOTA:

Quarterly quota over-runs have been & cunstant probiem in the Gulf pollock fishery, both
because of the small quotas and the increasing vessel capacity. Anything that reduces the
amount of pulsed effort will allow management to be more effective.

ALLOCATIVE EFFECTS:

This proposal will limit a few Kodiak based vessels and the few large capacity non-
Kodiak vessels which make trips into the Central Gull when the Bering Sea is closed.
PRECEDENTS:

Under inshore/offshore the under 125-foot catcher processors fishing under the
shorebased quotas operate under a daily limit

SIGNATURE:

“ - -1 .
{/'(.'L — ..” oo b Z'L-.-
Al Burch
Execuiive Director
Alaska Draggers Association
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GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PEAN A MENDMENT PROPOSAL
North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Name of Proposer: Alaski Draggers Assogiation Date: 08/15/96

Address: P Q). Box 991, Kodiak, Alaska 99613

Fishery Management Plan: Gull of Alusha

Brief Statement of Proposal: Allocate Centrul Gulf Pacitic cod between Of ainong gear types
(rawl and fixed gear or trawlilinegear/pot) wased on the recent historical gear shares as
was recently done in the Bering Sea, including the roli-over provisions from one gear to
another should a gear type not take or be unable to take its annual allocation.

Pye
I

Objective of Proposal (What is the problem?):

. The implementation of the longhine FT'Q progrum will remove the halibut cap restraints which

limited the Jongline gear share oi'the Central CGulf Pacific cod quota.

——

Digferent gear types may wish 1o fish ditfercat tmes of year. A allocation between o
among gears will allow each gear type 0 fish 1ts preferred time of year.

L1V ]

‘There 1§ increasing agitation on the pan of cach gear type in the Central Gulf for an
aliccaton. Alaska Draggers Association feels it1s betier 10 address this issus now rather
than allow a “gear war” to develop.

p)

4. It appears that any 1TQ program is many years away and can not offeer a timely solution.

Need and Justification for Council Action: (Why can't the prublem be resolved through other
channels?) Pacific cod in the Central Guif are a fuderally managed fishery.

Foreseeable Impacts of Proposal: (Who wius, who loses?) Since the gear shares appear 10

have heen fairly stable in recent years, we do not see any winners or losers under an
allocation based on recent historic gear shares. By allocating among gears so that each gear
can set the season which best suits its needs, all parucipants win.

Are There Alternative Solutions? If so what are they and why do yuu consider your
proposal the best way of solving the problem? There ure no civilized alternatives.

Supportive Data & Other Information: What data are available and where can they be tound?
National Marine Fisheries Service Juneau has the lustoric catch by gear data and can
provide the recent historic gear share information

Signature:

(&CC r'g.«l-)'f-s'u'—’é\..

Al Burch
Executive Director



AGENDA D-1(a)(2)
SEPTEMBER 1997

North Pacific Fishery Management Council

Py, N

Richard B. Lauber, Chairman ) ( \

605 West 4th Avenue, Suite 306

Clarence G. Pautzke, Executive Director Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Telephone: (807) 271-2809 Fax: (307) 271-2817

MEMORANDUM

TO: Gulf of Alaska Trip Limit Committee
FROM: Chris Oliver

Deputy Director
DATE: September 1, 1997

SUBJECT: Update for next meeting

As a follow-up to our conference call last week, this memo is to summarize the discussions on that conference
call and to discuss our next meeting, now scheduled for Wednesday afternoon, the 24th of September in Seattle.

Ausgust 27 Conference Call

The Committee met via teleconference on the morning of August 27 to engage in preliminary discussions
regarding the potential ‘trip limit’ alternatives being proposed. Committee members on that call were: Melanie
Gundersen (Chair), John Rotter, Corey Wilson, Steve Hughes, Jay Stinson (and alternate Al Burch), Jim
McManus, and Dale Schwartzmiller. Also in attendance were: Beth Stewart, Brent Paine, Jerry Ensley, and Paul
Padgett (others may have been on line as well).

Each member was given the opportunity to express their general perspective on the trip limit issue, including
comment on the specific scope of alternatives which might be further developed via a plan amendment and
accompanying analysis. Generally speaking, the original proposers of the trip limit options (from the Sand
Point/King Cove area) still favored a trip limit in the area of 150,000 pounds, while other catcher vessel
representatives and processors favored either no trip limits or a higher level, such as the 400,000 pound option.

Concemn was expressed that the ‘Kodiak processor’ sector was not participating in the trip limit discussions and
had no apparent position at this time. Other issues raised were enforcement aspects of a trip limit management
system, and the possible availability of 1997 catch data to determine trend lines from 1995 through 1997. This
issue will be brought to the attention of the Council’s Enforcement Committee for discussion. Council staff is
looking into the possibility of obtaining the 1997 ‘A’ season catch data, though it is unlikely that it will be
available in time for the September meeting. Possible alternatives to trip limits were also discussed briefly, and
will be added to the agenda for further discussions in September (see below).



The last order of business was discussion of the timing for the next meeting. Several members felt that
Committee resolution should wait until October (after completion of the ‘B’ season), though it was decided to
hold a meeting in conjunction with the Council’s September meeting, noting that final resolution is not necessarily
expected at the September meeting, but that progress could be made and an additional meeting would be
scheduled for October if necessary. The issue will remain on the Council’s agenda - Council action will very
likely depend on the progress of the Committee.

Draft Asenda for September 24 i

Based on discussions by the Committee, the following draft agenda is proposed for the September 24 meeting,
Wednesday afternoon, at the Doubletree Sea-Tac hotel (across from the airport):

L Discussion of existing trip limit alternatives

I Discussion of alternatives to trip limits (these included ‘A’ and ‘B’ seasons as opposed to trimesters in
the Gulf, and ‘plant contracts’)

118 Discussion of other issue raised, including: observer coverage on vessels less than 60'; enforcement

concerns; 1997 data availability; and, analytical requirements for a plan amendment.

Iv. Recommendations to Council, or schedule next meeting.

~



Trip Limi mmi

Melanie Gundersen (Chair)
Peninsula Marketing Association
P.O. Box 248

Sand Point, AK 99661

Ph: (907) 383-5775

Fax: (907) 383-5618

Steve Hughes

United Catcher Boats

1711 W Nickerson, Suite B
Seattle, WA 98119

Ph: (206) 282-2599

Fax: (206) 282-2414

Joe Plesha

Trident Seafoods

5303 Shilshole N.-W.
Seattle, WA 98107

Ph: (206) 783-2822
Fax: (206) 782-7195
Alternate: Jim McManus

John Rotter

Peninsula Marketing Association
P.0O. Box

Sand Point, AK 99661

Ph: (907) 383-5775

Fax: (907) 383-5618

Jay Stinson

Alaska Draggers Asssociation
P.O. Box 991

Kodiak, AK 99615

Ph: (907) 486-3910

Fax: (507) 486-6292
Alternate: Alvin Burch

Dale Schwartzmiller
Peter Pan Seafoods
P.O.Box 16

King Cove, AK 99612
Ph: (907) 497-2234
Fax: (907) 497-2242

Sinclair Wilt

Alyeska Seafoods
P.0O. Box 275
Unalaska, AK 99685
Ph: (907) 581-1221
Fax: (907) 581-1695.

Corey Wilson

P.O. Box 106

King Cove, AK 99612
Ph: (907) 497-2531
Fax: (907) 497-5878
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(a) New prov:sxons on State Jms‘hcmn-
(b) Essential Fish Habitat.
(¢) Catch measurement and reporting.
(d) Other provisions as appropriate.

. Next Meeting
Schedule and agenda items.
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AGENDA D-1(b)(2)
SEPTEMBER 1997

Revised Draft Summary
(August 7, 1997)

Joint Board - Council Committee Meeting
July 21-22, 1997
Anchorage, Alaska

The joint Board of Fisheries and North Pacific Fishery Management Council committee met on July
21-22, 1997 in Anchorage, Alaska. Board members on the committee included Dan Coffee, Larry
Engel, and Ed Dersham. Council members on the committee included Kevin O’Leary, Robin
Samuelsen, and Dennis Austin. Also present were Council members David Benton and Steve
Pennoyer, the Board and Council executive directors Laird Jones and Clarence Pautzke, and various
other staff members and members of the public. The meeting agenda and a short list of tasks
assigned at the meeting are attached to the minutes.

1. Review of Protocol
Chairmanship, agendas, and schedule of meetings. The joint committee chose to rotate the

chairmanship between the Board and Council members for each meeting. There will not be co-chairs.
Responsibility for meeting arrangements and supporting materials will rotate with the chairmanship.
The committee will meet at least twice a year, once in the summer, and once in January before the
entire Board and Council meets in February each year. It now appears that meeting more frequently
is not necessary, but this will be revisited periodically to determine if more meetings are desirable.

Coordination of Board and Council proposal and meeting cycles and reports. The Board is likely to

place groundfish on a three-year cycle similar to other Board issues, and the Council is on an annual
cycle for proposal review. It may be necessary sometimes for the Board to act in response to a
Council initiative, or to provide comment to the Council, even though the topic normally would not
be on the Board’s cycle. The mechanism for addressing out-of-cycle proposals is through an agenda
change request to the Board. At the minimum, the Board needs to notice the public 14 days ahead
of its meeting even if it will only be discussing an issue and providing views to the Council.

In committee discussions, it became clear that the following five events during the year will provide
opportunity for communication between the two bodies:

Summer Joint Committee Meeting The committee will have available to it the proposals
received by the Board, plus a review of final decisions
made by the Council through June.



September Council Meeting The committee will report to the Council. The
Council then will review Council proposals received
during the summer, and Board proposals received the
previous spring.

October Board Work Session The Council staff will brief the Board on proposals
received and preliminary stock status information, and
convey Council comments on Board proposals.

Early January Joint Committee Meeting Final stock assessments will be available from the
Council. The committee will develop a draft agenda
for the full Board-Council meeting in February.

Early February Council-Board Meeting This annual meeting will provide for an exchange of
views on issues of mutual concern. It precedes Board
final action on proposals at its spring meetings, and
Council final action at its June meeting.

Operating definitions for “impacts” and “mutual concerns.” The committee discussed definitions of

“impacts” and “mutual concern” in the protocol. Though several definitions were considered,

in the end it was decided that it would be difficult to establish a hard and fast formula for filtering
proposals. Therefore, the full book of proposals will besent to the Board and Council and the staffs
will highlight the proposals that may be of special interest. Proposal review criteria may develop over
time. The most important thing now is to improve communications between the two bodies.

2. Groundfish
Review of State fisheries. The State waters Pacific cod fisheries in Kodiak and Alaska Peninsula are

very likely to fully harvest their GHLs. Chignik may reach its GHL, while Prince William Sound and
Cook Inlet/N. Gulf Coast likely will not reach their GHL. For those areas that achieve their GHLs,
the harvest level will increase from 15% of the federal ABC to 20% for 1998. The GHL will increase
automatically only if it is clearly demonstrated that the fishery achieved or exceeded its GHL. No
further action by the Board is necessary. September 1 is a key date: that is when the pot fishery may
start harvesting any excess jig quota in Cook Inlet and Kodiak, while this occurs after October 1 in
Prince William Sound. Alaska Peninsula is expected to reach its GHL in late September. The Board
of Fisheries has the latitude to change the pot-jig gear allocation proportions for the coming year.

Bycatch of crab and halibut apparently has been low, but there has been only one observed trip in the
pot fishery, during which one crab was observed caught. ADFG is initiating studies on reducing crab
bycatch in pots. Experimental results will be reported at the February joint meeting of the Board and
Council. Council staff and NMFS were asked to provide information on pot bycatch in federal
waters. It was noted that in assessing crab bycatch, total numbers of bycatch do not provide a clear
picture of the impacts. Handling mortality of the bycaught crab must also be factored in. It was



\

\

noted that growth in the pot fishery will need to be watched very closely because of potential
problems with crab bycatch; particularly during the offshore winter P. Cod fishery.

Concerns with State waters cod fisheries. The Committee was apprised of concerns noted in letters
by NMFS, the Council and its AP and SSC, and jointly from the Washington and Oregon

Departments of Fish and Wildlife. Council members on the committee expressed their opinion that
25% was too high. Combined with the estimated 20% already taken in State waters during the
federal fishery, the 40-50% TAC taken in State waters may cause local depletion, though it is unclear
whether such local depletion would impact the overall sustainability of the cod resource. The Board
was requested to examine this potential biological problem more closely. NMFS was requested to
report in February on development of a GIS-based system that would depict the exact position of the
3-mile line, locations of the cod resource and the fisheries.

It was also noted by Council members on the committee that, even before the Board’s action, the
federal fishery was overcapitalized. Assigning 15-25% of the TAC to a new fishery only exacerbated
that problem. It was suggested that the State may want to initiate some sort of limited entry program
for its fisheries. Further it was suggested that the Board should explore a mechanism for releasing
any excess GHL from the jig fishery back to federal fisheries rather than to the pot fisheries, and to
consider ratcheting down the state TAC if it is not fully used.

The committee noted that Proposal 229, submitted to the Board of Fisheries by the Peninsula:
marketing Association, requested that the Pacific cod cap in the South Alaska Peninsula Area be set
at 15%, rather allowed to ratchet up to 25%. Second, the committee received a letter from Jim
Balsiger, Alaska Fisheries Science Center Director, commenting that little is known about the
distribution of cod between state and federal waters and subjectively concluding that 15% does not
cause the stock assessment author concern, but 25% would cause a little concern, and anything more
than 50% would generate genuine apprehension.

Forage fish ban. The committee was apprised of recent Council action to prohibit directed fisheries
for forage fish in the EEZ. It was noted that it was not Council intent in this action to close down
the Togiak capelin fisheries. The Board will consider proposal 297, a forage fish management plan
submitted by ADF&G, at their February meeting.

Bycatch issues. The committee was provided a summary of Council bycatch activities for the BSAI
groundfish fisheries. It was noted that there is a special call for proposals to further address bycatch.
At the October work session of the Board, Council staff will brief the Board on proposals received
by the Council this summer.

State proposals. The committee was provided with several proposals on groundfish that have been
received by the Board recently. The Board will review the State waters Pacific cod fisheries in
October and decide which other issues to address. If the full Board decides to take further action,
it will not be done until February, after the Board has had the opportunity to meet with the Council
on February 2-3, 1998.



3. Crab

Pot limit study. At low GHLSs for crab in a management area, inseason management and preseason
announcements of openings and closures may become ineffective in controlling the fishery. Thus, the
State views pot limits as a means to reduce effort levels and make the fisheries more manageable
under low GHLs. Pot limits will be a major agenda topic for the Board’s August meeting.
Recognizing that pot limits may have significant economic and allocational consequences, the State
has funded Josh Greenberg at UAF to do an impact analysis. This study will be available to the Board
for its meeting. The Council staff will send earlier studies of pot limits by Doug Larsen to the Board
members as background information. .

Caps and closed areas to protect crab. ADF&G is conducting a review to determine whether the

current closure areas to protect crab are effective and sufficient. The research should help answer the
question of whether the extent of the closed areas need to be adjusted up or down. There already has
been one industry-agency meeting on this topic last October, but little observer data were available.
A second meeting is planned for this fall or winter after the analysis is available.

Optimum yield and price effects. As a discussion topic only, the Board wondered if they were
required to use more economic information in setting optimum yield for the crab fishery. For
example, should the Board consider setting GHLs low to sustain a certain price level? If requested -
after the Board’s August meeting, the Council staff will prepare a report on whether any inherent
constraints in the fishery management plan exist to using economic information in setting GHLs.

Pot-trawl grounds preemption. The issue of pot loss to offshore trawlers was raised this past year.
An industry meeting will be held this fall with ADF&G staff to determine the extent of the problem,
seek resolution to this problem, and develop a report to be given to the Board and Council.

Council crab rehabilitation activities. A summary of Council bycatch measures to protect crab in the
BSAI was given to the committee.

Review of State Proposals. The Board will consider crab proposals at its August 25-27 meeting in
Anchorage. Board actions will be summarized for the Council at its September meeting. The Board
committee members made a commitment to work to expedite adoption of new rules so they could
be implemented by the scheduled opening of the fishery (Nov. 1). This will be particularly important
if the Board decides to reduce the pot limit and application of the reduction is the deciding factor for
whether or not the fishery opens.

4. Salmon

The committee was briefed on council measures that have been established to control the bycatch of
chinook and chum salmon in the BSAI groundfish fisheries. A teleconference was held with Joe
Sullivan concerning the Salmon Research Foundation. He emphasized that there needs to be



continual attention paid to the accuracy and precision of estimation of salmon bycatch in the
groundfish fisheries. The industry is no longer paying assessments for bycaught salmon, so the
foundation is winding down its activities.

Salmon bycatch remains a serious issue, and the committee urges NMFS to complete its study of the
accuracy of salmon bycatch reporting. This report may be available to the Council in September, and
if not then, in December when the Council will discuss the adequacy of all catch measurement and
reporting systems for fisheries under its jurisdiction. The Board would like a report from NMFS for
its October work session. Of particular concern is the use of observer data, what proportion of hauls
are counted, and how overall estimates of bycatch are developed.

5. Scallops

ADF&G staff reported on their management actions and the proposed legislated moratorium. That
moratorium is more restrictive that the Council’s. It will allow 11 vessels compared to the Council’s
18. It was noted that the Council could further restrict their fishery in moving from a moratorium to
a licence system. ADFG clarified that the State moratorium permit would only be required for vessels
scallop fishing in State waters. Federal moratorium qualified vessels fishing for scallops exclusively
in the EEZ, including Cook Inlet, would not need to purchase a state moratorium permit.

In September the Council will be taking action on whether to defer scallop management to the State
of Alaska. It also will discuss further development of a license system. Any Council action in
September will be reported to the Board at its October work session. The Council also needs to
ensure that regulatory amendments are developed to adjust season openings so the federal waters
fisheries seasons conform to state seasons. It was noted that the state moratorium is for four years
and that participation during that time is expressly prohibited from counting toward qualification for
a future permit.

6. Halibut

The committee was apprised of Council activities on proposed halibut local area management plans,
subsistence, and halibut charterboat management and possession limits. It was noted that more local
area management plans may be proposed to the Council. Though the Council cannot defer halibut
management to the State for such plans, it is possible for the Board of Fisheries to play a major role
in the development of those plans via its local advisory committees. The Board could coordinate
development of the plans and then recommend them to the Concil for approval and submission to the
Secretary of Commerce. The Council will report on its September decisions on the Sitka plan and
halibut charter issue, and bag limits, to the Board at their October work session. A process for
developing local plans also should be on the agenda for the committee meeting in January and for the
Board-Council meeting in February. It was noted that the proposed option to allow only Sitka
residents to fish in Sitka Sound for halibut would have far reaching ramifications for other local plans
in other parts of the State, even if it would not technically violate the Magnuson-Stevens Act national
standards or the North Pacific Halibut Act. Council members on the committee asked to see copies



of the Governor’s proposal on subsistence. Finally, it was noted that proposals 314 and 315 to the
Board concern guided sport fish reporting of catch.

7. I ved retention and utilizati

The Council’s program on IR/IU was described to the committee. In October the Board will discuss
what types of complementary actions would be required for shoreside processors and state waters
fisheries. The Board will need the final federal regulations (or as close to final as possible) and will
need to give the public notice that they will act on this issue in October so the State regulations can
be in place for the first of the year. If legislation is required, then it would be introduced in the next
legislative session. This could involve utilization requirements, though shore plants may already be
meeting the standards envisioned for the IR/IU program.

8. Magnuson-Stevens Act revisions

The committee was briefed on the new provisions of the Act, including requirements for state
management of vessels in federal waters. Current activities to identify and describe essential fish
habitat were summarized for the Board and it was agreed that the Board’s habitat committee and the
Council’s ecosystem committee could jointly coordinate on EFH. It was also noted that the public
should have an opportunity to submit local knowledge on fish habitat.

Concemning new requirements for catch reporting and total weight measurement in the Act, a report
for all species (including those deferred to the State such as salmon, crab and scallops) will be given
to the Council in December. This combined report should be briefed to the committee in January
and may be on the agenda for the full Board-Council meeting in February. It will include target
fisheries and bycatch estimates also.

9. Next meeting

The committee will meet next on January 5, 1998. The general annual round of meetings for the
committee and Board and Council is discussed in Section 1 above.



7 Attachment 1

umm king from Meeti

A 25-27, 1997 B Meetin

L. Greenberg pot limit study.
2. Send Council pot limit studies to Board.

September 23-27, 1997 Council Meeting

1 July committee report.

2. NMEFS report on salmon bycatch estimation procedures (if available).
3. ADFG state fisheries wrap-up.

4 Board proposals and comments.

r21-23, 1997 rk i
1. Council reports on scallop and halibut management.
2. Council groundfish and bycatch proposals.
7 3. Council activity report and comments on Board proposals.
4, NMEFS report on salmon bycatch estimation procedures (if available).
5. IR/TU regulations for Board action; Board need copy of final regulations.
anuary 5, 1998 Board- il Committee Meetin
1. Discuss process for developing local halibut management plans.
2. Report on total catch and bycatch estimation.
3. Develop agenda for February joint meeting.

ary 2-3._ 1998 Board/Council meetin

Bycatch report.

GIS report on 3-mile boundary and distribution of pollock and cod.
Discussion of using economic data for crab GHLs (if requested by Board)
Crab pot/Trawl grounds preemption - report on industry-ADFG meeting.
Results from ADFG studies to reduce crab bycatch in groundfish pots.
ADFG report on field research on effectiveness of closures to protect crab.
Discuss process for developing local area halibut plans.

Report on total catch and bycatch estimation.

©NOL A WD
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GROUNDFISH FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN PROPOS
North Pacific Fishery Management Counci 7
Date: August 12, 1996 Tlij_
Name of Proposer:  NMFS, Alaska Region
Address: P.O.Box 21668, Juneau, AK 99802-1668
Telephone: 907-586-7228
FMP: Groundfish of the Gulf of Alaska

Brief Statement of Proposal: Implement an FMP amendment toO
establish the Western Yakutat (statistical area 64) and
Southeast /outside (statistical area 65) areas as separate
regulatory areas of the GOA.

Objectives of Proposal: Should the Council's license limitation
program be approved, separating the eastern GOA into two separate
regulatory areas would acknowledge the Council's action to create
a nontrawl sanctuary east of 140 degrees longitude and would
provide increased capability to tailor TAC and other management
measures to Eastern GOA trawl and non-trawl management areas.

Need and Justification for Council Action: Although management
authority may exist to separately specify TACs for Statistical

N areas 64 and 65, the development of other management measures

gpecifically to address trawl or fixed gear fishery problems will
be facilitated if the trawl and non-trawl areas of the Eastern
GOA were established as separate management areas.

Foreseeable impacts of proposal: The Council process undertaken

to consider and develop Eastern GOA fishery management measures
would be facilitated and potentially less controversial or
allocative if separate regulatory areas were established for the
fixed gear sanctuary adopted by the Council east of 140 degrees
longitude and the West Yakutat area. Management measures and/or
TAC considerations could more easily be explored and assessed for
fixed gear fisheries in statistical area 65 and trawl fisheries
in area 6¢4.

Are there alternative solutions? The Council could continue to

rely on the annual specification process to establish separate
TACs for the West Yakutat and SE/Outside areas if adequate
justification existed for stock conservation. Other management
measures, however, likely would require either FMP amendment or
regulatory amendment authority to apply only to area 64 or 65
rather than the entire Eastern GOA regulatory area.

Signature:
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' ‘oundﬁsh Data Bank P.0. Box 2298 - K Supplemental

TO: RICK LAUBER, CHAIRMAN
NORTH PACIFIC FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

)
ﬁ RE: COMMENTS ON GULF
- DATE: AUGUST 31, 1997

SENT BY FAX: 1 PP

- s

COMMENTS ON : HANGESJIN THE GULF OF ALASKA
(AGENDA ITEM D¥(C))

SUBMITTED BY ALASKA GROUNDFISH DATA BANK

The members of Alaska Groundfish Data Bank support moving forward to set TAC's for the
West Yakutat reporting area based on the best available survey data.

Under any circumstances reducing the size of the €astern Gulf reporting area would resuit in
better management of the fish stocks since West Yakutat appears to be more related to the
Central Guif than to the Eastern Guif of Alaska.

The provisions in the NPFMC's License Limitation Program which eliminate trawi gear in the
Eastern Guilf south of 140 degrees and allow holders of Licenses for the Central Gulf to fish
West Yakutat create the need to begin now to set separate TAC's for West Yakutat.

The provision which eliminates traw! gear east of 140 degrees is important to the residents of

the Eastern Gulf; likewise, residents of the Central Guif have a long tradition of fishing in West
Yakutat for pollock, rockfish, including Pacific Ocean Perch, and flatfish.

Thank you for your attention of our comments.
ooTot——
G &Q o
WS
Chris Blackburn, Director
Alaska Groundfish Data Bank

=~

k——— Chris Blackburn * Director ¢ (907) 486-3033  FAX (907) 486-3461 * e-mail 7353974@mcimait.com _—
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Albert Geiser
202 Center St.
%Y Suite 315-274
7 7 Kodiak, Ak 99615

Mr, Richard Lauber
Chairman, NPFMC

605 West 4th Avenue
Anchorage, Ak 99501-22

September 16, 1997

Re: GOA pollock and P.cod ground fish trip limits
For the record, 129th Plenary Session, Seattle, Washington

Dear Richard,

Trip limits of 200,000 pounds for poliock and Pacific cod in the Gulf
of Alaska are long overdue for the orderly management of these stocks .
Adopting trip limits will end the Olympic style management of these two
fisheries. This would put a damper on the race that has driven the over
capitalization in all of the Alaskan fisheries. There are vessels that want
to increase their capacity (the extra 20%) even with a vessel buy back
program looming in the background. Ending these derbies will help us enter
the next millennium with better management and control which will fur-
ther stabilize these fisheries. This could put and end to over shooting pol-
lock trimester quotas by thousands of tons. Also, premature closures in
the cod fishery, have left thousands of tons on the table when the fish are
at a premium, If trip limits are implemented, boat owners and plant man-
agers might for the first time in many years be able to make a business
plan that ended in the ball park. For the venders and fishing communities
of the Gulf of Alaska, this would spell relief for all the same reasons.

It is my sincere hope that the members of this council will take this
much needed step and impose trip limits in the GOA.

In closing | would like the members of this Council to think about
this question:

Why is this the only management council in the nation,
which still manages groundfish using the Olympic system in
light of all the tribulation it continues to create?

Sincerely,

Ve
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Mr. Richard Lauber
Re: GOA pollock and P. cod ground fish trip limits

cc:  Mr. Al Burch, Director Alaska Draggers Association
Ms. Melanie Gundersen, Director Peninsula Marketing Association
Mr. Fred Yeck, Midwater Trawlers Cooperative



Trip Limit Committee: Melanie Gundersen (Chair), Steve Hughes, Joe Plesha, John Rotter, Jay

Stinson, Dale Schwartzmiller, Sinclair Wilt (absent), Douglas Holmberg (Alternate for Corey
Wilson)

Mr. Chairman and members of the Panel/Council. For the record, my name is Melanie Gundersen.
I was appointed Chairman for the Trip Limit Industry Committee, bringing together individuals
interested in and affected by the proposals requesting imposition of trip limits for pollock and Pacific
cod for the Gulf of Alaska. We met on Wednesday September 26, 1997, for approximately four
hours with all members or alternates being present except for Sinclair Wilt of Alyeska Seafoods.
This meeting resulted in some consensus, mainly that something needs to be done to remedy the
particular problem of over-harvesting the quota that recently was a very serious problem for Area
610. That quota was exceeded by over 100% in just a few days. We all agreed that this trend is a

serious management problem. The Committee also recognized concerns about pre-emption of local
small boat fleets.

Although there were some Committee members who do not favor a trip limit of any kind, several
of the members present, do still support a trip limit in the range of 150,000 - 400,000 Ibs. A vessel
would be allowed one delivery per 24 hour period and must deliver all product on the vessel. As
there was some agreement that imposition of a trip limit in the range of 200,000 - 300,000 Ibs would
accommodate the majority of the fleet that fishes the majority of the time in the Gulf of Alaska,
concern was also voiced that other larger vessels with a long history in the Gulf who also operate in
the Bering Sea would be disenfranchised by such a limit. Another item discussed was the possibility
that if a trip limit was considered, that it be adjusted as the quota changes. For example, if the quota
were to increase substantially, then too would the trip limit. Some individuals discounted this and
some wanted it tied to vessel size or capacity. Also discussed was exclusive registration by season
or by year between the Gulf and the Bering Sea. Also suggested was some form of pre-registration
that would enable the National Marine Fisheries Service to be aware of the level of effort that intends
to participate in a particular fishery. A stand down period of 48 up to 72 hours was discussed with
concern voiced that this alternative alone would not be enough unless it were used in conjunction
with a trip limit or area registration. This provision would require vessels switching between the
Gulf and Bering Sea to cease fishing for the recommended time period. Also in conjunction with
one or more of these requirements was a suggestion that the Western line of area 610 be moved
eastward to Scotch Cap on the Western tip of Unimak Island. The argument reflecting the possibility
that Bering Sea stocks are potentially migrating south from the Bering Sea, into 610. Another
question raised, but not resolved because of a question of legality was whether it was possible to
require that product caught in the Gulf be delivered in the Gulf and not to ports in the Bering Sea
region or elsewhere such as out of State. As a somewhat separate but related issue, everyone agreed
that elimination of and redistribution of the short June pollock quota into an A and B system would
partly alleviate the problem of the added pressure from the Bering Sea during that particular opening.

Another alternative considered and agreed upon was dropping the requirement that fishery closures
be noticed in the Federal Register. It was thought that this would allow NMFS to close fisheries in
a more timely fashion and reduce the chance of large quota overages.

Mr. Chairman, in summary, there seemed to be general agreement that there are management and
pre-emption problems in the Western and the Central Gulf pollock and cod fisheries. And, while
there was not full agreement on any specific solution, everyone on the Committee offered one or
more ideas. I'm not sure that the Committee would ever agree on one management scenario to bring
to the Council, but I was encouraged that we all believe that something needs to be done.



Odds 'n" Ends

ONCE SAND POINT SHOWED PROMISE OF BEING A FAIRLY STABLE COMMUNITY, PEOPLE
THER NEAR-BY ISLANDS MOVED OVER. SOME OF THE FOLKS FROM KOROVIN BROUGHT
" HOUSES WITH THEM -- THEY TORE DOWN THE HOUSE IN KOROVIN AND, WITH THE LUM-
REBUILT IN SAND POINT. OTHERS ORDERED FROM OUTSIDE, HOWEVER.

'SAND POINT DIDN'T HAVE ANY MOVIES EXCEPT WHEN THE NAVY CAME IN, AND IN 1948
IVIN OSTERBACK BUILT THE THEATER NOW IN USE. IT HAS HAD SEVERAL OWNERS SINCE

LONG WITH ALL THE OTHER GOOD THINGS ABOUT POPOF I5LAND, AGATES OF HIGH
-""L_.‘L ARE FOUND HERE. AN UNIDENTIFIED NEWSPAPER REPORT ON THE ACTIVITIES O F
U:CMEACH GEM AND MINERAL SOCIETY'S REGULAR TREK TO SAND POINT INDICATES THAT
' f'fOXNT IS WELL KNOWN FOR ITS USUAL PLENTIFUL SUPPLY OF QUALITY AGATES WHICH

"WON MANY PRIZES IN THEIR ANMUAL CLUB SHOW. RED AND GREEN AGATES, SMOKEY
| BROWN AGATES, WHITE WITH MOSS AND PLUME AGATES ARE ALL FOUND IN THIS AREA,
ICELAND SPAR, CALCITE CRYSTALS, MARCASITE AND GOLD ARE ALL FOUND ON UNGA
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GREENPEACE CREW CALLED DEGENERATE

r_ﬁ'rgﬁan in Sand Point, Alaska, has de-
tad the crew of the protest vessel Green-

"3 bunch of degenerate Canadian hip-
Oﬁ,,breaking the law." News of the
ciation was relayed to communications
dinator Mrs. Dorothy Metcalfe Tuesday by

@ trevman husband, Ben.

‘said her husband told her the de-
"Sgthe Greenpeace crew was given
ermon preached last Sunday by a
ister, whose name the crew didn't

peace, which is bound for Amchitka
the proposed U.S. underground nuc-
s currently berthed at Sand Point

Mrs. Metcalfe said two factions seem to be
building in the community. "Ben said the crew
have noticed a certain coolness in the store
and post office when they go in for suppliesy
she said. But one woman, Mrs. Metcalfe said,
changed her attitude after learning that the
Greenpeace crew were not the people who were
going to set off the nuclear test. "This in-
cident is kind of typical of the confusion
that exists in the town," she said.

Mrs. Metcalfe relayed the news that the U.
S. court of appeals in Washington, D.C., had
ordered a lower court Tuesday to reconsider
its refusal to halt the underground test. She
s a i d she expects to hear today from the
Greenpeace crew what effect the court deci-
sion will have on the crew's plans.

Mrs. Metcalfe said her huskand told her the
crew's morale is good. She also said $800
worth of wetsuit gear is now on its way t o
Sand Point. The crew had been advised by the
U.S5. Coast Guard to get wetsuits for safety
and comfort.

from a 1972 Canadian newspaper,
otherwise unidentified
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ABOARD THE FRANCES, FIRST FISHING BOAT TO USE

A BEAM TRAWL FOR COD IN THIS AREA




SR

Above and Right-Fish
Station that was across
the bay fram Squaw Har-
bor, with fish drying
on racks.

Cod Fishing Vessels



The cod is a bottam fish, caught in water depths of 20 to 40 fathoms,
The cod fisherman's workday began in the small hours of the morning,
between 3 and 4 o'clock in spring and summer, and an hour or so later
during the fall and winter. Arcund the foremoon the first dories would
begin to straggle in to the station, loaded to the gunwales with shim@™ ™
fresh cod. By noon the last dory would be in and the fishermen would
gather in the mess house for a hearty meal. Next came the work of tak---
ing care of the day's catch. The crew would divide into groups and cut
open, clean, wash, and salt the cod fish. The dories were of the east-
ern or Grand Banks type, 14 to 15 feet in length, bottom measure, and
capable of carrying 180 to 220 cod fish. The small size dory was pre—
ferred, because the larger ones, when loaded, were too heavy to row

if a breeze should spring up while the boats were on the grounds. The
station fisherman was furnished boat, housing, and grub, and for his
catch he received 25 to 30 dollars per thousand fish, that is, fish

28 inches long. Smaller cod had to be counted "2 for 1" or half price.
Hand lining for cod was "rugged work for rugged men'.
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D FISH STATION, 1942
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S.S. LAKINA: LAST MAIL BOAT
IN WORLD WAR I

UNGA VILLAGE 40 YEARS LATER
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ska Codfish
Wharf at Unga,
03/30/15 6977

A from 29 Dories.






