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Halibut Management Framework  

1 Introduction 

In conjunction with its June 2015 action to reduce halibut PSC limits in the BSAI groundfish fisheries, 

the Council discussed several aspects of halibut management, and committed to developing a more 

explicit óframeworkô for consideration of halibut management overall, including enhanced coordination 

with the IPHC process.   Citing from the Councilôs June 2015 newsletter: 

ñThe Chair and the Executive Director will evaluate ways to integrate the variety of halibut management 

and research activities currently underway, and develop a framework for improving coordination between 

the Council and IPHC.  Council and agency staff, including the IPHC, and State representatives on the 

Council, will be consulted. Both Council members and the public highlighted a need for better alignment 

of the two management bodies when dealing with halibut needs among the various directed fishery and 

bycatch user groups. The intention is to outline a process to ensure progress continues on issues both that 

were raised at this meeting, and were outcomes of the joint Council-IPHC meeting in February. These 

include, among others, a discussion of the Councilôs management objectives with respect to the tension 

between the needs of the directed halibut fishery and halibut bycatch needs in the groundfish fishery; the 

role of stakeholder working groups to develop a more surgical resolution to halibut use conflicts; and a 

common understanding of available data and the science of various halibut stock and life history issues, 

such as growth and migration. The Chair and Executive Director will bring back recommendations for the 

Council in October, which may be followed by a public scoping session, and the consideration of specific 

actions by the Council in December.ò 

Halibut management, whether bycatch in the groundfish fisheries, or harvest in the directed longline, 

recreational, charter and subsistence fisheries, is one of the most significant issues of interest among 

stakeholders, and the Council continues to recognize its responsibility to balance the objectives of all 

resource users.  The Council also acknowledges that while the MSA, National Standard Guidelines, the 

Halibut Convention between the U.S. and Canada, and the 

Halibut Act, outline those responsibilities, they may not clearly 

or thoroughly articulate how best to balance these competing 

uses of halibut.   

The overall goal of this Framework is to identify, define, and 

track the most important issues, topics, and questions necessary 

to guide the Councilôs decisions about halibut management, and 

to inform Council interactions with the IPHC.  It also serves as a 

record or catalog of ongoing Council activities and stakeholder 

involvement, research and management projects, and the interaction among Council, NFMS management 

and AFSC, Plan teams, the IPHC, and stakeholders.  It would describe what we are doing collectively and 

how these efforts interact; it would identify areas of uncertainty, misunderstanding and disagreement; it 

would identify areas where further analysis and research may be warranted; and it would suggest actions 

and timelines for addressing various aspects of halibut management.  With this framework, the Council 

would be more proactive and directly engaged in its management authority and responsibility for halibut 

for the benefit of all users.  A key aspect of this Framework is to articulate how a particular issue/topic or 

question relates to decision-making (process-wise and time-wise) by either the Council or the IPHC.  

The Framework is built around several key assumptions. First, the Council and the IPHC will continue to 

operate under their respective authorities. There is no intent to create a joint decision making process with 

the IPHC.  However, the Framework process may inform development of recommendations from one 

The overall goal of this Framework 

is to identify, define, and track the 

most important issues, topics, and 

questions necessary to guide the 

#ÏÕÎÃÉÌȭÓ ÄÅÃÉÓÉÏÎÓ ÁÂÏÕÔ ÈÁÌÉÂÕÔ 

management, and to inform Council 

interactions with the IPHC.   
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body to the other. Second, the IPHC is in the process of developing new understanding and capabilities 

(stock assessment, SPR, total mortality accounting, MSE process, etc.) which will affect how both the 

Council and the IPHC understand and develop halibut management. Lastly, the Framework is intended to 

be comprehensive, include consideration of all user groups, and be applicable to the BSAI and the GOA.  

2 Purpose and Objectives 

This Framework has three main purposes: 

1 To catalog current work/research/activities that are underway, or that have been identified but 

not started, so that priorities and timelines can be set (or recommended, for activities under the 

purview of the IPHC) for the Council and NMFS.   

2 To identify gaps in our understanding of halibut, and deficiencies/shortcomings in the way 

halibut research and management has been addressed.  These are potentially new areas of work for 

the Council to pursue, possibly in coordination with the IPHC and NMFS. 

3 To improve research and management coordination and communication between the Council, 

NMFS, the IPHC, and stakeholders. 

The Council views this Framework as a strategic planning and coordination document. This document 

recognizes that the Council must consider projects or issues against the full range of potential halibut 

management issues (bycatch and otherwise), and prioritize among them.  It also establishes, as one of its 

main purposes, a more proactive and informed approach to halibut management overall.  Although 

primarily viewed as an action-informing document (rather than an action-forcing document), the 

Framework provides a structure for prioritizing and facilitating future actions through the identification of 

new initiatives based on management needs or new scientific information.  Examples of new initiatives 

include further specification of DMRs, as well as exploration of an abundance-based PSC management 

approach.   

An important aspect of the Framework is to drive a more deliberative and proactive approach to all 

halibut management issues (which will, again, require identification and prioritization of short and long 

term objectives), and foster a stronger collaboration among the Council, stakeholders, and other 

management agencies including the IPHC.  With a more explicit (and proactive) approach to address the 

various science and management issues surrounding the halibut resource, the Framework will provide the 

Council and the IPHC, as well as other management agencies, a more informed platform for improved 

coordination in general, and help both bodies identify the timing and nature for more direct interactions 

(such as the Joint Council/IPHC meeting).   

Another important aspect of the Framework is that it identifies the major research activities underway 

relative to halibut science and management, highlights the most critical information gaps, outlines the 

primary management (or related) activities affecting halibut decision-making, and identifies the process 

for improved coordination and communication with the IPHC.  One benefit of this Framework process 

may be to more explicitly, and proactively, guide the various research elements underway, and thereby 

promote more timely resolution for management consideration.  The Framework process may also be an 

integral part of funding requests through NMFS or ADF&G for priority research that might otherwise 

never be undertaken.      

Beginning with its inception in June 2015, much of the discussion around the Framework has been in the 

context of ñthe Councilôs management objectivesò with regard to halibut.  While the immediate genesis of 
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the Framework was in the context of halibut bycatch, the Council has articulated an intent for this 

document to serve a broader purpose regarding overall halibut management.   

Many of the 46 objectives from the GOA and BSAI FMPs and our programmatic SEIS are directly, or 

indirectly, related to halibut bycatch management (see Attachment 1).  For example, under the category of 

ñManage Incidental Catch and Reduce Bycatch and Wasteò, there are 9 specific objectives which could 

be characterized as ódirectlyô relevant to halibut bycatch management, including #20 which states 

ñControl the bycatch of prohibited species through PSC limits or other appropriate measuresò. Objective 

#7 is ñpromote management measures that, while meeting conservation objectives, are also designed to 

avoid significant disruption of existing social and economic structures.  Objective #32 states ñprovide 

economic and community stability to harvesting and processing sectors through fair allocation of fishery 

resourcesò.  While this specific objective was developed in the context of allocations of groundfish under 

our FMPs, it could well be argued that this objective lies at the heart of the issue of setting halibut PSC 

limits (i.e., an allocation between directed and bycatch users).  In that sense, the Council made a decision 

at its June 2015 meeting regarding such allocation, though they indicated this was only a first step in a 

larger consideration of halibut bycatch management. 

At the December 2015 meeting, the Council adopted several objectives to guide activities under this 

Framework (and to consider as appropriate in any ongoing BSAI and GOA management actions being 

considered by the Council. Note that one of the original objectives was to pursue an abundance-

based approach to halibut bycatch, and this action has since been initiated. The remaining four 

overarching objectives are as follows: 

1 Manage halibut bycatch in the groundfish fisheries and harvests in the commercial, guided and 

non-guided recreational, and subsistence fisheries consistent with the Councilôs MSA conservation 

objectives. 

 

2 Manage halibut bycatch to balance the objectives of directed users and bycatch users in both 

the BSAI and GOA. 

 

3 Provide for the sustained participation of historic participants and fishery dependent communities. 

 

4 Maintain monitoring and catch accounting programs for halibut users in the BSAI and GOA in 

order to provide the data necessary for management needs. 

3 Background 

3.1 Halibut Stock Assessment 

 

The IPHC staff prepares an annual stock assessment using an ensemble of models using the stock 

synthesis software as a modeling platform. The ensemble approach to its coastwide stock assessment for 

the Pacific halibut stock includes multiple models in the estimation of management quantities, and 

uncertainty about these quantities. For the 2016 assessment, these included two coastwide models and 

two areas-as-fleets models, one using more comprehensive data available only since 1996, and the other 

using the full historical record.  

The most recent assessment can be found in the annual IPHC bluebook: 

http://www.iphc.int/publications/bluebooks/IPHC_bluebook_2016.pdf 

 

http://www.iphc.int/publications/bluebooks/IPHC_bluebook_2016.pdf
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The Councilôs motion from February 2016 included a request to the IPHC to ñprovide a conceptual model 

of the stock assessment workflow with explanations of how information about migration, natural 

mortality, size/weight at age, and DMRs are parameterized on influence the assessmentò.  This figure 

provides a general conceptualization of the IPHC process.  A more detailed explanation to address the 

Councilôs request is pending.  Some of the information in the Councilôs request can be found on the IPHC 

website, but a a full conceptual model is not currently available, as the IPHC is in the process of 

researching and refining some of the key parameters (migration, etc) in that assessment process. 

 

 

3.2 Status of the Halibut Stock 

 

The results of the 2016 assessment indicate that the exploitable stock declined continuously from the late 

1990s to around 2010. That trend is estimated to have been a result of decreasing size-at-age, as well as 

recent recruitment strengths that are much smaller than those observed through the 1980s and 1990s. 

Since that time period, the estimated female spawning biomass appears to have stabilized near 200 

million pounds, with flatter trajectories estimated in coastwide models and slightly increasing trends in 

areas-as-fleets models.   
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Figure.  Trends in Halibut Spawning Biomass, 2016 assessment models showing recent and long term 

trends. 

 

The Halibut Act does not define ñoverfishingò or require that an overfishing limit be defined. However, 

the halibut stock is currently managed conservatively, in a manner that is not likely to result in a chronic 

long term decline in the halibut resource due to fishing mortality (from all sources of removals).  

The current level of spawning biomass for halibut is estimated to be 43 percent of the equilibrium 

condition in the absence of fishing (B43%), with a 1 out of 10 chance that the stock is below B30%. The 

IPHCôs harvest policy sets a threshold reference point of B30% and the limit reference point of B20% as 

triggers of reductions in halibut harvest rates. Generally speaking, the current harvest rates are considered 

risk-averse and safe relative to short or long term halibut resource sustainability.  

The IPHCôs harvest policy is based on the exploitable biomass of halibut, or fish that are accessible in the 

IPHC setline survey and to the commercial halibut fishery (generally halibut over 26 inches in length 

(O26)). Spatial apportionment of the coastwide exploitable biomass, from the stock assessment, is 

estimated on the basis of the annual setline survey results. The adjacent figure illustrates the estimated 

distribution of the halibut stock greater than 32 inches in length (O32) across the IPHC regulatory areas. 

The observed distribution of the stock available to the directed fisheries in each year will reflect not only 

the historical fishing effort in each regulatory area, but also the interaction of recruitment distribution and 

movement rates.  

Figure.  Estimated distribution of the halibut stock for fish over 32 inches in length, by regulatory 

area for 2016, based on the IPHC setline survey weight per unit effort, and trends for 2000 to  2016. 
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3.3 Halibut Bycatch in Groundfish Fisheries 

The Council manages the groundfish fisheries of the BSAI under the authority of the MSA and the BSAI 

FMP. National Standard 9 of the MSA requires that fishery conservation and management measures shall, 

to the extent practicable: (1) minimize bycatch; and (2) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize 

the mortality of such bycatch.  The Council and NMFS have established limits on removals of halibut, 

called halibut PSC limits to minimize halibut bycatch and bycatch mortality. Halibut PSC refers to the 

total bycatch mortality of halibut in the groundfish fisheries, based on discard mortality rates and catch, 

and described in terms of metric tons, round weight. 

Regulations to control halibut PSC have been included in the BSAI FMP since its implementation over 

thirty years ago. Regulated measures that have reduced halibut bycatch include halibut PSC limits, 

seasonal and area allocations of groundfish quotas for selected target species, seasonal and year-round 

area closures, gear restrictions, careful release requirements, public reporting of individual bycatch rates, 

and gear modifications. Additionally, catch limits on groundfish in both the BSAI and GOA have been set 

well below the ABC levels due to halibut bycatch constraints. 

PSC limits are managed to optimize total groundfish harvest within those PSC limits, taking into 

consideration the anticipated amounts of incidental halibut catch in each directed fishery. They are 

apportioned by target fishery, gear type, and season. Essentially, these limits provide an incentive for 

specific fisheries to operate in times and areas where the highest volume or highest value target 

groundfish species may be harvested with minimal halibut PSC. Reaching a PSC limit results in closure 

of an area or a groundfish directed fishery, even if some of the groundfish total allowable catch (TAC) for 

that fishery remains unharvested. The overall halibut PSC limits for trawl and non-trawl gear are set in 

regulation, and have been reduced several times since implementation in 1987 for domestic fisheries. 

In the BSAI, halibut PSC limits were most recently reduced by Amendment 111, which became effective 

in May 2016. Amendment 111 reduced the PSC limits by 21% to 3,515 mt overall, apportioned 

asfollows: 

1,745 mt for the Amendment 80 sector (a 25% reduction)  

745 mt for the BSAI trawl limited access sector (a 15% reduction)  

710 mt for the non-trawl sector (a 15% reduction)  

315 mt for the Western Alaska CDQ Program (a 20% reduction)  

The limits are annually apportioned to specific fishery categories, for fisheries other than CDQ and 

Amendment 80, and may also be apportioned seasonally, through the annual groundfish harvest 

specifications process (guidelines are published in regulation at 50 CFR 679.21). When an annual or 

seasonal PSC limit is reached, all vessels fishing in that fishery category must stop fishing for the 

remainder of the year or season. The exception is for the PSC limit applying to the pollock/Atka 

mackerel/ñother speciesò fishery category for trawl gear, where reaching the PSC limit does not result in 

closure of these fisheries.  

In the GOA, halibut PSC limits were most recently reduced by Amendment 95, which became effective in 

2013.  This action reduced the GOA halibut trawl PSC limit by from 2000 mt to 1,705 mt, phased in over 

three years. PSC limits were reduced by 15% for the groundfish trawl gear sector and groundfish catcher 

vessel (CV) hook-and-line gear sector. PSC limits were reduced by 7 % for catcher processor (CP) hook 

and line gear, for an overall (CV/CP) hook and line limit of 256 mt overall. An additional halibut PSC 

limit of 9 mt is set for the demersal shelf rockfish fishery.  The PSC limit for trawl gear is further 
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apportioned into shallow water groundfish and deepwater groundfish targets. The limits for both trawl 

and hook and line gear are apportioned seasonally.  

Although by regulation, the non-trawl PSC limit could also be apportioned to vessels using pot gear, jig 

gear, or fishing in the hook-and-line sablefish IFQ fishery, in practice, the Council has chosen to exempt 

vessels fishing in these categories from halibut PSC limits, given the limited bycatch mortality associated 

with these fisheries. 

Halibut bycatch mortality in groundfish fisheries has been greatly reduced over time due to Council and 

NMFS regulations. Since the peak in 1992, under fully domestic fisheries, halibut bycatch in Alaska 

fisheries (in Areas 2C, 3A, 3B, and 4) had been reduced by nearly 60%, from 10,919 mt to 4,493 mt in 

2015, while maintaining groundfish catches averaging 2,100,000 mt/year throughout the timeseries. 

Further reductions will occur in 2016 and beyond with implementation of Amendment 111. 

 

Figure.  Removals of halibut from different fisheries, 1960-2015. 
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4 Current Research and Management Issues 

The Council and the IPHC identified a variety of research, management and data collection issues of 

interest at the joint meeting held in February 2015.  Attachment 2 provides a summary of these issues and 

their current status.  To further coordinate and collaborate halibut research and management with the 

IPHC, the Council could take the next step of reviewing and refining these issues as needed to determine 

prioritization of specific staff tasking or requesting analysis from other bodies such as the NMFS, AFSC 

and IPHC as necessary, and drafting a projected timeline for their completion or resolution.  In essence 

the Council would develop a more explicit work plan in collaboration with NMFS and the IPHC for 

various halibut research and management issues that would inform the public and guide Council actions 

or recommendations (recognizing that many of these issues are directly, or indirectly, within the purview 

of the IPHC).   

Itôs important to note that the Council may have close agreement with the IPHC on the pursuit and 

prioritization of some, but not all of the issues in Attachment 2, given the differences in overarching 

management objectives and responsibilities of the two bodies.  For example, there may be close 

agreement on the need for developing an abundance based approach to halibut management (item #3), 

and perhaps how best to achieve it.  On the other hand, the Council may choose to retain authority and 

responsibility for monitoring standards and programs for its fisheries, and determine how best to meet the 

IPHCôs data needs within those programs through discussion, rather than jointly agreeing to all fisheries 

monitoring standards with the IPHC (item #15).    

4.1 Gap Analysis for Council Decision-Making 

As part of this Framework, it will be useful to consider the biological/scientific issues as well as those 

related more to management and policy, and identify those most important for the Council (and IPHC) 

decision-making process.  Although there are many interesting scientific questions to ask about the life 

history and biology of halibut and how these features might respond to environmental change, as stated 

earlier a key element of this Framework is to identify those activities which are most critical for 

management decisions by the Council.  A list of issues for which there are varying degrees of uncertainty, 

disagreement and/or misunderstanding is provided.  Some of these additional priorities are much more 

policy and management decisions than representing a biological/scientific research issue. 



Halibut Management Framework 9 October 2016 

¶ Migration of halibut between areas, and associated implications.  Although there have been 

extensive tagging studies conducted by the IPHC, the only information on movement of young 

halibut to/from the Bering Sea is based on a small number of tags, and did not produce 

quantitative movement rates.  The IPHC is developing explicitly spatial models, but these rates 

are an important source of uncertainty.  Tagging of halibut on the NMFS Bering Sea trawl survey 

was begun in 2015 to establish whether migratory pathways observed in historical studies still 

indicate transfer from the Bering Sea to all other areas, however the sample sizes, and anticipated 

returns are unlikely to be large enough to produce quantitative movement rates.  Movement rates 

(along with stock recruitment connectivity) are the primary drivers of how the management 

within each regulatory affects other areas.  Additional information on movement patterns could 

help with the refinement of assessment models, and with the development of operating models for 

MSE, as the MSE is likely to be the primary tool for changes to the harvest policy. 

 

¶ Discard mortality rates in all fisheries, as well as overall bycatch estimation in all fisheries (and 

associated observer sampling validity).   There are two rate issues: 1) The weighted average and 

how the viability analysis is done; 2) The actual rates (e.g., 3.5% discard mortality rate that is 

applied to the excellent category in H&L) need to be updated.  Over a million individual halibut 

are assumed to die due to bycatch mortality, and the discard mortality rates in H&L fisheries are 

all based on experiments conducted in 1958 and 1960 (Peltonen, 1969), where the base rate is 

3.5%.  The Council is in the process of evaluating modifying how halibut DMRs are established 

and will review a discussion paper in October 2016 to facilitate improvements in the DMR 

process.  There are concerns with the uncertainty of bycatch magnitude estimates (particularly in 

the GOA) given observer coverage rates.  Any changes in the estimation of halibut bycatch 

(mortality rates or magnitude) would have implications on the estimated mortality of halibut from 

the groundfish fisheries and thus the resulting amount available to the directed fishery.  This work 

is already ongoing and depends heavily on observer coverage rates.  The Council has also 

requested (February 2016) that  this evaluation process include: 1) efforts to assess discard 

mortality rates in situ, including evaluation of sample sizes, data collection, and the use of 

advanced technology; 2) work to evaluate methods to reduce discard mortality (e.g. excluders, 

deck sorting); and, 3) efforts to improve information about what is actually being discarded in all 

fisheries(size, sex,age, maturity, release mortality rates (e.g. sport fishery), etc). 

 

¶ Reconciliation of NMFS trawl survey abundance estimates with IPHC survey estimates: The 

IPHC uses the geographically extensive Bering Sea trawl survey data to supplement their setline 

survey data. This is of particular importance in the EBS where the setline survey covers only a 

portion of Area 4CDE on the shelf.   A survey calibration experiment was conducted in 2006 and 

has been used as the link between the setline survey and the time series from the NMFS trawl 

survey data.  This NMFS survey covers 68% of the total Area 4CDE bottom area and any change 

in the inter-calibration of the indices could affect the Area 4CDE index series. This would in turn 

affect the areaôs apportioned share of the coastwide biomass. This survey was repeated in 2015 

using similar methods as used in 2006. The apportionment estimates produced in 2015 will reflect 

the updated calibration experiment as well as the newest data from both surveys. Survey results 

will be released to the public at the IPHC interim meeting on December 1-2, 2015. There is some 

interest in using the EBS survey as the abundance index for setting annual PSC limits.  There is a 

negative relationship between this index and estimates of recruitment from the IPHC stock 

assessment model (lagged over any number of years).  Additional research to address this would 

be useful for evaluation of abundance-based PSC limits and evaluation of bycatch and directed 

fisheries. 
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¶ Effect of BSAI bycatch on downstream direct harvests, in light of uncertainty about abundance 

and movement and treatment of different sized halibut:  This issue addresses resolving the 

estimation and implications of bycatch impacts on directed harvests in both the BSAI/GOA as 

well as between Canadian and U.S. harvests.  The default assumption is that all BSAI PSC 

mortality, had it not occurred, would have become available to the halibut fishery (after 

accounting for growth and mortality).  However, there is considerable uncertainty and apparent 

variability in processes related to the EBS halibut including movement, natural mortality, and 

survey catchability. Environmental conditions likely play a role in both the survival of young-of-

year halibut as well as their distribution and propensity for directed movement. Projects 

addressing these types of questions are underway at IPHC and remain priorities for research.  

 

¶ Impacts of short term, medium term, and long term changes in the environment relative to key 

aspects of halibut life history:  As with uncertainty in environmental conditions listed above, this 

priority relates to environmental conditions that could impact changes in halibut size-at-age 

specifically and the extent harvest policy might best change.  The IPHCôs current harvest policy 

is based on analyses that includes both environmentally driven changes in recruitment as well as 

changes in size-at-age, but needs revisiting. The current Management Strategy Evaluation process 

is exploring the effects of such environmentally driven factors, and uncertainty, on harvest policy. 

The use of SPR-based reference points, could be used to adequately reflect the current size-at-age 

but still requires plausible hypotheses about how it may change in the future.  This research 

priority will inform better understanding of environmental impacts on size at age, and may 

provide management/policy changes in harvest policies. 

 

¶ Natural mortality variability with age/size/sex/density, to understand the effects of bycatch, 

wastage, and discards on the spawning biomass and harvestable biomass.  Differential natural 

mortality would have implications for estimating the impact of bycatch on overall population and 

spawning biomass.  For example, if natural mortality rates are very high for young halibut and 

bycatch by the trawl industry is primarily on young halibut, then the implications for the impact 

to the directed fishery is lower than under the currently assumed (relatively low) natural mortality 

rate. However, if the rates are lower than currently assumed for those age classes then the overall 

impact of trawl bycatch on the directed fishery would be higher.  Estimating natural mortality 

rates is challenging in general, extending to estimate age or size-dependent rates would be even 

more difficult.  In lieu of these issues, evaluating the sensitivity of impacts over plausible ranges 

of M values by size could help assess the relative risks.  Obtaining reliable estimates of variability 

in natural mortality with age/size/sex/density will likely be difficult, even if given a high priority 

for research.  The Council acknowledges the SSC statements regarding how difficult it is to 

estimate age-specific natural mortality rates, and that this research priority many not be cost-

effective, prudent, or appropriate to pursue.  The IPHC has expressed a similar position in this 

regard. Therefore, this is presumed to be a lower priority than the others listed in this Framework 

document.  

 

¶ An integrated decision-making framework that addresses biological, economic, and social issues 

as identified by the June 2015 SSC minutes.  Note that explicit language of an óintegrated 

decision-making frameworkô is not in the SSCôs minutes from June 2015.  The SSC did, 

however, recommend a óhorizon-based programmatic evaluation for action performanceò and that 

scientific work to support such a review be initiated to identify critical data gaps. However, this 

comment appears to be specifically in the context of the Councilôs June 2015 BSAI halibut PSC 

reduction action. The SSC also indicated that issues of declining size- and weight-at-age on 

halibut exploitable biomass in the BSAI are not well understood but ócritical for identifying a 

long-term solution to the halibut PSC reduction effortô.  In discussions with individual SSC 
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members and inferring from SSC minutes, it appears that some sort of framework is envisioned 

which would be developed to provide a holistic approach to bycatch reduction considering the 

direct effects on the stock, the industry, communities and other stakeholders and that such an 

integrated framework could be used to help design appropriate management measures for 

consideration by the Council.  A proposal along these lines has apparently been funded through 

the Saltonstall-Kennedy Grant Program.   

 

¶ Development of abundance based approaches to management, in particular Dr. Martellôs MPR 
approach, and implications for Council and IPHC decision making:  Such an approach may 

propose some form of catch share decision framework in allocation between bycatch and directed 

removals which would involve decision making by both the Council and IPHC.  A discussion 

paper is being prepared for the December 2015 Council meeting on this topic.  Approaches to be 

outlined in the paper include:  1) tradeoffs and how they are affected by fixed PSC limits versus 

abundance based limits; 2) Alternative harvest control rules for setting abundance based PSC 

limits; 3) What should be used for an abundance index in the BSAI PSC limit calculations; 4)  

How the incentive landscape differs under allocations based on yield versus spawning capital; 5)  

Yield equivalence, bycatch compared with yield in the directed fisheries and how this relationship 

changes with changes in harvest policy  While this is a management initiative and policy-level 

decision, rather than a research issue per se, it is currently listed within the suite of research 

issues.   

This list of issues is based on the views expressed by many stakeholders, managers, Council members and 

others during numerous Council meetings, as well as the February 2015 Joint meeting with the IPHC.  

The intent is to highlight areas of scientific uncertainty and disagreement that affect Council decision 

making.  Public review of these issues may inform the Council about relative priorities, plans for further 

work by NMFS, ADF&G, and the IPHC, and whether there are other issues to add.  For those issues over 

which there is extensive disagreement or uncertainty, but which have significant implications for halibut 

management by the Council, the peer review process may at some point in time provide an avenue for 

resolution.  The Council may also wish to assess these issues in the context of fisheries management 

objectives and annual research priorities for the groundfish and halibut fisheries, in consultation with 

NMFS/AFSC, ADF&G and the IPHC.   

4.2 Research Priorities 

The Council has identified the following as research priorities: 

¶ Development of the technical methods to index PSC limits to abundance, including 

evaluation of potential ecosystem-level impacts of alternative methods to index halibut PSC 

limits based on yield or spawning potential.   

Note: Council reviewed Martell discussion paper and established interagency staff workgroup to 

further pursue this and other approaches abundance-based PSC management, with a report in 

October 2016. 

 

¶ Migration of halibut between areas and associated implications for management decisions.  

Note: The Council encourages industry to work with the AFSC or other appropriate 

agencies/organizations to consider development of collaborative research and tagging programs 

(i.e., wire, PIT or CWT) which could produce important information on halibut movement and 

the relationship between viability and discard mortality in the near term. 

 

¶ Discard mortality rates in all fisheries, as well as overall bycatch estimation in all fisheries.  
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Note: An interagency staff working group, in coordination with the groundfish Plan Teams, is 

developing a discussion paper/preliminary analysis for Council review in October 2016. 

 

¶ An integrated decision-making framework that addresses biological, economic, and social 

issues.  Note: This item was identified based in part upon comments from the June 2015 SSC 

report on the BSAI halibut bycatch agenda item, and may be further specified through pending 

research grants from S-K or other funding sources. 

 

¶ Impacts of short term, medium term, and long term changes in the environment on key 

apsects of halibut life history, including factors potentially affecting size-at-age (prey 

abundance, competition with other species, fishing, and other factors).  

Note: This item is identified in the gap analysis and was added to the research priority list in 

February 2016. 

 

4.3 Other Research Projects 

In addition to identifying the key scientific questions that affect Council and IPHC decision making, 

currently there are ongoing halibut related research projects conducted by the AFSC, and the IPHC, as 

described in Attachments 3 and 4.  These projects are cataloged with other research/science issues within 

the Framework to inform stakeholders of the extent of halibut related research, even if they are not 

addressing the most immediately critical management or science questions.  

5 Coordination and Communication with the IPHC 

The Council will periodically review the manner and the schedule by which it formally and informally 

communicates with the IPHC, to determine if there is additional information or times during the year or 

types of communications that would foster improved coordination and collaboration. The main instrument 

for communicating to the IPHC has been through a management report (which includes recommendations 

for charter halibut management measures), prior to the IPHCôs annual meeting.  It should be noted that 

documents for the annual IPHC meeting that occurs in January are typically not available for review and 

comment by the Council in December.  However, the Council could still consider providing additional 

information about halibut management activities, make recommendations to the IPHC regarding 

management proposals or other aspects of the IPHCôs stock assessment review and catch limit setting 

process when appropriate.  For example, the Council could provide comments on such issues as 

improving abundance estimates of halibut in the BSAI, or the effect of lowering the 32ò size limit on 

stock biomass. The extent to which the Council provides additional information and comment to the 

IPHC should be governed by the goal of improving coordination and collaboration, for the purpose of 

achieving management objectives of the respective bodies. The Council also provides recommendations 

and comments directly to the US Commissioners to the IPHC, which focus more specifically on issues 

that are relevant to broader US domestic fishery management objectives.   

 

In many ways, the Council and the Commission have a very similar decision making process. Both the 

NPFMC and IPHC base decisions on scientific analyses prepared by professional staff, receive scientific 

and management advice from advisory bodies, and take public input through oral and written public 

testimony. Additionally, the management authority and responsibility for both the IPHC and NPFMC is 

set forth in statute, and both bodies provide recommendations to the Federal government for approval and 

implementation. The Council makes recommendations to the Secretary of Commerce, and the 

Commission to the US Government through the Secretary of Commerce and Secretary of State and to the 

Canadian Government through Department of Fisheries and Oceans and the Department of Foreign 

Affairs and Trade Development.  
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5.1 Process to Receive Public Input  

Council: The Council receives public input through both written and oral comments at every stage in the 

process. Written comments are received via mail and email (npfmc.comments@noaa.gov), and those 

received by the published deadline are included in the meeting briefing materials.  The comments must 

identify the submitter by legal name, affiliation, and date, and must also identify the specific agenda item 

by number (C1 for example). Persons may also provide written comment if and when they provide oral 

testimony. Public testimony is taken on each separate agenda item, following staff report and SSC and AP 

reports, before the Council begins its deliberations on that agenda item. Sign-up sheets are available at the 

registration table for those wishing to provide public comments on a specific agenda item. Groups and 

associations are given six minutes and individuals and businesses are allowed three minutes for their 

testimony. These meetings in their entirety (with the exception of executive sessions) are also webcast. 

The Councilôs statement of organization, practices, and procedures is here: http://www.npfmc.org/wp-

content/PDFdocuments/membership/SOPPs412.pdf 

 

Public testimony is taken in a similar fashion at the SSC and AP meetings. Members of the public 

wishing to testify before the AP or SSC are called for after staff reports on a given agenda item. Sign-up 

sheets are provided in a special notebook located at the back of the room. The time available for 

individual and group testimony will be based on the number registered and determined by the SSC or AP 

Chairman.  

 

At Plan Team meetings, the public is generally allowed to interact in a more informal manner throughout 

the discussions. Public comment is also normally allowed at all meetings of the Councils standing and ad 

hoc committee meetings and limited at the discretion of the committee chair. 

 

Commission:  The Commission moved to a more public meeting format in 2014. All of the staff 

presentations and discussion are open to public attendance, and public sessions are also webcast for those 

unable to attend in person. The executive sessions and finance and administration sessions are not open to 

the public. The webcast recordings and the meeting presentations are posted on the website following the 

meeting. The Commission takes public comments and questions from the audience as directed by the 

Chair. The Commission rules of procedure are here: 

http://www.iphc.int/documents/admin/IPHC_Rules_of_Procedure_Sept_2014.pdf 

 

Meetings of the Conference Board and Processor Advisory Group (PAG) are open to the public, and oral 

public comment can also be taken at the discretion of the Chairs. Written statements also may be 

submitted prior to the meeting.  There is no public participation or comment period at meetings of the 

Management Strategy Advisory Board (MSAB) or Scientific Review Board (SRB).  

 

Both the Council and Commission have industry advisory groups that provide an opportunity for 

fishermen and other industry participants to give advice on matters to the decision-makers.  A summary 

of these groups is provided in this section. 

 

Council Management Advisory Groups  

 

The Advisory Panel (AP/FIAC) is appointed by the Council and is composed of 20 or so recognized 

experts from the fishing industry and several related fields, and which represents a variety of gear types, 

industry and related interests as well as a spread of geographic regions of Alaska and the Pacific 

Northwest having major interest in the fisheries off Alaska. The Council relies on the AP for 

comprehensive advice on how various fishery management alternatives will affect the industry and local 

http://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/membership/SOPPs412.pdf
http://www.npfmc.org/wp-content/PDFdocuments/membership/SOPPs412.pdf
http://www.iphc.int/documents/admin/IPHC_Rules_of_Procedure_Sept_2014.pdf
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economies, as well as ways to address potential conflicts between user groups of a given fishery resource 

or area. Halibut stakeholders are well represented on the Advisory Panel (including 9 halibut IFQ 

fishermen/representatives, 2 CDQ halibut fishermen/representatives, 1 charter halibut representative, and 

5 representatives from the different groundfish harvesting and processing sectors that are directly limited 

by halibut bycatch caps). 

 

The Council also has several Standing Committees and Ad Hoc Committees that may include voting or 

non-voting Council members and knowledgeable members of the public. The Council Chair may also 

appoint standing or ad hoc Committees that include only industry representatives or other participants to 

address specific management issues or programs.   

 

Relative to management of halibut fisheries, the Halibut Management Committee, a new committee 

consisting of three US IPHC Commissioners and three Council members, will allow better alignment of 

internal US halibut management interests within the Council process, through the Halibut Management 

Framework strategic planning document.  The Committee will also serve to improve communication and 

coordination of management and research activities with the IPHC, so that each body can support the 

other in fulfilling its respective mission.   

 

Other committees that provide halibut management related advice include the Electronic Monitoring 

Workgroup and Observer Advisory Committee that provide advice to the Council on comprehensive 

fishery monitoring, including the halibut fishery. The Charter Management Implementation Committee 

and the IFQ Committee provides advice on management changes for the charter halibut and directed 

halibut fisheries, respectively. A Sablefish Gear Committee provides advice on the development of a 

sablefish pot fishery, particularly with respect to interactions with a directed halibut longline fishery and 

retention of halibut in sablefish pots. A Recreational Quota Entity Committee has been appointed to 

provide recommendations on development of a new GAF quota pool/bank for halibut funded by charter 

fishermen. The Enforcement Committee provides advice to the Council on developing proposals and 

programs relative to enforcement of regulations.  

  

 

IPHC Management Advisory Groups  

 

The Conference Board is an IPHC advisory panel created by the Commission in 1931 to obtain advice 

and recommendations from halibut harvesters on conservation measures and halibut management. The 

Board also reviews staff reports and recommendations and provides its advice concerning these items to 

the Commission at its Annual Meeting, or on other occasions as requested. The Board is self-regulating in 

terms of membership and in 2013 there were 64 voting members. Its members are designated by unions, 

vessel owner organizations, and associations of harvesters throughout the halibut range and include 

commercial, sport, and tribal interests. The Conference Board rules of procedure are here: 

http://www.iphc.info/Public%20Docs/CB_ROP_January2015.pdf 

 

The Processor Advisory Group is an IPHC advisory panel representing the Canadian and United States 

processing industry to advise the Commission on issues related to the management of halibut resources.  

Since 1995 the PAG has provided comprehensive industry advice on potential conflicts within a given 

fishery resource or area, as well as potential resolutions related to current or future issues. The Halibut 

Association of North America (HANA) continues to serve as the PAGôs organizational, administrative, 

communications, and recruitment facilitator, and is also responsible for creating and distributing the 

PAGôs annual report. Any company or association, including sole-proprietorships, corporation, or 

partnerships whose direct business is purchasing, processing and selling Pacific Halibut caught in Alaska, 

British Columbia, Washington, Oregon, or California is eligible for PAG membership. There were 20 

http://www.iphc.info/Public%20Docs/CB_ROP_January2015.pdf
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members present at the 2015 meeting. The PAG rules of procedure are here: 

http://www.iphc.info/PAG%20Documents/PAG_ROP_Sept2014.pdf 

 

In 2013, the Commission formed a Management Strategy Advisory Board (MSAB) to oversee the 

development of a Management Strategy Evaluation (MSE) process and to advise the Commission and 

Staff on the development and evaluation of candidate objectives and strategies for managing the fishery. 

The MSE process will help the Commission develop and thoroughly test alternative management 

procedures, prior to actually implementing any management changes for the fishery. The Commission 

selected a Board of 15 official and 8 ex-officio members representing viewpoints from commercial, sport, 

processing, Tribal/First Nations, and Fisheries Councils and managers. The MSAB has met several times 

since 2013, and the information is available here:  http://www.iphc.info/Pages/msab.aspx 

 

Lastly, the IPHC also has a Research Advisory Board to provide the Commission with insight on 

research issues of concern to the halibut industry. It is composed of any harvester or processor interested 

in contributing. The RAB normally reports to the Commission at its annual meeting. 

 

5.2 Process to Review Scientific Information 

 

Council Science Review Groups  

 

Plan Teams are appointed by the Council for each of the major fishery management plans (FMPs).  

Members of each team are selected from those agencies and organizations and universities having a role 

in the research and/or management of fisheries.   Appointments to the team are made by the Council with 

recommendations from the SSC. The Plan Teams review stock assessment information and assist in the 

preparation of the annual Stock Assessment and Fishery Evaluation (SAFE) documents including 

formulation of recommendations on annual Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) levels for groundfish, 

crab, and scallop species under jurisdiction of the Council. The Teams may also assist in preparation 

and/or review of analytical documents for the Council, SSC and AP, evaluate the effectiveness of 

management measures in achieving the plan's objectives, and make recommendations to the Council. 

 

The Councilôs Scientific and Statistical Committee (SSC) provides peer review of scientific analyses 

that form the foundation of decision making by the Council, as well as establishes the annual catch limits 

for FMP fisheries. The structure of the SSC and its peer review procedures are established in the NPFMC 

Statement of Organization, Practices, and Procedures. The SSC currently consists of 16 members from a 

variety of disciplines: fisheries ecology and population dynamics, fisheries economics, marine affairs and 

social anthropology, and seabirds and marine mammal specialists.  The SSC normally meets five times 

per year and where possible, in the same hotel as the Council and its Advisory Panel. The SSC convenes 

for 3 days (typically Monday through Wednesday), fully concurrent with the Advisory Panel meeting and 

overlapping with the Council meeting on the third day.  

 

The primary functions of the SSC are: 1) to provide peer review of biological and economic analyses 

prepared for Council decision making, and 2) to establish annual catch limits for groundfish stocks.  

Additionally, the SSC provides guidance to the Council on data collection programs and provides other 

ongoing scientific advice, prepares comments on national standard guidelines and biological opinions, 

and develops 5-year research priorities.  Lastly, the SSC serves as the peer review body for influential 

scientific information pursuant to the Information Quality Act.   

 

http://www.iphc.info/PAG%20Documents/PAG_ROP_Sept2014.pdf
http://www.iphc.info/Pages/msab.aspx
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Approximately three weeks before the meeting, SSC members receive notice from the Council office that 

analyses are ready for review and posted on the Councilôs website. At this point, the SSC Chair assigns 2-

3 members to be leads for each particular agenda item. The leads are responsible for understanding the 

details of the analysis, leading the SSC discussion and deliberation of the issue, and preparing the first 

draft of the written summary of the deliberations and 

SSC recommendations. At the meeting, the process 

begins with a presentation of the issue by staff, and 

clarification questions are asked by SSC members. 

Public testimony is taken, followed by SSC deliberation.  

The Chair summarizes the SSC comments, and a written 

summary is prepared and reviewed by the full SSC the 

first thing in the morning the following day (or later in 

the day for agenda items on the last day of the meeting).  

 

The SSC reviews all technical analyses for proposed 

plan or regulatory amendments to ensure that the best 

available scientific information is provided for public 

comment and final decision-making.  In reviewing any 

analysis, the SSC focuses on appropriateness of the input 

data, methodology applied, and conclusions drawn. The 

SSC provides comments and recommendations to the 

analyst to improve the analysis. The SSC also makes a 

recommendation to the Council as to its adequacy; i.e., 

whether or not the analysis is ready to be released for 

public review.  When an analysis is deemed deficient 

and major revisions are required, the SSC will 

recommend that the analysis not be released, with the 

expectation that a revised analysis will be reviewed by 

the SSC for adequacy at a subsequent meeting.  

 

Scientific review of stock assessments begins with a review by the Plan Teams, who consist of biologists, 

economists, and fishery managers from the federal and state fisheries agencies as well as university 

academics. The SSC provides the final level of peer review for stock assessments, and sets the annual 

overfishing level (OFL) and Acceptable Biological Catch levels.  

 

The SSC provides both oral and written reports to the Council. The written report reflects the general 

consensus of the SSC. The draft minutes are finalized at the conclusion of the SSC meeting, and are 

copied and distributed to the Council and public when completed, and posted on the website: 

http://www.npfmc.org/meeting-minutes/. The oral report to the Council is given by the SSC Chair (or 

designee) for each individual agenda item, following the staff summary of the analysis, and prior to public 

testimony. Usually, there are questions from the Council regarding the SSC deliberations or 

recommendations. Due to lengthy Council meetings, and in consideration of the SSC Chair, the Council 

may take the remainder of the oral SSC report well before the Council addresses all of its agenda items. 

 
IPHC Science Review Groups 
 

At the 2013 Annual Meeting, the International Pacific Halibut Commission approved the formation of a 

Scientific Review Board (SRB) to provide an independent scientific review of Commission science 

products and programs, and to support and strengthen the stock assessment process. In the near term, this 

standing peer review process is expected to focus on a review of the annual stock assessment model and 

harvest policy prepared by the IPHC staff. Over time, this emphasis will shift to a broader review of 

http://www.npfmc.org/meeting-minutes/
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scientific programs, including outputs from the Research Advisory Board and the Management Strategy 

Advisory Board, in addition to the annual stock assessment results and advice. The SRB will also conduct 

other key reviews as directed by the Commission, on topics such as research plans, updates and changes 

to survey methodology, and white papers on selected critical issues. 

 

The SRB currently consists of three independent fisheries science experts approved by the Commission, 

listed below. Two more members will be added over the next two years to bring the Board up to a full 

complement of five. The SRB membersô terms will be staggered in order to facilitate continuity while 

regularly bringing in fresh scientific viewpoints. 

 

The three current SRB members are: Dr. Sean Cox is Associate Professor of Fisheries Science and 

Management at Simon Fraser University, and is a fisheries scientist focusing on aquatic conservation and 

management of human impacts on aquatic ecosystems. Dr. James Ianelli  is a senior assessment scientist at 

the NOAA Fisheries Alaska Fishery Science Center, where he is an active member of the Centerôs stock 

assessment team and has authored numerous analytical documents applied to the management of 

important groundfish species in the North Pacific. Dr. Marc Mangel is Distinguished Research Professor 

of Mathematical Biology at the University of California Santa Cruz and Director of the Center for Stock 

Assessment Research, which is a joint training program between UCSC and the NOAA Fisheries 

Laboratory in Santa Cruz where students and post-doctoral colleagues learn the quantitative methods 

needed for ecosystem-based fishery management.  

 

The SRB has been meeting three times per year (June, October, and December), and provides an oral 

report to the Commission at its annual meeting. Summaries of the most recent meetings, results, and 

announcements, along with notices of upcoming meetings are posted on its webpage: 

http://www.iphc.info/Pages/Previous-SRB-Meetings.aspx 

  

http://www.iphc.info/Pages/Previous-SRB-Meetings.aspx
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5.3 Process for Council and IPHC Communication 

The figure below illustrates the process for public input and advisory body recommendations to the 

Council and IPHC, as well as the current ways the Council and Commission exchange information and 

advice.   

  

 

The existing means to formally exchange information include:  

 

Halibut Management Committee:  In December 2015, the Council established a new committee 

consisting of three US IPHC Commissioners and three Council members to better align internal US 

halibut management interests within the Council process, through the Halibut Management Framework 

strategic planning document.  The Council has also identified a need to improve communication and 

coordination of management and research activities with the IPHC, so that each body can support the 

other in fulfilling its respective mission.  The purpose of the Councilôs Halibut Management Committee 

can best be described as pursuing these two areas of work or discussion, to inform both the full Council 

and the IPHC. 

 

Staff Coordination: Staff from both the IPHC and Council work together on analytical issues. For 

example, Council staff contibuted to the the IPHCs Halibut Byatch Working Group. Similarly, IPHC staff 

has contibuted data and anlysis of proposed management actions (e.g., BSAI halibut bycatch amendment, 

analysis of DMRs). 

Process used by the NPFMC and IPHC for public input, scientific review, and interagency communications applicable to halibut.

Council
11 voting members from 

AK, WA, and OR
4 non-voting members 
(PSMFC, USCG, USFWS, 

State Dept)Advisory Panel
21 members from 
different sectors-
nearlyall affected 

by halibut PSC, or in 
the halibut  

directed fishery, or 
halibut charter

fishery

Scientific and 
Statistical 
Committee 

17members from 
NMFS, Universities, 
State agencies,IPHC

Public

Other 
Committees

IFQ, EM, Observer, 
Enforcment, RQE, 

Ecosystem, Charter 

PlanTeams
FMP specific 

members from 
NMFS, Universities, 
State, NPFMC staff, 

and IPHC

Halibut 
Commission

6 voting members: 
3 from US,3 from 

Canada 

Scientific
Review Board
3 members from 

Universities (2) and 
NMFS (1)

Processors
Advisory Group
~20 member Halibut 

processors

Management
Strategy 
Advisory 

Board
23 membersfrom 
commercial, sport, 

processing, 
Tribal/First 

Nations, Councils
and managers

Public

letters

staff at 
meetings

ED annaul 
reports

Feb 2015
joint 

meeting

staff 
coordination

Public

IPHC & 
Council 
member

Conference
Board

~64 members: 
Halibut harvesters 

from directed 
fisheries: 

commercial, sport, 
personal use

AP, SSC, 
Conference 

Board, 
PAG, and 

Other 
Committe
members

NPFMC 
Halibut 

Management
Committee



Halibut Management Framework 19 October 2016 

 

Agency Letters: Formal recommendations and information from either body are communicated in writing 

via official letters. For example, the Council prepares an annual letter to the Commission on annual 

management changes for the IFQ and charter halibut fishery regulations, as well as any initiatives related 

to halibut bycatch in groundfish fisheries. 

 

Meeting Attendance by members and staff: The IPHC Executive Director and/or another IPHC staff 

person normally attends Council meetings when halibut issues are discussed, and are frequently brought 

to the table to provide clarifications regarding halibut assessments or management issues. Additionally, 

other members of the Commission frequently attend Council meetings. Similarly, the Council Executive 

Director and other Council staff normally attends the IPHC meetings, also to present Council viewpoints 

and address questions to assist the Commission with its decision-making. Several Council members\, 

including the Chair, have also started to attend IPHC meetings. And lastly, the NMFS staff also provide a 

nexus for interagency communications by the IPHC and NPFMC by attending meetings of both groups. 

 

The Council has expressed a desire to have a staff member specifically dedicated to halibut issues.  At 

this time, due to limitations on staff resources, halibut related issues are divided among available staff, but 

are coordinated overall by the Executive Director. 

 

Annual Reports to Council and Commission: The IPHC Executive Director provides an official agency 

report to the Council at each February Council meeting. This report usually covers the status of the stock, 

reviews the Commission decisions for annual catch limits, and provides a summary of ongoing research 

and management concerns. Similarly, the Council Executive Director presents the annual management 

letter issues to the Commission at its interim and annual meetings.   

 

Joint Meetings of the IPHC and NPFMC: The Council has met formally with the IPHC only infrequently 

(i.e., October 1998, October 1999, and February 2015). In February 2015, the Council and Commission 

met for a day-long meeting in Seattle, in conjunction with the Council meeting that week. The objectives 

of the meeting were to gain a better understanding of the respective authorities and responsibilities of the 

respective management bodies, to facilitate improved communications, and to facilitate a more 

collaborative approach to overall management of the halibut resources, including objectives relative to 

management of both the directed fisheries and Council managed fisheries which take halibut as bycatch.  

The meeting was well attended and public comment was received from nearly 40 persons.  The 

discussions between the Council and the IPHC Commissioners resulted in the identification of a number 

of common themes, as well as identification of several items for future analysis and consideration.  While 

a formal schedule for future joint meetings was not identified, it was agreed that future collaboration on 

these issues will be beneficial to both management bodies.   

 

Unde the auspices of this Framework, the Council has also pursued the potential establishment of  Joint 

Protocol committee with the IPHC, similar to that with the Alaska Board of Fish.  After further 

discussions, and communication with the IPHC, it was determined that a Joint Protocol committee would 

not provide substantial marginal benefit to the process; rather, it will be more useful for the Council and 

IPHC to meet in full when it is mutually agreed to be an appropriate time for such joint meeting. 

 

NPFMC Member and IPHC Commissioner: The Northern Pacific Halibut Act
1
 specifies that one of the 

IPHC Commissioners must be a voting member of the Council.
2
 The NMFS Regional Director is both a 

                                                           
1
 http://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/Northern%20Pacific%20Halibut%20Act%20Of%201982.pdf 

2
 Of the Commissionersð (1) one shall be an official of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration; and (2) two shall be knowledgeable or experienced concerning the Northern Pacific halibut fishery; 

of these, one shall be a resident of Alaska and the other shall be a nonresident of Alaska. Of the three commissioners 

http://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/Northern%20Pacific%20Halibut%20Act%20Of%201982.pdf





















































