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Appendix I contains the public sign in register and a time log of Council proceedings, including those
providing reports and public comment during the meeting.
A. CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Eric Olson called the meeting to order at approximately 8:04 am on Wednesday, December 09,
2009 at approximately 8:04am.
Mr. Bill Tweit participated in the entire meeting in place of Phil Anderson, WDF&W Director.
AGENDA: The agenda was approved as published. MINUTES: The minutes of the October 2009
Council meeting will be available for approval at the February 2009 meeting.
B. REPORTS
The Council received the following reports: Executive Director’s Report (B-1); NMFS Management
Report (B-2); ADF&G Report (B-3); USCG Report (B-4); USF&W Report (B-5); and Protected Species
Report (B-6).
Executive Director’s Report:
Chris Oliver, Executive Director, briefly reviewed his written report.
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NMFS Management Report
Ms. Sue Salveson briefly reviewed NMFS tribal consultation workshops, and presented the Council with
a review of the status of FMP amendments and answered questions from Council members regarding
progress of other amendments. Ms. Salveson also addressed NMFS changes to the published proposed
rule on Implementation of the Observer Program.
Mary Furness, of Sustainable Fisheries, provided an update on the status of Groundfish Fisheries in the
Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska, and provided a handout outlining inseason management highlights and
the most recent catch reports.
Doug DeMaster, Bill Carp, Martin Lloflad, and Phil Mundy gave the Council a report on genetic stock
sampling and progress.
John Lepore, NOAA General Counsel, provided a brief update on litigation of interest to the Council.
ADF&G Report
Karla Bush (ADF&G) provided the Council with a review of the State fisheries of interest to the Council
and answered general questions from the Council Members.
Scott Meyer of ADF&G in Homer, gave a brief report of the Halibut Harvests in 2C and 3A and reviewed
logbook numbers.
NOAA/Office of Litigation and Enforcement
Susan Auer and Ms. Meyers gave a report on the status of NMFS enforcement issues.
USCG Report
Lt. Cmdr. Lisa Ragone of the USCG provided the Coast Guard Enforcement Report for October December 2009 following a brief address by ADM Colvin.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Report
Greg Balogh of USF&W provided a written report.
Protected Species Report
Bill Wilson, Council staff, reviewed the written Protected Resources packet. Kaja Brix, reviewed the
SSL Biological Opinion process and answered questions from the Council. Lowell Fritz presented
findings from SSL surveys. Bill Wilson was presented with a plaque noting his 35 years of service to
Alaska Fisheries in varying capacities. Comments were heard from the public.
Discussion regarding some special kind of data, releasing it so SSL Mitigation committee can review.
NMFS in agreement. Re-address in staff tasking.
Mr. Dan Hull moved that the Council draft a letter to NMFS urging the agency to 1. move forward
with implementation of the moratorium in 2011 and review of the CSP, without delay; and 2. to
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consider implementing additional management measures necessary to hold the charter sector
harvest in area 2C to the GHL in 2010. Motion passed with no objection.
Mr. Fields moved and was seconded by Mr. Cotten to approve modification of observer
amendment package. Motion passed without objection.
FORMAT FOR COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES FOR ‘C’ AND ‘D’ AGENDA ITEMS
Each agenda item will begin with a copy of the original “Action Memo” from the Council meeting
notebook. This will provide an “historical” background leading to any discussion and/or action. This
section will be set in a different typeface and size than the actual minutes. Any attachments referred to in
the Action Memo will not be included in the minutes, but will be part of the meeting record and available
from the Council office on request. Following the Action Memo will be reports of the Scientific and
Statistical Committee and Advisory Panel on the subject. Last will be a section describing Council
Discussion and Action, if any.
C.

MAJOR ISSUES/FINAL ACTION ITEMS

C-1 GOA Pacific Cod Sector Allocations
ACTION REQUIRED
Final action on GOA Pacific cod sector allocations.
BACKGROUND
In December, the Council is scheduled to take final action on a proposal to allocate the Western
and Central Gulf of Alaska (GOA) Pacific cod TACs among sectors. Currently, separate TACs are
identified for Pacific cod in the Western, Central, and Eastern GOA management areas, but the
TACs are not divided among gear or operation types. This results in a derby-style race for fish
and competition among the sectors for shares of the TACs. Sector allocations may provide
stability to long-term participants in the fishery by reducing competition among sectors for
access to the GOA Pacific cod resource.
The Council made several revisions to the motion for this action at the October 2009 meeting, and
these revisions are incorporated into the public review draft. In addition, several of these changes
are highlighted here. In Component 4, there are distinct Western and Central GOA options for
calculating catch history. The full range of years now includes 1995 through 2008 in the Western
GOA and 2000 through 2008 in the Central GOA. The Council also expanded the potential range
of sector allocations in the analysis by 3% above each sector’s highest potential allocation and
3% below each sector’s lowest potential allocation, in order to reflect a broader range of
allocations for the Council’s adjustment considerations under Component 9. Sectors with an
annual allocation of less than 5% would retain their current lowest potential allocation. Under
Component 9, the Council may adjust sector allocations to incorporate considerations associated
with conservation, catch monitoring, equity of access, bycatch reduction, and social objectives.
The options for managing the jig allocation in Component 5 were refined. The option to delegate
management authority for the jig fishery to the State of Alaska (Option 3) was removed from
Component 5. Under Option 1 or Option 2, the jig allocation would be managed under a
parallel/Federal structure. Option 1 also allows any portion of the jig GHL released by the Alaska
Board of Fisheries to roll into the parallel/Federal jig allocation. This combined allocation could
be seasonally apportioned 60/40 between the A and B seasons, or the seasonal apportionment
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could be removed. As noted in the letter from NMFS (attached as Item C-1(b)), selecting this
option and removing the seasonal apportionment would require reinitiating Section 7 consultation
on the effects of this action on Steller sea lions. Finally, there are two options for structuring the
stepdown provision to the jig allocation. The Component 5 discussion includes a detailed
description of how the stairstep up, stairstep down, and percentage cap provisions would be
implemented if the Alaska Board of Fisheries releases the jig portion of the GHL and it rolls back
into the Federal TAC.
The Council made substantial revisions to Component 8, which addresses the protection of
processing patterns established under the existing inshore/offshore regulations. If sector
allocations are established, the harvest sector allocations would supersede the inshore/offshore
processing sector allocations in the Western and Central GOA. The Component 8 discussion has
been expanded to include a potential set of revisions to the inshore/offshore regulations. There
are now four options to limit the amount of catch delivered to vessels acting as motherships,
which could be selected alone or in combination. Under Option 1, no mothership processing
activity of directed Pacific cod landings would be allowed in the GOA. Under Option 2,
mothership processing would be capped as a percentage of the Federal Pacific cod TAC (up to
10%) in each management area. Under Option 3, Federally-permitted processors could operate as
motherships within the municipal boundaries of designated communities in the Western and
Central GOA. The attached letter from NMFS notes that selecting Suboption 1 under Option 3
would provide clearly defined municipal boundaries for enforcement purposes. Finally, Option 4
would revise the existing definition of a stationary floating processor, and allow Federallypermitted processors to operate as motherships or stationary floating processors at more than
one geographic location within State of Alaska waters in a given year. There is also a suboption
(applicable to Options 2, 3, and 4) to limit the weekly processing activity of motherships.

Jeannie Heltzel (NPFMC staff) provided a review of elements, components and options from the initial
review draft of the document “Allocation of Pacific cod among sectors in the Western and Central GOA.”
The Council also received the recommendations of the Advisory Panel and oral public comments on this
issue.
COUNCIL DISUCSSION/ACTION (Transcription of parts of this agenda item are included in Appendix 9)
Denby Lloyd provided a written motion based on the AP motion, noting:
The Council adopts the purpose and need statement and Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative,
as specified (in the written motion). Full motion is attached as APPENDIX4.
Mr. Lloyd reviewed the motion and fielded questions from Council members. The Council moved
through the motion item by item.
Mr. Benson moved to strike “Increased market value of cod products…” from the problem
statement. Mr. Tweit made a substitute motion to change "increased" to "fluctuating." The
Council had a brief discussion regarding future Pacific cod prices. The substitute motion failed 4/7
(with Tweit, Cotten, Henderschedt and Olson voting for it) and the amendment failed 4/7(with
Tweit, Benson, Dersham and Henderschedt voting for it) .
Component 4: Potential Sector Allocations
Mr. Henderschedt moved and Mr. Benson seconded to substitute the Advisory Panel
recommendations for calculating sector allocations and seasonal apportionments for the CGOA
and WGOA. It was noted that there was no intent to change the way Mr. Lloyd defined sectors. If there
were any discrepancies, the original motion would carry. It was also noted that the intent of the motion
was to combine the pot CV and pot CP sectors.
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Motion failed 4/7 with Tweit, Benson, Henderschedt, and Hyder voting for it.
Mr. Cotten made a motion which Mr. Lloyd seconded, to increase the WGOA trawl CV A season
allocation by 3%, and decrease the WGOA trawl CV B season allocation by 3%. The WGOA pot
CV and hook-and-line CP A season allocations would each be decreased by 1.5%, and the WGOA
B season allocations to the respective sectors would be increased by 1.5%. Mr. Cotten noted that the
total annual allocations to the sectors wouldn’t change, only the seasonal allocations would change.
There was a brief discussion, and the motion was withdrawn with concurrence of the second.
Mr. Cotten made a motion to increase the WGOA trawl CV A season by 3%, and decrease the
trawl CV B season allocation by 3%. In turn, the combined pot CV/CP A season allocation would
be decreased by 3% and the B season allocation would be increased by 3%.. Mr. Mecum seconded.
Motion passed with Mr. Benson objecting.
Mr. Henderschedt made a motion which was seconded by Mr. Tweit to adjust the WGOA sector
allocations as follows:
HL CP from 18.6% to 19.8% (+1.2%)
Trawl 2.1% to 2.4% (.3%)
Combined pot cp cv from 39.5% to 38% (-1.5%)
Mr. Cotten voiced objection, noting significant bycatch in the hook and line CP fishery. The motion
passed 9/2 with Cotten and Fields voting against.
Mr. Fields moved the following, which was seconded by Cotten: in the CGOA, the trawl CV
allocation would be reduced by 1.6% TO 40% and the trawl CP allocation would be reduced by
0.2% to 4.0%. Further, the CGOA pot CV allocation would be increased by 1.8% to 29.6%.
Lengthy discussion ensued. Mr. Fields noted that incidental catch of Pacific cod needs to be discussed as
part of the basis for sector allocations, and Component 9 should not be deleted as the AP suggested.
There was brief discussion regarding the National Standards and how they should be applied in
Component 9. Mr. Hyder noted that by re-calculating percentages it takes the motion further away from
what the AP had proposed, after having spent a significant amount of time in discussion.
The motion failed 3/8, with Cotten, Fileds, and Olson voting for the amendment.
Component 5: Allocation of Pacific cod to jig sector
Mr. Fields moved and Mr. Cotten seconded to cap the jig allocation at 7% instead of 6%. Mr.
Fields noted that raising the maximum percentage allocated to the jig sector would encourage growth in
the jig fishery. Motion failed 2/9, with Cotten and Fields voting in favor.
Mr. Fields moved and Mr. Cotten seconded to apportion the jig allocation into an A/B season of
80%/20% (instead of 60%/40%). There was discussion concerning the impacts on Steller sea lion
regulations and the ability of the Council to deviate from 60%/40% A/B season apportionments. Mr.
Fields withdrew his motion with concurrence of his second, noting Steller sea lion concerns.
Component 6: Management of unharvested sector allocations
Mr. Henderschedt moved and Mr. Benson seconded to replace the strike out language in
Component 6 with the original text. Mr. Henderschedt noted he had concerns with rollovers going only
to the CV sector. There was general discussion regarding rollover process, and opportunities for
harvesting quota. The motion failed 5/6, with Tweit, Benson, Henderschedt, Hyder, and Mecum
voting for the motion.
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Component 8: Community protection provisions (Western and Central GOA)
Mr. Fields moved and Mr. Cotten seconded to increase the processing cap from 3% to 5% of the
WGOA and CGOA Pcod TACs for Federally permitted vessels that operate within the boundaries
of CQE communities and do not harvest groundfish off Alaska in the same calendar year. There
was very brief discussion, and the vote failed 5/6 with Tweit, Fields, Henderschedt, Mecum, and
Olson voting in favor.
Component 9
There was discussion regarding whether or not Component 9 needs to be included as a placeholder in
crafting the final motion. Mr. Lloyd noted that while catch history is an important factor in determining
sector allocations, it isn't the sole determinant, and Component 9 is a way to consider other factors..
Mr. Henderschedt moved to remove Component 9. Mr. Mecum seconded the motion. Motion
passed 9/2, with Mr. Fields and Mr. Hyder voting against.
Mr. Dersham moved and Mr. Tweit seconded to use the tables for allocation under Component 4
that were handed out December 12, 2009. Motion passed without objection.
There was discussion concerning the final motion, the percent sector allocations and seasonal
apportionments, and questions for in-season-management staff. Mr. Lloyd noted that this motion is
intended to improve stability and add flexibility for participants in the fishery while protecting entry level
opportunities, and support coastal communities. It will allow for interannual variation in TAC levels
across years. The components of the action are intended to prevent overfishing.
Mr. Tweit moved and it was seconded that the Council deems proposed regulations that clearly and
directly flow from the provisions of this motion to be necessary and appropriate in accordance with
section 303(c), and therefore the Council authorizes the Executive Director and the Chairman to
review the draft proposed regulations when provided by NMFS to ensure that the proposed
regulations to be submitted to the Secretary under section 303(c) are consistent with these
instructions. Motion passed without objection.
Amended main motion passed 9/2, with Mr. Benson and Mr. Hyder voting against.

C-2 Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Program
ACTION REQUIRED
Refine CGOA rockfish program alternatives for analysis
BACKGROUND
In June 2009, the Council adopted a suite of elements and options for developing a new
management program for the Central Gulf of Alaska rockfish fishery to replace the existing pilot
program, which is set to expire after the 2011 fishing season. At subsequent meetings, the
Council revised those alternatives to their current form. A copy of the elements and options
defining the alternatives is attached as Item C-2(1). In the development of the analysis of the
alternatives, staff has identified two aspects of those alternatives that might benefit from further
definition. Those elements apply to only one alternative and define the management of transfers
of the allocations of harvest shares to processors. Specifically, the Council should define:
1) any eligibility requirements for holding these shares; and
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2) any rules governing the subdivision of these allocations.

Mark Fina and Jon McCracken gave the staff report, the Advisory Panel report was given, and public
comment was taken.
DISCUSSION/ACTION
[note: David Bedford participated in this discussion for Denby Lloyd.]
Mr. Bedford moved the following, which was seconded by Mr. Dersham:
The Council requests staff refine the alternatives for analysis of the rockfish program to include the
following:
Harvest shares awarded to processors will be transferable.
1. Harvest shares held by processors will be subject to the same 5% cap for holding and use that
applies to harvest shares held by harvesters
Suboption: Grandfather initial recipients
2. The harvest shares held by processors
3. The harvest shares held by processors may be transferred to:
Option 1: Those processors, at the plant level, who were initially issued harvest shares
Option 2: Those processors who have processed at least 100-250mt of rockfish delivered by
catcher vessels within (any) two year period during the new program
Suboption 1: in the port of Kodiak
Suboption 2: to a shoreside processing facility
Option 3: A holder of a CGOA Rockfish Program eligible LLP (qualifying for the CV
sector in the Rockfish Program)
Mr. Bedford spoke briefly to his motion and answered questions from staff.
Mr. Henderschedt moved to amend the motion and Mr. Benson seconded to add an option for 10%
cap. The motion passed with a roll call vote 10/0 with all voting in favor, noting Mr. Fields
absence.
Mr. Henderschedt moved and Mr. Mecum seconded to add the words "any" instead of "a" two
year period under option 2. Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Henderschedt moved and it was seconded to add the words to the end of Option 3:
"…..an LLP qualifying for the CV sector in the Rockfish Program". Motion passed without
objection.
Amended main motion passed without objection.
C-3 (a) Final GOA Groundfish Specifications for 2009-20010
ACTION REQUIRED
Review and approve GOA SAFE report (including Ecosystem and Economic SAFEs) and approve
final GOA Harvest Specifications for 2010-2011 including:
1.
Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC), and annual Total Allowable Catch (TAC).
2.
TAC considerations for the State Pacific cod fishery.
3.
Prohibited Species Catch Limits.
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BACKGROUND
At this meeting, the Council makes final recommendations on groundfish and bycatch
specifications as listed above to manage the 2010 and 2011 Gulf of Alaska (GOA) groundfish
fisheries.
GOA SAFE Document
The groundfish Plan Teams met in Seattle November 16-20, 2009 to prepare the final SAFE reports
and to review the status of groundfish stocks. The GOA SAFE report forms the basis for the
recommended GOA groundfish specifications for the 2010 and 2011 fishing years. Note that there
are three volumes to the SAFE report: a stock assessment volume, a fishery evaluation volume
(Aeconomic SAFE@), and an ecosystems considerations volume. The introduction to the GOA
SAFE report was mailed to the Council and Advisory Panel in late November 2009. The full GOA
SAFE report, the economic SAFE report and the ecosystem considerations volume were mailed to
the SSC. The Joint Plan Team and GOA Plan Team minutes are attached as Item C-3(a)(1) and Item
C-3(a)(2), respectively. An overview of the GOA SAFE report and ecosystem considerations
volume will be provided to you at the meeting.
Two year OFL and ABC Determinations
Amendment 48/48 to the GOA and BSAI Groundfish FMPs, implemented in 2005, made two
significant changes with respect to the stock assessment process. First, annual assessments are
no longer required for rockfishes, flatfish, and Atka mackerel since new data during years when
no groundfish surveys are conducted are limited. For example, since 2008 was an off-year for the
NMFS GOA groundfish trawl survey, only summaries for these species were produced.
The second significant change is that the proposed and final specifications are to be specified for
a period of up to two years. This requires providing ABC and OFL levels for 2010 and 2011. In the
case of stocks managed under Tier 3, 2010 and 2011 ABC and OFL projections are typically based
on the output for Scenarios 1 or 2 from the standard projection model using assumed (best
estimates) of actual catch levels.
In 2009 (a survey year), the 2010 and 2011 projections for stocks managed under Tiers 4-5 will
incorporate the latest survey data. In off years (even years) in the case of stocks managed under
Tiers 4-6, projections are set equal to the Plan Team’s recommended values for the last full
assessment presented.
The 2011 ABC and OFL values recommended in next year’s SAFE report are likely to differ from
this year’s projections for 2011, for the same reasons that the 2010 projections in this SAFE report
differ from the projected values from last year’s SAFE report.
ABCs, TACs, and Apportionments
At this meeting, the Council will establish final catch specifications for the 2009 and 2010
fisheries. The SSC and AP recommendations will be provided to the Council during the meeting.
Item C-3(a)(3) lists the 2009 specifications and catch (through November 7, 2009) and GOA Plan
Team recommendations for OFLs and ABCs for 2009 and 2010. The sum of the preliminary 2010,
2011 ABCs for target species are 565,499 t (2010), 605,086 t (2011) which are within the FMPapproved optimum yield (OY) of 116,000 - 800,000 t for the Gulf of Alaska. The sum of 2010 and
2011 OFLs are 693,253 t and 743,559 t, respectively. The Team notes that because of halibut
bycatch mortality considerations in the high-biomass flatfish fisheries, an overall OY for 2010 will
be considerably under this upper limit. For perspective, the sum of the 2009 TACs was 242,727 t,
and the sum of the ABCs was 516,055 t.
The sum of the ABCs increased by 9% (49,444 t) compared with last year. This is primarily driven
by increases in pollock 34,845 t (70%) and Pacific cod 23,800 t (43%). Sablefish declined by 790 t
(-7%). ABC levels decreased in deep water flatfish 2,978 t (32%) and flathead sole 958 t (2%).
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Arrowtooth flounder was down by 5,630 t (2%). The ABC level increased for Pacific ocean perch
(2,473 t or 16%) and for aggregate other species (535 t or 8%). The ABC for northern rockfish
increased by 738 t (17%), while demersal shelf rockfish ABC dropped by 18% and other slope
rockfish by 13%. Big skates remained relatively constant while Longnose skates declined
slightly.
The current status of individual groundfish stocks managed under the FMP is summarized in this
section. The abundances of Pacific cod, Dover sole, flathead sole, arrowtooth flounder, Pacific
ocean perch, rougheye and blackspotted rockfish, northern rockfish, and dusky rockfish are
above target stock size. The abundances of Pollock and sablefish are below target stock size (see
figure below). The target biomass levels for other deep-water flatfish, shallow-water flatfish, rex
sole, shortraker rockfish, demersal shelf rockfish, other pelagic shelf rockfish, other slope
rockfish, thornyhead rockfish, Atka mackerel, skates, sculpins, squid, octopus, and sharks are
unknown.
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Summary status of age-structured GOA species relative to 2009 catch levels (vertical axis) and
projected 2010 spawning biomass relative to BMSY levels. Note that the 2009 MSY level is defined
as the 2009 catch at FOFL.
TAC Considerations for State Pacific Cod Fishery
Since 1997, the Council has reduced the GOA Pacific cod TAC to account for removals of not
more than 25% of the Federal P. cod TAC from the state parallel fisheries. The relative percentage
in the Central GOA was increased by the Board of Fisheries in March 2005 from 24.25 in 2004 to
25%. Using the area apportionments of the 2010 and 2011 P. cod ABC recommended by the Plan
Team, the Federal TAC for P. cod would be adjusted as listed below.
Plan Team recommended 2010 Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod ABCs, and resulting TACs and state
Guideline Harvest Levels (GHLs) (t).
Specifications
Western
Central
Eastern
Total
ABC
27,685
49,042
2,373
79,100
State GHL
6,921
12,260
237
19,418
(%)
25
25
10
24.4
Federal TAC
20,764
36,782
2,136
59,682
Plan Team recommended 2011 Gulf of Alaska Pacific cod ABCs, and resulting TACs and state
Guideline Harvest Levels (GHLs) (t).
Specifications
Western
Central
Eastern
Total
ABC
34,265
60,698
2,937
97,900
State GHL
8,566
15,174
294
24,032
(%)
25
25
10
24.4
Federal TAC
25,699
45,524
2,643
73,866
Prohibited Species Catch Limits
In the GOA, Prohibited Species Catch (PSC) limits are established for halibut. Since 1995, total
halibut PSC limits for all fisheries and gear types have totaled 2,300 t. This cap was reduced from
2,750 t after the sablefish IFQ fishery was exempted from the halibut PSC requirements in 1995.
The halibut PSC apportionments recommended based upon the 2009 apportionments for the Gulf
of Alaska groundfish fisheries are shown below.
GOA Pacific halibut PSC Limits

2010-2011Trawl
Jan 20 - Apr 1
Apr 1 - Jul 1
Jul 1 - Sep 1
Sept 1 - Oct 1
Oct 1 - Dec 31
TOTAL

2010-2011 Hook and Line
550 t
400 t
600 t
150 t
300 t
2,000 t

1st trimester
2nd trimester
3rd trimester

Jan 1 - Jun 10
Jun 10 - Sep 1
Sept 1 - Dec 31

250 t
5t
35 t

DSR

Jan 1 - Dec 31

10 t
300 t

Trawl fishery categories
Season
Jan 1 - Apr1
Apr 1 - Jul 1
Jul 1 - Sep 1
Sep 1 - Oct 1
Oct 1 - Dec 31
TOTAL

Shallow Water Deep Water
450 t
100 t
100 t
300 t
200 t
400 t
150 t any rollover
no apportionment
900 t
800 t

Total
550 t
400 t
600 t
150 t
300 t
2,000 t

Pacific Halibut Discard Mortality Rates
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Halibut discard mortality rates (DMRs) are set by the Council on a 3-year cycle based on
recommendations by International Pacific Halibut Commission staff. Current rates will expire at
the end of 2009; new rates are needed for 2010 -2012. This procedure will be repeated in 2012 for
2013-2015. The recommended rates are based on an average of annual DMRs from the previous
10 years. The GOA Plan Team endorsed IPHC staff recommendations for DMRs for the GOA
groundfish fisheries for 2010 - 2012.
Recommended Pacific halibut discard mortality rates (DMR) for 2010-2012 GOA groundfish
fisheries.
Gear
Trawl

Pot
Longline

Target
Bottom pollock
Pacific cod
Deepwater flatfish
Shallow water flatfish
Rockfish
Flathead sole
Mid water pollock
Sablefish
Arrowtooth flounder
Rex sole
Pacific cod
Pacific cod
Rockfish

Recommendation
59
62
48
71
67
65
76
65
72
64
17
12
9

The Council received a review of the status of the GOA groundfish from Dr. Jim Ianelli (AFSC staff) a
review of Plan Team recommendations from Dr. Diana Stram (NPFMC staff), the SSC and Advisory
Panel recommendations, and oral public comments.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
[note: David Bedford participated in this discussion for Denby Lloyd.]
Mr. Benson moved and it was seconded that the Council approve the 2009 GOA Groundfish SAFE
report. Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Benson moved and it was seconded that the Council set 2010-2011 TACs equal to ABC for all
stocks with the following exceptions: (Final numbers are included as appendix 5.)
1. Pacific cod TAC is reduced according to the table in C-3(a) supplemental to account for the
apportionment to the state waters fishery in 2010 and 2011.
2. Rollover the 2009 TAC for 2010 and 2011 for:
 Shallow water flatfish and flathead sole in the Central and Western GOA
 Arrowtooth flounder for all areas
 Other slope rockfish in the EYAK/SEO
 GOA Atka mackerel
 GOA other species
Motion passed 10/0, with all voting in favor with a roll call vote. Mr. Fields was absent.
Mr. Benson moved and it was seconded to adopt the GOA halibut PSC apportionments annually
and seasonally for 2010-2011, as indicated in the attached table (appendix 5). Motion passed without
objection.
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Mr. Benson moved and it was seconded to adopt the revised halibut discard mortality rates for
2010-2012, as provided in the action memo. Mr. Benson noted that this is done for a three year period,
based on a 10 year rolling average. Motion passed without objection.
C-3 b BSAI Groundfish SAFE Report and 2010/2011 harvest specifications
ACTION REQUIRED
(b)

Final action to approve the BSAI Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) report
and final BSAI groundfish harvest specifications for 2010 and 2011:
1. Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) and annual Total Allowable Catch (TAC)
2. Prohibited Species Catch Limits (PSCs) and seasonal apportionments of Pacific
halibut, red
king crab, Tanner crab, opilio crab, and herring to target fishery categories
3. Pacific halibut discard mortality rates for the 2010-2012 CDQ and non-CDQ fisheries

BACKGROUND
At this meeting, the Council will adopt final recommendations on groundfish and PSC
specifications to manage the 2010 and 2011 Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) groundfish
fisheries.
BSAI SAFE Report The BSAI Groundfish Plan Team met in Seattle on November 16-20, 2009, to
prepare the BSAI Groundfish SAFE report. The SAFE report forms the basis for BSAI groundfish
harvest specifications for the 2010 and 2011 fishing years. The introduction to the BSAI SAFE
report was mailed to the Council and Advisory Panel on November 24, 2009. The full report was
mailed to the SSC and is available through the Council website.
The Plan Team’s recommendations for final specifications for 2010 and 2011 are attached as Item
C-3(b)(1). In October, the Council adopted proposed specifications of OFL and ABC for 2010 and
2011 that were based on last year’s stock assessments (Item C-3(b)(2)). In this SAFE report, the
Plan Team has revised those projections due to the development of new models; collection of
new catch, survey, age composition, or size composition data; or use of new methodology for
recommending ABCs. November 2009 Plan Team minutes are attached as Item C-3(b)(3). The SSC
and AP recommendations will be provided to the Council during the meeting.
ABCs, TACs, and Apportionments The Plan Team recommended ABCs for 2010 and 2011 are
2,120,000 t and 2,457,000 t, respectively. These are 89,000 t below and 248,000 t above the sum of
the 2009 ABCs (2,209,000 t), indicating an anticipated rebound in stock status in 2011, after a
slight drop in 2010. While the total groundfish ABC still exceeds the 2 million t optimal yield cap
set by the Council as a conservation measure in setting TACs (and now required by statute), the
sum of 2009 TACs totaled 1,680,000 t.
The current status of individual groundfish stocks managed under the FMP is summarized in this
section. Plan Team recommendations for 2010 and 2011 ABCs and OFLs are summarized in
Tables 1, 5, and 6. Overall, the status of the stocks continues to appear relatively favorable. Most
stocks are above BMSY (or the BMSY proxy of B35%), although many stocks are declining due to poor
recruitment in recent years. The abundances of AI pollock, sablefish, all rockfishes managed
under Tier 3, all flatfishes managed under Tiers 1 or 3, and Atka mackerel are projected to be
above BMSY or the BMSY proxy of B35% in 2010. The abundance of EBS pollock is projected to be
below BMSY in 2010 and the abundance of Pacific cod is projected to be slightly below B35% in 2010.
No groundfish stocks are overfished or experiencing overfishing, as shown in lower right
quadrant of the figure.
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Summary status of age-structured BSAI species relative to 2009 catch levels (vertical axis) and projected 2010
spawning biomass relative to Bmsy levels.

Total groundfish biomass for 2010 (15.9 million t) is the same as last year’s estimate. Groundfish
ABCs recently have trended down for gadoids, but generally up for flatfishes. The 2009 bottom
trawl survey biomass estimate for pollock was 2.28 million t, down 25% from the 2008 estimate,
and the lowest point in the 1982-2009 time series. The estimate from the EIT survey was 0.924
million t, down 7% from last year’s survey, and the lowest point in the 1979-2009 time series. The
2006 year class is above-average, though not as strong as estimated previously. The 2010 pollock
ABC recommendation of 813,000 t is about equal to the 2009 ABC (815,000 t); the 2011 ABC
recommendation is 1,100,000 t, anticipating recruitment of the 2006 year class.
Following the highest observation in 1994, the Pacific cod bottom trawl survey biomass estimate
declined steadily through 1998. While the estimates remained around 600,000 t from 2002 through
2005, the estimates dropped consistently from 2005 through 2008. The 2009 survey biomass
estimate was 421,000 t, up 4% from 403,000 t in 2008. The numeric abundance estimate from the
2009 EBS shelf bottom trawl survey of 717 million fish was up about 50% from the 2008 estimate.
The 2008 year class, which has been observed only once, appears to be extremely large, although
this estimate is accompanied by a large confidence interval. The 2006 year class, which appeared
exceptionally strong in the 2007 survey, still appears to be above average. However, the 2006 year
class follows a string of five consecutive sub-par year classes spawned from 2001-2005. The
Pacific cod ABC recommendation is down 4 percent in 2010 compared to 2009 and up 18 percent
in 2011 compared to 2009.
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Categories used for prohibited species catch
Adopt prohibited species catch limits for Pacific
halibut, crab, and herring

Trawl fisheries
1. Greenland turbot, arrowtooth flounder and
sablefish
2. rock sole, flathead sole, and “other flatfish”
3. yellowfin sole
4. rockfish
5. Pacific cod
6. pollock, Atka mackerel and “other species”
Non-trawl fisheries
1. Pacific cod
2. other non-trawl (longline sablefish and rockfish,
and jig gear)
3. groundfish pot (exempt in recent years)

Beginning in 2008, the head and gut trawl
catcher/processor sector, which targets flatfish,
Pacific cod, Pacific ocean perch, and Atka
mackerel, was allocated groundfish TACs and
PSCs and allow members of the “Amendment 80”
sector that joined a cooperative. Regulations
require that crab and halibut trawl PSC be
apportioned between the BSAI trawl limited
access and Amendment 80 sectors after
subtraction of prohibited species quota (PSQ)
reserves, as presented in Table 7a for proposed
2010 and 2011 PSCs under Item C-3(b)(4). Crab and halibut trawl PSC assigned to the Amendment
80 sector is then sub-allocated to Amendment 80 cooperatives as PSC cooperative quota (CQ)
and to the Amendment 80 limited access fishery as presented in Tables 7d and 7e, respectively.
PSC CQ assigned to Amendment 80 cooperative is not allocated to specific fishery categories.
Regulations require the apportionment of each trawl PSC limit not assigned to the Amendment 80
cooperative be assigned into PSC bycatch allowances for seven specified fishery categories. The
Council may revise the proposed 2010 and 2011 fishery category allocations for the BSAI trawl
limited access and the Amendment 80 limited access sectors as shown in Tables 7b, 7c, and 7e.
Specifications for PSCs as shown in Tables 7a and 7d are fixed.
Halibut Trawl Fisheries: The halibut PSC limit
can be apportioned to the trawl fishery
categories as shown in the box at right. While
an overall PSC limit of 3,675 t has been
established for trawl gear, Amendment 80
effectively will reduce the PSC limit by 150 mt
between 2008 (2,525 t) and 2012 (3,250 t). The
PSC apportionments for 2010 and 2011 are
shown below. Additional reductions of 5
percent would occur if PSC amounts are
transferred from the trawl limited access
sector to the Amendment 80 trawl sector.

Schedule for Halibut Trawl PSC Limits for 2010-2011
2010
3,626 Total Trawl Halibut Apportionment
2,425
Amendment 80
875
Trawl Limited Access
326
50 t added to CDQ Allocation
2011

3,576
2,375
875
326

Total Trawl Halibut Apportionment
Amendment 80
Trawl Limited Access
CDQ Allocation

Halibut Fixed Gear Fisheries: A 900 t non-trawl gear halibut mortality limit can be apportioned to
the fishery categories listed in the adjacent box. Beginning in 2008, Amendment 85 divided the
halibut PSC limit for the hook-and-line Pacific cod fishery between the hook-and-line CP and CV
sectors (CVs ≥60 ft (18.3 m) LOA and CVs <60 ft (18.3 m) LOA combined). The Council can provide
varying amounts of halibut PSC by season to each sector, tailoring PSC limits to suit the needs
and timing of each sector (see Table 7c).
Crab: Prescribed bottom trawl fisheries in specific areas are closed when PSC limits of Tanner
crab C. bairdi, snow crab C. opilio, and red king crab are reached. A stair step procedure for
determining PSC limits for red king crab taken in Zone 1 trawl fisheries is based on the abundance
of mature Bristol Bay red king crab. Based on the 2009 estimate of effective spawning biomass of
70.4 million pounds, the PSC limit for 2010 is 197,000 red king crabs. Up to 25% of the red king
crab PSC limit can be used in the 56º - 56º10'N strip of the Red King Crab Savings Area. The red
king crab cap has generally been allocated among the pollock/mackerel/other species, Pacific
cod, rock sole, and yellowfin sole fisheries.
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PSC limits for red king crab and C. bairdi Tanner crab
Species Zone Crab Abundance
PSC Limit
Red King Zone 1 ≤ 8.4 million mature crab threshold or
32,000
Crab
14.5 million lb effective spawning biomass (ESB)
> threshold, but < 55 million lb ESB
97,000
≥ 55 million lb ESB
197,000
Tanner
Crab

Tanner
Crab

Zone 1 0-150 million crab

0.5% total abundance - 20,000

150-270 million crab
270-400 million crab
> 400 million crab
Zone 2 0-175 million crab

730,000
830,000
980,000
.2% total abundance - 30,000

175-290 million crab
290-400 million crab
> 400 million crab

2,070,000
2,520,000
2,970,000

PSC limits for C. bairdi
in Zones 1 and 2 are
based on a percentage
of the total abundance
minus an additional
reduction implemented
in 1999 of C. bairdi crab
as indicated by the
NMFS trawl survey.
Based on the 2009
abundance (346 million
crab), the PSC limit in
2010 for C. bairdi will be
830,000 C. bairdi crab in
Zone 1 and 2,520,000
crab in Zone 2. The C.
bairdi limits are reduced
in 2010 for the first time
since 2001 because the

stock is approaching an overfished condition (see Agenda C-6(c)).
Snow crab (C. opilio) PSC limits are based on total abundance of opilio crab as indicated by the
NMFS standard trawl survey. The cap is set at 0.1133% of the total snow crab survey abundance
index, with a minimum cap of 4.5 million snow crab and a maximum cap of 13 million snow crab;
the cap is further reduced by 150,000 crab. The 2009 survey estimate of 3,059,200,000 crabs result
in a 2009 opilio crab PSC limit of 3,466,074 crabs, if left unadjusted. However, the crab FMP
mandates a minimum of 4,350,000 snow crab. Snow crab taken within the “C. opilio Bycatch
Limitation Zone” accrues toward the PSC limits established for the trawl sectors.
Herring: In 1991, an overall herring PSC bycatch cap of 1 percent of the EBS biomass of herring
was implemented. This cap is apportioned to the seven PSC fishery categories. Annual herring
assessments indicate there will be very little
change in the Bering Sea herring PSC limit for
2009. The herring biomass estimate for spring
Factors to be considered for seasonal
2008 for the eastern Bering Sea was estimated to
apportionments of bycatch allowances.
be 169,675 t. The corresponding herring PSC
1. Seasonal distribution of prohibited species;
limit for 2009 at 1% of this amount is 1,697 t.
2. Seasonal distribution of target groundfish species
The 2009 herring biomass estimate will be
relative to prohibited species distribution;
provided at the meeting; staff will report the
3. Expected prohibited species bycatch needs on a
resultant herring PSC limit for 2010.
seasonal basis relevant to change in prohibited
Seasonal apportionment of bycatch limits The
species biomass and expected catches of target
Council may also seasonally apportion the
groundfish species;
bycatch allowances. Regulations require that
4. Expected variations in bycatch rates throughout
seasonal apportionments of bycatch allowances
the fishing year;
be based on information listed in the adjacent
5. Expected changes in directed groundfish fishing
box.
seasons;
6. Expected start of fishing efforts; and
Halibut discard mortality rates International
7. Economic effects of establishing seasonal
Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC) staff
prohibited species apportionments on segments
recommendations for halibut bycatch mortality
of the target groundfish industry.
rates for the 2010-2012 CDQ and non-CDQ
fisheries are provided for Council action. The
BSAI and GOA Plan Teams accepted the IPHC recommendations. Rates for CDQ fisheries also
would be set on a 3-year cycle now that sufficient data is available to use the same methodology
as that for non-CDQ fisheries.
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Recommended Pacific halibut discard mortality rates for 2010-12 CDQ and non-CDQ groundfish fisheries.
1. Non-CDQ
Bering Sea/Aleutians
2010-2012
Used in
Recommendatio
Gear/Target
2007-2009
n
Trawl
Atka mack
76
76
Bottom poll
74
73
Pacific cod
70
71
Other Flats
74
72
Rockfish
76
81
Flathead
70
sole
74
Midwtr poll
88
89
Rock sole
80
82
Sablefish
75
75
Turbot
70
67
Arr. fldr
75
76
YF sole
80
81
Pot
Pacific cod
7
8
Longline
Pacific cod
11
10
Rockfish
17
9
Turbot
13
11
II. Bering Sea/Aleutian Isl. CDQ
Used
Gear/Target
in 2009
Trawl
Atka mackerel
Bottom pollock
Pacific cod
Rockfish
Flathead sole
Midwtr pollock
Rock sole
Turbot
Yellowfin sole
Pot
Sablefish
Longline
Pacific cod
Turbot

2010-2012
Recommendation

85
85
-82
84
90
88
-84

85
85
90
84
84
90
87
88
85

34

32

10
4

10
4

COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
[NOTE: David Bedford participated in this discussion for Denby Lloyd.]
The Council received a report from Jane DiCosimo (NPFMC staff) on Plan Team recommendations, a
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review of the status of the BSAI groundfish stocks from Dr. Loh-lee Low (AFSC staff), recommendations
of the SSC and Advisory Panel, and oral public comments.
Bill Tweit moved and was seconded to approve the 2009 BSAI SAFE report. Motion passed without
objection.
Mr. Tweit moved and was seconded to adopt final BSAI ABCs, OFLs and TACs for 2009/10 as
found in the Advisory Panel minutes with the following typographical change: 1,100,000 changes to
1,110,000. Motion passed with a roll call vote 11/0. (Final numbers are included as APPENDIX 6.)
Mr. Tweit moved and was seconded, to adopt the 2010 PSC apportionments as PSC limits and
seasonal apportionments for Pacific halibut, red king crab, Tanner crab, opilio and herring, to the
target fishery categories as found in tables 7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, and 7e in the AP Minutes. There was
discussion regarding release date, and the motion passed in a roll call vote 11/0.
Mr. Henderschedt moved, which was seconded, for BSAI Trawl limited access rockfish, allocation
be made available to the fishery on April 15 2010 and 2011. Motion passed without objection
Amended main motion passed without objection.
Mr. Tweit moved, and it was seconded, to adopt the numbers in the table for Pacific halibut discard
mortality rates for the 2010 CDQ fisheries, Recommended Pacific halibut discard mortality rates
for 2011 CDQ groundfish fisheries," Motion passed without objection.
It was noted that "definition of a bottom trawler" be brought up during Staff Tasking.
C-4 (a) Bering Sea Salmon Bycatch Data Collection.
ACTION REQUIRED
(a)

Final action on salmon bycatch data collection

BACKGROUND
At its June 2009 meeting, the Council initiated an analysis of alternatives to collect data to be
used to evaluate the effectiveness of the Amendment 91 bycatch management measures. At that
time, the Council indicated that the primary purpose of such a data collection program would be
to evaluate the information provided in the Incentive Plan Agreement (IPA) reports. In addition,
the data could be used to assess the effectiveness of the bycatch management measures,
including the IPAs, the hard cap, and the performance standard, and to assess the effects of those
measures on where, when, and how pollock fishing and salmon bycatch occur. On receiving an
initial review of the analysis at its October meeting, the Council adopted a purpose and need
statement, revised the alternatives, and requested staff to return with the analysis of this item for
action at this meeting. The analysis examines the effects of each alternative, including its
potential to meet these purposes.

Mark Fina gave the staff report, the AP report was given and public comment was heard. The SSC had
given its report earlier in the meeting.
John Henderschedt moved and it was seconded by Denby Lloyd to adopt the purpose and need
statement, and elements of Alternatives 2 and 3 as the preferred alternative, as specified in the
following motion.
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Purpose and Need Statement
In April 2009 the Council approved Amendment 91 to the BSAI groundfish fishery FMP to reduce
Chinook salmon bycatch in the Bering Sea pollock fleet. Under Amendment 91, the pollock fishery has
the option of participating in a NMFS-approved Incentive Plan Agreement (IPA) to access a higher hard
cap than is available in the absence of an IPA. The IPAs provide a new and innovative method of
bycatch management. A data collection program is needed in conjunction with Amendment 91 to
understand the effects and impact of the IPAs. The data collection program will focus on: (1) evaluating
the effectiveness of the IPA incentives in times of high and low levels of salmon bycatch abundance, the
hard cap, and the performance standard in terms of reducing salmon bycatch, and (2) evaluating how
the Council’s action affects where, when, and how pollock fishing and salmon bycatch occur. The data
collection program will also provide data for the agency to study and verify conclusions drawn by
industry in the IPA annual reports. To ensure that a full assessment of the program is possible, the data
collection program should be implemented at the time Amendment 91 is implemented or as soon as
practicable.
To ensure that a full assessment of the program is possible from the start of the program, the data
collection program should be separated into two phases, with a suite of data collection measures
implemented at the time Amendment 91 goes into effect and sent to the Comprehensive Economic Data
Collection Committee after IPAs have been fully developed and submitted to NMFS. The objective of
this collection is to provide an improvement in the amount of data available to evaluate the effectiveness
of incentives to minimize Chinook salmon bycatch under Amendment 91.
Alternatives
The Council has adopted the following alternatives for analysis and consideration:
Alternative 1
Status quo (existing data sources)
Alternative 2A
In addition to the status quo data sources:
(1) Transaction data for salmon – quantity and price of transfers (survey will be used to determine
whether these are arm’s length transactions). As defined by:
Option 1 – Transfer Ledger: All entities holding Chinook bycatch credits will track all transfers from
the beginning of each year in an official ledger that would be submitted to NMFS at the end of the
year.
Option 2 – Compensated Transfer Form: Require that IPAs and AFA Cooperatives summarize
initial holdings of Chinook by vessels or other entities, and that they summarize all transfers
regardless of whether the transfers were “compensated” transfers. For all “compensated” transfers,
each party (transferor and recipient) must complete and submit to NMFS a Compensated Transfer
Form. A transfer is “compensated” if there is an exchange of dollars (or any currency) for bycatch
credits from one party to another.
(2) Information regarding change in fishing grounds:
Defined by the collection of estimated gallons of fuel burned in moving to the next fishing location
when moving to avoid salmon bycatch
[To be used with existing information allowing examination of:
a. For both the original and new fishing grounds, the date, time, bycatch rate, location, and
CPUE of tow.
b. Pollock quota remaining for harvest and salmon allowance remaining at time of event.
c. Time, distance, and use of fuel in searching for cleaner fishing grounds.]
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Alternative 2B
In addition to the status quo data sources:
(1) Transaction data for salmon and pollock – quantity and price of salmon transfers (survey will be
used to determine whether these are arm’s length transactions) and quantity of pollock transfers.
Require that IPAs and AFA Cooperatives summarize the assignment of Chinook and pollock to each
participating vessel at the start of each fishing season, and that they summarize all in-season
transfers of Chinook and pollock regardless of whether the transfers were “compensated” transfers.
For all “compensated” salmon transfers, each party (transferor and recipient) must complete and
submit to NMFS a Compensated Transfer Form. A transfer is “compensated” if there is an exchange
of dollars (or any currency) for bycatch credits from one party to another.
For all compensated transfers, the transfer form will indicate the amount of any monetary
compensation for Chinook salmon and whether any other assets were included in the transaction
(e.g., pollock quota or non-monetary compensation).
By expanding Options 1 and 2 from Alternative 2A to include pollock quota.
(2) Information regarding change in fishing grounds (as defined under Alternative 2B)
defined by via identification of any tow prior to a move that is due primarily to salmon bycatch
avoidance (implemented through a logbook check box).
the collection of estimated gallons of fuel burned in moving to the next fishing location when moving
to avoid salmon bycatch
[To be used with existing information allowing examination of:
d. For both the original and new fishing grounds, the date, time, bycatch rate, location, and
CPUE of tow.
e. Pollock quota remaining for harvest and salmon allowance remaining at time of event.
f. Time, distance, and use of fuel in searching for cleaner fishing grounds.]
Alternative 3
In addition to the status quo data sources:
(1) Transaction data for salmon and pollock– quantity and price of transfers (survey will be used to
determine whether these are arm’s length transactions). (as defined under Alternative 2)
(2) (3) NMFS will administer annual reporting to collect:
Average annual hourly fuel burned fishing and transiting and annual fuel purchases in cost and
gallons for each to be used to estimate costs of moving vessels to avoid salmon bycatch (vessel
fuel use, transit time, and lost fishing time).
(3) Post-season surveys of each skippers for each vessel to determine rationale for decision making
during the pollock season (fishing location choices and salmon bycatch reduction measures).
The regulations will be developed to provide some flexibility in the information collected on survey forms to
respond to data quality and evolving IPA formation and design. The Council will review draft regulations
and the initial form structure and any subsequent changes to the form prior to submission to either the
Secretary of Commerce or OMB for implementation.

There was brief discussion regarding differences from AP motion and the collection of information of
non-monetary compensation. Mr. Lloyd noted the collaboration necessary to craft the motion from the
AP was significant. Mr. Tweit is also supportive of the motion, and the work included in the motion
avoids duplication of management effort, and notes the responsiveness of the Council to National
Standard 9. The motion passed unanimously 11/0 with a roll call vote.
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Denby Lloyd moved to postpone consideration of C6a (Refine alternatives to amend the BSAI crab
program) until the 5 year review of the same program is on the agenda, possibly October 2010.
Fields seconded. Motion passed without objection.
C-4 (b) Bering Sea Salmon Bycatch
ACTION REQUIRED
(b)

Discussion paper on Bering Sea chum bycatch; Salmon Bycatch Workgroup committee
report; review and revise alternatives for analysis

BACKGROUND
In October 2009 Council reviewed a discussion paper outlining background data and information
on chum (non-Chinook) salmon bycatch in the EBS pollock fishery and the draft suite of
alternatives for analysis of bycatch management measures for chum salmon in this fishery. The
Council previously (June 2009) received a scoping report from NMFS on comments received
during the public scoping period for the forthcoming analysis of chum salmon bycatch measures.
The Council revised its current suite of alternatives and requested that staff extensively expand
upon the discussion paper to update all data as available as well as include calculations of
relative cap levels and sector-specific bycatch as noted and discuss implications of the revised
suite of alternatives, particularly as it relates to the Council’s final action on Chinook bycatch
management. This revised discussion paper (including the Council’s October 2009 motion) is
attached as Item C-4(b)(1). At the Council’s request, the Salmon Bycatch Workgroup convened a
meeting on October 29th to review and discuss the paper and the current suite of alternatives. The
workgroup report is attached as Item C-4(b)(2). Information that was presented at the workgroup
meeting regarding chum stock status and status of genetic work on determining stock of origin
are attached as Item C-4(b)(3) and Item C-4(b)(4) respectively. Additional information on Area M
catch and stock status per committee request is attached as Item C-4(b)(5).
At this meeting the Council will review the discussion paper, the committee report, receive a
presentation from ADF&G staff on chum stock status, review and refine alternatives for analysis
and establish a timeline for the analysis. Information related to scheduling for this analysis as
well as proposed timelines depending upon Council discussion is contained in Item C-4(b)(6).
Further information on the schedule for chum salmon genetic information is contained in the
NMFS letter to Chairman Olsen under B-2 in your notebooks.

The Council had staff presentations from Diana Stram (NPFMC). Dani Evenson (ADF&G) also gave a
presentation on the Chum Salmon Stock status in Western Alaska in the different drainages. Nicole
Kimball (NPFMC) gave a report outlining outreach plans and recommendations from the Rural
Community Outreach Committee.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
Mr. Lloyd moved the following written motion, which was seconded by Mr. Cotten.
Alternative 1 – Status Quo
Alternative 1 retains the current program of the Chum Salmon Savings Area (SSA) closures triggered by
separate non-CDQ and CDQ caps with the fleet’s exemption to these closures per regulations for Amendment
84 and as modified by the Amendment 91 Chinook bycatch action.
Alternative 2 – Hard Cap
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Component 1: Hard Cap Formulation (with CDQ allocation of 10.7%)
a) 58,000
50,000
b) 206,000
75,000
c) 353,000
125,000
d) 488,000
200,000
e)
300,000
Component 2: Sector Allocation
Use blend of CDQ/CDQ partner bycatch numbers for historical average calculations.
a) No sector allocation
b) Allocations to Inshore, Catcher Processor, Mothership, and CDQ
1) Pro-rata to pollock AFA pollock sector allocation
2) Historical average
i. 2004-2006 2007-2009 [SBW]
ii. 2002-2006 2005-2009 [SBW]
iii. 1997-2006 2000-2009 [SBW]
3) Allocation based on 75% pro-rata and 25% historical
4) Allocation based on 50% pro-rata and 50% historical
5) Allocation based on 25% pro-rata and 75% historical
c) Allocate 10.7% to CDQ, remainder divided among other sectors [SBW]
Component 3: Sector Transfer
a) No transfers or rollovers
b) Allow NMFS-approved transfers between sectors
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
c) Allow NMFS to roll-over unused bycatch allocation to sectors that are still fishing
Component 4: Cooperative Provision
a) Allow allocation at the co-op level for the inshore sector, and apply transfer rules (Component 3)
at the co-op level for the inshore sector.
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
b) Allow NMFS to rollover unused bycatch allocation to inshore cooperatives that are still fishing.
[SBW and AP]
Alternative 3 – Trigger Closure
Component 1: Trigger Cap Formulation
Cap level
a) 45,000
25,000
b) 58,000
50,000
c) 206,000
75,000
d) 353,000
125,000
e) 488,000
200,000
Application of Trigger Caps
a) Apply trigger to all chum bycatch
b) Apply trigger to all chum bycatch in the CVOA
c) b) Apply trigger to all chum bycatch between specific dates
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Component 2: Sector allocation
Use blend of CDQ/CDQ partner bycatch numbers for historical average calculations.
a) No sector allocation
b) Allocations to Inshore, Catcher Processor, Mothership, and CDQ
1) Pro-rata to pollock AFA pollock sector allocation
2) Historical average
i. 2004-2006 2007-2009 [SBW]
ii. 2002-2006 2005-2009 [SBW]
iii. 1997-2006 2000-2009 [SBW]
3) Allocation based on 75% pro-rata and 25% historical
4) Allocation based on 50% pro-rata and 50% historical
5) Allocation based on 25% pro-rata and 75% historical
c) Allocate 10.7% to CDQ, remainder divided among other sectors [SBW]
Component 3: Sector Transfer
a) No transfers or rollovers
b) Allow NMFS-approved transfers between sectors
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
c) Allow NMFS to roll-over unused bycatch allocation to sectors that are still fishing
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
Components 4: Cooperative Provisions
a) Allow allocation at the co-op level for the inshore sector, and apply transfer rules (Component 3)
at the co-op level for the inshore sector.
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
b) Allow NMFS to roll-over unused bycatch allocation to cooperatives that are still fishing [SBW
and AP]
Component 5: Area Option
a) Area identified in October, 2008 discussion paper (B-season chum bycatch rate-based closure
described on pages 14-15 of December 2009 discussion paper)
b) Existing Chum Salmon Savings Area (differs from status quo with application of other
components)
b) New areas [to be identified by staff] which are small, discrete closure areas, each with its own
separate cap whereby bycatch in that area only accrues towards the cap [SBW and AP]
Component 6: Timing Option – Dates of Area Closure
a) Existing closure dates (August 1 – August 31 and September 1 through October 14 if trigger is
reached.) [SBW and AP]
b) New closure dates [to be developed from staff analysis of seasonal proportions of pollock and
chum salmon by period across additional ranges of years]
Component 7: Rolling Hot Spot (RHS) Exemption – Similar to status quo, participants in a vessel-level
(platform level for Mothership fleet) RHS would be exempt from regulatory triggered closure(s).

NPFMC MINUTES-December 2009

23

MINUTES
NPFMC MEETING
December 2009
a) Sub-option: RHS regulations would contain an ICA provision that the regulatory trigger closure
(as adopted in Component 5) apply to participants that do not maintain a certain level of ratebased chum salmon bycatch performance.

Mr. Lloyd spoke to his motion, using the Council’s June 2009 motion, noting changes in the following:
Hard Caps – rounding the numbers for formulation; Sector Allocation – using recommended years from
the salmon bycatch workgroup using more recent years; Cooperative Provisions – allow rollovers of
unused bycatch allocations to inshore cooperatives; Trigger Caps – rounding the cap level numbers and
deleting the provision to apply trigger caps to all chum bycatch in CVOA; Sector Allocations – use blend
of CDQ and CDQ partner bycatch numbers for historical average calculations with recommendations
from the salmon bycatch workgroup; Area Option – deleting the existing chum salving savings area and
adding new areas identified by staff; and Timing Option – deleting existing closure dates and adding new
closure dates.
John Henderschedt moved under Alt. 2: Hard cap add option f) 450,000. It was seconded by Mr.
Mecum. Mr. Henderschedt noted that it would be premature to take a higher number out of the analysis
before analysis is completed. Motion failed 6/5 with Tweit, Benson, Henderschedt, Hyder, and
Mecum voting in favor.
Dave Benson moved under Alt. 2: Hard cap add option f) 353,000. It was seconded by Mr. Mecum.
Mr. Benson noted it was an original number, and a midpoint between the highest and lowest bycatch
numbers. Motion passed 7/4 with Cotten, Fields, Lloyd, and Olson voting against.
Mr. Henderschedt moved the following under Alternative 3, Component 1: Application of trigger
cap c) apply trigger to all chum bycatch in a specific area. Mr. Henderschedt noted that it would be a
place holder until specific areas can be identified. Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Tweit moved and was seconded the following under Alternative 2: component 2: and
Alternative 3: component 2: Sector Allocations. Add an option using the years 1997 – 2009. Motion
passed without objection.
There was lengthy discussion regarding “all known sources of mortality,” and if/how this information
would be used in the analysis. It was noted that there was interest in including Area M chum harvests and
removals and that it would be addressed under cumulative effects.
Mr. Henderschedt noted that the Council would like to address industry work with staff as time allows to
include development of IPAs for Chinook in the analysis of status quo.
Motion passed without objection.
C-4 (c) Outreach Plan, Community Outreach Committee Report
Nicole Kimball (NPFMC) had already given the staff report, and took general questions from the Council.
Mr. Lloyd noted that the second schedule proposed has a more achievable timeline, and should the
meetings not follow the timeline due to travel, staff time, etc, it would have little or no effect on final
action. Mr. Fields moved and was seconded by Mr. Lloyd to approve the Rural Community
Outreach Committee’s general outline regarding community outreach activities relative to the
Bering Sea Chum Salmon bycatch issue. Additionally, approve the Committee’s recommendation
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for a RCOC meeting in February to fully refine the Council’s chum salmon bycatch outreach plan,
and to continue developing recommendations and community outreach initiatives. Motion passed
without objection.
There was brief discussion regarding genetic stock sampling.
C-5 Initial review of Amendment 80 cooperative formation
ACTION REQUIRED
Initial review of Amendment 80 cooperative formation
BACKGROUND
In October 2009, the Council added a new alternative to Amendment 93 that would require a
cooperative to accept any person otherwise eligible to participate in a cooperative subject to the
same terms and conditions that apply to all other members of the cooperative.
The following are the alternatives addressed in the analysis:








Alternative 1: (Status quo) – A minimum of three unique quota share holders holding at
least nine quota share permits are required to form a cooperative.
Alternative 2: Reduce the number of unique quota share holders required to form a
cooperative from three to two or one unique quota share holder.
Alternative 3: Reduce the number of quota share permits required to form a cooperative
from the existing 9 permits to some lower range. (e.g., three permits to the existing 9
permits)
Alternative 4: Reduce both the number of unique quota share holders and the number of
quota share permits required to form a cooperative (combination of Alternatives 2 and 3).
Alternative 5: Allow a cooperative to form with a minimum of three unique QS holders
holding at least nine QS permits (status quo), or a single or collective group of entities that
represent 20%, 25%, or 30% of the sector quota share.
Alternative 6: Require that a cooperative accept all members of a cooperative who are
otherwise eligible to join a cooperative subject to the same terms and conditions as all
other members.
GRS Suboption (Applicable to all Alternatives): The GRS shall be applied in aggregate to
all cooperatives if this calculation meets or exceeds the GRS requirement.

Glenn Merrill (NMFS) gave the staff report on this issue, the AP gave their report, and public comment
was heard.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
Mr. Mecum moved, and it was seconded by Mr. Fields, to:
 Modify the purpose and need statement with the modifications proposed by staff to
incorporate Alternative 6
 Add a new suboption 5 under Alternative 4 to require a minimum of 2QS holders and 7 QS
permits to allow a cooperative to form
 Add a new suboption after the GRS suboption that may be applied under all alternatives to
require that a QS holder must assign all QS permits to either one or more cooperatives or
the limited access fishery.
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There was brief discussion regarding the analysis which should include a discussion on joint and
severable liability, as well as GRS and "averaging" across boats. Additionally, it was noted that there
should be an expanded discussion regarding the relaxation of the cooperative formation standard and
whether meeting the minimum GRS standards could be a condition of joining a coop. It was generally
agreed that the analysis would be brought back for final action in February 2010.
Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Bedford moved to postpone D-1 (d) AI Processing Sideboards be postponed to the 5 year crab
program review. Motion passed unanimously.
C-6 (b) Emergency Rule Exemption from Landing Requirements in the Western AI GKC fishery
ACTION REQUIRED
(b) Consider an emergency rule to exempt West region landing requirement for the Western
Aleutian Islands golden king crab fishery and development of amendment package defining terms
of exemption from West region landing requirements for the Western Aleutian Islands golden king
crab fishery.
BACKGROUND
Since the second year of fishing under the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island crab rationalization
program, participants in the Western Aleutian Island golden king crab fishery have expressed
concern that the West region landing requirement may be unworkable in that fishery. The program
requires that 50 percent of the catcher vessel Class A IFQ be landed in the area west of 174º West
longitude. Under the program to date, shore-based crab processing in this region has occurred
only in the community of Adak. In the first four years of the program, deliveries to the Adak plant
were complicated as the operator of that plant holds few of the processor quota shares in the
fishery. Despite this mismatch, holders of processor shares have largely relied on the plant in
Adak for West region processing. Until this year, this reliance on a single plant may have
contributed to leaving a portion of the TAC unharvested, as a limit on use of processor shares
prevented the entire West region allocation being processed at a single plant. To overcome this
obstacle, the Council adopted an amendment to the program exempting custom processing in the
West region from the use processor share caps, which NOAA Fisheries implemented this year.
Although this regulation would resolve any issue concerning the ability of the Adak plant to
process all West region landings from the fishery, in August of this year, the operator of that plant
filed for bankruptcy. This filing prompted participants in the fishery to assert that an exemption
from the regional landing requirement should be available to address a shortage of processing
capacity in the West region. To fully realize the exemption, those participants have made the
following two requests:
(1) NOAA Fisheries use an emergency rule to exempt the holders of West region designated
IFQ and IPQ from that regional landing requirement for the 2009-2010 crab fishing season.
They request that the exemption apply throughout the year, regardless of whether the
Adak plant reopens, suggesting that it is in the interest of all parties to make deliveries
and process all landings in Adak, should the plant be available. In addition, the parties
assert that they have reached an agreement with the community of Adak to compensate
the community for the loss of tax revenues should the landings be redirected to another
location.
(2) The Council advance for analysis an amendment to the crab program that would provide
an exemption from the West region landing requirement, in the event that qualifying
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interested parties agree that no processing capacity is available to support those
landings.
In response, the Council requested staff to prepare a discussion paper for this meeting to provide
information that the Council could use to determine whether to recommend that NOAA Fisheries
undertake emergency rulemaking establishing an exemption from the West region landing
requirement for the current 2009-2010 crab fishing season and develop alternatives for an
amendment that would allow for exemptions from the landing requirement in future years based
on the agreement of qualified parties that no shoreside processor is available in the region.

Mark Fina (NPFMC) gave the staff report, the report from the AP was heard, and public comment was
taken.
DISCUSSION/ACTION (Transcription of parts of this agenda item are included in Appendix 9)
Denby Lloyd moved the AP motion for the WAG Emergency Rule: Request NOAA Fisheries to
promulgate an emergency regulation under section 305c of the Magnuson Stevens Act to suspend
the regional delivery requirement in the Western AI Golden King Crab (WAG) fishery for the
remainder of the 2009-2010 crab fishing year.
Mr. Lloyd moved and it was seconded to use the Alternatives and Options for the Emergency Relief
Proposal for the WAG Landing Requirement as proposed by the AP. NOAA GC suggests building a
record: Mecum note timeline may not follow a schedule. Roll call vote passes 10/1 with Mr. Mecum
voting against.
Mr. Henderschedt moved to amend which was seconded by Mr. Lloyd to add an Alternative 3: to
remove the Western designation of IFQ or IPQ for WAI GKC fishery. Motion passed 9/2 with Mr.
Fields and Mr. Cotten voting against.
Mr. Tweit moved and it was seconded by Mr. Mecum to add 2 options under definition, with the
first option being made up as stated, and the second option to include only QS Holders, PQS
Holders, and Municipalities, only. He noted it would give the Council an ability to see what, if any,
effects the shoreside processors have. Motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Mecum noted that it may be difficult to enforce these regulations, but staff would note that in the
analysis.
Amended main motion passed unanimously.
C-6 (c) BSAI snow and Tanner crab rebuilding plans
ACTION REQUIRED
(c)

Review alternatives for BSAI snow and Tanner crab rebuilding plans

BACKGROUND
Rebuilding plans for EBS snow crab and Pribilof Islands blue king crab are to be revised for
implementation by the 2011/12 fishing year. A new rebuilding plan to EBS Tanner crab will be
developed for implementation by the 2011/12 fishing year. At the October 2009 meeting, the
Council reviewed and approved alternatives for the Pribilof Islands blue king crab rebuilding plan
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but requested further review of alternatives for snow crab and Tanner crab rebuilding plans as
they are developed. A draft range of alternatives for snow crab and Tanner crab are attached as
Items C-6(c)(1) and Item C-6(c)(2) respectively.
As noted in the description of alternatives, the maximum time frame for rebuilding for the snow
crab stock (noted as Tend for reasons specified in the document) is less than 10 years due to the
fact that this represents a revised rebuilding plan (after failing to achieve rebuilding during the
original rebuilding time frame). Alternatives for both rebuilding plans are established in terms of
years necessary to rebuild, with appropriate management measures to be determined for
achieving rebuilding under the selected time frame. Additional information is provided, per SSC
request in October, on the estimated number of years for the end of the rebuilding time frame for
snow crab. Additional information on progress towards development of a Tanner crab model for
estimating rebuilding probabilities will be provided at the meeting. The SSC further requested a
review of the snow crab projection model methodology. This description is attached at Item C6(c)(3).
As noted for several meetings, compliance with new annual catch limit (ACL) and accountability
measure (AM) requirements for ending overfishing of federal fisheries under the revised
guidelines for National Standard 1 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (MSA) for the BSAI Crab FMPs will require substantive changes, primarily in
order to incorporate an ABC control rule into the annual specifications process for both FMPs.
The Crab Plan Team and SSC recommended an approach for the formulation of uncertainty-based
buffer approaches to ABC control rules for BSAI crab stocks. Further information is provided
here for SSC review and comment on the approach being applied in estimating uncertainty-based
buffers for crab stocks. A description of the proposed methodological approach and preliminary
results for crab stocks in comparison with groundfish stocks is provided as Item C-6(c)(4).
To facilitate the concurrent timeframe for meeting both the rebuilding plan amendment statutory
requirements as well as those for ACL requirements, two analyses are planned to
comprehensively evaluate these proposed amendments. The ACL analysis for all 10 crab stocks
will be analyzed in conjunction with the rebuilding plans for snow crab and Tanner crab, while a
separate analysis will evaluate the alternative rebuilding measures for the Pribilof Islands blue
king crab stock. Draft outlines for these two analyses are attached as Item C-6(c)(5). A preliminary
review of both analyses is scheduled for the April Council meeting following review by the Crab
Plan Team at a special March 2010 CPT meeting. Initial review of these analyses is scheduled for
June 2010.

Diana Stram (NPFMC) gave a staff report on Snow and Tanner crab alternatives for rebuilding plans; the
AP report was heard, the SSC had given their comments earlier in the meeting, and public comment was
heard.
DISCUSSION/ACTION
Mr. Lloyd noted, and it was generally agreed that the Council should endorse the SSC’s action regarding
the agenda item, and Mr. Henderschedt noted that the AP’s recommendation should be included. There
was discussion on overfishing levels and annual catch limits. Mr. Lloyd noted that he would like to set a
marker for a discussion on ACLs and OFLs at a later date and a presentation to the State of Alaska Board
of Fisheries on these issues. It was also noted that the Council expressed its prioritization of work related
to snow crab analyses as endorsed in the SSC minutes.
D-1 (a) ACL Requirements
ACTION REQUIRED
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Review Progress on ACL Requirements
BACKGROUND
In June 2009 the Council tasked staff to begin analyses necessary to bring the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska groundfish FMPs into compliance with new annual catch
limit (ACL) and accountability measure (AM) requirements for ending overfishing of federal
fisheries under the revised guidelines for National Standard 1 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act (MSA). The Council’s interim action plan for the ACL
amendments was adopted in June (Item D-1(a)(1)), pending scientific recommendations on which
groundfish species may be candidates for a new, voluntary FMP category for ecosystem
components. The main action proposed under the FMP amendment is to define which species: 1)
are “in the fishery,” 2) may be included in this new “EC” category (e.g., forage fish), and/or 3) may
be removed from the FMP (e.g., non-specified species). The SSC and Plan Teams have
recommended that the Council could consider placing squid and octopus under the EC category
(Item D-1(a)(2)), based on an AFSC analysis (Item D-1(a)(3)).
The Council is scheduled to revise the draft action plan at this meeting to finalize alternatives for
the EA. The Council tasked the Non-Target Species Committee with recommending revisions to
the alternatives to begin the analysis. The committee convened on September 15, 2009, but a lack
of clarity in NMFS guidelines for complying with ACLS did not allow the committee to provide
recommendations at this time. Staff provided the requested clarifications and the Council
approved a second meeting of the committee, which is scheduled for December 6. A report of the
September 2009 committee meeting is provided under Item D-1(a)(4). A report of this week’s
committee meeting will be provided.
The timeline for Council action is short and the Council is encouraged to streamline the
alternatives to address only those FMP amendments that are required to meet the revised
guidelines. Final action should be scheduled no later than June 2010 for implementation to occur
by the statutory deadline of January 1, 2011. A trailing ACL analysis is already planned to address
management of grenadiers and other issues, and additional management actions could be
included in that analysis.

Jane DiCosimo gave the staff report, the AP was given and public comment was heard. The SSC did not
take up this agenda item.
Dave Benson moves to approve the action plan presented by staff, and task the NTSC with part II
of the action plan. The motion was seconded. Mr. Benson noted that the plan is straightforward in
nature to keep a deadline. Motion passes without objection.
D1 (b, c) Nearshore Birstol Bay Trawl Area and Walrus, and Pacific Walrus haulout on
Hagemeister Island in Bristol Bay
ACTION REQUIRED
(b) Discussion paper on Nearshore Bristol Bay Trawl Area and walrus
BACKGROUND
At the April 2009 meeting, the Council reviewed a discussion paper, dated March 2009, on the
groundfish fishery in the Northern Bristol Bay Trawl Area (NBBTA), information on Pacific walrus,
and a description of interactions that have occurred between local fishing activities and walrus or
their habitat. The discussion paper was prompted by comments from the public about concerns
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over interactions between trawl fishing activities and Pacific walrus and their habitat in northern
Bristol Bay, and at the April 2009 meeting, the Council received additional public comment
focusing on concerns over bycatch of halibut in the yellowfin sole fishery in the NBBTA. The
Council was also informed of an agreement to begin in 2009, between certain northern Bristol Bay
halibut fishermen and the Best Use Cooperative, whereby yellowfin sole trawl vessels were willing
to voluntarily avoid fishing in the southwest portion of the NBBTA as well as an area southwest of
the Nushagak Peninsula to avoid conflicts with local halibut fishermen.
In light of this voluntary agreement, the Council directed staff to update the discussion paper with
2009 groundfish fishery data, particularly including bycatch of halibut and walrus prey items
(clams, other invertebrates). After the 2009 fishery, as conducted under the voluntary constriction
of the fishing grounds, the Council would have new information on the performance of the
yellowfin sole fishery and new bycatch data. The Council also requested the updated discussion
paper include new information on walrus if it becomes available. This discussion paper was
updated and mailed to the Council in November 2009, and is attached as Item D-1(b)(1).
The following issues have been updated in the discussion paper:
 Voluntary agreement restricting the yellowfin sole fishery in the NBBTA in 2009
(description, reports from Best Use Cooperative and community members about its
effectiveness)
 2009 yellowfin sole fishery (catch data, vessel information, incidental catch and bycatch
(halibut, walrus prey species) data, distribution and timing of fishery)
 Halibut fishery (information on the halibut fishery in the areas adjacent to the NBBTA)
 Walrus information (update on the status of ESA-listing for walrus)
ACTION REQUIRED
(c) Receive discussion paper on options for protection measures around a new Pacific walrus
haulout on Hagemeister Island in northern Bristol Bay
BACKGROUND
At the April 2009 meeting, the Council received a discussion paper on trawl fishery interactions
with other fisheries and with Pacific walrus in northern Bristol Bay. During discussions of this
issue, the Council requested that a separate discussion paper (attached as D-1(c)(1)) be prepared
that describes procedures for how the Council might designate an additional walrus protection
zone around a new, emerging walrus haulout on the west side of Hagemeister Island. The U.S.
Fish & Wildlife Service reported to the Council that this haulout is now used annually, and the
Agency is concerned over potential disturbance of walrus at this site from fishing activities. The
Council requested that the discussion paper include information on how such a protection area
might be designed to allow vessel transit through Hagemeister Strait, and the mechanisms for
establishing a corresponding protection area in State waters. Staff will provide an overview of the
information, and a representative from the USFWS will present the Agency’s perspectives and
answer questions. The Council’s Enforcement Committee may also have a report on this issue.

Staff reports were heard by Bill Wilson and Diana Evans.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
Mr. Henderschedt moved and it was seconded to take no further action on D-1 (b). It was noted by
the Council that, as stated in the discussion paper, fishery impacts on walrus feeding habitat and prey
resources have not been an issue, and disturbance issues have largely been mitigated by minimizing
fishery activities close to haulouts. Additionally, bringing forward a discussion of this issue in a public
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forum, with the help of the Council Staff, has facilitated work between industry and other affected parties
to develop their own solution. The motion passed without objection.
Mr. Balogh moved and it was seconded that NMFS and USFWS prepare an analysis of alternatives
addressing human activities relevant to concerns surrounding the Hagemeister Island walrus
haulout. Additionally, the Council recommends the issue be referred to the joint protocol
committee to confer on developing an analysis of alternatives that address human activities that
may impinge upon the Hagemeister walrus haulout.
There was discussion that Amendment 13 and 17 restricted fishing activity within 3 miles of then-existing
haulouts. Hagemister Island now has a comparable haulout, and considering protection for this area may
be prudent. It was clarified that the analysis would need to include a discussion of the contribution of
State fishery activities to potential walrus disturbance. Regarding the alternatives directed in the
groundfish fisheries, they would follow along the lines of the proposals in the discussion paper. Motion
passed without objection.
D-2 (a) MPA Nomination Process
ACTION REQUIRED
Review discussion paper on MPA nominations and take action as necessary.
BACKGROUND
Back in 2000, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13158, which requires NOAA to establish
a Marine Protected Area Center to develop a framework for a national system of marine protected
areas (MPAs). In late November 2008, the final framework was published on the MPA Center’s
website (www.mpa.gov). In December, the Council received a report from Dr. Joe Uravich, Director
of the MPA Center, about the National System of MPAs and the nomination process for the
incorporation of existing MPAs, into the national system. In February 2009, NMFS published a
policy directive to establish a process for consulting with the councils on (1) whether sites
established by Council action should be included in the National System of MPAs, and (2) when
adding, modifying, or removing MPAs from the National System.
At the June meeting, after reviewing the letter from the NMFS Alaska Region RA initiating the MPA
nomination process, the Council tasked staff, in collaboration with NMFS staff, to prepare a
discussion paper which further examines the issues and concerns associated with this process,
and provide an initial evaluation of the potential sites for inclusion. The text portion of the
discussion paper is attached as Item D-2(a)(1).
The discussion paper provides a revised list of MPAs that appear to meet the eligibility
requirements set forth in the framework. There are a total of 251 individual sites listed. The
discussion paper proposed four different options regarding which sites should be nominated for
inclusion in the national system of MPAs, as follows:
Option 1: No sites nominated at this time.
Option 2: Nominate the quasi-marine reserves (seamounts, AI coral gardens, Bowers Ridge, GOA
coral HAPC areas, Sitka pinnacles, and Steller sea lion 3-nm no-transit zones).
Option 3: Nominate all areas except those with boundary changes being considered in the near
future (all areas except Steller sea lion areas, Northern Bering Sea Research Area, St Matthew
HCA, Nunivak, Etolin Strait, Kuskokwim Bay HCA, Pribilof Islands HCA, Nearshore Bristol Bay,
Salmon closure area).
Option 4: Nominate all sites eligible.
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At this meeting, the Council may wish to recommend which, if any, eligible sites be added to the
National System of MPAs, or request further analysis and public comment prior to taking action.

David Witherell gave a staff presentation; Diana Evans and Stephanie Madsen gave a report from the
Ecosystem Committee. Neither the AP or the SSC took up this issue, and the Council heard comments
from the public.
COUNCIL DISCUSSON/ACTION (Transcription of parts of this agenda item are included in Appendix 9)
Bill Tweit moved staff discussion paper to analyze two options: 1, and 2 in the discussion paper,
incorporating anticipated agency guidance concerning the “avoid harm” provision, providing
analysis of areas listed in the May 28, 2009 letter relative to the option 2 criteria for inclusion, and
suggesting options for interface with the EFH/HAPC process.
The recommendations from the Ecosystem Committee were discussed, as well as the “anticipated
guidelines” and how to incorporate. Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Tweit moved, which was seconded, to prepare a briefing on all 4 MPAs currently designated in
Alaska. Identify what resources are protected, what fishing activities occur in the MPA, and what
obligations or conflicts the Council might have with these MPAs. Motion passes without objection
D-2 (b) EFH and HAPC
ACTION REQUIRED
(b) Review Preliminary EFH 5-year Evaluation / HAPC Priorities
BACKGROUND
EFH 5-year Review Preliminary Report
The EFH Final Rule and each of the Council’s FMPs require that a review of EFH components be
completed every 5 years. The Final Rule provides guidance that EFH provisions be revised or
amended on this timeline, as warranted, based on available information. There are ten EFH
components that are included in each of the Council’s FMPs, and any change to text of the FMP
requires a formal FMP amendment. The ten components are: 1. EFH descriptions and
identification; 2. Fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH; 3. Non-Magnuson-Stevens Act
fishing activities that may adversely affect EFH; 4. Non-fishing activities that may adversely affect
EFH; 5. Cumulative impacts analysis; 6. EFH conservation and enhancement recommendations; 7.
Prey species list and any locations; 8. HAPC identification; 9. Research and information needs;
and 10. Review EFH every 5 years.
A preliminary summary report of the EFH 5-year review for 2010 was mailed to the Council in
November 2009. The preliminary report includes reviews of the individual species EFH information
by the groundfish stock assessment authors, as well as the review of most of the non-fishing
activities that impact EFH. Preliminary information on the review of fishing effects on EFH is
included in the report, however this section will be expanded for the final report, at which time
individual species reviews for crab, scallop, and salmon species will also be added.
Under the current timeline, the report will be finalized in March 2010, and distributed to the
Council and the public. The Council’s role with respect to the review is to decide whether any of
the new information highlighted in the review warrants initiating FMP amendments to revise EFH
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descriptions and recommendations in the Council FMPs. It is anticipated that the Council will
make these decisions at the April 2010 meeting, once the report is complete.
The Groundfish Plan Teams discussed the stock assessment authors’ EFH review and
recommendations for revisions, but due to the timing of their meetings, their conclusions were
not included in the preliminary report. Excerpts from their minutes, as they pertain to the EFH
review, are attached as Items D-2(b)(1 and 2).
HAPC Priorities
Under the Council’s existing Habitat Areas of Particular Concern (HAPC) identification process,
the Council will periodically issue a call for proposals for candidate areas that focus on a specific
priority habitat types to be identified as HAPC. HAPCs are geographic sites that fall within the
distribution of EFH for the Council’s managed species. The sites proposed under this process are
then sent to the Plan Teams for scientific review to determine whether they have ecological merit,
and are also reviewed for socioeconomic and management and enforcement impacts. This
combined information is presented to the SSC, the AP, and the Council, and the Council may
choose to select various HAPC proposals for further analysis and implementation.
In June 2009, the Council considered whether to set HAPC priorities, and initiate another HAPC
proposal cycle. Given the pending EFH 5-year review, and the possibility that HAPC priorities
might emerge from that process, the Council opted to postpone a decision on whether to set
priorities for HAPCs. The Council chose to synchronize the timing of the two actions so that the
results from the five-year review can be considered in setting HAPC priorities, and the HAPC
proposal cycle that might result.
A discussion of the most recent HAPC proposal process, suggestions for HAPCs that have come
before the Council since that time, and suggestions from the groundfish stock assessment
authors for possible HAPC priorities, are included in the EFH 5-year review preliminary report, in
chapter 11. Note, the 5-year review report has not yet incorporated recommendations from review
of crab, scallop, and salmon EFH. These topics will be included in the final report, scheduled for
March 2010.
Ecosystem Committee
The Ecosystem Committee is meeting on Monday, December 7, in order to provide comments or
recommendations to the Council on this agenda item. The Committee minutes will be distributed
at the meeting.

Diana Evans gave the staff report, along with Matt Eagleton (NMFS). Stephanie Madsen presented the
minutes of the Ecosystem Committee (APPENDIX 7). There was no AP or SSC report, and the Council
heard public comment.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
The Council concurred with the Ecosystem Committee's recommendations regarding this agenda item,
and also asked staff to address the issues raised in public testimony.
D-2 (c) Halibut Deck Sorting EFP
ACTION REQUIRED
(c) Receive report from Halibut Deck Sorting EFP
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BACKGROUND
In April 2009, the Council reviewed an application for an exempted fishing permit (EFP) to
investigate on-deck sorting of Pacific halibut as a means of reducing halibut bycatch mortalities
on Amendment 80 vessels. The EFP allowed three Best Use Cooperative (BUC) non-pelagic trawl
vessels to sort halibut removed from a codend on the deck, and release those fish back into the
water after accounting for halibut condition. All groundfish and halibut harvested were to be
within the BUC’s allocation for groundfish and halibut mortality. The permit was granted by NMFS,
and the various field tests were conducted in May and June 2009.
The main objective of the EFP was to evaluate the potential for reducing halibut discard mortality
rates by modifying the halibut handling procedures currently on Amendment 80 vessels. In
addition, the study collected data on the fraction of the halibut catch that can be feasibly sorted
out on deck and the time needed to complete sorting and halibut measurement/viability
assessment under the fish handling procedures of the EFP. Finally, the study also evaluated the
feasibility and efficacy of using an electronic monitoring system to monitor adherence to the deck
sorting and halibut handling/discard protocols.
The final report was mailed to the Council in mid-November, and the principal investigator, Mr.
Gauvin, will present a summary of the project’s findings at this meeting.

John Gauvin gave a detailed presentation on the EFP to reduce halibut discard mortality rates, and
reviewed a paper he had on the subject. He answered a few questions from Council members, noting
that the study showed significant halibut mortality savings with modifications to the procedures for
handling halibut on Amendment 80 vessels. There was no public comment on the issue, and no action
was taken.
D-2 (d) Fixed Gear LLP Licenses Allocated to CQE Communities
ACTION REQUIRED
(d) Receive discussion paper on fixed gear LLP licenses for CQE communities
BACKGROUND
At the October 2009 meeting, the Council requested that staff prepare a discussion paper
describing how Western and Central GOA fixed gear LLP licenses were allocated to community
quota eligible (CQE) communities by the Council’s action on fixed gear recency. Specifically, the
Council asked that the paper discuss whether the number of licenses allocated to CQEs met the
Council’s intent of replacing the number of licenses held by CQE residents that did not qualify for
a Pacific cod endorsement. The attached discussion paper (Item D-2(d)(1)) provides the
information requested by the Council, and describes how the Council could revise the number of
licenses allocated to CQE communities if it wishes to reconsider the action.

Jeannie Heltzel (NPFMC) gave a brief presentation. The AP did not review this agenda item, and the
Council took public comment.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
Mr. Fields moved, which was seconded by Mr. Hull, to amend an action previously taken by the
Council to clarify the Council’s intent by authorizing 6 additional WGOA and 9 additional GOA
fixed gear LLP’s be available for requested use by CQE in qualifying CQU communities in the
respective management areas.
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It was noted that this action was to ensure that there would be no net loss of permits in a community due
to the Council’s fixed gear LLP recency action. Motion passed unanimously.
D-3 Staff Tasking
ACTION REQUIRED
Review tasking and committees and provide direction
BACKGROUND
Committees and Tasking
The list of Council committees is attached as Item D-3(a). An updated workplan for implementing
the programmatic groundfish management policy is attached as Item D-3(b). Item D-3(c) is the
three meeting outlook, and Item D-3(d) provides a summary of current projects and tasking. The
Council may wish to discuss priorities for completing ongoing projects, as well as any new tasks
assigned during the course of this meeting.
The Ecosystem Committee met earlier this week, and you will receive the committee’s
recommendations on MPAs and EFH under those respective agenda items. The Council may elect
to receive the balance of the committee’s report during staff tasking.

Chris Oliver gave a brief report regarding upcoming issues and housekeeping agenda items. There was
discussion on committee reports and their staging. There was no AP report and no public comment.
COUNCIL DISCUSSION/ACTION
Mr. Cotten moved and it was seconded to have staff draft a discussion paper outlining how changes
can be made to the GOA PSC limits in the future. It was also noted the paper should include
information on how the process differs under the BSAI FMP. Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Tweit moved and it was seconded by Mr. Henderschedt that Council draft a letter that
requests clarification on issues related to the preparation and release of the Steller sea lion
biological opinion. Mr. Tweit provided an outline of talking points and after discussion among Council
members, and it was generally agreed that scheduling and details suggested in the letter would be left up
to the Executive Director working with the Council Chairman. Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Henderschedt moved and it was seconded by Mr. Benson that Council request initial review
new MRAs for BSAI directed arrowtooth with 3 alternatives: 1) status quo, 2) MRAs based on a
Pcod template, and 3) MRAs based on a flathead sole template. Motion passed without objection.
Mr. Tweit moved which was seconded to assess basic reasons for levels of unharvested Pcod in the
BSAI, and analysis of measures that could be taken to ensure more complete utilization of the
resource. Motion passed without objection.
Chairman Olson noted that comments are still open for Marine Spatial Planning and Catch Harvest
shares, and noted it will be on the February agenda.
Mr. Tweit moved and it was seconded by Mr. Benson to draft a letter to NMFS building off the
SSC’s comments urging an AI bottom trawl survey in 2010. Motion passed without objection.
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Dan Hull moved to recommend IFQ implementation Committee meet prior to February meeting to
review IFQ proposals and provide a report to the Council. The motion was seconded. There was
discussion regarding deadlines for submission for new proposals. It was designated to have the 10th of
January as a deadline, and note it in the Council newsletter. Motion passed without objection.
The Council briefly reviewed the Board of Fisheries proposals and comments, especially 108 and 109,
which refers to increasing GHL to state water Pcod fisheries. It was generally agreed that there may be
consultation issues, and that staff (NMFS, ADF&G and NPFMC) should be at the BOF meeting to inform
board members and communicate "concerns", rather than "position."
There was brief discussion regarding DSR rockfish (especially yelloweye) and how the Council and BOF
will address conservation and management in the future. Additionally, it was generally agreed that
ADF&G staff will provide a synopsis of regulations for yelloweye to the Council.
It was generally agreed that the SSC does not consider BOF proposals that affect Council action, however
the Plan Team may take Pcod harvest inside 3 miles into account. It was noted the information will be
addressed under ACL process.
Genetic Sampling priorities:
Mr. Tweit suggested that Council draft a letter to NOAA/NMFS identifying needs relative to Chum
genetics. Request agency devote more resources, without impacting Chinook research. If sufficient
resources are not available to evaluate both Chum and Chinook, then NMFS, AFSC, and ADF&G staff
should convene to establish appropriate Chum samples for analysis while minimizing disruption to
Chinook analyses.
HAPC scheduling
Chairman Olson noted it can be put on the February agenda.
Proposed rule on Financial Disclosure
Mr. Henderschedt noted that Council may want to comment on administrative sections where ED and
Chairman see fit.
Mr. Cotten noted the industry would be providing information about Seashare and the salmon donation
program. He also requested the ED keep Council members updated on relevant Congressional actions,
including re-opening Magnuson-Stevens act.
Chairman Olson noted the following appointments:

Dr. Tom Gelatt was appointed to the Aleutian Islands Fishery Ecosystem Plan Team

All SSC members were re-appointed for the following year

The AP: Joe Childers, Mark Cooper, Craig Cross, John Crowley, Julianne Curry, Jerry Downing,
Tom Enlow, Tim Evers, Jeff Farvor, Becca Gisclair, Jan Jacobs, Bob Jacobson, Simon Kinneen,
Chuck McCallum, Matt Moir, Theresa Peterson, Ed Poulsen, Beth Stewart, Lori Swanson, and
Anne Vanderhoven.
Mr. Olson thanked the departing AP members, and thanked the Council for the long and productive week
of work, and wished everyone happy holidays.
ADJOURN
The Council meeting concluded on Tuesday, December 15th, at 11:17am.

NPFMC MINUTES-December 2009

36

MINUTES
NPFMC MEETING
December 2009

Table of Contents
A. CALL TO ORDER ................................................................................................................. 2
B. REPORTS ................................................................................................................................ 2
C. MAJOR ISSUES/FINAL ACTION ITEMS....................................................................... 4
C-1 GOA Pacific Cod Sector Allocations .................................................................................. 4
C-2 Central Gulf of Alaska Rockfish Program ........................................................................... 7
C-3 (a) Final GOA Groundfish Specifications for 2009-20010 ................................................. 8
C-3 b BSAI Groundfish SAFE Report and 2010/2011 harvest specifications ......................... 13
C-4 (a) Bering Sea Salmon Bycatch Data Collection. .............................................................. 18
C-4 (b) Bering Sea Salmon Bycatch ......................................................................................... 21
C-5 Initial review of Amendment 80 cooperative formation.................................................... 25
C-6 (b) Emergency Rule Exemption from Landing Requirements in the Western AI GKC
fishery ....................................................................................................................................... 26
C-6 (c) BSAI snow and Tanner crab rebuilding plans .............................................................. 27
D. OTHER ISSUES

D-1 (a) ACL Requirements ....................................................................................................... 28
D1 (b, c) Nearshore Birstol Bay Trawl Area and Walrus, and Pacific Walrus haulout on
Hagemeister Island in Bristol Bay ............................................................................................ 29
D-2 (a) MPA Nomination Process ............................................................................................ 31
D-2 (b) EFH and HAPC ............................................................................................................ 32
D-2 (c) Halibut Deck Sorting EFP ............................................................................................ 33
D-2 (d) Fixed Gear LLP Licenses Allocated to CQE Communities ........................................ 34
D-3 Staff Tasking...................................................................................................................... 35
APPENDICIES:
Appendix 1
Appendix 2
Appendix 3
Appendix 4
Appendix 5
Appendix 6
Appendix 7
Appendix 8
Appendix 9

Sign in Sheet for Public Attendance, and Time Log
Advisory Panel Minutes
Scientific and Statistical Committee Minutes
Pacific Cod Sector Allocations Motion
GOA Groundfish Specifications
BSAI Specifications
Ecosystem Committee Minutes
December Newsletter
Transcription on Agenda Items C-1, C-6(b), D-2(a)

North Pacific Fishery Management Council
Eric A. Olson, Chairman
Chris Oliver, Executive Director

605 W. 4th Avenue, Suite 306
Anchorage, AK 99501-2252

Telephone (907) 271-2809

Fax (907) 271-2817
Visit our website: http://www.alaskafisheries.noaa.gov/npfmc

Approved: __________________________
February 11, 2010

ADVISORY PANEL MINUTES
North Pacific Fishery Management Council
December 7–11, 2009
The following members were present for all or part of the meetings:
Joe Childers
Mark Cooper
Craig Cross
John Crowley
Julianne Curry
Jerry Downing
Tom Enlow

Tim Evers
Jeff Farvour
Becca Robbins Gisclair
Jan Jacobs
Bob Jacobson
Simon Kinneen
Mike Martin
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Rex Murphy
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Ed Poulsen
Beth Stewart
Lori Swanson

The AP unanimously approved the minutes from the previous meeting.
The AP heard a brief presentation on the Northern Fiber Optic Link project from Ike Icard, Kodiak Kenai
Cable Company, who is engineering the undersea fiber optic cable system, which extends from the Gulf
of Alaska through Bristol Bay to northern Alaska.

C-1 GOA Pacific Cod Sector Allocations
Within the components, bold represents preferred option(s), bold, italics, underline are additions,
strikeouts are deletions.
AP recommends that the Council adopt the following problem statement for final action for the
Allocation of Pacific cod among sectors in the Western and Central GOA.
Purpose and Need Statement
The limited access derby-style management of the Western GOA and Central GOA Pacific cod fisheries
has led to competition among the various gear types (trawl, hook-and-line, pot and jig) and operation
types (catcher processor and catcher vessel) for shares of the total allowable catch (TAC). Competition
for the GOA Pacific cod resource has increased for a variety of reasons, including increased market value
of cod products, rationalization of other fisheries in the BSAI and GOA, increased participation by
fishermen displaced from other fisheries, reduced Federal TACs due to the State waters cod fishery, and
Steller sea lion mitigation measures including the A/B seasonal split of the GOA Pacific cod TACs. The
competition among sectors in the fishery may contribute to higher rates of bycatch, discards, and out-ofseason incidental catch of Pacific cod.
Participants in the fisheries who have made long-term investments and are dependent on the fisheries face
uncertainty as a result of the competition for catch shares among sectors. To reduce uncertainty and
contribute to the stability across the sectors, and to promote sustainable fishing practices and facilitate
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development of management measures, the Western GOA and Central GOA Pacific cod TACs should be
divided among the sectors. Allocations to each sector would be based primarily on qualifying catch
history, but may be adjusted to address conservation, catch monitoring, and social objectives including
considerations for small boat sectors and coastal communities. Because harvest sector allocations would
supersede the inshore/offshore processing sector allocations for Pacific cod by creating harvest limits, the
Council may consider regulatory changes for offshore and inshore floating processors in order to sustain
the participants of fishing communities.
The timing of the Pacific cod A and B seasons may have limited the participation of jig vessels in the
parallel and Federal fisheries of the GOA. Additionally, the State waters jig allocation has gone uncaught
in some years, potentially due to the lack of availability of Pacific cod inside three miles. A non-historical
federal catch award, together with the provision of access in Federal waters for the State Pacific cod jig
allocations, offers entry-level opportunities for the jig sector.
Currently, there are no limits on entry into the parallel waters groundfish fisheries, and no limits on the
proportion of the GOA Pacific cod TAC that may be harvested in parallel waters. There is concern that
participation in the GOA Pacific cod parallel waters fishery by vessels that do not hold LLP licenses may
increase. The Council, in consideration of options and recommendations for the parallel fishery, will
need to balance the objectives of providing stability to the long term participants in the sectors, while
recognizing that new entrants who do not hold Federal permits or licenses may participate in the parallel
fishery.
AP recommends that the Council select alternative 2 as the preferred alternative selecting the options
in bold within the components of Alternative 2.

ALTERNATIVE 1. No Action. The GOA Pacific cod TACs will not be allocated among the sectors.
ALTERNATIVE 2. The GOA Pacific cod TACs will be allocated among the sectors.
Component 1: Management areas
The Western and Central GOA Pacific cod TACs will be allocated among the various gear and
operation types, as defined in Component 2 (the management areas could be treated differently).
Component 2: Sector definitions
The Western and Central GOA Pacific cod TACs will be allocated among the following sectors.
The Council has the option to either give a single allocation to each sector, or to divide any
allocation by vessel length based on the option(s) listed below.
CENTRAL GOA:
 Trawl catcher processors
 Trawl catcher vessels
 Hook-and-line catcher processors
Option: Hook-and-line catcher processors <125 ft
Hook-and-line catcher processors ≥125 ft

Hook-and-line catcher vessels
Option:
 Hook-and-line catcher vessels <50 ft
 Hook-and-line catcher vessels ≥50 ft
Pot catcher processors
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Pot catcher vessels
Suboption:
Combine CP Pot sector
and CV Pot Sector
Jig vessels

WESTERN GOA:
 Trawl catcher processors
 Trawl catcher vessels
 Hook-and-line catcher processors
Option: Hook-and-line catcher processors <125 ft
Hook-and-line catcher processors ≥125 ft
 Hook-and-line catcher vessels
Option: Hook-and-line catcher vessels <60 ft
Hook-and-line catcher vessels ≥60 ft
 Pot catcher processors
 Pot catcher vessels
Option: Pot catcher vessels <60 ft
Pot catcher vessels ≥60 ft
Suboption: Combine
 CP Pot Sector
 CV Pot Sector
 Jig vessels
Option: For Western GOA only, create a single sector allocation for combined trawl and pot
catcher vessels.
Suboption: Applies only to vessels <60 ft.
Western and Central GOA:
Option: Restrict vessels from participating in the GOA Pacific cod fishery using more than one
operational type in a given year. Holders of CP licenses shall make a one-time election to receive a
WGOA and/or CGOA CP or CV endorsement for Pacific cod if that CP license made a minimum of
one landing while operating as a CV under the authority of the CP license from 2002 to 2008, except
CP licenses with landings made only operating as CVs will have a GOA Pacific cod CV endorsement
added to the license.
Upon implementation of the GOA Pacific cod sector allocations, holders of these licenses will be
limited to fishing off of the allocation assigned to operating in the sector designated by their license
in the GOA cod fishery. For example, CPs licenses assigned to the CP sector may not fish off of the
allocation assigned to operate as CVs in the GOA Pacific cod fishery. Future catch accounting for
these vessels should be according to the sector to which those licenses are assigned operating mode.
(Note: This CP or CV endorsement would be added to the LLP license, and would apply only to the
Western and Central GOA Pacific cod fisheries; the existing operation type endorsement would
remain on the LLP license and would apply to other groundfish fisheries.)
Component 3: Definition of qualifying catch
Qualifying catch includes all retained legal catch of Pacific cod from the Federal and parallel
waters fisheries in the Western and Central GOA.
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 Catch will be calculated using Fish Tickets for catcher vessels and Catch Accounting/Blend
data for catcher processors.
 Under all options, incidental catch allocated to trawl catcher vessels for the Central GOA
Rockfish program (currently, 2.09% of the Central GOA Pacific cod TAC) will be deducted
from the Central GOA trawl catcher vessel B season allocation.
 Each sector’s allocation will be managed to support incidental and directed catch needs for
that sector.
Component 4: Sector Allocations
Part A: Years included for purposes of determining catch history
Central GOA:
The AP recommends the following allocations for the Central GOA Pacific cod sectors:
Central GOA
HAL CP
HAL CV <50
HAL CV >=50
Pot CV
Pot CP
Trawl CP
Trawl CV
Total
Jig

4.70%
14.70%
6.30%
26.20%
0.50%
3.85%
42.75%
99.0%
1.50%

Annual Allocation
4.75%
14.85%
6.36%
26.46%
0.51%
3.89%
43.18%
100.00%
1.50%

Compare to 60/40
A season
B season
60.0%
40.0%
60.0%
40.0%
60.0%
40.0%
60.0%
40.0%
60.0%
40.0%
60.0%
40.0%
60.0%
40.0%

60.0%

Percent of
annual
2.8%
8.9%
3.8%
15.9%
0.3%
2.3%
25.9%
60.0%

Percent of
annual
1.9%
5.9%
2.5%
10.6%
0.2%
1.6%
17.3%
40.0%

Percent of
seasonal
4.7%
14.8%
6.4%
26.5%
0.5%
3.9%
43.2%
100.0%

Percent of
seasonal
4.7%
14.8%
6.4%
26.5%
0.5%
3.9%
43.2%
100.0%

40.0%

Motion on jig allocation passed 10/9
Option 1: Qualifying years 2000 – 2006: average of best 3 years
Option 2: Qualifying years 2000 – 2006: average of best 5 years
Option 3: Qualifying years 2002 – 2007: average of best 3 years
Option 4: Qualifying years 2002 – 2007: average of best 5 years
Option 5: Qualifying years 2002 – 2008: average of best 3 years
Option 6: Qualifying years 2002 – 2008: average of best 5 years
Option 7: Average of above options 1-6.
Option 8: Average of above options 2, 4 and 6.
Option: Average of above options 2 and 6
NOTE: The Council has the option to choose separate qualifying years for each sector.
 In order to reflect a broader range of allocations for the Council’s allocation adjustment
considerations under Component 9, the range of potential annual allocations in the analysis is
increased by 3% above the sector’s highest potential allocation and decreased by 3% below
the sector’s lowest potential allocation, except sectors with an allocation of less than 5%
would retain their current lowest potential allocation.
 When sectors are divided into subsectors (e.g., by vessel length), the allocation will be
calculated using the best set of years for the sector, and the sum of the subsector allocations
will equal the allocation to the sector.
The Central GOA action was accepted as a friendly amendment.
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Western GOA:
The AP recommends the following allocations for Western GOA Pacific cod sectors:

Western GOA
HAL CP
HAL CV
Pot CV
Pot CP
Trawl CP
Trawl CV
Total

AP
Rec.
20.9%
1.0%
28.3%
1.9%
2.4%
44.0%
98.50%

Annual Allocation
21.22%
1.02%
28.73%
1.93%
2.44%
44.67%
100.00%

Compare to 60/40
A season
B season
62.0%
38.0%
51.9%
48.1%
49.8%
50.2%
41.6%
58.4%
46.4%
53.6%
67.3%
32.7%

A season
allocation
Percent of
annual
13.2%
0.5%
14.3%
0.8%
1.1%
30.1%
60.0%

B season
allocation
Percent of
annual
8.1%
0.5%
14.4%
1.1%
1.3%
14.6%
40.0%

A season
allocation
Percent of
seasonal
21.9%
0.9%
23.8%
1.3%
1.9%
50.1%
100.0%

B season
allocation
Percent of
seasonal
20.2%
1.2%
36.1%
2.8%
3.3%
36.5%
100.0%

The motion for the Western GOA passed 17/1.
Option 1: Qualifying years 1995 – 2005: average of best 7 years
Option 2: Qualifying years 2000 – 2006: average of best 5 years
Option 3: Qualifying years 2002 – 2007: average of best 5 years
Option 4: Qualifying years 2002 – 2008: average of best 5 years
Option 5: Average of all options above
NOTE: The Council has the option to choose separate qualifying years for each sector.
 In order to reflect a broader range of allocations for the Council’s allocation adjustment
considerations under Component 9, the range of potential annual allocations in the analysis is
increased by 3% above the sector’s highest potential allocation and decreased by 3% below
the sector’s lowest potential allocation, except sectors with an allocation of less than 5%
would retain their current lowest potential allocation.
 When sectors are divided into subsectors (e.g., by vessel length), the allocation will be
calculated using the best set of years for the sector, and the sum of the subsector allocations
will equal the allocation to the sector.
Minority Report on Component 4 – Sector Allocation
A motion to select Option 7, to average options 1-6 failed 6/15. As stated in the sector split document,
best years options favor years when an occurrence happened which resulted in a higher than average
percentage, what has been referred to as cherry picking. AP minority believe that the option brought
forward in the motion represents an average of the two best years option for a particular gear type and is
a form of selecting what is best for a particular gear type. An average of all options represents a blend
and results in a fair and equitable distribution. In addition, page 138 of the sector split document
illustrates the gross revenue figures for the Kodiak fixed gear vessels fishing in 2001- 2008 as
$41,781,338 with 249 vessels participating and the Kodiak trawl fleet at $20,361,109 with 26 vessels
participating.. This factor, combined with the potential of CQE licenses that may be activated with the
ability to participate in the fixed gear allocation justify an average of the qualifying years.
Signed by: Theresa Peterson, Jeff Farvour, Becca Robbins Gisclair, Bob Jacobson, Chuck McCallum
and Ed Poulsen
Part B: Western and Central GOA Sideboards:
 For AFA sideboard vessels: Combine the inshore and offshore AFA CV sideboard amounts
into a single sideboard for each management area.
 For non-AFA crab sideboard vessels: Recalculate the sideboards and Establish separate
CP and CV sideboard amounts by gear type for each management area.
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Part C: Seasonal apportionment of sector allocations (different options may be selected for the
management areas):
Central GOA:
Option 1: Apportion each sector’s annual allocation 60% to the A season and 40% to the B
season
Option 2: Apportion each sector’s annual allocation based on that sector’s seasonal catch history
during the qualifying years, while maintaining the overall 60%/40% apportionment of the TAC.
 These seasonal apportionment options do not apply to the jig sector.
Western GOA:
Option 1: Apportion each sector’s annual allocation 60% to the A season and 40% to the B
season.
Option 2: Apportion each sector’s annual allocation based on that sector’s seasonal catch
history during the qualifying years, while maintaining the overall 60%/40% apportionment
of the TAC.
Option 3: Only the A Season TAC will be apportioned among sectors; the B season TAC will not
be apportioned among sectors.
 These seasonal apportionment options do not apply to the jig sector.
Component 5: Allocation of Pacific cod to jig sector
Western & Central GOA:
Before allocating the TACs among the other sectors, set aside 1%, or 2% 1.5% [motion passed
10/9] of the Central GOA Federal pacific cod TACs and 1% or 1.5% of the Western GOA Federal
Pacific cod TACs, for the initial allocation to the jig vessel sector, with a stair step provision to
increase the jig sector allocation by 1% if 90% of the Federal jig allocation in an area is harvested
in any given year. The jig gear allocation will be capped at 5% or 7% of the Central and Western
GOA Federal Pacific cod TACs.
Subsequent to the jig allocation increasing, if the harvest threshold criterion described below is not
met within three two consecutive years, the jig allocation will be stepped down by 1% in the
following year, but shall not drop below the level initially allocated.
Option 1: 90% of the current allocation.
Option 2: 90% of the previous allocation
The jig allocation will be set aside from the TAC.
The Council requests that staff continue to work with the State of Alaska and NMFS to explore
considerations required to implement possible options for the jig fishery management structure
(both State parallel/Federal and State) that create a workable fishery and minimize the amount of
stranded quota, focusing on Option 1. Possible solutions that could be explored are:
Option 1: State parallel/Federal managed Pacific cod jig fishery. Federal allocations
managed 0-200 miles through a parallel fishery structure. Any State waters jig GHL could
(under subsequent action by the Alaska Board of Fisheries) be added to this State
parallel/Federal managed jig sector allocation so that the jig sector is fishing off a single
account. If the Board of Fisheries chooses not to take the jig GHL, it would roll into the
Federal jig allocation. The Council will make such recommendation to the Board of
Fisheries. Until the Board changed the GHL in response to this recommendation, Option 2
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would be invoked a distinct Parallel/Federal and State waters fisheries will continue to
exist, and the two fisheries will be managed as follows:
The Federal TAC would be divided into an A/B season of 60%/40%. The A season would
open on Jan 1st and close when the TAC is reached or on March 15th. The State jig fishery
could open either when the Federal season closes due to TAC or on March 15th. The
Federal B season would open on Sept 1st or after the state water fishery closes.
If a combined Parallel/Federal fishery is created, the fishery will be managed as follows.
There would be no seasonal split of the combined parallel/Federal TAC. The fishery would
open on Jan 1st and close when the TAC is reached.
Suboption: The combined State/Parallel Jig fishery would be divided into an A/B
season of 60%/40%.
The jig sector for the B season will open on June 10 for directed fishing.
Option 2: Until the Board of Fisheries takes action in response to the Council
recommendation or input from the public, a distinct Parallel/Federal and State waters
fisheries continue to exist, the two fisheries will be managed as follows:
The Federal TAC would be divided into an A/B season of 60%/40%. The A season would open on
Jan 1st and close when the TAC is reached or on March 15th. The State jig fishery could open
either when the Federal season closes due to TAC or on March 15th. The Federal B season would
open on Sept 1st.

Minority Report on Component 5 – Motion to strike jig allocation cap of 5% and insert 7% failed 3/16
The AP minority commented that entry level opportunity in Federal fisheries has been impacted in a
variety of ways, from recent license limitation restrictions in cod to the unforeseen high cost of quota to
participate in the halibut/sablefish fisheries. The potential found in jig with start up opportunity and room
for growth results in a mechanism to provide revenue to enter into other fisheries. It is an entry level with
potential to garnish sufficient income to access additional fisheries to create a diverse fishing portfolio.
Signed by: Theresa Peterson, Jeff Farvour and Becca Robbins Gisclair
Component 6: Management of unharvested sector allocations – Central and Western GOA
Any portion of a CV, CP, or jig allocation determined by NMFS to remain unharvested during the
remainder of the fishery year will become available as soon as practicable to:
Option 1: CV sector to CV sector first, and CP sector to CP sectors first, and then to all
other sectors taking into account the capability of a sector, as determined by the Regional
Administrator, to harvest the reallocated amount of Pacific cod.
Option 2: all sectors.
Component 7: Apportionment of hook-and-line halibut PSC (other than DSR) between catcher
processors and catcher vessels – Gulfwide
Option 1: No change in current apportionments of GOA halibut PSC
Option 2 : Apportion the GOA hook-and-line halibut PSC to the CP and CV sectors in proportion
to the total Western GOA and Central GOA Pacific cod allocation to each sector. No later than
November 1, any remaining Halibut PSC not projected by NMFS to be used by one of the hookand-line sectors during the remainder of the year would be made available to the other sector. The
apportionment of halibut will be proportional to the Pacific cod area apportionment.
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Component 8: Community protection provisions
The component would protect community participation in the processing of Pacific cod and protect
community delivery patterns established by the inshore/offshore regulations. For the purposes of
Options 1, 2 and 3 under Component 8, motherships include catcher processors receiving deliveries
over the side and any floating processor that does not meet the regulatory definition of a stationary
floating processor in 679.2. Stationary floating processors may process groundfish only at a single
geographic location during a given year.
For each management area, the mothership processing cap will be one or a combination of any of
the following:
Option 1: Motherships may not accept deliveries of directed cod.
Option 2: Allow mothership activity up to a percentage of the Pacific cod TAC to be
selected by the Council (0-10% in the CGOA; 1.5 2.4% 10% in the Western GOA). [Motion
passed 13/7]
Suboption 1: Within the boundaries of Western and Central GOA communities that
have provided certified municipal land and water boundaries to the State of Alaska
Department of Community and Economic Development. [Motion passed 17/3]
Need to add definitions to Clarify limits on Stationary Floating Processors (SFP) to retain
certain protections provided by the Inshore/Offshore regulations:
1. The vessel cannot operate as an SFP in the GOA and an AFA Mothership in the
BSAI during the same year.
2. The vessel cannot operate as an SFP in the GOA and a CP in the BSAI during the
same year.
3. The vessel cannot operate as an SFP in the GOA and a CP in the GOA during the
same year.
Other existing regulations on SFPs continue to apply.
Suboption 2: Within a 2 nautical mile seaward swath of the following list of Census Designated
Places:
Sand Point
King cove
Larsen Bay
Chenega Bay
Port Lions
Karluk
Chignik
Nanwalek
Chignik Lagoon
Ouzinkie
Old Harbor
Akhiok
Halibut Cove
Perryville
Port Graham
Tatitlek
Seldovia
Ivanoff Bay
Tyonek
Option 3: Allow federally permitted vessels to operate as a Motherships:
Option 4: Allow federally permitted vessels to operate as a mothership or stationary
floating processor at more than one geographic location in the Western GOA in a year
provided that the vessel is operating only inside the boundaries of a Western GOA
municipality of the State of Alaska. [Motion passed 19/0/2]
Suboption: (can be applied to Options 2, 3 and 4): Limit weekly processing of Pacific cod by
vessels to (a) 125 mt per week, (b) 200 mt per week, or (c) 300 mt per week. This limit applies to
all Pacific cod landings from catcher vessels.
Component 9
The Council may adjust sector allocations to incorporate considerations that are associated with
conservation, catch monitoring, equity of access, bycatch reductions and social objectives.
Motion to delete Component 9 passed 15/5.
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AP Minority Report for Component 9 – 3% increase for the CGOA trawl sector
We believe that the CGOA CV trawl sector has been severely disadvantaged by regulations and
management decisions that have been made. We believe that an increased allocation of 3% should be
awarded to the CGOA CV trawl sector. The reasons for the increase in allocation to the fleet are as
follows:
 Removal of the 1995-2005 time clip for the CGOA sector allocation while including this time
period for allocation in the WGOA.
 Unequal start and end dates that prohibit trawling from January 1 to January 20 and November 1
to December 31, thereby create an exclusive fishing period for the fixed gear sector.
 The creation of the State waters Pacific cod fishery that reallocated the cod ABC to the pot sector
– a reallocation of the cod resource to federal pot cod participants.
These inequities equal a total loss of 14.96% of CGOA cod resource thus justifying the 3% increase
allocation to the CV trawl sector.
Signed by: Michael Martin, Mark Cooper, Jerry Downing and Joe Childers.
Component 10: Parallel Waters Issues – Central and Western GOA
Option 1: Develop recommendation for the Alaska Board of Fisheries on the parallel fishery that
could complement Council action, such as:
 Gear limits
 Vessel size limits
 Exclusive registration
Option 2: Limit access to the parallel fishery for Federal fishery participants.
 Require any pot or longline vessel with an LLP or an FFP to have the
appropriate Pacific cod endorsement and area endorsement on the LLP; and the
GOA designation and the appropriate gear and operation type designations on
the FFP in order to participate in the Western GOA or Central GOA Pacific cod
parallel waters fishery.
 Require any trawl vessel with an LLP or an FFP to have the appropriate gear
and area endorsement on the LLP; and the GOA area designation and the
appropriate gear and operation type designations on the FFP to participate in
the Western GOA or Central GOA Pacific cod parallel waters fishery.
Suboption 1: In addition, require the above Federally-permitted or licensed
vessels that fish in the parallel waters to adhere to Federal seasonal closures of
the Western/Central GOA sector allocations corresponding to the sector in
which the vessel operates.
Suboption 2: Vessels with a GOA area designation and the gear and operation
type designations specified in Option 2 cannot remove these designations from
the FFP and can only surrender or reactivate the FFP:
a. Once per calendar year
b. Once every eighteen months
c. Once every three years
Component 10 passed 17/0.
Final amended motion passed 19/1.
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C-2 GOA Rockfish Program
The Advisory Panel recommends the Council refine the alternatives for analysis of the rockfish program
to include the following
Harvest shares awarded to processors will be transferable.
1. Harvest shares held by processors will be subject to the same 5% cap for holding and use that
applies to harvest shares held by harvesters.
Suboption: Grandfather initial recipients
2. The harvest shares held by processors will be divisible for transfer.
3. The harvest shares held by processors may be transferred to:
Option 1: Those processors, at the plant level, who were initially issued harvest shares.
Option 2: Those persons who have processed at least 100-250 mt of rockfish delivered by
catcher vessels within a two-year period during the new program
Suboption 1: in the port of Kodiak
Suboption 2: to a shoreside processing facility
The motion passed 18/0/1.

C-3(a) GOA 2010/2011 Groundfish Specifications & SAFE report
The AP recommends that the Council approve the Gulf of Alaska Groundfish SAFE report. Motion
passed 18/0.
The AP recommends that the Council adopt final GOA specifications for 2010-2011 OFLs, ABCs, and
TACs as shown in the attached table and described below.
Set 2010-2011 TACs equal to ABC for all stocks with the following exceptions:
1. Pacific cod TAC is reduced according to the table in C-3(a) supplemental to account for the
apportionment to the state waters fishery in 2010 and 2011.
2. Rollover the 2009 TAC for 2010 and 2011 for:
 Shallow water flatfish and flathead sole in the Central and Western GOA
 Arrowtooth flounder for all areas
 Other slope rockfish in the EYAK/SEO
 GOA Atka mackerel
 GOA other species
Motion passed 18/0.
Further, the AP recommends the Council adopt the GOA halibut PSC apportionments annually and
seasonally for 2010-2011, as indicated in C-3(a) Supplemental. Motion passed 18/0.
The AP recommends the Council adopt the revised halibut discard mortality rates for 2010-2012 as
provided in the action memo in C-3(a). Motion passed 18/0.

C-3(b) BSAI 2010/2011 Groundfish Specifications & SAFE Report
The AP recommends that the Council approve the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Groundfish SAFE report.
Motion passed 18/0
The AP recommends that the Council adopt the final BSAI specifications for 2010-2011 OFLs, ABCs,
and TACs as shown in the attached Table 1. Motion passed 16/1
The AP recommends the Council adopt the Prohibited Species Catch tables for 2010-2011 (Tables 8a–8e)
as modified and attached to these minutes. Motion passed 18/0
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Further, the AP recommends the Council adopt the revised halibut discard mortality rates for 2010–2012
as provided by the IPHC in action memo in C-3(b). Motion passed 18/0

C-4(a) Bering Sea Salmon Bycatch Data Collection
The AP recommends that the Council adopt the following revised alternatives for final action.
Alternative 2A
In addition to the status quo data sources:
(1) Transaction data for salmon – quantity and price of transfers (survey will be used to determine
whether these are arm’s length transactions). As defined by:
Option 2 – Compensated Transfer Form: Require that IPAs and AFA Cooperatives summarize
initial holdings of Chinook by vessels or other entities, and that they summarize all transfers
regardless of whether the transfers were “compensated” transfers. For all “compensated”
transfers, each party (transferor and recipient) must complete and submit to NMFS a
Compensated Transfer Form.
Transfer Form will indicate the amount of monetary compensation OR if no monetary
compensation was exchanged, a description and value estimate for what was traded for the
salmon bycatch credits/quota.
Alternative 3
(1) Average annual hourly fuel burned fishing and transiting and annual fuel purchases in gallons to
be used to:
estimate costs of moving vessels to avoid salmon bycatch (vessel fuel use, transit time,
and lost fishing time).
(2) Post-season surveys of skippers to determine rationale for decision making during the pollock
season (fishing location choices and salmon bycatch reduction measures). (Summary in IPA
report with individual skipper responses to NMFS.)
Information in the IPA or cooperative report will contain: (1) the average annual hourly fuel burned
fishing and transiting, and (2) post-season surveys of skippers to determine rationale for decision making
during the pollock season (fishing location choices and salmon bycatch reduction measures).
* clarify that under transfers at beginning of the year, "initial holdings" refers to salmon allocations
(holdings) as of January 20.
Motion passed 18-0

C-4(b) Bering Sea Chum Salmon Bycatch
The AP received a report from staff on the Bering Sea chum bycatch discussion paper and the salmon
bycatch workgroup committee report.
The AP recommends the Council adopt the following revised alternatives for analysis.
Alternative 1 – Status Quo
Alternative 1 retains the current program of the Chum Salmon Savings Area (SSA) closures triggered by
separate non-CDQ and CDQ caps with the fleet’s exemption to these closures per regulations for
Amendment 84 and as modified by the Amendment 91 Chinook bycatch action.
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Alternative 2 – Hard Cap
Component 1: Hard Cap Formulation (with CDQ allocation of 10.7%)
a)
b)
c)
d)

58,000 51,633
206,000
353,000
488,000

Component 2: Sector Allocation
a) No sector allocation
b) Allocations to Inshore, Catcher Processor, Mothership, and CDQ
1) Pro-rata to pollock AFA pollock sector allocation
2) Historical average
i. 2004-2006
ii. 2002-2006
iii. 1997-2006
iv. 1997-2009 [motion passed 21/0]
3) Allocation based on 75% pro-rata and 25% historical
4) Allocation based on 50% pro-rata and 50% historical
5) Allocation based on 25% pro-rata and 75% historical
Component 3: Sector Transfer
a) No transfers or rollovers
b) Allow NMFS-approved transfers between sectors
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
c) Allow NMFS to roll-over unused bycatch allocation to sectors that are still fishing
Component 4: Cooperative Provision
a) Allow allocation at the co-op level for the inshore sector, and apply transfer rules
(Component 3) at the co-op level for the inshore sector.
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
b) Allow NMFS to roll-over unused bycatch allocation to coops that are still fishing
Alternative 3 – Trigger Closure
Component 1: Trigger Cap Formulation
a) 45,000 30,000
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b)
c)
d)
e)

58,000
206,000
353,000
488,000

Application of Trigger Caps
a) Apply trigger to all chum bycatch
b) Apply trigger to all chum bycatch in the CVOA
c) Apply trigger to all chum bycatch between specific dates
Component 2: Sector allocation
a) No sector allocation
b) Allocations to Inshore, Catcher Processor, Mothership, and CDQ
1) Pro-rata to pollock AFA pollock sector allocation
2) Historical average
i. 2004-2006
ii. 2002-2006
iii. 1997-2006
iv. 1997-2009 [motion passed 21/0]
3) Allocation based on 75% pro-rata and 25% historical
4) Allocation based on 50% pro-rata and 50% historical
5) Allocation based on 25% pro-rata and 75% historical
Component 3: Sector Transfer
a) No transfers or rollovers
b) Allow NMFS-approved transfers between sectors
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
c) Allow NMFS to roll-over unused bycatch allocation to sectors that are still fishing
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
Components 4: Cooperative Provisions
a) Allow allocation at the co-op level for the inshore sector, and apply transfer rules
(Component 3) at the co-op level for the inshore sector.
Suboption: Limit transfers to the following percentage of salmon that is available to the
transferring entity at the time of transfer:
1) 50%
2) 70%
3) 90%
b) Allow NMFS to roll-over unused bycatch allocation to coops that are still fishing.
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Component 5: Area Option
a) Area identified in October, 2008 discussion paper
b) Existing Chum Salmon Savings Area (differs from status quo with application of other
components)
c) New areas [to be identified by staff] which are small, discrete closure areas, each with its
own separate cap whereby bycatch in that area only accrues towards the cap.
Component 6: Timing Option – Dates of Area Closure
a) Existing closure dates (August 1 – August 31 and September 1 through October 14 if trigger
is reached.)
b) New closure dates
Component 7: Rolling Hot Spot (RHS) Exemption – Similar to status quo, participants in a vessel-level
(platform level for Mothership fleet) RHS would be exempt from regulatory triggered closure(s).
a) Sub-option: RHS regulations would contain an ICA provision that the regulatory trigger
closure (as adopted in Component 5) apply to participants that do not maintain a certain level
of rate-based chum salmon bycatch performance.
Motion passed 12/8/1
Minority Report: A minority of the AP felt that the upper end of the range of caps in the motion – up to
488,000 – was too high and did not represent a “reasonable” range of alternatives. While not
predisposed to a hard cap, the minority felt that when considering hard cap options relative to other
potential bycatch measures that it was prudent to only analyze realistic options. Only in one year did
chum salmon bycatch exceed this cap level, and record high bycatch levels are not an appropriate cap to
be considered in an action designed to reduce chum salmon bycatch. Recent historical averages, which
provide a more accurate representation of recent bycatch experience, and what is practicable for bycatch
reductions, should be utilized instead. A range of caps utilizing averages which include the most recent
years provides a reasonable range of alternatives and still provides a high end cap (233,844) which has
only been exceeded three times in the history of the pollock fishery.
Signed by: Rebecca Robbins Gisclair, Simon Kinneen, Jeff Farvour, Tim Evers, Theresa Peterson, Chuck
McCallum, Rex Murphy and Julianne Curry

C-4(c) Rural Community Outreach
The AP received an update from staff on the draft Bering Sea chum salmon bycatch outreach plan, and a
report on the Rural Community Outreach Committee meeting.

C-5 Amendment 80 Cooperative Formation
The AP recommends moving the document forward for public review with the following preferred
alternatives selected:
Alternative 4: Reduce both the number of unique QS holders and the number of QS permits required to
form a cooperative
New suboption 5: 2 QS holders, 7 QS permits
GRS suboption: The GRS shall be applied in aggregate to all cooperatives if this calculation
meets or exceeds the GRS requirement.
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The AP recommends the Council delete Alternative 6 and the accompanying language in the Purpose and
Need statement which reads ‘or by requiring that any otherwise eligible member be accepted by a
cooperative subject to the same terms and conditions as other members.’
Motion passed 17/1/1

C-6(a) BSAI Crab – Amendment Package Alternatives
The AP recommends the Council adopt the following Purpose and Needs Statement and revised
alternatives for analysis (as highlighted).
Purpose and need statement:
The Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands (BSAI) Crab Rationalization Program is a comprehensive approach to
rationalize an overcapitalized fishery in which serious safety and conservation concerns needed to be
addressed. Conservation, safety, and efficiency goals have largely been met under the program.
Experience under the BSAI Crab Rationalization Program has made apparent the need to analyze
alternatives to status quo to achieve: entry-level investment opportunities for active participants
This focused analysis on entry level investment opportunities for active participants will by definition
include an analysis of the A/B split through potential share conversions.
Additional flexibility under the program is needed to address some inefficiencies created through the
share matching system. For example, if a PQS holder opts not to apply for IPQ, the program should allow
competitive markets to determine whether resources are harvested rather than redistribute the IPQ for
share matching.
Processors and communities have received protections through processor quota shares under this program
since the year of implementation. Higher TACs afford an opportunity to expand competition while
maintaining protection for processor investments and recognizing community dependency under an IPQ
threshold.
Alternative 1:
No action, status quo.
Alternative 2:
Increase investment opportunities for active participants by increasing the proportion of C share
quota in all rationalized fisheries through a market-based reallocation.
Change the 3 percent C share allocation to:
a) 6 percent
b) 8 percent
c) 10 percent
Suboption: Applicable only to b) and c) above (increase to 8 or 10 percent), redesignated C
shares will be subject to:
1)
the A share/B share split (including regionalization)
2)
regionalization
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Suboption: Applicable to a), b) and c) above (increase to 6, 8 or 10 percent),
redesignated C shares will be subject to:
3)
the A share/B share split (including regionalization)
4)
regionalization
Suboptions: Use the following mechanism to achieve the increase (i and iii can be
combined):
i) A pro-rata reduction in owner shares (distributed over a period not to exceed 5, 7, or
10 years in equal portions every year) to create C shares available for active
participants to purchase. Owner share holders who meet active participation
requirements would be able to retain their converted C shares.
ii) A percentage re-designation of owner shares to C shares at the time of each transfer.
The purchasing owner is required to comply with the active participation definition
or divest of the C shares.
iii) A pro-rata reduction of PQS (distributed over a period not to exceed 5, 7, or 10 years)
and conversion into C shares available for active participants to purchase through
market transactions.
For catcher processor QS, the creation of C share QS will be achieved strictly by the
conversion of CP owner QS to CP C share QS.
PQS/QS Conversion Rate
Each crab fishery may have a different conversion ratio. These ratios are based on rough
estimates of the relative value of each PQS to CVO QS. This range could be expanded or
modified based on further analysis.
a)
1 PQS unit =- 0.5 CVO QS unit
b)
1 PQS unit =- 0.4 CVO QS unit
c)
1 PQS unit =- 0.3 CVO QS unit
d)
1 PQS unit =- 0.2 CVO QS unit
e)
1 PQS unit =- 0.1 CVO QS unit
f)
1 PQS unit =- 0.075 CVO QS unit
The new catcher vessel C share QS would be created by converting catcher vessel owner QS
and PQS to catcher vessel C share QS with:
a)
100 percent created from catcher vessel owner QS and
0 percent created from PQS;
b)
75 percent created from catcher vessel owner QS and
25 percent created from PQS;
c)
50 percent created from catcher vessel owner QS and
50 percent created from PQS;
d)
25 percent created from catcher vessel owner QS and
75 percent created from PQS; or
e)
0 percent created from catcher vessel owner QS and
100 percent created from PQS.
The intent is to maintain the current share caps as a percentage of the pool.
Alternative 3:
Increase investment opportunities for active participants by establishing a preferential purchase
and finance program for all share types (but no share conversion).
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1)

2)

The Crab Advisory Committee is directed to consider the potential for a private
contractual proposal to increase investment opportunities for active participants. A
response and recommendations will be made to the Council.
The proposed program should address the following:
a. Establishing goals for an aggregate amount of QS owner shares to be held by active
participants at 5, 7, and 10 years.
b. Identify and address any potential impacts on industry efficiency or investment and
on communities.
c. Identify any regulatory issues that may need to be addressed, such as use and
ownership caps, and provide recommendations to address these issues.

Alternative 4:
C share Regional Fishery Association
The committee is tasked to review proposals to form a regional fishery association (RFA) to hold
and distribute C shares on behalf of RFA members.
If RFAs are established, the aggregate total of all C shares shall be:
a) 6 percent
b) 8 percent
c) 10 percent.
Component 1 (IPQ accounting when PQS holder opts not to apply)
If a PQS holder opts not to apply for IPQ in a year, distribute harvesting quota that would have
been the matching CVO IFQ A shares as open delivery B shares.
Request staff to provide a discussion on the issue of stranded IFQ and IPQ resulting from a
QS holder opting not to apply for IFQ.
Note: The original motion deleted Component 2; however a motion to put Component 2 back in with
these changes, passed 11/9.)
Component 2 (Establish IPQ thresholds)
The amount of IPQ (individual processing quota) issued in any year shall not exceed,
Option a) in the C. opilio fishery,
i) 26 million pounds.
ii) 45 million pounds.
iii) 64 million pounds.
iv) 80 million pounds.
Option b) in the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery,
i) 12 million pounds.
ii) 15 million pounds.
iii) 18 million pounds (status quo).
Suboption: Any IFQ above the threshold will be auctioned by NMFS to the highest
bidder.
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The AP requests that staff come back with information regarding entry opportunities before and
after rationalization.
Final motion passed 20/0
Minority Report: Under Alternative 2, the minority supports adding an option of 12% to the C share
allocations that would complement the existing range of options. Adding a 12% option to the upper
range of the C share allocation addresses “Experience under the BSAI Crab Rationalization Program
has made apparent the need to analyze alternatives to status quo to achieve entry-level investment
opportunities for active participants” in the Purpose and Need Statement.
The minority feels adding an option of 12% is not unreasonable considering that a C share allocation of
33% is no longer on the table It addresses issues of loss of crew jobs, consolidation, and getting quota
into the hands of active crew.
Signed by: Beth Stewart, Julianne Curry, Rex Murphy, Becca Robbins Gisclair, Chuck McCallum,
Theresa Peterson, Tim Evers and Jeff Farvour

C-6(b) BSAI Crab – WAG Emergency Rule
Joint Petition for Emergency Regulation for the WAG Fishery
The AP recommends that the Council request NOAA Fisheries to promulgate an emergency regulation
under section 305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act to suspend the regional delivery requirement in the
Western Aleutian Islands golden king crab (WAG) fishery for the remainder of the 2009-2010 crab
fishing year. Motion passed 20/0
The AP recommends the Council adopt the following Emergency Relief Proposal for WAG Landing
Requirement.
Purpose and Need Statement: The purpose of this proposal is to develop a regulation to allow waiver
of the requirement that west-designated Western Aleutian Islands gold king crab (WAG) individual
fishing quota (IFQ) be delivered west of 174 º W. longitude, in the event that no shoreside processing
facility is open to take delivery and process WAG IFQ. In that circumstance, the regional landing
requirement needs to be relaxed to allow the IFQ to be delivered outside the west region, to promote full
utilization of the TAC.
Alternative 1:

Status Quo

Alternative 2: Contractually Defined Exemption
To receive an exemption from the regional landing requirement in the WAG fishery, specified QS
holders, PQS holders, shoreside processors, and municipalities shall have entered into a contract. The
contract parties will annually file an affidavit with NMFS affirming that a master contract has been
signed.
Definitions:
QS Holders: Any person or company that holds in excess of [options: 5, 10, or 20] percent of the
west-designated WAG QS.
PQS Holders: Any person or company that holds in excess of [options: 5, 10, or 20] percent of the
west-designated WAG PQS.
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Shoreside Processors: A shoreside processing facility that is located in one of the defined
municipalities and that processed in excess [options: 5, 10, or 20] percent of the west-designated WAG
IFQ in the preceding fishing year.
Municipalities: The municipalities of Adak and Atka.
Approval of Exemption:
An exemption to the regional landing requirement will be granted if the contracting parties have filed an
affidavit with NOAA Fisheries affirming that a master contract has been signed.
Option 1) In the affidavit, each of the parties as defined above, or their authorized
representative, must signify their approval of the exemption in writing.
Option 2) In the affidavit, each of the parties as defined above, or their authorized
representative, must signify their approval of the exemption in writing, which shall not be unreasonably
withheld. A contracting party’s refusal to approve an exemption from the regional landing requirement is
subject to binding arbitration. The arbitrator shall be selected from the list of arbitrators identified under
the crab rationalization program, and the costs of the arbitration shall be split among the contracting
parties. If the arbitrator finds that the contract party unreasonably withheld its approval of an exemption,
the arbitrator may order that the requirement for that party’s approval be waived and the exemption
approved, provided that all other requirements for an exemption are satisfied.
Motion passed 20/0

C-6(c) Snow Crab/Tanner Crab Rebuilding Plans
The AP recommends endorsing the recommendations of the SSC in their minutes on pages 38-40, with
one addition. On page 40, in the 3rd bullet the first sentence should read as follows:
“The appropriate base years, including the methodology for calculating the baseline
years, over which to estimate average recruitment for all crab stock projections, not
just those for snow and Tanner crab, should be reviewed.”
Motion passed 17/0

D-1(a) Groundfish ACL requirements
The AP received minutes of the Non-Target Species Committee that met December 6, 2009 and heard a
report from Council staff. The AP recommends the Council adopt the alternatives below for analysis to
amend the groundfish FMPs to conform to annual catch limits requirement under Magnuson-Stevens Act.
Alternative 1. No action (status quo).
Alternative 2. Eliminate the other species assemblage and manage (GOA) squids, (BSAI and GOA)
sculpins, (BSAI and GOA) sharks, and (BSAI and GOA) octopus separately, move prohibited species and
forage fish into the EC category, and move non-specified species out of the FMPs.
Motion passed 15/0

D-1(d) AI Processing Sideboards
The AP recommends the Council take no further action on this item at this time. Motion passed 13/2
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AP recommended TACs, OFLs, and ABCs for 2010‐2011 Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries
Stock/
Assemblge
Pollock

Pacific Cod

2009
Area

OFL

2011

ABC

TAC

Catch

ABC

TAC

ABC

TAC

W (61)

15,249

15,249

14,935

26,256

26,256

34,728

34,728

C (62)

14,098

14,098

14,006

28,095

28,095

37,159

37,159

C (63)
WYAK

11,058

11,058

12,135

19,118

19,118

25,287

25,287

1,215

1,215

1,221

2,031

2,031

2,686

OFL

2,686

Subtotal

58,590

41,620

41,620

42,297

103,210

75,500

75,500

135,010

99,860

99,860

EYAK/SEO
Total

11,040
69,630

8,280
49,900

8,280
49,900

42,297

12,326
115,536

9,245
84,745

9,245
84,745

12,326
147,336

9,245
109,105

9,245
109,105

W

21,567

16,175

14,243

27,685

20,764

34,265

25,699

C
E

31,521

23,641

23,380

49,042

36,782

60,698

45,524

2,212

1,991

778

2,373

2,017

2,937

2,496

55,300

41,807

38,401

79,100

59,563

97,900

73,719

W

1,640

1,640

1,341

1,660

1,660

1,488

1,488

C

4,990

4,990

4,780

4,510

4,510

4,042

4,042

WYAK
SEO

1,784

1,784

1,774

1,620

1,620

1,450

1,450

2,746

2,746

2,803

2,580

2,580

2,320

2,320

11,160

11,160

10,698

10,370

10,370

9,300

9,300

Total

Sablefish

OFL

2010

Total

66,600

13,190

94,100

12,270

116,700

11,008

Deep-

W

706

706

8

521

521

530

530

water

C

6,927

6,927

428

2,865

2,865

2,928

2,928

Flatfish

WYAK

997

997

4

2,044

2,044

2,089

2,089

538
9,168

538
9,168

2
442

760
6,190

760
6,190

778
6,325

778
6,325

EYAK/SEO
Total

11,578

7,680

7,847

Shallow-

W

26,360

4,500

96

23,681

4,500

23,681

4,500

water

C

29,873

13,000

8,195

29,999

13,000

29,999

13,000

WYAK

3,333

3,333

1

1,228

1,228

1,228

1,228

EYAK/SEO
Total

1,423
60,989

1,423
22,256

8,292

1,334
56,242

1,334
20,062

1,334
56,242

1,334
20,062

W

1,007

1,007

342

1,543

1,543

1,521

1,521

C

6,630

6,630

4,162

6,403

6,403

6,312

6,312

WYAK

513

513

1

883

883

871

871

EYAK/SEO
Total

846
8,996

846
8,996

4,505

900
9,729

900
9,729

888
9,592

888
9,592

flatfish

Rex sole

74,364

11,756

67,768

12,714

67,768

12,534

Arrowtooth

W

30,148

8,000

1,517

34,773

8,000

34,263

8,000

Flounder

C

164,251

30,000

22,813

146,407

30,000

144,262

30,000

WYAK

14,908

2,500

56

22,835

2,500

22,501

2,500

EYAK/SEO
Total

12,205
221,512

2,500
43,000

52
24,438

11,867
215,882

2,500
43,000

11,693
212,719

2,500
43,000

261,022

254,271

250,559

Flathead

W

13,010

2,000

303

16,857

2,000

17,520

2,000

Sole

C

29,273

5,000

3,115

27,124

5,000

28,190

5,000

WYAK

3,531

3,531

1,990

1,990

2,068

2,068

EYAK/SEO
Total

650
46,464

650
11,181

1,451
47,422

1,451
10,441

1,508
49,286

1,508
10,576

57,911

3,418

59,295

61,601

AP recommended TACs, OFLs, and ABCs for 2010‐2011 Gulf of Alaska groundfish fisheries
Stock/
Assmblge
Pacific
ocean
perch

Northern
rockfish

3

Rougheye

Shortraker

Other
slope

3

Area

OFL

W
C
WYAK
SEO

4,409
9,790

E(subtotal)

3,741

Total

2,009
ABC

2,010
ABC

TAC

OFL

2,011
ABC

2,895
10,737
2,004
1,948

2,895
10,737
2,004
1,948

3,220
11,944

TAC

2,797
10,377
1,937
1,882

2,797
10,377
1,937
1,882

19,560

16,993
2,549
2,259

16,993
2,549
2,259

5,730

4,808
81
869
363
1,313
134
325
455
914
212
507
273
2,757

4,808
81
869
363
1,313
134
325
455
914
212
507
273
200

4,881

3,749
607
3,035
405
680

1,192
607
3,035
405
680

5,059

5,739

4,727

4,727

295

295

472

295

295

2,360

425
637
708
1,770

425
637
708
1,770

2,360

425
637
708
1,770

425
637
708
1,770

6,200

4,700

2,000

6,200

4,700

2,000

3,803

598
2,049
681
3,328
81
2,009
762
2,852

598
2,049
681
3,328
81
2,009
762
2,852

3,803

598
2,049
681
3,328
81
2,009
762
2,852

598
2,049
681
3,328
81
2,009
762
2,852

TAC

Catch

OFL

3,713
8,246
1,108
2,044
3,152

3,713
8,246
1,108
2,044
3,152

3,805
8,027
1,147
1
1,148

3,332
12,361

17,940

15,111
2,054
2,308

15,111
2,054
2,308

12,980
1,946
1,942

20,243

17,584
2,703
2,395

17,584
2,703
2,395

Total
W
C
E

5,204

1,545

Total
W
C
WYAK

1,197

4,362
125
833
326
1,284
120
315
463
898
357
569
604
200

3,888
80
100
100
280
151
192
207
550
401
385
82
11

6,070

Total
W
C
E

4,362
125
833
326
1,284
120
315
463
898
357
569
604
2,767

5,098
80
862
360
1,302
134
325
455
914
212
507
273
2,757

5,098
80
862
360
1,302
134
325
455
914
212
507
273
200

5,624

4,297
819
3,404
234
324

1,730
819
3,404
234
324

879
716
2,143
177
1

4,881

3,749
650
3,249
434
726

1,192
650
3,249
434
726

Total

5,803

4,781

4,781

3,037

6,142

5,059

Total

580

362

362

137

472

Total

2,540

267
860
783
1,910

267
860
783
1,910

230
275
152
657

Total

6,200

4,700

2,000

2,221

632
2,065
633
3,330
78
2,041
768
2,887

68
1,656
87
1,811
62
880
175
1,117

W
C
E

4,550

1,568

1,219

4,396

1,581

1,219

EYAK/SEO
Pelagic
Shelf
rockfish

Total
W
C
WYAK
EYAK/SEO

Demersal
rockfish
Thrnyhd
Rockfish

Atka
mackerel
Big
Skate

Longnose
Skate

Other
skates
Other
Species
Total

W
C
E

W
C
E
Total
W
C
E
Total

3,849

632
2,065
633
3,330
78
2,041
768
2,887

Total

2,806

2,104

2,104

1,007

2,791

2,093

2,093

2,791

2,093

2,093

Total

8,720

6,540

4,500

2,327

9,432

7,075

4,500

9,432

7,075

4,500

632,498

516,055

242,727

163,382

693,253

565,499

292,087

743,559

605,086

328,464

4,439

4,438

4,438

Table 1. Advisory Panel Recommendations for Bering Sea Aleutian Islands TACs, SSC OFL and ABC Recommendations for the 2010-2011 Fisheries.
Species
Pollock

Pacific cod

Sablefish
Atka mackerel

Yellowfin sole
Northern rock sole
Greenland turbot

Arrowtooth flounder
Flathead sole
Other flatfish
Alaska plaice
Pacific Ocean perch

Northern rockfish
Shortraker
Blackspotted/
Other rockfish

Area
EBS
AI
Bogoslof
BSAI
BS
AI
Total
EAI/BS
CAI
WAI
BSAI
BSAI
Total
BS
AI
BSAI
BSAI
BSAI
BSAI
BSAI
BS
EAI
CAI
WAI
BSAI
BSAI
R BSAI
BSAI
BS
AI
BSAI
BSAI
BSAI

2009
OFL
977,000
34,000
58,400
212,000
3,210
2,600
99,400

224,000
301,000
14,900

190,000
83,800
23,100
298,000
22,300

8,540
516
660
1,380

ABC

TAC

Catch

2010
OFL

815,000
28,200
7,970
182,000
2,720
2,200
83,800
27,000
33,500
23,300
210,000
296,000
7,380
5,090
2,290

815,000
19,000
10
176,540
2,720
2,200
76,400
27,000
32,500
16,900
210,000
90,000
7,380
5,090
2,290

810,052
1,282
9
163,587
876
1,055
72,274
26,433
29,541
16,300
103,808
48,593
4,284
2,074
2,210

918,000
40,000
22,000
205,000
3,310
2,450
88,200

156,000
71,400
17,400
232,000
18,800
3,820
4,200
4,260
6,520
7,160
387
539
1,040
485
555
1,970
66,700
2,208,666

75,000
60,000
17,400
50,000
18,800
3,820
4,200
4,260
6,520
7,160
387
539
1,040
485
555
1,970
50,000
1,681,546

28,931
19,424
2,155
13,698
14,780
623
3,867
3,879
6,411
3,087
198
194
586
193
393
353
26,653
1,315,879

191,000
83,100
23,000
278,000
22,400

Squid
2,620
Other species
80,800
Total
2,638,226
2009 catches through November 7 from AKR Catch Accounting including CDQ.

234,000
243,000
7,460

8,640
516
669
1,380

2,620
88,200
2,462,945

ABC

TAC

2011
OFL

813,000
33,100
156
174,000
2,790
2,070
74,000
23,800
29,600
20,600
219,000
240,000
6,120
4,220
1,900

813,000
19,000
50
168,780
2,790
2,070
74,000
23,800
29,600
20,600
219,000
90,000
6,120
4,220
1,900

1,220,000
39,100
22,000
251,000
2,970
2,200
76,200

156,000
69,200
17,300
224,000
18,860
3,830
4,220
4,270
6,540
7,240
387
547
1,040
485
555
1,970
61,100
2,121,880

75,000
60,000
17,300
50,000
18,860
3,830
4,220
4,270
6,540
7,240
387
547
1,040
485
555
1,970
50,000
1,677,154

191,000
81,800
23,000
314,000
22,200

227,000
245,000
6,860

8,700
516
650
1,380

2,620
88,200
2,826,396

ABC

TAC

1,100,000
32,200
156
214,000
2,500
1,860
65,000
20,900
26,000
18,100
213,000
242,000
5,370
3,700
1,670

1,100,000
19,000
50
207,580
2,500
1,860
65,000
20,900
26,000
18,100
213,000
90,000
5,370
3,700
1,670

157,000
68,100
17,300
248,000
18,680
3,790
4,180
4,230
6,480
7,290
387
531
1,040
485
555
1,970
61,100
2,457,484

75,000
60,000
17,300
50,000
18,680
3,790
4,180
4,230
6,480
7,290
387
531
1,040
485
555
1,970
50,000
1,986,558

TABLE 8a–FINAL 2010 AND 2011 APPORTIONMENT OF PROHIBITED SPECIES CATCH ALLOWANCES TO
NON-TRAWL GEAR, THE CDQ PROGRAM, AMENDMENT 80, AND THE BSAI TRAWL LIMITED ACCESS
SECTORS
PSC species

Total nontrawl PSC

Non-trawl PSC
remaining after

Total trawl
PSC

CDQ PSQ1

Trawl PSC
remaining after

Amendment 80 sector

CDQ PSQ
reserve1

CDQ PSQ1

BSAI trawl

2010

2011 limited access
fishery

Halibut mortality (mt)
BSAI

900

832

3,675

3,349

393

2,425

2,375

875

Herring (mt) BSAI

n/a

n/a

1,974

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

Red king crab

n/a

n/a

197,000

175,921

21,079

98,920

93,432

53,797

(animals) Zone 11
C. opilio (animals)

n/a

n/a

4,350,000

3,884,550

465,450

2,148,156

2,028,512

1,248,494

C. bairdi crab

n/a

n/a

830,000

741,190

88,810

351,176

331,608

348,285

(animals) Zone 12
C. bairdi crab
(animals) Zone 2

n/a

n/a

2,520,000

2,250,360

269,640

599,271

565,966

1,053,394

COBLZ2

1

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

Refer to § 679.2 for definitions of zones.

TABLE 8b-FINAL 2010 AND 2011 HERRING AND RED KING CRAB SAVINGS SUBAREA PROHIBITED
SPECIES CATCH ALLOWANCES FOR ALL TRAWL SECTORS
Fishery Categories
Yellowfin sole
Rock sole/flathead sole/other flatfish 1

Herring (mt) BSAI

Red king crab (animals) Zone 1
169

n/a

29

n/a

Turbot/arrowtooth/sablefish2

14

n/a

Rockfish

10

n/a

Pacific cod

29

n/a

1 ,508

n/a

Midwater trawl pollock
Pollock/Atka mackerel/other species2
Red king crab savings subarea non-pelagic trawl gear 3
Total trawl PSC

214

n/a

n/a

49,2 50

1 ,974

197,0 00

1

“Other flatfish” for PSC monitoring includes all flatfish species, except for halibut (a prohibited species), flathead sole,
Greenland turbot, rock sole, yellowfin sole, and arrowtooth flounder.
2
Pollock other than pelagic trawl pollock, Atka mackerel, and "other species" fishery category.
3

In October 2009 the Council recommended that the red king crab bycatch limit for non-pelagic trawl fisheries within
the RKCSS be limited to 25 percent of the red king crab PSC allowance (see § 679.21(e)(3)(ii)(B)(2)).

TABLE 8c–FINAL 2010 AND 2011 PROHIBITED SPECIES BYCATCH ALLOWANCES FOR THE BSAI TRAWL
LIMITED ACCESS SECTOR AND NON-TRAWL FISHERIES
Prohibited species and area1
BSAI trawl limited access fisheries

Halibut mortality (mt)
BSAI

Yellowfin sole

Red king crab
(animals) Zone 1

C. opilio (animals)
COBLZ

C. bairdi (animals)
Zone 1

Zone 2

167

4 7,397

1,1 76,494

293,23 4

1,005,879

Rock so le/flathead sole/other flatfish 2

0

0

0

0

0

Turbot/arrowto oth/sablefish3

0

0

0

0

0

Rockfish

5

0

2,000

0

848

Pacific cod

453

6,000

50,000

50,81 6

42,424

Pollock/Atka mack erel/other species

250

400

20,000

4,23 5

4,242

Total BSAI trawl limited access PSC

875

5 3,797

1,2 48,494

348,285

1,053,394

Catch er
processor

Non-trawl fisheries

Catcher
vessel

Pacific cod-To tal

760

15

January 1-June 10

314

10

Ju ne 10-August 15

0

3

August 1 5-December 31

446

Other non-trawl-Total

2
58

May 1-December 31

58

Groun dfish p ot and jig

Exemp t

Sablefish hook-and-lin e

Exemp t

Total non-trawl PSC
1

833

Refer to § 679.2 for definitions of areas.

2

“Other flatfish” for PSC monitoring includes all flatfish species, except for halibut (a prohibited species), flathead sole,
Greenland turbot, rock sole, yellowfin sole, and arrowtooth flounder.
3
Greenland turbot, arrowtooth flounder, and sablefish fishery category.

TABLE 8d–FINAL 2010 PROHIBITED SPECIES BYCATCH ALLOWANCE FOR THE BSAI AMENDMENT
80 COOPERATIVES
Prohibited species and zones1
Halibut mo rtality (mt)
BSAI

Year

2010
1

Red king crab (animals) C. opilio (animals)
Zone 1
COBLZ

1,754

Refer to § 679.2 for definitions of zones.

70,237

1,461,3 09

C. b airdi (animals)
Zone 1

Zone 2
257,715

440,277

TABLE 8e–FINAL 2010 PROHIBITED SPECIES BYCATCH ALLOWANCES FOR THE BSAI AMENDMENT 80
LIMITED ACCESS FISHERIES
Amendmen t 80 limited access fisheries

Yellowfin sole

Halibut mortality
(mt) BSAI

Prohibited species and area1
Red king crab
C. opilio (animals)
COBLZ
(animals) Zone 1

C. bairdi (animals)
Zone 1

Zone 2

440

9,690

633,544

51,561

1 28,79 4

Jan 20 - Jul 1

293

9,500

617,709

46,515

1 02,24 2

Jul 1 - Dec 31

147

190

15,835

5,046

26,55 2

139

18,947

53,203

41,799

30,09 9

108

18,685

51,204

37,500

27,00 0

16

130

1,000

2,150

1,55 0

15

132

999

2,149

1,54 9

Rock so le/other flat/flathead sole2
Jan 20 - Apr 1
Ap r 1 - Jul 1
July 1 - Dec 31
3

Turbot/arrowtooth/sablefish
Rockfish
Pacific cod

Pollock/Atka mack erel/oth er species4
Total Amendmen t 80 trawl limited access PSC

6

45

100

100

10 0

45

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

1

1

1

1

1

40

0

0

0

0

671

28,683

686,848

93,461

1 58,99 4

1

Refer to § 679.2 for definitions of areas.
“Other flatfish” for PSC monitoring includes all flatfish species, except for halibut (a prohibited species), flathead
sole, Greenland turbot, rock sole, yellowfin sole, and arrowtooth flounder.
2

3
4

Greenland turbot, arrowtooth flounder, and sablefish fishery category.

Pollock other than pelagic trawl pollock, Atka mackerel, and ‘‘other species'' fishery category. “Other species” for
PSC monitoring includes sculpins, sharks, skates, and octopus.

