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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 tordexefape

explicit o6fr amenwd halkd mdnagemeoverallsincldding enthancerbordination
with the | PHC process. Citing from the Council d
AnThe Chair and the Executive Director wild/l eval ua

and researchcéivities 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 pulgidighted 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 raigd at this meeting, and were outcomes of the joint CaliPiC meeting in February. These
include, among others, a discussion of the Counci
between the needs of the directed halibut fishery and haltmatch 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. o

Halibut mamgementwhether bycatch in the groundfish fisheries, or harvest in the directed longline,
recreationglcharterand subsistence fisheriespne ofthe most significant isssef interest among
stakeholdersandthe Council continues to recognize its pegsibility tobalancethe objectives oéll
resource usersThe Council also acknowledges that while MSA, National Standar@uidelines the
Halibut Conventn between the U.S. and Canaalad the
Halibut Act, outline those responsibilities, they magt clearly | The overall goal of this Framework
or thoroughlyarticulatehow best to balance these competing | is to identify, define, and track the
uses of halibut. most important issues, topics, and
questions necessary to guide the
The overall goal of tis Framework is to identifydefing and #1 OT AEI 80 ARAEOE
trackthe most important issug®pics andquestionsiecessary
toguidet he Counci | Gtsaliditenanagemerdamc
to inform Council interactions with the IPHQt also serves as &
record or catalogf ongoing Council activities and stakeholde
involvement, research and management projects, and the interaction among Council, NFMS management
and AFSC, Plan teams, the IPHDd stakeholderdt 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 analysisl @asearch 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 amtirectly engaged iits management authority and responsibilityHalibut

for the benefit of all users. A key aspetthis Frameworks to articulate how a particular issue/topic

guestion relates to decisionaking (processvise and timewise) byeither the Council or the IPHC.

management.and toinform Council
interactions with the IPHC.

The Framework is built around sevikay assumptions. Firsfi¢ 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 recontimenffeam one
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body to the otheiSecond, lte IPHC is in the process of developing new understanding and capabilities
(stock assessment, SPR, total mortality accounting, MSE pretegsyhich will affect how both the

Council and the IPHC understand ateVelop halibut managemenastly, he 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 Frameworkhasthree 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 Toidentify gaps in our understandirg 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 Toimprove research and managenm coordination and communicationbetween 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 dbaifigt 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 oltb@alighA

primarily viewed asin actiorinforming document (rather than an actifoncing 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 infonm&i@mples of new initiatives

include further specification of DMRs, as well as exploration of an abundmseel PSC management
approach.

An important aspect of the Framework is to drive a more deliberative and proactive approach to all
halibut managment issues (which will, again, require identificataord prioritizatiorof short and long

term obgctives), and fostex stronger collaboration among the Council, stakeholders, and other
management agencies including the IPHC. With a more explicifpf@adtive) approach to address the
various science and management issues surrounding the halibut resource, éhafeavill provide the
Council and the IPHC, as well as other management agencies, a more informed platform for improved
coordination in geral, 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 seince and management, highlights the most critical information gaps, outlines the
primary management (or related) activities affecting halibut deersimking, and identifies the process

for improved coordination and communication with the IPHC. One Hesfefis 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 guests 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 Athe Counci | dgardtotalibat.gVé¢hiteehe immediate geesis of e s 0
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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 bjectives fronthe GOA and BSAI FMPs and our programmatic S&iSdirectly, or
indirectly, related to halibut bycatch managemi@ate Attachment 1)For example, nder the category of

iManage I ncident al Catch and Reduc eiveBwhichecoudh and W
be characterized as O6directlydé relevant to halibu
AfiControl the bycatch of prohibited speOheetge t hroug
#7 1 s Apromot e mamwehipenseting tonsergaiion abjeaiges, ardalso designed to
avoid significant disruption of existing social a
economic and community stability to harvesting and processing sectors through fatraallot fishery
resourcesao. Whil e this specific objective was de

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 allocabn 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 Decembr 2015 meeting, the Council adopssleralobjectives to guide activities under this
Framework (and to consider as appropriate in any ongoing BSAI and GOA managemenbaaimpns
considered by the Counchlote that one of the original objectives was tpursue an abundance
based approach to halibut bycatch, and this action has since been initiatetheremainingfour
overarchingobjectivesare adollows:

1 Manage halibut bycatchin the groundfish fisheriemnd harvestsin the commercial, guided and
nonguided recreational, and subsistence fisheriesn si st ent wi th the Counci |
objectives.

2 Manage halibut bycatch to balance the objectives of directed users and bycatch usigrd&oth
the BSAI and GOA.

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

4  Maintain monitoring and catch accounting programsfor halibut users in the BSAIl and GOA in
order to provide the data necessary for management needs.

3 Background

3.1 Halibut Stock Assessment

The IPHC staff prepars an annual stock assessment using an ensemble of meiets the stock
synthesis softwaras amodelingplatform The ensemble approach to its coastwide stock assessment for

the Pacific halibut stock includes multiple models in the estonatf management quantities, and
uncertainty about these quantities. For the 2016 assessment, these included two coastwide models and
two areasasfleets modelspne using more comprehensive data available only since 1996, and the other
using the full histrical record.

The most recent assessment can be foutiteiannual IPHGluebook:
http://www.iphc.int/publications/bluebooks/IPHC bluebook 2016.pdf
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The Coun c frdnGsbruano2016 meiuded a request to the IRbirovide a conceptual model
of the stock assessmenbrkflow with explanations of how informatiabout migration, natural

mortality, size/weight at age, andMIRs areparameterized on influencegtassessmemt This figure
provides a general conceptualization of the IPHC process. A miaitedeexplanation to address the
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Councilts request is pendingsomeof the information in the Coundél request can be found dretlPHC
website, but @ full conceptual model is not currently available, as the IPHC is in the process of
researching and refinirgpme of thekey parametergmigration, etc) in that assessmenigess.

3.2 Status of the Halibut Stock

The results of the 2@lassessment indicate that #gloitablestock declined continuously from the late
1990s to around 2010. That trend is estimated to have been a result of decreasirapsizs 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 astited in coastwide models and slightly increasing trends in
areasasfleets nodels
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Spawning biomass (Mlb)

Hgure. Trends in Halibut Spawning Biomass, 2016 assessment models showing recent and long term
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The Halibut Act does not aheverfishirg linithe defmdédi Howeven g 0 o r
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).

Thecurrent level of spawning biomass fhalibut is estimated to be #&rcent of the equilibrium

condition in the absence of fishinB.f,), with a 1 out of 10 chance that the stock is beawy, The

| PHCOs harvest policy s Bsyyandthe limhreferende pdind&asf er enc e
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 | P He&Dpslicyhsdased 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
(026)). Spatial apportionment of the coastwide exploithldmass, from the stock assessment, is

estimated on the basis of the annual setline survey reBaésadjacent figurdlustrates the estimated
distribution of the halibut stock greater than 32 inches in length (032) 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 recruiisteébtition 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 t2016.
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3.3 Halibut Bycatch in Groundfish Fisheries

The Council manages theagindfish 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 byzatnbt be avoided, minimize

the mortality of such bycatchiThe Council and NMFS have established limits on removals of halibut,

called halibut PSC limits to minimize halibut bycatch and bycatch morteldibut PSC refers to the

total bycatch mortalitpf halibut in the groundfish fisherigbasedn discard mortality rateand catch,

and describedh 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. Regated measures that have reduced halibut bycatch include halibut PSC limits,
seasonal and area allocations of groundfish quotas for selected target species, seasonaband year
area closures, gear restrictions, careful release requirements, putrtmgepf individual bycatch rates,

and gear modification&dditionally, catch limits on groundfish in both the BSAI and GOA have been s
well below the BC levels due tdalibut bycatclconstraints

PSClimits aremanagedo optimize total groundfts harvestvithin those PSC limitstaking 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 opa®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 groundfishltalde catch (TAC) for

that fishery remains unharvestd&dhe overall halibut PSC limits for trawl and nvawl gear are set in
regulation, andhave been reduced several times since implementation in 1987 for domestic fisheries.

In the BSAI, lalibut PSdimits weremostrecently reduced by Amendment 111, which became effective
in May 2016 Amendment 111 reduced the P8its by 21% to 3,515 mt overall, apportioned

asfollows

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

745 mtfor the BSAI trawlimited access sector (a 15% reduction)

710 mtfor the nortrawl sector (a 15% reduction)

315 mtfor 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 tharfisglategory must stop fishing for the

remainder of the year or season. The exception is for the PSC limit applying to the pollock/Atka
mackerel/ iother specieso fishery category for tra
closure of thes fisheries.

In the GOA, halibut PSC limits were most recently reduced by Amendment 95, which became effective in
2013 This action reduced th8OA halibuttrawl PSC limitby from 2000 mt to 1,705 mt, phased in over
three yearsPSC limits were reduced/l15% for thegroundfish trawl gear sector and groundfish catcher
vessel (CV) hoolandline gear sectoPSC limits wereeduedby 7 %for catcher processor (CP) hook

and line gearfor an overall (CV/CP) hook and line limit of 256 mt overall. An addaldralibut PSC

limit of 9 mt is set for the demersal shelf rockfish fishefjne PSC limit for trawl gear is further
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apportioned into shallow water groundfish and deepwater groundfish tarigetimits for both trawl
and hook and line gear are apporédrseasonally.

Although by regulation, the netnawl PSC limit could also be apportioned to vessels using pot geatr, jig
gear, or fishing in the hoendline sablefish IFQ fishery, in practice, the Council has chosen to exempt
vessels fishing in these egories from halibut PSC limitgiven 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 regulationsSince the peak in 1992, undelywomestic 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
Furtherreductions will occur in 2016 and beyond with implementation of Amendment 111.

Estimates (thousands of pounds, net weight and metric tons. round weight) of the bycatch meortality of Pacific halibut
(Hippoglossus stenolepis) from all sources by IPHC regulatory area, since 1990. Estimates for 2015 are preliminary and subject
to change as new information becomes available.

Thousands of Pounds, net weight Metivic Tons, round weight
Area Area Area Area Area Area Area  Area  Area  Area Area Area
Year | 2A B Pl 3A iB 4 TOTAL | 1A iB ple REN iB 4 TOTAL
1990 408 1.679 856 4114 2,045 8,580 17,682 246 1,013 516 2481 1233 5175 10665
1991 408 1902 733 4843 1.671 10,022 19,669 246 1,202 442 2921 1008 6045 11864
1992 444 1745 736 4,668 1.982 10,718 20,293 268 1,053 444 2816 1195 6465 12240
1993 44 1661 741 4201 1,062 1,764 15,964 268 1,002 448 2,588 641 4683 9,629
1994 44 1219 528 3,907 1,387 0 466 16,951 268 735 318 2357 837 5710 1024
1905 614 1522 348 2963 1.760 8,726 15,933 370 918 210 1,787 1,062 5263 9,610
1996 614 209 345 2743 1.957 8.507 14,465 370 180 208 1635 1180 5131 8,725
1997 614 215 397 2965 1.443 7.880 13,514 370 130 239 1,788 870 4753 8,151
1998 | 1,082 213 6l 2662 1.380 7,725 13,432 633 128 218 1,606 238 4.660 8,102
1009 087 193 358 2885 1,737 7,684 13,844 505 116 216 1740 1048 4635 8.350
2000 822 230 305 280 1.510 7441 13,290 406 139 238 1744 011 4488 8.016
2001 837 177 341 3,000 1.675 7120 13,159 505 107 06 1815 1010 4295 7,937
2002 635 244 340 21%4 1.924 7273 12,610 383 147 205 1323 1161 4387 7,606
2003 256 244 31 3,180 1,734 6,822 12,577 154 147 206 1918 1046 4115 7,586
2004 286 251 70 3431 1.224 6.485 11.747 173 151 42 2069 738 3912 7.086
2005 535 346 50 2978 1.076 7432 12,417 in 209 0 1,796 640 4483 7,490
2006 575 204 53 2733 1.350 6,446 11.452 347 177 32 1,649 214 3888 6,908
2007 386 320 62 2500 1.065 6,872 11,304 233 193 37 1567 642 4145 6,818
2008 426 143 62 2819 1.303 6,101 10,854 257 86 37 1,700 786 3,680 6,547
2009 514 213 48 2481 1,247 6,037 10,540 310 128 20 1496 752 3,642 6,357
2010 345 181 38 2296 1.007 5,717 9,694 208 109 35 1385 662 3448 5,847
2011 102 232 49 2,488 1.120 4472 8.463 62 140 30 150 673 2,697 5,104
2012 128 189 41 1,74 1.142 3,987 9.211 77 114 25 1040 689 3611 5,356
2013 65 225 34 1,630 287 5,989 2.831 39 136 21 083 335 3,613 5,326
2014 95 245 17 1,888 974 5,704 8,922 57 148 10 1,139 387 3441 5,382
2015 95 337 12 1967 731 4,648 7,789 57 203 7 1186 441 2803 4,698

Source:  Williams, G.H. 2016. Incidental catch and mortality of Pacific halibut, 1962-2015. Int. Pac. Halibut Comm
Report of Assessment and Research Activities 2015:xxx.

Figure. Removals of halibut from different fisheries, 1962015
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4 Current Research and Management Issues

The Council and the IPHC identified a variety of research, maragesnd data collection issues of
interestat the joint meeting held in Februa2915 Attachment provides ssummary of these isssi@nd
their current statusTo furthercoordinateand collaboatehalibutresearch anchanagement with the
IPHC, the Couadil could take the next step of reviewing and refining these issues as needed to determine
prioritizationof specific staftaskng or requeshg analysis from other bodies such asidFS, AFSC
andIPHC as necessary, and diafi a projectedtimeline fortheir completion or resolution. In essence
the Council would developmore explicitwork planin collaboration with NMFS and the IPHGr

various halibut research and management issues that would inform the public and guide Council actions
or recommend#ons (recognizing that many of these issues are directly, or indirectly, within the purview

of the IPHC)

Itdés important to note that the Council

may

have

prioritization of some, but not all of the isstieAttachment 2given the differencein overarching
management objectives and responsibilities of the two bodies. For example, there may be close
agreement on the need figvelopingan abundace based approach to halibut managenfgem #3),
andperrapshow best to achieve it. On the other hand, the Council may choose to retain authority and
responsibility for monitoring standardsd program$or its fisheries, and determine how best to meet the

| PHCO s

d a t athose@regiasnthrauight dis¢usion, rather than jointly agréeg to all fisheries

monitoring standardwith the IPHC (item #15).

4.1 Gap Analysis for Council Decision-Making

As part of this Framework, will be useful toconsider lhe biological/scientific issuess well ashose

related moe to management and policy, and identify those most important for the Council (and IPHC)
decisionmaking process. Although there are many interesting scientific questions to ask about the life
history and biology of halibut and how these features migiuared 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 déinevarying degrees of uncertainty,
disagreenent and/or misunderstandingpi©vided Some of these additional prioriti@semuch more

policy and management decisions than representing a biological/scientific research issue.
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1 Migration of halibut between areas, and associated implicatidltsoudh there have been
extensive taggig 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 tagygicinot produce
guantitativemovenent rates The IPHC is developing explity 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 Beag Sea to all other areas, however the sample sizes, and anticipated
returns are unlikely to be large enough to produce quantitative movement\atesment 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 changekediarvest policy.

91 Discard mortality rates in all fisheries, as well as overall bycatch estimation in all fisheries (and
associated observer sampling validity] here are two rate issues: 1) The weighted average and
how the viability analysis is don&) 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 fisteeries ar
all based on experiments conducted in 1958 and 1960 (Peltonen, 1866 the base rate is
3.5% The Council isn the process advaluating modifying how halibut DMRs are established
and will review a discussion paper @ctober2016to facilitate improvements in the DMR
process There are concerns with the unaérty 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 groundfisHisheries and thus the resulting amount available to the directed fisheig/work
is already ongoing and depends heavily on observer coverageThte€ouncil has also
requested (Febany 2016) that this evaluation process include: 1) efforts to assess discard
mortality raes in situ, including evaluation of sample sizes, data collection, and the use of
advanced technology; 2) work to evaluate méshio reduce discard mortality (e.g. excluders,
deck soiing); and, 3) efforts to improve information about what is actually being discarded in all
fisheries(size, sex,age, tudty, releae mortality rates (e.g. sport fishery), etc).

9 Reconciliation of NMES trawl survey abundance estimates with IPHC survey estifitates
IPHC usestiegeographically extensivigering Sea trawl survey datagapplement their setline
survey dataThis is of particular importance in the EBS where the setline survey covers only a
portion of Area 4CDE on the shelfA survey calibration experiment wasnohucted 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 intercalibration of the indices could affethe Area 4CDE index series. This would in turn
affect the areabds apport iThissudeywds eepeatedinf20lb he c o a
using similar methods as used in 2006. The apportionment estimates produced in 2015 will reflect
the updated cddration experiment as well as the newest data from both surveys. Survey results
will be released to the public at the IPHC interim meeting on Decermi®e2d15. There is some
interest in using the EBS survey as the abundance index for setting annuahi®&SCT here isa
negativerelationship between this index and estimates of recruitment from the IPHC stock
assessment model (lagged over any number of yeadsjitional research to address thisuld
be useful for evaluation of abundarzased PSC lifts and evaluation of bycatch and directed
fisheries
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1 Effect of BSAI bycatch on downstream direct harvests, in light of uncertainty about abundance
and movement and treatment of different sized halibithis issue addresses resolving the
estimation andmplications of bycatch impacts on directed harvests in both the/B&N as
well as between Canadian and U.S. harvests. The default assuisihairall 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 rolbadth the survival of youngf-
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.

1 Impacts of short term, medium term, dodg term changes in the environment relative to key
aspects of halibut life historyAs with uncertainty in environmental conditions listed above, this
priority relates to environmental conditions that could impact changes in halibat-gsige
specifially and the extentdrvest policy might bestchang€.he | PHCG6s current ha
is based on analyses that includes both environmentally driven changes in recruitment as well as
changes in sizatage but needs revisiting. The current Managemerdat8gy Evaluation process
is exploring the effects of such environmentally driven factors, and uncertainty, on harvest policy.
The use of SPRased reference points, could be used to adequately reflect the curratagiee
but still requires plausibleypotheses about how it may change in the futlités research
priority will inform betterunderstanding ofrevironmental impacts on size at aged may
providemanagement/policy changim harvest polies.

9 Natural mortality variability with age/sizeex/density, to understand the effects of bycatch,
wastage, and discards on the spawning biomass and harvestable biDiffassntial natural
mortality would have implications for estimating the impact of bycatch on overall population and
spawning biomss. 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 (reldtiv@lgatural 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, exting to estimate age or sidependent 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 ri@kaaining reliable estimates of valility
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 agspecific natural mortality rates, arttht this research priority many not be eost
effective, prudent, or appropriateparsue The IPHC has expressed a similar foasiin this
regard.Therefore, this is presumed to be a lower priority than thegikedin this Framework
document.

9 An.integrated decisiomaking framework that addresses biological, economic, and social issues
as identified by the June 2015 SSC minutdste that explictlaguage of an O6i ntegr

decisionma ki ng frameworké is not in the SSC6s minu
however, recorfmmesred @rdlgoraimanart i ¢ eval uation for
scientific work to support such a review be initiateddentify critical data gapsiowever, this

comment appears to be specifically in the cont
reduction actionThe SSC also indicated that issues of declining sizd weightatage on

halibut exploitable mwmass in the BSAlare notwellumnd st ood but o6critical f
longt er m solution to the halibut PSC reduction e
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members and inferring from SSC minutes, it appears that some sort of framework isedvisio
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 appropriatagaaent measures for
consideration by the CouncilA proposal along these lines regsparenthbeenfunded through

the SaltonstalKennedy Grant Program.

T Devel opment of abundance based approaches to m
approachand implications for Council and IPHC decision makiigych an approach may
propose some form of catch share decision framework in allocation between bycatch and directed
removals which would involve decision making by bditle Council and IPHC. A disssion
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 contitekrfor 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, bycatatompared with yield in the directed fisheries and how this relationship
changes with changes in harvest pollghile this is a management initiative and poHeyel
decision rather thara research issue per, #6is currently listed within the suite ofsearch
issues

This list of issues ibased on the views expressed by many stakeholdarsagers, Council members and
othersduring numerous Council meetingss well as th&ebruary 20130int meeting with the IPHC

The intent is to highlight areas of scientifincertainty and disagreement thtiect 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 issuadd. For thosessues over
which there is extensive disagreement or uncertainty, but which have significant implications for halibut
management by the Council, the peer review processabmyme point in timprovideanavenue for
resolution. The Council maylsowish o assess these issues in the contefisloériesmanagement
objectives an@nnualresearch priorities for the groundfish and halibut fisheries, in consultation with
NMFS/AFSC ADF&G and the IPHC.

4.2 Research Priorities
The Councilhasidentified the folloving asresearch priorities:

1 Development of the technical methods to index PSC limits to abundandacluding
evaluation of potential ecosystdrvel impacts of alternative methods to index halibut PSC
limits based on yield or spawning potential.
Note: Cauncil reviewed Martell discussion paper and established interagency staff workgroup to
further pursue this and other approaches abunddérsed PSC management, vatheport in
October2016.

1 Migration of halibut between areasand associated implicationgrfmanagement decisians
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 importariormation on halibut movement and
the relationship between viability and discard mortality in the near term.

9 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 coordination with the groundfish Plan Teams, is
developing a discussion paper/preliminary analysis for Council revi€édctober2016

1 Anintegrated decisionmaking framework that addresses biological, economic, and social
issues.Note: This item was id&tified 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-& or other funding sources.

1 Impacts of short term, medum term, and long term changes in the environment on key
apsects of halibut life history including factors potentially affecting siag-age (prey
abundance, competition with other species, fishing, and other factors).

Note: This item is identified in the gap analysis and wiked 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 arengoing halibut related reseanpiojects conducted lthe AFSC and thelPHC, as
describedn Attachmens 3 and 4 Theseprojects areataloged with other research/science issuitsn
the Framework to inform stakeholders of the extent of halibut relatearcls even if they are not
addressing the moghmediatelycritical management or sciengeestions

5 Coordination and Communication with the IPHC

The Councilwill periodically review the manner and the schedule by whiébrinally and informally

communicates witthe IPHC, to determine if there is adidnal information or times during the year or

types of communications that would fositeprovedcoordination and collaboratiofthe main instrument

for communicating to the IPHBas beethrough a management reppathichincludes recommendations

for charter halibut management measijres pr i or to the | PHC6s annual me e
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 Gbaauld still consider providing additional

information about halibut management activities, make recommendations to the IPHC regarding
management proposals or other aspects of the | PHC
process when appropte. For example, the Council could provide comments on such issues as

improving abundance estimates of halibut in the BSAthereffectol ower i ng t hen 320 si ze
stock biomassThe extent to which the Council provides additional informatimh@mment to the

IPHC should be governed by the goal of improving coordination and collabgifatidine purpose of

achiewng management objectives of the respective bodies. The Calsmiirovidesrecommendations

and comments directly to the US Comsiigers 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 baseedisions 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 fbrthe 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 throupe 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

Councit The Council receives publinput 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. Thent®minst

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 each separate agenda item, following staff report and SSC and AP
reports, before the Council begins its deliberations on that agenda iterupSiheets are available at the
registration table for those wishing to provide public comments on a spegfida 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 Counci | organiztion, practitesnand pootedures is Hetp://www.npfmc.org/wp
content/PDFdocuments/membership/SOPPs412.pdf

Public testimony is taken in a similar fashiontet 8SC 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 itarp. Sign
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 alsamalty 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 tonaorepublic meeting format in 2014. All of the staff

presentations and dis@ign 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 presentatiomsséed 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 lagr<C 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 hamdustry advisory groups that provide an opportunity for
fishermen and other industry participants to give advice on matters to the detédiers. A summary
of these groups is provided in this section.

Council Management Advisory Groups

TheAdvisory 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 geograghiins 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
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economies, as well as wato 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 bhhigr representative, and

5 representatives from the different groundfish harvesting and processing sectors that are directly limited
by halibut bycatch caps).

The Council also haseveralStanding CommitteeandAd Hoc Committeeshat may include votig or
nortvoting 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 fisheribg Halibut Management Committeg anew committee
consisting of three US IPHC Commissioners and three Council membkedlow better aligment of
internal US halibut management interests within the Copnadess, through the Halibut Management
Framework strategic planning document. ThenButtee will also serve timprove communication and
coordination of management and research activities with the IPHC, so that each body can support the
other in fulfilling its respective mission.

Othercommitteeghat provide halibut manament related adviceclude theElectronic Monitoring
WorkgroupandObserver Advisory Committehat provide advice to the Council on comprehensive
fishery monitoring, including thiealibut fishery. The&Charter Management Implementation Committee
and thdFQ Committeegorovides advice on management changes for the charter halibut and directed
halibut fisheries, respectively. Bablefish Gear Committgwovides advice on the developmena

sablefish pot fishery, particularly with respect to interactions with a directed halibut longline fishery and
retention of halibut in sablefish pots.Recreational Quota Entity Committhas been appointed to

provide recommendations on developmaird new GAF quota pool/bank for halibut funded by charter
fishermen. Thé&nforcement Committegrovides advice to the Council on developing proposals and
programs relative to enforcementrefjulations

IPHC Management Advisory Groups

TheConference Boardis 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 recommendatiodgprovides its advice concerning these items to

the Commission at its Annual Meeting, or on other occasions as requdstdBoard is selfegulating in

terms of membership and in 2013 there were 64 voting members. Its members are desigmated by
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

TheProcessor Advisory Groupis an IPHC advisory panel representing the Canadian and United States
processing industry to advise the Commission on issues related to the managdmalimit 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 Amérc a ( HANA) <continues to serve as the
communications, and recruitment facilitator, and is also responsible for creating and distributing the

PAG6s annual report. Any c opmpretorshis,corpo@tos arci at i on,

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
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members present at the 2015 nivaptThe PAG rules of procedure are here:
http://www.iphc.info/PAG%20Documents/PAG_ROP_Sept2014.pdf

In 2013, the Commission formedvianagement Strategy Advisory Board(MSAB) to ovasee 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 depedad thoroughly test alternative management
procedures, prior to actually implementing any management changes for the fishery. The Commission
selected a Board of 15 official and 8effticio members representing viewpoints from commercial, sport,
processig, Tribal/First Nations, and Fisheries Councils and managers. The MSAB has met several times
since 2013, and the information is available hdritp://www.iphc.info/Pages/msab.aspx

Lastly, the IPHC ao has &esearch Advisory Boardto 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 aimeating.

5.2 Process to Review Scientific Information

Council ScienceReviewGroups

Plan Teamsare appointed by the Council for each of the major fishery management plans (FMPs).
Members of each team are selected from those agencies and organizatiomsersdies 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 annu8tock 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 gssysriation

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.

T h e C o Baeutificlarid 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 establisndBiMGe
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 andim@amammal 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 Panihgnaed
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 gsbustdfiks.
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-year research prioritied.astly, the SSC serves as the peer review body for influential
scientific information pursuant to the Information Quality Act.
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Approximately three weeks before the meeting, SSC members receive notice from the Council office that
analyses arereadyrfo r evi ew and posted on the Council-6s webs
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 deliberatlomissue, 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 Scientific Review Process for North Pacifi
clarification questions are asked by SSC members. Stock Assessments and Catch Specifcations

Public tesmony is taken, followed by SSC deliberation ‘ Stock Assessment and I
The Chair summarizes the SSC comments, and a writ : S ":;g;"o";f"d“im ‘:l
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 dathefmeeting). '

AP
Review

Internal NMFS AFSC Review 4 [

Scientific Review by Plan Team ‘|

The SSC reviews all technical analyses for proposed BBC/ORL Recommendations | e
plan or regulatory amendments to ensure that the bes

available scientific information is provided for public ! Stk e i 5 4p=HIEE
comment and final decisiemaking. In reviewing any wansary

analysis, the SSC focuses appropriateness of the inpt ' | g, ST P -
data, methodology applied, and conclusions drawn. TI [feemeaiens 5 condl all THGs < 480 | <
SSC provides comments and recommendations to the

analyst to improve the analysis. The SSC also makes gederal Register ¢| P

pecification EA ]’

recommendation to the Council as to its adequacy; i.e
whether omot the analysis is ready to be released for |
public review. When an analysis is deemed deficient

and major revisions are required, the SSC will Sl
recommend that the analysis not be released, with the et

expectation that a revised analysis will be reviewed by (), it o cin i (1C) hersAC<ABCEOFL
the SSC for adequacy at a subsequent meeting.

Review/Approval by SOC |

process for stock assessments and
e North Pacific region. Catch specifi

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 reporsrefeegeneral

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/meetingninutes/ 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 friwm 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 ScienceReview Groups

At the 2013 Annual Meeting, the International Pacific Halibut Commission approved the formation of a
Scientific Review Board (SRB)}o provide an independent scientific review of Commission science
products and programs, and tgpart 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 wiltshitbroader review of
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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 directdy 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 bdow. Two more members will be added over the next two years to bring the Board up to a full
compl ement of five. The SRB membersé6é terms wil.l b
regularly bringing in fresh scientific viewpoints.

The three arrent SRB members arr. Sean Coxs 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 ecosysim3ames langélis a senior assessment scientist at

t he NOAA Fisheries Al aska Fishery Science Center,
assessment team and has authored numerous analytical documents applied to the management of

important groundfish spees in the North Pacifi©r. Marc Mangels 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 UCS@aM@AA Fisheries

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

needed for ecosystebased fishery management.

The SRB has been meeting three times per year (June, October, and December), andiproraties
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/Previot8RB-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 then€band Commission exchange information and
advice.

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

NMFS, Universities,

NMFS, Universities,

the halibut

| State agencietPHC |

Council

11 voting members from
AK, WA, and OR

NPFMC
Halibut

Feb 2015

Halibut
Commission

6 voting members:

F":ISQTeaTS V| Management S(?Ientlflc
specific p Committee Review Board
members from 3 members from

Universities (2) and
State, NPFMC staff, 1 staff NMFS (g_))
and|PHC | | V| coordination Y,
- 1 / g
I 1 Management
Scientific and I 'I' staff at \ Strategy
Statistical I ', vl meetings Advisory
Committee b \ Board
17 members from 1 23 membersfrom

commercial, sport,
processing,
Tribal/First

Nations Councils

4 nonvoting members ‘\ > joinF <4~ I/I 3 from US3 from and managers
Advisory Panel State Depf) i eeting Canada
21 members from 1! —
different sectors \ IPHC & Conference
nearlyall affected ‘! Council |4 Board
by halibut PSC, orir member ~64 members:

Halibut harvesters

direcFed fishery, or : - rar el
halibut charter Public ( apssc)) o ——
fishery \ Conf’erenc‘e commercial, sport,
T \ Board, personal use
% pAG,and
Other Other
Committees o Processors
IFQ EM, Observer, Advisory Group
Enforcment, RQE, ~20 member Halibut
Ecosystem, Charter processors

The existing means to formally exchange information include:

Halibut Management Committedén December 2015, the Council established a new committee

consisting of three US IPHC Commissioners dmde 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
coordinaton of management and research activities with the IPHC, so that each body can support the
other in fulfilling its respective mission.
can best be described as pursuing these two areas of waskwssion, to inform both the full Council

and the IPHC.

The

Staff CoordinationStaff 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 staf
has contibuted data and anlysis of proposed management actions (e.g., BSAI halibut bycatch amendment,
analysis of DMRS).
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Agency LettersFormal recommendations and information from either body are communicated in writing
via official letters. For examp| 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 amaffs 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 igitiesal\d

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 i@msion with its decisiomaking. Several Council membgrs

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 abhpth g

TheCouncil has expressed a desire to have a staff member specifically dedicated to halibut issues. At
this time due to limitations o staff resourcedjalibut relatedssues are divided among available staff, but
are coordinated overall by the Executive Director

Annual Reports to Council and Commissidine 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 anragch 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 IPHOhd NPEMC 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 daylong meeting in Seattle, in conjunction with the Council meeting thakwT he 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 overatianagement 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 nearlyctspérke

discussions between the Council and the IPHC Commissioners resulted in the identification of a number
of common theras as well as identification of several items for future analysis and consideration. While
a formal schedule for future joint migngs 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 puhsipdtential establishment dbint
Protocol committesvith the IPHC, similar to that with the Alaska Board of Fish. After further
discussions, and communication with the IPHC,aswletermined that a Joint Protocommittee would
not provide substantial marginal benefit to the process; rather, it wilbbe useful for the Council and
IPHC to meetn full when it is mutually agreed to be an appropriate time for such joint meeting

NPFMC Member and IPHC Commission&he Northern Pacific Halibut Atspecifies that one of the
IPHC Commissioners must bevating member of the CoundilThe NMFS Regional Directds botha

! http://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/Northern%20Pacific%20Halibut%20Act%200f%201982. pdf

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

Administration; and?2) two shall be knowledgeable or experienced concethimdNorthern Pacific halibut fishery;
of these, one shall beresident of Alaska and thehar shall be a nonresident of Alaski.the three commissioners
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http://legcounsel.house.gov/Comps/Northern%20Pacific%20Halibut%20Act%20Of%201982.pdf















































































