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Under the National Environmental Policy Act, an environmental
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TITLE: Environmental Assessment for an Emergency Rule to
Implement Harvesting and Processing Restrictions
and Fishexy Cooperative Measures Required Under
the American Fisheries Act

LOCATION: Federal Waters of the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands and the Gulf of Alaska

SUMMARY : This emergency rule would implement, on a
temporary basis, management measures required
under the statutory January 2000 requirement of
the American Fisheries Act. This rule would
provide the opportunity for inshore catcher
vessels to form cooperatives for the 2000 fishing
year. The inshore cooperatives will provide the
inshore fishing industry with the ability to meet
more effectively the temporal and spatial
dispersion objectives of Steller sea lion
conservation measures. This rule would implement
harvesting and processing restrictions necessary
to protect fishing vessels and processors not
eligible to participate in the directed pollock
fishery. Such restrictions are necessary to
prevent adverse economic impacts on the
participants of other groundfish and crab :
fisheries that begin fishing in January 2000,

RESPONSIBLE Steven Pennoyer
OFFICIAL: Regional Administrator
Alaska Region
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.O. Box 21668
Juneau, AK 99802
Phone: 907-586-7221

The environmental review process led us to conclude that this
action will not have a significant impact on the environment.
Therefore, an environmental impact statement was not prepared.
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A copy of the finding'of no significant impact, including the
environmental assessment, is enclosed for your information.

Also, please send one copy of your comment to me in Room 5805,
PSP, U.S. Department of Commerce, Washington, D.C. '20230.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Chapters 1, 2, and 3 of this document contain background information on the American Fisheries Act, the
Council’s list of alternatives for sideboard provisions (including the PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES), a -
summary of the status of stocks for all species, and a discussion 'of potential environmental impacts of the.
alternatives. None of the alternatives under consideration is expected to result in significant impacts relative
to NEPA considerations. :

Chapter 4

This chapter addresses the inconsistencies in definitions between existing regulations and terms used in the
AFA. The Council is recommending that consistency be achieved by (1) having the same definitions of inshore
- and offshore in the BSAI and the GOA; (2) use of the term groundfish (instead of fish) throughout the
: implementing regulations; (3) use of the terms inshore and offshore would apply only to directed fishing for
1/O species (BSAI pollock and GOA Pollock and Pacific cod); and, (4) the duration of the I/O regulations
should be the same for the BSAI and the GOA.

Additionally this chapter addresses an alternative related to processor sideboards which was raised by the
Council in February - the proposed option that floating processors be limited to a single geographic location
for purposes of processing I/0 species. Provisions of the AFA may negate the need for such a requirement due
. to explicit BSAI pollock allocation in the AFA, though non-AFA processors propose that such a restriction be
in place. The Council did take action to restrict floating processors to a single geographic location (for a given
fishing year-i.e, can change locations from year to year), and took action to achieve consistency among
definitions, as recommended by staff. : -

Chapter 5

This chapter discusses required and potential provisions of co-0p agreementé including options which were
identified by the Council in the previous two meetings. In addition to disclosure of catch and bycatch statlstlcs
(for which regulations are being developed separately) the Council proposed the following:

* limit co-op agreements to specific duration (1-6 years)
* nrohibit linkages of membership to delivery of non-pollock species
* require contracts to be submltted by December 1

Although a brief discussion of the pros and cons of these proposals is contained in Chapter 5, they appear to
primarily be policy issues for the Council, for which direction to the industry will be necessary in order for the
year 2000 co-ops to be negotiated and completed this summer and fall. The Council took the following action
~on these issues: (1) co-op agreements may be of any duration but must be reviewed annually; (2) co-op
agreements must be submitted for Council review by December ] of the year prior to fishing; (3) prohibit co-op
'agreemcnts from requiring vessels to deliver species other than BSAI pollock to their AFA processor; and (4)'
co-op agreements shall requlre the disclosure of catch and bycatch statlstlcs

. Chapter 6

~ The Act specifies in section 211(b)(2) that “begz'nnfng January 1,'1999 catcher/processors eligible under
- paragraphs (1) through (20) of section 208(e) are prohibited from, in the aggregate -



(A) exceeding the percentage of the harvest available in the offshore component of any Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery (other than the pollock fishery) that is equivalent to the total
-harvest by such catcher/processors and the.catcher/processors listed in section 209 in the fishery
in 1995,.1996, and 1997 relative to the total amount avazlable to be harvested by the offshore.

. component in the fishery in 1995, 1996, and 1997; '

" (B) exceeding the percentage of the prohibited spec:es avazlable in the oﬁrshore component of any.
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery (other than the pallock fishery) that is equivalent
to the ftotal of the prohibited species harvested by such catcher/processors and the
catcher/processors listed in section 209 in the fishery in 1995, 1996, and 1997 relative to the total,
amount of prohibited species available to be harvested by the oﬁ'shore component in the ﬁshery in
1995, 1996 and 1997, and- .. . . e , , ,.~,.~,_ : :

' ((‘) ﬁshmg for Atka mackerel in the eastern area of the Bermg Sea and Aleunan Islands and ﬁom

exceeding the following percentages of the dtrected harvesz avazlable inthe Bering Sea and Aleutian *

Islands Atka mackerel fishery— . .. ..y L , » .o
(i) 11.5 percent in the central area; ana‘ oo g .

(ii) 20 percent in the western area.”

The Act was quite specific in how the catcher/processor sideboards were to be structured as_ a result of

negotiations in Washington, DC. However the AFA is equally specific in stating that the Council could change |
the sideboard’s structure to mitigate against the adverse impacts of cooperatives. Section 213(c) authorizes -

the Council to recommend additional conservation and management measures as necessary to mitigate adverse
effects in fisheries caused by the AFA or cooperatives in the directed poliock fishery, so long as any such
measures take into account all factors affecting the fisheries and are imposed fairly and equitably to the extent:
practicable among and within the sectors in the directed pollock fishery. Changes were made to the

“negotiated” sideboards for the 1999 fishing seasons, and further revisions are being considered as part of this -

amendment package.

I 3 .
¥ N . 3

Chapier 6 pfovides an eimlyéis of the catcher/pfoceséor.sideboard caps. Sideboard caps set the maximum .

amounts of BSAI non-pollock groundfish that the 20 AFA catcher/processors, listed by name, can harvest in
future years. The caps are set as a percentage of TAC and not a set tonnage. Setting the caps as a percent of
TACs allows the caps to increase or decrease relative to the available quota. The sideboard caps are harvest

limits and not allocations. Only BSAI pollock was distributed as an allocation under the AFA. Once'the -
catcher/processors reach a cap they will be required to either stop fishing all together or stop fishing in the non- -

pollock ta.rget fisheries, depending on how the Council structures this progra.m

. _)J_...

Several optlons for developmg 51deboard caps were cons:dercd by the Councﬂ Sldeboard caps cou ld be based ‘
on the 1995-97 catch histories of the 20 eligible catcher/processors or the 20 eligible catcher/processors plus, .

the nine ineligible catcher/processors. . After deciding which vessel’s history to include, the Council then had .
to decide whether to base the history on either their non-pollock target fishery catch or their.catch in all target :,

ﬁshenes These decisions, yield the numerator for calculating: the percentages of future TACs. The:
denominator for the calculation could use either total historic catch or the TAC available these years. Table
I provides a summary of the estimated future sideboard caps under these alternatives. Only species which are

- expected to have adequate cap amounts for a directed fishery are included in the table. Atka mackerel is °
~ constant as those caps are prescribed in the AFA

IR I TR
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Table 1: Percentage of future TAC available to 20-AFA catcher processors under various sideboard
-options for six possible directed fisheries. Tonnage range is derived by usmg the range of possible
percentages multiplied by the 1999 TACs.

) Non-Pollock  All Targets  Non-Pollock  All Targets 29
Fishery " (TAC or catch) Targets 20 20 Targets 29
1 'Yéllowfin sole TAC 19.7% 200% - 233% 23.7%
X  Catch 23.8% 24.1% 28.1% 28.6%
Range (36,839 - 53,482 mt)
Pacific cod TAC 12.8% 17.4% 26.3% 33.4%
Catch 13.7% 18.7% 28.2% 35.9%
Range (5,369 - 15,069 mt)
Atka mackerel W. Al- TAC 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% °
Catch 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%
Range (4,590 mt)
Atka mackerel C. Al TAC 11.5% 11.5% 11.5% . 11.5% .
Catch 11.5% 11.5% 11.5% 11.5%
"Range (2,190 mt)
I ! -
-[-Other flatfish TAC 11.0% 11.4% 13.1% 13.6%
. . Catch 16.5% 17.0% 19.7% 20.4%
Range (8,362 - 15,508 mt)
Rock sole TAC 5.1% 6.0% 7.3% 8.9%
Catch 6.0% 7.2% 8.7% 10.6%
Range (4,335 - 9,010 mt)

e

Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97

The Councﬂ also considered a sub-option that would divide the sideboard caps by the quarter of the year in

which the qualifying harvest was made. This would prevent catcher/processors from dramatically altering their

. temporal harvest patterns, to take advantage of market conditions. For example, members of industry stated
in public testimony that some flatfish species are difficult to market and their prices drop once a certain amount
of product reaches the market. Quarterly apportionments were suggested as a method to limit the amount of

fish the AFA catcher/processors can market early in the year.

. wk

PSC-sideboard caps are also being developed. These caps are based on the amount of PSC that was harvested
by AFA catcher/processors from 1995-97.- Table 2 reports the estimated percentage of future trawl PSC
apportionments. Note that these percentages are not broken out by PSC target fishery.

XV




Table 2: Percent of PSC Bycatch] Harvested by the AFA Catcher Processors in the BSAI from 1995-97,
and Estimated Future PSC Caps Based on-1999 Apportionments : : :

- Non-pollock Targets Pollock Targets Al Target Fisheries
AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Species ‘20CPs. . " 29 CPs . 20CPs  29CPs |. 20CPs_ 29 CPs
! S Percent of Future PSC Appomonments
Halibut Mortality 5.60%  8.42% 222% ' 3.41% 7.82% 11.82%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) " 12:68% 14.02%| 101% - 226% 13.68% 1628%“
C. bairdi (Zong 2)° T420% 7 Os02% T 0012% [ 041%|  432% T, T5.43%
Red King Crab (Zone )| 0.63% 0.65%| .. 070% . . 1.74% 1.33% "9 39%
Herring O 057% T 1.20% 1936%  21.85%| 19.94% 23.05%|:
C. opilio C1140% 1 .L03.56%.  .098% 2.13%| ..1238%. . .. 15.69%|
Chinook Salmon ~ ~ |~ 1.39% 2.84%| . 17.10% > 2124%| 18.48% 24.09%/’
Estimates of Future Caps Based on 1999 Trawl PSC Apportlonments '
Hahbut Mortality (mt) | - 206 309 82 .« 125 288 434:
C. bairdi (Zove 1) 93,000 702,000 7 7,000 16,000] © 100,000 " 118,000],
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 77000 . 930000 - 2,000 . _, 8000 79, 000 101,000{
Red King Crab (Zone 1) 1,200 1300- 1,400 3,400 2,600 4,700
Herring (mt) 0. . ....200 . 326, ... 368 . 336. . 388|-
C. opilio - £ 496,000 - 590,000 43,000 93,0001 539,000 683,000}’
Chinook Salmon ' wa n/al 11,800 13,800 11800 13.800|

andBS97HALX) co

Estimates of historical bycatch in the pollock fishery wefe mcluded in Table 2, because the Council requested
an estimate of how much bycatch would be needed if the pollock fishery was conducted in a pelagic mode. The
requested estimates.indicate that halibut mortallty could be reduced by 22 mt to as much as 74 mt, compared

e

Source. National Marine Fisheries Semce AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX BS96HALX

to the numbers in the second section of Table 2, depending on the method used to calculate the reduction.

Reductions in the numbers of crab requlred were even more dramatic, with the largest reductions being
calciilated based on a pelagic definition of harvestmg less than 20 crabs per tow as opposed to the gear based

4

definition. Itis unhkely that the estimates of PSC reductlons are appropriate for an orderly prosecution of the’

pollock ﬁshery ina pelaglc mode, espectally glven the structural changes in the fishery brought on by steller
sea lion concerns. However, some reductions may be p0551ble glven hlstonc PSC bycatch levels in ﬂle pollock

ﬁshery when non-pelaglc trawl gear was allowed

The Council also revnewed information in the analysis which evaluated the historical levels of retained vs

.a.,,_

dJscarded groundﬁsh catch. The Council’s Preferred Alternatives for r catcher/processor sideboards, as approved '
in June 1999, are detaxled in Chapber 11 and ina later sectlon of thrs Execuuve Summary .

Chapter 7 -

To mitigate the impact of AFA on the non-pollack fisheries, section 21 1(c) mandates that “by not later than
July 1, 1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary conservation and

EREFL R
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management measures to - (4) prevent the-catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c} of
. ‘section 208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock
ﬁshery” Thls chapter describes the options selected by the Council for constructing catcher vessel sideboards.

While language in the Act refers to the aggregate traditional harvest levels of AFA catcher vessels asa basis

for determining sideboard levels, there is no further specification on measures of traditional catch nor is there

guidance on implementation outside of the time line for submitting the amendment package to the SOC. Since

the December 1998 meeting, the Council has developed a set of alternatives and options and tasked staff with

~ developing the analysis. The Council has treated crabs and scaliops independently of the general sideboard

rules being considered for non-pollock groundfish in the BSAI and GOA, and this chapter is organized
accordingly. '

Crab -

Five of the options for protecting non-AFA members of the BSAI crab fleet are aimed at reducing or altogether
" eliminating participation by AFA qualified vessels in one or more BSAI crab fisheries. ‘A sixth option would
limit AFA vessels to their traditional harvests. A number of exemptions are presented as sub-options, as are
. vanatlons on the duration of the restrictions. These limitations have been drafted to apply equally to all catcher
vessel sectors as deﬁned under sectlon 208.

The first option would prevent AFA catcher vessels from participating in any BSAI crab fishery. A total of -
102 species/area endorsements affiliated with 43 vessels would consequently be eliminated if the Council .
selected this alternative, and adopted measures to prevent their transfer to owners of non-AFA vessels. The'
bulk of these endorsements are for the BSAI Tanner and Bristol Bay red king crab fisheries. Optlon 2 would
prohibit AFA catcher vessels from fishing C. bairdi or C. opilio, resulting in the vessels forfeiting the rights
* touse 42 BSAI Tanner endorsements. A sub-option allowing vessels which made landings in 1995, 1996, and..
1997 to continue their participation in the crab fisheries would exempt 10 vessefs from options | and 2, and
reduce the number of forfeited endorsements by 23 and 10, respectively. A third option would allow AFA
crossovers to fish C..opilio only if the vessel fished C. opilio in 1996 or 1997. Of the 42 vessels with LLP
endorsements for BSAI Tanner crab, only 7 have the requisite participation to qualify under this option.
Option 4 would disallow crossovers at the endorsement level, allowing the Council the flexibility to replicate
the restrictions of any of the other options as well as variations thereof. A fifth option would prohibit fishing
- in any crab fishery except for Bristol Bay red king crab, reducing the number of eligible crab gndorsements
by 61. ‘

As an alternative or adjunct to the above restrictions, a sixth option would limit the crab harvest of AFA
catcheér vessels to their ageregate traditional harvest based on their percentage of the total catch in 1995, 1996,
and 1997. By itself, this option would allow AFA vessels to fish any of their crab'LLP endorsements, subject
, toa cap based on historical averages. Traditional levels of harvest would allow AFA catcher vessels to take
up to 10 percent of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, 2 percent of the C. opilio fishery, 1 percent of the
Pribilof fishery,.and 0.5 percent of the St. Matthew fishery. A sub-option to this alternative would apply caps
to individual vessels instead of at the cooperative or sectoral levels, presenting potentlal disclosure problems
for analysis and enforcement should t.he sub-option be adopted. .

Each of the options described above can be applied either to AFA catcher vessels that have entered into a
cooperative agreement, or to all AFA qualified catcher vessels regardless of their cooperative membership
status.” Among industry concerns with the latter are worries that individuals with less historic catch in pollock



have a reduced incentive to join a cooperative. However, they. will still be bound by sideboard caps while:in.
the open access fishery. .Competition for crab with vessels which have substantial pollock catch histories may
cause these individuals to reluctantly join cooperatives if they perceive enough bargaining-power to improve

their share of the non-groundfish caps: - Similarly, decisions on whether or not to join cooperativés will be

affected by the chosen duration of the sideboard caps relative to the effective duration of cooperatives.

‘ N - T S
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Sideboards for scallops -are to be based on an AFA catcher vessel’s traditional catch. Two options were
considered as. qualifying tire periods. The first is the years 1996 and 1997, the second option is for 1997,
alone. Sideboards will be apportioned according to the percentage of statewide catch, or. altematrvely as'a
percentage of the PSC cap to limit scallop harvests according to crab bycatch.

Only one AFA catcher vessel, the Forurn Star, has a recent scallop history, and its harvests w this fishery are’ |

limited to 1997. Based on the owner’s estimated landings and statewide catch as the denominator, the Forum
Star caught 3.95 percent of the 1996 and 1997 harvests and 7.63 percent of the 1997 catch. : Based on
projected annual statewide scallop harvests of 860,000. pounds the Forum Star’s catch could be lmnted 1o
either 34,000 pounds or 65,600 pounds for each of the two optmns respecnvely -
Apportioning srdeboards asa percentage of PSC caps 1s not as stranghtfomard since the GHL and some crab
bycatch limits are set separately according to species and area, making it difficult to predict when and for what
reasons a fishery will close. Additionally, bycatch information is not reported at the vessel level.” Adoption
of this sub-option could have highly variable results dependmg on-the locatrons of the Forum Star s ﬁshmg
actrwty and the’ spatral concentration of its bycatch CHEN e T . 3 Coe L
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Groundﬁsh srdeboards for the various species ate to be setas a percentage of ﬂJture TACs accordmg to. the

traditional catch of AFA catcher vessels, aggregated by either the individual cooperative or sector level: While

the Act designates three sectors in section 208, the eligibility requirements of two sectors overlap so that some-
vessels are eligible for both the catcher vessel inshore as well as the catcher vessel to mothership sectors: For-
purposes of analysis, these vessels were grouped into a fourth sector since it is unknown how qualifying '
individuals will choose to operate. Of the 120 catcher'vessels eligible under the Act, 92 meet the critenia for
delivering to the inshore sector, 7 are qualified for delivering to mothershrps 14 can deliver to both the mshore
and mothershjp sectors, and 7 can delrver to catcher/processors. . - v

Various options revolve around the determmatlon ‘of traditiopal catch for both the numerator and- the
denominator:of the percentage calculation. ; There are two bas¢periods considered,:one. for the years 1992-
through 1997, and a more recent option spanning only 1995 tlirough 1997. Problems associated with either

time period include changes in the TAC groups over time; which affect how.some species have been accounted:!
for in making those calculations. Naturally, these'inconsistencies are much more pervasive throughout.the

longer time period, where some of the TAC groups of the earlier years bear.little resemblance to the species '
compositions. of the present TAC groups on which future caps will be based. Distributional differences .

between both time periods seem to favor the 1995 through 1997 period for the AFA catcher fleet as a whole, .

perhaps because the contingent of AFA qualified vessels made up a lesser portion of the total pool of harvesters
in the earlier years than it has in more recent times. Changes in pol]ock season length over time.and related
bycatch rates are also llkely variables that may have had a role in'the different outcomes . -
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In adetlon to both time penods the Council requested that trad1t10nal catch be presented in terms of all catch
of a particular species, including amounts accrued as bycatch in the pollock fisheries, or solely those amounts’
caught when pollock was not targeted. Similarly, there is an option to determine the above catch amounts as
percentages of the total catch for each species or as percentages of each species’ TAC. Generally, the
combination that yields the highest sideboard caps results from using the groundfish catch in all fisheries as
a percentage of catch for the years 1995 through 1997. As wath catcher processor 51deboards the Council also
reviewed information on hlstoncal levels of retained and discarded catch. .

Table 3 provides estimates of the future Pacific cod sideboard caps under each of the three alternatives using
1995-97 data. The difference between the smallest and largest cap is over 5,700 mt, based on current TACs.

Table 3: Estimates of future BSAI catcher vessel Pacific cod caps under the various scenarios, based
on the years 1995-97 ]

k Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore | CVto IN/MS |CVioMS| CVitoCP | All AFACVs
92 Vessels | 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels 120 Vessels
. Al targets / Total catch
Percent of TAC ‘ - 73.58% 7.80% 2.46% 9.15% 92.99%
Estimates of available cap (mt)- 30,606 3,244 1,023 3,806 38,679
‘ . ' Non-pollock targets / Total catch
Percent of TAC o 66.26% 6.20%  2.03% 7.88% 82.37%
| Estimates of available cap (mt) . 25,28 1 2,400 815 2,937 31,433
. Non-pollock targets / TAC . 1
Percent of TAC ' 63.65% 5.96% 1.95% 7.57%. 79.13%
Estimates of available cap (mt) 26475 2,479 811 - 3,149 32914

. Note: The percentages refer to the portion of the overall trawl CV allocation.

As in the crab sideboard section, there is a sub-option to apply the groundfish sideboards to all AFA qualified
. vessels versus just those vessels which have joined a cooperative. As written, catcher vessel eligibility under
AFA does not depend on a specific listing of the vessel under section 208 as much as it does on meeting the
qualifying criteria, so that applying the sideboards to all eligible vessels has a far reaching effect that may not
have been anticipated by individuals who purposely chose to be removed from section 208 when the bill was
drafted. At this point it is difficult to fully distinguish between the effects of these alternatives since there is
no reliable way to anticipate who will join a cooperative, especially given the range of opnons currently under
consideration. Nonetheless, some likely impacts could be anticipated. If the sideboard caps were assigned to -

vesséls eligible to join cooperatives, catcher vessel operators with small poliock histories who would have
otherwise foregone membership in a cooperative might instead join if they perceive a more secure share of the
groundfish catch by doing so. On the other hand, if the caps apply only to cooperative members, catcher
vessels could compete in the open access fishery for pollock without being constrairied by the sideboard caps
unposed on cooperatives. Some vessel owners will likely decide that the sideboard caps are too onerous, when
compared to the benefits derived from cooperative membership.

Another sub-option applies the above sideboard limits-separately to three classes of AFA catcher vessels
depending on their pollock catch averaged over 1995 through 1997 (vessels that caught less than 5,000 mt,
3,000 mt, or 1,000 mt, respectively). Assuming that vessels with lesser pollock catches and proportionately
higher catches of other species would be a disadvantaged minonty in any cooperative where the main
bargaining chip is total pollock catch, this sub-option could level the playing field. Operating under a separate
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cap.could allow these vessels to retain a more representative share of their traditional groundfish catch. The
resulting estimates show that for the inshore sector, 16 vessels with less than 1,000 mt of annual pollock catch
would be allowed to harvest about 7.5 percent of the Pacific cod cap, 40 vessels with less than 3,000 mt of
pollock catch 27.5 percent, and 57 inshore vessels with < 5,000 mt of pollock history 54 percent It is unknown
if the vessels in these categories would be better off under the sub-caps S e -
There are six altematlves that could govern the temporal assrgnment of groundﬁsh sideboards, and a number,
of these are also subject to sub-options which identify particular sectors. The first is to simply apply the
sideboards throughout the entire year. Under this scepario, AFA catcher vessels would have no opportunity
to harvest at levels above their traditional catch histonies. Altematively, a second option stipulates that the caps
be apportioned quarterly or semi-annually accordmg to the times of year they were earned. Quarterly divisions
of catch history may be important for flatfish species if pricés are strongly influenced by the quantlty of product
reachmg the market : _
i : : : : :
A third‘option would subdivide the Pacific cod cap among vessels that had, on average, fished a majority of:
pollock during the “A” seasons of 1995 through 1997, and vessels which traditionally targeted other:
groundfish. The Pacific cod cap would be split according to each group’s collective share and applied only,
prior to March | of each year, thus reapportioning some of this species to vessels which traditionally targeted
groundfish other than pollock., Sub-dividing the Pacific cod cap in this way would likely benefit the nine:
catcher vessels that harvested a greater proportion of catch in the non-pollock fisheries prior to March 1. They
would have accessto 4 - 5 tunes as much Pacrﬁc cod as the other 111 vessels during the early part of the year.
) A .
A fourth option would make groundﬁsh srdeboards eﬁ'ectlve only during “normal” pollock.seasons, defined,
either by 1998 open access dates or 1999 season dates modified by Stellar sea lion concerns, which are still

being developed. Proponents of this option claim that there would be no more impacts from cooperatives.

warramnting special protection during the off seasons for pollock than there were hrstoncally The sideboard
caps would be based on amounts harvested when the pollock season was open. This optxon may allow the AFA
catcher vessels to harvest amounts of groundﬁsh 1n excess of therr traditional catch. '

The fifth option, which exempts catcher vessels that deliver to motherships-from the sideboards prior to
February 1, would allow this sector to take advantage of the time between the January 20th trawl gear opening
in the BSAI and the February 1 start of their pollock “A” season.” While the opportunity for these vessels to

exceed their traditional catch in other groundﬁsh hkely e)usts durmg thxs time wmdow there is msufficient data’

on which to base rehably estxmated catch rates. 7
The sixth option would exempt each catcher vessel sector from sideboard caps for the number of days in excess
of five that a particular sector’s poﬂock season is closed dunng the month of February. Should the closure
length between the Stellar sea lion modified | pollock sedson’s increase beyond five days in F ebruary, t}ns option’
would allow the AFA pollock fleet to compete with the non-AFA fleet for non-pollock sPemes Agam the’
potentla.l would anse for the AFA ﬂeet to exceed rts tra.dttlonal catch of SIdeboard specres :

The Council also cons;dered and finally. adopted, an optlon whrch exempts certain vessels from groundﬂsh
sideboards in both the GOA and BSAI. These exemptions are based-on a combination of BSAI pollock”
thresholds and partrmpation tbreshoids in those other ﬁshenes These are detauled in Chapter 1 l.

T
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Proposed alternatives for the enforcement and fonitoring of sideboards include optlons to do so by vessél class’
and sector or by individuai cooperative.. While logistical considerations dictate a preference for the- fonner

applying caps on an-almost fleet-wide ba51s,may frustrate the efforts of cooperatives to fish rationally since’
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they would have to compete against each other for an overall cap.. On the other hand, there are confidentiality
issues that would have to be addressed if the sideboards were applied at the cooperative fevel. Once the
sideboards are reached for a particular species, determining which fisherics close as a result will likely depend
on the method employed for determining the caps. For example, if the sideboards are based only on AFA
. catcher vessel’s non-pollock catch, then groundfish closures subséquent to attamment of the caps will likely
prevent AFA vessels from harvestmg the1r polliock allocation.

- -

PSC.for the BSAI fisheries wﬂl be allocated based on historic groundﬁsh catch ratios. Groundfish catch ratios
were suggested as the preferred method of allocating PSC caps because the Council was attempting to develop
‘a system that would not reward vessels if they had high bycatch levels in past years.

. The historic groundfish catch ratios will be applied to all PSC species, so AFA catcher vessels would be

" ‘capped at 49 percent of hahbut and crab species allocated to the Pacific cod target fishery. Estimated

" percentages for each PSC target fishery grouping and an estimate of the future halibut allocations are provided
in Table 4 below. .

- Table4: Percent of future BSAI PSC caps based on catch history ratios of AFA catcher vessels to all
. vessels, for the years 1995-97 by PSC target fishery definition

AFA Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries
PSC Target Categories CV Inshore [CV to INMS|{CVto MS | CVto CP | All AFA CVs
92 Vessels | 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 120 Vessels
Percent of Future Year’s PSC Allocation
Atka mackerel/PoHock/Other Groundfish® ' 32% 7% 2% 3% 44%
Yellowfin Sole 10% 1% 0% 1% 12%,
[Pacific Cod! 38% 4% 1% 5% 49%|’
Rock sole/Other flatfish - 13% 2% 1% 1% 17%|
Future Year’s Halibut Allocation (mt) based on 1999 PSCs and the Percentages Above
‘[Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Groundfish® 80.0 17.5 5.0 7.5 110.0f
Yellowfin Sole 100.5 10.5 0.0 10.5 121.5]"
Pacific Cod! 5890 62.0 155 77.5 744.0
Rock sole/Other flatfish 103.5 16.0 8.0 8.0 135.5

Source: NMFS Blend data for the years 1995-97 for denominator, and Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data 1995- 97

" for the numerator,
Notes:

1) Only 1997 data were used for the Pacific cod ﬁshexy
~ 2) Estimates for the Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Groundfish category do not reﬂect the changes that have occurred

in the pollock ﬁshery for 1999.

GOA"(_}roundﬁsh_ )

" Groundfish sideboards for GOA flatfish fisheries were developed separately. Those will be based on halibut
PSC caps and/or historical flatfish harvests. For species other than flatfish, caps will be set according to AFA
catcher vessel’s traditional catch of each species. Traditional catch has been specified by the Council as the
percehtage of total catch from .1995 through 1997, and as in the BSAI sideboards, these values may be
- apportioned quarterly relative to when they were caught. For Pacific cod, the AFA catcher vessels would be
_ capped at approximately 20 percent of the Central and Western GOA TACs. Pollock caps would be about 50
" percent in all areas except the Shumagin District, where they would be closeto 75 percent. Typically all other
species caps would remain at less than-15.percent. The Council also exempted certain vessels from GOA
stdeboards, based on a combination of BSAI pollock landing thresholds and GOA catch history thresholds.



PSC in the Gulf of Alaska would be allocated as sideboard caps only for flatfish, based on the alternatives in
this analysis. The deep and shallow water flatfish complexes in the GOA have historically been limited by.
‘thalibut bycatch. Therefore; limiting the amount of halibut that AFA catcher vessels can use in these fisheries
 should effectively limit their catch of the target species. Limiting only the halibut PSC for these fisheries, and
not the target catch, will allow the AFA catcher vessels to harvest more flatfish than their historical average
if they are able to use the entire PSC cap and.reduce:their ratio of halibut to target catch. This was not
. considered to be a problem by some members of industry, because traditionally a portion of the flatfish TACs
in the Gulf goes unharvested. However, the Council also consxdered lm‘utmg GOA flatfish based on the
historical harvests of these species.. = . . . .o g P . .
Initial estimates indicate that the catcher vessel srdeboard caps would equal about 10 percent of the hahbut
allocated to the deepwater complex, and about 20 percent of the ‘shallow water complex allocation. These
rates equate to abotit 92 and 212 mt of halibut in those fisheries, respectively.. Releasing the halibut cap by.
quarter, in proportion to the AFA vessel’s historic catch,. would result-in about 1.1 percent of thé deep water
complex halibut allocation being released in the first quarter, 67 percent in the second quarter; 18 percent in.
the third quarter, and Tour percent in the final quarter. Distribution of the shallow water complex halibut cap
would be approximately equal across all four quarters of the year : .
The Council’s Preferred Altematrves for catcher vessel sndeboards as approved in J une 1999 are deta1led n’
Chaptcr 1 l and in a'later section of this Executwe Summary o o -

ChapterS - SR T - ‘
|
Chapter § examines the impacts of i nnposmg limits on processmg of “groundfish in the GOA, crab i 1n the BSAI, .
and non-pollock groundfish in the BSAIL The limits would affect processors eligible to participate in pollock
cooperatives authorized by the American Fisheries Act (AFA). The analysis presented in Chapter 8 éxamines”
the language in the AFA, analyzes the Current structure of the industry, and develops 10, specific.options for .
lmplementmg processing limits._ The analysis then calculates estimates of the limits based on the structure of
the industry and the different options as specified. The analysis ends by drawing conclusrons regardmg the
eﬁ'ectweness of the optlons m ﬁllﬁllmg thc mandates of the AF Al . .. , o

\ B TH
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The AFA stlpulates that the Councrl shall submit measures by July of 1999 to “protect processors not elrg1ble
to participate in the directed pollock fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives
in the directed pollock fishery.” The AFA provides specific’ gmdehnes for crab processing limits and prov1des
the basis of the 10% Ownership Rule (below) which defins$‘'AFA entities. =~ . aoe I

If a company has a 10 percent or more ownershlp siake in an AFA-ehgrble processing facrhty then all other

processing facilities in which that company has 10 percent ownership will also be considered part ofthe AFA~

entity. For purposes of the analysis, the lease of a facility will be considered ownership of that facility.
: i R e i g, s T s
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The analysis of ownership develops organization charts for the 15 entities that were found to.encompass all
of the processing facilities that, according the to AFA, will be eligible to process pollock in directed fisheries.
The analysis used a literal interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule to develop the entities. Organization
charts for several entities that are not associated with AFA facilities are also provided, including charts for four,
of the six CDQ organizations. Currently, two of the CDQ organizations, Bristol Bay Economic Development:- ‘
Corporation and Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation; have ownership interests in AFA facilities -
and are mcluded in the 15 AFA entities. The table below.summarizes the findings of the organizational
analysrs of AFA facilities, companies, and entxtres :
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Summary of Eligible Facilities, Compames and Entities under the AF A

. T otal .
Entities Companies 4 Facilities Processors Motherships  Facilities '

AFA Facilities
' Facih’ties in AFA Companies

15 - 18 9 - 21 E 33
62

" Notes: :
1/ The row labeled AFA Facilities includes all of the processmg fac111t1es are ehglble under the AFA to process BSAI
pollock from directed fisheries. ‘
2/ The row labeled "Facilities in AFA Companies” includes all facilities owned by companies that own at least one
* AFA facility.

3/ The row labeled "Facilities in AFA Entities" includes all facnlmes associated with entities that own at least one.
AFA-eligible facility. - The row includes several facilities that may be, or may not be, included within AFA entities,
depending on the implementation of the 10% Ownership Rule. '

. 4/ The table does not include the nine catcher processors from §209 of the AFA.

.5/ The table includes the entity that comprises the only catcher processor eligible from §208(e)(21) of the AFA and
the only shore plant eligible from §208(H)(1)B) of the AFA

Processing limits could be apphed in a number of dlfferent ways. The ana1y51s 1dent1ﬁes three levels at which
. processing limits could be applied:

1. A single overall limit for each species
2. Sector level limits for each species
3. Individual limits for each species - £

a8
3

. "Within each of these three levels there are at least three layers of the AFA eligibility:

1 Plants and vessels that are AFA-eligible
2. Companies that own AFA-cligible plants and vessels
3 Entities that combine AFA companies under the 10% Ownérship Rule

s

The analysis speciﬁbally examines processing limits in terms of each of the three layers of AFA eligibility for -
each of the three levels at which processing limits and an additional option for individual company limits apply
onIy to AFA-¢ligible facilities. The 10 options analyzed in Chapter 8 are specified below.

“Option 1: Overall Processing Limits Applied to Al_l AF A Facilities
Option 2: Overall Processing Limits Aﬁﬁlied to All Facilities in AFA Companies
Option 3: Overall Precessing Limits Applied to All Facilities in-AFA Entities

Option 4: Sector-Level Processing Limits Applied to.All AFA Facilities

Option 5: Sector-Level Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies
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Option 6: Sector-Level Processmg Limits Apphed to All Facilities in AFA Entities - . . o

Opuon 7 Indlvrdual Processmg Limits Apphed to Each AFA Facrhty o
Option 8: Individual Processmg Limits Applied to All AF A Compa_mes - o
t

Option 9 Indmdual Processmg lelts Apphed to the AF AF acrhtles wrthm Each AF A Company h

_Optlon 10 Indmdual Processmg Limits Apphed to AIl AF A Entmes

. R . N
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The table below shows the TAC percentages’ ‘that would be aliowed under the processmg 11m1t optxons The
table is based on processing histories from 1995 through 1997

Summ§ of Processm% Limuit Ogtlons Based on Processmﬁ Histories from 1995 throu% 1997 = '

Percent of Total Processmg 2 L
Bermg Sea and Aleutlan Islands Groundﬁsh Yo
*- ' Atka-~"* Flatfish ~ Other’ Paclfic Cod Rockf'sh o
» Mackerel .. -‘Species. ol
Limits on AFA Facilities only 13.04 . 33.73 12348 38. 75 ' 18 74
Limits on AFA Companies 13.93 36.82 ’?'2'6 09" 4219 25.99"
Limits on AFA Entities 15.01 54.26 39, 07 51.09 43.53
e 23 S e ¢ [ R S .
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish | _ :
Atka Flatfish ~  Other ; Pacific Cod - Pollock  Rockfish

Mackerel ' Species’
Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly: 994 . 666.-. ', 455, . 3555 . 4673.- 811
Limits on AFA Companies 16.86 . 21.87 " 8.48 4431 58.27 25.03
Limits on AFA Entities . 19.48 3237 0 72093 5127 ., . 67.10 - 37.20

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab _ . . ]

. Bairdi - Blue King Brown King * Opilio 'Red King

Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly ~ 61.09 = 16.61 . 55.08 19.7 5743 '

Limits on AFA Companies T 65.15 74 05 59 93 61,67 6937
o n g 00 ,.

<

Notes . ';; . .

1.” Total processing limits for each specres clo not change regardless of whether limits are apphed asoverall
limits, sector-leval limits, or individual lisits. If the number of affected facilities is expanded to include all *
processing within AFA companies, or to mclude all prooessmg within AFA entmes then the hmlts mcrease .
accordingly. RS Pl e

2, Al hmlts mc:lude the processing hlstory of the nine catcher processors hsted in §209 of the AFA.
entities, depending on the application of the 10 percent rule and further investigation,

4. The limits shown in the table do not include the entity that'corptises the only catcher processor ehgrble from
§208(e)(21) of the AFA and the only shore plant ehglble fmm §208(f)(1)(B) of the AFA
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‘Comparison of Over‘all Limits, Sector Limits and Individual Limits =~

As indicated above, the total amount of processing included under the limits does not change if they are applied .

as overall limits, sector-level limits or as individual limits. Therefore from the perspective. of hon-AFA

© processors, there does not appear to be significant differences if the pr0cessmg limits are implemented as
-overall limits, sector lm‘uts or lndmdual timits. :

- If overall or sector-level Iimits are ifnposed, AFA proCessofs are likely to experience an intensified race for crab
" and groundfish other than BSAI pollock. The intensified race for fish can be avoided if processing limits are
imposed at the individual level. Although individual limits will not constitute an allocation and individual AFA
processors will face continued competition from pon'-AF A processors, AFA processors will not need to compete
with other AFA processors. Individual limits will also allow AFA processors more flexibility (than with overall
or sector-level limits) to allocate their processing capacities and other resources, and allow them to realize more
of the potcntla.l beneﬁts of the AF A :
Wnth overall or sector level processing limits, it is likely that NMFS will have to devise means to close "directed
processing” while allowing AFA processors to continue to process bycatch amounts of limited species. If
processing limits are imposed on individual processors, NMFS may be able to shift some of the monitoring
burden onto the processors themselves and make enforcement a post-season process involving fines and
sanctions for those processors that exceed thelr limits. '

_Comparison of Limits Apphed to AFA Facilities, AFA Compames, and AFA Entities

: g
Processing limits applled to AFA facilities will be restrictive, but not as restrictive as limits applied to.
" companies or entities. If limits are applied only to AFA facilities owners would not be constrained from using
AFA profits to increase their non-pollock processing shares at other facilities in which they may have anj
interest.

- Processing limits applied to AFA companies rather than to AFA facilities will be more effective in limiting the
ability of owners of AFA facilities to increase their shares of non-pollock processing. The effectiveness of
processing limits on AFA companies depends largely on the ability to define AFA companies. Processing limits
applied to AFA entities, as defined by the 10% Ownership Rule, would appear to be more effective than limits
imposed on AFA companies. Under the 10% Ownership Rule, AFA owners that wish to make new capital
investments in non-pollock processing would be limited to investments in salmon and herring fisheries, or to
investments that lead to an- ownership interest of less than 10 percent of the processors in which they are
investing. In addition, because of the limits AFA processors would brmg existing owners may not welcome
new investment associated w:th AFA profits.

Imposing processing limits on AFA entities will have some unintended and negative consequences. Processing

limits imposed on AF A entities will create significantly more paperwork for NMFS and the processing industry

than the other options. This additional burden will be time-consuming and expensive, and may be viewed by

‘many as a significant intrusion of government into pnivate affairs of industry. Imposing processing limits on

~ entities will also create other unintended consequences by limiting the activities of processors that may not be

able to experience any of the benefits of the AFA. These consequences are perhaps most easily understood

from the perspective of non-pollock processing companies that have become equity partners with CDQ-
organizations that, in perhaps unrelated actions, have also invested in AFA facilities.



Coenclusion

R e .

In conclusion, it appears that processing limits imposed on individuals offer as much protection to non-AFA

processors as overall limits or sector-level limits; may ‘not be any more costly to implement or enforce; and

would allow AFA processors to réalize-more of the bénefits of the AFA. . Crab processing stdeboards will be
implemented for year 2000 as prescribed by the AFA (and as recommended by the Council in October 1999,
with minor variations). The Council did not take action on groundfish processing sideboards in 1999, given
the possibility of ambiguous results if processing hmits are applied to AFA entities. To fulfill its mandate to
protect non-AFA processors, the Council is continuing to study processor sideboards along with excessivé
share caps for BSAI pollock processing, andiis scheduled to take action on these issues in-April 2000: Future
actions on groundfish processing sideboards (or crab) ‘would - be unplcmcnted by follow up regulatory
amendment. - S T : S A

e - v

Chagter9 wo S

This chapter discusses several implementation issues which will likely be eritical to the Council’s decisions on

overall co-op structure and sideboard momtormg While many of these issues are not yct fully resolved some
major pomts of conmderation mclude A e w e S C
1 - L . . - Tt L . - PR ‘ '

* Implementat:on of catcher vcsscl cooperatlves w11| be s:gmﬁcantly more complex than the single offshore co-
op in 1999, for pollock allocations and partmularly for sideboard limits. - SRR

* Monitoring pollock catch based on directed fishing allocations will require a different management approach -
essentially, for catcher vessel inshore deliveries, that means any catch occumng dunng the open season will

be con31deredasd:rected harvest. -~ . . oo,

4+ T Tt

. Allocatl_on of. pollock to specific co-ops based on catch;history_of participating vessels will reqlxire

~ development of an official catch record and an opportunity for appeal. Such a program likely cannot be in-

place in time for year 2000 allocations, and appeals and correctlons to the official catch record may have to
wa1tunt112001 - . S Tl :

- !

¥ Catch data on groundﬁsh (species composition), discard, and PSC species is insufficient to determine quota

allocations (or catch limits) to specific vessels in a complete and reliable. manner. Catch history information
for groundfish may be sufficient, particularly.if groundfish sidéboards are managed in aggregate across co-ops.
Discards: llkely cannot. be mcluded PSC limits should be based’ propomonal to groundﬁsh catch

1 t R

*Although efforr.s are ongomg 10 address conﬁdentlallty concems,- mdmdual catch ‘mstoncs from State ﬁsh '

tickets cannot be released to vessel owners in trme for their use in year 2000 co-op negotiations. .

* Regarding sideboard limitations for groundﬁsh, crab, and PSC, it will be extremely.diﬂicultfor NMES to
manage at the co-op level through traditional in-season management techniques. ‘Responsibility for in-season
management and closure will-likely be borne by the co-ops themselves. - Additionally, sideboard management
at the co-op level, particularly for PSC species, will require the same typc of monitoring and observer coverage
levels that are associated w1th the mulu-specws CDQ program e . . TRV
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This chapter also addressed the following issues: .
AFA Catcher Vessel Lists

Chapter 9 includes lists of the catcher vessels that are expected to be eligible under the AFA. The vessels are
sub-divided into four classes depending where they are qualified to make deliveries.

Compensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels

A number of catcher vessels qualified under AFA to deliver to the inshore sector have accrued significant
amounts of their historical pollock catch from deliveries to offshore sectors. Since AFA does not preclude
inshore sector catcher vessels from entering into the mothership sector, vessels meeting the eligibility criteria
can make use of their offshore pollock histories to the extent that these were delivered to motherships.
However, there is no mechanism that allows these same vessels to likewise bring their pollock history delivered
to catcher/processors into the cooperative pool, despite language in the Act calling for “fair and equitable”
consideration of such landings. Industry has presented a change to Section 2 10(b)(1)(B) that would allow each
inshore cooperative’s pollock pool to increase by the amount of pollock history that member catcher vessels
had delivered to catcher/processors. Increasing the aggregate pool of pollock effectively compensates members
~ with a substantial share of their harvest to catcher/processors by taxing the rest of the cooperative. However,

-depending on the catch histories of member catcher vessels, the burden of the compensatlon scheme may be
disproportionately distributed among the different cooperatives. -

‘A total of 66,764 mt of pollock were delivered to catcher/processors by 42 inshore sector catcher vessels.-
‘Applying the compensation formula fleet-wide across all inshore catcher vessels would yield an adjustment of*
5.6 percent of each vessels catch history. There is alsoa sub-optlon that would require minimal landings to”
catcher processors for each of the 42 vessels before they would be eligible for compensation.

o ! "

An option that would exclude a vessel from being compensated for deliveries to catcher/processors, based on

_their inshore catch history, was also included in this chapter. If the option that only compensated catcher
vessels with less than 2,000 mt of inshore catch was selected, only 12 vessels would be included and the total
adjustment would be just over 2 percent.

Using Best 2 of 3 Years to Determine Pollock Catch History

A bnef dxscussmn of allowing catcher vessels to use their best 2 of 3 qualifying years to determine their pollock
catch history has been included. Using the best 2 of 3 years will increase the amount of pollock a vessel can
take into a cooperative if they had inconsistent catches during the qualifying years, and reduce the amount of
pollock to catcher vessels that had consistent catches during the qualifying period.

. AFA Loan Repayment .

The AFA requires that members of the inshore sector begin repaying the Federal loan in the year 2000,

independent of whether the inshore sector is fishing under cooperatives. The payments are based on the pounds
of pol]ock harvested. A payment rate of 0.6 cents per pound was estabhshed under the AFA,
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Chapter 10 - L K - .

This .ehapter contains additional information regarding monitoring of mothership and catcher processor : O
allocatlons and sideboards, including scale and observer requ1rements and assoc:ated costs. '

1 -
[ . . - -V

Chapterll .o

The Council’s preferred alternative for harvesting sideboards, and several other non-sideboard issues are
presented in this chapter. Action by the Council on groundfish processing sideboards was delayed Aprll 2000
to be considered in conjunctlon thh BSAI pollock excessive proeessmg share caps

K -
1,04 JLAE e . H

Catcher/Processor Harvest Szdeboards ‘ o S S o
Catcher/processors will be lir'nited to,the percentage of BSAI catch that was landed, relative to the TAC, by
the 29 vessels listed in sections 208(e) lines 1-20 and section 209 of the AFA. Sideboard caps based on landed -
catch do not give catch history credit for discards which occurred at-sea. - Atka mackerel in the central and
western Aleutian Islands are the only exceptions to thls rule. Theu' 51deboard percentages were exphc:tly
deﬁnedmtheAFA Do . v L

Pacific cod sndeboard caps were estlmated to be 9, 290 mt, yellowﬁn sole 33 610 mt., central Aleutian Islands
Atkamackerel 1,191 mt., western Aleutian Isfands Atka mackerel 2,497 mt., other flatfish 4,593 mt., rock sole
3,188 mt., and flat head sole 1,438 mt., based on 1999 TACs. -These estimates, particularly for flatfish
species, are reduced over those in place for 1999. Therefore, it is possible that using landed catch may reduce
- the caps on some species to a level that will not allow for a dlrected ﬁshery in 2000 even though directed
fisheries were allowed under the 1999 sideboard caps.” A R O

S
NEE -:l- : 1 . H

PSC caps for the AFA eatcherfprocessor ﬂeet wﬂl be calculated the same way in 2000 as they were for 1999

The caps were calculated to be 8.4 percent of the halibut apportionment for trawl véssels, 0.7 percent of the
red king crab, 15.3 percent of the C. 0pzlzo 14 0 percent of the (" barrdr in zone 1, and 5. 0 percent of the C.

bairdi in zone 1. : - ! Co : .

-

Catcher Vessel Sideboards _

Catcher vessel sideboard caps were developed for the BSAI non-pollock groundfish species, GOA groundfish
species, BSAI crab species; scallops, and PSC species covered under the Council’s FMPs. - Two exemptions
were defined by the Council. Both exemptions apply to vessels that landed less than 1,700 mt. of pollock
annually in the BSAIL These vessels were exempted from the sideboard caps in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery:
They were also exempted from GOA sideboard caps for Pacific cod; pollock, and other groundfish fisheries:
For purposes of this section of the analysis, the exempt vessels’ catch history was not mcluded in the

calculation of the sideboards for those species. : _ .

Crab sideboards were developed at the species/area level, and differént qualification criteria were defined for -
each fishery. The AFA vessels were also prohibited from selling, leasihg, transferring, or stacking crab LLP -
licenses. A summary of the crab sideboard restrictions are prowded in'the table below. These restrictions wﬂl
apply to all catcher vessels eligible to join cooperatives.



"tr‘ u-ugﬂ 3:.1& ? ;;‘\’?;,f Lt
" Fishery | Qualification Criteria #of Qualified % of
: - ' Vessels GHL
Bristol Bay réd king crab Capped at their weighted avérage catch ) 41 i 12.8 %
from years 91, 92, 53, 96, and 97 . g
C. opilio © Must have fished C, opilio in at least four o 5 n/a
. , years from 1988-97. '
C bairdi* " Must have fished C. bairdi in 1995 0r 96 21 6.5%
St. Matthew blue king crab - Made landing in this fishery in 95, 96,0r 97 1 Conf, |
Prib. red & blue king crab Made [anding in this fishery in 95, 96;or 97 4 a 12 %
Al red & brown king crab Made [anding in at least one of the last two 0 Wa
years the fishery was open

* No directed fishing will be allowed until the stock is rebuilt.
‘Note: All restrictions apply to AFA vessels that are also LLP qualified for that species/area endorsement.

Scallop sideboards only apply to one vessel if it opts to join a pollock cooperative. That vessels will be capped

_ atits percentage of the overall scallop harvest in 1997. That percentage (estimated to be 3.33 percent) will be
applied to the upper end of the state-wide GHL. Ata projected GHL of 860,000 pounds the cap would be
41,292 pounds.

BSAI groundfish catcher vessel sideboards will be based on the landed catch of AFA quahﬁed catcher vessels
and be expressed as a percentage of TAC available inthose years (1995-97). The caps will apply to all catcher
vessels eligible to join a cooperative. Only the AFA catcher vessels that qualify for the exemptlon dxscussed,,
earher will be allowed to harvest Pacific cod outside of the cap.

Estimates of BSAI groundfish caps are presented in Table 11.5. That table shows that Pacific cod is projected
to be capped at 28,052 mt., yellowfin sole 12,587 mt., other flatfish 7,304 mt., flathead sole 3,220 mt., rock .
sole 2,601 mt., and arrowtooth flounder 6,658 mt., based on 1999 TACs. NMFS will need to determine prior
to the start of the 2000 ﬁshery which of these species can support directed fisheries.

PSC caps will be based on the ratio of 1anded catch in each non-pollock target fishery to the TAC, and will be
- applied only to halibut and crab PSC species. The cap shall not be subdivided among catcher vessel sectors.
Preliminary estimates indicate that the AFA catcher vessels will be allowed to harvest up to 34 percent of the
halibut and crab PSC caps allotted to the Pacific cod fishery, 7 percent of the apportionment to the yellowfin
sole fishery, 4 percent of the appomonment to the rock sole/other ﬂatﬁsh/ﬂathead sole fishery, and 1 percent
on the apportionment to the Atka mackerel/other groundfish fisheries.

GOA groundfish sideboard caps apply to all FMP species, including pollock. Like in the BSAI the caps will
be based on landed catch as a percentage of TAC for the years 1995-97. All vessels eligible to participate in
a cooperatxve will be bound by the caps, except those specifically excluded through the 1,700 mt. landings
. exemption. Table 11.8 shows a complete list of the estimated caps. The largest caps are for pollock, Pacific
- cod, and shallow water flatfish. The only other species projected to have more than a 1,000 mt. cap, under
1999 TAC levels, are POP and arrowtooth flounder.

xXxix



" PSC caps in the GOA will be based on the ratio of groundfish landed to TAC in the deep and shallow-water

PSC groupings. Preliminary estimates indicate that the AFA fleet would be capped at 34 percent of the halibut
apportioned to the shallow-water complex and 7 percent of the deep-water complex Given current PSC caps

this equals approxnnately 410 mt. of halibut.

C ompensanon Jor Inshore Catcher Vessels in Ihe B.SAI Pollock Frshery _
Two compeusatlon measures were passed by the Council. The ﬁrst allows"catcher vessels with more than 499
mt. of pollock deliveries to catcher/processors from 1995-97 to count that catch just as if it were delivered

* inshore. The second allows catcher vessels to use their best 2 of 3 years catch hiswry, after adding in

compensatlon from deliveries to catcher/processors.
OtherAFAActions D o S oy

The AFA mandated that catcherfprocessors carry two observers and use NMFS certtﬁed scales to welgh ﬁsh
Those requtrements were included in this.package.” This’ package also meludes a discussion of the items the

Council will require to be contained within coopérative agreement packages submitted to the Council and

NMFS each year, as well as cooperative reports from the preceding year’s fishery.” = - 0.

ChagterlZ C o Lr o St

N . ¥ A v Nl '-Ii" K .' o s K : . . . N
This chapter addresses’ the proposecl actions’ consistency with other applicable law mcludmg E.O 12866,
Regulatory Flexibility Act, Magnuson—Stevens Act, and National Standards. Because the basic intént of the

proposed sideboard measures is to preserve the status quo distributions of harvest and processing across

industry sectors, it does not appear that such actions would be inconsistent with any of the applicable Jaws. °

Howevet, among the alternatives there are those that would have differential impacts:relative to both the
directly affected entities (AFA harvesters and processors) and indirectly affected entities (non-AFA harvésters
and processors). Certain alternatives and options for sideboards would likely be considered tohave srgmﬁca.nt
tmpacts on small entmes (under the Regulatory Flexrbﬂrty Act) relatlve to other altematlves

indirectly affected entities. A conclusion of non-significance, relative to the IRF A, cannot be made based on
the available information’ however, the Council’s actions included measures to mitigate 1mpacts to small®

entmes mcludmg exemptlous from the Sldeboard restnctlons for certam catcher vessels mvolved

. . > . Ce . -
A DR e ""."’lf

SHVS ot . KU I v el Ly ’
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The Councnl’s Preferred Alternative représents a trade-off between unpacts to chrectly affected entities and

O
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND -

[.1 Purpose and Need for Action

In October 1998 Congress passed the Amenican Fisheries Act (AFA) which, among other things, divided the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) pollock fisheries among four sectors (Community Development Quota
(CDQ) program, inshore, offshore, and motherships) and stipulated the eligible harvester and processors which
. would be allowed to participate in this fishery for the duration of the Act, scheduled to expire at the end of
2004.. The AFA also included the retirement/buyout of nine vessels from the offshore sector to be funded by
2 $75 million loan to the inshore sector, and it specified provisions by which vessels and procéssors could
~ establish pollock fishery cooperatives within each sectors” allocation. Finally, the AFA contained several
provisions either mandating or allowing Council action to enact measures to protect other fisheries from the
potential tmpacts of the provisions of the Act or from pollock fishery cooperatives. The basic intent of these
*sideboard’ measures is to restrict the pollock harvesters and processors from using the operational advantages
provided by the AFA (and co-ops) to increase their participation in other, non-pollock fisheries.

" For reference, the full text of the Act is contained in Appendix I. This amendment package will focus on the
sideboard measures and associated issues, and they are detailed in the following sections along with the
- Council’s specific alternatives and options for applying the sideboards. In addition to the sideboard measures,
. other sections of this analysis address inshore cooperative formation and the impacts of the rules as specified
inthe AFA. For the offshore sector, co-ops were formed for the 1999 fisheries and sideboards for 1999 for that
_ sector were approved by the Council in November of 1998, based on guidelines specified in the AFA.
.Sideboard provisions for this sector for year 2000 and beyond need to be established by the Council as part

.of this amendment package. Additionally, the AFA provides for the formation of co-ops in the inshore and:
.mothership sectors beginning in year 2000 and requires the Council to develop sideboard measures for those

sectors (harvesting and processing). Other provisions of the Act, including excessive share caps for harvesting:

- ‘and ‘processing, are being developed separately. . . ‘ . : 4

1.2 Alternatives Considered and Approved

" In December 1998 the Council developed an initial list of sideboard measures for consideration, including
harvest sideboards for the offshore sector, harvest sideboards for the catcher vessels, and processing sideboards
for all sectors. These sideboards would apply to all AF A-eligible harvesters and processors, or at least to those
participating in pollock co-ops. Following review of an initial analysis prepared by Council staff, the Council
finalized that list of alternatives and options for a formal analysis to be reviewed at the April 1999 meeting,
with final action scheduled for June 1999, While the AFA contains specific provisions for the calculation and
application of sideboards in some cases, it allows the Council to enact measures as it deems necessary to
protect other fisheries, including measures which go beyond the provisions contained in the Act. As such, the -
list of alternatives includes those listed by the AFA as well as additional alternatives submitted by industry and

approved by the Council for analysis. The full list of alternatives considered and approved is shown below.

This includes a description of the alternatives specified in April 1999 broken out by major section (catcher
processor sideboards; catcher vessel sideboards for crab, scallop, and groundfish; processor sideboards; and
other AFA related actions), followed by the Council’s PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE for each of these -
_sections. The suite of alternatives and options are analyzed in various sections of the document, again broken
out by major category. Because the Council’s final decision included a wide mix of elements and options from
the list of alternatives, Chapter 11 provides an analysis specific to the Council’s Preferred Alternatives which
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were approved at the June and October 1999 meetings. Note that the Council deferred action on groundfish

processor sideboards until April 2000, and the Council may also consider changes to the inshore

cooperative structure in February 2000. Final action on portions of the catcher vessel sideboards
(exemptlons from certain GOA and BSAI sndeboards for certain vessels) was taken in December 1999

CATCHER PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS

For the year 2000°and beyond the Counml initiated an analysis for the 20 + 9 vessels hsted in the AF A of their
bycatch in both the directed potlock and non-pollock fisheries (95, 96, 97) and associated PSC levels. The
catch histories of the 20 listed vessels and the 9 vessels which are removed from the fishery and the catch in

the pollock and non-pollock target fisheries will be treated separately. This will allow the Council to include -

either all catch or only catch in the non-pollock target fisheries (for e1ther the 20 or 29 vessels) in the caps set
forZOOOandbeyond S S . ERERN vt
Sub—ogtxons i T bR o
1. The caps would close both the pollock and non-pollock groundﬁsh ﬁsherles when reached
2.~ Thecapswouldcloseonlythe non-pollock groundﬁsh fisheries when reached (only pelaglc pollock
ﬁsherles would remam open) - .
. N . h ‘ 1
Include a review of vessel specxﬁc PSC rates in addition to average PSC bycatch ratio for the 20 +9 AFA
catcher/processors relative to non~AF A vessels . ] -
Add to Table 6.9 a fourth column which 1llustrates a retrospectwe analysis of PSC needs of the 20 + 9 AF A
carcher/processors usmg a performance-based pelagnc deﬁmtlon o g
Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC‘sideboard for co-op pools“irl pollock, on a-pro-rata basis, -
based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps. (Note: The chinook bycatch option was includedin
the AP minutes only under catcher vessel sideboards. For con51stency, staﬂ‘ hasalso mcluded this option under
the catcher/processor sideboard section). : o

PREFERRED AL'”l"ERNATIVE ST

P
o

Groundﬁsh . |
1L Non-pollack groundﬁsh caps (other than Atka mackerel in the central and westem Aleutians) for

| . - - listed vessels will be established on the basis of the percent of landed groundﬁsh catch relative to

. TAC (ofthe original 29 vessels) in the pollock and non-pollock ﬁshenes in 1995, 96 and 97 (for .

, Pacific cod, 1997 only; for POP in the Aleunans 1996 and 1997). . . .. . . . '

2. NMEFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fishenes and allow for :

t . directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should not

exceed the caps.
PSCCaps: ~ - & o - ' ' . ¢ L
' 1" Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be estabhshed on the basis of percentage of PSC removals
S in the non-pollock groundﬁsh fisheries in 1995 96,and 97, -

'"2. ' NMFS will allow for directed ﬁshmg of non-pollock speczes such that the total PSC removals do|’
' ot exceed the PSC cap. .- I

Yl

=T
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- 3. The listed vessels’ PSC caps will not be,appdrtibn'ed and will be managed under open access

. ' , season apportionment closures.

Catcher processor sideboards for both groundfish and PSC caps are a package and disapproval of any
component would be disapproval of the whole package and returned to the Council for further action.

CATCHER VESSEL CRAB SIDEBOARDS

: Participation in a co-op is deﬁned as ANY use of a vessel’s catch history by aco-op, whether by direct harvest,
“lease, sale, or stacking of quota

Initiate analysis of the following options to rmtlgate impact of pOSSlble spxllover effects of AFA on other
fisheries: :

Options For Section 208 Vessels:.

No crossover allowed into any crab fisheries.

No crossover allowed in the Tanner crab fishery only (opilio and baird).

No crossover allowed into opilio unless vessel fished opilio in 1996 or 1997,

No crossovers at the endorsement level.

Allow crossovers only into red king crab fisheries only (excludes brown and blue king crab)

O N

= Sub-options: N
. ©ooa Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of bairdi in red king crab would be restncted to bycatch

of bairdi in the red king crab fishery (apphed to #2 & #4 above).
= b, Only Section 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op (applies to #1-5 above and #6 below).
- e Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three-years ( 1995 96, and 97)
(applies to #1 and #2 above).
d. Prohibit any vessel participating in an AFA co-op from lease, transfer, or sale of any license '
limitation program (LLP) permit.

k

- Duration sub-options:

a..  Permanent, based on participation in a co-op.
b. Only for year yessel is involved in co-op.

c. Duration of AFA
6. Measures that would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their:

Option a. Aggregate traditional harvest including a restriction to the percentage of crab harvest in

_ all species between 1993, ‘96, and ‘97.
Option b. Average catch hlstory 1995, ‘96, and ‘97 on a spemes-by-spemes and vessel-by-vessel
| . basis.
"Optionc. No sale lease, or stacking of vessel catch hlstory m any crab ﬁshery
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE + '~ . .1 = ]

a3t ol

A. Crab Sideboards shall apply to all AFA vessels.

~' . - +

B. Bristol Bav Red King Crab (BBRKC)' =

I. These AFA vessels that hold a BBRKC endorsemcnt shall be oapped at their' S';vear ~(91 -97;
excluding 94-95) werghted average share. These vessels shall be managed in the aggregate

2. This share of future catch shall apply to the: prc-season BBRKC GHL

C. Opilio— AFALLP Altemative 9 Tanner crab endorsed vessels may participate in the opilio ﬁshery if they
harvested opilio in more than 3 of 10 years (88-97). .

D. Bairdi ) , L T

I. AFA qualified vessels that receive an LLP endorsement are excluded from pamcrpatmg in the :
directed bairdi ﬁshery, except as follows If and when the bairdi rebuilding goal is' reached, the
only AFA vessels allowed to pamcrpate would be those with catch history in 1995 or 96 These '
vessels would be capped at thelr aggrcgate hrstonc catch for 1995 96. .

osr

T

2. Ifthere is a BBRKC fishery where baird: bycatch is allowed the AFA Tanner crab endorsed
_ vessels may retain bycatch bairdi, .

‘.

E. AFALLP Alternative 9 vessels which hold’a LLP endorsement for either-the St. Matthews or Pribilof king
- ¢rab, and had a landing in that fishery in 1995, 96 or 97, may participate in that fishery.  For Adak red
king crab and brown crab fisheries a qualified vessel which had a landmg in the last two years the fishery

- was open may part1c1pate in.those fisheries. -

F. Proh1b1t the sale, [ease, transfer or stacking of crab LLP licenses or endorsements by AF A—ehgrble catcher
vessels. » ) o

Additionally, a committee will be formed to workout irnplementation issues relafmg to crab sideboards. This

commuittee will likely meet during July and is scheduled to have a report available for the joint Council/BOF

meeting to be held in August. L N e Sy

CATCHER VESSEL SCALLOP SIDEBOARDS: . ., " ., ;=" ..

Y s

1.- Participation in a co-op is defined as any use of a vessel’s catch hrstory by a co-op, whether by direct
" harvest, lease, sale or stackmg of quota
2. Measures that w0uld restnct pollock cO-0p vessels to therr aggregate tradmonal harvest in the scallop
fishery in the years:

Option a. 1996 and “97.
Option b. 1997 only
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. Sub-ogtlon :
‘a, Based on percentage of statewide catch

b. Based on percentage of PSC cap.

- PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

1. Participation in a co-op is deﬁned as any use of a vessel’s catch hxstory by a co-op, whether by dlrect
harvest lease, sale, or stacking of quota. -

2. Measures that would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their aggregate trad@tional harvest in the scallop
fishery in 1997 based on a percentage of the upper end of the state-wide guideline harvest. level. The cap| -
would be this percentage applied to the upper end of the state-Wlde guxdelme harvest level established each

[__vear.

CATCHER VESSEL GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS

BSAI

Participation int a co-0p is deﬁned as ANY use of a vessel’s catch hlstory by a co-op, whether by direct harvest,
lease sale, or stacking of quota. .

To Whom Restrictions Apply

& ) .. N

Restrictions should apply to all non-pollock FMP fisheries:

'\éideboards apply to all Section 208 eligible vessels.

Sub-options:
a. Applies to Section 208 vessels only if they join a co-0p. : ‘
b.. Create sub-sideboard cap for catcher vessels with average pollock tandings from 1995-97, whmh
were less than:
L 1,000 mt
2. 3,000 mt
C3. 5,000 mt

When the CV Restrictions Should Apply

5. Harvest levels should be restricted onIy durmg the same time periods as the normal open access pollock -
. fishery : ,

Sub-ogtion
a. Use 1998 open access season | dates by sector as.a base reference

b., Use 1999 sea lion modified season dates.

2. Exempt those CVs that fish for mothershlps from BSAI groundfish sideboards pnor to F ebrualy i each
year.
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3. Exempt each CV sector from BSAI groundfish sideboards for the number of days in excess of 5 that each
CV sector's pollock season is closed by regulation during the month of February.

4. Limit ﬁsh_ix_lg to the season (or quarter . or half year) in whieh the catch hustory was gamed.

5. Atall times during the fishing year. -

6. AFA qualified pollock catcher vessels, that during pollock A season historically had a majority of their
catch in pollock, would be limited prior to March ! of each year to the collective share of the cod fishery

" that these same vessels collectively harvested hlstoncally (1995 96 97) pnor to March 1
ML L A

- Lo - Apply and rmonitor by vessél class and sector - .,
2. Apply and monitor by individual co-op.- . ¢+ .- R M

(This would effectively subdivide the P. cod cap betweén AFA vessels that harvested mostly pollock du ring

theAseasona.ndﬂlosethatdxdnot) - . .

Nature of CV Restrictions * - =1 e o

Absolute harvest amounts expressed in percenfage of TAC in metric tons.

. Determination of “Traditional Harvest Level” "~ " "~ .7 > wo- a0 -

+ .

5. The definition of “traditional” in non-pollock fisheries will be determined by catch history:

a. On basis of percentage of groundfish harvest in non-pollock fisheries by species by ﬁShery;
b. On basis of percentage of total groundfish harvest by species by fishery.
<. On basis of percent of TAC in non-pollock fishery by species by fishery.” = . 'v. 7

Option A: Apply one time frame equally to all groundfish targets - el Coe
Sub-option 1: Use average catch history in the years 1995, 96, and 97.
Sub-option 2: Use catch hxstory based on years 1992 97 L
Pollock: Initiate quaiitative'discussion on ablhty for Secretary to use the best 2 out of 3 years to detemune
overall denominator for totai pollock poot and numerator for each co-op. . :

oo

»

Determination of “Agoregate

Option A: Apply and monitor by the vessel class and sector.
Option B: Apply and monitor by individuat co-op. g

T ...+ . Compensation: . . ..~ ety

Further address in a discussion-paper, options for compensation to inshore catcher vessels with catch history

delivering to catcher processors that is no longer available to them under AFA. Additionally, examine inserting -

a clause replacing language in §210(b)(1) to add an option for. detenmnmg catch }ustory for catcher vessels
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1995, 1996, 1997 . = . e :

As provided by Section 213(c)(3) of AFA, the AP fecommends the following change to Section 210(b)(1)}(B) -

to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to catcher processors that is otherwise lost
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under AFA, to bnng that catch history to the inshore sector cooperatwe whlle sharing the burden among all
. ~ members of the inshore sector. :

“ .. the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners

voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of the

directed fishing allowance under Section 206(b)(1) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will

be in effect that is equivalent to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested by such catcher

.. vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph

= (2)) in the directed poilock fishery for processing by the inshore component, fogether with the

~=  amount harvested by such vessels for processing by catcher/processors in the offshore component

during 1993, 1996 and 1997, relative to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested in the

directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component together with the aggregate total

. amount harvested bv all catcher vessels (excluding those eligible under 208(b)) for processing by

catcher/processors in the offshore component during such years and shall prevent such catcher

vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) from
harvesting in the aggregate in excess of such percentage of such directed fishing allowance.

The analysis should breakout the 42 vessels by:

a. deliveries of 250 mt
b. deliveries of 500 mt
c. deliveries of over 1,000 mt
d. deliveries of over 2,000 mt
. e deliveries of over 3,000 mt
: £ deliveries of over 5,000 mt
‘ -;(Vessels that do not meet these harvest reqmrements may not be eligible for compensation in the inshore

sector. )

Mangcment of Non-Pollock fisheries

Vessels limited to target fishing for non-potlock spemes durmg those times when the open access target fishery
for the nou- pollock specxes is open

Assi g@g PSC Cags for Co-op Catcher Vessels in Non-Pollock Flshene

‘f)-etermim; PSC caps based on catch history ratios (1993, 1996, and 1997) rather than VIP rates.

a A review of vessel specific PSC rates for eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels.

b. Average bycatch rates of eligible vessels, compared to non-¢ligible vessels.

c. A retrospective analysis of PSC needs for eligible vessels using a performance-based pelagic
pollock definition. :

1

R PSC and non-pollock groundfish caps would apply to all ﬁshenes as true caps (1.¢., when reachcd these

.. vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species).
2. The caps would only close the non-pollock target fisheries.

" Include discussion paper estabhshmg chinook PSC 31deboard for co-op pools a.nd/or sectors in pollock, on a
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chmook bycatch caps.
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1. Apply the following sideboards to AFA Section 208 eligible catcher vessels. |
Sub-optlo Apphes only to vessels partrolpatmg in a co-op o

1 : . LA

6. Any non-pollock catch lumtanons for AFA Sectlon 208 vessels are aggregate caps not quotas or
' allocatlons : e . A

7. Vessel catch history cons:sts of the years 1995 \‘96 and 97 B ", BRI Coe
Sub-option:  Fishery is released seasonally by quarter proportlonally to when caught durmgh

quahfymg years Vel
- R A - \ CERTE B ',, .
4. Gulf of Alaska ﬂatﬁsh s1deboards to be hallbut bycatch driven. I-Ilstonc target catch should be multlphed
by the average halibut bycatch rate and current mortality rate to determine.the halibut mortality available

to AFA vessels. These amounts should be separated between deepwater and shallow water complexes

5. Gulf of A}aska groundﬁsh target ﬁshenes Target catch of each groundﬁsh Speeles avarlable to AFA
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by.target species, based on the average catch

hlstory i e IR

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES® T

" |BSAI Groundfish Sideboards _ ) b - '

-,

’ VI., Shall be based on vessel catch between 1995-97

. .
12 LA

2. Shall be based on non-pollock catch in pollock and non-pollock targets, as a ratio of the AF A
, vessels’ catchto TAC. - ¢
3. NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheries and allow for

* directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those spec:1es should not
exceed the caps. :
4, Shall apply to all AFA eligible vessels regardless of part1c1patxon in a co-op.
5. Shall apply atthe AFA CV seétor level in 2000~However NMEFS shail publish the proportion of|
the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op, and facilitate the
formation of an mterco—op agreement to monitor the subdivision of the caps at the co-op level.
NMFS shall require each co-op agreement to contain prowsrons that would hmrt 1ts participants

o

“to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries: " "' ¥ *F :‘ .
.6. . Shalibe apphed throughout the year, except: ~ e Tt s
T A Mothershlp sector quahﬁed AFA vessels’ (21 vesseIs) CV trawl P. cod 51deboards shall
be lifted March 1; :
" b. . Vessels <125 with less than 1700 mt of annual ayerage landed pollock catch history and|-
made at least 30 P. cod landings in the BSAI from 19951997, shall be exempt from the
catcher vessel trawl P. cod sideboard cap. ( . :

o
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BSAI PSC Sideboard Caps A LT
1. Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-pollock target to the PSC cap for that target, and
shall represent an aggregate cap {(as with the AFA CP sector).
2. Attainment by the entire fleet of any PSC cap in any target fishery will close directed ﬁshing to
all trawl vessels, even if the AFA vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap
3. PSC species limited to crab and halibut. :

GOA Groundfish Sideboards

L. Shall be based on vessel landed groundfish catch between 1995-97. |
. 2. Shall be based on non-pollock landed groundfish catch in rion-polldck targets as aratio of the AFA|
o vessels’ catch to TAC.
3. Shall be based on the landed pollock catch in the pollock target as a ratio of the AFA vessels’
i catch to TAC, and shall be apportioned seasonally.
4. NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non—poliock fisheries and allow for
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those specxes should not
‘exceed the caps.
5. Shall apply to all AFA vessels.
6.  Shall apply at the AFA-eligible catcher vessel sector level in 2000. However, NMFS shall publish

the proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op, |,
and encourage the formation of an inter-co-op agreement to monitor the_sub-divisioh of the caps
at the co-op level. NMFS shail require each co-op agreement to contain provisions that would limit
its participants to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries. ' -
7. Shall be applied throughout the year except vessels with less than 1700 mt of annual average|:
pollock landed catch history and which made at least 40 groundfish la.ndmgs from the GOA from
© 1995-1997, shall be exempt from GOA groundﬁsh 51deboards

' |GOA PSC Sideboards Caps
¥ Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-pollock target to the PSC cap for that target, and
“ shall represent an aggregate cap, sub-divided into deep and shallow water flats.
b2 Attainment by the entire fleet of any PSC cap in any target fishery will close directed fishing to

. all trawl vessels, even if the AFA vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap.
3. - Shall be apportioned seasonally. »

PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS (Crab and Groundfish)

' (F orteview in April 1999) an analys:s be initiated exammmg optionsto xmtlgate potcnt;al adverse impacts from
AF A on non-pollock processors including;

- 1. Restricting vessels used for processing in the inshore sector to a single geographic location.

2. Measures to restrict pollock processor activity in non-pollock fisheries to no more than h15tonc levels
mcludmg options using years 1995, 96 and 97. »
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In order to further the analysis mandated by the AFA: S R T

1. Analy31s should evaluate unpacts at both the facility and corporate level throughout the BSAI and GOA O
2. Crab sideboard limits should include all Council altematwes ’

The anal‘if*s*is should 'consider' the following: ' N

!_’

L. list the adverse effects that the measures are aimed at protectmg, % - S :
. quantify how the measures will protect the non-eligible processor from the adverse effects, and
3. consider whether adverse effects have a high probability of occurring as opposed to being just perceived
as a possibility of occurrence,

before any protectwe measures are u’nplemented

NOAA GC has provided an opinion that the Council is restricted under the Act from allowing additional *
pollock processors except when the TAC increase by 10 percent over 1997 levels, or one'of the processors
. suffers a total or constructive loss (Section 208(f)(2)) The dtscussron prowded by NOAA GC w1ll be mcluded
in the amend.ment package T

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Crab Processing Sideboards[
-

R N

Y

1. Adopt a single aggregate processmg cap that would apply toall processmg fac1htJes owned by inshore or

mothershlp sector AF A entities if they recexve poIlock from a cooperatwe L

A. NMFS will determine which processmg factlmes are owaed by mshore or morhersth AFA entmeJ C O
using the “limited 10% rule” .

"B. ‘Owners of mshore or mothership AFA pollock facrhtles that process crab under the Councﬂ ]

" " jurisdiction would be required to ldentlfy to NMFS as part. of their processmg permit requlrements

any processing facrhtles in which the owner has 10% or more interest using the lu'ruted 10% rule.

2. A processing facility is any plant or US documented vessel that processes crab under the jurisdiction of
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. , '
3. Only the limited 10% rule will be used ittdeterrrr’urung AFA erlti.ties for'purposes of the lﬁstoric processing
“cap. . o T :

»

4. “AFA catcher processors would not be subject to additional processing sitieboards'. |
The historic processing cap would be determined annually based on the e.véroge of the 1995-1997]
processing history of US documented processing: vessels and processmg plants owned by inshore and
mothership AFA entities at the start of the fishmg year. S e e .- ‘|

.(Jl

P IPE
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A. If an inshore or mothership AFA entity sells a crab processing facility to a non-AFA entity, or if

. a processing vessel is no longer US documented, the 1995-1997 average processing history of that

plant or vessel is removed from the historic processing cap. Likewise, if an inshore or mothership

AFA entity buys a non-AFA processing plant or US documented vessel, then the 1995-1997
average processing history of that plant or vessel is added to the historic processing cap.

B. The historic processing cap would be determined based on the percentage of the catch processed
by inshore or mothership AFA entities.
C. . There would be no cap for undeveloped species O Species w1thout a current GHL.

s D. The cap would apply year around.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Groundfish Processing Sideboards_)

Single Geographic Location
™ Restrict inshore floating processors to operating ina smgle geographic location in state waters of the BSAI
during a fishing year in which they process pollock from the directed BSAI pollock fishery (i.e., can change
location from year to year, but not in-season.

‘| Additional action by the Council on groundfish processing sideboard altématives has been deferred to the April
2000 meeting, where they will also decide on BSAI pollock processing excessive share caps. Chapter 8 of this
analysis evaluates several alternatives for both groundfish and crab and has been retamed as part of this|’
amendment package.

. AFA CONFORMANCE MEASURES ;originally‘ Amendments 62/62 now included in this package)

BSAI Pollock Allocations
Alternative 1: No action,

Altemdﬂve 2: Change the current hlshore/oﬂ'shere directed pollock allocations in the Bering
' Sea/Aleutian Islands FMP to conform with those allocations mandated by the American
" Fisheries Act of 1998, (Preferred)

¥
.

GOA Pollock Allocations Sunset Date.

Alternative 1: No action.

1
Yo

~ Alternative 2: Extend the sunset date of the current pollock and Pacific cod allocations in the GOA FMP
o to conform with the date mandated for the Bering Sea/Aleuuan Islands area in the
American Fisheries Act of 1998, (Preferred)
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Reglacement Vessels in the BSAI Directed Pollock Fisheries - . o - : T i | ’

Alternatlvel , Noactlon. ; SR N T T R

Altemative 2:~‘ - ,Cha.nge restn'cti:ons in the BSAI FMP to conform with replacement requirements for '
.w->  cligible vessels under the Amenican Fisheries Act of 1998. (Preferred).

OTHERAFAACTIONS From June o Octoberl999 o P . .

- - *. —— -

Whlle not part of the overall rulemalung assomated with this Amendment package the followmg additional
recommendations of the Council are mcluded here for reference and context. - .- - —

*,
r..,.‘ . - -

Compensation in Shore51de Sector Co-ons

l.” Provide compensation to vessels with. offshore history greater than 499 tons (as per Table 10. 5). ‘
(ii) Ut111ze the best 2 of 3 years to determme the share of the inshore pollock allocaﬁon each vessel brings to .
: aco-op o A T '

A4

R

1999 Co-op Agreement

Request that NMFS prepare a preliminary repon on'the 1999 co- ops for the October 1999 Councxl meetmg
and a final report for the February 2000 meetmg The report should spec1ﬁcally assess:

1

“

1. The effectiveness of pollock co-ops in reducing bycatch (@l species). - - - .. -0 Tl Q
2. The effectiveness of management measures to protect other fisheries from adverse lmpacts caused by the
AFA or pollock co-ops.

" A discussion:of how transfers within co-ops may affect issues 1 and 2 above.
Utilization and recovery rates by species and product categories.
Method of monitoring and enforcement.

>

The report should include the most specific catch and bycatch information available on an individual vessel
level to help the co-op and the Council realize the publxc dlsclosure reqmrements for such mformatxon
. envnsxonedeectlon 210(a)(l)(A) ofthe AFA o . SN et

»

. i S O T
Confidential Catch&Bvcatch ' R '

* As described in the NMFS” January 28, 1999, discussion paper, the Council réquests. NMFS o' begin to
- develop the regulatory infrastructure to provide disclosure of: ‘
1. Vessel identification.

2 Harvest amounts.by specnes mcludmg prohibited specxes and harvest rates of spemes
Further, the Council uutlated an analysis to consider use of & dual form of ﬁsh t:ckets tobeused by NMFSand -

‘ADF&G that would not fall under the State of Alaska’s confidentiality regulatxons
The Councxl requests that ADF&G initiate efforts to change AS 16.05.815 to allow for the release of
confidentral data as prowded hy Section 210(a)(l)(B) and Section 21 l(d) of the AFA. ' T O
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The Council urges NMFS to make testing of its new system to capture catch delivery information from
_ shoreline operation a top priority. for implementation this summer. The Council will. write a letter to the
~ Secretary of Commerce highlighting the need for NMFS to budget additional staff and resources to improve
- our catch and bycatch reporting systems in order to aid the Council’s ability to comply with the bycatch
" reduction mandates that were included in the Magnuson-Stevens Act. .

l Co-op Discussion Paper

Initiate a qualitative analysis of the economic and policy issues associated with formation of processor/catcher-
. vessel (and mothership/catcher vessel) cooperatives under the AFA, including the alternatives outlined in the

independent catcher vessel proposal with a preliminary report to the Council in June 1999 and a final report
~ in'September 1999. (Additional analyses pending for Council review in April 2000)

" Performance Report on 1999 Cooperatives

The Council requests that cooperatives a.nnually.must ph:pare a report containing the information listed below
for the Council. A preliminary report covering activities through November I by December |, with a final
report by January 30%.

1. Allowed catch and bycatch in pollock and all sideboards by whatever method is used to determme

those allacations.
2. . Actual catch and bycatch in pollock by vessel and srdeboarded fisheries by whatever method is
i used to determine those sideboards. ' . .
3 Method used to monitor fisheries in which cooperative vessels part:clpated
4. Actions taken by cooperatives to enforce vessel or aggregate catches that exceedallowed catch and

. bycatch in poilock and all sideboarded fisheries.

These would be in addition to other requirements of the AFA or NMFS management. Additionally the Councit
requests NMFS to initiate an analysis (reg package) per Section 211(d} of the AFA to disclose catch and
bycatch information (on a vessel by vessel basis) for all groundfish fisheries in the BSAI and GOA.

1.3 Organization of the Document

.. This document is structured as follows: Chapter 2 provides a summary of the current status of groundfish,
* herring, halibut, and crab stocks in both the BSAI and the GOA. Chapter 3 contains the Environmental
Assessment (EA) which discusses the proposed actions with regard to potential biological impacts and NEPA
compliance. Chapter 4 discusses the definitions of “inshore component” and ‘offshore component’ under the
AFA and the Magnuson-Stevens Act, and how those definitions affect the implementation of AFA sideboard
provisions, as well as implementation of the sector allocations. Council decision points are raised in that
discussion, including the issue of ‘single geographic location’ as 1t relates to processor sideboard altematives.

Chapter 5 prowdes a discussion of co-op agreements including required provisions of the AFA and four

specific alternatives raised by the Council which may require Council decisions or direction. Chapter 6 bégins
‘ the analysis of the sideboard alternatives and is focused on the offshore (catcher processor) fleet. Chapter 7
deals with catcher vessel sideboards, and is further divided into two main sections - sideboard limits in crab
fisheries, and sideboard limits in groundfish fisheries. Chapter 8 is devoted to the processor sideboard
measures and includes several Council decision points in addition to the basic alternatives outlined by the
Council in February. Foremost among these decision points is the issue of plant vs company vs sector level
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application of sideboard caps, and the issue of defining the ‘entity” to which a particular sideboard appliés (in*

terms of ownership lmkages) These decisions have been rnade with regard to crab processmg, but have been

deferred to Apnl 2000 with regard to groundﬁsh processmg Co e L. e

1

Chapter Oisa srgmﬁcant discussion of momtormg and nnplementatlon issues related to the formatlon of co- ops
and the application of sideboard limits.. This Chapter discusses the regulatory infrastructure necessary for co-'

op implementation and the in-season management considerations with regard to the level at which sideboards
can be managed. Many of the options being considered by the Council are potentially affected by the

monitoring and implementation issues raised in this discussion..Following.on that, Chapter 10 contains a
further analysis specific to momtormg of the mothershlp and. offshore sectors, including scale and observer -

requirements. . C . N : ot e o

Chapter 11 details the Council’s recommeﬁdations and pravides a summary analysis of the PREF ERRED

ALTERNATIVES identified by the Council. Most of the Council’s preferred alternatives and options are
addressed elsewhere in the document, while some are explicitly addressed in Chapter 1. Because the list of
alternatives and optlons is lengthy and complex; they are brought together and evaluated colIectwely din Chapter
1. . . : CL R o Tmrul e

Chapter 12 summarizes the proposed actions consistency with other applicable laws includiné: EO 12866 (a
Regulatory Impact Review summary); National Standards; Sections 303(a)(9) and 303(b)(6) of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act; and the Regulatory Flex1b111ty Act. Chapters 13 contains a list of preparers, agencres conSulted

¥i

and other information sources. ~ .o oAt
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2.0 STATUS OF STOCKS AND UNIQUE MANAGEMENT ASPECTS

Restrictions on fishing effort pursuant to provisions of the American Fisheries Act may stabilize effort on
groundfish species and crab species. However, biological and economic impacts depend to some extent on
current and future abundance of groundfish, crab, and PSC species such as herring and halibut. A status report |
on major. groundfish target species, major crab stocks, and other PSC species is provided below. This
information is summarized from the Stock Assessmentand Fishery Evaluation Reports (NPFMC 1998). Where

* applicable, species specific management measures (such as gear allocations) are highhghted

%3,

2] BSAI Commercial Groundfish Stocks

Pollock -

" Three stocks of pollock inhabit the BSAl area: the eastern Bering .
. -Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Aleutian Basin stock. Exploitation Eastern Bering Sea Pollack

Abundance and Recruitm ent Trends

8

and abundance of these stocks are very different. The eastern
" Bering Sea pollock stock increased to a peak in 1985, and has
since declined and stabilized at about the Bmsy level. The 1999
projected exploitable biomass is 7,040,000 mt. An F o, harvest
- strategy (F=0.30) resulted in an ABC for 1999 of 992,000 mt,
* based on Model 2. Assuming median recruitment, the adjacent
time series of eastern Bering Sea pollock spawning biomass and
" ABCsare projected by Model | based on an F,,,, harvest strategy
(Tanelli et al. 1998). Biomass is expected to increase w1th
recruitment of a strong [996 year-class.

s

SO ) Sy | S0y

Age 3+ Biomess In Milion mt
- - [ ]

e W

The Aleutlg.n Islands poliocl.c stock is cons:dergbly smaller than Fhe Projected biomass and ABC (mf) of
castern Bering Sea and Aleutian Basin stock. Biomass in the Aleutian | castem Bering Sea pollock (Model 1),
area as estimated by the bottom trawl survey has declined drastically | based on F40% harvest strategy. -

from a peak of 778,666 mt in 1983 to only 106,000 mt in 1998. A Spawning B

. harvest strategy based on natural mortality (F=0.75M) resulted in an | Year Biomass ABC
ABC for 1999 of 23,800 mt. However for 1999, the Council|sp0s 2015000 1103
“recommended that'no directed fishing for pollock occur in the Al area|2001 2260000 1,287,000

2002 - 2,351,000 1,417,000

. given current low abunda.nce and the i Importa.nce of pollock as prey for
steller sea lions.

The Aleutian Basin pollock stock is at low levels. Biomass in the Aleutian Basm area is est:matcd by the
hydroacoustlc survey in the Bogoslof area. Biomass in the Bogosiof area declined from 2,400, 000 mt in 1988
to only 54,000 mt in 1994, An increase.was observed in 1995, and the projected 1999 exploitable biomass is
403,000 mt. This stock has historically contributed to the Donut Hole fishery, which provided catches of 1.0
to 1.4 million mt during the vears 1986 through 1989 No directed fishing has occurred on this stock since
1991.

The BSAI pollock TAC has been allocated among fishing sectors. The first inshore/offshore Amendment 18

- allocated the pollock TAC 35% inshore and 65% offshore, with a catcher vessel operational area established -
for the pollock *B’ season. Additionally, 7.5% of the pollock TAC was allocated to the community development
~ program of Western Alaska. These allocations were extended under Amendment 38. The Community
Development quota was increased to 10% of the pollock TAC beginning in 1999 under the American Fisheries
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Act. The American Fisheries Act also changed the pollock allocation to 50% catcher vesselS delivering inshore,
40% to catcher processors oﬁ‘shore a.nd 10% to catcher vessels dehvermg to mothers}ups
t pTe . . .

The pollock ﬁshery has been aﬂ"ected by ma.nagement measures de51gned to protect Steller sea lions. In 1990 '
roe-stripping of pollock was prohibited, and the Bering Sea pollock fishery was divided into roe and non-roe
fishing seasons. Beginning in 1998, 100% retention was réquired. for pollock. In December 1998, NMFS.
issued a biological opinion that the pollock fishery jeopardized the recovery of Steller sea lions. In response,
the Council took emergency action to prohibit pollock fishing within 10 nautical miles of numerous rookeries:
and haulouts, reduce the catch of pollock within critical habitat areas, prohibit pollock ﬁshmg in the Aleutran
Isla.nds area, and create four pollock seasons in the Bering Sea to spread out eﬁ‘ort overtime, - = . ' *

Measures have also been implemented to reduce bycatch in the pollock fishery. Bycatch limits for chum
~ salmon (42,000), chinook salmon (48,00’0)1, and herring (1%) trigger hotspot area closures that affect the
pollock fisheries in particular. Regulations were recently-adopted to prohubit the use of bottom trawl gear for
directed pollock fishing to reduce bycatch of halibut and crabs. The bvcatch limit for chmook salmon w1lI be.
mcrementally reduced to only 29,000 salmon by the year 2003 - T L

{
' ‘ -- - . : 1

Pacific cod - . s . S VoL

The BSAI Pactfic cod stock increased to high levels inthemid " | crtoon S
1990's, then declined. The 1999 exploitable biomass was . Eastem Benng Sea z"—’amf’c C°d

. Abundance and Recmmnen( Trends

projected to be 1,210,000 mt. An F,, harvest strategy
(F=0.29), adjusted downward by a risk-averse optimization. | -
procedure, resulted in an ABC for 1999 of 177,000 mt. The cod
stock is projected to decline in the near term as a result of below
average year-classes in recent years.

Under Amenthﬁent 46, two percent of the BSAI Pacific cod -
TAC is reserved for jig gear, 51 percent for fixed gear, and 47 -
percent for trawl gear. The trawl apportionment will be split
between catcher vessels and catcher processors 50/50. Amendment 24

. L P Projected age 3+ bit d ABC
regulations allow seasonal apportionment of the Pacific cod VTAC oll"‘l)’Jaclﬁc :og: in mcl;;:sjs . (mt)
allocated to vessels usmg ‘hook-and-line or pot’gear. Seasonal |'.

Year - BomaSs ’ 'ABC'

apportionments. will-be divided among trimesters and established | 7505 - - T213.000 197.000
“through the annual specifications process. Any unused TAC from the | 2000 1,072,000 164,000
.. . : 2001 1,021,000 152,000
Jig gear quota will become available to fixed gear on September 15. | 550, 1019000 ¢ 145000

Tt Doy T U S VA
Flatfish. . DL T S

[ TR O T T S SR SRR i

Flatfish species comprise a large propertion of groundﬁsh

exploitable biomass inthe BSAI. Dominant species include f;‘;“gh Sp“‘ﬁ?*“wns (““) for BSAI flatfst fisheries,
vellowfin sole and rock sole. Other abundant or : -
commercially important BSAI flatfish species include Exploitable
arrowtooth flounder,. flathead sole, Alaska plaice; and |Species . - : Biomass * "'/ ABC -, TAC
Greenland turbot. Biomass 6f most BSAI flatfish stocks is {YSUowfin sole 3,180,000~ 212,000° = 207,980

Jatively high and has increased as'a result of good [P . 2320000 309000 120 000 |
felanively high and has increased as' 2 Tesult ol good |, rowtooth - 819,000° 140,000‘, 134,354
recruitment and low exploitation. For many flatfish |flatheadsole © - 636,000 ' 77300 - -77.300.
species, recruitment. in more recent years has been low; jother flatfish J* - 618,000 .2154,000 . : 154,000

: . Greenland turbot 177,000 14,200 9,000

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewhafaea. wpd i6t- : vy T January 2000




consequently, ‘stock declines are
BSA! Rocksole expected in coming years. Fisheries BSA! Valowhin Sale

Atyndanca gnd Recrustmarn Tronos

s, o emsmmeesumetes | have been unable to fully harvest the "
' exploitable biomass of any of the flatfish | §,.
species or complexes due to halibut
and crab bycatch limits and
f| conservative quotas. The current catch
specifications for BSAI flatfish stocks
is summarized in the adjacent table.

0 4
Mmoo om 4 m om o om s 0 e 3T

ERS Flathead Scie Unlike biomass of cther flatfish " BSAI Greenignd Turoot

Abundonc+ and Recrugment Trends

Adundarica an Racrutmant Trands

species in the BSAI, biomass of ™
Greenland turbot is at lowlevels and | guw 5'
declining. Biomass has declined due- i
to poor year classes from 1981- | 2w .
1997. Catch has also declined from | #°] 2onfifnnlilng o0 ol
a peak of 57,000 mt in 1981 to only R
about 9,000 mt in 1998. Biomass is S
BSAI Arrowtoolh Flounder _ projected to continue declining due to poor recruitment. Greenland turbot
Arindanes dndRecntimer Tones « | were harvested almost exclusively (>90%) by trawl gear until the carly
1990's when longlines became the dominant gear type for this species.
No halibut bycatch has been apportioned for a directed trawl fishery since
1996, effectively prohibiting this gear type fr'om targeiing turbot.

Age i Bl I Thousan i
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Atka Macke;el

Atka mackere! are found in quantity along the Aleutian Islands,
and to a lesser extent in the western Gulf of Alaska. Biomass. in
the Aleutian Islands area is based on model estimates which Aleutians Atka Mackers!
incorporate the NMFS bottom trawl surveys. Biomass increased  Abundance and Recrutment Trends

from 1977 to a peak in 1992, and has since declined. Catches
increased from 15,000 mt in 1989 to 104,000 in 1996. The
projected 1999 BSAI exploitable biomass is 595,000 mt, with an
_ ABC of 73,300 mt. The most recent assessment suggests that this
stock will continue to decline in the near term. Atka mackerel in
the Gulf of Alaska are essentially from the same stock as the BSAIL
No rehable estimate of biomass exists for GOA Atka mackerel, but
- the population ts clearly significantly smaller than found in the
Aleutian Islands. The 1999 GOA Atka mackerel ABC was set at 600 mt.

SUOLE U WRAOeY Z ey

Amendment 34 established a gear allocation for A;cka mackerel, beg'mning In 1998. A total of 1% of the
Eastern Aleutian Islands/Bering Sea subarea TAC is allocated to jig gear. Once the jig fleet takes its 1%
allocation, their allocation will increase to 2% for future years.
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Management measures have also been taken to reduce the impacts of an Atka mackerel fishery on Steller sea
l1ons Atka mackerel are an important prey for Steller sea lions. In June 1998, ‘the Council adopted rcgulatlons
to disperse the Atka mackerel fishery, both temporally and spatially, to reduce localized depletions of Atka’
, mackerel The TAC will now be cquaﬂy split into two seasons, and the amount taken within sea lion cntxca]f

- habltatwﬂl be limited. SR N

I,

PaciﬁCOceanPcrchv‘ - L Coo

H P b

Pacific ocean perch are the dorhinant species of red rockfish in - Dacific Ocean Perch .
the north Pacific, and are caught primarily along the Aleutian |« .Stock Synthesis Age 9+ Biomass = - -
Islands, and to a lesser extent in the'eastem Bering Sea and Gulf : , ‘

of Alaska. Biomass has_greatly’ increased following heavy |
exploitation by foreign fleets priorto 1978. Above average year
classes in the early 1980's has boosted the Al perch exploitable -
biomass from the early 1980's though the late "1990's. -
Exploitation has been relatively low during this period, with-
catches less ‘than 10,000 mt per year. The projected 1999 .|,
exploitable biomass is 236,000 mt, with an ABC of 13,500mt.. - ——— — =
Biomass of Pacific ocean perch in the Aleutian-Islands area1s. .. - L RIS I -
pro;ected to remain stablemcommg years. ... .. .. i
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Numerous specles of rockﬁsh 1nhab1t the BSAI and are managed by SpeCleS ‘complex.” Shortraker and
rougheye rockfish are managed as one unit in the Aleutian Islands. The projected 1999 exploxtabl_e biomass
of shortraker/rougheye is 46,500 mt, with an ABC of 965 mt. Northem and sharpchin are also managed
together with a projected 1999 exploitable biomass of 94,000 mt, with an ABC of 4,230 mt. In the eastern
Bering Sea, all other species are managed together as “other red rockfish.” The projected 1999 exploitable
biomass of other red rockfish is 11,600 mt, with an ABC of 267 mt. The “other rockfish” complex is
composed of thornyheads and other Sebastes species. The 1999 ABCs for “other rockfish” are 369 mt in the
eastern Bering Sea and 685 mt in the Aleutlan Islands area. Abundance trends for these spemes are not
avaﬂable . : . . , i~ oA : e

Amendment 53 allocated the Al shortraker/rougheye TAC between trawl and ﬁxed gear ﬁshenes Thn-ty’ :
percent of thc TAC is allocated to fixed gear and 70% to vessels using trawl gear L R

Lt ,". ’ "._1}_ . ) e ST -

212 GOA Commercnal Groundﬁsh Stocks Co Lt
{ i ¥
' P . | * - ' "

WalleyePoIlock L B e R j.j‘

[ERG S I

Pollock in thé Gulf of Aldska (GOA) are managed asa smgle stock | A‘:f:; oF ‘:ﬂ:ﬁfﬂiﬁtﬁ?ﬁfﬂ i
that is separate from the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island pollock -} -3s7.. . - . a3
stocks. For 1999, exploitable biomass (age 3+) in the GOA was Blomass . 30

projected at 738,000 mt. Catch specifications were the following:. . 1
| ‘ 1M1

ABC=100,920 mt (includes Western Central and Eastern. Gulf s 12
SN 110

A . P
e & o't o

[suoy)g)
weunrusay ¢ by

Blomass (Millions mt,

T+'13
ABC) TAC=100,920 mt. Pollock are of medium- relative
-abundance and are harvested at 100% of ABC. The 1994 year<lass
is forecast to be above average, and has been observed pnmanly n T oM oW oK W o os s oo o

Year

P -
>

I
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Shehkof Strait. Preliminary mformatlon suggests weak year-classes in 1995 and 1996, and a moderate 1997
year-class. Under these recruitment scenarios of year class strength, the spawner biomass is expected to decline
though 2003.

The pollock fishery has been affected by management measures designed to protect Steller sea lions. In 1990,
roe-stripping of pollock was prohibited. Beginning in 1998, 100% retention was required for pollock. In
December 1998, NMFS issued a biological opinion that the pollock fishery jeopardized the recovery of Steller -
sea lions. In response, the Council took emergency action to prohibit pollock fishing within 10 nautical miles
- of numerous rookeries and haulouts, reduce the catch of pollock within critical habitat areas, and spread out
effort over time. In 1993, the Council appomoned 100% of GOA pollock to the inshore sector. Beginning in
1998, 100% retention was reqmred for pollock.

Pacific Cod

Pacific cod, also known as grey cod, are moderately fast-growing and short-lived fish. The 1999 exploitable
biomass (age 3+) was projected to be 648,000 mt. The 1999 specifications were: ABC = 84,400 mt and TAC
=67.835. The difference between TAC and ABC was that some TAC was set aside as the guideline harvest
level for State of Alaska pot and jig fisheries. Pacific cod are of medium relative abundance and are fully
exploited. The stock is projected to decline as a result of poor year-classes produced from 1990-1994.
Preliminary indications of the 1995 year class indicate it may be above average, however.

The Pacific cod stock is exploited by a multiple-gear fishery, | GULF OF ALASKA PACIFIC COD
principally by trawls and smaller amounts by longlines, jigs, and |, oo andReeimentTrends o
‘pots. A state water fishery for pot and jig gear began in 1997, with ¢ | Biomass LR
a guideline harvest level set at 15% of the federal quota in the| § sy J 233
:Western and Central areas and 25% in the Eastern area. The state | 2 |38
fishery ramped up to 20% in the Western Area and Kodiak and | 2 | l R |
Chignik subareas of the Central area for 1999. The state GHLs are | & I l I l I I l re 2
allowed to ramp up to 25% of the federal quota when area guideline | - °°,,‘;D‘,,',‘;.',;;,‘,;,';,';;s'5 ’
harvest levels are achieved. For trawl fisheries in the EEZ, cod Year

harvests have been constrained by halibut bycatch limits.

. In 1993, the Council apportioned 90% of GOA Pacific cod TAC to the inshore sector and 10% to the offshore
sector. Beginning in 1998, the IR/IU program was unplemented requiring full retention of all Pacific eod

caught

Flatfish

The flatfish assemblage has been divided into-several

categones for management purposes. Catch limits for Catch specifications (mt) for GOA ﬂatﬁsh fisheries,
1999,

ﬂatﬁsh are specified separately for flathead sole, rex sole, : S .

anowt;ooth flounder, the deep water flatfish complex Species Biomass ABC TAC

(Dover sole, Greenland turbot, and deep-sea sole), and |deepwater flats 78,000 6,050 16,050

the shallow water flatfish complex (rock sole, yellowfin [0t - 72000 %430 5150

SOle Alaska plalce and other ﬂatﬁSh) Summa.ry flathead scle 206,000 . 26:1 10 9:040

information for the flatfish assemblages is provided in the |arrowtooth 2,127,000  .217,110 35,000

adjacent table. :
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Far and away the domiriant flatfish species in the Gulf of Alaska is -

arrowtooth flounder. Arrowtooth flounder biomass in the GOA
appear to be at peak levels, but is lightly exploited. Arrowtooth
. flounder are presently of limited economic importance. Little to no
effort.is directed at catching this species, although commercial
interest is growing. Prior:to 1996, they frequently .served as
“ballast” against allowable retainable bycatch of other species. .

: *t -
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. . Year 2
Rockfish - T
At [east 30 rockfish species of the genus Sebastes
inhabit the Gulf. Since 1988, rockfish have been Rockfish assemblages in the Gulf of Alaska. -

_divided into three management assemblages based on ‘ Pelagic “ Demersal
their habitat andr'dlstnbutlon: slope, pelagic shelf,: SIope y ln: Shelf = “Shelf

and demersal shelf rockfish.- In 1991, the slope Rockfish - . Rockfish -Rockfish - -
assemblage was divided'into- three. management Pacific Océan Perch -~ . - Dusky - . 4 Canary
subgroups: Pacific..ocean . perch- - (POP),  |.Shortraker/Rougheye |, - Widow - .. China
shortraker/rougheye rockfish, and all other species of . g?llnel;?;::kﬁsh : + Yellowail X gﬁ?ﬁ; @«
stope rockfish. In-1993, a fourth management’ | _yoequin *Rosethom -
subgroup, northern rockfish, was also created. In - sharpchin Tiger
1997, black rockfish and blue rockfish were removed | - redstripe - Yelloweye -
from the pelagic shelf complex, and designated for | -many others SR

“management by the State of ‘Alaska. In 1998, 2 /8
prohibition on trawling in the Gulf of Alaska east-of

140° W, longitude affected rockfish trawl fisheries that ‘are now: prohlblted in the East Yakutat/Southeast

P e e O e ?’“” [ Pr o,

Outside portion of the Eastern Area. Summary information for the*slope pelaglc shelf -and demersal shelf

rockfish assemblages 1s prowded below S
AS'}OP-?_'RQC/{,’?S}?‘-. The prima;y_commercial rockfish species 'in‘ the
Gulf of Alaska is Pacific Ocean Perch (commonly referred to by its
acronym POP). For 1999, exploitable biomass was projected to be
242 300 mt. Catch' specifications for 1999 were the following:
ABC = 13,120 mt,. TAC = 12,590 mt. POP are at medium
abundance after. reaching a fow point in the mid 198G’s. A
rebuilding plan for POP was implemented in 1995, and the stock
was considered rebuilt in 1997 Relatively strong recent year-
classes appear to have contributed to increased abundance

'l

Pelagzc Shelf. Rockﬁsh ~The' pelag1c shelf rockﬁsh (PSR) assemblage in the Gulf mcludes three species: dusky

Blomass (1000s mt)

g 5

g ¥

i=]

GLLF OF ALASKA POP :
Aburdance and Recruitment Trend | T
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.36yc
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Biomass
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rockfish, widow rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish. This assemblage was separatéd from slope rockfishin 1988, = - -
The PSR exploitable biomass for 19991 is prq;ected at 54 220 mt. Catch spec1ﬁcat10ns were ABC 4 830 and

TAC = 4,880.

ety
1

Demersal 5helf Rockﬁsh -The demersal shelfrockﬁshes (DSR) assemblage is compnsed of seéven species of -

V3

PR

LT

shallow; nearshore, bottom-dwelling rockfishes: canary rockfish, China rockfish, copper rockfish, quillback -
rockfish, rosethorn rockfish, tiger rockfish, and yelloweye rockfish. Yelloweye rockfish accounts for 90% of

all DSR landings.
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recommendatlons for the entire assemblage are keyed to adult yelloweye abundancc The exploitable biomass
estimate is based on the lower 90% confidence interval and is 25,031 mt for 1999 in Southeast Outside. The
1999 ABC is 560 mt, determined by applying F=M=0.02 to this biomass and adjusting for the 10% of other,
DSR species. DSR were excluded from the Council license limitation program because ADF&G planned to
initiate an analysis for a separaté DSR license limitation program. In February 1999, the Council adopted an
amendment requiring full retention of all DSR caught off Southeast Alaska.

SN

Ers

Thornvhead Rockfish

The thormnyhead rockfish assemblage consists of two species: GULF OF ALASKA THORNYHEADS
shortspine and longspine thornyheads. The current assessment for | Abundanceand e w0
thomyheads is based on a size-based, age-structured model, The |€ _ | Bloruss

1999 estimate of exploitable biomass for thomyheads is 53,216
.mt. Assuming average recruitment when fished at the F,q, rate,
thornyheads are expected to decline. For 1999, the ABC was

specified at 1,990 mt. The abundance of this complex is relatively . H " I E i E 3 E I ! | ! i i l ‘ .

................

high and recent harvests have been between 50-90% of the ABC. | rnn e m s o o o1 x5 7 w

8
B & 8 8

(3000} S3Muady § 9By

-]

Blomaas (1000a mt)

Due to the long-lived nature of this species, the overall harvest : Year
rate recommendation is low at about 4% of the total age 5+
biomass. '
Sablefish

" The sablefish resource of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and 3
Gulf of Alaska are considered one stock. However, the resourceis | _ M“,ﬂ:mnm“ oo |*
managed by discrete regions to distribute exploitaticn throughout | | PV <
its range. Large catches of sablefish (up to 26,000 mt) were made |z ,, | oo S |8
in the Bering Sea during the 1960's, but have since declined. |E | m%g
Smaller catches have been made in the Aleutian Islands area, %m_ _mi§
peaking at 3,800 mt in 1987. The projected 1999 exploitable |2 . Lsop 2
biomass is 17,000 mt in the Bering Sea, with an ABC of 1,340 mt. CJUUHEARHRAANEA I ellpi
In the Aleutians, projected 1999 biomass is 26,000 mt with ABC nmuBwE Y:r nesve

specified at 1,860 mt. The GOA ABC was set at 12,700 mt,
Biomass of the sablefish stock off Alaska is projected to decline
somewhat in coming years. :

. It is important to note that the TAC for sablefish is apportioned among gear types. In the Bering Sea, 50% of
the sablefish is allocated to trawl gear, and 50% to fixed gear. In the Aleutians region, 25% is allocated to
trawl gear, and 75% to fixed gear. Longlined pots are a legal gear type for sablefish in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands, but not in the Gulf of Alaska. Sablefish in the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska is
allocated 80% to hook-and- line gear and 20% to trawl gear. In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, the sablefish TAC
is allocated 95% to hook-an-line gear and 5% to trawl gear. The fixed gear apportionment of the sablefish
TAC is managed under the IFQ program, which began in 1995. Twenty percent of the fixed gear allocation
is reserved for use by CDQ participants. Important state water sablefish fisheries occur in Chatham Strait,
Clarence Strait, Prince William Sound, and the Aleutians. .
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2.3 ‘Pacific Halibut Stock

Large year—classes produced in the late 1970's and into the rmd- _ :
1980's resulted in a buildup of halibut biomass to current high. . " Pacific Hallbut-
levels. The 1999 total exploitable biomass was projected to be .. 3Afbundance and Recruftment
568.25 million pounds (258,000 mt). Over half of the biomass.is | '
found in areas 3A and 3B (central and western Gulf of Alaska).
Recruitment of 8 year-olds appears to have fallen off after a strong
1987 year-class recruited in 1995.  Declines in halibut biomass
should be expected in the near term.

I3

The directed halibut longline fishery is prosecuted under the
halibut/sablefish individual fishing quota (IFQ) program, which ' '

began in 1995. The Pacific halibut stock is managed by the International Pacific Halibut Commxssnon (IPHC)
who sets the annual catch specifications. The 1999 total IFQ TAC for all areas (2C to 4E) was establlshed at
58.39 mxlhon pounds. ' :

Limits are placed on halibut taken as bycatch in groundfish target fisheries. In the Bering Sea, 900 mt of
halibut mortality is allocated to longline fisheries as’bycatch, and 3,775 mt of mortality allocated as trawl
bycatch. In 1998, the Council adopted a provision to reduce trawl halibut mortality by 100 mt as part of the: -
regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl gear for pollock fisheries.

2.4 Pacific Hemng Stock

Pacific hemng ﬁshenes are managed by the State of Alaska " :fzisllj:;:iﬁ:ngm ’
Fisheries occur in specific areas of the Bering Sea and Guif of - 1 T
Alaska when fish come inshore to spawn. In the Bering Sea, -
catches peaked dramatically in 1970 at more than 108,000 mt,: .
then declined to about 19,000 mt in 1977. Since then, catches
have risen steadily to about 35,000 mt per year. In the Gulf of
Alaska, catches peaked at over 100,000 mt in' 1936. Following :
years of reduced catches in the late 1960's, herning catches have.
increased in recent years. N

Biomass in Medrio Tons

Herning are also taken incidental to groundfish trawl fishenes, [
particularly in the pollock fishery. In the Bering Sea, the herring [
PSC limit for trawl gear is determined each year as part of the TAC. (2%
“specification process. Bycatch of herring is limited to 1% of the: x“;gatear
estimated eastern Bering Sea adult biomass, and the limit is further | . . ".
apportioned by-target fishery. ' If a fishery reaches its herring | = -
apportionment, then that fishery is prohibited from fishing in |
specified Herring Savings Areas. These Herring Savings Areas are
depicted in the adjacent ﬁgure . .

Gulf of Alaska

1L C : 1
175W 170w 165W L60W
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2.5 Major Bering Sea Crab Stocks

Bristol Bav Red Km2 Crab

After dechmng abundance throughout the 1960s and reaching a Bristol Bay Red King Crab
low during the years 1970-1972, recruitment to the Bristol Bay . Pbundance and Caten '
red king crab stock increased dramatically. New all-time record
* landings were established in each year from 1977 to 1980.
_Declining recruitment, fishing pressure, and probably increased
incidence of disease and predation led to an abrupt decline in
fisheries in 1981 and 1982. These precipitous declines led to a \ o al 5
closure of the Bristol Bay fishery in 1983. In 1984, the stock wowom e m moww s
showed some recovery and a limited fishery was reestablished. -
Between 1984 and 1993, the fishery continued at levels considerably below those of the late 1970's.
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s there was little sign of a large year-class in this stock. Because the abundance
of female crab was below threshold, the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery was closed in 1994 and 1995, as was
the fishery for Tanner crab in Zone 1 east of 163 ° West longitude. The fishery reopened in 1996, and catches
Jhave increased to 16.4 million pounds in 1998. A large year-class (presumably the 1590 year-class) is entering
the fishery, and should provide stable catches for the next couple of years.

" SUGHER L) 4NRD

PSC limjts for Zone 1 red king crah,

Crab abundance affects groundfish fisheries because bottom
trawl fisheries in specific areas are closed when prohibited {Crab Abundance * PSC Limit
- species catch (PSC) limits §of C. bairdi Tanner crab, C. opilio |, o0 o 145 milliondbs - 35,000
_crab, and red king crab are taken. Amendment 37 established | ofeffective spawning biomass (ESB) :
.a stairstep procedure for determining PSC limits for red king A";’;Z‘ﬁ‘ﬁi‘:’lﬁ 2;‘;"8‘3}'3"“’ 100,000
crab taken in Zone | trawl fisheries: PSC limits are based on | above 55 million bs of ESB
abundance of Bristol Bay red king crab as shown in the L_!
* adjacent table. Given NMFS and ADF&G's 1998 abundance estimate for Bristol Bay red king crab, a Zone
1PSC lumt was established at 200,000 red king crabs for 1999. Note that in 1998, the Council adopted a
provision to reduce red king crab bycatch by an additional 3,000 crab
as part of the regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl gear for
pollock fisheries. o ,

200,000

Several areas have been closed to trawling te reduce potential adverse
impacts on crab and other resources. The Pribilof Islands Conservation
Area ts closed to all trawling year-round to protect blue king crabs.

Pribitof lsands i-
Caonsarvation Area

> & Fishing is prohibited with non-pelagic trawling in the Red King Crab
Lprn e " - GulfofAlaska Savings Area (162° to 164° W, 56° to 537° N) year-round. This area
= e = e is known to have high densities of adult red king crab. To allow some

access to productive rock sole fishing areas, the area bounded by 56°

to 56°10" N latitude would remain open (with a separate bycatch limit)
during the years when the directed crab fishery is open. To protect juvenile red king crab and critical rearing
habitat, all trawling 1s prohibited on a year-round basis in the nearshore waters of Bristol Bay, except for one
small area that remains open to trawlmg during the period Apnl i to J une 15 each year.
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Tanner Crab

The Bering. Sea Tanner stock has undergone two large
fluctuations. Catches increased from 5 million pounds in 1965

. to over 36 million pounds in 1980. The 1980 peak catch was °

followed by a collapse resulting in low landings (<0.5 millica
Ibs) from [981-1985, and finally no fishery in 1986 and 1987.

The fishery reopened in 1988, and landlngs'mcreased toover 60 .
million pounds in 1990. A decline followed and the ﬁshery has

beén closed smce 1996.

N

This stock is currently at very low abundance: The 1998

Bering Sea Tanner Crab -~ .
Abundance andCatch T

estimates of legal males and large females'are the lowest in the history of the NMFS bottom trawl survey:

Based on overfishing definitions adopted under Amendment 7, the bairdi stock is below the established”

minimum stock size threshold, and consequently has been declared “overfished”. A rebuilding plan has been
adopted by the Council. .Although the near-term outlook for thls stock isbleak, some sngns of recrmtment are

T o) svogp v yieD

begmmng to appear in the NMFS survey data ey
UL S o : S
For groundfish trawl ﬁshenes scparate Tanner {C. |Amendment 41 PSC limits adopted for bairdi Tanner crab.
bairdi) crab PSC limits are set for Zone |- and Zone 2. {zene * Abundance PSCLimit
These limits may be further allocated among the ;5 DA P . o
. » 1 ) one ]l . 0-130 million crabs _ 0.5% of abundance . .,

pollock/mackerel/other species, Pacific cod, rock sole, ~50270 million crabs 750,000  °
turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth, rockfish, and yellowfin sole 270-400 million crabs + /850,000, .
fisheries. When a:fishery.exceeds its PSC limit in one +|: -+ 5 Over 400 million “ab.s'r RS 900-.
zone, trawling is closed for that 2 zone for the remainder of | Zene 2 13is '0 175 million crabs '+ - -1.2% of abundance
the year. Under Amendment 41, PSC limits for bairdiin Ly 175290 million crabs - 4+, 2,100,000

. . r . g R 290-400 million | crabs 2 S50, 000
Zones 1 and 2 are based on total abundance of bairdi. | -.> over 400 million ecabs.-* *u * 3,000,000

crab asndicated by the NMFS trawl survey. Based on

1998 abundance (156.5 million crabs), the PSC limit for. C. bairdi in 1999 was 750 000 crabs in Zone l and’

1,878,000 crab in Zone 2. Note that in 1998, the Council adopted a provision to reduce bairdi.crab bycatch. _

by an additional 50,000 crab as part of the regulatmn prohxbltmg the use of bottom trawl gear for pollock |

fisheries.

SnowCrab‘ A T ' : Tt

) .
.3 l' t

Catch of Bering Sea snow crab (C oprlao) mcreascd from under | rrulhon pounds in 1974 to over 315 rmlhon |

o

s
[T

pounds in 1992.: The 1992 peak catch was followed by reduced. landings through 1996. The stock quwk!y

_rebounded with good recruitment, howevér, and landings mcrmsed to 250 mﬂhon pounds i 1998. The 1999

_fishery opens on January 1§ with a guideline harvest level of 196 - - :
million pounds. The abundance of this stock has peaked, and is -~ E -
expected to decline rapidly in the coming year or two. The stow . | :
crab stock is below the established minimum stock size threshold, - .|
.and consequently has been declared “overfished”. A rebuilding ..

plan has been adopted by the Council. Based on length frequency
data from the NMFS trawl survey, there does not appear to be
any significant level of recruitment forthcoming. -
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Under Amendment 40 PSC limits of snow crab (C. opilio) for
_groundfish trawl fisheries are based on total abundance of opilio crab
as indicated by the NMFS survey. The snow crab PSC cap is set at
0.1133% of the Bering Sea snow crab abundance index, with a
a ™ minimum PSC of 4.5 million snow crab and a maximum of 13
Toranzon a® e S million snow crab. Snow crab taken within the “C. Opilio Bycatch
" Limitation Zoneaccrue towards the PSC limits established for-
individual trawl fisheries. Upon attainment of a snow crab PSC Iimit
- apportioned to a particular trawl target fishery, that fishery is
prohubited from fishing within the snow crab zone. The 1998 survey
indicated a total population of 3.23 billion crabs. Therefore the 1999
snow crab PSC limit was established at 4,500,000 crabs. Note that
in 1998, the Council adopted a provision to reduce snow crab bycatch by an additional 150,000 crab as part
of the regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl gear for pollock fisheries. '

"L.-.

7.6 Alaska Scallops

Weathervane scallops have been the target of a very small fishery
since the late 1960's. The overall magnitude of the weathervane Weathervane Scallop
~ scallop resource off Alaska is thought to be very limited based on Alaska Landings
survey and fisherv information. Although Amendment 6
~ establishes OY at-0 to 1.24 million pounds of shucked meats,
catches are constrained by crab bycatch limits.” Recent landings-
‘have been in the order of 800,000 pounds.

8
B
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. -'Scallop stocks in Alaska have been managed under a federal
. fishery management plan (FMP) since July 26, 1995. In June

. '1995, the Council adopted a 3-year vessel moratorium to restrict

new entry into the scallop fishery while a more comprehensive

plan was being developed. The moratorium was approved as Amendment 2, and became effective August 1,

1997. Amendment 3 deferred all management (except limited access) to the State. Regulations include permits,

registration areas and districts, seasons, closed waters, gear restrictions, efficiency limits, crab bycatch limits,

scallop catch limits, inseason adjustments, and observer monitering. In February 1999, the Council adopted
Amendment 4, which will establish a permanent license limitation program for the scallop fishery. :
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

An enwronmental assessment (EA) as descnbed by the Natlonal Env1ronmenta1 Pollcy Act (NEPA) of 1969
is used to determine whether the action considered will result in significant impact on the human environment.
If the action is'determined not to be significant based on an analysis of relevant considerations, the EA and
resulting finding of no significant impact (FONSI) will -be the final environmental documents required by
NEPA. If the analysis concludes that the proposal is a major Federal action significantly aEectmg the human
enwronment an environmental unpact statement (EIS) must be prepared

The enwronmenta.l unpacts generally assocrated w1th ﬁshery management actions are effects resultmg from
(1) harvest of fish stocks which may result in changes in food availability to predators and scavengers, changes
in the population structure of target fish stocks, and changes in.the marine ecosystem community structure;, (2)
changes in the physical and biological structure of the marine environment as a result of fishing practices, e.g.,
effects of gear use and fish processing discards; and (3) entanglement/entrapment of non-target orgamsms in.
active or inactive fishing gear.

LI
.

An analysis of the effects of groundfish fishing on the ecosystem, social, and economic env1ronment 1s
contained in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on the Groundfish Total Allowable Catch
Specifications and Prohibited Species Catch Limits (NMFS 1998a}. Descriptions of the affected environment:

are given in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a). Substrate is described at section 3.1.1, water.column at 3.1.3,

temperature and nutrient regimes at 3.1.4, currents at 3.1.5, groundfish and their management at 3.3, marine-
mammals at 3.4, seabirds at 3.5, benthic infauna and epifauna at-3.6, prohibited'species at'3.7; and the
socioeconomic environment at 3. 10. Additionally, the status of each target species category, biomass estimates,
and acceptable biological catch specifications are presented both in summary and in detail in the annual GOA
and BSAI stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) reports. The projections for fishing year 1999 are
contained in the 1998 SAFE reports {NPFMC 1998a; 1998b.) . Chapter 2 of tIus document summarizes: the
eurrent status for the major spemes in both the BSAI and GOA. . .

This Environmental Assessment tiers off the SEIS (N MEFS I998a) whrch analyzed the eﬁ'eets of groundﬁsh' :

fisheries being promulgated:in the EEZ and displayed fishery induced impacts on all aspects of the ecosystem.

NMEFS notes that in a July 8, 1999, order, amended on July 13; 1999, the court in Greenpeace, etal., v. NMFES'.

etal.. Civ.-No. 98-0492 (W.D. Wash,) held that the SEIS did not adequately address aspects of the GOA and-

BSALI groundfish fishery management plans other than TAC setting, and therefore was insufficient in scope

EoL i

‘under NEPA. In response to the Court’s order, NMFS is currently preparinig a programmatic SEIS for the.

GOA and BSAI groundfish fishery management plans. Notwithstanding the less expansive scope of the 1998
SEIS, NMFS believes that the discussion of impacts and alternatives in the SEIS is directly applicable to the

proposed action to be analyzed in this EA. Therefore, this EA adopts the discussion and analysis in the SEIS -

(NMFS 1998a), as well as in the emergency rule to implement reasonable and prudent Steller sea lion
protection measures in the pollock fisheries of the BSAI and GOA EA (NMFS 1999a), the regulatory

amendment to implement the revised and final reasonable and prudent Steller sea lion protection measures in '

the pollock fisheries of the BSAI and GOA (NMFS 1999b), and discussion presented in the Revised Final
Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives for the Pollock fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf
of Alaska with Supporting Documents (NMFS, 1999¢).

Environmental issues attributable to promuigation of the rules implementing the American Fisheries Act are .

focused on those associated with increased dispersion of the pollock fisheries in time and space as a result of

pollock fishery cooperatives. These issues are addressed in the draft EA prepared to support the revised final

Jreasonable and prudent alternatives (RFRPAs) for the pollock fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
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and Gulf of Alaska (NMFS 1999¢). The conduct of the pollock ﬁshenes under the pollock fishery cooperatives
authorized under the AFA will further promote the objective of the revised RFRPAs to spatially and
temporally distribute the pollock fisheries. Impacts of this dispersion on issues typically considered for
groundfish fishery management actions are discussed below. .

A summary of the effect of the AFA on the pollock ﬁshery is excerpted from section [ E. of the RFRPAs
(NMF S 1999c¢) as follows: )

Implementation of the American Fisheries Act (AFA) which began in 1999, .... has had a profound effect
on the conduct of the Bering Sea pollock fishery and a lesser effect on'the Gulf of Alaska pollock fishery.

* Under the AFA the catcher/processor sector was reduced from 30 to 21 vessels, a 30% reduction in

‘ﬁ\-

st

potential harvesting capacity relative to 1998. And, the catcher/processor sector has made further
reductions in fleet size through cooperative agreements. In 1999, only 16 vessels participated in the first
two seasons and only 12 vessels have participated to date in the third and fourth seasons which means that
the 1999 catcher/processor fleet was approximately half its pre-AFA size. The effect has been an
elimination of the Olympic-style race for fish and a dramatic moderation of daily catch ratés for the
catcher/processor sector of the fleet, which takes 40% of the Bering Sea pollock quota,

The provisions of the AFA affecting the inshore and mothership sectors of the fleet will not be fully
implemented until 2000 and are expected to have a similar dramatic effect on the prosecution of the pollock
fishery in those sectors. Regulations are currently under development, and are intended to be in place in
2000, that would facilitate the formation of fishery cooperatives in the inshore and mothership sectors of

* the Bering Sea pollock industry. If the inshore and mothership sectors of the industry are able to

successfully form cooperatives in 2000, we anticipate a significantly greater temporal dispersion of the®
fishery, especially during the summer and fall months as the Olympic-style race for fish is eliminated. The-
moderation of aggregate daily catch rates is expected to be maost dramatic during the summer and fall-
months because some inshore processors traditionally convert to salmon processing during the summer®
months and will wish to delay pollock operations until late summer, after the salmon fishing seasons are

over. However, other inshore processors are not geographically situated to process salmon and have

indicated an interest in beginning their pollock operations much earlier in the summer. Consequently, the

formation of cooperatives in the inshore sector is expected to provide for a more natural dispersion of
inshore pollock operations over time and space as the different inshore operations pursue different business

objectives and chose to fish at different times of the year.

To prevent a spillover of effort from the Bering Sea to the Gulf of Alaska, the AFA places limits on the

- ability of Bering Sea vessels to fish in the Gulf of Alaska. Under the AFA, the Council has recommended
«~ a complex suite of restrictions on Bering Sea catcher vessels in the Gulf of Alaska pollock fisheries. In

- addition, under the Steller sea lion RPAs, the Council has recommended additional restrictions such as trip

-t

limits and a prohibition on crossing between the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska during the same fishing
season. The combined effects of all of these measures is expected to significantly slow the pace of the Gulf
of Alaska pollock fisheries in a manner consistent with the RPA principle of temporal dispersion. While
it is difficult to project with precision the effects these changes will have on the pace of Gulf of Alaska
pollock fisheries, the possible magnitude of such changes can be estimated. The combined effects of the
Council's recommendations with respect to limiting participation by Bering Sea vessels in the Gulf of

* Alaska is expected to discourage or prevent all but a few Bering Sea-based catcher vessels from continuing

to fish in the Gulf of Alaska. Historically (in 1995-1997) Bering sea-based catcher vessels have accounted -
for approximately 75% of the pollock landings in areas 610 and 620 of the GOA, and more than 50% of
pollock landings in area 630 and 640. If the bulk of this effort is removed from the Gulf of Alaska due to
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the combination of AFA and Steller sea lion measures, pollock seasons in the western half of the Gulf of

Alaska (610 and 620) could last 2 to 3 times longer than in prior years and pollock seasons in the eastern-

-~ half 6f the Gulf of Alaska (areas 630 and 640) could double in length.

3.1 Food-web I.nteractlons

.ot

The marine food-web of North Pacific marine fishes are complex (Livingston and .Gbi.ney 1_98.3).' Numerous

species of plankton, phytoplankton, invertebrates, mollusks, crustaceans, forage fish, demersal, mid-water, and
pelagic fish, marine mammals, seabirds, and humans combine to comprise the food-web present in the BSAI
and GOA. Environmental changes as well as human exploitation patterns can effect changes to trophic
interactions. Fishing causes direct changes in the structure of fish communities by reducing the abundance of
target or by-catch species, then these reductions may lead to responses in non-target species through changes
in competitive interactions and predator prey relationships. Indirect effects of fishing on trophic interactions
in marine ecosystems may also occur. Current debates on these topics include comparing relative roles of “top

-down’ (predator) or ‘bottom up” {(environmental and prey) control in ecosystems and the relative significance
of “‘donor controlled’ dynamics (in which victim populations influence enemy dynamics but enemies have no
significant effect on victim populations) in the food webs (Jennings and Kaiser 1998.)

The Bering Sea ecosystem has been changing throughout its recorded history. Changes are recorded primarily
in terms of large and sometimes sudden population fluctuations (National Research Council 1996). The eastern
Bering Sea fish assemblage probably became pollock-dominated in the late 1960s and early 1970s, and a
similar shift probably occurred in the western Bering Sea as well.
Decisions related to how much and what combinations of fish are harvested each year are made during annual
total allowable catch (TAC) determinations. Impacts associated with harvest quotas are evaluated in separate
NEPA, documents, most recently in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a) and the 1999 TAC EA (NMFS 1998b). This
EA assesses the implementation of AFA pollock allocations and cooperatives and considers rules affecting
allocation of the harvest. These rules do not directly impact or change total allowable harvest Ievels

However, the BSAI pollock co-op structure authorized under the AFA, as well as sndeboard harvest limitations
proposed for other BSAI and GOA fisheries under the AFA and the Steller sea lion RFRPAs would allow for
further temporal and spatial distribution of exploitation rates of pollock and other species. These effects are
supportive of the principles and objectives developed by NMFS under Endangered Species Act consultations

on the Alaska pollock fisheries (NMFS 1998¢) and ensuing RFRPAs (NMFS 1999¢). A basic premise of the

RFRPAs is to reduce competition between the pollock fisheries and Steller sea lions for pollock, a predominant
prey species in the Steller'sea lion diet. This is accomplished primarily through a reduction in pollock
exploitation rates during time periods and in areas critical or important to Steller sea lion foraging success.

Because the AFA rules could promote further reductions in pollock and other fish species exploitation rates,

the proposed action and alternatives to it have the potential to positively impact marine tropic interactions to
-the extent these species are major prey species in the ecosystem. . :

PR

3.2 Biological Diversity _ . - ‘ .
The concept of biological diversity is generally used to denote the variety of living things in an ecosystem. The
-most widely used definition of biological diversity (Norse et al 1986) considers three levels: genetic, species,
and ecosystem diversity. The proposed action and its various alternatives affect allocation of harvest and not
total harvest,. The exploitation rates of pollock under the AFA and the Steller sea lion RFRPAs would be
managed to be more reflective of pollock biomass distribution throughout the year and to reduce competition
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with Steller sca lions for pollock. These dispersion effects on pollock explmtatlon rates lead to the conclusion
that the action would not be expected to negatively impact biological diversity. In fact, the preferred alternative
_is expected to have a positive impact on biological diversity to the extent that AFA-related fishery co-op
agreements enable greater flexibility in the conduct of the pollock fisheries to better respond to changes in -
pollock biomass distribution and allow fishery participants to more effectively meet the principles and
objectives established under the RFRPAs for spatral and temporal dnspersxon of the poliock fisheries.

woas

33 Seabtrds
i
As stated in the SEIS (NMFS 19982 page 562 through 573), information voids for various aspects of scablrd
ecology make it difficult to predict impacts of fishery management on seabirds. Lacking are diet and foraging
ecology information for most seabird species during autumn, winter, and early spring; the seasons of greatest
activity by the pollock trawl fishery. Also lacking are oceanographic and food-web information relative to
- seabird diet and foraging.

Seabirds are known to feed on age 0 and age 1 Walleyc pollock, however most species of seabirds feed largely
or exclusively on forage species other than pollock (capelin, sand lance, juvenile herring, Myctophids, Pacific
saury, juvenile cods, jellyfish, large zooplankton, and other invertebrates.) Direct competition does not occur
because the size of pollock targeted for harvest in the fisheries are larger than any taken for food by seabirds.
Impacts may, however, accrue to the prey-sized fish (pollock as well as other prey species) from relocated or
reduced harvest of their predators, the large pollock, which in tumn may result in localized areas of either
increased or decreased abundance of prey-sized fish. .

-Seabird popula,tions usually are limited by their food supply to a much greater degree than by other factors®
If the management measures employed cause a change in forage abundance or availability they could cause
alarge-scale, long-term changes in seabird populations. Not enough information exists, however, to estimate
‘whether changes in seabird forage abundance or availability will occur as a result of these proposed:
management measures. Whether the proposed management measures will have a positive, negative, or even
measurable impact on seabird populations cannot be estimated from information currently available.

Food consumption by seabirds depends not only on forage stocks in their feeding areas, but also on the
availability of stocks to the birds. All seabirds forage on concentrations of prey, which are created by prey
schooling behavior or by physical processes in the water column. Different seabirds species require different
foraging conditions and have different strategies for adapting to changes. When conditions are not suitable for
foraging, even a large stock of prey may be unavailable to birds. Relationships between forage availability and -
stock sizes are virtually unknown at present. For instance, fishery independent physical factors (such as
strength of upwellings) may influence both forage production and its availability to seabirds; other factors that
make prey available to birds (such as schooling behavior) may partially be determined by stock sizes: and still
other factors (such as water column ‘stratification) may vary independently of stocks. Neither the no action
alterative nor the proposed management measures will affect physical oceanographic conditions in any way.”

.3.4 Prey Species
The following species groups are included in the forage fish category established in 1998: Osmeridae (capelin,
eulachon, and other smelts), Myctophidae (lanternfishes), Bathylagidae (deep-sea smelts), Ammodytidae

(Pacific sand lance), Trichodontidae (Pacific sand fish), Pholidae (gunnels), Stichaeidae {(pricklebacks,
warbonnets, eclblennys, cockcombs, and shannys), Gonostomatidae (bristlemouths, lightfishes, and
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estabhshed in 1998 in amendments 36 and 39 to the BSAI a.nd GOA FMPs are discussed in ﬂus section.
Bycatch amounts of some of the forage specres have been recorded in BSAI and GOA groundﬁsh fisheries in
previous years. Smelts have been recorded more regularly than some of the other groups, and no reporting
previous to 1998 has been done for species such as Euphausiacea and Gonostomatidae. Forage species catch:
“under status quo management is estimated in Tables 4-25 through 4-35 of the SEIS (NMFS 1998a.) Datain -
rows under the target fishery heading “Pelagic Pollock™ and “Bottom Pollock™ are applicable to the proposed
management measures. The proposed action to prohibit use of nonpelagic trawl gear in the BSAI directed -
pollock fishery (FMP.amendment 57) may result in a slight increase in the “Pelagic Pollock™ catch proportional
to the redhiction in “Bottom Pollock”™ catch of pollock. Based on information in Tables 4-25 and 4-35 of the.
SEIS indicating no differerices in forage species catch in the pelagic and bottom trawl pollock fisheries, and - :
given that 98.5 percent of the pollock catch in the directed fishery already is taken with pelagic trawl gear  * "~ - '
(NMFS '1999f), NMFS does not anticipate changes in the catch of forage species resulting from any spattal .
or temporal change i m the pollock fishenes resultrng from this action or any of its aJtematrves

Lo . : i .o LN

anglemouths), and the Order. Euphausiacea (krill). Only the species included in the new forage fish catégory :

35 Target Specres

The proposed action and altematrves to it would result in srmrlar relative | lmpacts to target species as the status

quo fisheries. That is, sea lion protecttve measures that will be implemented under a separate action will
generally dictate when and where pollock harvests may occur and the same amount of total harvest will occur

from the same management areas. Likewise, the same species of fish will be harvested at the exploitation levels
determined in the TAC setting process and the sex ratio and size of fish harvested would be similar. However,

under fishery co-ops promoted under the preferred altemative, the spatial and temporal focations from which :
fish are harvested are expected to more closely reflect the biomass distribution .of pollock.: This effect o O
assumedly reflects a positive influence on how fisheries are conducted relative to potential impacts on Bering "
Sea pollock. Similar but less predictable effects may occur for other species harvested by AFA vessels to the

extent that fishery co-ops-are able to promote a more rationalized approach to the harvest of sideboard species

~ for which directed fishing by AFA vessels would be athorized. Given that sideboard amounts of non Bering
pollock are not allocations, but rather harvest limits that must be competed for with non AFA vessels, the
benefits accrumg from AF Al sideboard limits in ratlonalrzmg non pollock target ﬁshenes lrkely wrll be lrmrted

U

3.6 Flshmg Gear Impacts

The otter trawl is the pnncrpal gear used in the drrected pollock ﬁshenes in the GOA and BSAI Amendment

57 (to the FMP for Groundfish Fishery of the BSAI) prohibiting nonpelagic trawl gear was passed by the..
Council and the new regulation on the fishery is expected to be effective by mid 2000." Beginning in 1999
however, nonpelagic trawl gear is being prohibited in the BSAI pollock fishery through allocation of zero mt

of pollock to nonpelagic trawl gear. Pelagic trawls may, liowever, be fished on the bottom and, in some ¢ases,” -
may come in contact with'and disturb substrate. No data are available predicting the reductioh in amount of .
contact with benthic substrates by use of only pelagic trawl gear or whether reducing contact with benthic
substrate in the pollock fishery alone is enough to comprise a measurable reduction of impacts that have .
accrued from other fisheries that will continue to use bottom trawl gear Le. the Pacrﬁc cod, rock sole yeIIowﬁn

™

 sole, and Atka mackerel ﬁsherres T T L . ‘ o =
The proposed actron ar altematrves to the proposed action are not expected to result in either more or less -+
habitat disturbance than accrues from status quo ditected pollock trawl fishing except to-the extent that local +  ~
disturbances become less intense as the pollock ﬁshery becomes more dispersed temporally and spatlally - O
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3.7 Bycatch of Prohtbited Species

Halibut, herring, crab, and salmon are among the prohibited species taken in the fisheries subject to the
proposed actions. The proposed action would not change existing PSC limits for these species. However,
Bycatch rates of prohibited species could be reduced under the AFA to the extent that pollock fishery
cooperatives and the rules that are implemented to manage co-op fisheries provide incentives to slow harvest
rates and fish in a manner that reduces incidental catch rates of prohibited species by AFA vessels. A separate
proposed ban on bottom trawling has the potential to reduce bycatch of halibut and crab (at some potential cost
in terms of increase in salmon and herring bycatch), but that is an independent action.

'PSC limits for the AFA vessels are proposed to be either reflective of historical percentage of PSC bycatch (for
AFA catcher processors) or be proportional to the groundfish quotas (AFA catcher vessels). Therefore, the
PSC limitations imposed on AFA vessels are simply a subset of the overall PSC caps for the groundfish
fisheries. Any amount not taken under these limits is still subject to bemg taken by the non-AF A vessels fishing -
in the other groundfish fisheries.

As with target species catch discussed previously, none of the aiternatives would directly change existing PSC

* limits. However, the expectation exists that potlock co-ops could provide the infrastructure to promote reduced

~ prohibited species bycatch rates and overall bycatch amounts experienced by AFA co-op vessels gwen the -
latitude these vessels have in seIf-management of co-op specific pollock allocations.

3.8 Impacts to Manne Habitat

An assessment of impacts to habitat described as Essentlal Fish Habitat (EFH) is required in the interim ﬁnalﬂ:'.

rule (IFR) (62 FR 66531, December 19, 1997) unplementmg the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens

. Fishery Conservatlon and Management Act. These requirements are: - :

b ’ it

1) a descnptlon of the proposed action; '

2) an analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects of the proposed action on EFH the managed
species, and associated species, such as major prey species, including affected hfc history stages

3) the Federal agency's view of the action on EFH; and

4) proposed mitigation, if applicable.

Amendment 55 tothe Gulf of Alaska Groundfish, Amendment 55 to the Groundﬁsh in the Bering Sea/Aleutian

Islands Area, Amendment 8 to the Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Crab, and Amendment 5 to the Scallop

Fisheries Off Alaska Fishery Management Plans contain descriptions of EFH for the subject fishery

management areas. The fishery management plan species with EFH descriptions associated with this proposed

* action are: arrowtooth flounder, Alaska plaice, dusky rockfish, flathead sole, Pacific cod, Pacific ocean perch,
rock sole, dover sole, rex sole, sablefish, Atka mackerel, shortraker rockfish, rougheye rockfish; skates,
sculpins, sharks, octopus, squid, thornyhead rockfish, yellow-eye rockfish, walleye pollock, yellowfin sole, and

- forage fish (eulachon, capelin, sand lance, sand fish, Myctophids, euphausiids, pholids, stichaeids). :

The proposed action is a2 complex of regulatory changes affecting distribution patterns of harvest among
- existing users. Descriptions of the action are in section 1, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 of this document. The
complex of actions does not directly change the total amount of fish harvested or the species of groundfish
harvested or taken as bycatch. To the extent fishing for pollock is conducted under fishery co-ops authorized
- under the AFA, fishing effort could be further dispersed in time and space relative to the status quo fishery.
Therefore, it is this federal agency’s view that this action is not expected to have an adverse impact on habitat
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described as essential to any fish species in these management areas. Given this determination and the .
assumption that dispersion of fishing effort could have a beneficial impact on marine habitat, this agency does
not see a need for additional management measures directed- toward nntlganng marine habrtat unpacts in
connection. wrth this action. - - ) ) oo '.: , NN N -

. MY INY .. - N i L . -
3.9 Endangered Specres Act Consrderanons R S } LT '

Sy i .

The Endangered Specres Actof 1973 as amended (1 6 USs.C. 1531 et seq; ESA) prowdes for the conservatron
of endangered and threatened species of fish, wildlife, and plants.~The program is administered jointly by the s
NMFS for most marine mammal species, marine and anadromous fish species, and marine plants specres and
by the USFWS for bird specres and terrestrial and freshwater mldlee and plant species. o
The desigpation of an ESA listed species is based on the brologxc&l health of that specres .The status
determination is either threatened or endangered. Threatened species are those likely to become endangered -
in the foreseeable future [16 U.S.C. § 1532(20)]. Endangered species are those in danger of becoming extinct :
throughout all or a significant portion of their range [16 U.S.C. § 1532(20)]. Species can be listed as
endangered without first being listed as threatened. The Secretary of Commerce, acting through NMFS; is
authorized to list marine fish, plants, and mammals (except for walrus and sea otter) and anadromous fish
species. . The Secretary of the Intérior, acting through the USFWS, is-authorized to'list walrus and sea otter,
seabirds, terrestrial plants and wildlife, and freshwater fish and plant species. SO .

In addition to listing species under the ESA, the critical habitat of a newly listed species must be designated -

concurrent with its listing to the "maximum extent prudent and determinable” {16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A)].
The ESA defines critical habitat as those specific areas that are essential to the-conservation of a listed species’

and that may be in rieed of special consideration. Federal agencies are prohibited from undertaking actions that -

destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. . Some speciés, primarily the cetaceans; which were

listed in 1969 under the Endangered Species Conservation Act and carried forward as endangered under the
ESA have not recelved critical habrtat desrgnatlons ' . .

1y

F ederal agencres;have an afﬁrmatlve mandate to,conserve'listed spectes (Rohlf 1989). One assurance of this

is Federal actions, activities or authorizations (hereafter referred to as Federal action) must be in compliance -

with the provisions of the ESA. Section 7 of the Act provides a mechanism for consultation by the Federal
action agency with the appropriate expert agency (NMFS or USFWS). Informal consultations, resulting in
letters of concurrence, are conducted for Federal actions that have no adverse affects on the listed species.”
Formal consultations, resulting inbiological opinions, are conducted for Féderal actions-that may have an

~ adverse affect on the listed species. Through the biological opinion, a determination is made as to whether the -
proposed action poses "jeopardy” or "no jeopardy" of extinction to the listed species.. If the determination is .

that the action proposed (or ongoing) will cause jeopardy, reasonable and prudent altematives may be
suggested which, if implemented, would modify the action to no longer pose the jeopardy of extinction to the
listed species. - These reasonable and prudent alternatives must be incorporated into the Federal action if itiis’

to proceed., A biological opinion with the conclusion of no jeopardy may contain a seriés of management. :

measures intended to further reduce the negative impacts to the listed species. These management alternatives
are advisory to the action agency [50 C.F.R. § 402.24(j)]. If a likelihood exists of any taking' occurring during
premulgation of the action, an incidental take statement may be appended to a biological opinion to provide

I ¥ "”‘:.\ R 1.

1 B |

T,

: 1 the term "take” under the ESA means "harass, harm pursue hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct” {16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1)(B)].
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for the amount of take that is expected to occur from normal promulgatlon of the actlon An mcxdental take

statement 1s not the equ:valent ofa pemut to take.

Twenty-three species occurring in the GOA and/or BSAI groundfish management areas are currently listed as

endangered or threatened under the ESA (Table 3.1). The group mcludes seven great whales one pinniped,

" eleven Pacxﬁc salmon three seabirds, and one albatross.

Table 3.1 Specnes currently listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA and occurnng in the GOA
-~ and/or BSAI groundfish management areas.

Northern Right Whale ‘ . Balaena g.’acrahs : Endangered

Bowhead Whale ! : "7 Balaena mysticetus Endangered

Sei Whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered

Blue Whale ' ' Balaenoptera musculus : Endangered

Fin Whale » ' Balaenoptera physalus Endangered

Humpback Whale : Megaptera novaeangliae . Endangered

Sperm Whale 2 Physeter macrocephalus Endangered

Snake River Sockeye Salmon Onchorynchus nerka Endangered

Short-tailed Albatross . Phoebastria albatrus Endangered

Steller Sea Lion ' _ Eumetopias jubatus Endangered and

: ‘ ' Threatened
.Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha’ Threatened

. Snake River Spring/Sununer Chinook Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
» Salmon - : : -

. Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened R
" Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon © Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened

Upper Willamette River Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha - Threatened =

" Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook Onchorynchus tshawytscha ~  Endangered - ¥

Salmon - ' A ‘

Upper Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Endangered

Snake River Basin Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Lower Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Upper Willamette River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Middle Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Spectacled Eider ' . Somateria fishcheri = Threatened

Steller’s Eider ' : Polysticta stelleri Threatened

' The bowhead whale is present in the Bering Sea area only.
? Steller sea lion are listed as endangered west of Cape Suckling and threatened east of Cape Suckling.

In summary, species listed under the’ ESA are present in the action area and, as detaited below, some are
negatively affected by groundfish fishing. The NMFS is the expert agency for ESA listed marine mammals.
The USFWS is the expert agency for ESA listed seablrds The proposed action, rule tothe American Fisheries
Act must be n comphance with the ESA. :

Section 7 consultations relevant to promulgation of various aspects of the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries have
been done for all the above listed species, some individually and some as groups. See the SEIS, section 3.8,
for summaries of previous section 7 consultations and Biological Opinions (NMFS 1998a). Section 7
consultations prepared subsequent to the SEIS include: )
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1. National Marine Fisheries Service. December 3, 1998 Biological Opinion with amendmenit dated December
. 16, 1998, Activities Considered: Authorization of an Atka mackerel fishery under the BSAI groundfish
Fishery Management Plan between 1999 and 2002. Authorization of a walleye pollock fishery under the
Bering Sea-Aleutian Island groundfish Fishery Management Plan between 1999 and 2002, and Authorization
of a walleye pollock fishery under the Gulf of Alaska groundfish Frshery Management Plan between 1999 and .
2002 (NMFS 1998c). C ‘ Lo o Lt

2. National Marine Fisheriés'Service. December 22, 1998 Biological Opinion. -Activities Considered:
Authorization of BSAI groundfish fisheries based on TAC specifications recommended by the North Pacific
Fishery management Council for 1999; and Authorization of GOA groundfish fisheries based on TAC
specifications recommended by the North Pacific Frshery Management Council for 1999 (N MFS 1998d)

3. USDI Fish and Wildlife Semce March 19; 1999 Blologlcal Oplmon Activities Considered: Hook—and—
line groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bermg Sea/Aleutian Islands Areas on short-taﬂed

albatrosses (USFWS 1999) ‘ . .
The proposed actlon and altematwes to 1t being con51dered for 1mplementat10n of the Amencan Flshenes Act
regulations are not expected to have impacts on endangered or threatened marine mammal or bird species in
ways that have not already been considered in the previous Section 7 consultations. Notwithstanding this
determination, NMFS has initiated consultation to ‘evaluate the effects of the proposed TAC specifications for
the 2000 BSAI and GOA fisheries on listed species and critical habitat. This consultation will analyze the
BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries, other than the BSAI Atka mackerel ﬁshery and the BSA! and GOA
_pollock fisheries addréssed in the Decémber 3, 1998, consultation, to determine whether these fisheries are

‘likely to jeopardize listed species or modify their habitat. This consultation will be completed prior to
December 31, 1999. A’ separate but related consultatlon on the impacts of the Alaska groundﬁsh fisheres on
listed salmonid was initiated in response to the 2000 TAC specification process and also will be concluded
prior to the start of the 2000 pollock fisheries. Any mﬂuence of the AFA and assoelated pollock co-ops on .
listed salmon species will be consrdered as part of that consultation. ot

4 -
1 S

NMFS also has taken steps to initiate a comprehensive-cons'ultation under section 7 of the ESA on the
groundfish fisheries inthe BSAl and GOA that will evaluate the cumulative effects of the fisheries over a fnulti-
year period on listed species and critical habitat (Programmatic Groundfish Fisheries Consultation). This
Programmatic Groundfish Fisheries Consultation will be conducted in accordance “with the ESA and
implementing regulations, and will analyze the mdmdua.l and cumulative impacts of all activities relating to
the groundfish fisheries authorized and managed under the FMPs and all amendments thereto, to determme
whether the cumulative impacts of the groundfish ﬁshenes are hkely to jeopardize the contmued existence of ‘
listed species, including Steller sea lions, or adversely modlfy critical habitat. Generally, the Programmatic

Groundfish Fisheries: Consultation will be prepared in coordination with a comprehensive programmatic
supplemental Enwronmeutal Impact Statement that wﬂl address actmtres authonzed and managed under the..
groundfish fishery management plans and amendments thereto and that addresses the conduct of the GOA and,
BSAI groundfish fisheries and the FMPs as a whole. The schedule for completion of the Progra.mmatle

Groundfish Fisheries Consultation will correspond to the schedule for the issuance of the programmatic SEIS

as the information, evaluations, and conclusions that are required for both documents will be similar in many:
respects. . - L o G i

B
P
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3.10 Marine Mamm'al Protection Act Considerations

Under the Marine Mammal Protection Act, commercial fisheries are classified according to current and
historical data on whether or not the fishery interacts with marine mammals. Two groups, takers and non-
takers, are initially identified. For takers, further classification then proceeds on the basis of which marine
mammal stocks interact with a given fishery. Fisheries that interact with a strategic stock at a level of take
which has a potentially significant impact on that stock would be placed in Category . Fisheries that interact
with a strategic stock and whose level of take has an insignificant impact on that stock, or interacts with a non-
strategic stock at a level of take which has a significant impact on that stock are placed in Category II. A
fishery that interacts only with non-strategic stocks and whose level of take has an m31gruﬁcant impact on the
stocks is placed in Category II1.

Specics listed under the Endangered Species Act present in the management area were listed above. Marine
mammals not listed underthe ESA that may be present in the BSAI and GOA management area include
cetaceans, [minke whale (Balaenoptera acutorostrata), killer whale (Orcinus orca), Dall's porpoise
{Phocoenvides dalli), harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), Pacific white-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus
obliquidens), and the beaked whales (e.g., Berardius bairdii and Mesoplodon spp.)] as well as pinnipeds
[Pacific harbor seal (Phoca vitulina), northern fur seal (Callorhinus ursinus), Pacific walrus (Odobenus
rosmarus), spotted seal (Phoca largha), bearded seal (Erignathus barbatus), ringed sea (Phoca hispida) and
ringed seal (Phoca fasciata)}, and the sea otter (Erhydra lutris).

Take of the above listed marine mammals in trawl! fisheries has been monitored through observer programs.
The subject fisheries (Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl, and Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl).
are classified as Category III. Steller sea lion, harbor seal, northern elephant seal, Dall’s porpoise were species”
recorded as taken incidentally in the Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fisheries according to records dating back
to 1990 (Hill etal 1997.) Steller sea lion, northern fur seal, harbor seal, spotted seal, bearded seal, ibbon seal ;
ringed seal, northern elephant seal, Dall’s porpoise, harbor porpoise, Pacific white-sided dolphin, kilter whale,*
sea otter, and walrus were recorded as taken incidentally in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish
trawl fisheries according to records dating back to 1990 (Hall et al 1997 )

None of the alternatives considered for implementation of the American Fisheries Act ;egulétions are expected

to increase or decrease the participating fishertes rates of incidental takes or other direct interaction with marine

mammals.

3.11 Coastal Zone Mmagement Act - o ) “
. Yo . } ‘.,J.""\_ o, s "‘ T Lot

Implementation of the emergency rule would be conducted in a manner consistent, to the maximum extent

practicable, with the Alaska Coastal Management Program within the mcamng of section 30{c)(1) of the

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations.
3.12 EFH Impacts Analysis

The area included in this action includes EFH for all managed species in the BSAI. EFH for these species at
each life stage, to the extent that it is understood, is described and identified in four FMP amendments which
were approved January 20, 1999. These are: Amendment 55 to the FMP for the Groundfish Fishery of the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands; Amendment 8 to the FMP for the Commercial king and Tanner Crab Fisheries
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands; Amendment 5 to the FMP for Scallop Fisheries off Alaska; and Amendment
5 to the FMP for the Salmon Fishenies in the Exclusive Economic Zone off the Coast of Alaska.
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The effects of the pollock fishery on EFH for poliock and other, FMP managed species were considered

comprehensively in the EFH assessment in the draft EA for the Proposed Rule to Implement Steller Sea Lion - |

Protection Measures for the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI and the GOA (NMFS 199%¢). The effects of other
 groundfish ﬁshenes on EFH were examined in the EFH assessment in the EA for the 2000 Groundfish, Total
Allowable Catch Spec1ﬁcanons Implemented Under the Authority of the Fishery Management Plans for the
Groundﬁsh Fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands Area and Groundfish Fishery of the Gulf of Alaska
Area (NMFS 1 999d). Because fishing for pollock under AFA-endorsed fishing cooperatives would promote
. dispersion of fishing effort in time and space, EFH impacts could actually be reduced relative to the status quo
_ fishery. Given this premise, nothing in this rule is expected to change in a. negatwc manner the effects of
fishing on EFH in ways not cons1dered It previous assessments.. ‘ N .

This proposed rule authorizes certain vessels to fish for and process pollock in the BSAI and places restrictions

on the participation of such vessels in other groundfish and crab fisheries. Pollock g\-ops and AF A groundfish

and crab harvest sndeboards and restrictions could change the conduct of thesefisheries in a-manner that

dxsperses ﬁshery effort, reduces overall harvest rates and potentlally increased season length of fisheries: To

the extent these changes occur, they would be in the direction already assessed under the new Steller sea lion

protection measures. The TAC amount harvested and the gear used are not expected to change because of this

rule. Taken in the context of the fishery as a whole; this rule is not expected to have an adverse effect on EFH:
for any managed species in the BSAI and in fact could have beneficial impacts to the extent that ﬁshmg effort

is further dispersed in time and space relative to the status quo alternative. : , _

313 - Conclusions CoE IR S T

For the reasons d.lSCUSSCd above, unplementatlon of the regulanons to unplement the Amencan F:shenes Act .
would not significantly, affect the quality of the human environment. .Therefore, the: preparation of an
environmental unpact statement is not requrred by section lO?.(Z)(C) of NEPA orits lmplementmg regulaﬂons

This Envn*onmental Assessment adOpts the dlscussnon a.nd a.nalyses in the SEIS (N MFS 1998a) and
incorporates by reference the 1999 Groundfish Total Allowable Catch Specification EA.(NMFS 1998b), the -
draft 2000 Groundfish total allowable Catch Specifications EA (NMFS 1999d), the Emergency Rule to
Implement Reasonable and Prudent Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures in the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI
and GOA EA (NMFS 1999a), and Revised Final Reasonable and Prudent Altermnatives for the Pollock fisheries
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska with supporting Documents (NMFS 1999¢ and

nistrator for Fisheries, NOAA . - Da,t/e . o . e

!.: s . e s . o . B v
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4.0 DEFINITIONS OF INSHORE, OFFSHORE, AND SINGLE GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

Because certain sector definitions in the AFA are inconsistent with existing definitions, under either the
Magnuson-Stevens Act or the Council’s inshore/offstiore regulations, clarification is réquired to ensure
consistency in the tmplemeniazion of the provisioan of the AFA. Primarily these involve the definitions of
“inshore component” and “ofisherx :fc.r:zpnneut", b2 use of the term “fish” vs “groundfish”, and the definition
of the term ‘shoreside processor” iz the Ar'A. The Council previously requested a discussion of the terms and
definitions used for consistency between the AFA and other regulations. The issue of single geographic
focation for floating processors is related to this discussion and is included herein, The Council raised this
issue among the alternatives for processor sideboards and it is a decision point which needs to be resolved as
part of the overall AFA amendment package.

4.1 Issues

1. - Definitions for the terms “inshore component” and “offshore component™ in the American Fisheries Act
(AFA) are different from the definitions for these terms used by the North Pacific Fishery Management
Council (Council) and NMFS in the original inshore-offshore allocation regime.

2. Differences in the definitions raise éertain policy choices in synchronizing the inshoré-offshore management
regime between the Bering Sea and Alentian Islands area (BSAI) and the Gulf of Alaska (GOA).

3. Clarification is required regarding the Council’s intent to restrict floating processors to a single geographic
location (SGL).

4.2 Council Decision Points

The principal policy decision is whether consistency is desirable within and between the definition of “inshore
component,” as that term is applied in the BSAl and GOA inshore-offshore fisheries. If no, then no further
consideration needs to be given to this issue. Staff recommends consistency which raises the following issues
for resolution:

_Decision point 1: Sunset dates and duration of definitions - should the refevant definitions be of the same
duration in the GOA and the BSAI? The Council is scheduled to take action under Amendments 62/62
to make the overall GOA inshore/offshore regulations sunset at the same time as the BSAI, therefore’
resolving this question.

Decision point 2: Should the definitions apply to directed fishing harvests of pollock or GOA Pacific cod
in the BSAI and GOA separately or combined?

Staff preference is yes. This decision would resolve any potential confusion about the applicability of the
BSAI “inshore” and “offshore” (I-O) definitions in the GOA and vice versa. This decision also would facilitate
single I-O definitions that would be consistent in both areas.

Need. The original I-O definitions applied equally in both the BSAI and the GOA. The AFA definitions,
however, specifically apply only to 1-O fish harvested in the BSAI Inthe GOA, those definitions apply to [-O
fish harvested in both areas. This inconsistency could be a source of confusion because different [-O
definitions would apply to pollock based on the area in which it was harvested.
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Effect. The substantive effect of this alternative would apply only to pollock harvests; not Pacific cod, because
Pacific cod is an 1-O species only in the GOA. Pollock is an I-O species in both areas. Hence, the I-0
definitions would apply to pollock regardless of from whrch area it was harvested LT
'}
Decrsron pomt 3: Shouid the ° shoresrde processor deﬁmtlon apply to the processmg of “fish” or
“groundfish,” as those terms are deﬁned n the MSA and groundﬁsh lmplementmg regulatrons
respectively? _

L

Staff preference is for “groundfish”. This decisior would resolve a technical inconsistency betiveen the I-0.
definitions used by the AFA for the BSAI'and those used by the Federal groundﬁsh regulatrons for the GOA
This decision also would facilitate single I-O definitions that would be consistent in bath areas.

Need. The AFA definition of “shoreside processor” is slightly different from the one used in the Federal
groundfish regulations. This results in different meanings of the term being applied in the BSAI and in the
GOA. -‘The differencés are that the AF A cleﬁmtron refers to “ﬁsh” while exrstmg groundﬁsh regulatzons refer
to “groundfish” in two places,

b
F

-

Effect. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (at section 3) defines “fish” as
including all forms of marine animal and plant life other than marine mamrhals and birds. “Groundfish,”

the other hand is defined in the regulations s including only those’ fish for which harvest limits are annually
specified pursuant to 50 CFR 679. 20(a) Hence, a processor that processes only salmon and crab harvested,
in the BSAI, for example, would be a'“shoreside processor” under the AFA but not under the regulatrons at.
50 CFR part 679. The effect of choosing the staff preference would be to prevent the provisions of the AFA
from applying to salmon and crab harvested in the BSAI, for example. The AFA section 208(f) provisions.
would be unaffected because pollock is both a “fish” under the MSA and a “groundfish™ under the Federal
regulations. Consistent application of the term “shoreside processor” would enhance consistent application
of the I-O provrsrons o I b o

- . “ "
L] ’ '

1 4 " -

- ' Decision gomt 4: Should the “inshore” and “offshore” definitions apply to all ﬁshmg for groundﬁsh” or
to directed fishing for pollock in the BSAI, directed fishing for pollock or Pacific cod in the GOA, or both?

Staff preference is to have the definitions apply only to pollock harvested in a directed flshery’ for pollock
in the BSAI or the GOA, or Pacific cod harvested in a directed fishery for Panﬂc cod in the GOA This
decision would resolve a téchnical point of confusion about whether the 1-Q' provrswns apply to all groundfrsh
harvests including incidental catch amounts or to only directed fishing for the I-O species. Another potential
source of confusion stems from having the I-O definitions apply comprehensively to all groundfish, but only
to directed fishing harvests of pollock (or P. cod in the GOA) that are delrvered to ﬂoatmg processors msrde
State waters.

Need. “As explained below, this issue stems from an attempr to resolve a problem of accountmg for mcrdental
catches of pollock in the BSAI to either the “inshore” allocation or the ‘offshore” allocation. The agency
solution was proposed in the proposed rule for 1-O 3 which was drafted before the AFA was srgned into law.
The AFA drafters provided redundant solutions to this problem, first, by adoptmg the agency proposal touse |
the term i‘groundfish” in the I-O definition, and second, by providing for an “incidental catch allowance ” The
latter. soluuon obvrated the need for the former solution but it was retained in the AF A anyway
4 fl y ot I | VI

Eﬁ‘ect The effect of the staff preference would be to restore the ongmal 1-O definition language whrch makes
the 1-O provisions apply only to directed fishing harvests of pollock in the BSAI and the GOA, and directed
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ﬁshmg harvests of Pacific cod in the GOA. Also, this decision would restore consistency of applymg the
“inshore” definition among all categories of the mshore component,

Decision point 5: Regarding the issue of inshore floating processors, should they be restricted (or not) to
a single geographic location during a fishing year in which they process directed fishing amounts of
inshore/offshore species? Should this restriction, if adopted, apply statewide or just within GOA and BSAI
areas separately? Staff has no recommendation on this issue.

Decision point 6: Should the definition of “Shores:de processor” be refined, for purposes of implementing

(a) to mean the physacal planit of the shoreside processor, and
(b) limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AFA sec. 208(f) to receive pollock harvested in the

BSAl only at the same physical location at which that shoreside processor plants existed during the qualifying
years of 1996 and 19977 Staff preference regarding issue (a) is to define shoreside processor as the
physical plant or processing facility, but staff has no recommendation on issue (b). See discussion under
section 4.4 below.

4.3 Background Discussion

The first inshore-offshore allocations of pollock in the BSAI and GOA and Pacific cod in the GOA were
established in 1992, pursuant to the partial approval of groundfish fishery management plan (FMP)
Amendments 18 (BSAI) and 23 (GOA). Amendments 18/23 resulted in part from the early closure of the GOA
pollock fishery in 1989, after several catcher-processor vessels harvested nearly half of the total allowable
catch (TAC) for pollock early that year. Most of this TAC was being planned, but not officially reserved, for
use by catcher vessels that delivered fish to shore-based processing plants. This “inshore” sector of the
industry perceived that they were unfairly preempted from the resource and from carrying out their planned
activity by the catcher-processors or “offshore” sector of the industry. The Council’s policy response to the
preemption argument resulted in three actions which ultimately were approved by NMFS and implemented as.
separate regulatory programs. These included a prohibition on pollock rée stripping, inshore-offshore
allocations and a moratorium on the entry of new vessels.

An argument frequently heard during the inshore-offshore preemption debate was that the real problem was
excessive harvesting capacity caused by open or free access to the fishery resource. Although the open access
management regime at that time likely contributed to the preemption problem, a policy of limiting access or
reducing capacity would not necessarily resolve it. This is due to the superior mobility of catcher/processor
vessels relative to catcher vessels. The latter are constrained to fish within a reasonable operating distance
from the plants to which they deliver while catcher/processor vessels have a larger potential operating range.
Hence, regardless of the open or limited access policy in effect, a catcher/processor vessel could compete with
a catcher vessel within that vessel’s operating range and then move on 1o harvest fish outside of the catcher
vessel's range, This mobility feature distinguishing the inshore and offshore sectors was then, and continues
to be central to the inshore and offshore component definitions which are basic to the practical implementation
of the inshore-offshore allocation policy.

Thie original “inshore” and “offshore” component definitions developed by the Council for Amendments 18/23

were used again in Amendments 38/40, which re-authornized the inshore-offshore allocation policy for the three-
vear period 1995-1998. The Council again relied on these deﬁnitions.‘when it acted in June 1998, to adopt
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" Amendments 51/51 to re-authorize a revised inshore-offshore allocation pohcy for 1999-2001 .- In Oétober
1998, however, the AFA superceded Amendrent 51 to the BSAI groundfish FMP with a différent inshore-
offshore policy and different definition for “inshore” and “offshore” components. Amendment 51 to the GOA.
groundfish FMP was subsequently approved and zmplemented by regulatlons pubhshed J anua:y 25 1999 (64
FR 3653) thch leads to issue l above '

Sy P Y

o L

DeﬁmtaonD:fferences T L L

The inshore component defihition currently in‘effect for the BSAI pollock fisheries by regulatlon at 50 CFR
679.2 is based on the definition at section 205(6) of the AFA and reads as follows: SN

“Inshore component in the BSAI” (applicable through December 31 2004) means the fo!lowmg
categories that process groundfish harvested in the BSAL: -
(1} Shoreside processors mcludmg those eli g;ble under secnon 208()9 of the Amerzcan Fasherzes
Act;and = = .
(2) Vessels less than 1251 (38 i m) LOA that process less’ than 126 me per wcekm round-wez ghr
equivalents of an aggregate amount of pollock and Pacific cod. .
By contrast, the inshore component definition currently in effect for the GOA pollock and Pacific cod fisheries,
~also at 50 CFR 679.2, is based on Amendment 51 to the GOA groundfish FMP which was approved by the
Alaska Reglonal Admmlstrator NMFS on December 15 1998, and reads as follows

. ,s..g, ' faln Lot

Inshore oomponen! in the GOA (apphcabie through Décember 31, 2001 ) méans the followzng rhree
categor:es of the U.S. groundﬁsk fishery that, proce.fs groundﬁsh harvested in fhe BSAI oF the GOA
. (1).Shoreside processing operations; .7
(2) Vessels less than 125 ft (38.1 m) LOA that process no more than 126 mt per week in round-
weight equivalents of an aggregate amount of pollock and Paczﬁc cod;and -’ i
* (3) Vessels that process pollock or Paozﬁc cod, harvested in a directed ﬁshery for those speczes
“ata smgle geographzc locanon in Alaska State waters during a ﬁshmg year. . o ‘ -

AL N REEVE.

Also, the current deﬁmtlons of ‘offshore component as they appear in regulatlonSLat 50 CFR . 679.2:-are
slightly different, Again, the definition for “offshore component in the BSAI” is based on the AFA definition
of the term and “offshore component in the GOA” is based on the approved Amendment 51 for the GOA
ground_ﬁsh FMP. S

. "Offshore component in.the BSAI " (apphcablc rnrough December 3 1) 2004) means all vessels nof -
Jncluded inthe deﬁnmon of mshore component in the BSAI that process groundﬁsh rn the BSAI

' "Oﬁ}hore component in the GOA” (applrcable through Deoember 3 1 2001) means a![ vessels not™'

mc!udea’ in the deﬁnztmn of ‘inshore componenr n the GOA that process groundﬁsh in tho BSAI or

GOA.. - SN e

. T
¢ -t
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Specific differences between the two “inshore component” definitions and the two “offshore component”
definitions are summarized as follows:

»  “In the BSAI” or “in the GOA” is added respectively to each definition to distinguish its applicabiiity.
These phrases are not in the text of the AFA definitions or in the inshore-offshore proposed rule for
Amendments 51/51, but are now necessary due to other differences between the respective definitions.

» The “sunset dates” are different. Section 213 of the AFA provides for the duration of the BSAI inshore-
offshore allocations until December 31, 2004, Amendment 51 to the GOA groundfish FMP, as proposed
and approved however, ceases to have effect after December 31, 2001.

» The BSAI “inshore” and “offshore” definitions apply only to groundfish harvested in the BSAIL. The GOA
“inshore” and “offshore” definitions apply to groundfish harvested in the BSAI or the GOA.

+ “Single geographic location” (SGL) inshore processors are handled differently. The SGL provisions apply
only to processor vessels operating inside State of Alaska (State) waters (0 to 3 miles offshore). For the
BSAI the AFA refers to SGL processors indirectly in the definition by reference to section 208(f). This
section of the AFA is not effective until January 1, 2000, and includes SGL processor vessels
parenthetically as shoreside processors for purposes of luniting entry nto the BSAI pollock proacessing
business. In the GOA, however, the SGL processors are explicitly included in the “inshore component”
definition and not as a “shoreside processor.”

«  “Shoreside processor” as used in the AFA definition differs from the definition in 50 CFR 679.2 in that
(a) the AFA uses the word “fish” where the regulation uses the word “groundfish” and (b) the AFA
definition remains in effect until December 31, 2004, but the regulation remains in effect until changed by
subsequent rulemaking.

» Both inshore definitions use the term “groundfish” but its use introduces confusion to both definitions for
different reasons, ¥

4.4 Discussion of Alternatives

The definition differences  described above present policy choices that should be made for consistent
implementation of the inshore-offshore policy in the BSAI and the GOA combined. Due to these differences,
the current inshore-offshore implementing regulations rely on four definitions of “inshore” and “offshore™
* component; two for the BSAI consistent with the AFA and two for the GOA consistent with approved
Amendment 51. This multiplicity of definitions could confound enforcement or produce other unintended
effects. A single definition of “inshore component” and of “offshore component” that could be applied
consistently to the BSAl and GOA would obviate the need for two definitions “in the BSAI” and two “in the
GOA”

Consistency can be realized by amending the BSAl and GOA groundfish FMPs or the AFA or both. Section
213(c)(1) of the AF A provides authority for the Council and NMFS to implement measures that supercede the
AFA except for sections 206 and 208, The AFA definitions of “inshore component™ and “offshore component”
are in section 205 and may be superceded for conservation purposes or to mitigate adverse effects caused by
the AFA. A recommendation to supercede a part of the AFA likely would take the form of an FMP
amendment. Following is a discussion FMP amendment alternatives.

1. Sunset dates.

(a) Make no change. The inshore-offshore provisions in the BSAI under section 213 (a) of the AFA would
be in effect through December 31, 2004, and those in the GOA under approved Amendment 51 would be in
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effect through December 31, 2001, This alternative would prevent a cormon deﬁmtron for mshore
component” and “offshore component™ in both areas. co

(b) Amend the GOA groundfish FMP to extend inshore-offshore 'provisions in the GOA to match the
duration of those in the BSAL - This would result in the inshore-offshore definitions for both areas being
effective through December 31, 2004. Preferred - While two additional alternativés are discussed below, they
are both inconsistent with the provisions of the AF. A, and the Council has already expressed its preference for
alternative (b), and is scheduled to take final action in June to extend the mshore-offshore prowsrons m the
GOA to match the duratlon in the BSAI under Amendment 62/62. o .

(c) Supercede section 21 3(a) of the AF A to make the inshore-offshore prowsnons in the BSAI to match the
duration of those in the GOA. This would result in the inshore-offshore deﬁmtlons for both areas bemg
effective through December 31, 2001 ot

. Y ¢

(d) Amend the GOA groundfish FMP and supercede section 213(a) of the AFA to’remove the duration
limits in both areas; This would make the inshore-offshore provisions in both areas consistent in that both
would remain effective until changed by subsequent FMP amendments: As part of this alternative, the Council
could state a policy of considering inshore-offshore changes at some specified date mn the ﬁJture but this date

wou!d not have to take the form of a “sunset” date in regu!atlons
2. Apphcatlon of mshore-offshore definitions to BSAI and GOA” areas.

(a) Make no change. The BSAI “inshore™ and “offshore” definitions would continue to apply only to
groundﬁsh harvested in the BSAI. The GOA “inshore” and “offshore” definitions would continue to apply to
groundfish harvested tn the BSAI or the GOA. The substantive effect of this alternative would apply only to
pollock harvests: not Pacific cod. Only pollock harvests in the BSAI, not pollock harvests in the GOA, would
be subject to the definition of “inshore component in the BSAL” but pollock harvests in both areas would be
subject to the definition 'of “inshore component in the GOA.” The technical effect would be to prevent a
common deﬁmtlon for mshore component and offshore component in both arezw '

(b) Change the GOA deﬁmtxons to match the BSA] deﬁmtlons by deleting “the BSAI or” from the GOA
inshore and offshore deﬁmtxons Again, the substantive effect would apply only to pollock harvests as above.
Preferred .

r < R |

Ve
PR

© Supercede the AFA deﬁmtlons of “mshore component” and “oﬁ‘shore component” in section 205 to
match the GOA definitions by adding the phrase “or the GOA" 10 both definitions.

3. “Shoreside processor’ deﬁmtlon part L. ‘
R

. (a) Make no change. Thls alternative would continue this definition’s inconsistency between the BSAI,
as it applies to the inshore-offshore provisions of the AFA, and the GOA and BSAI asit applres to all other_
provisions of the regulations in 50 CFR part 679. )

(b) Change the shoreside processor definition at 50 CFR 679.2 to match the AFA definition by changing
“groundfish” to “fish.” Such a change may have undetermined effects on compliance with record keepmg and
reportmg requirements and W1th or.her regulations In which the term shorcsuie processor” is used. :
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(c) Supercede the AFA definition of shoreside processor. This altemative would be implemented by
stipulating in the part 679 regulations that, for purposes of tnplementing the inshore-offshore provisions of
the AFA, the meaning of “shoreside processor” is as defined at 50 CFR 679.2, not withstanding the definition .
at AFA section 205(12). - i.e., would use the term “groundfish”. Preferred.

4. “Groundfish” used in the inshore-offshore definitions.

(a) Make no change. The term “groundfish” would remain in the inshore and offshore definitions for the
BSAI and the GOA. The effect could be ambiguity about which fisheries are subject to the inshore-offshore
provisions. Using the term “groundfish” in the definition would indicate that fisheries for all species of
groundfish are subject to the BSAI and GOA inshore and offshore policies while other parts of the AFA and.
GOA Amendment 51 (and the history of the inshore-offshore policy since 1992) indicate that the inshore-
offshore provisions apply only to directed fishing harvests of pollock in the BSAI and GOA and Pacific cod
harvests in the GOA.

- (b) Change the inshore and offshore definition phrase “that process groundfish harvested in the BSAI [or
GOA]” to read “that process pollock harvested in a directed fishery for pollock in the BSAI or the GOA, or
Pacific cod harvested in a directed fishery for Pacific cod in the GOA, or both.” This change would require
superceding the inshore and offshore component definitions in section 205 of the AFA and amending the
definitions applicable to the GOA. Preferred.

(c) Superceding the AFA definitions as described in alternative 5(b) above but not the inshore-offshore
definitions applicable to the GOA. This would prevent a common definition of “inshore component™ for both
_areas but would be functional due to the separate allowance for pollock bycatch in the BSAL

.;  (d) Change the inshore deﬁmtlons applicable to the GOA as descnibed in alternative 5(b) above but not
-supercede the AFA definitions. The rationale for this alternative is not immediately apparent. -

A technical change in the proposed rule for Amendments 51/51 (63 FR 57996, October 29, 1998) proposed:
revising the inshore and offshore definitions to indicate that all groundfish processors operating in the BSAI
and the GOA must be identified as belonging to etther the inshore or offshore component regardless of whether
they process pollock harvested in a directed fishery for pollock in the-BSAI or GOA or Pacific cod harvested
in a directed fishery for Pacific cod inthe GOA. Previously, regulations implementing Amendments 18/23 and
38/40 applied the inshore-offshore allocation provisions by definition only to “pollock harvested in a directed
fishery for pollock in the GOA or BSAI or Pacific cod harvested in a directed fishery for Pacific cod in the
.GOA, or both.” This definition caused a catch-accounting problem when bycatch amounts of pollock or GOA
Pacific cod were delivered because no third “bycatch” allowance was provided under the Council’s original
inshore-offshore policy recommendation which applied only to directed fishing for these species. For purposes
of counting bycatch amounts of pollock and GOA Pacific cod to either the inshore or offshore allocations, the
technical change in the Amendment 51/51 proposed rule would have classified all groundfish processors as
either “inshore” or “offshore.” Closures of either the inshore or offshore component would apply only to .
directed fishing for pollock or GOA Pacific cod, however, as no inshore-offshore allocation exists for, say,
yellowfin sole. .

The AF A drafters adopted the same logic, but also provided for a separate allowance ... for the incidental catch
of pollock by vessels harvesting other species of groundfish...” (AFA section 206(b)). The AFA, therefore,
provides two solutions to one bycatch accounting problem. Clearly, the inshore-offshore allocations of pollock
- made by the AFA apply only to directed fishing for pollock. The AFA definitions of “inshore” and “offshore”
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aré made unnecessarily broad by using the term “groundfish.”’ For ﬁurposes of implementing app.‘roved
Amendment 51 in the GOA, the proposed technical cliange was adopted in ﬂue “final mshore-offshore
implementing regulatlons (64 FR 3653, January 25, 1999) - -
In the GOA, the broader term groundﬁsh” may be needed because neither the AFA nor GOA Amendment 51
provide for a bycatch allowance of pollock and Pacific cod caught in the GOA. This argument is weak
however. The allocation of pollock is entirely to the inshore component in the GOA, and any bycatch by the
offshore component in the GOA would have to be deducted from the inshore allocation. No question is raised
as to which allocation of poliock are poIIock bycatches to be deductéd. For Pacific cod in the GOA, the 10
percent allocation to the offshore component provides an ability to count the bycatch of Pacific cod by the
offshore component against the offshore allocation. Hence, the need for the term “groundﬁsh” n the GOA
inshore and offshore deﬁmtlons is questlonable R : :

Fmally, the term presents potential confusnon in conjunction thh the SGL category which is limited only to
pollock or Pacific cod harvested in directed fisheries those species. The result is a definition of “inshore
component in the GOA” that applies broadly to all groundfish ‘harvésted in the BSAI or GOA, but one part of
‘the definition pertaining to SGL processor vessels is limited to directed fishery harvests of mshore-oﬁshore
specnes This mtemal inconsistency 1is potenttally rmsleadmg and confoundmg in its-application. " *

4.

5. F loatmg processors.

(a) Maké no change. This alternative would reference floating processors mdlrectly as included in the
" definition of “inshore component in the BSAI” while exphcntly mcludmg floating processors in the deﬁmtlon
of “inshore component in the GOA.” . ‘ -

(b) Eliminate or change restrictions-on floating processors. Current implementing regulations require a
processor vessel operating inside State waters to be at the same geographic location whenever it processes
pollock harvested in a directed fishery for that species in the BSAI or pollock and Pacific cod harvested in a
directed fishety for those species in the GOA. Further, regulations at sec. 679.7(a)(7) prohibit a floating
processor from operating under the “inshore component in the BSAI” and the “inshoré componént in the GOA”
definitions during the same fishing year. Elimination of these restrictions would allow such processor vessels
to move to different locations within State waters to process inshore-offshore specics: Alternatively, such,
vessels could be limited to operating in State waters adjacent to eithér the BSAI or GOA but not both during
the same fishing year. In this event, a processor vessel wouId not necessanly be lmuted o processmg pollock
or GOA Pac:ﬁc cod wherever it was Iocated -

Lo, o
© Aa

Inc]uding State water processing vessels in the original inshore definition was designed to recognize that; like’
processing plants physically situated on shore, catcher vessels delivering to processor vessels operating in State

waters were limited in their scope of operation, -State-waters processor vessels faced the same potential

preemption by the offshore catcher/processors and motherships as did the onshore plants. ‘A State-waters -
processor vessel, however, has more maobility than an onshore processing plant, and could have some advantage

over the onshore plant by moving closer to the grounds being fished by its catcher vessels: Therefore, for

equity within the inshore sector, the Council recommended and NMFS implemented the single location

restrictions on State-waters processing vessels. Hence, the SGL term which was used also by drafters of the

AFA. Since 1992, the single location restriction applied only to the processing of pollock, or GOA Pacific'cod,

taken in directed fisheries for those species. Processing bycatch aimounts of those species when the inshore

directed fisheries were closed did not require a State-waters processor vessel to be in theé same locatlon as it

was when it processed directed fishery harvests of the inshore-offshore species. - ' ! o
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Arguably, provisions.of the AFA now make the SGL restrictions unnecessary. These provisions include
specified inshore-offshore allocations, the expressed authority to form co-operatives with catcher vessels, and
the processor limitations' at AFA section 208(f). Together, these provisions suggest that each inshore
processing plant and SGL processor vessel will likely have a predetermined amount of the inshore pollock
allocation on which to operate during a fishing year. Any processor within the inshore component would have
little opportunity to “preempt” another plant in the tnshore component by virtue of its location, except with
regard to the ex-vessel price it could offer to independent catcher vessels. Removing all restrictions, however,
may be short sighted with regard to State-waters processor vessels moving between the BSAT and the GOA
pollock fisheries.

6. “Shoreside processor” definition part 2.

(a) Make no change.. This alternative would make no change to the term “shoreside processor,” in the AFA
implementing regulations, with respect to (i) the corporate identity of the shoreside processor or (ii) the physical
location of the processing plant. :

(b) Add to or enhance the definition of “shoreside processor,” in the AFA implementing regulations, to:

(i) . specify that “shoreside processor” means the physical plant on shore where fish processing is

conducted and not only the corporate identity of the shoreside processor, and

(il " limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AFA sec. 208(f) to receive pollock harvested in the

BSAl only at the same physical location at which that shoreside processor plant existed during the .
qualifying years of 1996 and 1997.

The AFA deﬁnitions section (sec. 205) defines the term “shoreside processor™ to mean “.._any person or vessel
that receives unprocessed fish...” (emphasis added). The Magnuson-Stevens Act definitions section (sec. 3)
defines “person” to mean “...any individual...corporation, partnership, association or other entity....” The

" question raised by the term “person” in the AF A definition of shoreside processor is whether Congress intended

the definition to apply to the physical plant used by the processor or the only to the corporate identity of the
shoreside processor. This would be a moot question except for the allowance, under AFA section 208(f)(2),
to deliver, on recommendation of the Council and approval by the Secretary, BSAl-harvested pollock to
shoreside processors other than those qualified to receive under section 208(f)(1). This section (208(H)(1))
effectively limits the shoreside processors who may receive pollock harvested in the BSAI for processing by
the inshore component to only those shoreside processors that processed more than 2,000 mt of pollock during

“the inshore directed pollock fishery int each of 1996 and 1997 (qualified processors). The following paragraph

(sec. 208(f)(2)), however, provides for the delivery of pollock to an unqualified shoreside processor if (a) the
TAC for pollock in the BSAT increases by more than 10 percent above the TAC in 1997, or (b) in the event
of the actual total loss or constructive total loss of a qualified shoreside processor. Use of the term “person”
in the shoreside processor definition, therefore, raises the question of whether Congress intended to equate the
actual loss of a processing plant, say by fire or natural dlsaster with the constructive loss of a corporation, say
by financial disaster.

For this reason, the terms “shoreside processor” and “person” may be sufficiently vague to warrant
enhancement of the definition in the AFA implementing regulations. The Council could determine that only
the actual physical or constructive total loss of a processing plant, would be sufficient grounds to allow the
entry of an otherwise unqualified shoreside processor into the inshore component. In this event, the AFA
“shoreside processor” definition drafted for the AFA implementing regulations would specify that, -
notwithstanding use of the term “person,” the term “shoreside processor” means a physical processing plant
for purposes of sec. 208(f)(2). On the other hand, the Council could determine to leave this term vague and
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- to deal with the issue as the need arises. The bractrcal effect of clarifying the term “shoreside processm to
mean physical plant as opposed to the corporate owner of the plant is that petitions to the Council under AFA
sec. 208(f)(2) would arise only in'the évent-of actual or constructive' total loss of the- physical plant of a
qualified shoreside processor. Not clarifying the term may open the Council to petmons under sec. 208(f)(2)
based on arguments that the corporate owner 6f a pIa.nt suffered constructwe total loss.” ‘

.For database ma.nagement reasons, NMFS currently issues'separate Federal processor pemuts requrred under
50 CFR 679 4(f), to individual processing plants regardless of the fact that two or more plants may have the
same corporate owner. NMFS staff would prefer to continue and clarify this approach for purposes of
mplementing the AFA shoreside processor provisions for consistency in landings data collection, regardless

of the total loss implications at the corporate or plant facility level discussed’ above.” - =7

A separate but related question is raised also by lack of clarity in the term ¢ ‘shoreside proces sor.” - This question
.lS whether a qualified shoreside processor under sec. 208(f)(1) could expand its scope of operatlons as a
“person” under the “shoreside processor™ definition. For example, a qualified shoreside processor could open
a new plant at a location different from that at which it became qualified under sec. 208(f)(1). The new plant
location could provide a competitive advantage over other shoreside Processors in the processing of pollock
and non-pollock species. Without further clarifying the definition of “shoreside processor” however, the new
plant location could be permissible because the corporate identity of the qualified processor did not change.
To prevent such occurrence, the Council could enhance the “shoreside processor” definition by clarifying that,
for purposes of tmplémenting sec. 208(f), a qualified shoreside: ‘processor may receive deliveries of poltock
harvested in the BSAI for processing by the inshore component only at the same physical. location at which that
shoreside processor plant existed during the qualifying years of 1996 and 1997. The practlcal effect of such
an action would be to prevent a qualified shoreside processor from'receiving inshore component pollock at
different locations during the effective period of the AFA. The Council, however, may also determine that such
an action would be too hrmtmg on the ability of shoreside processors ta receive and process pollock proﬁtably
In this event, the Council may choose to make no clarification of the f meaning of “shoreside processor” with
respect to physical plant or corporate identity. As indicated’ above, the staff has no preference or
recommendation on this aSpect of dec:smn point 6(9). ' - o : _
, o . r 0
The. Councﬂ and the Secretary arguably ‘have authonty to enhance or cIanfy the definition of “shoreside-
processor” for purposes of implementing AFAsection 208(f). ' AFA section 213(c) provides authority to the
Council to.recommend and to the Secretary to approve ieasures that supercede the provisionis of Title 1 (the’
AFA), except for provisions of sections 206'and 208. The “shoreside processor” definition that would'be
clarified is in AFA section 205. The practical effect of the clarification, if approved, however, would be'to '
limit the application of sec. 208(f) with regard to the identity of eligible shoreside’ processors as specrﬁc
physical plants, facrlmes or vessels {as. opposed to the companies that own thém. e '

Y

- ot
. ! '
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5.0 COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS AND COUNCIL REVIEW
5.1 Requirements of the AFA

The AFA stipulates that co-op contracts must be filed with the Council and the Secretary not less than 30 days
prior to the start of fishing. While the AFA does not elaborate on the specific review role of the Counci, it
does stipulate that certain provisions of the co-op agreements, at a minimum, will be made available to the
public by the Council. These minimums include the following: ~

*Parties to the contract (fishing companies involved)

*List of the vessels involved _

*Amount of pollock 1o be harvested by each party to the co-op

* Amount of other groundfish to be harvested by each member of the co-op

The contracts must also contain provisions for payment of fish taxes to the State of Alaska for all pollock
harvested/processed, and for 1999, the co-op agreements for catcher vessels delivering to catcher/processors
included restrictions to limit their participation in non-pollock fisheries to ‘traditional’ levels.

On December 20, 1998 the Council received copies of the contract agreements for the offshore sector co-op
participants, including the catcher vessels that deliver offshore. On December 29 the Council forwarded a letter
to the Secretary of Commerce which described apparent deficiencies in the co-op agreements, but
acknowledged that this is a first-year learning experience and that fishing under these initial co-op agreements
should proceed in 1999. The issues noted in the letter centered on the lack of specifics with regard to the harvest
of non-pollock species and PSC amounts, as well as how the distribution of catch among co-op members would
be affected by transfers within the co-op. In February 1999 the Council discussed these issues and, as part of -
its overall action on AFA, requested that NMFS prepare a report for review in October 1999 which would
describe the specific activities of the co-ops, including: ' o

l. The effectiveness of the pollock co-ops in reducing bycatch,

2. The effectiveness of management measures to protect other fisheries from adverse impacts caused by the
AFA or pollock co-ops, '

3. A discussion of how transfers within co-ops may affect issues ! and 2 above.,

4. Utilization and recovery rates by species and product categories, and

5. Methods of monitoring and enforcement.

The report is also expected to include the most specific catch and bycatch information available on an
- individual vessel level. In requesting this information, the Council recognized that the nature of co-op fisheries
would preclude definitive knowledge of all vessels™ individual catch and bycatch until after the season is
completed. While much of the information required under the AFA can be included in the pre-season
agreements, and the Council can make that information available to the public, it appears that the post-season
report offers a mechanism to fully implement the intent of the AFA in this regard.

3.2 Council Proposed Requirements
In addition to the requirements of the AFA, the Council has identified other potential rules and regulations

pertaining to the development and review of fishery co-op agreements outlined by the AFA. As expressed at
the December 1998 meeting, these include: |
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*Limiting co-0p agreements to 1-6 years

*Prohibitnig linkages of membership in co-ops to delivery of non-pollock specnes
*Requiring disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics

*Requinng contracts be sebmutted by December i (as apposed to 30 days pnor to the start of ﬁshmg

statedmtheAFA) C L . L. . ..

] . . .
v

-

It is unclear whether these requirements could be implemented via regulatxons or sunply conveyed to ‘the
industry as the intent and expectation of the Council: The four issues outlined above do not lend themselves
to quantitative analysis; rather, they appear to be policy issues for which the Council needs to express direction.

Disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics is already listed in the AFA as a requirement for co-op vessels (and
it allows the Councit and SOC to make such information available to the public in a manner they deem
appropriate). Details of these provisions are being considered within the broader development of a discussion
paper already tasked by the Council™- t6 examine disclosure of catch and bycatch pursuant to Section 211(d}
of the AFA as it relates to satisfying bycatch reduction provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. This i issue
is being considered w1thm the context of State and Federal data conﬁdentsahty rules wh1ch are bemg addressed
on-a parallel track. : " o *

] . - . - . . L B " K RN

Limiting duration of co-op greements ‘ Ca
The Councrl s option included lumtmg the duration of co-op agreements to a spec1ﬁed time period, from one
to six years, with six years representing the full duration of the AFA. At present, it appears that most co-0ps
envision an annual agreement, or an agreement that is valid until superceded or altered. An annual agreement
has the advantage, from the Council’s perspective, to allow for an explicit rewew each year by the Counéil
prior to the start of fishing under such agreement. - In the event of longer-term agreements, the Council may
want to consider the degres to whick such agreements could be altered internally, without coming up for formal
feview by the Council.* Another considération related to duration of such agreements'is the ability of vessels
to enter and exit co-ops in mid-year, and thereby change the nature of the co-op and distribution of harvest
among remaining co-op participants. If co-ops are limited to one year duration, and must be revised or renewed
each year, it may reduce the llkelahood and- magmtude of changes in CO-Op partlclpatlon ‘|
Rl

4 '

This questton seems to be primarily a pollcy call on the part of the Council and wili hmge upon the Cottncil 'S
desire to monitor the details of co-op agréements and potential changes within the co-ops As such, the Council
will likely benefit more from the perspectives of co-op partrmpants tha.n from any attempt at forma] analysxs

Prohibiting linkages of membership to delivery of non-pollock species _ o L

This proposal would ‘prohibit thé co-0p from requiring delivery of non-pollock species as acondition of
membership in the pollock co-op. This may be moot in that it will be the vessel’s decision whether to Jomna
co-op, and the plants themselves will not likely be part of those negotiations, althoughas currently enwsroned
the vessels will be required to deliver t6 a specific processor. The purpose of tlus proposal appears to be to
ensure the catcher vessels latitude in their markets for non-pollock species.

Require contracts to be submitted by December |

In order to allow ample opportunity to review co-op agreements pnor to the start' of fishing under such
agreements; the Council is considering a requirement that co-op agreements be submitted to the Council and
Secretary of Commerce by December 1 of the year preceding fishing under the co-op (as opposed to 30 days
prior). This would allow the Council to review and discuss the co-op provisions during their annual December
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meeting. Under the current 30-day requirement the Council has little time, and no Council meeting forum to
review and discuss the co-op agreements. Given the additional complexities expected with regard to the
formation of catcher vessel co-ops, this additional time will have obvious advantages for the Council, as well
as allow time for any necessary industry responses to Council concemns.

[
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. 6: o AFA CATCHER!PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS :

r

f 6 1 [ntroductlon

The American Fisheries Act mandates protections for non-pollock groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea that
may be impacted excessively by the 20 listed poliock catcher processors. Because AFA was not enacted until
October 1998, interim groundfish specifications and an emergency rule (forthcoming) are used to implement
the catcher/processor restrictions in 1999. Follow-on plan and regulatory amendments are needed for 2000

and beyond and they are the main subject of thus chapter of the document.
6.2 American Fisheries Act Provisions

The Act specifies in section 211{b)(2) a not-to-exceed formulation for protecting non- pollock groundfish
fisheries in the BSAI, paraphrased as follows:

(A) Non-pollock groundfish harvests by the 20 listed catcher processors cannot exceed the percentage
of the harvest available that is equivalent to the total harvest by the 29 listed catcher processors in 1995-
1997 relative to the total amount available for harvest in those years.

(B) Prohibited species limits for the 20 listed catcher processors cannot exceed the percentage of the PSC
available that is equivalent to the total PSC harvested by the 29 listed catcher processors in 1995-1997
relevant to the total amount available for harvest in those years.

(C) Atka mackerel harvests are limited to 11.5% in the central Aleutians and 20% in the western Aleutians.

The Act also authorizes the Council to go even further than the above provisions to protect non-pollock
groundfish fisheries. Section 213(c) authorizes the Council to recommend additional conservation and
management measures as necessary to mitigate adverse effects in fisheries caused by the AFA or cooperatives
in the directed pollock fishery, so long as any such measures take into account all factors affecting the fisheries
and are imposed fairly and equitably to the extent practicable among and within the sectors in the directed
pollock fishery.

6.3 Emergency Actions for 1999

In response to the above provisions, the Council recommended various protections at its November meeting
as shown 1n a table in the action mema. These were implemented by NMFS on January 4, 1999, with
publication of interim 1999 harvest specifications for BSAI groundfish. A second emergency rule was
published to authorize in-season authority to limit harvest of non-pollock groundfish by listed
catcher/processors. Table 6.1 (which is Table 3 of the interim specifications) lists the ratios of total catch to
available TAC for each species in accordance with the not-to-exceed formulation in the AFA. These ratios are
applied to the ITAC to calculate harvest linuts for the 20 listed catcher processors. ITAC is essentially 85%
of the TAC for each non-pollock species or complex. The remaining 15% is divided equally between the
groundfish reserve and the CDQ allocation. Amounts of fish may be made available to any species from the
non-specific reserve during the year so long as overfishing does not result.

There are two general exceptions to using 1993-1997 catch histonies to limit the 20 catcher processors. The

first is for Atka mackerel, for which the percentage is specified explicitly in the AFA (see paragraph (C)
above). If their three-year history had been used instead, the percentages would have been reversed, allowing
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the 20 vessels about 22% and 10% respectively, in the central and western Aleutians. Secondly, management
of a fishery may have changed during 1995-1997. For Pacific cod, the industry and Council agreed to use
solely 1997 as the base year because separate catcher-processor and catcher vessel allocations were made
beginning in 1997, as noted in footnote 6 to the table. A similar problem exists in the BSAI Pacific ocean
perch fishery where area percentages are based only on 1596-1997 because in 1995 the TAC was aliocated

for the entire Aleutians area. NMFS notes that under the second emergency rule, directed fishing by the listed

catcher processors was limited to Atka mackerel, Pacific cod, and yellowfin sole in 1999.
6.4 Non-pollock Groundfish Sideboards for 2000 and Beyond

The Council has selected several altematives for 2000 and beyond, all based on 1995-1997. Principle
variations among the altermatives arise from (1) using the catch histories of just the 20 eligible
catcher/processors versus all 29 listed catcher/processors (20 eligible and 9 ineligible), (2) basing the caps on
catch in just non-pollock target groundfish fisheries versus including catches in the pollock target fisheries, and
(3) using the total harvest versus the total available TAC. Items (1) and (2) affect the numerator in
determining the percentage of a species that will fished by the 20 catcher processors, and item (3) affects the

. denominator, as will be shown below. Catch histories for 1993-1997 do not include activities in other than the

open access fisheries, i.e., excluded are catches by catcher/processors not listed in the AFA| harvest vessels
delivering to a processor, CDQ operations, or any catch in the GOA .

6.4.1 Choosing Catch Histories for the Numerator

The Council has specified four options for calculating catch histones to be applied to the numerator in
determining the percentage of a species that will be available to the 20 listed catcher processors: the combined-
harvests of the 20 or 29 listed catcher processors for 1995-1997, mixed and matched with harvests in either
the non-pollock fisheries or all target fisheries including pollock. The catch histones for each of the four
options are shown in Table 6.2 based on aggregated catches in BSAI target fisheries from 1995-97 NMFS:
Blend data sets. The rows contain the BSAI TAC fishery groupings. The columns show catch by target
fishery, either by the 20 eligible or all 29 listed catcher/processors. As noted earlier, some of the TAC groups
changed between 1995 and 1997. For example, two separate categories of trawl Pacific cod are given,
reflecting the cod allocation between catcher vessels and catcher processors starting in 1997 (Amendment 46).
To resolve this problem, the industry agreed to base the TAC allocation for the 1999 fishery on 1997 only.
A similar problem exists in the BSAI Pacific ocean perch fishery where area percentages are based only on
1996-1997 because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutians area.

Tables 6.3 and 6.4 show the percentages of any future year’s TAC for non-pollock target groundfish fisheries
in the BSAI that would be available to the 20 eligible catcher processors. Table 6.3 uses 1995-1997 TAC as
the base (except for Pacific cod when only 1997 is used), and Table 6.4 uses actual harvest those three years.
The tables break out the contributions from the species’ target fisheries and from bycatch in the pollock fishery.

Tables 6.5 and 6.6 show some of the same data, but the columns have been reordered to depict the general trend

one would expect: percentages increase if bycatch in the pollock fishery is added to catches in the species’
target fisheries, and, more significantly, if catches of the 9 ineligible vessels are included.

HAS 122 INDOC\SecRevewAafaca. wpd 53 January 2000



6.4.2. Choosmg the Base for the Dcnormnator : : A

e !
s
! i

The Council selected two 0pt10ns for con51derat10n as the base for calculating the percentage of a species that
will be available for harvest in future years by the 20 eligible catcher processors. Option one would set the
denominator equal to the total TACs for 1995-97. Option two would use total catch. The choice of
denomunators can have a significant impact on the amount of potential harvest, particularly if a- “TAC is
underharvested due to PSC constraints. For example, the yellowfin sole TAC summed over 1995-97 was
527,000 mt. The total harvest was 437,138 mt, limited by halibut bycatch. The 20 AFA-ligible vessels
caught 103,996 mt of yellowfin sole in the yellowfin sole target fisheries in 1995-97. Thus, the sideboard
expressed as a percentage of the year 2000 yellowfin sole TAC, based solely on their 20-vessel catch history
in the target fishery, would be 19.7% based on TAC versus 23.8% based on actial harvest. The difference
in percentages is 4.1%. The general decreases.in percentage caused by using the larger valués of TAC in the
denominator rather than the actual catches, are shown in Table 6.7. ; - S

- . 1

643, Probable Directed Fisheries"f.

i Il

Table63isa snapshot for spécies that may be able to support a dlrected ﬁshery for the 20 eligible vessels,
due to the higher percentage and/or TAC tonnage. The range of tonnages is calculated usmg the imitial TACs
in the NMFS specifications notice for 1999. Three species, yellowfin sole, other flatfish, ‘and rock sole, are
based on 1995-1997 data. Pacific cod is based on 1997. Atka mackerel is based on the percentages prescribed
in AFA. The ranges of percentages and tonnages show the impacts of using different combinations of values
for the numerator and denominator that result from the options being considered by the Council. Values for
fisheries where the percentagc is generally very small are available in tables 6.5and 6.6.- «

b . t .
. N - -
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Table 6.1: Interim Historical Catch Ratio, 1999 Aggregate Catch Limits, and 1999 Catch Limits far
Vessels Listed Under Section 208 of the American Fisheries Act'

1995 - 1997 1999 ITAC 1999

Target species’ - Area Total | Available | Ratio® | availableto | harvest
catch TAC trawl C/Ps limit*

Atka mackerel® Eastern A/BS - - - - -
Central Al - - 0.115 19,040 2,190

Western Al - - 0.200 22,950 4,590

Arrowtooth flounder | BSAI 788 36,873 0.021 13,600 291
Other flatfish BSAI 12,145 92,428 0.131 76,019 9,989
Flathead sole BSAI 3,030 87,975 0.034 85,000 2,927
Greenland turbot Al 31 6,839 0.005 4,208 19
. ' BSAI 168 16,911 0.010 8,543 85

Other species BSAI 3,551 65,925 0.054 21,930 1,181
Pacific cod trawl® BSAI 13,547 51,450 | 0.263 41,948 | 11,045
Pacific cod perch’ BSAl 58 5,760 | 0.010 1,190 12
Central Al 95 6,195 0.015 2,933 45

Eastern Al 112 6,265 0.018 2,610 47

Western Al 356 12,440 0.029 4,743 136

Other rockfish Al 95 1,924 0.049 582 29
BS 39 1,026 0.038 314 12

Rock sole BSAI 14,753 202,107 0.073 85,000 6,205
Sablefish trawi® Al 1 1,135 0.001 293 0
| BS . b 1,736 0.005 553 3

Sharpchin/Northern Al 1,034 13,254 | 0.078 3,596 280
Squid BSAI 7 3.670 0.002 | 1,675 3
Shortraker/Rougheye | Al 68 2,827 | 0.024 314 8
Other red rockfish BS 75 1 3,034 0.025 227 6
Yellowfin sole BSAI 123,003 527,000 0.233 187,000 | 43,646

' The AFA specifies the manner in which the BSAI pollock TAC must be allocated among industry components and
prohibits catcher/processors listed under paragraphs 1-20 of section 208(e) from exceeding the historical non-pollock harvest
percentages by such catcher/processors and those listed under section 209 relative to the total available in the offshsore
component in BSAI groundfish fisheries in 1995, 1996, and 1997. Amounts are in metric tons.

2 For further definitions of target species see Table |.

? The ratio is calculated by dividing the total catch by the available TAC.

* The 1999 harvest Jimit for listed catcher/processors is caleulated by multiplying the historic catch ratio by the 1999
proposed ITAC available to trawl] catcher/processors.

*In section 21 1(b)}2)(C) of the AFA, catcher/processors listed in paragraphs 1-20 of section 208(e) are prohibited from
harvesting Atka mackerel in excess of 11.5 percent of the available TAC in the Central Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea
subarea. .

¢ For Pacific cod, 47 percent of the ITAC is allacated to trawl, and of that 50 percent is available for catcher/processors.
Separate catcher/processor and catcher/vessel allocations became effective in 1997, therefore only data from 1997 was used
to calculate the historic ratio. =

7 Apportionments to western, central, and eastern Aleutian [slands subareas began in 1996, therefore only data from 1996
and 1997 was used to calculate the historic ratio.

$25 percent of the Sablefish [TAC is allocated to trawl in the Al subarea, 50 percent is aliocatéd to trawl in the BS subarea.
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Table 6.2: Catch of the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Ehgnble and Inellglble) in the Bermg Sea and

Aleutian Islands (1995-97)

. Non-Pollock Targets Pollock Targets All Target Fisheties
N | -, AFA CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests
Species by TAC Grouping 20 CPs ~29 CPs 20CPs © 29CPs| 20CPs 29CPs
' |Atka Mackerel - Central Al 8305 23,132] 50 6| 8310 23,138
Atka Mackerel - Bastern Al 458 601 ., 201 202 659 803
Atka Mackerel - Western Al 535 9,491 : 146 535 9,636
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 371 - 787 910 ' 1901 " 1,280 2,688
Other Flatfish - BSAI 10,202 12,145 297 462] 10499 12,607
Flathead Sole - BSAI 1,914 - 3,028 2878 4408 4791 7,435
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 29 . 31 20 2 307, 33
Greenland Turbot - - Bering Sea L1 168 71 . 9% 182 265
Other Species -BSAI ' " .. 2,237 3.551 1,205 - 2,048] 3442 5,599
Pacific Cod (Fixed-Gear) - BSAI - x [' 436 ‘ 0 436
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 16,450 32,487 8,072 13,263 24,522 45,750
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI| 6,573 13,544 2399 . 3,661 8973 17,205
Pollock (Offshore) - Aleutian Islands 68 - 307 53,205 ° 63,7601 53,273 64,067
Pollock (Offshore) - Bogoslof I | 532 1 532( 532 532
Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea 17,082~ 23,161 1,101,738 1,408,322 1,118,820 1,431,483
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands{. 414 . 613| 29 47 444 661
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 18 58 28 33 46 91
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al :. 26 .. 95 9 16 34 112
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 35 112 29 29 64 - 14l
Pacific Ocean Perch - Westerri AT 163 - 356 _ . 163~ 356
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 74 95 2 2 -776 97
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 31 39 3" sl . 34 47
Rock Sole - BSAI 10,229 14,749 1,978 3,139 12,207 17,888
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea .6 . -8 0 0 - 6 9
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - AI 336 1,034 T 0 1 336 1,034
Squid - BSAI 4 7 810 871 814 877
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI 60 68 6 7 66 75
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 6 75 97 . 99 166 174|.
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 103,996 123,003 1,206 2,007] . 105,203 125,010
Grand Total 179,795 263,180 1,175,713 1,505,068{ 1,355,508 1,768 247
Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97. !
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests
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Table 6.3: Percent of TAC Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and Ineligible)
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995-97)

Non-Pollock Pollock Target All Target

Target Fisheries Fisheries Fisheries
, AFA CP Harvests|AFA CP Harvests|AFA CP Harvests
Species by TAC Grouping 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs 29 CPs|20CPs 29 CPs
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 8.06% 22.44%| 0.00% 0.01%| 8.06% 22.44%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.83% 1.09%| 0.36% 037% 1.19% 145%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 0.57% 10.04%| 0.00% 0.15%| 0.57% 10.19%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 1.01% 2.13%| 2.47% 5.16%)| -3.47% . 7.29%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 11.04% 13.14% 032% 0.50%| 11.36% 13.64%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 2.18% 3.44% 3.27% 5.01%| 545% 8.45%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 042% 045% 0.02% 0.03%] 044% 0.48%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 0.66% 1.00% 042% 0.57% 1.08% 1.56%
Other Species - BSAI 339% 5.39%| 1.83% 3.11%| 5.22% 8.49%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI ¢.00% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.11%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 6.38% 12.59%| 3.13% 5.14%| 9.50% 17.73%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 12.78% 26.32%| 4.66% 7.11%| 17.44% 33.44%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 3.94% 584% 0.28% 0.45% 422% 6.29%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 031% 1.01% 048% 057%| 080% 157%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands 0.41% 1.54% 0.14% 0.26%| 0.56% 1.80%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.56% 1.79% 047% 047%] 1.02% 2.25%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 131% 2.86%] 0.00% 0.00%] 1.31% 2.86%]
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 3.86% 4.92% 0.12% 0.12%| 3.97% 5.03%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea T 3.02% 3.83% 033% 0.76%] 335% 4.59%
Rock Sole - BSAI 5.06% 7.30% 0.98% 1.55%| 6.04% 8.85%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0.02% 0.04%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.02% 0.04%
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Bering Sea 0.35% 0.47%| 0.00%  0.03%| 0.35% 0.49%
Sharpchun/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands | 2.54% 7.80%{ 0.00% 0.01%| 2.54% 7.80%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0.10% 0.19% 22.07% 23.72%} 22.17% 23.91%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands| 2.11% 2.42% 0.21% 0.24%| 232% 2.66%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 227% 247% 3.19% 3.28%| 546% 5.74%
[Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 19.73% 23.34%| 023% 0.38% 19.96% 23.72%
Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97.
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests o
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Table 6.4:" Percent of Catch Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and”

Ineligible) in the Bermg Sea and Aleutlan Islands (1995-97)

4 Non Pollock Target] Pollock Target All Target
- ' Fisheries Fishenes Fisheries

g T <t | AFA CP Harvests | AFA CP Harvests| AFA CP Harvests
Spemes by TAC Grouping .~ " 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs. 29 CPs[20.CPs 29 CPs
Atka Mackerel - Central' Aleutian Islands’ 7.99% 22.26%| 0.00% 0.01%| 8.00% 2227%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleuuanlslapds -, 0.78% 1.02%) - 0.34% 0734%| 1.12% 137%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands - 0.60% 10.69% 0.00% 0.16%| 0.60% 10.86%
Airowtooth Flounder - BSAI*- o V1.09% 2.31% 2.67% S5.59%| 3.76% - 7.90%
Other Flatfish - BSAL 16.54% 19.69% 0.48% 0.75%| 17.02% '20.44%
Flathead Sole - BSAI - 3:65% 5.77% 5.48% 8.40% 9.13% 14.17%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands CU061%  0.66%|  0.04% 0.04%| 0.65%  0.70%
Greenland Turbot - Beririg Sea 0.68% 103% 044% 0.59% L11% 1.62%
Other Species - BSAI' % ! L 326% 5.18% 1.76% 2.99%| 5.02%  8.17%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 10.00% 0.11% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.11%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI - 7.06% 13.94% 3.46% 5.69%| 10.52% 19.64%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 13.71% 28.24%| 5.00% *7.63%| 18.71% 35.87%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands._ - 4.02% 5.96%  0.29% 0.46%| 4.31% 6.42%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea T 038% 1.24% 059% 0.69%] 0.98% 1.93%
Pacific Ocean-Perch - Central Aleutian Islands '0.45% 1.67%  0.16% 029%| 0.61% 1:96%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands | 0.57% 1'81%| 0.47% 0.47%|" 1.04% 2.29%
Pacific Ocean Pérch - Western Aleutian Islands |~ 1:20% 2.61% - 0.00% 0.00%| 1.20% 2.61%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 9.62% 1226%| 029% 0.29%| 991% 12.55%
Other. Rockfish - Bering Sea CU521% 6.61%  058% 131% S79%  7.92%
Rock Sole - BSAI ) '6.04% 8.71%| 1.17% 1.85%| 7.21% °10.56%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands © | "*0.13% 032%| 002% 0.02%| 0.15% 0.34%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea S121%  1.64%| 0.01% 009%| 122% 1.73%
Sharpchin/Northém Rockfish - Aleutian Islands| ~ 2.69% 8.25%| 0.00% 0.01%| 2.69% 826%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0.14% 0.25%| 30.20% 32.46%| 30.34% 32.71%
Shortraker/Rougheyc Rockfish- Aleutlan Islaids| *2.35% - 2.69%| - 0.23% 027%| 2.58% 2.96%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea - 9.03% 9.80%| 12.69% 13.02%| 21.72% 22.82%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 23.79% 28.14%| . 0.28% 0.46%| 24.07%. 28.60%
Source: Nationa! Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data far 1995-97. ' : :
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests
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Table 6.5: Percent of TAC Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligib!e and
Ineligible) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995-97), Reordered to Show Trends in Options

by Catch History

) Non-Pollock | Non-Pollock | All
Species by TAC Grouping Targets |All Targets | Targets. | Targets
20 20 29 29
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 8.06% 8.06% 22.44% 22.44%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.83% 1.19% 1.09% 1.45%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 0.57% 0.57% 10.04% 10.19%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 1.01% 3.47% 2.13%  7.29%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 11.04% 11.36% 13.14% 13.64%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 2.18% 5.45% 3.44% 8.45%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 042%  0.44% 0.45%  0.48%|
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 0.66% 1.08% 1.00%  1.56%
Other Species - BSAI 3.39% 5.22% 539% 8.49%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 0.11%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAP 1278%  17.44% 26.32% 33.44%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 031% 0.80% 1.01% 1.57%
- [Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands’ 041%  056% 154%  1.80%
[Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.56% 1.02% 1.79% 2.25%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 1.31% 1.31% " 2.86% 2.86%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 3.86% 3.97% 492% 5.03%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 3.02% 3.35% 383% 4.59%
Rock Sole - BSAI 5.06% 6.04% 7.30% 8.85%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0.02% 0.02% 0.04% 0.04%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.35% 0.35% 047% 049%
Sharpchin/Norfhem Rockfish - Aleutian Islands | 2.54% 2.54% 780% 7.80%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands ‘ 0.10%  22.17%.- 0.19% 2391%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian [slands 2.11% 232% 242%  2.66%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 2.27% 5.46%. 247%  5.74%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 19.73% 19.96% 23.34% 23.72%)

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97.

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

-

*Based only on 1997 catch and TAC, because the trawl TAC was split between catcher/processors and

catcher vessels that year,

3Cenual_, Eastern, and Western Aleutian Islands POP percentages are based only on 1996 and 1997 catch
and TACs, because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area.
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Table 6.6: Percent of Catch Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Ehglble :
and Inehgnble) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995 97), Reordered to Show Trends

in Optlons by Catch History e

Ron-Pollock] Al Non-Pgllock LAl

Species by TAC Grouping SRR - Targets Targets | Targets | Targets

‘ o - 20 | 20 29 _f-.29 |
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands * - 71.99% '8.'00% ‘ "2(2.26%’ , 22.27%) )
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands =~ - 0:78% 1:12% £.02% U L37%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands ™™ 0.60% “0.60% * 10.69% 10.86%"
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI - 109%  376%  231% - 7.90%
Other Flatfish - BSAI S 16:54% 17.02%  19.69% " '20.44%] -
Flathead Sole - BSAI 365%  9.13% 577% ° 14.17%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands ’ 0.61% 0.65% 0.66% -’ 0.70%] -
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea' + 0.68%  L.11% 1.03% ~*1.62%
Other Species - BSAI - 326%  5.02%  5.18%  8.17%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI ' 000%  000% 0.11%  O.11%|
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI* A 13T71% 1871% F 2824% 35°87%|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 038%  0.98% - 124% " 1.93%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands® |' ~ 0.45%  0.61%" ' 1.67%'~ 1.96%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands’ | 057% - 1.04% S 181% - 2.2‘9%‘_'
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands |~ 1.20%  120% ° “2.61% " 2.61%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 9.62% 9.91% " 12.26% - 12:55% )
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 521%  579%  661% 792% 8
Rock Sole - BSAI ; 6.04%  721% 8.71% ~10.56%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0.13% 0.15% - 032% 0.34%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 121%  1.22%  164%  U73%|
Sharp'ch'ianorthem Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 269%  2.69% - 825% - 8.26% ,
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0.14% 3034% ' " 025%° 32.71%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands 2.35%  2.58% 2.69% - 2:96% ’
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea YT 9.03%  21.72% 9.80% * 22.82%

~ {Yellowfin Sole - BSAI v 23.79%. . 24.07% _ 28.14%.

28.60%]

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97.

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

“Based only.on 1997 catch, because the trawl TAC was split between catcher/prooessors and catcher

vessels that year.

“*Central, Eastern, and Western Aleustian Islands POP percentages are based only on 1996 and 1997

catches, because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area.
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Table 6.7: Difference in Percent of the 2000 TAC the Listed AFA Catcher/Processors
Would Receive Based on Calculations using TAC vs. Catch, Reordered to Show Trends in

Options by Catch History

) Non-Pollock| All  [Non-Pollock]  All
Species by TAC Grouping Targets Targets Targets Targets
20 20 29 29
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 0.07% 0.06% 0.18%  0.17%
" |Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.05% 0.07% 0.07% 0.08%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands -0.03% -0.03%  -065% -0.67%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 20.08% -029%  -0.18% -0.61%
Other Flatfish - BSAI -5.50%  -5.66% -6.55%  -6.80%
Flathead Sole - BSAI -147%  -3.68% -233% -5.72%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands -0.19%  -021% 021%  -0.22%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea -0.02%  -0.03% -0.03%  -0.06%
Other Species - BSAI 0.13%  0.20% 021%  0.32%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI® -093% -127% = -1.92%  -2.43%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 007% -0.18% -0.23%  -0.36%|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands’ -0.04%  -0.05% -0.13%  -0.16%j
-|Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands -0.01%  -0.02% -0.02%  -0.04%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 0.11% 0.11% 0.25% 0.25%
(Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands -576%  -5.94% -7.34%  -1.52%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea -2.19%  -2.44% -2.78%  -3.33% -
Rock Sole - BSAI -098% -1.17% -lL41% -1.71%
Sablefish {Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands -0.11%  -0.13% -028%  -0.30%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea -0.86%  -0.87% A17%  -1.24%|
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 0.15%  -0.15% -0.45%  -0.46%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands -0.04% -8.17% -0.06% -8.80%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands -024%  -0.26% -0.27%  -0.30%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea -6.76% -16.26% -71.33% -17.08%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI -4.06%  -4.11% -4.80% -4.88%

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97.

. Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

*Based only on 1997 catch, because the trawl TAC was split between catcher/processors and catcher

vessels that year.

"Central, Eastern, and Western Aleutian Islands POP percentages are based only on 1996 and 1997
catches, because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area.
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Table 6.8: Percentage of future TAC available to 20 AFA catcher processors under various
sideboard options for six possible directed fisheries. Tonnage range is derived by usmg the
range of possnble percentages multiplied by the 1999 TACs. -

o . o T " Non-Pollock Al Targets Non-Pollock All Targets:| "'
Fishery i (TAC or catch)  Targets 20 20 Targets 29 29 !
Yelowfinsole ~ ©  -TAG 19.7% 200 283 0 237 | !

L Catch . 238 241 28k . 286 |

, "™ Ramge . (36839 -53,482 mi) |
Pacific cod v TAC on 128 17.4 263 7 334

b Catch. - 1137 18.7 282 . 359

Range . (5,369t 15,069 mt) o i
Atka mackerel WAL TAC. . 200 20.0 200 .. 200 |
. Catch 1200 20.0 20,0 200 -

‘ . Rangé g 459mty - ¢ e |
Atka mackerel CAI. TAC, ... -115 . LS. LS. . 115

p - Catch CILS 115 11.5 11.5

. (e - . . e '

| Range X S @%my e

[ R " R N , - e i A —
Other flatfish TAC 1.0 11.4 13.1 13.6
R | Catch 16.5 17.0 197 204
Range: . (8,362 - 15,508 mt)
Rocksole = TAC s1 . .60 . 73 89.
© Catch 6.0 7.2 87 10.6
el - T N . ' - ]
Rapge ) (4,335 - 9 010 mt)
i . ; - ‘
Discard Rates - - ) L. Tl o e

The Council also requested that information on the discard rates of AFA catcher processors be included in the
analysis. Those rates (discards divided by total catch) for the 29 listed catcher/processors are included in Table
6.9. Harvests from the CDQ fishery are not included in these estimates. Discard rates are generally lower for
the Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot, Pacific cod, pollock, sablefish, and yellowﬁn sole species, when
compared to other species in the Table. -
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Table 6.9: AFA Catcher/Processors (all 29) Dlscard Rates in BS/AI, 1995-97

Targets Fishenes
Species --Area All Non-pollock
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands : 3% 3%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 78% - 1%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 7% 5%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 97% 96%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 74% 75%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 74%  64%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 30% - 27%
{Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 54% 30%
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 90% © 94%|
Pacific Cod {Trawl Gear, Catcher Processor Vessels) BSAI 28% 12%
Pollock (Offshore) - Aleutian Islands ‘ 1% 36%
Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea 5% 30%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 43% . 39%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bening Sea 87% 98%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands 97% 99%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian [slands 62% 60%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands ' 65% ‘ 65%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 82% - 81%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea. 90% 85%
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 65% 60%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 61% 60%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea ) 10% 6%
Sharpchm/Northem Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 92% 92%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands - 92% 89%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 44% 40%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea . 96% 93%
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 20% 19%
All Fisheries 9% 29%

Source: Blend Data 1995-97
6.4.4 Catch Distribution by Quarter

Concerns have been expressed that setting sideboard caps on an annual basis will allow AFA vessels to change
the temporal distribution of their catch within a year. To help prevent this from occurring, some members of
industry have asked that the sideboard caps be distributed on a quarterly basis. Such an action would further
limit when AFA vessels could harvest those caps.

Prices were one of the reasons that this limit was requested. At least one member of industry indicated in
public testimony that the markets for some flatfish species are fairly limited. The first producers to get their
product to market get better prices, then as additional product reaches the market, prices are reduced or it is
difficult to find a buyer. Verifying the price elasticities of flatfish species is not possible in this analysis.
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‘However, based on the quarterly distributions of catch presented in Tables 6.9 and 6.10, this measuré would
spread the AFA catcher processors flatfish effort out more evenly between the first and second quarters of the
year. This would afford traditional flatfish producers at least some protection they are seeking. Applying semi-
annual limits would appear to be tiuch less effective, since most of the AFA catcher/processor’s flatfish

harvests'take place during the first half of the year.

(S

Table 6 10: Distribution of BSAl catch by Quarter for the 20 eligible AFA CatcherlProcessors

Quarter of the year

TAC Species Groups 1#Qtr. > 2% Q. 37 Qtr. 4""Q{tr' Grand Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 81.70% +1830% 0.00% - 0.00% 100.00%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 66.48% 33.41% 0.11% 0.00% 100.00%
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 0.00% 100.00% +0.00% ' 0.00% 100.00%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 32.66% 11.60% 4124% .14.51%)| . 100.00%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 42.10% 40.82% ,12.95% 4.12% 100.00%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 4152% " 9. 31% 35.14% . 14.02%|  100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 2537% 1463% 000% 0.00% - 100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 6.22% 6047% 2627% 7.04%)  100.00%
Other Species - BSAI 4031% 27.21% 2531% ° 7.17%| 100.00%
Pacific Cod'(Trawl Gear) - BSAI 57.82% 19.63% 1784% 4.71% 100.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 75.95%.. 1283% 6.35% ' -4.87%| - 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 10.86% , 89.14% . 0.00% : 0.00%|  100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 62.29% 3.17%. 11.22%  23.32% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al 93.73%  6.27% _0 00%  0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 99.16%  0.02% 0.00%  0.82%| . 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% '0.00% 100.00%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 8257% '17.43% 0:00% 0.00%|  100.00%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea ' 78.37% 14.80% 6.74% 0.10%|  100.00%
Rock Sole - BSAI . 4720% 42.99%;: 8.63% 1.17% 100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 1528% 84.72% - 0.00%  0.00%}. -100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.88% 99.12% ., 0.00% 0.00%[ . 100.00%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - AI 72.48%  27.52% . 0.00%, 000%| .100.00%
Squid - BSAI 9157%  030% 5.42% 2.71%)| .. .100.00%]
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 9.30% 90.70% _ 0.00% 0.00%] " "100.00%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sca 95.28%  '3.99% 0.47% 0.26%} - 100.00%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 3575% 46.50%  9.26% . 8.49% 100.00%
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. T
i
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Table 6.11: . Distribution of BSAI catch by Quarter for the 29 listed AFA Catcher/Processors

Quarter of the year
TAC Species Groups ' Qu.  2Qur. 3“Qtr. 4" Qtr.| Grand Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 7091%  29.09% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 72.35% 2755% 0.09% 0.00%|  100.00%
Atka Mackere! - Western Al 16.19% 8381% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 3247% 10.14% 46.25% 11.14% 100.00%
Other Flatfish - BSAI .3690% 43.06% 1627% 3.77% 100.00%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 36.96% 9.49% 41.73% 11.82%] 100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 30.56% 69.44% 0.00% 0.00%| 100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 6.73% 60.19% 2742% 5.66% 100.00%
Other Species - BSAI 38.54% 26.25% 2850% 6.71%| 100.00%
Pacific Cod (Traw] Gear) - BSAI .. 62.96%  19.02% 1441% 3.60% 100.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI : 78.55% 10.18%- 6.28% 4.99% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 1097% 89.03% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 66.21% 11.14% 6.5%% 16.06% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al 88.38% 11.62% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 78.04% 21.58% 0.00% 0.37% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al 11.20% 88.80% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%

. {Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 85.81% 14.19% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 75.28% 1836% 6.18% 0.18% 100.00%
Rock Sole - BSAI 45.49% 3883% 14.63% 1.05% 100.00%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 62.96% 37.04% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 3.09% 94.83% 207% 0.01% 100.00%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 5250% 4750% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Squid - BSAI 91.82% 057% 5.02% . 2.59% 100.00%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 13.87% 86.13% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%|
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 93.41% 442% 064% 1.53% 100.00%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 30.76% 48.31% 11.20%  9.73% 100.00%|

Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97.
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6.5 . AFA'Catcher/Processor PSC Caps for 2000 and Beyond .

The same methodology used to detcmune groundﬁsh s:deboards 1s used to estimate PSC bycatch levels for.
2000 and beyond. Again, this approach is based on 1995-1997 and does not include catches made in CDQ
fisheries, bycatch from catcher vessels dehvenng ﬁsh bycatch harvested by non-AFA catchcr/proccssors, or
bycatch harvested in the GOA : : -
- " . .

PSC amounts avazlable to AFA catchcr/processors'WOuld be caps and not allocations. Because they are not
'guaranteed that amount of PSC bycatch, they must.compete against other individuals operating in the open
access fishery: For example, if the AFA catcher/processors were capped at 25 percent of the yellowfin halibut
mortality allowance, the non-AFA vessels in the fleet could take all of the halibut mortality assigned to the
yellowfin sole fishery if the AFA processors decided not to enter yellowfin sole at the start of the-season.
However if the AFA catcher/processors reach their cap, they will be requtrcd to stop ﬁshmg even 1f PSC
hahbut mortaltty 1s available to the noi-AFA portion of the fleet. ./ -

There at least two way"s that PSC caps could be apportioned among the AFA catcher/processors. One method
would be to determine the entire amount of PSC for each species and let the catcher/processors decide how to
apportion it among fisheries."Recall that trawl PSC bycatch is currently divided among the Pacific cod,:
rockfish, _pollock/Atka mackerel/other groundfish, rock sole/other flatfish, Greenland turbot/arrowtooth.
flounder/sablefish, and yellowfin sole fisheries. Under this option the Council identifies a given percentage of
the trawl halibut PSC cap for the AFA catcher/processors and lets them decide in’which fisheries to use the
PSC. There may be advantages/disadvantages in‘allowing the catcher/processors to choose which fisheries to
use their PSC. .The second method -would apportion the PSC by target fishefy. ' For example, thé|
catchcr/processors would be allocated a pcrccmagc of the PSC allocated to the yellowﬁn sole ﬁshery
Estunates of PSC harvests are provtdcd based on whcthcr the catch was made by thc 20 eligible or 29 listed
AFA catcher/processors. They also are calculated based on whether the harvest occurred in the pollock or
non-pollack target fisheries. Table 6,12 lists the bycatch of PSC species taken by the AFA catcher/processors. ;
" QOnly hemng, halibut, C. bairdi Zone 1, C, bairdi Zone 2, other Tanner crab, red king crab zone 1, chinook
salmon, and other salmon (primarily chum) are included. The ottier Tanner crab category may need to be
treated differently from the other PSC species, because caps by individual fishery were not established until
1999. This analysis has assumed that the 1999 caps were in place from 1995-97, which may tend to skew the
resulting caps that are calculated, if the distribution of ‘other Tanner’ bycatch from 1995-97 does not track
well with the target fishery caps established for 1999.

NMFS cxcludcd chinook and other salmon when they developed PSC bycatch caps for the AFA catcher/
processors in 1999. NMFS justificd excluding chinook saimon because regulations under § 679 2 1(e)(7)(vii)
and (viii) do not provide for fishery specific management of salmon bycatch limits. However, the Council and
Advisory Panel have both expressed concerns over excluding chinook salmon from the PSC caps, especially
given the Council’s recent action to step-down the overall chinook cap from 48,000 to 29,000 fish between
1999 and 2003. The Council’s motion which outlined the scope of this analysis specified that only chinook
bycatch occurring in the pollock target fisheries would count towards the overall cap. Because of these
changes, an option has been included in this analysis that would allow the Council to divide the chinook cap
by either AFA sector or cooperative, based on their share of the pollock TAC.

Since the chinook cap applies only to the pollock fleets, and the cap would be divided among the pollock

industry relative to their allocation of pollock, any chinook savings achieved by a sector/cooperative will result
in overall chinook savings in the pollock fishery. This means that everyone must harvest 100 percent of their
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individual caps for the fleet to harvest the entire cap. However, this does not automatically mean that chinook
bycatch will be Iess than the cap over all fisheries in the Bering Sea. It is possible that chinook bycatch in non-
pollock tarpet fisheries would increase and makeup the difference, since they are not bound by a cap, but given
the relatively small historical bycatch levels in other fisheries, that likely will not occur.

An example at the sector level may belp to illustrate why each group must harvest their entire chinook cap for
the overall cap to be harvested. Assume that the caps are set at the sector level, and the overall cap is 48,000
fish. That means the inshore sector would be allowed to harvest up to 50 percent of the chinook bycatch cap
(24,000 fish), motherships 10 percent (4,800 fish), and the catcher/processor sector 40 percent (19,200 fish).
If the inshore sector only harvested 20,000 fish, the catcher/processors and mothership sectors would still only
be allowed to catch their cap, which is 24,000 chinook. Therefore, the remaining 4,000 fish must g0
unharvested in the pollock fishery.

Tables 6.12 and 6.13 report the total amount of each PSC species harvested and the percent of that PSC
species harvested as a percentage of the total bycatch cap, respectively, by the AFA catcher processors from
1995-97. Tables 6.14 and 6.15 then report the same information broken down by PSC target groups. This
more specific breakdown may be useful if consideration is given to apportioning PSC by fishery.

Table 6.12: PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors in the BSAI from 1995-97

" Non-pollock Pollock Targets All Target

Targets Reported Catch Fishenies

AFA CPs AFA CPs ' AFA CPs
PSC Species 20 CPs 29 CPs | 20 CPs 29 CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs
Halibut Mortality 634 952 251 387 | 886 1,338
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 348,580 385,676 27,712 62,077 376292. 447753
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 340017  406,846| 9,617 33,352| 349,635 440,198
Red King Crab (Zone 1) | 2,963 3,008{ 3,335 8,240 6,297 11,338
Herring 30 62 995 1,122 1,024 1,184
C. opilio 1,603,406 1,906,083 137,828 300,024 1,741,234 2,206,106
Chinook 1,893 3,879| 23,319 28,974 25212 32,853
0. Salmon . 79 2221 51,926 60391 52,006 60.613

q_Sources: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS9SHALX, BSS6HALX, and
BS9THALX) ,
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Tablé 6.13: Percent of PSC Bycatch Harvested by the AFA Catche
'<' : i - " > .“' ; : .-.j - _,:!i‘ ‘-:'

rProcessors in‘tlilgé BSAI _frﬁixi'l??S%

4

97 . : s ‘

IR Non-pollock Targets " Pollock Targets All Target Fisheries -

AFACPs ~ AFACPs  AFACPs

PSC Species” 20CPs .+~ .« 29CPs 20CPs + 29CPs| 20CPs . - .29CPs
Halibut Mortality - 5.60% 842%  222% * 341%  782% " ' 11.82%
C. bairdi (Zone 1)_"’ B REE O T X 101% . 226% 13.68% ., '16.28%
C bairdi (Zone2) | T 420% . -S02%- . 0.12% - 041%: . 432%... 543%
Red King Crab (Zone'l)} ..1.0.63% 5. ~ 0.65%f i, 070% +  L74% ~133% :' .239%
Herring 0.57% 120%  1936%  21.85%| ~19:94% 7 ~3505%
C. opilio | 1180% . 1356%  .0.98% 213%|  12.38% - 15.69%
Chinook - o 139% - 2.84% - 17.10% . 21.24%| .\ 18.48% . - 24.09%
O: Salmon . - - 0.04% - 0.11%] ° 24.64% - 28.66%| +2468% -+ 28.76%}

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data’ (File Names BS9SHALX, BS96HALX, and

BSITHALX)
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Table 6.14: ©° BS/A] PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995-97 in each PSC Target
Grouping ] . :

Non-Pollock Targets Poilock Targets - [All Target Fisheries
AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Target Species 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs 29 CPs
Pacific Cod Tons of Groundfish 20,060 47.8381 - - | 20060 47838
' Halibut Mortality 84 219 - - 84 219
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 2,973 24940} - - 2,973 24,940
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 7774 18304) - - 7774 18,304
IRed King Crab (Zone 1)} - - - - - -
Herring ‘ 2 15 - - 2 157
C. opilio 5687 21917 - - 5687  21917]
IChinook . 1,561 3,517 - g 1,561 3,517
0. Salmon 32 120 - - 32 120
Rockfish " Tons of Groundfish 1,136 1136 | - . 1,136 1,136
Halibut Mortality 1 1| - - I 1
C. bairdi (Zone 1) . - - - - - -
C. bairdi (Zone 2) - - - - - .
- {Red King Crab (Zone 1) - - . - oL .
Herring : - - - . - -
C. opilio - .- .. - - -
Chinook - 6 6| N 6 6
0. Salmon - - - -- - -
Pollock/ Tons of Groundfish 9.955 35,878 1,175,718 1,505,074 |1,185,673 1,540,953
Atka Mackerel/ Halibut Mortality 3 17 251 387 254 403 [
Other Groundfish C. bairdi (Zone 1) 7G A 27,712 62077 27,782 62,147
' C. bairdi (Zone 2) : - . 9617 333527 9617 33352
Red King Crab (Zone 1)| . - 3,335 8,240 3335 8,240
Herring 0 0 995 L1221 995 1,122
C. opilio ' - -1 137,828 300,024 | 137,828 300,024
Chinook 316 346 | 23,319 28,974| 23,635 29320
0. Salmon 47 . 54/ 51926  60391| 51973 60,445
Rock sole/ " [Tons of Groundfish 3,640 6,192 - - 3,640 6,192
Other Flatfish Halibut Mortality 38 64 | - ; 38 64
~ [C. bairdi (Zone 1) 52,494 56,936 - - | 52494 56,936
C. bairdi (Zone 2) - 258 5976 - - 258 5,976
Red King Crab (Zone 1) 1,370 1,370 - - 1,370 1,370
Herring - 0 - - - 0
(" opilio © 6,283 14,406 - - 6,283 14,406
Chinock 1 I - - 1 1
. Satmon - -1 - . - - -
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Table 6.14 continued) . o o i ‘. A

 {Greenland Turbot/ _ [Tons of Groundfish _ 118 183 | .- . - S 18 ooo1s3)
Arrowtooth Flotiider/ (Halibut Mortality : <'+" * = *'5- 32 - . 5 32
Sablefish . C.bairdi (Zove 1), - . | . '258...  54]. B 54 . 54
e el [C.bairdi (Zone). - T - LI T -

" IRed King Crab (Zorie l) o < - - o - -

' [Herring : - I - L.

v e opitio P 1492 - Ls6s| ¢ T : 1,492 1,565

¢ {Chinook - o o - o - - .

Q. Salmon’ T - i R . - ‘.

. {Yellowfin Sole ' (Tons of Groundfish < * | 144,887 171,{61 - 2| 144887 171461
' lHalibutMomality | ' 504 618 - - 504 618

+ |C.bairdi (Zone l) | " | 293,042 303,729 - t | 293,042 303,729

_! |C. bairdi (Zone 2). . 331,986. 382,566). .. .- L. 331,986. 382,566

; . . [RedKing Crab @one 1)| © 1,593 1729 " . . 1,593~ 1,729

¢ {Herring ,1 28 ;46 - " 28 46

C || 1,589,944 1,868,195 ; - [1,589.944 1,868,195

' [Chinook - = 9 ol e Lt 9 9

0. Salmon "~ ] - 49 DI R - 49

Source: National Manne Fisheries Semce AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX BS96HALX, and

BS97THALX) -

.. Note: The tons of groundﬁsh field mciudes both target and bycatch species, singe NMFS does not break that
_ ' information outin these data sets. :

. .
Lt [ T
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Table6.15: BS/AIPSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995-97 in each PSC Target

Grouping - ) ‘
Non-Pollock Pollock Targets | All Target Fisheries
Targets
_ AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs

PSC Target Species 20 CPs 29 CPs [20 CPs 29 CPs| 20CPs 29 CPs
Pacific Cod Halibut Mortality 1.73%  4.53%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 173% 4.53%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 1 0.49%  4.10%{ 0.00% 0.00%l 049% 4.10%

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 1.09%  2.56%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 1.09% 2.56%

Red King Crab (Zone 1)} 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%|

Herring 291% 22.98%| 0.00% 0.00%] 2.91% 22.98%

C. opilio 0.04%  0.16%| 0.00% 0.00%f 0.04% 0.16%

Chinook 1.14%  2.58%] 0.00% 000%| 1.14% 2.58%

0. Salmon 0.02%  0.07%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.02%  0.07%

Rockfish Halibut Mortality 0.33%  0.33%] 0.00% 0.00%| 033% 0.33%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%

Red King Crab (Zone 1)} 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%

Herring 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%

C. opilio 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%

Chinook 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% . 0.00%| 000% 0.00%

;. _[0. Salmon 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%
Pollock/ Halibut Mortality 0.22%  1.24%|18.82% 28.96%| 19.04% 30.20%
Atka Mackerel/ C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.04%  0.04%}14.25% 31.93%| 14.29% 31.97%
Other Groundfish _ |C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.00%  0.00%} 0.52%  180%| 052% 1.80%]"
© [Red King Crab (Zone 1)| 0.00%  0.00%| 4.94%  -12.21%| 4.94% 12.21%

Herring 0.00%  0.00%{23.80% 26.85%| 23.80% 26.85%

C. opilio 0.00%  0.00%| 0.98% 2.13%] 0.98% 2.13%

Chinook 0.23%  0.25%|17.09% 21.23%| 17.32% 21.48%

0. Salmon 0.03%  0.03%[31.05% 36.11%| 31.08% 36.14%

Rock sole/ Halibut Mortality 1.73%  2.90%] 0.00% 000% 1.73%  2.90%
Other Flatfish C. bairdi (Zone 1) 439%  4.76%] 0.00% 0.00%| 439% 4.76%)|
: - C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.02%  0.43%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 002% 043%
Red King Crab (Zone 1)| 0.51%  0.51%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.51% 0.51%

Herring -] 000%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%

Ic. opitio 0.04%  0.10%]| 0.00% 0.00%[ 0.04% 0.10%

Chinook 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%

0. Salmon 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% 0.00%|  0.00%  0.00%
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Table 6.15 continued| - T - . S N

Greenland Turbot/ . {Halibut Mortality | 4.03% . 27.01%|.0.00%. ...0.00%/...4.03%. 27.01%|

Arrowtooth Flounder/[C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.00% ° 0.00%)| 0.00% 0.00%| . 0.00%  0.00%| |
Sablefish C. bairdi (Zone2) | 0.00% ° '0.00%)| 0.00% 0.00%| : 0.00%  0.00%
N Red King Crab (Zone )| 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| i 0.00%  0.00%).
- |Herring " | 0.00% - 0.00%| 0.00% - 0.00%| 0.00% -0.00%
" [Coopilia \ 0.01% “ 001%| 0.00% = ' 000%| 001% 001%[

o Chinook ol 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% T 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%|

- lo. salmon 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% " 0.00%| (000% 000%|
Yellowfin Sole ' [Halibut Mortality  (20.15% 24.73%| 0.00%  ~ 0.00%| 20.15% 24.73%
"+ ¢ |Cbairdi (Zone 1) T |39.00% 40.43%] 0.00% 0.00%| 39.00% 40.43%
|C. bairdi (Zone 2) 805%  9.27%| 0.00% 0.00%| ' 8.05%  9.27%

Red King Crab (Zone | 145%  L57%] 0.00% 0.00%| . 145% 157%|

e Herring - - ' 3.18% 332% 0.00% 0.00%] . 3.18%" - 5.32%|
C. opilio CI130%  13.20%) 0.00% " 0.00% 1131% 13.29%|

Chinook | 001% 001%|0.00%  [0.00%| 0.01% 001%

' lo. satmion 0.00% 003%|000%  06.00% 000% 0.03%

Sources Nauonal Marine Ftshenes Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX, BS96HALX, and
BS97HALX) for the numerator 'and trawl bycatch mortallty tables (1995-97) from the NMFS AKR web page for the
denominator. ‘ ‘ o . .
" N . Mt '

Amendment 57 to the BSAI Flshery Mana.gement Plan placed a prohibition on the use of bottom trawl gear
for harvesting pollock . The following discussion of fishing gear and target definitions is taken from that
amendment , ‘ ;- i y L.

Pollock fisherics have been defined in different ways, and understandlng these dcﬁmtions IS 1mportant for.
evaluating a proposal to ban non-pelagic trawlmg in directed pollock fisheries. To reduce confusion, standard
definjtions are show in the adjacent box. Deﬁmng what exactly is non-pelagic trawlmg for pollock will depend
on the distinction between gear and targets.

e

wl .
’ P N
B XX s - .

Regulation on Trawl Performance Standard (679.7.14).

It is unlawful for any personto .. use a vessel ta participate in a directed fishery for poilock with trawl gear and havc on board the vssel atany
particular time, 20 or more crab of any spcmm thathavea w:dth of more than 1.5, inches (38 mm) at the widest dirnension when directed fishing |
for pollock wnh nonpelﬂ.glc u-awl genr is closed. ) .

' ,e PR IR L 7 i
N st . Ll at i
|

Gear is deﬁned n regulatxons the deﬁmtlon of a pelagic trawl is relatively complex -whereas non- pelaglci
trawls are all other trawls not mesting the pelagic trawl definition. Regulations that define pelagic trawl gear
are listed in the accompanying table. Note that a performance based standard for pelagic trawls kicks in when
non-pelagic trawling is prohibited due to PSC attainment. When the pollock fishery nears its allocation of
halibut PSC, NMFS closes that fishery to non-pelagic gear. This occurred in the Bering Sea on September § 1,
1996 and on September 7 in 1997. It is the gear definition, together with the performance standard that was
most important for the purposes of evaluating Amendment 57,
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Definition - of 'j)elagic and non-pelagic trawl gear.

(§ 672.2 Parts 5and 7)

(5) Non-pelagic rawl means a tnwl other than a pelagic trawl;

© -

(] Pelagc traw]l means a trawl that:

m
(i)
{iii)

Has no discs, bobbins, or rollers:

Has no chafe protection pear attached to the foot rope or fishing line:
Except for the small mesh allowed under paragraph {7Xix} of this
definition:

(A) Has no mesh tied to the fishing line, head rope, and breast lines with

(B}

i)

™
(v}

(vii)

(visi)

less than 20 inches (50,8 crn) between knots, and has no stretched
mesh size of less than 60 inches (152.4 cm) aft from all peints on the
fishing line, head rope, and breast lines and extending past the
fishing circle for a distance equal to or greater than one half the
vessel's length overall; or

Has no parallel lines spaced closer than 64 inches (162.6 em), from
3l points on the fishing line, head rope, and breast lines and
extending aft to a section of mesh. with no stretched mesh size of
less than 60 inches (152.4 em), extending aft for & distance equal to
or greater than onc half the vessel's LOA;

Has no stretched mesh size less than 15 inches (38.1 em) aft of the
mesh described in paragraph (7Xiii) of this definition for a distance
equal 1o or greater than one hatf the vessel's length overall;

Contains no configuration intended to reduce the saetched mesh
sizes described in paragraphs (7)iii) and (iv) of this definition,

Has no flotation other than floats capabie of providing up 1o 200
pounds (90.7 kg) of buoyancy w wcomodatc the uze of a
net-sounder devieer

Has no more than ene fishing line and one foot rope for a tota! of no
more han two weighted lines on the batom of the trawl between the
wing Lip and the fishing circle;

Has no metallic component except for conmestors (.2, hammerlacks
or swivels) or net-sounder device aft of the fishing circle and forward

1
R

Target fishery defimtions for pollock are used to

assign bycatch rates and PSC among the pelagic and

non-pelagic trawl apportionments. It is the target
definition that NMFS uses to report catch and
bycatchin pollock fisheries. Unfortunately, the target
defimitions are less' useful for regulating how
fishermen fish their gear. For example, to achieve a
mudwater only fishery, vessels targeting pollock
would have to catch > 95% pollock. A vessel that
took a majority of pollock, but less than 95% would

- be in violation of any regulation that mandated mid-

water trawling based on target definitions. This
would be impossible to regulate.

Because of these difficulties, the management action
of Amendment 16a and Amendment 57 is to prohibit
the use of non-pelagic gear when engaged in a pollock
target fishery. While this still uses target fishery
definitions to define direct pollock fishery (dominant
species), it doesn’t require fishermen to catch 95%
pollock. One needs to recognize though, that pelagic
gear can still be fished on the bottom.

of any mesh greater than 5.5 inches (14.0 ¢m) stretched measure;
{) May have small mesh within 32 feet (9.8 m) of the center af the head
+ yope as needed for attaching instrumentation (e.g., net-sounder
device); and
May have weights on the wing tips.

5.0

Staff was requested to estimate the amount of PSC that would have been needed to conduct the 1995-97
pollock fisheries using only pelagic gear. To make these estimates, sampled hauls from the NORPAC Observer
data base were queried for the years 1995-97. Those hauls were then used to calculate a ratio of PSC bycatch
to target catch. Two separate ratios were calculated for companison. The first was based on sampled hauls
when pelagic gear was used. The second method selected only observations where less than 20 crabs were
taken in the haul. These methods yielded very different results, as reported in Tables 6.16 and 6.17, especially
for crab PSC.

" To conduct this analysis, targets had to be assigned to each observed haul. The same basic formula was used
to determine targets as NMFS uses in the Blend data, however, the catch was not aggregated by week. Results
using the two methods could be very different, although no comparison of the two was conducted. The method
used here would apply bycatch to different targets if a vessel was using a “topping off” strategy during a week.

The ratio of PSC to target catch was then multiplied by the catcher/processor’s total pollock harvest 1o estimate
PSC requirements. These estimates should only serve as a rough estimate of future PSC requirements. There
are several factors that may be important when determining future PSC needs that were not accounted for in
this calculation. For example, the fishery will take place in different areas and at different times of the year

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewtafaea. wpd 73 January 2000



under the new.AFA and Steller sea lion measures. These factors have been shown to tmpact PSC bycatch rates
of hallbut crab and salmon in past analyses - o

«
'
|

' Table 6. 16 . Estimates of Catcher/Processor PSC bycatch had they harvested all BSAI pollock usmg
elagic gear over the three year time period

= ) Estimates of required PSC bycatch in Change in Pollock Fishery PSC bycatch if | -
' - poIlock targets if only pelaglc gear was ‘| estimates of required bycatch are used
*. permitted to be used in 1995-97.- * instead of historic reported levéls, 1995-97.|
Based on when Based onwhen <20 {  Based on when | Basedon when < 20
pelagic gear® was crabs were harvested | pclagip_ gear was | crabs were harvested
_used 1 . inahaul IR used - . |~ inahaul
AFA CPs AFACPs |7 "AFACPs. | - AFACPs
[PSC Species 20CPs " 79 CPs -{20CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29 CPs 20CPs 29CPs
Halibut Monality| 111"~ 159 184 201|.  -140 @ 2280 67 96|
C.bairdi {47767 12,965 620  1,120%(.132,553 -82,464| © -36,709 -94,309
RedKingCrab . | : 113 i 485 - 27° - . 43 3222 -8197]° 3308 - 8,197
JHerring . 954 . 1,075~ 949 1,082} . 41 47 -46 40} |
C. opilio | 14,678 36,700] 607° 7729 -123,150 -263,324] -137,221 -299,302|
Chinook 121205 7 26,540| 21,487 27,379 2,114 . 2,434 -1,832 -1,595
0. Salmon 45,582 51415 46,447 52,751] - -6344 . -8976]°  -5.479 --7,640

a) Extrapolated NORPAC abserved haul data. Only observed hauls where greater that 50 percent of the haul was pollock, .and
pelagic gear was used are included. For those hauls, the ratio of the PSC species d1v1ded by the amount of observed pollock was
muitiplied by these vessel total target pollock harvest to derive the estimate.

b} Extrapolated NORPAC observed haul data. Only hauls where less than 20 crab were abserved are included. The ratio of the
PSC species to total pollock catch in duected pol!ock fi shenes was multiplied by the total amount, of pollock harvested to determine
PSC estimates.

¢) For the crab species, tlns method tends o underestunate the amount of crab that will 11kely be necessary to harvest the
calcher/processor s allocation of pollock ‘ . - . ;
d) This estunate is for both 2one l and zone 2 combmcd ' '

e . . . L.
PR A . - - A §

® NPFMC BSAI FMP Amendments 58, 41, 40, 35, and 21b are examples of analyses where PSC
bycatch rates were examined at different times within a vear.
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Table6.17: Estimates of the percentage of trawl PSC bycatch that Catcher/Processors would be capped .
at based on their needs in the pollock target fishery.

Estimates of required % of trawl PSC Change in the % of Future Years Traw!
bycatch in pollock targets if only pelagic | PSC Allocation (Est. % of PSC Aliotment-
gear was permitted to be used in 1995-97. Reported % of PSC Allotment)
Based on when | Based on when < 20 | When pelagic gear | When < 20 crabs
pelagic gear® was | crabs were harvested| was used vs. total | were harvested ina
used in 2 hau!® reported bycatch  [haul vs. total reported
bycatch
AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Species 20 éPs 29CPs |20CPs 29 CPs 20CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29 CPs
Halibut Mortality | 0.98% - 1.40%| 1.62% 2.57% -1.24%  -2.01%| -0.59% -0.85%
|C. bairdi 0.04% 0.12%| 0.01% 0.01%{ -0.88% -1.95%| -099% -2.23%
Red King Crab 0.02% 0.10%] 0.01% 0.01%| -0.68% -1.64%| -0.69% -1.73%
Herring: 0.20% 0.23%| 0.20% 0.23%| -0.80% -0.92%|. -090% -0.78%
C. opilio 0.11% 0.28%| 0.00% 0.01%| -0.88% -1.87% -098% -2.12%
Chinook 15.55% 19.46%| 15.75% 20.07% -1.595%  -1.78%| -1.34% -1.17%
0. Salmon 21.63%  24.40%| 22.04% 25.03% -3.01% -426%; -2.60% -363%

a) Extrapolated NORPAC observed haul data. Only observed hauls where greater that- S0 percent of the haul was pollock, and
pelagic gear was used are included. For those hauls, the ratio of the PSC species divided by the amount of observed pollock was
multiplied by these vessel total target pollock harvest to derive the estimate.

b) Extrapolated NORPAC observed haul data. Only hauls where less than 20 crab were observed are included. The ratio of the
PSC species to total pollock catch in directed potlock fisheries was multiplied by the total amount of pollock harvested to determine
PSC estimates.

¢) For the crab species, this method tends to underestimate the amount of crab that will likely be necessary to harvest the
catcher/processor’s allocation of pollock.

d} This estimate is for both zone 1 and zone 2 combined.

The Council also requested that PSC bycatch rates by individual AFA catcher/processors and an average for
non-AFA catcher/processors be provided. Tables 6.18 through 6.20 show those data for the years 1995-97.
Separate tables are provided for the pollock, Pacific cod, and yellowfin sole target fisheries. It is important
to note that targets were defined on a haul-by-haul basis. The same catch percentages were used to define a
target, but instead of using weekly catch by gear and area, only the catch from individual hauis were used.
These data were dérived from the NORPAC observer files, and only non-CDQ hauls from the BSAI, where
a species composition breakdown was provided by the observer were included.

The tables contain information on the PSC bycatch rates and the amount of target species that was harvested
and observed. Rates that were above the average for the entire catcher/processor fleet are bolded in each of
these tables.

Vessels in the list were numbered in random order, but they are consistent throughout these tables. Sc vessel
“9-1" will be the same vessel in the pollock, Pacific cod, and yellowfin sole tables. Vessels that start with 9
(for example, 9-1) are the nine pollock ineligible AFA catcher/processor and the vessels that start with 20 are
the 20 eligible catcher/processors. '

Comparing the reported rates of various catcher/processors in the fleet will provide a better understanding of
amount of groundfish these vessels harvested relative to their PSC bycatch amounts. The actual amount of
. observed PSC catch could be calculated by multiplying the rate by the amount of target catch. However it is
important to realize that such a calculation would underestimate that vessel’s total amount of PSC taken, by
the amount of PSC catch in unobserved hauls.
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Tabie 6.18: - -PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatchltarget specles ‘catch) in the pollock 1i shery from 1995-97, by
catcher/processor vessels . -
. "Vessell Halibut Herring C. opilio (. bdir'di ‘Red King  Chinook Other Salmon Pollock
©9-1f 0.00012 ' 0.00064 © 6.00102  0.00809. - 0.00004 001624 ' -0.01355 22,819
.92 0.00050 ©0.00025 - 0.01775 000071 T o7 000891 - - 002922 11,243 |
19-3] 0.00003 0.00077  0.00032 - - 0.00872 002948 24,093
94| 000016 000042, 0.19831 002303  0.00526  0.00815 0.01374 44,849
'9-5| 0.00007 ©0.00030  0.26908  0.00043 - 0.03640 0.04541 13,941
9-6| 000022 0.00036 -~ 006818  0.09533 - 0.04483 0.01780 15,806
. 9-7] 0.00019 000031, 0.00142 . 0.08657 - 0.00066. , 0.01883 001742 21,061,
©- =98] 000027 0.00025 - 0.03037 - 003920 < -7 - 0.02398° © 0,02671 24,384
‘990 0.00002 0.00028 0.00939  0.00068 - 0.02087 001249 15,128
. 20-1} 000037 000025 - 001657 Y 000577 004669 | 33403
*"220-2{ 0.00004 000001 0.00041 " 0.00539 - 000737 ‘0.00098 |~ 7.833|.
© "20.3| 0.00002 000036  0.00009  0.00052 - 0.00810 0:01598 43,825
' 204] 000005 000012 0.11400° - .0.01793 0.04174 10,838
20-5| 0.00010° 0.00033  0.00429  0.00324 v 0.01963 ¢ 0.05250 67,871
+ 20-6] 0.00001 0.00043 ‘- 0.00013 - '0013’45 0.00126 29,956
20-7| 0.00009 0.00086 0.00301  0.00788 : 0.02004 0.05771 45492,
20-8] 0.00005 0.00040° ©0.00253  0.12075  0.00594 . 0.02816.. -0.00576 12,639 |:
20-9] 0.00004  0,00081 - - S 0.00048 ~ - 0100689 8317
20-10 0,00004 0.00043  0.00032  0.00136 - 0.04346 0.02500 18,805 |
+20-11f 0.00002.° 0.00108  0.00033 - - - - 0.01080 0.07672 63,736 |
20-12| 0.00005 0.00466 0.02286  0.00169 - 001696 007934 . 31387
20-13] 0.00012 0.00065 0.05901  0.00593 - 0.02101 0.03315 38,112
20-14] 0.00014 0.00017 * 0.14497 e -t 003849 - .0.02682 133,669
20-15| 0.00006 0.0011% 0.00144 - 000065 7 - 0.02875 0.06824 |  59345|
20-16| 0.00012 *0.00045 0.00105 0.001T6 - 001489 001923 | . 33,617
20-17| 0.00027, 0.00035 _  0.00260 000025_ 0.00002  0.02644 .~ 0.01690 44,820
20-18| 000005 0.00020. 0.00010 000045 . - - - 00091 = 001354| 57741
20-19) 0.00009 0.00158  0.00099  0.00058- - 0.01363 0.04940 48,710
20-20] 000015 0.00152 0.00022  0.00028 - 0.01615 0.04086 54,248
L AFA}'0.00027 0.00073-° 0.16879° 0.05790  0:00344 - ‘001868 0.03592° 957,688
Non AFA| 0.00255 000034  2.80699  1.94940  0.03555  0.02569 0.01199 793591
AIL CPs| _0.00044  0.00070__ 0.36196 _ 0.19640 __ 0.00579 ___0.01920 0.03416{  1.037.047|
AFACVs| 000023 0.00123 001507, 0.01026 0.00099 . 0.04617 0.05637] 1,033,638
Non-AFA CVs| .0.00016 0.00027  0.05854. -0.00000 _ 0.00000  0.02242 0.09699 . 848
AllCVs | 000023 0.00123 _ 0.01511 _ 0.01025__ 0.00099 - 0.04615 0.05640|  1.034.485
Source: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97 -
Notes: '
1) A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet’s average. )
2) Herring and halibut rates are PSC (mt)./Target catch-(mt). -Crab and salmon are PSC (ammals)/’l‘ arget
catch (mg). e . .
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Table 6.19: PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatch/target species catch) in the Pacific cod fishery from 1995-97, by
catcher/processor vessels

g r

Vessel Halibut Herring . Opilio Tanner Red King Chinook Sa(l)r?oen Pacific Cod
9-1 0.02751 0.00144 1.58726  6.51348  0.00000 0.13119 0.060239 2,306
9-2 0.00146 0.00000 0.00000 0.01199 0.00038 0.00688 0.00054 3,806
9-3 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 62
9-5 0.00004 0.00006 0.17224 0.00915  0.00000 0.01281 0.00000 546
9-6 0.01266 0.00000 0.00000 0.93846  0.13980 0.03092 0.00000 3,064
9-7 0.01320 0.00347 1.97248 8.34954 0.00221 0.27484 0.10515 1,355
9-8 0.01458 0.00043 3.448380  10.04388 0.00000 0.18355 0.00000 2,229
9-9 0.00000 0.00016 11.26791 3.38064 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 33
20-1 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 198
20-2 0.08576 0.00002  31.71026 0.75155 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 135
20~3 0.86337 0.00009 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0
20-4 0.11262 0.00000 0.00000 7.10894 0.00000 0.24482 0.00000 269
20-6 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.60000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0
20-7 0.15539 0.00116 3.55441 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000. 0.00000 30
20-8 0.00285 0.00000 0.00818 0.03710 0.01120 0.11565 0.00098 3,057
20-10 0.00000 0.00093 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 113
20-11 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 ©.00000 0.00000 0.00000 15
20-12 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 561
20-13 0.03269 ,0.00000 0.31974 0.61217  0.00000 0.07771 0.00222 450
120-14 0.00932 0.00000 0.00000 0.00509  0.00000 0.14529 0.00255 2,512
20-15 0.06349 0.00000 0.00000  29.12436 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 21
20-16 0.01176 6.00057 0.21778 1.12165 0.00046 0.32874 0.00517 2,168
20-17 0.12232 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000.  0.00000 0.00000{ - 18
20-18 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000| 496
20-19 0.00080 0.00000 10.91216 0.00000 0.00000 0.26416 0.00000 21
20-20 0.03073 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 8
AFA CPs 0.01197 0.00044 0.84046 243699 0.01994 0.11713 0.00713 23,473
Non-AFA CPs | 0.04144 0.00008  11.44726 9.32298 0.12270 0.10537 0.02346 16,753
All CPs 0.02424 0.00029 5.25799 530488 0.06274 0.11223 . 0.01403 40.226
AFA CVs 0.02765 0.00002 1.04475 1.07042 0.00498 0.06583 0.00668 65,655
Non-AFA CVs | 0.01705 0.00000 1.39923 0.60452 0.00059 0.07382 - 0.00059 1,699
All CVs 0.02739 0.00002 1.05369 1.05867 0.00487 0.06604 0.00653 67.354
Source: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years1995-97

Notes:

1) A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet’s average.
2) Herring and halibut rates are PSC (mt)./Target catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC {(animals)/Target catch (mt).
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Table 6.20: PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatch/target species catch) in the yelluwﬁn sole fi shery from 1995- 97
by catcher/p rocessor vessels o . -

‘ . . er

Vessel Halibut _ Herring Opiﬁd ' Tanner Red King: Chinook Sa(l)xtrll]on -Yellowfin
9-1 0.02249° 000022 '30.21579 8.41740- 0.09530  0.00000 " 0.00000|. 543
92 - 0.00069  0.00002  60.05706 83055F  0.00000 0.00000 ° 0.00000| 1,018
93 0.03302  0.00000  38.35211  4.68335 * 0.13498  0.00000 ' 0.00000] . 499
9-5 0.00000  0.00005 91.88153  0.34229  0.06000  0.00000 ' 0.00000 237"
96 0.00607  0.00005  0.83059  3.01231° 0.00000 - ''0.00000° " 0.00000 267
9-7 . 0.02389  0.00031 --12.78647 * 0.00000  0.03335 '0.00000 ‘' ° 0.00765|° 131
9-:8‘ » 1 0.02015 0.00000 - 45.20464 22.11648 0.00000 ~ 0.00000 - 0.00000 116
9-9° 0.00346° 0.00140  1.26613  1.36635  0.01562' 000000  0.00287 7,990
20-2 0.00825 000007 543106 3.16128 ~ 0.01998  0.00000 - 0.00000 11,556
20-4 0.00115  0.00003  36.29686 - 7.29047 - 0.00000 ' 0.00000 0.00000 2,883
20-7 0.00304  0.00045 55.83229 18.95755  0.00000° 0.00000 - ‘0.00000| 7,024
20-8 . 0.00855 © 0.00000  3.90634 243461  0.29519  0.00000 - 0.00000 572
20-10 0.00000  0.006000 ° 0.00000  0.00000 ' 0.00000°  ©0.00000 0.00000| 26
20-12 0.00121 000017 1276300  2.66505  0.01048 * 0.00000  0.00000 5,833
20:14° 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000  0.00000 - 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 53
20-15 0.00252 "' 0.00001  2.5I559  1.88193 ' 0.03941 0.00000 0.00000 6,851
20-18. 0/00000 ° 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000  0.00000" ©.00000 ~  0.00000 67
20-19 . 0100287 000002 521463 544358  0,05789  0.00000 0.00000] 6,589
20-20 0.00279- 0.00002 832658 4.51906 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000| . 8,442
INT 0.00421  0.00028 1472575 534276 ' 0.02241  0.00000 0.00039 60,693
Non-AFA | 0.00516 0.00135  24.89908 10.26026  0.04874 '0.00022 0.00270) 127,237
All CPs 0.00485  0.00100 21.61354 * 867212  0.04024  0.00015 0.00196 187,929°

Source Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97
Notes: .

DA bolded number means that vcssd was above the catcher/processor ﬂcet s average.
2) Hemng and halibut rates are PSC (mt). /’l'a:get catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (amma]s)/T arget catch (mt)

In
‘.

v

v\ W [}
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6.6 Reachmg caps wnll close which ﬁshenes

Once the groundfish and PSC caps arc established, then a decision must be made regarding the closures that -
occur when the caps are reached. This decision may be impacted by the method used to determine the caps. -
For example, if only the catch in the non-pollock target fisheries is included in the cap, the Council may feel
it is appropriate to only close the non-pollock target fisheries upon attainment of the cap. After the closure in .
this scenario, only the pelagic pollock fishery would remain open. The pelagic pollock fishéry would then close
once the AFA catcher/processors harvested their pollock quota. :

Caps established for the 1999 fisheries were based on the 1995-97 catch history of all 29 listed AFA

catcher/processors in the non-pollock target fisheries, Once a species cap is reached by these vessels in 1999,
NMFS will close all but the pelagic pollock fishery for the 20 eligible AFA catcher/processors.
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Based on the 1999 groundfish caps, only the BSAI yellowfin sole, Pacific cod, and Atka mackerel fisheries will
likely be opened to directed fishing by the AFA catcher/processor fleet. The caps established for other
groundfish species were determined to be insufficient to open a fishery for those species. So if similar caps
are set for 2000 and beyond, it is likely that the only EEZ fisheries off Alaska that the AFA catcher/processors
will be allowed to fish are those three and pollock. :

6.6.1 Only non-pollock fisheries close

When a sideboard cap is reached under this alternative only the non-pollock target fisheries will be closed to
directed fishing by the AFA catcher/processors. This option provides the fleet a greater opportunity to harvest
their entire cap of non-pollock groundfish. The risk associated with reaching a cap is much less if the pollock
fishery remains open when a sideboard cap is reached.

If the sideboard caps are based on the bycatch from non-pollock target fisheries, the AFA vessels will only be
able to harvest at their traditional levels in those fishenies. Any bycatch reductions in the pollock targets,
resulting from cleaner fishing under the co-op, would be forgone by the AFA catchet/processors. This may
diminish their incentives to reduce bycatch of a valuable species like Pacific cod in the pollock target fishery,
if they are well above the 95 percent pollock threshold for the pelagic fishery definition.

Allowing these vessels to count bycatch in all target fisheries towards their caps, but reaching the caps would
only close the non-pollock target fisheries, likely would not be much of an advantage in most fisheries. Pacific
cod may be one of the exceptions. About 50 percent of the Pacific cod harvested by these vessels was taken
in the pollock target fisheries. Access to that increase in their cap may allow them to harvest more cod in the
directed fishery. Ifthey did not reduce the cod bycatch in the pollock target fisbery they may actually increase
the percentage of the cod TAC that they harvest. Given that bottom trawling for pollock is no longer legal, this
may not be as much of a problem in the future as it would have been in the past.

6.6.2  All fishing closes for the AFA catcher/processor fleet

Reaching a sideboard cap under this scenario would close both the pollock and non-pollock fisheries for the
AFA catcher/processors. Budgeting their caps under this scenario would be critical, since excessive bycatch
of any species could close the directed pollock fishery before their allocation is taken. This option may force
AFA members to forgo harvesting opportunities in the non-pollock target fisheries at the start of the season
to ensure they do not reach a cap before their pollock is harvested.

The management of bycatch under this scenario’ would be more difficult if the cap was based only on
participation in the non-pollock target fisheries. Given the historic catches reported in Table 6.2 it appears that
this would especially be true for the red rockfish, squid, POP, and other species groups. More bycatch of these
species was taken in the pollock fisheries than in the non-pollock targets. Therefore, unless the fleet was able
to reduce their bycatch of squid, they may be forced to forgo targeting non-pollock targets and stiil be unable
to harvest their entire pollock allocation. It is of course true that the Council may recommend that specific
species be exempted from the cap. Squid for example could be exempted, and therefore the catcher processor
fleet would be in less danger of being closed down because of an inadequate cap for that particular species.
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6.6.3 Descrlptlon of Current Catch and Bycatch Management in the BSAI o
Included as AFA sideboard optrons are measures that would cIose pollock ﬁshmg to pollock cooperatwes_
whenever a sideboard species limit is reached. This approach would be a departure from current catch and
bycatch management practices in the North Pacific fisheries (CDQ fisheries are a unique case as discussed
below). Two other options were considered by the Council to address this issue. At the Aprtl 1999 meeting
the Council did include the option of exempting certain, potentially constraining fisheries from sideboard limits
to partially mitigate this problem for the pollock co-op participants, similar to what was done with squid for
the CDQ fisheries. Alternatively, the co-op sideboards could be maniaged as the open access fisheries described
below (as i1s the case’ “for the 1999 fisheries), Wthh would more likely allow’ for fulJ harvest of the pollock
allocations. B SRR _ o
fas 1 rooLr o rant N S

An addmonal drscussmn, specnﬁc to how the various pollock ﬁshenes are ma.naged 1s mcluded in Chapter 9

1
AR T

“ . Fay ot

For companson purposes current management of the open access, [FQ and CDQ ﬁshenes is meluded Lere.

" ey - ‘e ‘ ||

OgenAccessFlshcg:w ‘ T . T
S e . T ST 11 IO R A £

Under the open access management regime, portions of the annual TAC for each groundfish species are set
aside at the beginning of the year to fund a bycatch reserve. The bycatch reserveis not divided-up by dlI'CClCd
fishery or gear type. If the directed fishery portion of a species TAC is consumed, the directed fishery for that
species is shut down.” When the directed fishery of a species is 'closed, that speciés may only be retained as
bycatch at.or below the Maximum Retainable Bycatch (MRB}) lével established for éach directed fishery.
When the bycatch reserve of that species is taken, retention of:that species is prohibited’and furthier catch-6f
that species must be discarded until the Over Fishing Level (OFL) is reached. The only time an open access
fishery is shut down because of bycatch.is if the OFL of the bycatch species is reached or the total PSC 15
taken. Figure 1 below provides a basic 1llustratlon of thrs structure using BSAI Paaﬁc cod quotas as an
example. S : . o T

+

Because the pollock fishery presently operates as a mid-watér fishery, therg are no PSC species that cdr'nplet'el);
¢lose the pollock fishery. A crab performance standard is used to determine whethér pollock fishing is pelagic
or non-pelagic. By regulation vessels can be fined if they exceed this staridard. Certain hernng and chingok
savings aréas close when PSC caps for those species exceed established numbers however, the ﬁshery remams

open elsewhere. o N A

IFQFisheg{ S TP . S _— _ f
o R P Lot o e [

Bycatch management of the halxbut and sableﬁsh IFQ fisheries is somewhat similar to the open access regime:
The IFQ holder must retain halibut and sablefish 'as directed catch or bycatch until the IFQ holder’s quota rs"
reached. After reaching the individual quota amounts, all halibut and sablefish caught by the IFQ holder must
be dlscarded The amount of discards are limited only by the OFL : : ue
Halibut and sableﬁsh quota holders are not restncted in the amount of cod or other groundfish species that can
be taken as bycatch in the IFQ fisheries. Those bycatch amounts are taken from the open access bycatch
reserve. An JFQ holder is free to participate in other fisheries, like cod, and is treated like ail other open access
participants. There is no cap on the amount of cod that can be taken as either bycatch or directed catch other

- than the open access cod TAC and the bycatch reserve. When the TAC and bycatch reserve of cod is reached,
cod retention 1s prohibited and further catch of cod must be discarded. The only cod or other groundfish
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closure that could occur would be if the OFL were reached, or the halibut PSC cap were reached in the open
access ﬁshery :

CDOQ Fisherv

In the MSCDQ program 10 % of the pollock TAC and 7.5% of all other species is allocated to the six CDQ
groups. Additionally, PSC amounts and specific area apportionments of halibut and sablefish are allocated
to the program. The CDQ groups can allocate their quotas of non-pollock species as either directed fishing

. quotas or as bycatch in other CDQ fisheries. However, any pollock taken as bycatch in non—poi]ock CDQ

fisheries is funded from the pollock bycatch reserve shared with the open access fisheries.

The CDQ groups can also élect to apportion their PSC and bycatch allocations to be used at specific times of
the year. For instance, many CDQ groups delay or forego high-bycatch, low-value flatfish fisheries until after
the pollock fishery concludes so that the pollock fishery will not be closed down because of insufficient bycatch
or PSC allocations. In this case, other fisheries would close down as a result of reaching a particular groundfish
allocation, hence the ‘squid box’ issue alluded to in this discussion. CDQ fisheries are able to time their
fisheries to mitigate the squid box issue because they have a specific allocation, as opposed to a limit for a
particular species.

This flexibility would not be available to pollock cooperatives if, as proposed, their sideboard perticipation n

'_non—polleck fisheries would be a limiting “cap” rather than a specified “quota.” And, unlike the MSCDQ quota

fisheries, the non-pollock fisheries remain olympic fisheries for pollock cooperative participants. Even with .
this bycatch flexibility, the MSCDQ program has experienced problems with PSC -and bycatch allocations,

such as the “squid box,” which constrain the harvest of some MSCDQ ﬁshenes
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Figure 6.1 - 7.
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Figure 6.1. Under the open access groundfish fisheries, NMFS sets aside a "reserve" of each species’ TAC
at the beginning of the year to fund bycatch needs in the groundfish fisheries for other species. For example,
7.5% of the cod TAC is set aside for bycatch in other groundfish fisheries. Cod fishermen then fish on the
92.5% of the cod TAC that is available for directed fishing. Once that 92.5% is consumed, the directed fishery
for cod shuts down. Other fisheries that have cod as bycatch continue, but are subject to the Maximum
Retainable Bycatch (MRB) standard established for cod. Cod bycatch in excess of the MRB standard must
be discarded. Once the bycatch reserve is exhausted, cod becomes a prohibited species and must be discarded,
however, the directed fisheries for other species are allowed to continue, even if they have a cod bycatch
component. Only when the total amount of cod taken reaches the overfishing level (OFL) are the directed
fishenes for other groundfish that have cod bycatch subject to closure. Under the proposed option, a pollock
co-op fishery would close once its sideboard cap of cod is reached, even if there is still an open access cod -
fishery, the cod bycatch reserve is still available, and the OFL has not been exceeded. In short, non-pollock
groundfish fisheries are unrestricted by bycatch limits on other groundfish specics, unless OFLs are reached.
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70 AFA CATCHER VESSEL SIDEBOARDS

To mitigate the impact of AFA on the non-pollock fisheries, section 21 1(c) mandates that “by not later than
July 1, 1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary conservation and
management measures to - (4) prevent thé catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of
section 208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed poliock
fishery”. This chapter describes the options selected by the Council for constructing sideboards, which are
harvest limits placed on AFA vessels for non-pollock species. Sideboard caps are expected to keep AFA

- catcher vessels from exceeding their traditional harvest levels in the non-pollock groundfish, crab, and scallop

fisheries, as well as pollock in the ‘Guif of Alaska.
7.1 Alternatives for Analysis

To develop sideboard restrictions, several options were identified at the December 1998 Council meeting.
Those alternatives were then revised by the Council in February 1999. Options for analysis were divided by
whether they applied to the non-groundfish or groundfish fisheries. Non-groundfish restrictions focused on
limiting AFA catcher vessel participation in the BSAI crab and scallop fisheries. Groundfisk restrictions apply
to AFA catcher vessel activity in both the GOA and BSAI. The complete set of the altematives from the
. February meeting is presented below: -

CRAB SIDEBOARDS

Participation in a co-op is defined as ANY use of a vessel’s catch history by a cb-op, whether by direct harvest,
~ lease, sale, or stacking of quota. , :

Initiate analysis of the following options to mitigate impacts of possible spillover effects of AFA on other
fisheries: .

Options For Section 208 Vessels:

No crossover allowed inta any crab fisheries. :
~ No crossover allowed in the Tanner crab fishery only (opilio and bairdi):
No crossover allowed into opilio unless vessel fished opilio in 1996 or 1997.
No crossovers at the endorsement level.
Allow crossovers only into red king crab fisheries (excludes brown and blue kmg crab).

PR

Sub-options:
a. Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of ba1rd1 in red king crab would be restricted to

bycatch of bairdi in the red king crab fishery (applied to #2 & #4 above).

b. Only Section 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op.(applies to #1-5 above and #6 below).

c. Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three years (1995, 96, and 97).
(applies to #1 and #2 above).

d. Prohibit any vessel participating in an AFA co-op from lease, transfer or sale of any I:cense
timitation program (LLP) permit.
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Duration of sub-options:

a. Permanent based on participation In coop ‘ )
Vb Only for year vessel is involved in cc-op : ? -
Te DumﬁenofAFA S _ e
T ] AP onmb oL m T T Lt
6o Measares whxch w&uﬁd restrict pollock co-op vessels to their: > s o
Y . S ; Coa . A S I AN

{}s}nen ar - Aggregate traditlonai harvest mcludmg a resmcnon o the: gercentage af arab harvesi
BT - in eachi species in 1995, 96, and'97,
Optionb. = ~ Ave:rage catch history 1995, 96, and 9? on an each syec:es by each spet:ies a.nd
vessel-by-vessel basis,

Option c. No sale, lease, or stacking of vessel catch history in any crab fas%zery .
SCALLOP SIDEBOARDS .
. . '.‘5'} ' P s e T
1 Pamc:patwn ifi & 5o-op i¢ défined as any use Qf a vessei § catch I’nst;}ry by a c:o«@g, 35?}35&‘162‘ b§ dzrf;ct
: hanest kease ‘sale, or stackmg of qaoﬁa “_" o R -
Z. " Measures which would réstrict p{}iicck £o-op vesséls 1o their aggregate traditienai hawesi in z:he
scallop fishery in the vears: .
Opticn a. 1996 and 97. | JIRERSEES
Option b. E99’}’ oniy ) . . . L
Sub-options: o : g
_ A Based on percentage of statemde cazch , :
- © - "™ B, Based on percentage of PSC cap! e -
GROUNDEISH SIDEBOARDS . W e e
BSAl ) . Cn

; :
Participation in a co-op is deﬁned s ANY usez of a vﬁssei s catzh hzsfory by a, co-op, whemer E}y dzrs:ct harvest,
lease, sale, or stacking of quiota. ! R ‘

3 +

L e T 3" ’ UL AR |
s T 18 Whom'do 'Reﬂﬁétiggé‘ﬁgg';%%s- ‘ . -
Restrictions shauid appfy to a§§ naﬁmgseiisck FM? ﬁsﬁsﬁgs . L TR
Tl - AL s AEALNT T g eTE T ey
S;debeards a??iy to‘aii sectfgﬁ Zﬁg'gi;gaigig‘vesgeks. R R i
ssub_og{aeﬁ : Lo o :H‘; I - ) AR IR S
a. Applies to Section 208 vessels only if they join- a co- op '
b. - Createsub-sideboard dap for tatcher vessels w1th avera.cze pollock !andmgs m 1993 9? which
were less than: S
1. 1,000 mt
2, 3,000 mt
3. 5,000 mt
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Whe_n the CV Restriptions Should Apgly

1. Harvest_levels should be restricted only during the same time periodé as the nomal open access
pollock fishery : :

Sub-options:
a, Use 1998 open access season dates by sector as a base reference

b. Use 1999 sea lion modified season dates.

2. Exempt those CVs that fish for motherships from BSAI groundfish sideboards prior to February 1
each year. . o ‘

Exempt each CV sector from BSAI groundfish sideboards for the number of days in excess of 5 that
each CV sector's pollock season is closed by regulation during the month of February.

u

4. Limut fishing to the season (or quarter - or half year) in which the catch history was earned.
5. At all times during the fishing year.
6. AFA qualified pollock catcher vessels,‘th‘at .during pollock A season historically had a majority of their

catch in pollock, would be limited prior to March 1 of each year to the collective share of the cod
fishery that these same vessels collectively harvested historically (1995, 96, 97) prior to March |.
L. Apply and monitor by vessel class and sector

2. Apply and monitor by individual co-op. '

(This would effectively subdivide the P. cod cap between AFA vessels that harvested mostly pollock
during the A season and those that did not).

Nature of CV Restrictions

Absolute harvest amounts expressed in percentage of TAC in metric tons.

Determination of “Traditional Harvest Level”

1. The definition of “traditional” in non-pollock fisheries will be determined by catch history:

l. On basis of percentage of groundfish harvest in non-pollock fisheries by species by fishery.
2. On basis of percentage of total groundfish harvest by species by fishery.
3. On basis-of percent of TAC in non-pollock fishery by species by fishery.

Option A: Apply one time frame equally to all groundfish targets
Sub-option 1: Use average catch historv in the years 1995, 96, and 97.
Sub-option 2; Use catch history based on years 1992-97.

Pollock: Initiate qualitative discussion on ability for Secretary to use the best 2 out of 3 years to determine
-overall denominator for total pollock pool and numerator for ¢ach co-op.
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. Determination of “Aggregate”

Option Ast - Apply and monitor by the vessel class and sector.”
Option B: Apply and monitor by individual co-op.

Com cnsation
LT [ "“. T

Further address in a discussion paper, options for compensation to'inshcre catcher vessels‘with catch history
delivering to catcher processors that is no longer available to them under AFA. Additionally, examine inserting
-a clause replacing language in §210(b)(!) to add an option for determining catch history for catcher vessels
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1995, 1996, 1997,

.As provided by Section 213(c)(3) of AFA, the AP récommends the following change to Section 210(b)(1)(B)

to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to catcher processors; that is otherwise lost
under AFA, to bring that catch history to the mshorc sector cocheratwe whlle sharmg the burden among all
members of the inshore sector. ' :

. the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners
voluntarzly parficipate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of

© . the directed fi shmg allowance under Section 206(b)(1 ) in the year in whrch the fishery
cooperative will be'in effect that is equivalent'to the aggregate total amount of pollock

. harvested by such catcher vessels (and by such catcher véssels whose owners voluntarily

participate pursuant lo paragraph (2)) in the directed pollock fishery for processmg by the .

inshore component, together with the amount harvested by such vessels for processing by

. catcher/processors in the offshore component a’unng Fi 995 1996 and 1 997 welative fo the

by y the inshore component together with the aggregale total amount harvested by all catcher
vessels fexcluding those eligible under 208(b}) for processing by catcher/processors in the
offshore component during such yvears and shall prevent such catcher vessels (and catcher
vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)} from h‘arvesn'ng -
in the aggregate in excess of such percentage of such directed fishing allowance.”

||“ . i

The analys1s should breakout the 42 vcsscls bv
- déliveries of 250 tons ~ * - Cam o T S
" deliveries of 500 tons - L o : :
deliveries of over 1,000 tons
deliveries of over 2,000 mt
deliveries of over 3,000 mt
deliveries of over 5,000 mt . -
(Vessels that do not meet these harvest requ:rcments may-not bé chglb]e for compensatlon in the inshore

sector.) e

.

e A o p

- . . '

Management of Non-Pollock fisheries v _

.

Vessels limited to target fishing for non-pollock species during those times when the open access target fishery
for the non-pollock species is open.
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Assigning PSC Caﬁs for Co-op Catcher Vessels in Non-Pollock Fisheries

Determine PSC caps based on catch history ratios (1995, 1996; and 1997) rather than VIP rates.

a. A review of vessel specific PSC rates for eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels.

b. Average bycatch rates of eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels.

c. A retrospective analysis of PSC needs for eligible vessels using a performance-based pelagic
pollock definition. -

L. PSC and non-pollock grounﬁﬁsh caps would apply to all fisheries as true caps (i.¢., when reached
these vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species).
2. The caps would only close the non-potlock target fisheries.

Ihclude discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op pools and/or sectors in pollock, ona
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps.

GOA

1. Apply the following sideboards to AFA Section 208 eligible catcher vessels.
Sub-option: Applies only to vessels participating in a co-op.

g Any non- pollock catch limitations for AFA Section 208 vessels are aggregatc caps not quotas or

allocations. ,

h. Vessel catch history consists of the years 1995, 96 and 97. ~ :

Sub-option: Fishery is released seasonally by quarter proportlonaily to when caught
during qualifving years.

4. " Gulf of Alaska flatfish sideboards to be halibut bycatch driven. Historic target catch should be
multiplied by the average halibut bycatch rate and current mortality rate to determine the halibut
mortality available to AFA vessels. These amounts should be separated between degpwater and
shallow water complexes.

5. Gulf of Alaska groundfish target fishery: Targét catch of each groundfish species available to AFA
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, based on the average
.catch history.

7.2 Participation in a Cooperative

" The Council clearly defined what participation ina cooperative means. Throughout this analysis participation

in a cooperative will be any use of a vessel’s catch history in a}pollock cooperative, whether by direct harvest,
lease, sale, or stacking of quota. The use of a vessel’s catch history applics to both the direct allocation of
pollock and the sideboard caps set for the non-pollock fisheries.
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73 Crab Sideboards =~ - - A

The AFA requires the Council to develop sideboards for catcher vessels that afe licensed to participate in the
BSAI crab fisheries under LLP. Recommendations for restricting the fleet are required to be submitted to the
Secretary of Commerce, for all three catcher véssel categories, by July 1,.-1999.. Currently only the catcher
vessels that deliver to catcher/processors are operating under crab sideboard restrictions. Those were mandated
by the AFA because that group of catcher vessels was allowed to form a cooperative in 1999. The crab
restrictions placed on catcher vessels delivering BSAI pollock to catcherfprocessors -are listed in section
211(c)(2)(C). That section of the AFA states that “catcher vessels eligible under section 208(b) are hereby
prohibited from participating in a-directed fishéry for any species of crab in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands Management Area unless the catéher vessel harvested crab in the directed fishery for that species
of crab in such Area during 1997 and is eligible to harvest such species of crab under the license limitation
program” . Staff interpreted the word “species” in that section of the AFA to mean either king or Tanner crab.
Based on that assumption, three of the severi catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors were requiréd
to give up their rights to fish Tanner crab (C. opilio and C. bairdi) in 1999. When developing sideboards for
all catcher vessels, the Council may choose to either retain or modify section 211(c){(2)(C) of the AFA
Therefore. all catcher vessel sectors have been included in this section of the analysis. :

i

7.3.1 Options to Mitigate AFA Splllover Impacts on the Crab F 1sher1es R

Several options to mitigate impacts of the AFA on BSAI crab ﬁshenes were identified by the Council. A
complete list of those alternatives was presented in the previous section of this analysis: Options ranged from.
excluding AFA catcher vessels from harvesting any BSAI crab, to limiting the vessels as a group to their
traditional harvest levels in all BSAI crab fisheries. In between these two options are alternatives that would
limit the AFA catcher vessals either at or below their hlStOl‘lC part1c1pat10n levels, in spemﬁc BSAI crab
fisheries. -, IR R S te

Two of the options would not allow AFA vessels to use specific LLP endorsements on their crab license. The
first of these options would limit BSAI Tanner.crab endorsements held by AFA vessels. The second covers
all- species/area -endorsements, and would aliow: the Councd to restnct the use- of any ‘or*all- specxes
endorsements held by AFA catcher vessels.: .- ‘ o S S

Both of the alternatives that would restrict the use of specific endorsements include 2 suboption that would keep
vessels that qualified for a Tanner crab endorsement, based on bycatch of C. bairdi in red king'crab fisheries,’
from harvesting more than:bycatch-amounts of C. airdi in future red king crab fisheries.:- The option

restricting vessels to their historic catch levels would have a similar impact if applied to C. bairdi and C. opilio

separately. Vessels that only harvested bycatch amounts of C. bairdi in the past, would be capped at the1r

historic catch level (i.e., their bycatch of C. bairdi} in the future. : :

As drafied, the options listed in sections 7.3.1.1 through-7.3.1.5 would not allow AFA catcher véssels'to
participate in specific crab fisheries, meaning that recent participation in those fisheries would not ehsure their’
right to future participation. The alternatives in section .7.3:1.6 'would allow AFA catcher vesséls that hold
LLP rights to participate in BSAI crab fisheries up to their histonc levels of participation. C

Two options were considered to determine historic participation. The first would set a harvest cap for the entire
fleet equal to the percentage of crab harvested in all species between 1995-97. The second option would use
the same years to determine catch history levels, but the caps would be placed at the LLP endorsement level
for each vessel. In other words, the caps would be monitored at the vessel level for each crab fishery.
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Recall that in section 208(b) of the AFA, catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors were allowed to
retain their rights to fish Tanner crab if they made landings of that species during 1997. None of the seven
. vessels met that requirement, so they were not allowed to fish Tanner crab in 1999. However, they will be
issued a Tanner crab endorsement accordmg to the current LLP rules. That endorsement cannot be fished on
board an AFA vessel_ but it could be fished if transferred to'a non-AFA vessel. This same issue will also'come
into play for each of the other catcher vessel sectors. Transferring and applying the LLP license to a non-AFA
vessel would activate the license so it could fish any crab species for which it held endorsements, without being
limited by sideboard caps. For this reason, the Council also considered a sub-option that would restrict any
vessel participating in a cooperative from leasing, transferring, or selling any LLP license. That restriction
would keep the license from being fished more aggressively, but would also limit the license holder’s business
options. This is especially true if the caps apply regardless of whether a vessel joins a cooperative. The
Council could also decide to issue inactive licenses/endorsements to AFA vessels, or simply not issue the
licenses. Not issuing the licenses/endorsements would keep them from being transferred from a AFA vessel
and becoming active, and thereby would limit effort in the crab fishery. But not issuing the license would
certainly reduce the value of the license package that the AFA vessels qualifted for under the LLP.

7.3.1.1 Allow No Crossovers into any BSAI Crab Species

This option would restrict AFA catcher vesséls from participating in any BSAI crab fishery. Given the current

list of AFA and-crab LLP qualified vessels, the 102 endorsements presented in Table 7.1 could not be fished.

The number of vessels participating mn the BSAI Tanner crab fishery would be reduced by 42, if the

endorsements were not issued or they could not be transferred. If the licenses were issued and could be

transferred to a non-AF A vessel, the reduction in licenses would be between zero and 42. The actual number
would depend on how many of these licenses were transferred away from AFA eligible catcher vessels. The

same is true for each of the other crab species/area combinations listed in the table. A maximum of nine

endorsements from the Saint Matthew and Pribilof fisheries would be impacted, as would one endorsement for

Adak red king crab, and 41 endorsements for Bristol Bay red king crab. :

Table 7.1. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels

AFA Catcher Vessels by Delivery Mode
Species/Area Endorsement | CV to Inshore ) CV to Inshore/MS | CVto MS}CV to CP|  Total
. BSAI Tanner 32 .6 L 3 | . 4
Dutch Harbor Brown 0 0 0 0 0
St. Matthew Blue 3 4 0 2 9
Pribilof Blue/Red 8 | 0 0 9
. Adak Brown Q 0. 0 0 0
Adak Red 0 0o 0 1 I
Bristol Bay Red 3l "6 1 3 4]
Total Number of Endorsements | . 74 17 2 9 102
Number of Vessels 33 6 1 3 43

Source: Council LLP data set derived from ADF&G Fishtickets.
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73.1. 2 Allow No Crossovers into the C. barrdz ‘or- F 0p1110 F 1shenes ot

. . T . ,-, N A > e,
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AFA catcher vessels ‘would not be dllowed to fish a BSAI Tanner crab endorsement: under this altematlve
From Table 7.1 we see that'42 endorsements for Tanner crab would either not be issued or their use would be
restricted. .However, any of the AFA vessels which Reld LLP endorsements for a kmg crab ﬂshery would be
allowed to continue fishing for those specres Dependmg on the optron selected they rnay be llmrted to thelr
hrstoncal catch levels ! : AR

Altematwes drscussed in sectrons 7:3.1.1'and7.371'2 ‘also contain a suboption that requlres a vessel 10 have
fished in each year 1995,.1996, and 1997 to rétain it$ ¢rossover rights. - Applymg this’ requrrement would
reduce-the number of endorsements the AFA vessels would retain. The estrmated numbers’ of endorsements
that would be retained-are listed in Table 7.2, The bottom line of Table-7.2'shows that only 10 of the" 43
vessels made BSAT crab landings in all'three years. Nine of the 10 vesséls were in the inshore sector, and the
tenth vessel i in-the catcher vessel delivering to the catcher/processor sector. Note that this suboptron is less
restrictive than the previous; i.e., 33 vessels would lose their lidense as opposed to 43. et

Table 7.2. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels that made crab landings each year 1995, 1996,
and 1997

e SR . . CatcherVesselsby Dehvery Mode .
" -Species/Area Egd]@f‘s?f—neﬁt JCV 16 Inshore | CVito Inshore/MS.{ CV to MS | CV to CP|.. Total .
.. BSAITammer .. | " 9 . .0 cleo0e | o1 10
:D.Harbor. Brown- - * - | - o TR R ¢ :F'f'"t’O‘ 0 : “0'.4;
CoSEMaBlue ¢ UL rc Ut o 0 e T ) g
L Prib’ Blue/Red” U PR S R o O 0 |2
Adak Brown AR A R SPRRUOR § R Pl O -0 ¢ -
Adak Red 0 0 0 I
Bristol Bay Red - - 8 o--- - [ o T e
r Total Number of Endorsements | -20- -0 0 | ..3 .23 - 14
" Number of Vessels - I N e T _ I 10~ |

S?urce Councrl LLP data set derived from ADF&GF 1sht1ckets .
4 ! AN !

[

7:3.1.3 Allow No Crossovers into the (’ opilio, Frshery Unless the-Vessel Frshed for (’ Opzlzo in 1996 or
l997i . ' : ; b S

1y t. ‘ R ' 0
\ N i
Implementatlon of this optron would requrre aménding the crab LLP, or 155urng an AFA perrmt which would -
override a vessel s right to fish C. opilio under a LLP Tanner crab endorsecment. Recall that a smgle f
endorsement is issued under the LLP whrch allows a vessel to participate in both the C. opilio and C: bairdi

ﬁshenes Thrs optron is-at a finer resolutlon than the LLP endorsement level:

—_— R

ADF &G Frshtrcket data mdrcates that only seven of the AF A vessels witha Tanner crab endorsement would -
quahfy to fish both C. opilio and C. bairdi under this option, the remaining 35 vessels would lose their ¢’
opilio harvest privileges. Six of the vessels fished C. opilio in 1996 and three of the vessels fished C. oprlio
in 1997, so only two of the vessels fished C. opilio in both 1996 and 1997. The 35 AFA catcher vessels that
lose their C. opilio harvest rights would be limited to fishing for C. bairdi with their Tanner crab endorsement
in future years.
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7.3.1.4 Allow No Crossovers at the Endorsement Level

As written this option could have the same result as any of the other options which Lmit crossovers, depending
on how it is implemented. The Council could apply this option to any species/areéa endorsement in the crab
. LLP. For example, it could be applied only to the Tanner crab endorsement. That would have the same resilt

" as the o crossover into the O bairdi or C. opilio fisheries option. Applying this option to all erab fisheries
except red king crab, would have the same result as only allowing crossovers into the red King crab fisheries.
This option provides the Council the flexibility to restrict crossovérs for any crab LLP speciesfarea
endorsement combination. Recall that Table 7.1 shows the number of species/area endorsements held by AFA
catcher vessels that could be lost under this option.

7.3.1.5 Allow Crossovers into the Red King Crab Fisheries Only

- AFA vessels would only be allowed to fish the BSAI red king crab fisheries. In total, AFA catcher vessels
would be issued one endorsement for the Adak red king crab and the 41 endorsermnents for Bristol Bay red king
crab, Tanner crab, blue king crab, and brown king crab endorsements for these vessels would either not be
issued or their use would be restricted when attached to an AFA vessel.

7.3.16 Rcstnc£ Cmperatwe to their Aggregate Traditional Harvest Based on their Perce&ntage of the Harvest
in 1995, 1996, and 1997

The final option would allow AFA vesseis to fish their endorsements, but they would be capped at their average
1993.97 harvest levels. Caps would be calculated by dmdmg AP A vessel’s total satch by the total catch of
all vessels, at the LLP cndorsemeni level.

Information in this sectifm would also allow the Council to select this option in conjunction with any of the no
crossover provisions discussed above, Forexample, a preferred alternative could be developed that would only
allow AFA vessels to crossover into red king crab fisheries, and they would be limited to their historic
: p:mxc;patmn in those fisheries,

ADF&G has expressed concerns over their ability to manage these fleet wide caps. Therefore, the viability
of this option may require assurance from ADF&G that in- season management and enforcement of the caps
are possible. '

Estimates of the GHL percentages that AFA vessels would be allocated in future years are shownvin Table 7.3,
AF A vessels have historically harvested relatively more of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery than any other
* fishery reported in Table 7.3 However substantial amounts of Tanne:r crab were also harvested by AFA
vessels. : .
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Table 7.3 Percent of catch accounted for by AFA vessels (1995-97), and estimates of future catch ceps

Spec1es ._ Number . | AFA. AFA ' AFA Vessel’'s , | Estimated
T of Vessels 7 Vessel’s || Vessel s | Fuwre Harvest |, Avg. Future |

e ! "' | Catch (Lbs ) Percentage of' Based on. 1998 .. Catch per -

e e ) 19997 | TowlCatth | GhHLs © | Vs
(C baipdii [ 4270 23633907 1 3% 1 o Swa o

. - B : IR ) Sy M L

Copio. | az{ Tassoua| Le% | o - 3500000 83 ooo
St. Matt. Blue King 9 68518 |  06% | diodo] 2500
Prib. Red/Blue King o . us843 " v oLd% | T 140000 1,500
Bristol B.RedKing | . . 41 | .1,777416 | .+ -102%.{ .- «1,700,000 | . - - 41:000
“All Speciés ¢ | UG 43| Teeaassl) 2‘.,1%" . Tsa37.000 L _122,@90
Soutce! ADF&G crab ﬁshtlcket data for 1995-97. . O BT l

Note: The percentages for C. opilio and the Tanner crab totals are both l1sted as 1.8%. Tlus 1s SImply due to
-rounding, the actulal Tanner crab percentage would be slightly larger had more decimal places been iricluded.
T TR TR
A second option would apply caps to individual vessels. The results of those calculations cannot be presented
here, because the information is considered confidential, by the: State of Alaska. However, from.the tables
'above itis possnble to detenmne both the number of vessels mvolved and the aggregate cap for the entire sector.
For ekxample, from Table 7.1 we know that 41 vessels could harvest Bristol Bay red king crab; and Table 7.3
indicates they would be allowed to harvest 10.2 percent of the GHL. If the GHL were 16.4 million pounds,
as itwas in 1998, then thatwould equate to an AFA vessel cap of approximately 1.7 million pounds. With that
type of mfonnatlon it may not be necessary to have individual catch records to make an informed-decision.
However before tlus altematlve could be enforced the mdwldual caps would 11kely need 10 be made public.
Tt PR FR
It is also noted that the C. opilio and C. bairdi caps will be managed separately und‘er a sideboard cap. There
is no option to allow those caps to be combined into a single Tanner crab sideboard. This would have allowed
vessels to carry over any unused cap from the C. oszzo into the (‘ bairdi fishery, and that 1s not the intent of

the Council.

7.3.2 ToWhomtheRestﬁctionsWould Apply A et e B

g v L S c

Twa options are bemg consndered regardmg to whom srdeboard caps apply 'The first option would apply the'
caps to all catcher vessels that are eligible to join a cooperative under section 208 of the AFA. Catcher vessel’
owners that decided not to participate in a cooperative, would still be subject to the sideboard caps (for their
AFA vessels)! All six crab sideboard options listed above also contain a suboption that would apply these caps
to eligible AFA catcher vessels only if they joined a cooperative. Participation in a cooperative means any use
of a vessel’s catch history in a pollock cooperative, whether by direct harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota.
If vessel owners choose not to join a cooperative, under this suboption, they would not be bound by the

sideboard regulations.

~ Several members of industry have expressed concern that some vessels qualify for the cooperative with

relatively small amounts of pollock history. If the owners of these vessels choose not to enter the cooperative,
and are still bound by the sideboards applied to the AFA group of vessels, they could be placed in a difficult
situation. They would not receive much benefit from the cooperative because of their limited pollock catch
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history and their participation in the crab fisheries would be limited. They would also be required to compete
against other AFA catcher vessels with substantial pollock catch histories for sideboard caps. Being bound
by the sideboards may force these vessels to join the cooperative in order to have some bargaining power for

. the non-pollock caps they are competing to catch.

An Optxon is also being considered that would allow vessels to decide whether to Jom a cooperative each year
for the duration of the AFA, or permanently If vessel owners are not bound by the sideboard caps when they
are not in a cooperative, and they can choose to join a cooperative each year, they will likely decide whether
to join the cooperative based on the relative catch lumts in the poIIock and non-pollock fisheries and the prices:
for t.hose species.

7.3.3  Duration of the Crab Sideboards

Crab sideboards could be implemented for one of three periods. First they could be permanent and extend
beyond the December 31, 2004 of AFA. Inactive licenses (or endorsements), issued to AFA vessels could
never be fished on an AFA vessel, but could be sold to a non-AFA vessel so long as the AFA vessel was able
to obtain an appropriate replacement license for participation in the groundfish fisheries.

Second, sideboards could last as long as the AFA, which will sunset on December 31, 2004, unless extended
by the Council

Third sideboards could apply only during the years a vessel participates in a cooperative. Vessels could decide
annually to join a cooperative, or be free of sideboard restrictions. A vessel is considered to bave participated
in-a cooperative if its quota is used by a cooperative. Giving vessels an annual choice would likely increase
the difficulty of managing the fisheries, because the sideboard caps may be revisited each year It would,

however, increase flexibility to respond to fluctuations in relative TAC S Or prices. :

" 74 Scallop Sideboards

Sideboards must be esmbli;hed for scallops also. The F/V FORUM STAR is the only listed offshore pollock

catcher boat that fished for scallops in recent history and it will need to be restricted to its traditional harvest

levels. That restriction could to be written into the permit issued to this vessel under the license limitation

program adopted by the Council in February 1999. .

In February 1999, the Council adopted finat altemnatives for defining “traditional harvest level” for fisheries
under the American Fisheries Act. For scallop, that was to restrict pollock co-op vessels to their traditional

- harvest in the scallop fishery in the years 1996.and 1997, or 1997 only. .Sub-options being considered would

limit the F/V Forum Star’s catch based on a percentage of the statewide catch, or based on a percentage of
the crab bycatch limits. Specifically, the Council’s motion included analysis of the following:

1. Participation in a co-op is defined as any use of a vessel’s catch history by a co-op, whether by direct
harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota.

L2 Measures which would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest in the

scallop fishery in the years:

Option a. 1996 and 97.
Option b. 1997 only
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“. 3y b Based on-percéntage of PSC cap LT : t vl T
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Suboption A is a straightforward way to determine trachtloual harvest levels. The F/V Forum Star did not fish.
for. scallops in 1996, but la.nded apprommately 60,000 pounds of scallops in' 1997 (Jim Chase, owner, personal
. commumcatlon 2/8/99). [note that an attempt was made to get actual data released from' CFEC, but we'were
“‘unable to contact both pemut holders (the vessel captains) to sign ‘releade waivers. SO éstimated Iandmgs from
- the vessel dwner were used instead]- “Total statewide catches of scallops in Alaska 3 were 732,424 pounds in
1996, and 786,043 pounds in 1997. Using these data, the average harvest for this vessel undsr Suboption’ A
would be as follows: Cox
Option a = 30,000 pounds, equating to 3.95% of the 1996 and-1 997 harvest
Optlon b 60 ,000 pounds equatmg to 7 63% of the 1997 harvest _
'vlmplementmg suboptién A would bé more stralghtforward If harvests from ﬂ']JS ~vessel ‘were limited to
. poundage:-Due'to crab bycatch limits, inseason adjustments and-other factors, harvests for the coming season
are difficult to project. However, catches in the last few years have incréased from about 730,000 pounds to
810,000 pounds. Given proposed changes to crab bycatch limits in the Bering Sea, annual harvests for coming
lyears have been projected'to be about 860,000 pounds'(sée breakeven analysis for Amendment 4 to'the scallop
FMP, February 1999). So, using the percentage harvests under option a and b, the F/V/ Forum Star couldbe
limited to the scallop catch listed below: ‘ . .
oot A R T ceipetee : . RiN : o oo T
e Optlon a ='34,000 pounds, ‘based on pro;ected future statewxde catch of 860,000’ pounds
- Opnon b 65 600 pounds based on pro;ected future statevwde catch of 860 000 pounds
Suboption B was proposed to Ttmit harvests of scallops based on crab bycatch lumts but this is problematical
for the scallop fishery. For each registration area, the state establishes a guideline harvest level (GHL), and
in some areas, crab bycatch limits for king crab, Tanner crab, and snow crab (iff the Bering Sea). It 'is
unknown at the beginning of the fishing season whether or not the GHL for the registration area will be taken,
or whether the fishery will be cut short due to reaching the crab-bycatch limits, Table 74 prowdes 'the PSC
bycatch limits from the-1998- scallop fishery Vessel specific bycatch mformatlon is conﬁdenttal and
unavailable. Nevertheless, this Suboption could potentially allow a wide range of p0551b1ht1es for this vessel
For example, if the vessel fished in Area D and E in 1997, it would have néarly no. “bycatch history™,
alternatwely, if the vessel fished in the Bering Sea, it could potenually have developed a chspropomonately
large ™ bycatch history”. Note that about 67% of the crab bycatch limits are appomoned to the Benng Sea
registration area.''Suboption B appears to reward the véssel if i it ﬁshed in the Bering Sea (or had hlgh bycatch
lévels in other areas) and would penalize the vessel if 1t did not fish in the Bermg Sea (or had low bwcatch
elsewhere); = . ¢ A L e vk TR

. i e . . ' o
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Table 7.4: Weathervanescallop regiétration areas, seasons, GHL's (pounds, shucked), and crab bycatch
limits established for the 1998 scallop fishery, by area

: Crab Bycatch Limits
‘ "GHL . Fishing king ~ Tanner Snow
Area (pounds) Season : crab  crab crab
D - District 16 0 - 35,000 July1-Feb 15 | wa n/a n/a
D - Yakutat 0 - 250,000 July 1 ~-Feb 15 n/a n/a ‘n/a
E - Eastern PWS 0 - 20,000 July I - Feb 15 n/a 500 n/a
© Western PWS exploratory July 1 -Feb 15 . na 130 n/a
H - Cook Inlet (Kamishak) 0 - 20,000 Aug 15-Qct 31 - - 60 24,992 n/a
Cook Inlet (Outer area) combinedJan 1 - Dec 31 ' 98 2,170 n/a
K - Kodiak (Shelikof) 0 - 300,000 July I -Feb 15 196 33,500 wa
Kodiak (Northeast) combinedJuly | - Feb 15 21 46,500 n/a
M - AK Peninsula 0 - 200,000 July I -Feb 15 900 48,500 na
O - Dutch Harbor 0- 110,000 July 1 -Feb 15 .10 10,700 n/a
Q - Bering Sea 0 - 400,000 July 1 -Feb 15 500 215,000 -130,000
R - Adak 0 - 75,000 July I -Feb 15 . 50 10,000 n/a

75  Groundfish Sideboards

Three classes of AFA catcher vessels are defined by whether they deliver to catcher processors, motherships,
or the inshore sector. For this analysis, a fourth class has been created, consisting of catcher vessels that can
deliver to both the inshore and mothership sectors. Because it is uncertain whether they would be required to
-deliver their non-pollock sideboard caps to the same sector which they deliver their pollock allocation, they have
"been treated separately in the tables.

,:This section contains summary tables for many of the alternatives being considered. Additional tables in
‘Appendix II contain detailed, reference information from which the summary tables were created.

Catcher vessels that- deliver to catcher processors formed a cooperative in 1999, and their cooperative
agreement restricted them, as a group, from exceeding their historic catch levels in fisheries other than poliock.
Formal recommendations that would implement effort limits for all AFA catcher vessels must be submitted
to the SOC by July 1, 1999, so the regulations can be in place for the-2000 fishing season. Language in the
AFA mandating these limits (Section 211(c)(1)(A)) states that the Council shall recommend measures for
approval by the SOC that “prevent the catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section
208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries under
the authorz'ry of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed potlock target
fishery". This portion of the document will estimate the non-pollock groundfish harvest caps that AFA catcher
vessels will be allowed to harvest in future years.

7.5.1 Determination of Traditional Non-pollock Groundfish Harvest Levels in the BS/AI

Determining the level of catch at which these vessels will be capped in future years requires answering some
general questions. The questions include what years should be included in the base period, should the
denominator be based on catch or TAC, should catch from all target fisheries or just non-polfock targets be
included, to whom do the restrictions apply, when do the sideboard caps apply; and at what level of aggregation
should they apply for management/enforcement purposes? Answering each of these. questlons will determine
the historical levels of non-pollock groundfish catch for the AFA catcher vessels:

HAS122 NDOC\SecRevewafaea. wpd 95 ' : January 2000



BS/Al CatchPata - - . « oI . ' R R *
Hiétorical catch data for the catcher vessel cIasses wrll be presented in the followmg sections. ADF&G
fishtickets were used to determinea vessel s catch hrstory when delivenies were made to shorebased processors
and floating processors that Operate Jn State waters. Ftshtlckets are required for all catch delivered to
processors operating in State waters. Discards that occur at-sea are often not  reported on fishtickets; nor are
‘they required.” Because the timé framé for detemmnng sideboard caps runs through 1997, and the Improved
Retention/Improved Utilization (IR/IU) program did not go into place until 1998 the portion of’ BSAI Pacific
cod and pollock that was discarded at-sea is likely underestimated for some vessels dehvermg catch'inshore.
Data for catcher vessels that delivered to catcher processors and motherships operating in Federal waters were
derived from the NORPAC observer database. Deliveries that were made ina CDQ ﬁshery were not mcluded
fromerthersource L v e R

The NORPAC data base provides haul-by-haul catch records for the catcher vessels that deliver at-sea. When
the haul is sampled by the observer, a detailed catch composition is included iri the database. However, when
the observer is unable to sample a haul, the total weight of that catch is recorded with no speciés information
provided. NORPAC records from catcher vessel deliveries to catcher processors and mothership from 1993-
97, indicate that about 55 percent of the total catch was sampled. The remaining 45 percent of the’ catch data
had no information on the specres that were harvested but drd report an estimate of the total welght of ﬁsh
caught‘.!-‘-'- o Sve . IR T .

To provide estimates of a vessel § catch hlstory at the species level, an assumptron regardmg the' unobserved
catchhad to be made. Otherwise catcher vessels, onaveragé, would not be credited for about 45 percent of
their at-sea deliveries which came from NORPAC. For this analysis, the following methodology was used to
estimate the speeres composrtton for unobserved hau!s

- R 9

I). A flag was.added to the data shewmg 1f the po[lock fishéry was open.: Differences in season dates

between the BS and Al were accounted for when the flag was added.
2) . - - Observed catches by species were then summed for each catcher vessel based on whether the pollock
i fishery was open or closed. - o L G : '
3) . . The catch of each species (by catcher vessel and lf pollock-was open) was then dmded by the vessel’s
© 1. total catch to determine the percentage of each spemes that catcher vessel harvested durmg the ttmes1
. . of year when pol]oek was open or closed: - .° ' . ce g
4) . Those'percentages were then multrphed by its'catch from uncbserveréd hauls (agam separated based
‘ on:whether potlock was open or closed). " The results are estimates of catch for the unobserved hauls.
5)..~ . Some vessels were never observed. For thosé vessels, a percentage was "calculated based on the

. -harvests ofall observed catcher vessels-on that:day. Those pereentages for-each spemes were then

applied to the unobserved hauls that day. - : Lo a !
This methodology for determining each vessel’s catch by species will provide estimates’ that do not track’
exactly with the actual landings. However when the pollock fishery was open, almost 96 percent of all sampled
catch was pollock, and over 93 percent of all catch from 1995-97 occurred when the poliock fishery was oped. -
When the pollock fisheries were closed, only 50 percent of the catch was potiock: This perceritage seems high, -
but that is because two vessels had observer reports of over 90 percent pollock whén the pollock fishery was
closed. Applying a vessel’s own observed history helps correct for this problem, Overall when the pollock'
fishery was closed, the methodology employed estimated that about 25 percent’of the unsampled catch’ was - -
pollock. Pacific cod accounted for the largest portion of catch, when this micthiod was u$ed, at just over 55
percent.
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For purposes.of this analysis, the numbers resulting from extrapolating observed catch to unobserved hauls
may provide reasonablé estimates of each vessel’s catch history for pollock. Estimates of the amounts of
bycatch that occurred by species and the amounts of other target species harvested are likely less accurate than
the estimates for pollock. Unfortunately, the sideboard caps rely on our estimates of non-pollock harvest.

Discard Rates

The Council also requested that information on catcher vessel discard rates be included in the analysis. It is
not possible to determine discard rates for individual catcher vessels. Therefore, discard rates.for all catcher
vessels are reported here. The data were derived from the 1995-97 NMFS Blend data sets. Harvests made
by catcher/processors were excluded. Separate tables have been included for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands * -
(Table 7.5) and the Guif of Alaska (Table 7.6).

Table 7.5: Discard Rates of Trawl Catcher Vessels in the BS/AJ, 1995-97

Target Fisheries
Species - Area All Non-Pollock
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 63% Lo
Atka Mackere] - Eastern Al . ' 90% T 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI : 93% 99%|
Other Flatfish - BSAI . . 40% 42%
Flathead Sole - BSAI : 87% - ' 93%
Greenland Turbot - Al : 90% 100%
|Greenland Turbot - BS ) ; 31% 20%
Other Species - BSAI 91% . 92%
Pacific Cod (All Trawl Gear - 95&96) - BS/AI 13% 8%
Pacific Cod (Trawl CV - 97) - BS/AI 6% 4%
Pollock (Inshore) - Al . 1% 0%
Pollock (Offshore) - Al | 0% ;
Pollock (Inshore) - BS , _ 5% 92%
Pollock (Offshore) - BS " 2% 92%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Al _ 4% o ‘-
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS ) , A 42% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al 17% -
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 10% o 100%
Other Rockfish - Al . : 100%. - 100%
Other Rockfish - BS ' 1% 55%
Rock Sole - BSAI 92% - 92%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al : ©100% -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS ’ : : 17% 6%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 99% ° 100%
Squid - BSAI . 53% 74%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 39% 4
Other Red Rockfish - BS . 84% 92%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 6% 6%
Grand Total 7% 36%
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Table 7.6: D:scard Rates of Trawl Catcher Vessels in the Gulf of Alaska, 199597 -

o * Target Flshenes .

Speciés - Area - All Non-Pollock|

Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) T99% 99%

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Gulf (1995 through 1996) 100% 100%, -

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 99% 100%

Atka Mackerel.- Western Gulf. (1995 through 1996) * .- . 64%. " 100%]
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf - 70% 68%| """ |
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf' 9s% T 6%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 95%. . 100%|
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 1% 1%

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf - 13% v 13%)

Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf o 100% 77 100%

Flathead Sole - Central Gulf . 18% 18%|.

Flathead Sole - Eastern Galf LT TUT10% T 9%
Flathead Sole Western Gulf . 78% “ 95% L
Northern Rockﬁsh Central Gulf 11% . C11%) s ;
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Guif. 70% 0% Tt
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf 5 100% [00%
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska ‘ 67% - 65%)] -

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Guif ; 10% 0% T
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Guif 1% B
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 4% , %%
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western, Gulf 2% 2%

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Westem Gulf 2% 2% . ..
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf - ; 17% 17%[ .
Pelagic She!l'f‘Rockﬁsh (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 21% 21%t¢ ..
Pelagic Sheilf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf . 17% 17% - ’
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf ,’ 96% 98%|
Pollock - Chirikof District ‘ 9%’ 88%|
Poliock - Eastern Gulf ﬁ 2% 78%)

Pollock - Kodiak: f 12% C64%|

Pollock - Sﬁumagin District 4% 97%| "
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 12% %
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 12% 1% -
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf 56% 55% D
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 19% 19% '
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 12% 2%, . .
Rex Sole - Westem Gulf 96% 99%.

Siope Rockfish - Central Gulf - 88% o 88%|
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - L 1% 7% v
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf 100% 100%
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Table 7.6 continued ‘ : :
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf ) 29% 29%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast ‘ 0% 0%
~ |Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf - 69% 69%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 66% 66% -
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 18% 18%.
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 26% 25%
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf : 94% . 99%|
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 46% 46%
Shortraker / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf 38% 31%
Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf 2% 1%
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska ' 40% 40%,
All Fisheries 13% 20%

Additional information on discard rates can be obtained from the 1995-97 discard report prepared for ADF&G®
by Pacific Associates, Inc. and Fisheries Information Services. This document provides detailed bycatch rates
by target fishery and delivery mode.

Base Years for Determining Numerator

Calculating the percentage of the TAC that catch vessels would be capped at in future years requires estimating
a numerator and a denominator. This section will focus on the numerator. The next section will discuss the
denominator. Many of the issues associated with determining each of these numbers have already been
discussed in the catcher/processor sideboard chapter (Chapter 6). The issues that will need to be addressed
for catcher vesséls include changes in the TAC groupings over time, whether bycatch from the pollock target
fishery should be included, and the period on which catch history is based.

Two periods are being considered for determining catcher vessel sideboard caps. The options selected by the
Council are either the average catch from 1992-97 or 1995-97. The AFA is silent on this issue. Recall that
catcher/processor sideboards are based on the years 1995-97. After choosing the period, the next question is
what catch within those years will be included? There are again two options. The first would include catch
from all target fisheries, and the second option would include only catch taken in non-pollock target fisheries.

Tables 7.7 and 7.8 report the catch of BSAI groundfish in the non-pollock target fisheries and in all target
fisheries by the AFA eligible catcher vessels for the years 1995-97. Tables 7.9 and 7.10 report the same
information, except for 1992-97.

®Alaska Department of Fish & Game, “Discards in the Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands & the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-97", September, 1998. This document may be
downloaded from the ADF&G Commercial Fisheries Web Page.
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Atka Mackerel -ECeiitral Al

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al

Atka Mackerel -?Wes'tern Al
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al
Other Flatfish - BS and Al
Flathead Sole - BS and Al
Greenland Turbot - Al

Other Species - BSand Al _
P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI
P. Cod (Jig Gea:) BS and Al |

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS
*POP -C. Al
*POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only)

Other Rockfish - Al -

Other Roclcﬁsh BS

Rock SoIe BS and AI

Sablefish (F 1xed Gear) Al
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS
Sablefish (Trawl Gear).« Al
Sablefish(Trawl Gear) - BS -« -

Squid - BS and Al"

Other Red Rockﬁsh BS
Yellowfin Sole BS and AI

Species by TAC Grouping

(1996 - 1997 only)

* POP.- W. AI - (1996 - 1997 only)

Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al

Shortrakei/Rougheye Rockfish - Al

i

Greenland Turbot-BS . . . .

[

19

* P, Cod (Trawl, CVS) - BSAI (1997 only)

finrad

cv Inshore CV to INMS CV to MS "CV to CP _'
10 Vessels 7 Vessels
B I

90 Vessels

16
1741
6.171
4,851

538, .

- 3,050
50

40,884

49 - .

33,070

Table 7.7: AFA catcher vessel harvests in non—pollock target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt) -

Non-Pollock Target Flshenes

11 Vessels

137
517
251

e 10

13

3,118

10- -,

4 196

- 216..

$ 2,057

894 . -

4957 .

3

3

7
997

“To‘tall_ ,
118 Vessels

- - ril.
IR 7Y

i

K

2191

- 77,508
5743
oy

601 [
e 37420

258§

51,016
14

68,

[

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data; Nauonai Marine Fisheries Sérvice observer data *
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period.

[

HAS 122 \DOC\SecRevewtafaea. wpd

100

39,157} «-



T able 7.8: AFA catcher vessel harvests in all target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt)

_— All Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Grouping CVInshore CVtoINMS CVioMS CVtoCP  Total
o . 90 Vessels 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
|Atka Mackerel - Central Al 15 2 .- - 17
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 452 10 2 11 475
- |Atka Mackerel - Western Al - - - : - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 2,766 369 . 245 352 3,732
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 7,792 646 356 607 - 9,401
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 6,293 613 483 668 8,057
| Greenland Turbot - AT 4 - - 10 14
Greenland Turbot -BS .. 653 24 12 - 44 733
Other Species - BS and Al -3,500 3339 229 416 4,484
P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 50 13 - 195 258
P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - - - -
% P.-Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 45,449 3,831 2,620 5754 57,654
| Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 717 25 16 9 767
[*POP-C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 7 - - - 7
*POP -E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 27 . - 3 30
*POP-W. Al (1996 - 1997 only) - - . - ;
Other Rockfish - Al 1 1 - 4 Bt
Other Rockfish - BS 51 2 1 6 60 {.
Rock Sole - BS and Al 13,250 1,119 652 861 15882 |
 |Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS. - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AT 68 1 - 4 73
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS . I - - . 1
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 1 12 - 6 19|
Squid - BS and Al 1427 53 20 14 1,514
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 3 - . - - 3
Other Red Rockfish - BS , 58 13 4 11 86
. |yellowtin Sole - BS and Al . 33249 4402 L1043 1,036 39,730 |
Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data '
_ * Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughaout entire time period.
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Table 7.9: AFA catcller vessel harvests (mt).in non-pollock target ﬁshenes. 1992-97" "

o - : All Target Fisheries __ X
.SP"?“"S by TA? G“"?Pi“g'* “CVinshoré ‘CVtoINMS CVtoMS CVoCP  Total |
e S e 90 Vessels ~ 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels;
?*‘AtkaMackerel—C.AI (1993 - 1997 only) - B T Ty
|* Atka Mackerel - E. AT (1993 - 1997 only) © 31 15 2T 6s!
'|* Atka Mackerel - W. AL (1993 -1997only) - - re R
|| Arrowtooth Flounder - BS nd Al 2,458 279 139309 & 3l
'j Cthér Flatfish - BS and Al 10,195 1,285 47'2__ " 1,000 ") 12.952°
|* Flathead Sole - BS and Al (1995 - 1997 only) 4851 251 197% *4dd e 5743
|* Greenland Turbot - AT ~ (1994 - 1997) T2 - S e i ¥
|* Greenland Tusbot - BS (1994 - 1997) “771 10 s 7 a0 g6
|Other Species - BS and Al 4,548 360 306 597 5811
* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI‘ 201 3 195 o '*_4"09
* Pacxﬁc Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AT ’ - e J" L * s L{"'-
|* P Cod (Trawi, CVs) - BSAI (1997 otily) 40,884 3018 7 20577 4957 51 016
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS * C1s Y '.) 23
*POP-C. Al = (1996 - 1997 onlly) .- - " R -
* POP-E. AT (1996 - 1997 only) o T B 4
* POP-W. Al (1996 - 1997 only) = - - R
Other Rockfish - Al o Lo 1 - P )
Other Rockfish - BS ! 1 1 4 SRR~
Rock Sole - BS and Al ‘ 16.876 1112 764 1,145 19,897
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al T - ST o
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS ) - - - T
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al Rz ! RS T ¢
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 1 - N
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - AT 2 A T BRETY
Sqizid - BS and Al B 10 - - PR (]
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al - - _ - vl
Other Red Rockfish - BS L © 50 12 R R 3
Yellowfin Sole - BS and AL ' . . - o 46211 e 4696 - -l 277 ¢ L2705 589
Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data’ National Marine Fisheries Service observer data E R
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire tiiiie period. ComE "
1) Target fisheries that include the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated.
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Table 7.10: AFA catcher vessel harvests (mt) in all target fisheries, 1992-97!

o All Tafget Fisheries. |
Species by TAC Grouping " CVinshore CV1oIN/MS CVtoMS CVtoCP  Total
o 90 Vessels 11 Vessels - 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
* Atka Mackerel - C. Al (1993 - 1997 only) C1s o2 - o1 18
* Atka Mackerel - E. Al (1993 - 1997 only) . 564 a9 2 - 18 603
* Atka Mackerel - W. Al (1993 - 1997 only) . - - - .
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 3,998 647 430 491 5,566
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 13575 . 1857 - 914 1238 17,584
* Flathead Sole - BS and AT (1995 - 1997 only) =~ 6,293 613 . 483 668 8,057
* Greenland Turbot - AI (1994 - 1997) 4 - - 10 14
* Greenland Turbot - BS (1994 - 1997) 903 26 15 45 989
Other Species - BS and Al o 5,569 643 T 525 . 750 7,487
* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 200 13 . 195 409
* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - - - -
* P. Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 45,449 3,831 2,620 5,754 57,654
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 840 -89 82 <. 29 1,040
*POP-C. AI (1996 - 1997 only) : 7 - - - 7
* POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 27 . - 3 30
* POP-W. Al (1996 - 1997 only) ( - - - - -
|Other Rockfish - Al 1 1 . 4 6|
! Other Rockfish - BS 99 3 2 8 112
’|Rock Sole - BS and A 19,358 2,107 1,373 1,672 24,510
|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - : - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - . -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 93 33 5 104
Sablefish (Trawi Gear) - BS : 1 - - - 1
Sharpchin/Northemn Rockfish - Al N ¥ -2 37
Squid - BS and Al 2.001 82 33 17 2,133
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish -~ Al : 3 - - - 3
Other Red Rockfish - BS - 65 20 9 20 114
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al - 46,807 5,582 2273 3404 58,066
Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data '
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period:
1) Target ﬁshedgs that inciude the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated..
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- Denominators for the AFA sideboard calculations could be based on either total catch or TAC.*Using TAC
‘will generally result in smaller sideboard caps for the catcher vessels. Only when the average TAC was -
exceeded during the- base time period would this riot be true. In inany years trawl caught Pacific cod and
flatfish fisheries were closed because the halibut PSC cap is reached pnor to harvestxng the entire TAC: For
‘those species, using TAC will result in smaller catcher vesse! sideboard caps Smaller caps are sunply the
result of the denommator bemg Iarger (a e., TAC is greater than'catch). .
AN . TR ."'4.1
TAC ﬂshery groupings change over time. Reading across the rows of Table 7.11 shows the extent of these
.changes. Rows that have blank cells indicate that TAC has been restructured: For example,'an important
_change was the splitting of the BSAI Pacific cod TAC between trawl catcher vessels and trawl
catcher/processors Priorto 1997 a smgle TAC was set for all trawl vessels Spiitting out the trawl allocatlon
between catcher vessels and catcher processors makes it difficult to calculate a caicher vessel s catch hlstory
across the two time periods. Because of this problem, the catcher/processor’s Pacific cod sideboard cap was,
based solely on 1997 catch history. The table below shows the TAC’s for BSAT groundfish ﬁshenes between
1992-97. The problem is more pronounced when the years 1992- 97 are used to'determirie a vessel’s 51deboarcl
caps P LT G O L BN A .

. . N
! ~ R ) . 1 .

| i . - ‘1. Py . v s }
' -

-

HASI122 \DOC\SecRevewrafaea. wpd 104 Jmuary:zoo‘o ’



tian Islands by Year

Table 7.11; Final TACs (mt) in the Bering Sea and Aleu

N . : YEAR 1995-97 | 1992-97
Species by TAC Grouping 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997] Total | Total
Atka Mackerel - Al 43,000 b -] 43,000
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 27,000 44,525 50,000 33,600 19,500| 103,100 | . 174,625
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 3,520 13475 13,500 26,700 15000 5520001 72,195
Atka Mackerel - Western Al 14,080 10,000 16,500 453857 32,200{ 94,557| 118,637
Arrowtooth - BS and Al : 8,500 8,500 10,000 10227 9,000 17.646| 36873| 63,873
' Other Flatfish - BS and Al 67,150 67,150 47,600 19,540 29,750 43,138 924281 274328
Flathead Sole - BS.and Al - 25,500 25,500 36975| 87.975| 87,975
Greenland Turbot - Al 2,333 2331 1,983 2,525| 63839 9,172
|Greenland Turbot - BS 4667 4669 3967 8275 16911] 21,578
Greenland Turbot - BS and Al 5,950 7,000 ' - 12,950
Other Species - BS and AT 17,000 22,610 22,432 20000 20,125 258000 65925 127,967]
P. Cod (All Gear) - BS and Al 154,700 164,500 -1 319,200
« |P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al . 92,040 121,800 138,200 152,700[ 412,700 [ 504,740
P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al 3820 1000 1,000  400{ 2,400 6,220
P. Cod (Trawl Gear) - BS and Al 95,140 127,200 130,800 © 258,000 | 353,140
P. Cod (Traw] Gear, CVs) - BSAI | 65,450 65,450| 65,450
P. Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI ( 51,450 51,450f 51,450
Pacific Ocean Perch - Al 3,009 13,900 10,900 10,500 : 10,500 38.309
IPacific Ocean Perch - BS 9,945 3,330 1,910 1,850 1,530 2380| 5760 20,945
[Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al 3,025 3,170] 6,195 6,195
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 3,025 3,240] - 6,265 6,265
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al 6,050 6,390 12,440| 12,440
 Other Rockfish - Al 786 . 706 655 589 78 607] 1,924 4,071
Other Rockfish - BS 340 306 310 329 380 317 1,026 1,982
Rock Sole - BS and Al 34,000 63,750 63,750 60,000 59,500 82,607 202,107| 363,607
" [Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al 1913 1,950 2,100 1,320 720 T20] 2,760 8,723
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 595 638 270 640 440 440| 1,520 3,023
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 638 650 700 550 3300 255 1,135 3,123
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 595 637 270 800 468 468 1736} 3,238
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 4820 5000 5670 5103 4,445 3706] 13,254] 28844
Squid - BS and Al C L7700 1,700 2,644 850 850 1,970] 3,670 9,714
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish- AIl 1,037 1,100 1,037 933 956  938) 2.827| 6,001
Other Red Rockfish - BS L190 1200 1,190 1,070 1071 893 3034 6614
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 199,750 187,000 170,325 161,500 170,000 195,500} 527,000 1,084,075
Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Webpage (forexample - http:/v/www.fakr.noaa.gov. 1993/gcatch$3 . txt)
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The second option for the denominator is total catch. Tables 7.12 shows the total catch numbers that will be

i used in BSAI-fisheries. It is important to note that this inciudes all catch taken in that particular TAC fishery
\ grouping. Using Greenland turbot as the example, turbot harvested by any gear type would be mcluded in the

' total catch table, since the TAC is not divided by gear.

.

{

! Changes in the TAC groupmg also cause problems when usmg total catch as the denommator The problem
is basically the same as ‘discussed above. Grouping or splitting TAC fishenes does not allow consistent

~

: i

t

~estimates to bé made over the entire tire period. Somé of the TAC fishéries in Table 7.12 represent catch
lustones that are limited to a subset of the overall timie period where consistent data exists. For example, rows
Z  representing POP in the Aleutian Islands-areas only contain data from the years*1996-97. The resulting
! numbers i in Table 7.12 are the same in both the 1992-97 and 1993-97 columns, because the years:1995-96

were used n both cases. The same set of years was used to determune the numerator in the section-above.

Table 7.12: Total Catch (m9) of BSAI Groundfish Specues hy Year

199597 °

" [Species Groupings . 1992-97
* Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands (1'993 - 1997 only) ~ v 103 894 171,05()

[+ Atka Mackere! - Eastern Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only): - " 58, 658 176,500

* Atka Mackerel - Western Aleatian Islands (1993 - 1997 only) 88,749 I 99,908
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands 34,015 T 69,282
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands < 61,670 ‘ 1‘54,416
* F]athead Sole - Benng Sea'and Aleutian Islands (1995 - 1997 only) . 52,464 .. 52464
* Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands (1994 - 1997 only) © 4,674 .00, 7,805
x Greenland Turbot -'Bering Sea (1994 - 1997 only) 16,359 . 023,497
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . cr - 68,562 . 151,333
Pactﬁc Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 396,400 490,157
Paczﬁc Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands ..+ 1,039 1,769
* Pacific Cdd (Traw] Gear, Catcher Vessels) - BSAI (1997 only) 62,877 , 62,877
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Séa 4,697 13,381
* Pacific Ooean Perch - Central 'Aleutian Islands (1996 1997 only) 5,693 . 5,693
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands (1996 - 1997 only) 6173 . 6,175
* Pacific Ocean Perch - WesternAleutian Islands * (1996 - 1997 only) 13, 598 © 13598
Other Rockfish - Aleutian'Islands : : b 771 2,167
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea b - 5941 1,146}
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands' ' : 169:356| 345,361
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - . 2,415 © 2 7,583
Sabiefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea -, . o 1,538 13,088
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) Aleuuan Islands e , 145 757|"
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) Bermg Sea , - o . 495 . 495} .-
Sharpchm/Nonhem Rockfish - Aleutian Islands . ‘ 12,522 . 23,266
Squid - Bering Sea and A.leutlan Islands o . 2,682 4,653
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - ‘Aleutian Islands ' e " 2,547 §,0§8
Other Red Rockfish - Béring Sea ™~ ' ' ) 763 2,585
Yellowiin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 437,138 828,345
¥ Categories that are stared list the maximum range of years used to determine historical catch.
Source: NMFS Blend data for the years 1992-97
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Alternative Sideboard Cap Estimates

Information presented in Tabies 7.7 through 7.10 above allows several of the sideboard cap alternatives to be
caiculated when used in conjunction with the tables included in the denominator section. Simply dividing the
numbers reported in the numerator tables by the appropriate numbers in the denominator tables will result in.
the percentage of the TAC that AFA catcher vessels would be allowed to harvest up to in future years. Six
specific alternatives will be presented in this section. They correspond to the three alternatives specified in the
“Determination of Harvest Level” section, with a separate table for cach of the two time periods being
considered.

Comparing Tables 7.13 through 7. 18 shows that, in general, catcher vessels would receive the largest sideboard
cap when catch in all target fisheries was included in the numerator, the denominator is based on total catch,

_ and the base years 1995-97 are used. Several reasons could account for a shorter time period resulting in a
larger cap. The fleet’s structure tends to be more consistent over a shorter time period. It is well documented
that considerable entry and exit have occurred in the North Pacific groundfish fisheries over the years. Some
vessels that have harvested pollock in the past are no longer fishing, which provides the current pollock fleet
a larger share of the pollock fishery and more non-pollock catch in the sideboard pool. As the time period
lengthens, vessels that harvested pollock in the past may not be AFA eligible, and therefore will not bring their
non-pollock catch history into a sideboard cap. Another reason that a shorter time period results in a larger
cap may have to do with pollock season lengths. Bycatch of other species is low in the pollock fishery, in
earlier years when the pollock season was longer, vessels would spend more of their year fishing pollock. This
hkely means they would have less catch of non-pollock groundﬁsh

The most important BSAI non-pollock groundfish species.for AFA catcher vessels will likely be Pacific cod.
‘While there may be limited targeting of flatfish, rockfish, and sablefish, Pacific cod will be relied upon as an:
. important source of revenue. This will be especially true if strong Pacific cod prices continue into the future.
“Table 7.19 summarizes the amount of Pacific cod that would be available to each AFA catcher vessel sector=
under the proposed cap structures. The difference between the smallest and largest cap s about 5,500 mt.
Recall that for Pacific cod only 1997 data were used, because the TAC was split between catcher vessels and

- catcher/processors starting that year (Amendment 46 to the BSAI FMP). The current allocation of BSAI
Pacific cod is 51 percent to fixed gear, 47 percent to trawl gear, and 2 percent to jig gear. The traw] portion
of the TAC is then subdivided equally between catcher vessels and catcher/processors. Working through the
math results in trawl catcher vessels being allocated 23.5 percent of the TAC. If 1999 TACs were to continue
into the future, that percentage would translate into 41,595 mt. Those percentages are then multiplied by the
portion of the 1999 Pacific cod TAC available to AFA trawl catcher vessels (41,595 mt), to provide an
estimate of the amount of cod that they could harvest under a cap. Table 7.19 is a summary table which
compares the resulting percentages under the three basic alternatives for Pacific cod only, using 1995-97 catch
history.
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Table 7.13: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using orily harvest from the:

non—pollock target ﬁshenes as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1995-97

1995-97.
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e -_Non-Pollock Target. Fisheries pe _
SpeCleS by TAC Groupmg CV Irishore | CV to IN'MS |CV to MS | CV to CP *| "All AFA CVs'
: 90 Vessels | 11 Vessels+' {10 Vessels| -7 Vessels | 118 Vessels'
AtkaMackerel-CenLralAI R S I S
Aika Mackerel - Eastern Al 0.03% 0.01% - 0.02%| ¢ 0.06%
Atka Mackerel - Western Al R o - B I
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 5.12% 040%|  021% 0.71% 6.44%
Other Flatfish - BSand Al .+« 10.01% . 84%| . 0.42%| - 091%| - 12:18%]
Flathead Sole - BS and A - . 9.25% 0.48%]| . 038%| . 085%| - 10:96%
Greenland Turbot - Al .. - : . 0.04% - 0% T 0.23%]
Greenland Turbot -BS © = - 3.29%|' 0.06%( * 0.02%| - 0.24%|° ' 3.61%]|
Other Species.- BS and A~ a45%|"  032%|  020%|  ‘0.4%% 5.46%|
Pacific Cod (Fised Gear) - BS and Al 001%| Tl 7 C005%| . - 0.06%)
Pacific Cod Uig Gedr) -BSand Al | - o . B T
*P. Cod (Trawl, CV) -BSAI (1997only)]  65.02%| . 4.96%|. 327% 788%]| ;- 81.13%)|
Pacific Ocean Perch -BS  , - 0.17%|-  0.06% o 0.06% 0.29%
*POP - C. AI (1996 - 97 only). =~ .« *~ nieal : : ' S =R
* POP - E. Al (1996 - 97 only) 0.02%}. - - ’ - 0.05%) ' 0.07%|"
“POP - W. AL (199 - 97 only) - .- - R DR ¢
Other Rockfish = Al B IR S 74 0.39%| . T0.52%]
Other Rockfish -BS " s oumw| LN Toemel L 4|
Rock Sole - BS and Al " 706%(.  036%| . 023%|. . 034% . 7'99%
Sablpﬁ_;h (Fixeg Cje_ar)-Ai . =0 - - FRAEEY -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) -BS . . ° R - - -1 et )
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI© 37.33%) " 0.69% - 2.07% g 40.09%\
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) : BS 020%; T - N IR " 0.20%|
Sharpctun/NorthemRockﬁsh AT Coowm|0osw| el L00a%)  01e%|
Squid - BS and AT . 026%) . i - A0 026%.,
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockﬁsh Al -1, . -1 - - R
Other Red Rockfish - BS .t 6.42% L31%|- 0.26%| -~ 0.92%| . 891%
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al | 7.57% 96%|  0.20%] - < 0.23% £Li8.96%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from -
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Table 7.14: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using only harvest from the

Species by TAC Grouping

non-pollock target fisheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97

. Non-Pollock Target Fisheries

‘CV Inshore

CV to IN/MS

‘ CV1oMS{ CVtoCP | All AFA CVs
90 Vessels | 11 Vessels |10 Vessels! 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
*Atka Mackerel - Cent. Al (1993-97 only) - -1 - - . -

- |[*Atka Mackerel - East. AI'(1993-97 only) 0.04% 0.02% - 0.02% 0.08%
*Atka Mackerel - West. Al (1993-57 only) - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 3.55% 0.40%|  0.20% 0.46% ' 461%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al  6.60% 0.83%| 031% 0.65% 8.39%|
*Flathead Sole - BS and Al (1995-97 only) 9.25% 0.48%|  0.38% 0.85% 10.96%
*Greeruand Turbot - Al (1994-97 only) 0.03% - - 0.12% 0.15%
*Greenland Turbot - BS (1994-97 only) 3.28% 0.04% 0.02% 0.17% 3.51%)|
Other Species - BS and Al 3.01%] 0.24%|  0.20% 0.39% 3.84%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.04%] . - 0.04% 0.08%
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - .- . -
* P Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAL (I1997only)|  65.02% 496%| 3.27% 7.88%)| 81.13%
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 0.11% 0.02%|  0.01% - 0.03% - 0.17%|
* POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only) - - - - .
* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 0.02% - - 0.05% 0.07%
* POP - W. Al (1996 - 97 only) - - . - - A
Other Rockfish - Al - 10.05% - 0.18% 0.23%
Other Rockfish - BS 5.32%| 0.09%|  0.09% 0.35% 5.85%

|Rock Sole -BSand A1 4.89%| 0.32%|  0.22% 0.33% 5.76%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AT - - oo - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - . - e
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al '9.71% 0.13% - 0.40% 10.30%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20% - - - T0.20%

| Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0.01% 0.05% - 0.08% 0.14%
Squid - BS and Al » 0.21% - - - 0.21%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al - - - - -
Other Red Rockfish - BS 1.93% 046%]  0:15%|  0.46% 3.00%}
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 5.58% 057%)  0.15%| 0.33% 6.63%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from

1992-97.
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Table 7.15:  Estimates of catcher vessel sadeboard caps (percent of futiire TACs) using harvest fi rom all target

fi shenes as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1995-97 "

- T Lo Non-Pollock Targe Flshenes
-~ Species by TAC Groupmg CV Inshore [ CV tQ.IN_/MS_ CVtoMS [ CV-to CP ¢| All AFACVs |
' . . 90 Vessels | 11 Vessels - | 10-Vessels| 7 Vessels 118 Vessels |
Atka Mackerel-CentmlAI B L2 D R :0.01%}:
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al C077%] 0 0.02%| . jeis| 0 0.02%) . T 0.81%)
AﬂcaMackereI-WestemAI -l o I S . T
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al | 8.13% C108%!|  072%{  103%| . 10.96%)
Other Flatfish - BS and AT * - C12.64%| 0 LOS%|  0.58%|  0.98%[ 1% 15.25%|,
Flathead Sole - BSand Al ¢, -, | 12.00% ' 3L17%| 10.92%|  -127%| . 15.36%i
GreenlandTm’oot Al " Co009% . o - el 021%) e L0.30%):
Greenland Tusbot - BS [ 3.99% C015%)  0.07%| . 0.27%| . 448%) ¢
Other Species - BS and Al L -~ 5.10% 0.49% 0.33% 0:61%|: -~ . " 6.53%|!
PacxﬁcCod(FIxedGear) BSand Al | = 0.01% - © ] 0:05%) 0.06%|!
PacxﬁcCod(Jlg Gear) - BS and Al i - -| | TSN U FE.
*P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI (1997 enly) |, .72:28% 6.09%] - 417%|- . 915%|. i 91.69%]
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 1526%| - 0.53%(. 034%|  019%|-  1632%| |
» POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only) 0.12% -1 - s el 002%]
* POP - E. AT (1996.- 97 only) * 0.44% | ¢ 0:05%) 0.49%|
*POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) | - -1 S FOTE A
Other Rockfish - AL , 1__ O13%| o 0.13%| ! - 0.52%| - .. 0.78%) "
Other Rockfish -BS . P L oRS9%| L .03a%[ ) 017% 101%]i- 1% 10.11%[
' Rock Sole - BS and Al . . o 782% . .066%; . 038% 051%k -7+ 9.37%|"
SabIeﬁsh(thedGear) Al y -1 - T .
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) BS ‘ . - - - - S . , |,
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) AL " 47.01%] . 0.69% A 27wl o s047v%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20%| o1y o] - el 0.20%)
SharpchmfhorthernRockﬁsh A] L 0.01%) . 0.00%) | 005%; - 016%]
Squid - BS and Al ‘. 53.20% . 1:98%]| : 0.75% 0.52% - 56.45%| - !
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al L 012%( ! - . v s 012%]
Other Red Rockfish - BS L 7.60%) 1;70%|  0.52% 1.44% 11.26%] -
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al " 7.61% 101%]  024%|  1024% L 9.10%|

Sources: ADF&G FlShUcketS for delwenes wnhm state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from* - -

‘(I{

1995-97.
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Table 7.16: . Estlmates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) usmg harvest from all target
fisheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97

Non-Pollock Target F lshenes )
Species by TAC Grouping "|CV Inshore | CV o IN'MS |CVioMS| CV1oCP | All AFA CVs
90 Vessels | 11 Vessels (10 Vessels| 7 Vessels 118 Vessels

Atka Mackerel - Central AT - 0.01% - - - - 0.01%
Atka Mackere] - Eastern Al 0.74% 0.02% - 0.02% 0.78%
Atka Mackerel - Western Al - - - -l -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 5.77% 0.93%|  0.62% 0.71% 8.03%
Other Fiatfish - BS and Al 8.79% 1.20%|  0.59% 0.80% 11.38%
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 12.00% L17%]  0.92%|  127% 15.36%)|
Greenland Turbot - Al 0.05% - - 0.13% 0.18%
Greenland Turbot - BS 3.84% 0.11%|  0.06% 0.19% 4.20%
Other Species - BS and Al 3.68% 0.42%|  0.35% 0.50% 4.95%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.04% . . 0.04% 0.08%
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - - - -
* P, Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAL (1997 ondy)| . 72.28% 6.09%| 4.17% 9.15% 91.69%

| Pacific Ocean Perch - BS ' 6.28% 0.67%| 0.61% 0.22%] - 7.78%
* POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only) 0.12% - - - 0.12%)
* POP - E. Al (1996 - 97 only) 0.44% ; ; 0.05% - 0.49%
* POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) ' - - - - -
Other Rockfish - Al * 0.05% 0.05% - 0.18% 0.28%]
Other Rockfish - BS 8.64% 0.26%| 0.17% 0.70%|- 9.77%
Rock Sole - BS and AT 5.61% 0.61%|  0.40% 0.48% 7.10%).
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - -
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Al 12.28% 0.40%|  0.40% 0.66% 13.74%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20%] . - - 0.20%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0.02% 0.05% - 0.05% 0.16%
Squid - BS and AI 43.01% L L76%|  0.71% 0.37% 45.85%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 10.05%| - - oo 0.05%
Other Red Rocidish - BS 2.51% 0.77%|  0.35%| 0.77% 4.40%
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al '5.65% 067%|  027% 0.41%] 7.00%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliv'eries, from-

1992-97.
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Table 7.17: ' Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) usmg harvest from non-po[[ock
target fisheries as the numerator and TACs as the denominator, 1995-97- N -

-Non-Pollock Target Fisheries _

_11 Specxes by TAC Groupmg cv Inshore | CV to [N/MS CVtoMS| CVtoCP " All AFA CVs
R vt 90 Vessels | '11 Vessels. | 10-Vessels| - 7 Vessels—| 118 Vessels
'AtkaMackerel Centml Al ‘ 4 -l ' - s B - -
| Afica Mackerel ; Eastern Al “0.03%| 7 0.01%, | ool T 0.06%
AtkaMackereI—WestemAI f - :‘_ _ - N -
Affowtooth Flounder BSand AL 7 472%| ©  0.37%|  020%| * 065%|" " " " 5.94%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al | boso%| ! T 0.56%| 028%|  061%| - 8.13%
Flathédd Sole -BSand AI ' 15519 ! 029%] 022%| T 0.50%| 7 6352%
Greenland Turbot £ Al " ©003%| 1 T - . 013% T 016%)|
Greenland Turbot=BS . P3as%| . c006%| 002  023%| 3o
Other'Species -BSand A1~~~ |* “#63%] I 033%|  021% 051%| "~  568%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSand Al |™ 0.01%| | ' - © o o.05%) N ;'006%:
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al : A4 do g B
* PiCod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI ([997only) Cl6aT% P a76%|  3.14% . 57%|* “""77.“94%\_
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS | ©0.14% 0.05% . 005% 0.24%)
*POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only).” - LV T
* POP-- E. AI (1996 97 only). B B A ldosw| oo
* POP - W. AT (1996 - 57 only) | 4 -1 A e
Othiér Rockfish AT 7 3 b 00s%) - 0.16%| " 021%]"
Othet Rackfish -BS* 1 L 0.10%] - 039%| 7 2.83%].
Rock Sole - BS and Al _ 0 5.82%) . 030%[  0.19% 039%| 6. 70%';
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al 3 - - N T
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) -BS ( A4 - S |
Sabléfish (Trawl Gear)'s Al b TeTen| o 009% 1 Coaswl s
Sablefish (Trawl Gea:) BS 006%| |l doer T 006w
Sharpchin/Northérn Rockfish - AT fo.01% ¥ 0% B Y7 R LA B
Sqlid - BS and AT+ - T 2 M P I (R R LA
Sllonmker/RougT}eyeRoclcﬁsh%AI T - ; A A U ‘ '
Other Red Rockfish -BS | e 033wl 0ot 023w T 235%]
Yellowfin Sole - BS and' Al DL easw 0so%ls - 0.17%| - -oli9v| - T 7ad%|;

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Obsefver data for at-sea déliveries, from
1995-97. TACs for the denominator were taken from reports on the NMFS web page.

L
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“Table 7.18: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent 6f future TACs) using harvest from non-potiock

target fisheries as the numerator and TACs as the denominator; 1992-97

, Non-Pollock Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore{ CV to INMS [CVtoMS| CVto CP | All AFA CVs
. , S 92 Vessels | 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels { 7 Vessels 120 Vessels
Atka Mackerel - Central Al ' - . - - .
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 0.04% 0.02% . 0.02% 0.08%
Atka Mackerel - Western Al - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 3.85% 0.44% 0.22% 0.50% 5.01%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 3.72% 047%| 0.17% 0.36% 4.72%
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 5.51% 029%|  022% 0.50% 6.52%)|
Greenland Turbot - Al 0.02% . - 0.10% 0.12%
_ | Greenland Turbot - BS 3.57% 0.05%|  0.02% 0.19% 3.83%
Other Species - BS and Al -73.55% 0.28% 0.24% 0.47% 4.54%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.04% -| - 0.04%| 0.08%
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - 4 . .
* P. Cod (Trawl, CVy-BSAl (1997 only)|  62.47% 4.76%|  3.14% 1.57% 77.94%
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 0.07% 0.01% - 0.02% 0.10%
*POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only). - - - - -
_ |* POP - E. Al (1996 - 97 only) ..0.02% - - 0.05% 0.07%
{* POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) - L - - -
Other Rockfish - AI - . 0.02% - 0.10%|- 0.12%
Other Rockfish - BS - 3.08% 0.05%{  0.05% 0.20% 3.38%
Rock Sole - BS and Al 4.64%] 0.31% 0.21% 0.31% 5.47%
'|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - ‘ - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - -1 - . -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 2.37% 0.03% - 0.10% 2.50%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.03% - - . 0.03%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfisi: - Al 0.01% 0.04% : 0.07% 0.12%
Squid - BS and Al ' 0.10% - - - 0.10%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al * - -t - - -
Other Red Rockfish - BS * ' 0.76%| 0.18%|  0.06% 0.18% 1.18%|
Yeliowfin Sole - BS and Al 4.26% 0.43% 0.12%. 0.25% 5.06%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at—sea deliveries, from
1992-97. TACs for the denommator were taken from reports on the NMEFS web page.
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Table 7.19: Estlmates of future BSAI catcher vessel Pacific.cod caps nnder the various scenanos, based od'the

',.ears199§-97*-»—-- - e e e e ,
: M S . RS e, s oo A ER . !

: P Specxes by TAC Groupmg _ ' JCV Inshore 'CV't0.IN/MS [CV 1o MS |_CV to CB_|. All AFA _cv_é
.1 90 Vessels |+ 11 Vessels |10 Vessels|. 7 Vessels - | 118 Vessels:

e T - 1h All targets;/TotaI catch: e et
Percent of TAC x 72.28% . 6.09%  4.17% . .- 9.15%; . - 91.65%
Estimates ofavz_ulable cap (mt) . 30,065 . . 2,533 1,735« ° . 3,806 ,. .. 38138
. ERURY BN Non-pollock targets / Total catch s R
:' PercentofTAC . 7‘ ) ; 65.02% - 496% 3.27% . 788%. . 81:13%
" |Estimates of available cap (mt) i 27,045 s 2,063 1,360 3,278 1 - 33,746
Ao . e . Non-pollocktargets/TAC R A ’_;
' {Percent ofTAC L b o 62.47% ;, L 4.76% 3.14% 0 7.57% . -;»77.7.9404,
}|Estimates of avaitable cap (mt) i 27045 .- 2063 1360 F .. 3278 - . 33746
- Note: The percentages refer to the pomon of the overall trawl CV allocation. Mo P it Vi

P . T T SO D R
!
o e

7 5 1.1 To Whom do the Sldeboards Apply , l v o
| l « Coed 1 - . l

: Determining to whom the restnctlons apply requires answering the questton, are AFA ehglble catcher vessels
that do not Jom a cooperative still required to abide by the sxdeboard restrictions? “The language i the AFA
is not clear regarding to whom the restrictions apply. The first paxt of the section 211{c)(1)(A) seeris to
indicate that it is'meant to apply to all AFA ¢ligible catcher vessels. However, the phrase at the end.of the
_qQuote indicates that the impacts resulting from fishery ‘cooperatives should be mitigated by this action: That
: . phrase could be mterpreted to indicate that this section 'should apply only to AFA eligible catcher vessels that
~actually join a cooperative. Because of the uncertainty in the language and the d1ﬁ'ermg mterpretatlons of thlS
tSCCthI'l of the AFA, a decxsnon will need to be made regarding to whom the 51deboard regu]atlons apply
l l
It is likely that vessel$ with relatively srnall‘ amounts of pollock harvest in the mshore and mothershlp'Séctors
"will be most impacted by this decision. The seven catcher vessels fishing for the catcher/processor fleét have
‘already shown that they are willing to join a cooperative and abide by the sideboard restrictions included in the
'AFA for 1999., Determining which of the inshore and mothership catcher vessels would join a cooperative i$
unpossxble at thls point. However, members of industry have mdlcated that at least one vessel-asked to be
removed from section 208 when the bill'was being drafted: The language in section. 208(c) line 20, deﬁmng
‘which catcher vessels not spec1ﬁeally listed are eligible to join a mothership 000perat1ve would once agam
‘make that vessel ellglble to join. This vessel would be reqmred to abide by-the- catcher vessel 51deboards if- the
‘Option that’all vessels eligible’ tojolna cooperanve is $¢lected, even though they have already mdlcated that they
would rather forego joining & cooperatlve than be bourid by the’ sideboards. '

Members of the AFA catcher vessel sector have asked, what negative impacts would be caused by AF A eligible
vessels that do not join a cooperative? They argue that these vessels would be competing in the open access
fisheries just like non-AF A vessels, and they would be getting no benefits from the cooperatives. This is likely
true for the small independent catcher vessel owners. It is less clear that this would be true if a “person” owned
more than one catcher vessel. In that case it might be possible to have one or more of their catcher vessels not
join the cooperative, giving the vessel which did not join the cooperative the freedom to participate without a
cap in the open access non-poliock fishery. They would also be allowed to compete for the open access portion
of the pollock TAC against the other catcher vessels that decided not to join cooperatives in that sector. [f they
were the only vessel not joining a cooperative from a sector, they would be guaranteed their portion of the

. .
et 0
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poitock quota, without being restricted by sideboard caps'in the non-pollock fisheriés. It may also be true that
if a small number of catcher vessels were in the open access portion of the poliock fishery, that they could form
an “unofficial” cooperative to rationalize their portion of the pollock allocation. This could occur since only.
AFA eligible catcher vessels will be allowed to participate in the directed pollock fishery.

Figure 7.1 below shows the BS/AI pollack catch history of the AFA eligible catcher vessels in the inshore
sector, according to preliminary data. The vessels that had the four largest catch histonies have been truncated
at 30,000 mt., in order to preserve confidential information. Information in this figure shows that several
vessels have relatively small amounts of pollock cateh history,

Keure7.1: Totd 1995.97 Pallock Giich History of ABA Gitcher- Vessels
QuifiedtoDediver Eshore

30,000

28,000

26,000 +-

24,000

g

=
=

[~
g

Metric Tons of Pollock

10,000

8,000

6,000
4.000 1-

i)

0 .unl|llllllll||""”l““||
LA RLLANR 0 e i B L B B B - O SN B

—_— vy QN N ey N e —
—_— = N NN T G N O

101 -
105

HAS122 NDOC\SecRevewlafaea. wpd - 115 . . January 2000



Finer resolution of the catcher vesséls with'ah inshote pollock catch history of less than 8, 000 mt. is prowded
in Figure 7.2 below. - The information is-broken down by 200 mt. increments ‘with the number of vessels and
the cumulative catch totals reported. < That ﬁgure shows that 24 vessels had lcss than 1 000 mt of pollock

landings during 1995-97 qualification window. * * oh
R T A : el 3 T
it e v s Ty ..’- Ty - [N
,t Egure'lz lﬁstogramofBottomSO%ofInshore SectorCatcherVesseIs , oA
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t
A second sub-opnon would create separate srdeboard caps for catcher vessels that harvested over and under ,

1,000 mt, 3,000'mt:, or.5,000 mt of BSAI pollock, on average from.1995-97. Separate caps are being |

considered because, lt was presumed that catcher vessels with small amounts of pollock history had likely spent |

more time fishing for other Spec:1es If they must compete Erom the same cap as vessels with smaller histories
in non-pollock fisheries, the portion of the sideboard cap thev actually harvest may be less than they contributed

to the ¢ cap Competing agamst catcher vessels that are similarly situated may improve their bargaining position

and chances of harvcstmg the historic levels of catch in these,fisheries they enjoyed before the. AFA. Table -

7.20 shows the percentages of the overall sideboards that Would be allocated to the catcher vessels under each
pollock history threshold, and the number of vessels which could harvest from the sub-cap.

. v
' .
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Table 7.20: Number of vessels and the percentage of the cap that the sub-group of catcher vessels would:

be eligible to harvest, based on their annual average catch history in the 1995-97 pollock fisheries

_ < 1,000 mt of Pollock < 3,000 mt of Pollock’ - < 5,000 mt of Pollock
Species/Sector ‘ T T
~ #of % of Total #of - % of Total #of % of Total
Vessels Cap Vessels Cap Vessels' Cap
| Pacific Cod
Inshore 18 7.44 40 34.62% 55 61.35%
Inshore/MS 0 n/a 0 na’ 3|  conf
Mothership 0 nfa | 24 conf. .6 conf.
Catcher Processor |, 0 n/a 1 conf, 5 conf.
Other Species
Inshore 18 3.81% 40 | 11.49% 35 22.42%
Inshore/MS 0| n/a | 0 n/a 3 conf.
Mothership 0 wa| 2 -~ conf. | 6|  conf
Catcher Processor 0 nfa 1 7 ' conf, 5 conf.
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data from 1995-97.
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- 7. 5 l 2 When do'the Srdeboards Applv L S " "

The questron of when srdeboard caps apply to the AF A catcher vessels also needs to be answered The CouncxI
.considered six alternatives. These alternatives can be grouped into three separate categones The first category
is the option that applies throughout the year, and does not cotitain sub-caps. The second category also applies
all year, but those options contain sub-caps during parts of the year. Fmally, the third category would apply
the caps only during specific times of the year. At other times of the year catcher vessels would not be bound
bya cap, and therefore, possibly not limited to histofical catch levels.. . ... :

' The first option would apply the cap-at all times during the ﬁshing'year This is'the only option in the ﬁrst
}ustonc levels on an annual basis. Once they reach a cap in the non-po[lock fisheries, ﬁshmg by vessels
' operating under that cap would be halted unul the following year. The. results of this option were presented
‘in Tables 7.12 - 7.17. A separate discussion. is provided in the “Determination of Aggregate” section of this
chapter -which speaks to whether the caps will be-enforced-at a sector or cooperative level. The ‘NMFS
rmplementatlon and momtonng section of thlS document w111 also speak to this issue. _

Two _options are mcluded' under the second category Sxdeboard caps in tlus category would limit catcher
Ivessels to their historic catch levels, but the caps would be sub-divided by cither quarter or by vessel class
'(Tables 7.21-7.24)- Applying the caps by quarter would restrict catcher vessels to harvestmg their cap in the
‘'same quarter of the year as it was eamned. The Council als has the information necessary to dmde the caps
:semi-annually, from these™ tables For example, if the mshore catcher vessels harvested 68 _percent of the
Pacific cod used to determine the cap during the first quarter of the ‘year and 30 percent inthe second quarter; ’
-they would be limited to harvesting 98 percent of the Pacific cod ¢ap during the first half of the year in the
future. This would prevent catcher vessels from taking more of the cap during the first quarter (half) of the year
than they traditionally harvested. It would also prevent them from taking more of the halibut PSC cap,
assuming that the PSC caps are also apportioned based on the percentage of groundfish harvested in a quarter.
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Table 7.21: Quarterly catch distribation of catcher vessels ualified for the inshore sector only, 1995-97

. Inshore Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Gm@ing IstQr  2ndQir  3rd Qtr  4th Qtr  Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%f:
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 1%  7%. 21% 2% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 41% 42% 11% 6% 100%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 40% 2% . 7%  11% 100%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 61% 24% . 7% 8% 100%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 100% 0%. 0% 0% 100%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 5% 79% 11% 5% 100%
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 51% 40% 4% 5% 100%)|
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 17% 30% 0% 53% 100%
¥ Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CV) - BSAI (1997 only) 68%. 30% 1% - 1% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 1% 1% 70% 28% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AI (1996 - 1997 only) 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern A1 (1996 - 1997 only) 100% 0% 0% 0%  100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) - - - - -
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 24% 39% 35% 2% 100%
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . 63% 3% 1% % 100%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea - - - - -l
Sablefish {Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 1% 8% 14% 6% 100%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea - - - - t
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0%  100%]}
Squid - Bering Sea and' Aleutian Islands 5% 0% 7% 18% 100%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0%  100%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 81% 7% 8% 3%  100%
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 36% 62% 2%. 1% 100%]
~ Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97. '
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Table 7.22 Quarterly catch dlstnbutmn of catchervessels qualified for the mshore{mothershnp sectors, 1995 97 :

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97.
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L Inshore/Mothership CVs - All Target Fisheries
Species by TAC.Grouping R 1st Qtr . .2nd Qir 3rthr 4th-Qtr Total
Atka Mackere! - Central Aleutian Islands 100% ¢ 0% 0% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands ' | 64% " 9% aT% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands S L
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aléutian Islands ~ * T41% 4% 37%" js_% 100%|
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands | 35% 0T 46% 1% 9% 100%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 3% 0 13% T 25% i 5% IOO%
Greenland Turbot’- Aleutian Islands ‘ ' - -‘  '-"' LT ‘_-
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea S 19%  35% 2% 4% "100%
Otlier Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands CUS0% T  23% 2% 6% 100%| -
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0% T 100% 0% | 0% "100%|
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands oLt Srae . | _“
# Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) - BSAI (1997 oaly) 7% 6% 5% 1% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea " 27% 0% 70% 3% 100%|
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AT (1996 - 1997 only) - B AT |
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) <! - BT - - -
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI (1996 - 1997 oniy) - : ST - oy
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% " 0% 0% 100%|.
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea . 50% 0% 50% | 0% 100%],
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 68% 21%4 T 9% 2% 100%|.
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - : L T e

|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea : - - S
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 50% 0% 0% 0% 100%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea : - 2 N ER -
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 92% 8% * 0% 0% 100%)|
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands * 2% 0% B% 5% 100%|
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ¢ - - AR U
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea . Ll 69% .- 8% . 23% 0% 100%|
Yellowfin Solc - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 40% | 36% 23% 1%  100%]|



Table 7.23: Quarterly catch dlstnbutlon of catcher vessels qualified for the mathership sector, 1995-97
Mothership Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries|

Species by TAC GroupinL . : IstQtr  2ndQtr  3rdQtr  4thQtr Total

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands . 100% . 0% 0% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian [slands - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 45% 4% 32% 19% 100%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 35% 50% 0% 6% - 100%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 51% 24% 18% 7%  100%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands . - - - - -
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 22% 44% 33% 0% 100%
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 38% 44% 14% - 5% ,100%

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands - - . - - -
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. - - - - .
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs)- BSAI (1997 only) 54% 40% - A% 2% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 29% 0% - 1% 0% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AT (1996 - 1997 cnly) - - - - -
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) - . . . ]
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) ‘ - - - - ©o-
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands . - - . - 2
Other Rockfish - Bering: Sea . - - - . -

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - L= - - -[
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea - - .- - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands - - - - - S
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Bering Sea . - - - - -
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands . - - - - -

Squid - Bering Sea and: Aleutian Islands -22% 0% 78% . 0% 100%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands - - - - - -
. |Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea. 75% 0% 25% 0% 100%
* {Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . 46% 3% 46% 1%  100%

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97,
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Table 7 24 Quarterly catch dlstnbutlon of catcher vessels qualified for the catcher/processor sector, 1995.97

T A P C/P sector CVs.- AﬂTarget Fisheries
Specxes by TAC Group _g_ _ e s JistQtr. 2ndQtr. 3rd Qi 4th Qtr . Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Istands - i S
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands - 91% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands | - o T h - oo
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands P 46%  ©22% 20% 1% 100%|
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands <28%:  49% - T 6% 17% ©100%|
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aléutian Islands | 53% 1 20% ¢ 18% - 8% @ 100%)
Greenland-Turbot - Aleutian Islands = 90% 10% 0% 0% - 100%) "
Greenland Tirbot - Bering Sea ‘ ( 4%  80% T 13% 2% 100%| -
" |Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands ‘ 62% - 18% < - 12% 7% -100%) -
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islaids* | - 82% 0% 0% 18% ©'100%] ¢
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands - of = " -2 = = % 7 - R —-’ S
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CV) - BSAI (1997 only) 8% 0 13% 7 5% 1% '100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 44% 0% * -44% 11% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central ‘Al (1996 - 1997 onlv) R P T S
«'Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) Cr100% 0%t T 0% 0% Y 500% =
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) O A S P
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% “0% 0% - 100%
Other Rockfish - Benng Sea : 50% 33% U 17% , 0%~ 100%]
Rock Sole --Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands™ ', C66% - 25%" 6% '3%  100%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands ? - b e
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea ' - - S T
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands - . 3% 67% - 0% 0% 100%|
 {Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea : ' - T N |
Sharpchin/Northern-Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% ¢ 0%  TU-0%" 0% 100%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands T 14% 0% "+ 86% - 0% 100%|
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ' S 2 L IR A SN
OtherRed Rockfish - Bering Sea " . _— 80% 10% -~ 57 H0% - 0% -100%| -
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands _ @ o A1%.. 36%:. .5 17% . .5% 100%) .
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 199597, - - 7+ 7 77" 00 oo

A second option in this category would sub-divide the sideboard caps based on whether a vessel’s catch was
mostly pollock during the “A” season. Ifa vessel had harvested mostly pollock, its Pacific cod sideboard cap
prior to March 1 would be accounted for separately from catcher vessels that harvested mostly non-pollock
groundfish during that time of the year. The intent of this alternative is to prevent catcher vessels that
historically harvested mostly pollock during the “A” season, from increasing their relative harvest of the Pacific
cod cap at the expense of the catcher vessels that have traditionally harvested Pacific cod during the “A”
season, Monitoring this division of the catcher vessel sideboard cap will require NMFS to account for catch
at the catcher vessel level. Currently catch ts accounted for at the processor level. However, the agency is
currently developing an electronic reporting system that would likely solve this impediment, though it is
uncertain whether this system could be in place by the start of the 2000 fishing season.

Calculations dividing the Pacific cod cap, in Table 7.25, use 1995-97 as the base years. Those years were

specifically requested for calculating this option. Recall that the other tables used only 1997 to determine
Pacific cod catch history, since the Pacific cod trawl gear TAC was subdivided between catcher vessels and
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catcher processors that year. Using different qualifying years, will likely lead to different estimates of the
amount of TAC that could be harvested prior to March 1. Had the catcher vessels harvested less of the trawl: .
Pacific cod TAC during the years 1995-96, relative to the current catcher vessel - catcher/processor split, they -

will receive a smaller percentage of the TAC in this calculation. The opposite would of course be true. If AFA

catcher vessels had harvested more of the Pacific cod, relative to the catcher/processors during 1995-96, they -

would have a larger sideboard cap during the January through February time period.

Table 7.25: Pacnfic cod catches by. AFA catcher vessels pnor to March 1, of the years 1995-97

Pacxﬁc Cod (Trawl Gear) Non-Pollock Target Fisheries .
Cv CVto CVtoMS | CVito CP | Total Catch
; Inshore IN/MS
Majonty Catch (metrictons) | 3,26 205 - 78 3,544
Pollock: ™5 " FTAC - based on 101% 0.06% T 0.02% 1.10%]
Il TAC |
vessels I FTAC-basedon | 110% 0.07% T 003% 1.20%
catch . A
Majonty Catch (metric tons) 14,953 - - - 14,953
Non- ™o CFTAC - basedon | 4.62% i 4.62%
pollock: i
9 vessels] % of TAC-based on 5.05% - - - 5.05%
catch '
o All Fisheries
Majority |  Cateh (metric tons) 11,404 1,756 1019|1190 15,369
Pollock: (™5, FTAC- based on 3.53% 0.54%]  032%| 037% 475%| "
11 TAC | | 1 ]
vessels = ‘ S P 5 S
% of TAC-based on 3.85% 0.59% 0.34% 0.40% 5.19%
catch ,
Majority |  Catch (metric tons) 15,156 - - - 15,156
Noa- 9" FTAC - based on 4.69% - 4.69%
pollock: ' '
9 vessels % of TAC-based on C5.12% - - - . 5.12%
: catch

Note: % of TAC - based on TAC means the percentage of the Pacific cod TAC that each group of catcher vessels would
be atlowed to harvest prior to-March 1. This percentage is calculated using TAC as the denomlnator The row titled .

% of TAC - based on catch used total Pacific cod catch as the denominator.
Source: ADF&G ﬁshtmkets NORPAC observer data, and historic TACs from NMFS web page for the years 1995-97.

The third category would apply sideboard caps to AFA catcher vessels during spemﬁc times of the year and/or
to certain sectors. The Council’s intent is that only catch taken durmg a symmetrical penod in which the caps
apply would be included when setting the caps. Therefore, if caps do not apply during a specific time of the
year, the catch made during that same time of the year from 1995-97 would not be included in the caps. Option
one would limit the catcher vessels to historic catch levels only when the © ‘normal” poliock scason is open. Two
methods of defining the normal pollock ﬁshery were provided. - The first is based on'the 1998 open access
fishery dates (Table 7.26), and the second is based on the 1999 open access dates as modified by Steller sea
lion concéms. The dates based on the 1999 seasons are not included'in tabular form. Currently the dates for
the “B” and “C” seasons are still being déveloped for 1999. Under these options the AFA catcher vessels
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would no longer: be bound by the caps durmg predeﬁned tunes of the year Essentlally, they would not have

caps when polloek was closed. Persons proposmg this altematwe argued that’ smce “the srdeboards were, '_"

designed to protect the non—pollock fleet from the effects of cooperatxves when the pollock fishery is closed
there are not ‘cooperative unpacts ‘Everyone would be ﬁshmg in the open access mode and no one would be
able to employ fishing strategres afforded by cooperatlves th

a_t would glve them an advantage over the rest of

the fleet. S
Table.7.26:. :1998 BSAI pollock season dates s L 2l
Area -~ R Opened Il Closed Days Opert Sector
' R Dates the 1998 Dxrected Pollock Frshery,Was! Open - -
Aletiandslands - - OL/2€/98 |-+ 02/23/98 --o-| S- - ~128 -~ -| - -Offshore
Aleutian Islands 01/26/98 1osnze | 46 % Inshore .
Bering Sea  01/26/98 " 03720098 ; 25 T Offshore
»Bering Sea _ Ol/Z6?98 I' -02/26/98 ) ‘ 3] [ ] Inshore arfad
Bermg Sea 09/01{98 . 10/19/98 3 gt | O_ffsh_ore ‘
Bering Sca 09/01/98 102098 U s """ Trishore
T - ~ 1998 Pollock 'Semmdnal Allowance i)ates;‘ ) _ )
BS/AI" - cowoles | oanses | 104 _’Both
BS/AI" 09/01/98° 1101798 61 Both

Source: NMFS Alaska Region Web Site -

P

s

If the 1999 fishing-se¢asons were used as the- standard for when the suieboard caps apply, it may create o

opportunme's for vessels to increase their harvests of a species like Pacific cod.. Given that there is currently
a penod between theé Al and A2 poilock seasons when pol]ock fishing is -closed: for the mshore and
catcher/processor sectors; AF A-catcher vessels could harvest Pacific-cod dunng those tlmes and not have the
harvests count towards their sideboard cap. Thrs may give these véssels ant advantage over the’ open access

~

;

fleet during those seasons.. Pollock vessels. could move into Pacific cod between polloek séasons but Pacific -~ :l\
cod boats could not move into pollock if cod closes earher than expected because of the pollock fleet’s effort,

Members of the non-pollock fleets may still percerve an AF A ﬂeet wrthout Testrictions dunng specrﬁc times- oy

of the year as a threat

A second option would allow catcher vessels that dehver to the mothership sector. to Operate outside-of the_

"

[

BSAT groundfish, /caps prior, to February 1

mothershlp sector ‘of the pollock ﬁshery does not open unt:l February 1.

t

Under the current Steller sea hon protectionmeasures the
This exemptron would allow the

RN

. 14
PR PERer ]

o™ L

W

A A

!

catcher vessels delrvermg to mothershrps tobe unconstramed by sxdeboards between the January 20th opening . 1'
date for ﬁshmg wrth trawl gear in the BSAI and the February 1 start of, the polloek season Itis unknown if, -

they would exceed therr traditional harvest in other ﬁshenes under this exemptlon However the opportunity - 1.

to do so would be avallable After February 1 they would be eonstramed by ‘their srdeboard caps, . The cap.-
would be ealculated bésed on therr hrstonc catch aﬁer February L. Excludmg the catch of 51deboard species
that occurred pnor to Fébruary 1, wxll reduce the amount of the specres that could be harvested ‘when the caps |

apply. However, it is likely that the catcher vessels could harvest more of these species dunng the period prior
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to February 1, than they had during the 1995-97 time period. Because during the years 1995-97 the vessels
were likely targeting pollock prior to February 1.

The third option in this category would exempt AF A.catcher vessels from the BSAI groundfish caps for the
‘number days that the pollock fishery is closed by regulation, in excess of the five days mandated under the
current Steller sea lion protection measures, for the catcher/processor and inshore sectors. The result of this
action is to transfer some of the burden from the pollock fleet to the non-pollock fleet if the mandatory closed
time between the Al-and A2 seasons increases, or the catcher vessels reach their A2 cap and the pollock fishery
is closed by regulation prior to the end of February.

At this time, 1t is not possible to predict the behavior of vessels that will be fishing under a-cooperative. It may
be true that allowing AFA catcher vessels to operate outside of the sideboard caps, when the pollock fishery
is closed, may not give them any advantage. On the other hand, they may be able to harvest their sideboard
.caps when the pollock fishery is open, and then continue targeting non-pollock groundfish species in the BSAI
once the pollock fishery is closed. This type of behavior would allow them to increase their historic
participation in non-pollock fisheries, '

Providing an analysis showing the impacts of choosing one alternative over another, is not possible. To
conduct such an analysis, it would be necessary to know which vessels will join cooperatives. Since that
information is not available, another alternative would be to assume that vessels with less than a given level
of poliock catch history wouild opt not to join the cooperatives, reasoning that, they would be better off outside
-.the bounds of the sideboards. Determining the point at which vessel owners would decided to join a cooperative
would also be difficult, and the results would likely be inaccurate. The data indicates that vessels with
* relatively small pollock histories would contribute relatively more of their overall catch history as sideboard
caps for the sector (See Appendix II). Vessels with a smaller pollock history may have been operating in other
fisheries, like Pacific cod or crab, during a part of the year when pollock was open. Therefore, they would take
catch from their directed fisheries, which they accumulated while pollock was open, into a cooperative.
Counting only harvests made in the non-pollock target fisheries would result in these vessels contributing an
even larger portion of the catch history to the overall sideboard caps, relative to the other AFA catcher vessels.

7.5.1.3 Level at Which-Sideboards are Monitored and Enforced

The Council considered two options for determining the level at which groundfish sideboards would be
monitored and applied. One option would aggregate the sideboards by vessel class and sector. Vessel class-
is assumed to mean catcher vessels delivering to inshore processors, motherships, or catcher processors, and
the sector is the more generic defined as AFA catcher vessels. The second option is to monitor and enforce
- these caps at the cooperative level. This option would require NMFS to monitor many more caps if several
inshore cooperatives are formed. It may also raise confidentially issues if caps are set at the individual plant
level. Additional clarification on the confidentiality issues would likely be required if this option was selected.

It is likely that members of the'pollock industry would prefer that the sideboard caps are monitored at the
cooperative level. The inshore sector provides the best example. Preliminary information suggests that seven
companies are eligible to process BSAI pollock under the AFA. Each of these companies would be allowed
to form a cooperative. Assuming that each company did form its own cooperative, each cooperative would
have its own pollock allocation and sideboard cap. Sideboard caps would be determined based on the catch
history of the catcher vessels joining a cooperative. Rationally using a cap is likely to be easier if the number
of vessels that can harvest from the cap is reduced, and they are closely linked by a cooperative. 1t is the same
logic that has lead members of industry to push for a Vessel Bycatch Accounting (VBA) program, Controlling

5
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the actions of a small group is easier than controlling the actions of 2 large group. ‘Ina large grotip (i.e., the
sector level), it is likely that vessels would rush to harvest the cap, to insute they harvest their share.- Whereas
members of a smaller group might be more llkely to reach an agreement regardmg how the cap should be
- distribuited, while operatmg under an open access rate for the srdeboard caps

P Al i . 8 .
4 . 3 . B \r.

o
"+ A third option, that was not included in the Counc1l s hst of alternatives; would be'1d monitor the | cap across

"~ all sectors. One sideboard cap 'wiould be set for thé entire fleet of AFA catcher vessels, and onge the gap is
reached they would all be required to stop fishing."This option Would be easiest for NMFS' to monitor, “but is
perhaps the least acceptable to the AFA fleet.  Chapter 9 contains additional discussion on the issues of

monitoring luruts at the cooperatwe level 7 S ‘
. - L »ody v T e

-7 3 1. 4 Nature of Catcher Vessel Restrlctlons oo

- .
Aad o.M LT B PN

. . S e ) '
r.“’l.. . . LR FE [ Lo
%

Catcher vessel SIdeboard caps wﬂl be expressed as 4 percentage of the TAC for edch GOA and 'BSAI
1" groundfish species or spécies group,. Oncé the TACs aré set i given year, edch catcher vessel’s percentage
of the total will be multiplied by the TAC to determine the metric fons of each species that vessel will be
allowed to take with them into a cooperative. Aggregating each vessel’s cap by cooperative or sector will
determine the' maximiim amount of non—pollock groundﬁsh those vessels wrll be allowed to harvest asa group,
under the srdeboard caps I o e .

. A -
£ ) | PR ]

Management Actions Resultmg from Reachmg the Groundﬁsh Harvest Caps ke

'O f PRI PRI ot

- The issue of what fisheries close when a cap 1§ reached was dlSCLlSSSd under the catcher/processor srdeboard

- section. That'samé issue also needs to be decided for catcher vessels. Recall that there are two' 0ptrons The

first option would close the non-pollock groundfish fisheries when the cap is reached. The second: optlon would
close all groundfish fisheries’ (including pollock) for AFA catcher vessels. A detarled dJscussron of current
ﬁshery managernent pracnces was included at the end of Chapter 6 ' ’ S
. , . oyt . : R
‘Decrdmg which ﬁshenes close when'a cap is reached may very well depend on which fisheriés were included
in the numerator when calculating the cap. If only the catch of spemes taken durmg non—pollock fisheries are
used to calculate the cap, the burden on industry would ‘be much greater if attainment of a cap closed all
fisheries. There are specific cases where this is especially true. Squid and certain rockfish species are good
examples If vessels only received srdeboards cap history from non-pollock target fisheries; and all ﬁshenes
were closed when a’cap was reached, they woild not have enough squ1d to harvest their pollock allocatlou
However, the Council could take this into accouiit and ¢ exempt c¢ertain specles from the cap, much like was done
for the CDQ groups with sqiid! Ifthe cap only closed the non-pollock targets, these vessels would be allowed
. to harvest about their historic average of sideboard species (assuming- bycatch levels in the pollock ﬁshery
remamed constant) and be more llkely to harvest their pollock allocatlons '

s \ . * R

ST ST

Ta

Catcher vessels are allowed to harvest groundfish in both the BSAl and GOA. under AFA. Because, they can
- fish both areas the problem is slightly‘more complex than it was for the catcherfprocessors I—Iowever if we
-assume that reaching a'cap'in the BSAI would not close both the BSAl'and GOA ﬁshenes or'vise versa, then
the problem'is basically the same as discussed for catcher/processors When a cap'is- reached in the BSAI
" fisheries in which that species is harvested will be closed. The same would be true m the GOA Reachmg a
: GOA sideboard cap would close fishéries in the Gulf T

! -

-t
-~ :’.
X

_ \ ' : : Coserr oy
~+HASI122NDOC\SecRevewAafaea wpd 126 ' R January 2000



7.5.2.1 PSC Limits .

The VBA Committee was requested by the Council, during their December 1998 meeting, to dévelop PSC
sideboard caps for the AFA catcher vessel fleets that will be allowed to participate in non-pollock groundfish

fisheries. Two alternatives for determining the caps were listed by the Council. The first option applied the
VIP rates to target fishery catch to determine PSC caps. The second method would have apphed an
appropriate, yet unspecified, fraction of the VIP rates to determine the caps. A task for the Committes would
have been to determine the appropriate fraction to apply.

After reviewing this task the VBA Commuttee discussed the issue and included the following recommendation
in their minutes from the January 7- 8th meeting.

“In December, the Councz’l ,tasked the VBA Committee with developing options for PSC caps for co-op
vessels in non-poliock fisheries. The Committee reviewed this issue, and felt that it would be better to let the
affected industry groups discuss this and report directly to the Council. However, the Committee suggests
that, rather than use VIP rates 1o determine PSC caps, a better option would be based on catch history ratios
- (like suggested for the VBA pool limits). " -

Based on the Commuttee recommendation, the historic catch ratios would be multiplied by the availablé PSC
caps to determine the amount of each PSC species the vessels would be allowed to take into a co-op. The VBA
Committee also indicated in their minutes that 5% of the caps could be set aside to reduce bycatch under the
pilot program. It may also be possible to include that type of reduction in the sideboard caps if AFA members
are included in the pllot program. However, it is important to note that under a VBA program the PSC limits
would be vessel or “pool” specific allocations and not caps. 5

4

Upon receiving the Committee’ s advice, the Council revised their alternative for-developing PSC caps. The

- inew alternative would base the PSC caps-on groundfish catch history ratios instead of VIP rates or historical

PSC catch levels, ‘Basing the PSC amounts on the percentage of groundfish harvested would not reward
vessels for high amounts of PSC bycatch in the past, unless fishing practices were employed that increased
target catch by using relatively larger amounts of PSC. Nonetheless, it is the intent of the Council not to
reward “dirty” fishing when setting PSC bycatch caps

PSC in the BSAI trawl fisheries was allocated between several target fishery groups during the years 1995-97.
The most important of these groupings for catcher vessels were the Atka mackerel/pollock/other groundfish,
Pacific cod, yellowfin scle, and rdck sole/other flatfish targets. Catch ratios for those fishery groupings are
reported in Table 7.27, along with estimated halibut PSC amounts based on these ratios. AFA catcher vessels
had very limited or no PSC bycatch in the target fisheries that were excluded from this llst (rockfish and

Greenland mrbot/arrowtooﬂx/sab!eﬁsh)

To determine the amount of PSC that AFA catcher vessels will be allocated under a sideboard cap, their
percentage of a groundfish target cap, presented in Table 7.27, will be multiplied by the available PSC in that
+ target fishery. It has yet to be determined if that cap will be managed as an overall cap or at the individual
+ target fishery level. Ifthe caps are managed at the target fishery level, then reaching the PSC cap in the Pacific
¢ cod fishiery will shut down the AFA catcher vessel from targeting Pacific cod. However, if the caps are
managed in total, then AFA catcher vessels could use halibut from their general reserve, that may have
originally been earned in the yellowfin sole fishery, and continue fishing for Pacific cod. This would not change -
the likelihood that a portion of the trawl Pacific cod atlocation would be rolled over into the fixed gear
allocation in future years, because the overall halibut cap for Pacific cod would remain in place. “Allowing
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AF A vessels to shift PSC between target fisheries could reduce the amount of halibut PSC that could be used
by non-AFA vessels in the Pacxﬁc cod ﬁshery '

. L i A . .
lt 18 also unportant to note that using target ﬁshery catch hlstory to determlne PSC allocations results in the
same percentage of each PSC species being included in the cap. For example, based on the information
presented in Table 7:27, the' AFA ¢atcher vessels would be capped at 49 percent of the hahbut and crab PSC

species allotted to the Pacific cod target fishery. =t - : , _ )

"

v.=| r Y.

Table 7 275 ‘Percent of future PSC caps based on <catch hlstory ratlos of AFA catcher vessels to' all
vessels, for the years 1995-97, by PSC target fishery definition

o AFA Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries

A A ICV Inshore] CVito  |CVto MS|{CV to CP| All AFA CVs

PSC Target Categories’ Voot 92 Vessels " INMS 7 Vessels' 7 Vessels | 120 Vessels_
o e 1 s 14 Vessels | -~ - SR A o

" Percent of Future Year’s PSC Allocatlon R o

Atka mackerel/Pollock/Ol:herGroundﬁsh2 32% 7%+ 2% 3% 44%
[Yellowfin Sole 10% 1% 0% 1% 12%
Pacific Cod! ~ © - v~ 38% 4% TU% o TS% < -49%
Rock sole/Other flatfish e 13%  F 2% 1% 1% T 1%
_Future Year’s Halibut AHocation (mt) based on 1999-PSCs and the Percéntages Above =~ = *

Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Groundﬁsh2 . 8000 © 0 7S5 e 5.0- - 75 T 1100
{Yellowfin Soe - *- & S 1005 - 105 0 0.0 10577 T 1215
Pacific Cod' 589.0 -7 620 . 155 715 - 744.0
Rock sole/Other flatfish 103.5 16.0 3.0 8.0 135.5

Source: NMFSBlenddatafortheyears 1995 97 fordenormnator andFlshtrckets and NORPAC Observerdata 1995 97
for the numerator IR ¥ AT - ,. AT

-~
o

Notes: . . ., ;. T Do g TR N "

1) Only 1997 data were used for the Pac1ﬁc cod ﬁshety . R B EROLIN A
2) Estlmates for the Atka mackerel/lf'ollock/Other Groundﬁsh category do not reﬂect the changes that have occurred
in the pollock fishery for 1999, ” R e T ';. s

Reaching a PSC cap will either close a. target fishery, or.a specific fishing area. For example reaching a red;
king crab cap will not close a target ﬁshery, but will close erther Zone 1 or Zone 2 to trawl gear.- Management’
of the AFA caicher,vessel’s PSC is expected to be treated in the ‘same way. Once the AFA catcher vessels.
reach their Zone | red king crab cap, they will be required to stop trawlmg m51de Zone L, but they will not be,
requ1redto stop ﬁslnng in other areas. L _ R RO TR

! P R -
et b R "'\

The Council also requested that staff review the historic PSC bycatch rates of the catcher vessel fleet. This
information is presented in Tables 7.28, and .7.29, and focus on the pollock and Pacific codfisheries,
respectively. Each of the AFA a.nd Non-AF A catcher vessels that had observed hauls in the BSAI from 1995-.
97 were mcluded in this calculat.lon Observed catch mn metric tons for ea.ch vessel by- target fishery, are .
reported in the far nght hand column. That catch does not represent a vessel s total catch for the year, it is
sifnply the amount of observed catch taken in the target ﬁshery (pollock or Pacific cod). To mask the identity -
of the vessels with r.he largest harvests thelr actual amounts have been replaced with a “floor” amount (e:g., .
vessels that ccaught more than >30,000 mt).. The rates in the tables were calculated by dmdmg the PSC catch
amounts by the target catch. Séparate tables for the pollock and Pacific cod. fisheries'have been included. The:
bottom three rows of cach table sumymarize the 0verall dtfference between all AFA catcher vessels and all non-
AFA catcher vessels.

.- . . T
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Table 7.28: PSC bycatch ratios in the pollock targét;ﬁsﬁeﬁes;:1995~97 .

| Vessel Haliowt _ Herring C. opilio C. Bairdi Red King _Chinook Other Salmon Target
AFA - 1 0.00004 0.00024 0.01027 0.00022  0.00000 0.04394 0.04038] 22,282
_|AFA - 10 0.02761 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.07829 0.00000 13
AFA - 100 000020 0.00055 0.00040 0.00000  0.00000 0.03411 0.01307 2,526
AFA - 101 0.00023 0.00060 .0.00006 0.00000  0.00000 0.02732 0.09028] 11,719
AFA - 102 0.00088 000100 0.00000 0.04019  0.00000 0.10157 - 0.08426 2,218
AFA - 103 0.00015 0.00566 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.33509 0.21888 224
AFA-104 0.00030 0.00101 0.05829 0.12470 0.00000 0.01794 0.05303 6,411
_|AFA - 105 006028 0.00071 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04483 0.12159 1,174
AFA - 106 0.00021 0,00203 0.00099 0.00000  0.00000 0.09050 0.07952 2,013
AFA - 107 0.00003  0.00207 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.01647 0.01764|  >30,000
AFA - 108 . 0.00043° 0.00239 000010 0.02766  0.00000 0.07621 0.12794| 10,319
AFA'- 109 0.00009 0.00062 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.08133 0.01094 831
AFA - 11 0.00034 0.00007 0.02223 0.02712  0.00000° 0.03810 0.03184 5,177 1.
1AFA - 110 0.00012 0.00024 0.00917 -0.01372  0.00394. 0.06665 0.02139] 28,992
AFA - 111 0.00036 0.00086 0.03278 0.06057  0.00000 0.05102 0.12684 8,126
|aFA - 112 0.00075 0.00061 0.00042 0.00067 0.00092 0.06505 - - 0.06352{ 18,413
|AFA - 113 0.00181 0.00000 6.03897 6.03897  0.00000 -0.00000 -0.00000 11
|AFA - 114 0.00020 0.00066 0.00029 0.00077  0.00000 0.06008 .  0.14735 10,345
AFA - 115 0.00119 000142 0.12634 0.03744  0.00011 0.02903 0.01513 18,438
'|AFA - 116 0.00040 000070 000011 0.03§79  0.00000 0.03319 0.04905 9,023
JAFA-117  0.00018 0.00066 0.02569 001858  0.00000 0.04050 0.17780 7,992
AFA-118 - 000009 0.00016 0.0000 0.00059 0.00000 0.05758 .0.01543 1,685 | .
AFA - 12 0.00036 000051 0.00032 0.00000  0.00000 0.05949 0.31093 6,243 | .
|AFA- 13 ©0.00022 - 0.00029 0.00000 0.00152  0.00000 0.0359 0.04934 5578 |-
|aFA - 14 0.00073 0.00319 0.00459 0.01778  0.00000 0.01888 0.02017} 20,917,
IAFA - 15 000011 0.00240 0.00387 000000  0.00000 0.08114 0.07316] 20,799
AFA - 16 0.00340 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.12177 0.00000 128
'|AFA - 17 0.00016 0.00248 ©0.00820 0.00000 0.00000 0.03356 0.04661|  >30,000
AFA- 18 0.00007 0.00006 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 ©.04720 10.01067 5,636
|aFA - 19 0.00030 0.00014 0.00046 0.00137  0.00000 0.06714 0.12871 2,189
IAFA -2 0.00023 0.00229 0.00064 000021 0.00000 0.05951 0.05736 4,699
1AFA - 20 0.00005 0.00288 0.00000 0.00000, 0.00000 0.49315 0.23014 2,160
AFA-21 0.00013 0.00752 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.12591 0.21056 874
AFA -22 0.00036  0.00008 0.00000 0.00000  ©.00000 0.04142 0.01797 2,115
AFA -23 0.00018 0.00057 0.00019 0.00000 . 000000 0.03319. 0.06545 15,121
|AFA - 24 0.00099 0.00006 000126 0.05587 0.00000 0.05044 0.15259 793
|aFa-25 0.00039 0.00662 0.00651 0.00650  0.00000 0.04636 0.06223 3,948
|AFA - 26 ~0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.01007  0.00000 ©.00000 0.08058 99 |
|AFA -27 0.00028 0.00008 0.01681 000000 ©.00000 0.03363 0.00912] 24,972
AFA-28 0.00025 0.00206 0.00029 0.00000  0.00000: 0.06996 0.05102 3,430
AFA-29  0.00068 000640 0.04273 0.03617 000006 0.04001 0.01964 17,366
AFA -3 0.00119 0.00578 0.09422° 0.02578  0.00000 0.06958 0.04799 6,314
AFA-30 - 0.00050 000024 0.01096 0.01280 0.00000 0.03536 = - 0.01024 16,534
AFA - 31 0.00019 0.00056 0.00010 0.00000  0.00000 0.05313 0.12539] - 10,208
AFA - 32 0.00008 0.00081 0.00000 0.00129 = 0.00000 0.07700 0.02681] 29,789
|AFA -33 _0.00004 0.00010 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04231 '0.03135] 21,081
AFA-34 . 0.00009° 0.00045 0.03854 0.00635  0.00079 "0.01379 0.12985 6,329

AFA -35 0.00011 ~ '0.00293 0.00491 0.00213 - 0.00000 0.05343 ‘0.015%4 7,528
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AFA - 36
AFA -37
AFA -38
AFA -39
AFA-4
AFA - 40
AFA:-41
AFA -42
. {AFA - 43
AFA -44
AFA 145
AFA -46
AFA-47
AFA - 48
AFA - 49
AFA -5
AFA - 50
AFA - 51
AFA -52
AFA-53
AFA’- 54
AFA'~55
AFA - 56
AFA - 57
AFA - 58

AFA - 60

. |AFA -62
AFA - 63
AFA - 64
AFA - 65
AFA - 66
AFA - 67

AFA T 69
AFA™-7

AFA 70
AFA -72

AFA'= 74

AFA’=76
AFA - 77

AFA -79
AFA -8

AFA - 59
AFA -6 -

AFA-61 -

AFAL68'

AFA’- 71
AFA-73

AFA'-75

AFA--78 "

i
N

1

e

P

t

I
£
.

i
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Table 7.28 contmued

.0, 00033
0.00009

- 0.00005

0.00020
'0.00022
0.00019
0.00008
0.00024
0.00024

< 0.00002

"1 0.00037

W

"0.00018

- 0.00137

~0.00023
.0.00023
0.00005

: T 0.00002
1'0.00005

% 0,00016
©0.00012

10,00776
0.00006
0.00029

"0.00010
7 0.00012

«17:0,00025

LN

0.00011

" 0.00015
" 0.00025

'0.00008
" 0.00050

. - 0.00022

{

t

'
3

-70.00029

" '0.00010
(- 0.00003

0.00003
0.00088
0.00023
0.00297
0.00040

' 0.00004
+ 0.00013

- 0.00003

» 0.00009
. '0.00001

. 0.00021
;" +.0.00007

0.00008

.- 0,00029

0. 00104.

- 0.00013
0.00062

0.00023
0.00068
0.00038

"'0.00092
- 0.00122
"0.00010
“0.00013

0.00060

'0.00018

0.00187

*0.00096
“0.00071
-0.00021
'0.00274
'0.00033
0.00106

0.00314

0.00002
0.00317

0.00299
0.00044
0.00021
0.00041
0.00071
0.00098
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Table 7.28: PSC bycatch ratios in the pollock target.fisheries, 1995-97 .

Vessel Halibut  Herring ' C. opilio C. Bairdi 'Red King Chinook Other Salmon Target
AFA -1 0.00004 0.00024 001027 0.00022 - 0.00000 0.04394 0.04038 22.282
AFA - 10 0.02761  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.07829 0.00000 13
AFA - 100 0.00020 0.00055  0.00040 0.00000  0.00000 0.03411 0.01307 2,526
AFA - 101 0.00023  0.00060 0.00090 * 0.00000  0.00000 0.02732 0.09028 11,719
AFA - 102 0.00088 0.00100 0.00000 0.04019  0.00000 0.10157 0.08426 2218
JAFA - 103 0.00015 0.00566 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.33509 0.21888 224
AFA - 104 -0.00030 0.00101 6.05829 0.12470  0.00000 0.01794 0.05303 6,411
AFA - 105 0.00028 0.00071 (.00000 0.00000. 0.00000 0.04483 0.12159 1,174
AFA - 106 0.00021 0.00203 0.0009% 0.00000  0.00000 0.09050 0.07952 2,013
AFA - 107 0.00003 -0.00207 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.01647 0.01764]  >30,000
AFA - 108 0.00043°  0.00239 0.00010 0.02766  0.00000 0.97621 0.12794 10,319
AFA - 109 0.00009  0.00062 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 ©,08133 0.01094 831
- JAFA - 11 0.00034 ©0.00007 0.02223 0.02712  0.00000 ©0.03810 0.03184 3,177
JAFA - 110 .0.00012 0.00024 0.00917 0.01372 0.00394 0.06665 0.02139 28,992
AFA - 111 0.00036 -.0.00086 0.03278 0.06057 0.00000 0.05102 0.12684 8,126
AFA - 112 0.00075 0.00061 000042 0.00067 , 0.00092 0.06505 0.06352 18,418
AFA- 113 0.00181 0.00000 6.03897 6.03897  0.00000 ©.00000 0.00000 It
AFA - 114 0.00020 . 0.00066 0.00029 0.00077  0.00000 0.06009 0.14735| 10,345
AFA - 115 0.00119 0.00142 0.12634 0.03744  0.00011 0.02903 0.01513 18,438
AFA - 116 0.00040  0.00071 0.00011 0,03579  0.00000 0.03315 0.04905 9,023
|AFA - 117 0.00018 0.00066 0.02569 0.01858  0.00000 0.04050 6¢.17780 7,992 |
|AFA - 118 0.00009 0.00016 0.00000 0.00059  0.00000 0.05758 0.01543 1,685;
AFA - 12 0.00036 0.00051 0.00032 0,00000 0.00000 0.05949 . 0.31093 6,243
AFA - 13 0.00022  0.00029 -0.00000 0.00152 . 0.00000 0.03594 10.04934 5,578
AFA - 14 0.00073  0.00319 0.00459 6.01778  0.00000 0.01888 0.02017 20,917,
AFA - 15 ©.0.00011 0.00240 0.00387 0.00000  0.00000 0.08114 0.07316 20,799
AFA - 16 0.0034¢ +0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.12177 *0.00000 128
AFA - 17 0.00016 - .0.00248 - -0.00820 0.00000  0.00000 0.03356 0.04661 >30,000
AFA - 18 0.00007  0.00006 "0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.04720 -10.01067 5,636
AFA - 19 0.00030 0.00014 -0.00046 0.00137  0.00000 0.06714 - 0.12871 2,189
AFA -2 0.00023 0.00229 0.00064 0.00021  0.00000 0.05951 0.05736 4,699
AFA -20 0,00005 0.00288 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.49315 0.23014 2,160
AFA - 21 .0,00013  0.00752 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.12591 0.21056 874
AFA -122 0.00036 0.00008 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.04142 0.01797 2,115
AFA -23 0.00018  0.00057 . 0.00019 0.00000  0.00000 0.03319 0.06545 15,121
AFA -24 0.00099 0.00006 000126 0.05587 0.00000 0.05044 0.15259 793
AFA -25 0.00039 0.00662 0.00651 0.00650  0.00000 0.04636 0.06223 3,948
|AFA - 26 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.01007  0.00000 0.00000 0.08058 99
AFA -27 0.00028 0.00008 0.01681 0.00000  0.00000 0.03363: 0.00912 24,972
AFA -28 0.00025  0.00206 0.00029 0.00000  0.00000 0.06996 0.05102 3,430
AFA - 29 0.00068 0.00640 0.04273 0.03617 000006 0.04001 0.01964 17,366
AFA -3 - 0.00119 0.00578 0.09422 0.02578  0.00000 0.06958 0.04799 6314
AFA - 30 0.00050 0.00024 0.010% 0.01280  0.00000 0.03536 ~0.01024 16,534
AFA -31 0.00019 0.00056 0.00010 ©0.00000 0.00000  0.05313 0.12539 10,208
AFA - 32 :0.00008 0.00081 0.00000 0.00129 0.00000 0.07700 0.02681 29,789
JAFA - 33 :0.00004 0.0001C  0:00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04231 0.03135 21,081
1AFA - 34 '0.00009 0.00045 .0.03854 0.00635  0.00079 0.01379 - 0.12985 6,329
AFA -35 0.0001F 0.00293  0.00451 0.00213  0.00000 0.05343 0.01594 7,528
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AFA - 36
AFA - 37

"tAFA - 38
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AFA -4 -
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. |AFA -46°
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' |AFA - 48,

AFA -49 -
AFA -5

 |AFA-50
. {AFA - 51

AFA -52
AFA-53

AFA - 54
AFA -55

JAFA-56 “
“|AFA - 57
AFA-58 ' .

AFA-62

{AFA - 63
. |AFA-64
- |AFA - 65

AFA‘66 :

AFA -68 .

" AFA - 69
"|AFA -7

AFA-T0
AFA:71
AFA -72

"|AFA - 73
|AFA - 74
"|AFA. 75

AFA =76

"|AFA -77

AFA - 78

‘|AFA - 79
|AFA--8
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v

JAFA - 59 ‘ ’
" |AFA-6

|AFA - 60 °
JAFA'-61

AFA -67 -

b~

ST

0

b

i

"% 0.00033
0.00009 " '0.00013 0.00000 0.04483 0.00000 0.03364 0.03568] -
0.00005 .0.00062 000016 ~0.000i9 - 0.00000 0.07809 ¢ 0.07232
0.00020  0.00023 0.02702 - 0.06249  0.00000"- 0.05240 “'' 0.04746
0.00022 ~ 0.00068 001785 ~0.08594  0.00000 - 0.04322 - ' 0.14239] -
0.00019 - 0.00038 0.15389 - 0.00124 = 0:00000 0.00932 " 0.00786
0.00008 ©0.00092 © 0.02759 0.00000 “:0:00000 0.03031° 0.01277
0.00024 0.00122.0.00037 0.00000 -~ -0.00000 0.03593 - - 1,05120
0.00024  0.00010 "0.01664 0.02418" 0.00000 ' 0.05581 * 0.04242|
0.00002 0.00013 ~ 0.00000. "0.00109  0.00109 0.06848 '~ .0.19864
0.60037 0.00060 0.03009 0.00379  0.00000 002542 % 0.05084
0.00018  0.00018 0.00000 " 0.00328 - - 0.00000 - 0.06961° -° 0.03074]
0.00137. 0.00187 *-0.13471  0.00000  0.00000 0.13293- '~ :0.18786{"
0.00023  0.00096 0.00927.°70,00008 0.00000 001936 * ' :0.02934
0.00023 - 0.00071: 0.00000 - 0.00000 '0.00000 0.04400 - 0.11944
0.00005 '0.00021 0.00000 " 0.00000 + '0:00000 0.06938 - 0.01596
0.00002 =~ 0,00274 0.00004 0.00000° “0.00000 016915~ 0.01992
© . 0.00005° 0.00033 0.00000 -0.00000 "0.00000 0.09165 "< 0.13920
0.00016 0:00106 ~0:00041 - 0.00000 * 0.00000 0.01422 0.13374|
0.00012 0.00314 0.00015: .0.00044 ~ 0.00000 ' 005473 7" ° 0.04218
5. 0.00776 * 0.00002 - 0.00000 0.00000 ' 0.00000° 001276 ¥ ' (.15316
< 0.00006 ' 0.00317 ' 0.00000  0.04462 - 0.00000° 001559 "  0.02058
> 000029 -.0.00299° 0.00000 -0.00017 - 0.00000 - 3.07874 > 0.05595|
"+, 0.00010 * 0.00044 - 0.00250 0.00023 *0.00000"' 0.03761 -  0.09916
51000012 - 0.00021 ' -0.00068 0.00078 '0.00036 0.07917 0.02378
© 0.00025 0.00041 0.00000 ~0.00000  0.00000 ' 0.04973 0.27866)|
¢ 000011 0.00071° 0.00067 ~0.00000 - 0.00000 - 0.02147 '~ 0.02181
. 0.00015  0.00098 000000 0.00000° 0.00000: 023079 - 0.23883
. 0.00025 000084 0.01755 0.12634 - 0.00000 001332 ' 0.10502
2 0.00008 0.00085 0.00110 0.00055° 0.00000 "'0.03496 0.09908|
. 0.00050 0.00099 0.16460 0.16045 - ' 0.08527 ~ 0.01589 ' 0.06405|
0.00022  0.00084 " 0.00000 - 0.01754 ° 0.00000-'0.04528 - ' 0.05505
0.00029  0.00000 ‘0.00000  0.00000  0.00000- -0.i1051" ~  0.19893
0.00010" 0.00143° 000008 0.00000  0.00000-* 0.04014 ~ ~0.02497
.+ 0.00003. 0.00024 -'0.00000 ~0.00000 " ~0.00000 *0.06081 - “ 0.02635
~. - 0.00003° 0.00034 0.00000 0.00000 - 0.00000- “0.13927 ' '0.13927
0.00088 0.00009 - 0:00000% 0.00000" - 0.00000 -0!05666 *  “0.08998
£0.00023 " -0.00057 * 005395 ~0.00546> '0.00000- 6.02329 - 0.09941
0.00297." 0.00000 :0.01064 ' 0.00000  0.00000 - 0:03192 - '0.10641
“ 0.00040. 000073 0.03432° 0.00000  0.00000 ~ 0.46908  “°-0.24026
1T 0.00004 0.00101 0.00000 - 0.00000 0.00000 - 0.08214 ' 0.06194
. 0.00013: 0.00005 0.000007 0.00000-" 0.00000° 0,04800 -~  * 0.11294
© .+ 0.00003 *0.00038 0.00000. 0.00000  0.00000°-0.04444 < '0.02540
© 0.00009 0.00074 0.00000 0.00000 ° 0.00000 ' 0.04355 0.11230
. "0.00001": 0.00000 ‘000000 0.00000 ‘¢0.00000 - 0.01510 ~  0.00000
'0.00021 "0.00056 0.00014 0.01648 0.00000- 006614  0.03623
" ...0.00007 0.00102 -0.00187 0.00000 - ‘'0.00000:-0.04172 ~  "0.05591
0.00008: 0.00079 .0.00011 - 000015 000000 - -0.04942" ~ ~ 0.02834
©+.0.00029 0.00062 0.00000 - 0.24356 ' * 0.01456 - 0.05256 - 0.00049
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Table 7.28 continued

Source: Observed hauls in the Norpac Observer data base, 1995-97

Notes:

A poided number means that vessel was above the fleet average.
2) Hetring and halibut rates are PSC (mt) / Target (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target (mt)

HAS122 NDOC\SecRevewrafaea. wpd
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P NI T O S
AFA - 80 0.00006 0.00017 0.00893 0.00744"*‘0_00074 0.02331 0.03808 1,344
- |AFA - 81 0.00002 0.00044 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04102 0.04063] 19,068
AFA - 82 0.00058 0.00083 0.26502 0.00000  0.00000 0.00892 0.14108 7,179
AFA - 83 0.00044 0.00087 0.00036 0.00000  0.00864 0.05017 0.13285 8,249
AFA - 84 0.00018 0.00276 0.00013 0.00007  0.00000 0.03228 0.06331 15.118
AFA - 85 0.00016 0.00014 0.00000 0.03460  0.00000 0.04011 0.00811 2.487
AFA - 86 0.00049 0.00105 012315 0.00000  0.00000 003374 0.15087 8,655
AFA - 87 0.00003  0.00143 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000  0.02609 0.02077 3,994
|AFA - 88 . 0.00023  0.00052 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.02039 0.06750| 10,075
AFA -89 0.00007. 0.00042 0.00024 0.00012  0.00000 0.06200 0.06649 8,480
AFA-9 0.00005 -0.00020 0.00000 0.00071  0.00000 0.09608 0.23298 1,415
AFA - 90 ‘0.00008  0.00258 0.00116 0.00116  0.00000 0.31394 0.30818 859
AFA -91 0.00050 0.00074 0.00503 0.04112  0.00000 0.04518 0.12266| 10,815
AFA - 92 0.00016  0.00106 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04508 0.02413 4,537
AFA - 93 0.00011 0.00072 0.00000 0.00013 - 0.00000 0.04444 0.05203 7,768
AFA - 94 0.00007 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 = 0.00000 0.04611 0.00000 369
AFA - 95 0.00103 '0.00194 0.00000 0.07884  0.00030 0.01228 0.07552 3,297
AFA - 96 0.00048 0.00026 0.00029 0.00000  0.00000 0.05070 0.12798 3,399
|AFA -97 0.00004 0.00002 0.00000 0.00398  0.00000 0.01621 0.01390 1,298
AFA - 98 0.00049 0.00061 000007 0.00022  0.00000 0.04257 0.06018| 13,459
AFA - 99 0.00015 000011 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04440 0.02537 788
Non-AFA-3. -0.00006 000082 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.01987 0.13512 252
Non- AFA - 8 0.00048 0.00001 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.05592 0.31688 54
Non-AFA - 1 0.00000 0.00010 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04419 0.07364 68
|Non-AFA -2 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 14
Non-AFA - 4 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 13
Non-AFA -7 0.00040  0.00002 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 °0.00000 0.02687 119
Non-AFA -5 0.00250 0.00000 3.23154 0.00000  ©0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 15
Non-AFA -6 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.01577 0.00000 127
Non-AFA -9 0.00005  0.00005 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.03210 0.12304 187
AFACV Avg.  0.00023 0.00123 001507 0.01026  0.00099 0.04617 0.05637| 1,033,638
Non-AFA CV Avg. 0.00016 0.00027 0.05854 0.00000  0.00000  0.02242 __ 0.09699 848
All CVs Avg, 0.00023 0.00123 001511 0.01025  0.00099 0.04615 005640 1,034,485
AFACP Avg __ 0.00027 0.00073 0.16879 0.05790 _ 0.00344 0.01868 0.03592 |~ 957,688
Non-AFA CP Avg 000255 0.00034 280699 1.94940  0.0355 0.02569 0.01199 79,359
All CPs 0.00044 .0.00070 036196 0.19640 _ 0.00579__0.01920 0.03416] 1.037.047
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Table 7.29: PSC by{:atch ratms in the Pac:ﬁc cod target fi shemes, 199“9? ‘-

2
o -

N

Ivessel 8 Halibut Herring . C. opiic C. Bairdi Red King Chinook Other Salmon . Target
AFA - 1 0.01800 000000  0.78297 125782  0.00000- -0.64669 0.00000] - . 315
AFA-10 . 0.03212 000000 .0.00000 000000 000000 0.03678 - 000525 . 190
AFA -100 . 003348 0,00000 | 0.05655 036001 . .0.00000 012629 .. .0.00000{ - .S13
AFA-101 ', 002149 0.00000 047235 ~-4.05024 -0.00000 0.02011 -~ 0.05384 . 149
AFA-102 . . 000981 000000 002740 0.06561 , C.00000 0.09479 -« .,0.00056] ~*1,778
AFA - 104 0.02452 0.00000 025891  4.23448  0.00000 ;0.08823 - - 0.00000 400.
AFA - 105 ‘ 6.01465 000000 031747 -007851 0.00000. 0.01996 - - 0.00000 1,655
AFA - 106 0.08034 0.09003 14.10415 1373087  0.00000, 0.00000 .- 0.00000f . 212
AFA - 107 0.01931 0.00000 ,£.00000 0.00000 - .0.00000 ., 0.00000 0:00000f o 47|
AFA-108 * 002032 000000 064164 -1.05426 0.00000 0.08495 .....0.00000 800
JAFA - 109 003338 000000 000000 011939 . 0.00000 -0.00000 . ;. 0.00000 340
AFA -11 L 0.03501 0.00000 230247  0.59580  0.01616 , 0.00404 0.00135] . 742
AFA-110 . 0.02648 000000 176514  1.17104 . 000000 0.00670 - :0.12824] . 597
AFA Ii 001963 ©.00044 093512 104160 . 0.00000 00339 0.00000] - 836
AEA - 112 0.04972 0.00000 0.69945 084677  0.05077 0.06443 - ... 0.00058] ¢ 1726
AFA - 113 0.01392 0.00000 0.70889  0.58803  0.00000 - 000471 - - 0,00000 637
AFA - 114 0.06811 000000 368078  0.00000 - 0.00000 ,0.00000 . . 0:00000f - 29}
|AFA - 115 |.0.04089 000002 3.73462 217919 - 0.00285 0.24415 .. 0.00095|  >2.000
AFA - 116 0.04231 0.00007 075734 251259 ,0.00000 - 017275 - 0.00000 820,
AFA - 117 0.02581 0.00000 004455  ©.13365  0.00000 - 0.05092 - ¢ 000000} - . 157
1AFA - 118 0.02005 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000 -0.00000 0.00000 - - -0.00000[ .- - 57|
AFA - 13 003271 000000. 052566 130164 0.06250 0.00387 - 0.00000] . 775
AFA- 14 0.02205 0.00000  0.14676  1.30487  0.00000 0.05055 -./0.00000| - - >2,000
AFA- 15 0.01957 0.00000 375804 104495  0.00000 0.00000 : = 0:00000|. 1436/
{AFA - 16 . -0.04906 0.00000, 0.00000  0.00000 -0.00000 0:00000 .. .0.00000{ , . .169|"
AFA - 17 000027 000006, 012693  0.12693 0.00000 0.03505 . .-0.00000 * 200
AFA - 18 002412 0.00000. 001518 011216 ,0.00137 0.01647 ;. 0.00000] 1. " 729.
AFA-19, 70,0240 0.00000. 0.83678 037337 000000 -0.00173 ... 0.00000{ . 578
AFA -2 . 002806 0.00000 095651 006116  0.00000 -0.03200 0.00101} . 989 |-
AFA =20 0.00011 0.00421., 000000  ©0.00000  0.00000 130525 0.32631]
AEA -21 0.01471 0,00000. 0.00006, 0.00000.  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000| . . 80
AFA-22 0.02106 oooooa” 0.00000 0.54985  0.00000 " 0.00000" gooodo; | 375|"
AFA <23 001569 0.06000 -0.00827 - -0.31770 0:00000 00026? ©0,00267] 3751 ¢
AFA-24 ©  :.0,04157 0.00000 0.35985 184053 -0.00000 0.00000  0.00000|: 191 ]
AFA -25 001578 000000 028541 0.08748  0.00000 001242~ 0.00000) 7 1,050
AFA -27 001678 0.00000 231278  0.35902  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 486 |,
AFA -28 0.01880 0.00000  1.02669 0119389 ' 0.00000 013529 " o.00000 | ama
|AFA -29 002934’ 000000 “201369  2.86021  0.00052 0.09157 0.00000 19171
AFA -3 0.02012 0.00002 172415 034193 0.00000 - 0.00952 0.03983 1,155
AFA - 30 0.08759 000000 1193368 167153  0.00000 0.15884 0.00000 434
AFA - 31 0.01422 0.00000 054516 0.76346  0.00000 0.28710 0.00000 78
AFA -32 0.06447 0.00000 053415 11.64255  €.00000 0.12125 0.00000 279
AFA - 33 0,02840 0.00000  0.13659  0.00000  0.00000 0.03916 0.00000 299
AFA - 34 0,03828 0.00000 545194 12.95646  0.00000 0,19886 0.00000 357
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T 63

AFA-35
AFA - 36
AFA - 37

‘|AFA - 38

AFA -39
AFA -4

|AFA - 40
|AFA - 41

AFA - 43
AFA - 44

{AFA - 45

AFA - 46

|aFa - 47

AFA - 48
AFA - 49
AFA -5

|AFA - 50
1AFA - 52
- |AFA - 53

AFA - 34

|AFA - 55
1AFA - 56
|AFA - 57
|AFA - 58
[AFA - 59

AFA -6
AFA - 60

|AFA - 61
AFA -62 .

AFA - 63
AFA - 64

|AFA - 66

AFA - 67
AFA - 69
AFA -7
AFA -T2
AFA -73
AFA-T76
AFA -77

" |AFA-78
AFA-T79

ATA -8
AFA -80
AFA -8l

- .|AFA - 82

Table 7.29 continued

0.06143

0.01667
0.05286

0.02798
0,02774
0.06068
000485
0.04047
0.02421
002395
0.02528
0.06319
0.02536

10.10328
0.01986

0.01471
0.02774

-.0.02458

0.02278
0.03861
0.02257
0.04479
0.04334

0.02238
'0.02089

0.02839
0.00952
0.03511
0.01802
0.00514

0.02911
©0.02041

0.01529
0.02913
0.01764
0.04379
0.04065
0.01084
0.07102
0.04645
004020
0.01012
0.04203
0.07361
0.03863

0.06003.

0.00000
0.00003
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000.

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

©0.00029
0.00003
0.06000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00010
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00039

0.00001

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00000

0.00006
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

- HAS122I\DOC\SecRevewlafaca, wpd
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0.22886
2.10134
0.00000
2.07291
0.89655

1.54228

6.060000
0.00000
0.27751
0.00000

2.91803
-0.20360

0.60546
0.82115
039322
0.06948
0.30356
0.98974
0.35713
0.08129
0.00000
0.11734
1.18174
0.26903
1.15877
0.08755
0.84910
0.00000
0.00447

0.00000 '

0.32994

7.22967

0.42704

0.00000 -

1.78677
0.20379
0.92212
0.00000

.2.37053

0.00000
0.13802
0.01236
0.56997
0.33378
3.68395

Pz v

0.03081
1.17788
0.06467
2.11725
0.53641
1.86447
0.12933
4.58215
0.71346
2.37172
1.57814
3.20219
0.23854
1.37942
0.14422
2.55531
8.96878
0.50787
0.13574
0.94114
2.62561
0.96071
1.71718
0.43682
0.21511

0.05942

001416
0.17047
0.13996

0.19829

0.22833

2.09241

0.07415
0.28025
0.21503
0.00000
1.60295
0.71824
0.79046
3.03838
042714
0.18596
0.91308
0.29002
0.90967

133

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

'0.00000

0.80000
0.00000
0.12275
0.00000
0.01077
0.00000

0.00000
'0.00000

0.03008
0.00000
0.05263
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
$.00000
0.60000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00600
0.00000
0.00000
0.01656
0.00000
0.00000

0.02641
0.15494
0.12892
0.00000
0.02170
0.00000
0.02677
0.00000
0.01908
0.00000
0.15334

0.13121

0.00101
0.13945

0.00739

0.36625
0.05897
0.00000
0.01584
0.00581
0.25727
0.17837
0.66879

0.05612

0.05293
0.01082
0.02023
0.10028
0.008%4
0.00000
0.00000
1.27084
0.00182
0.00000
0.04306
0.00000
0.01713
0.63234
0.01543

- 0.00000

0.03196
0.02162

0.01656

0.00282
0.13448

0.00000
0.00099

.0.00000

0.00000
0.000600
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

-0.00051

0:00102
0.01222
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00600
0.00000
0.00000

*+0.00000

0.00000
0.00067

10.00000

0.05547
0.00506

-0.00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

-0.00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00564
0.00000
0.00000
0.00564

0.00000

227
1,009
233
738
1,307
398
1,225
.
891
85
327
249
1,978

982
327
198
373
764
442
172
396
399
558
1,485
741
739
989
100
447
1,538
635
22
550
121
828
290
234
85
259
39
532

324
60
354

552
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Table 7.29 contmued
AFA 83 0.03237 0.00004 025815 012011 0.00163 0.06832 0.00000 615
AFA -84 - 001915 0.00000 -0:80612 107810 0.00042 0.00042 10.00000f  >2,000
AFA-85 . - 0.01950 0.00000 0.05135 '0.44086  0.00000 0.20880 0.00000 ‘439
AFA-86 ' " 0.03078 0.00000° ‘117787 162270  0.00000 0.10675' - '0.11420] “1.033
AFA - 87 0.04381 0.00000° 1.67037  6.00052 000000 0.00284" 0:00000 352
|AFA-88 . 1001375 0,60017* 0.11266 1.54780  0.00000 0.01437° " .0.00000 489
AFA -89 0.03487 0.00000* 028545 015111  0.00000 0.12557 0.00000 © 54
AFA -9 . 0.01851 0.00000' 0.01996  1.00447 000000 0.01397 * '0.00000 " 501
|AFA-90 . .0.02364 000000 4.75925 1.55468  0.00000 0.63316' ‘' 0.00000 154
AFA - 9] ©0.03120 0.00000  1.45560  1:20568  0.00000 0.15911 ' ‘0.00000 T 505
AFA-92 ' 0.02493 0:00000° 067740 1.12075  0.00000 0.00680"' ' 0.00000 588
AFA-93 ' 000000 0:00000- 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000' ©0.00000 Co g
|AFA-95 . - 003355 0.00000 3.82972 215125 0.00000 0.1160S 0:08495 760
AFA-96 ' -0.02409 000000 029432  0.27129  0.60000 0.00200  ~ 0.02197 501
AFA-97 *:0:02051 000000 0.53552 0.73298  0.00000 0.28618 - -~ 0:23185 1881
AFA-98 ' 001970 0.00000 003963 004294 0.00824 0009% 7000088  >2.000]|
AFA - 99 002799 0.00000  0.00000  0.05758  0.00000 0.00288" - -0.00000 47y
Non-AFA -3 0.01673 0.00000 0.16980  0.00000°  0.00000 0.05267 +0.00000 278
Non- AFA -8 0.03433 0.00000° 200975 236743  (.00000 ©0.00000 = - 0.00000 105
NonAFA -2 0.03117 0.00000. 1.91231  0.36856 000000 0.00000° 0.00000 105
Non-AFA -4 0.00915 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000  0.00000' 0.00000 * 0.00000 e
Non-AFA -5 -0.01251 0.00000 - 2.94668  0.58600° 0.00217° 0.03593 - 0i00247 462
Non:AFA -6 0.01600 0.00000  0.79276  0.66763  0.00000 0.13374 '0 00000 04|
AFA Avg. 0.02765 0.00002 ' 1.04475  1.07042° 0.00498' 0.06583 ' - 0.00668] 65,655
Non-AFA Avg. +0.01705 0.00000°° 139923  0.60452  0.00059 0.07382 -0.00059 1,699
|All Véssels Avg""o"oz739 0.00002° 1.05369 105867 0.00487 0.06604 -*0.'00653 67354 |
AFACP Avg. 001197 0.00044 * 084046 243699 0.01994 0.11713 ' © ' 000713| 23473
Non-AFA CP Avg 0.04144 0.00008 11 44726 9.32298 012270 0.10537 0.02346 16,753 |
AllCPs Avg. " 00242 000029 525799 530488  0.06274 0.11223.. 0014030 40226 ]
Source: Observed hauls in the Norpac Observer data base, 199597 .. - . . T ;
Notes: ) L o ; R i
1) :A bolded number means that vessel was above the fleet-average. |
2) *Hemng and halibut rates are PSC (mt) / Target (mt). Crab and salmon-are PSC (amma.ls) / JI‘arget (mt) X
e L ; Y Y :
§ 7 125 i . 4
; H [ [N ‘
p - _ N4 - s
! v v . - BRI T
i £ ot el '
,,"~ t £
e -
. ‘ ¢ I oo
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Table 7.30 reports the AFA catcher vessels observed PSC catch for 1997 and provides an estimate of bycatch
needs, had the pollock fishery been conducted entirely 1n a pelagic mode, based on 1999 TACs, as requested
by the Council. These estimates should only be considered as rough approximations of future needs. The
numbers of crab required are especially small. Excluding all harvests where no more than 20 crab were caught
reduces the estimated crab needs to a level where a single tow could produce enough bycatch to exceed the cap.
Imposing restrictions that severe could penalize the entire AFA for a single mistake made by a captain.
Therefore, these numbers should reflect the absolute minimum amount of bycatch needed, if the fishery were
conducted with few or no “bad” tows. »

Table 7.30: PSC catch and estimated bycatch needs in the BSAI pollock fisheries

_ 1997 Observed Catch Estimates of PSC Needs'
AFA Vessels : All 20 Crabs? Pelagic Gear® 20 Crabs® Pelagic Gear®
Pollock (mt) 307,440 305,826 289,843 529,243 529,243
Chinook Salmon 21,730 21,433 21,005 24315 24,694 |

{Other Salmon 25,110 - 25,109 23,183 29,938 29,600
JHerring (mt) 506 506 490 651 657

.|Halibut {mt) | 109 90 . 48 106 60
Red King Crab 141 27 - 15 56
C. opilio 79,998 145 1,552 123 1,810

NC. bairdi , 3,505 61 . 344 122 2,212
Source: NMFS Observer Data from the Years 1995-97 )

.{1) Estimates of PSC needs in future years were calculated based on the portion of the 1999 TACs that
yvould be harvested by catcher vessels in the pollock target fishery, multiplied by the average PSC bycatch
rates in the pollock target fishery from 1995-97.

2) Only observations that had less than 20 crabs in a haul were included
‘ 3) Only observations were pelagic gear was used are included (for definition of pelagic gear see- Chapter
16).

The estimates above are based on assigning each haul to a specific target fishery, and then selecting only hauls
where pollock was the target fishery. NMFS assigns target fisheries by week, zone (NMFS three digit location
code), gear type, and processor, not on a haul-by-haul basis. Generally small differences resulted from using
these target definitions to determine PSC bycatch needs in the pelaglc pol[ock fishery, because pollock is a
relatively clean fishery with high catch rates. Fisheries that have more diversity in the species mix, would likely
have larger differences when the two methods were used. Table 7.31 shows the differences in PSC catch in the
pollock fishery that result from both target methods. A sample of over 20,000 haut records where species

composition was sampled from 1995-97 was used to test the difference between both methods. '
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Table 7.31: Comparison'of Catcher Véssel PSC bycatch in the BSAT pollock ﬁshenes from 1995-97

et'calculation is used instead of a weekly aggregation -

when a per haul tar

‘ - 1120 Crabs ” ' Pelag:c Gear2 ' "

AFA Catcher ’ ‘ o

- Vessels - Target by Haul3 *Target by Week“ Target by Haul Target by Wesek -

Chinook Salmon ad T4, 046 ' "40,152 ' 39,893‘ 39, 994
Other Salmon 33,150 33203 32,992 33,134
Herring (mt) 1,105 1,280 1,102 1,276
Halibut (mt) - .50 L 144 L 66 st 6T[
RedKingCrab ™~ | 7~ 30 * 0] . . 1 . ; !
Coopilio . s .| . .:165 " . 220 o395 ; L4091
C. bairdi I S L B 97 . . 163} .. "«

Source: NMFS Observer Data from the Years 1995-97 LT
1) Ounly observauons that had Iess than 20 crabs in a haul were included. L i .
2) Only observatlons where pelaglc gear was used are mcluded (for definition of pelaglc gear see Chapter .

'
1

6). !
13) Target ﬁshenes were deternuned for each haul that was sampled for species composmon in the Observer|
database. \ ' L I
4) Target fisheries were determmed at the vessel Ievel for weekly aggregations in each zone ﬁshed o
Note: A matched pairs t-test revealed no si gmﬁcant difference between each targeting method atal \
significance level of 10%, and a similar test yielded the same requts when the two methods were compared Cem e

for PSC bycatch of AFA catcher processors L~

7.6. GOfA Sideboards ! ‘
Sideboard altemattves for the GOA are sllghtly drffe rent from those developed for the BS/AL The Councrl was -
clear that the sideboards are caps and not allocations; and stated that target catch of non-flatfish species
available to AFA catcher vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, based on.average,
catch history’ during the years 1995-97, Staff has assumed that this calculatlon is equivalent to dividing the -
AFA catcher vessel’s fotal harvest of those specles by the total harvest of all vessels .The resulting percentage-
is the portlon of the TAC that, AFA catcher vessels could harvest up to under a sxdeboard cap.. A suboption
also exists to release the 51deboard caps by quarter in prOportIOl'l to when the catch used to determme the
sndeboards was harvested o PR T L e e :

761  Deep and Shallow Water Flatfish Sideboard Caps. . "+ .+, i 5o

Harvests of GOA flatfish species have traditionally been limited by halibut bycatch. Setting appropriate
halibut sideboard caps would constrain the amount of deep and shallow water flatfish that could be harvested
by AFA catcher vessels to approximately their traditional levels. This assumes that the ratio of halibut bycatch
to flatfish target catch remains fairly consistent in future years. It also assumes that the non-AFA catcher
vessels are willing to allow some increases in AFA catcher vessel catch of flatfish species, if the ratio of halibut
to target catch decreases. Discussions with members of industry indicated this was not a serious problem, -
because there is a portion of the flatfish TAC left on the table most years.

The altemative proposed for calculating halibut bycatch sideboard caps multiplies the historic target catch in
those fisheries by the average halibut bycatch rate and the current mortality rates. This calculation will
determine the amount of halibut available to AFA catcher vessels, and so long as PSC caps are. managed at
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" the target fishery level, setting specific deep and shallow water flatfish caps may be unnecessary. If AFA

" vessel PSC caps are managed by NMFS in aggregate and not at the target fishery level, then limiting catch in
the deep and shallow water flatfish complexes this way may raise some concern. AFA catcher vessels might

. have the opportinity to shift halibut from other GOA target fishenies, Pacific cod or pollock for example, for
use in the flatfish targets, and thus expand their catch of flatfish, beyond what was anticipated. -

Table 7.32 shows the amount of groundfish catch and halibut bycatch taken by catcher vessels in the deep and
shallow water flatfish complexes for the years 1995-97. This information can be used along with the AFA
catcher vessel’s historic flatfish catch information from the GOA to determine halibut bycatch caps for AFA
vessels in future years. That estimate is reported in the final row of Table 7.32, and the formula used for that
calculation isnoted at the bottom of the table. Note that the results of that calculation is in metric tons and not
a percentage of the future allocation as was done for the BSAL. Converting the resulting shallow water flatfish
numbers to a percentage could be accomplished by d1v1d1ng our estimate by the shallow water PSC allocations.

A similar calculation could be made for the deep water complex. These PSC complex groupings are different
from the shallow and deep water flatfish target fisheries. The shallow water PSC complex includes pollock,

Pacific cod, Atka mackerel, other species, and shallow water flatfish: The deep water PSC complex includes

- rockfish, flathead sole, sablefish, arrowtooth flounder, and deep water flatfish.
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Table 7.32: Historic groundﬁsh and halibut PSC catch mformatlon from catcher vessels m the 1995 97
GOA deep and shallow water ﬂatf sh fishenes : . i

Row Histonic Catch Classes o , . LR Iiee;j watér ﬂat_s :?I ‘ Shallow_ watg:r-ﬂats. §

T T T R N i
“All Catcher Vessel’s Historic Harvests

1 . .| Total Groundfish Catch in:the TFarget Fishery (mt) : a0 8074 | - T 26,603 -
2 | Total Tirget Catch in the Target Fishery (me) | LN 11704 |,
3 a0 PercentofTargetSpecws Caught o _' B “38% - ‘ 44%r
4 - . Total Amount. of Reported Hallbut Bycatch (mt) : .A ' ‘. 553 . 1,888 |

5 |“Total Reporied Halibu Mortality (mt)” - | = " a| T 148
6~ | 1999 Halibut Discard Martality Rates T e | %

24

AFA Catcher Vessel’s Historic Harvests. - - - .. & .0 !

7 Target Catch in Target Fishery from 1995-97 (mt) 2,329 5,551
Estimated Annual Halibut Mortality Cap 92 212
| Percent of each 1999 PSC Complex? 10% 20%

Sources: 1995-97 NMFS Blend data for target catch information, and 1995-97 NMFS PSC data sets (e 2. GO9SHALX)
for halibut bycatch amounts.

1) Estimates were calculated using the following formula: ((Row 4/Row 2)*Row 6*Row 7)/3

2) Assumes 59 percent of the fourth quarter allocation was to the shallow. water PSC complex, which was the 1995-97
average for all catcher vessels. No allocation of halibut is made by complex in the fourth quarter.

A sub-optlon to allocate the caps by quarter has also been included in the list of 2lternatives. Halibut PSC for
the two flatfish complexes would be apportioned according to when the target catch was harvested. Table 7.33
lists the proportion of deep and shallow water flatfish that was caught by quarter. Multiplying the estimated
annual halibut mortality cap for the AFA catcher vessels (92 mt in the deep water flatfish fishery and 212 mt
in the shallow water flatfish fishery), by these percentages of quarterly target catch will yield the amount of

_halibut available by quarter.

Table: 7.33 Percentage of deep and shallow water flatfish catch and estimated halibut PSC caps, by
quarter

Species | 1stQtr 2ndQtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr]  Total
Percent of Catch (in Non-pollock Target Fisheries only) by Quarter
Deep Water Flatfish - 11%  67% 18% 4% 100%
Shallow Water Flatfish 28% 26% 23% 23% 100%
‘Estimated Hahbut PSC Caps by Quarter (mt)
Deep Water Flatfish 10 62 17 4 92
Shallow Water Flatfish 59 55 49 49 212

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97.
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7.62  Groundfish Sideboard Caps "

The Council has proposed that the target catch of each GOA groundfish species available to AFA catcher
vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, based on their historic catch during the years
1995-97. The following tables have been prepared to provide information on these'caps. Table 7.34 shows
the catch history of AFA catcher vessels. Pollock is also included as a sideboard species for the GOA, because
the AFA allocation of pollock only applies to the BSAI Sideboard caps for these species could be limited
through halibut PSC caps or the groundfish sideboards. Table 7.35 reports the catch history of all vessels in
the GOA fisheries. Finally, Table 7.35 is the resulting percentage when the information in the first table is
divided by the information in the second.

Table 7.34: Catch of groundfish species by all vessels in the GOA, 1995-97

Total Harvest of All ’
TAC Species Groupings GOA Vessels
Atka Mackerel - CG (1995 - 1996) 379
Atka Mackerel - GOA (1997) . 329
|Atka Mackerel - WG (1995 - 1996) 1,906
Armrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 48,384
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 2,965
|Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Guif 5,850
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 6,503
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 1,450
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf ‘ 123
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf . 5,661
Flathead Scle - Eastern Gulf 191
| flathead Sale - Western Gulf 1,845
Northern Rockfish - CG 11,481
Northern Rockfish - EG 33
Northern Rockfish - WG _ 343
Other Species - GOA 13,300
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - CG ) 126,966
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - CG . 9,730
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - EG ) 2,803
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG 16
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - WG 59,436
JPacific Cod (Offshore) - WG 6,724
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - CG 1,765
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - CG 4,244
|Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - EG 1,375
|Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - WG 384
[Pollock - Chirikof District ' 58,289
Pollock - EG ' 9,896
{Pollock - Kodiak ' 64,191
Pollock - Shumagin District 80,839
1Pacific Ocean Perch - CG 14,451
|Pacific Ocean Perch - EG ' 4,947
Pacific Ocean Perch - WG 4241
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Table 7.34 continued ‘ Y R T - T ,
Rex Sole’- Central Gulf .- I Sn2er . .
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf . L — 542 RN
Rex Sole - Western Guif - ! Pt 1,452
Slope Rockfish -CG .~ - ' L 2,440 g .
Slope Rockfish -EG ~~ * " ‘ 2993 Tt
Slope Rockfish - WG | l 117 T
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - CG 4,788
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast . T 190 - o L
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - WG ' 125 o
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - W Yakutat . - 685 . - . ' -
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 21,286) e ;
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf : gs| 4 o ’
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf | 1,214 ’ ol
Shortraker / Rougheye - CG ' ' 3,089 e , ‘A | !
Shortraker / Rougheye - EG Lotol - o e
Shortraker / Rougheye - WG . 414 R
Thomyhead - GOA | 3,428) :
Source: NMFS AKR 1995-97 Blgnd data. \ :
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Table 7.35: Catch of groundfish species by AFA catcher veéssels in the GOA, 1995:97

Species by TAC Groupmg 1CV Inshore CVtoIN/MS CVtoMS CVitoCP | Total Catch ..
(80 Vessels) (9 Vessels) (7 Vessels) (6 Vessels)| (102 Vessels)
|Atka Mackerel - CG (1995 - 1996) 7 2 - 1 10|,
Atka Mackerel - GOA  (1997) - - - -
+ * 1Atka Mackerel - WG (1995 - 1996) 227 - 15 6 248
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 7,028 55 166 435 7,684
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 103 . 23 3 129
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 107 1 3 - 111
|Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 3,023 - 143 26 3,192
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf © B8 - 6 14 108
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf - - - - A -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 1,139 1 17 125 1,282
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 36 ' - 1 6 43
Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 90 - 12 1 103
Northern Rockfish - CG 1,432 - 28 4 1,464
- INerthern Rockfish - EG 5 - - - 5
Northern Rockfish - WG 2 - - - 2
Other Species - GOA 1,656 2 11 93 1,762
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - CG 27.148 ’ - 2.586 168 29,902
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - CG. - ' 37 314 386 737
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - EG 275 - - 5 280
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG - - - ‘- -
|Pacific Cod (Inshore) - WG 9,714 - 2,105 340 12,19
[Pacific Cod (Offshore) - WG - 13 109 527 649
|Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - CG 438 - 1 6 445
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - CG 1 - - - |
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - EG ' - : - 1 S 19 20
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - WG 2 - - - 2
Pollock = Chirikof District 29,875 10 41 151 30,077
Pollock - EG “ 4,088 - 1,037 166 5,291
Pollock - Kodiak ) 30,689 9 2,951 659 34,308
Pollock - Shumagin District 57,162 316 2,720 91 60,289
Pacific Ocean Perch - CG 3,560 ' 7 199 107 3,873
Pacific Ocean Perch - EG 7 . - 1 146 154
Pacific Ocean Perch - WG 66 - - - 66
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 710 20 18 47 795
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 112 - 8 9 129
Rex Sole - Western Gulf 14 - - - 14
Slope Rockfish - CG 17 - 3 - 20
Slope Rockfish - EG - - - - -
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Table 7.35 continued . -
Slope Rockfish - WG - T " - - o
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) CG . 627 - 31 15 673
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Southeast - - -1 T
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - WG ~ 4 : - - PR
|Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - W Yakutat 10 - 11 3]
{Shallow Water Flaffish - Central Gulf ‘ 7,079 101 240 a _‘17,421
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 12 8 0 . 50
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 338 ' 18, 3207 0 388
Shortra.ker/Rougheye cG 182 3 3 188
Shortraker / Rougheye - EG 7 L2 Ity . 20
Shortraker / Rougheye - WG 1 ) b - R
{Thornyhead - GOA ) 183 6 14 303
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 I' o
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Table 7.36: Percent-of future years TAC included in the sideboard caps

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewafaea wpd

Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CVtoIN/MS CVtoMS CVio CP| Total Catch
, |80 Vessels 9 Vessels 7 Vessels 6 Vessels | 107 Vessels
Atka Mackerel - CG (1995 - 1996) 1.85% 0.53% - 0.26% 2.64%
Atka Mackere! - GOA (1997) - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - WG (1995 - 1996) 11.91% - 0.79% 031% 13.01%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 14.53% 0.11% 0.34% 0.90% 15.88%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Guif 3.47% - 0.78% 0.10% 4.35%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 1.82% 0.02% 0.05% - 1.89%
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 46.49% - 220%  0.40% 49.09%
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 6.07% - 041%  0.97% 745%
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf - - Co- - -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 20.12% - 030%  221%]|. 22.65%
{Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf ~ 18.85% - 052%  3.14% 2251%
Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 4.88% - 0.65% 0.05% 5.58%
[Northern Rockfish - CG 12.47% - 024%  0.03% 12.74%
|Northern Rockfish - EG 6.03% - - - 6.02%
Northern Rockfish - WG 0.57% - - - 0.57%
(Other Species - GOA 12.45% 0.02%  0.08%  0.70% 13.25%
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - CG 21.38% - 2.04% 0.13% 23.55%
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - CG . - 0.38% 323%  397% 7.58%
{Pacific Cod (Inshore) - EG 9.81% - - 0.18% 9.99%
|Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG - - - - .
{Pacific Cod (Inshore) - WG 16.34% - 354% 0.57% 20.45%
" |Pacific Cod (Offshore) - WG - 0.19% 1.62% - 7.84% 9.65%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - CG 24.82% - 0.06%  0.34% 2522%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - CG 0.02% - - - 0.02%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - EG - - 0.07% 1.38% 1.45%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - WG 0.52% - - - 0.52%
.{Pollock - Chinkof District 51.25% 0.02% 0.07%  0.26% 51.60%
Pollack - EG 4131% - 1048%  1.68% 53.47%
{Pollock - Kodiak 47.81% 0.01% 4.60% 1.03% 53.45%
Pollock - Shumagin District 70.71% 039%  3.36%  0.11% 74.57%)|
Pacific Ocean Perch - CG 24.63% 0.05% 1.38%  0.74% 26.80%
Pacific Ocean Perch - EG 0.14% - 0.02%  2.95% 311%
Pacific Ocean Perch - WG 1.56% - - _ 1.56%
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 6.30% 0.18%  0.16%  0.42% 7.06%
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 20.66% - 1.48% 1.66% 23.80%| -
Rex Sole - Western Guif '0.96% - - - 0.96%
Slope Rockfish - CG 0.70% - 0.12% - 0.82%
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Table 7.36 continued

Slope Rockfish - EG .. . e ‘

Slope Rockfish - WG R : 4o
Sablefish'(Trawl- Gear) - CG 13.10% - 0.65% 031%|  14.06%|-
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - SE ) - - 0.53%| . 0.53%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) wG 3.20% - -l . 3.20%
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - W. Yakutat  146% S L6I% - 3.07%|
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 33.26% 047%  LI13%|  .34.86%
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 14.12% 941% 3529%| - 38.82%
Shallow Water Flatﬁsh - Western Gulf 27.84% o 1.48% 264% - 31.96%
Shortraker/ Rougheye - CG . '5.89% - 0.10% ‘ 010% - 6.09%)
Shortraker/Rougheye EG 0.37% 0.10% ... 0.58%| - -1.05%
Shortraker/Rougheye‘ WG 0.24% - e C0:24%| o
Thomyhead - GOA. 534% i 0.18% 041% © 5.93%;
Source: N D )
1) Numerator ADF&G Fmshnckets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995 97 - ) o
2) Denominator: NMFS AKR Blend data, 1595-97. )
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AT

A sub-option under consideration by the Council would apportion the sidéboard caps by the quarter of year
in which the catch history used to calculate the caps was earned. The next five tables provide that breakout.
Table 7.37 shows the apportionment if all AFA catcher vessels were treated as a single class. The remaining
four tables break down the percentages by the AFA catcher vessel sectors used throughout this chapter.

Dividing the caps by quarter will restrict the harvest to the traditional times of year that they have occurred in
the past. Not allowing catcher vessels to take all of their annual cap in a single quarter will likely provide
additional protection for the non-AFA catcher vessels. However, it will also result in more numerous and

smaller caps, making management and enforcement more burdensome for NMFS.

 Table 7.37: Quarterly catch distribution of all AFA catcher vessels

20d Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr

Species by TAC Grouping , Ist Qtr Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 80% 0%  20% 0%| 100%
|Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) . - - el -
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996} 6% 57%  37T% 0%| 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf ' 11% 27%  42%  20%| 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Guif 9% . 17%  55%  19%| 100%
_|Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 65% 3% 2% 5%| 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 11% 71% 16% 2% 100%
|Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 6%  64%  31%) 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf - - o - -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 16% 36%° . 32%  16%| 100%
|Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 0% 2%  34%  63%| 100%
Flathead Sole - Western Guif 81% 0% 17% 2% 100%
{Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 3% 2% 93% 3%| 100%
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% = 0%| 100%
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%

~ 1Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 20% 36%  26% 19%| 100%
|Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 82% 3% 2% 13%| 100%
{Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Guif 99% 1% 0% 0%| 100%
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 78% 0% 21% 0% 100%
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf - - - - T
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 99% 1% 0% 0%| 100%
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 97% 0% 3% 0%| 100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 5% 0%  93% 1%|  100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish {Nearshore) - Central Gulf 0% 0% 100% 0%| 100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 5%  95% 0%| 100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%
Pollock - Chirikof District 33% 19%  47% 1% 100%
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 100% . 0% 0% 0% 100%
{Pollock - Kodiak ‘ 19% 23% 30% 27%| 100%

- {Pollock ~ Shumagin District 24% 16% 47% 12%| 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 0% 2% 98% 0%| 100%
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Table 7.37 continued - S b

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern'Gulf © 2% 1% ' 91% 0%| “100%
{Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf ) 0% }0% 9% . 5% 100%
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 9% 29% 49% 12%]  100%
Rex Sole - Eastemn Gulf _ 1% 6% 40% - 53%| ¢ 100%
Rex Sole - Western Gulf . 87% 0% 7% " 7% 100%
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf - £30% +'20% - 35% - 15%|  100%
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf el RNCE - .
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf ‘ - T -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf S 3% 27% C 68% - 1%| - 100%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast * - < 0% o 0% 100% - -0%| - 100%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf L 75%. 0% 25% . 0%l 100%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 0% 0% 81% 19%  100%]:
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf | 8% 25%  23%  24%]  100%)
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf " ; 10% 19%  67%  4%| “100%
Shallow Water Flatfish - Westem Gulf ' 45% 51%° 3% 1% 100%
Shortraker/‘ Rougheye - Central Guif 5% - 40% 5_5%;‘_ 0% 100%
Shortraker/Rougheye "Eastern Gulf 2% 5% 3% 5% - 100%)|
Shortfaker / Rougheye - Western Gulf , 0% ., 0% 100% 0% 100%
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska | 8% 49%  41% . 1%| 100%
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 T v
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Table 7.38: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels Inshore in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97)

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd 147

Species by TAC Grouping Ist Qtr  2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr  4th Qtr Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 71% 0% 29% 0% 100%,
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 4% 56%  40% 0% 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 12% 24%  44% 20% 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 10% 0% 66% 24% 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 66% 3% 27% 4% .100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 12% 70% 16% 3% 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 62% 38% 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 18% 34%  32% 16% 100%
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 26% 74% 100%
Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 80% 0% 19% 1% 100%
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 3% 2% 93% 3% 100%
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf [00% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska ' 21% 34% - 26% @ 20% 100%
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 31% 3% 3% 14% 100%
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf - - - - -

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastem Gulf 80% 0%  20% 0%|  100%|"
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 99% 1% 0% 0% 100%
[Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf - . - § -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 3% 0%  93% 1% 100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Guif 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Pollock - Chirikof District 33% 19%  48% 1% 100%
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Pollock - Kodiak 21% 20% 31% 28% 100%
Pollock - Shumagin District 23% 16%  49% . 12% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 0% 1% - 98%  0%|  100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 43% 0% 37% 0% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Guif 0% 0%  95% 5% 100%
Rex Sole - Central Guif 11% 24%  32% 14% 100%
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 1% 0% 38% 62% 100%
Rex Sole - Western Gulf 87% 0% 7% 7% 100%
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 33% 22% 39% 6% 100%
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - - - 4 -
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
4% 27% 68% 1% 100%
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Table 7.38 continued . BRI o T A R
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast .« . - R T el 4
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf : 3% 0%  25% ° 0%  100%j.
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat ; 0% 0% 60% - 40%| + 100%
Shallow Water Flatfish -"Central Gulf T 29%" 24% 0 23% - 24%|  100%
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 31% 15%  '38% " 15% 100%) |
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Guif - - ' 37% 59% 3% AT 1% 100%
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 6% 39%  -56% - 0% * -100%
Shortraker / Rougheye - Edstern Gulf 67% 0% 17% - 17% 100%)|
Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf o 0% 0% 100% - 0%|  100%
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska - ; 9% 52%  37% 2% 100%

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1993-97

" oy -
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Table 7.39: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels Inshore / Motherships in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97)

Species by TAC Grouping

{lst Qur 2nd OQtr

3rd Qtr

dth Qtr

Total

Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996)
|Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997)

Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf - (1995 through 1996)
VArrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf

Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf

. |Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Guif

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Guif -

"1Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf

{Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf

- |Flathead Sole - Central Gulf

Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf -

- .|Flathead Sole - Western Gulf -

|Northemn Rockfish - Central Gulf
“INorthern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf
.|Other Species - Guif of Alaska

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf
"|Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf
- |Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Guif
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf
|Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf
|Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western-Gulf
Pollock - Chirikof District

Pollock - Eastern Gulf

Pollock - Kodiak

‘{Pollock -'Shumagin District

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf
{Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf
Rex Sole - Central Guif

Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf

‘{Rex Sole - Western Gulf

.ISlope Rockfish - Central Gulf

Slope Rockfish - Easterni Gulf

Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Central Gulf
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Table'7.39 continued.

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast .."-
Sabléfish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Guif

.
Tk
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L3 1 il
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K [F .Ln.‘* .7,
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0% '~
Lo

t

0%

Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf ' - e L :
R PR PO +
' ST P IR It ALY
Shallow Water Flatfish -Western Gulf . - b - - 1,
I ' conh
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf ! . . PR S - -4
{ ; A | Y, e, \‘-.» — :.
Shortraker / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf . - o . e edn
A . . . [T LT e - . ‘l'
Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Guif ‘ - 2 - - |
! ' o A . AN
Thornyhead - Gulf of Alaska : - : K R
. v 1 PN s LY ;‘ N l‘ -\j
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Qbserver data, 1995-97 - DT
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Table 7.40: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels to Motherships in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97)

Species by TAC Grouping IstQr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4thQtr  Total
“{Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) . - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) - - - - B

Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 0% 100% 0% 0%| 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf . 1% . 75% 5% . 18%| 100%|

_ {Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Guif 4%  96% 0% . 0%| 100%

* |Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf - ' 33% . 0% 0%  67% 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Guif o 0%  94% 6% 0%]| 100%
{Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0%]| 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf _ - - - - -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 0% 25% 75% 0%| 100%

- {Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf ’ 0% . 100% 0% 0%| 100%
Flathead Sole - Westemn Gulf - 92% 0% 0% 8%\ 100%

Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf ‘ 0% 0% 100% 0%]| 100%
Northern Rockfish ~ Eastern Gulf . - - - - -
Northern Rockfish - Westem Gulf : - - - . -

" |Other Species - Gulf of Alaska ' 20% 0% - 0% 10%| 100%
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf © 9%8% 1% 0% 1%] 100%
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf . 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastem Gulf - - - - -
. |Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf , - - - - -
* |Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Guif 94% 0% 6% 1%| 100%
[Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf .- - - - -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf - - - - -

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0%} 100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf .- - - - -
Pollock - Chirikof District - 39%  61% 0% 0%| 100%
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 1 100% 0% . 0% 0%| 100%
Pollock - Kodiak - . 3%  48%  27%  22%| 100%
Pollock - Shumagin District ‘ 2% 15% 6%  27%| 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf . 0% 14%  86% 0%)| 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Guif 0% 100% 0% 0%| 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf ﬂ - - - - .
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 0% 50%  50% 0% 100%
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf _ 0% 100% 0% 0%| 100%
Rex Sole - Western Gulf ‘ - - - - -
|Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf ’ 1 0% 0% 0%  100%| 100%

“ISlope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
‘ Sableﬁsh‘(Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 0% 8% C72% 0 0%] 100%
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Table 7.40 continued - v T T ;
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast . %} 't - - e 4. -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf L PRI SR B ) -
Sableﬁsh (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 3 R sheaioe -
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf | SI8% " 145% T 34% T - A%l 100%):
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern'Gulf * \ 0% ~ 1005 0% ¢ -0%| 100%|!
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf ~~ - 89% - 0% -10% 7 11%| "100%]:
Sho_nraké:r / Rougheye - Central Guif " 0% +'100% - - 0% 0%|" 100%).
Shortrakér / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf . ** 50%  50%- 0%< - 0%]| 100%]|:
Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf - 5 T A b
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska 0% 71% ' 29% - 0%| 100%|.
Source ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995 97 LR N '
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Table 7.41: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels to Catcher Processors in the Gulf of Alaska (1995.97)

Species by TAC Grouping Ist Qtr 2nd Qir 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr | Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Guif of Alaska (1997) - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 0% 4% 22% 24%| 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 0% 0%  100% 0%| 100%|
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf - - - - ~
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 0% . 72% 20% 8% 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 0% ~ 0%  100% 05 100%
|Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 0%  52%  29% 19%| 100%| -
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% 0%| 100%
Flathead Sole - Weéstern Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
INorthemn Rockfish - Central Gulf 0% 0%  100% 0%| 100%
Northem Rockfish - Eastemn Gulf - - - - -
[Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 10% 7% 13% 5%  100%
~ Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 0%  36% 11% 53%| 100%
- [Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%
" IPacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 0% 0%  100% 0%} 100%
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%
- [Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0%| 100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 0% 17% 83% 0%} 100%
. {Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Guif - - - -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% . 0%|  100%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Guif - - - - -
Pollock - Clurikof District 52% 48% 0% 0% 100%
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 98% 0% 2% 0%| 100%
Pollock -~ Kodiak 0%  66% 22% 12%{ 100%
Pollock - Shumagin District 52% 48% 0% 0%l 100%
|Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 0% 0% 100% 0% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 0% 0%  100% 0%| 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf - " - - - -
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 0%  65% 25% 6% 100%
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf - 0% 0% 100% 0%} 1005
|Rex Sole - Western Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 0% 19% 75% 6%| 100%
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Table 7.41-continued .
'Sab]eﬁsh (Trawl Gear) Southeast '
Sableﬁsh (Trawl Gear) - Westérn Gulf
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf -
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern- Gulf -
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf .
Shortrakér / Rougheye - Central Guif
Shortraker / Rougheye - Eastern.Gulf
Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf -
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska

L
0%

0%

" 3%

3%
100%
0%
0%

0%

0%
* S

C100%: -

0%

-

“67% -
0%

38% "
- 0%

0%

7%

- 93%

1y

100%. " .-

3

43%
97%: "
0% " -

33%
"100%

e

0%

L

.

0%

0%
17%
0%
0%
0%

. 100%

100%
- 100%

100%
100%
100%
100%

“

Source ADF&G Flshtxckets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97
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To whom the sideboard caps apply is also addressed for the Gulf of Alaska. The sxdeboard caps could apply

- 100%

+ i'

to elther all AF A catcher vessels eligible under Section 208, or just the vessels that participate in a cooperative.
The Council selected the Optton that the caps apply to all eligible catcher vessels. These are the same options’
that were discussed in the BSAI sideboard cap section, so those comments will not be repeated Heré. However
it is important to remember that vessels wxll only be allowed to contribute their catch hlstory toa sndeboard cap :

if they are subJect to the ¢ cap.

PSR
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8.0 PROCESSING LIMITS ON SPECIES OTHER THAN BSAI POLLOCK

" Chapter 8 examines the impacts of limiting processing of GOA groundfish, BSAI crab, and BSAI non-pollock
groundfish by processors eligible to participate in pollock cooperatives. The analysis examines the language
in the AFA, analyzes the structure of the industry, and develops 10 specific options to implement processing
limits, sometimes referred to as “processing sideboards™. It then estimates limits based on the structure of the
industry and options specified. Conclusions are drawn regarding the efficacy of the options in fulfilling the
mandates of the AFA.

The AFA .requires the Council to submit measures by July 1999 to “protect processors not eligible to
participate in the directed pollock fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives
in the directed pollock fishery.” These processors are collectively referred to as "non-AFA processors.” In the
: November 1998, December 1998, and February 1999 Council meetings, representatives of non-AFA
processors expressed concern about spillover eﬂ'ects ofthe AFA, and offered several suggestions for mitigating
those potential impacts. :

Specific language about processing restrictions for the 20 AFA-cligible catcher processors is found in
§211(b)(3) and §211(b)4):

(3) BERING SEA PROCESSING —The catcher/processors eligible under paragraphs (1) through
(20) of section 208(e) are hereby prohibited from—
(A) processing any of the directed fishing allowances under paragraphs (l) or (3) of section
206(b); and
(B) processing any species of crab harvested in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Management Area.
(4y GULF OF ALASKA —The catcher/processors eligible under paragraphs (1) through (20} of
section 208(e) are hereby prohubited from—
(A) harvesting any fish in the Gulf of Alaska;
(B) processing any groundfish harvested from the portion of the exclusive economic zone off
Alaska known as Area 630 under the fishery management plan for Guif of Alaska groundfish;
or
(C) processing any pollock in the Gulf of Alaska {other than as bycatch in non-pollock
groundfish fisheries) or processing, in the aggregate, a total of more than 10 percent of the cod
harvested from Areas 610, 620, and 640 of the Gulf of Alaska under the fishery management
plan for Gulf of Alaska groundfish.

Section 211(c) includes specific lé.ng’uage discussing processing limits for BSAI crab for AFA-eligible
motherships and inshore processors:

(2) BERING SEA CRAB AND GROUNDFISH. -
(A) Effective January 1, 2000, the owners of the mothershjps eligible under section 208(d) and
the shoreside processors eligible under section 208(f) that receive pollock from the directed
pollock fishery under a fishery cooperative are hereby prohibited from processing, in the
aggregate for each calendar year, more than the percentage of the total catch of each species
of crab in directed fisheries under the jurisdiction of the North Pacific Council than facilities
operated by such owners processed of each such species in the aggregate, on average, in 1995, -
1996, 1997, For the purposes of this subparagraph, the term “facilities” means any
processing plant, catcher/processor, mothership, floating processor, or any other operation
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that processes fish. Any ehtity in which 10 percent or more of the interest is owned of

controlled by another mdividual or entity shall be considered to be the same entity as the other

' mdrvrdual or entrty for the purposes of thrs subparagraph ' ,
‘ o

‘a
-

Other sections of ~the AFA provrde addltronal drrectrves to the Councr],'paraphras‘ed below; o

| SR 'The’Councrl cannot alter the list of elrgrble processors, unléss the TAC increases or an ehgrble plant
is lost.
2. Byl] uly 1999 the Council must recommend measures to “protect processors not eligible to participate .

in the (BSAI) dirécted pollock ﬁshery from adverse effects of the AFA or ﬁshery coogeratrves ?
“"The Council must have i in place by J anuary 2000 measures t0 prevent AFA mothershlps and shoresrde .
" processors from processing, in aggregate, a greater percentage of the total catch of BSAI crab tha.n '
they processed in 1995-1997 (on average). - e

L

4." " The Council must submit measures to establish excessive share caps for harvestmg and processmg of .
all groundfish and crab in the BSAI though under no time certain. )

5. The Council can develop any other measures it deems necessary (at any time) to protect ot.her fisheries
and participants under its Junsdrctlon from adverse impacts caused by the AF A or co-ops n the 1
directed pollock fishery. '

Non-AFA processors have testlﬁed to the Council that their basic concern is that AFA processors mll have
a competitive advantage that may allow them to use economic and operatlonal leverage to increase their
positions in procéssing other species. In effect resources normally spent énsuring AF A processors their share
of the B§A1 pollock ﬁshery, may now be freed up to gain processmg shares of other frsherres.

In response the Council has chosen to include the concept of AFA processmg limits for all groundﬁsh in the
GOA, all groundﬁsh other than pollock in the BSAI, and all crab in the BSAI The fimits would apply to all
AFA processors and would be based on the processing shares of AFA processors durmg the yeats 1995, 1996,
and 1997 or aItematrvely jUSt 1996 and 1997 e S )

There are three levels at'whrch processmg limits could be aﬁpﬁéd for each species:

"1. '~ ‘Single 0verall limit for all AFA- elrgrbie processors :
. 2, “4 Sector limits:"Onshore; Mothershrp and Catcher processors o
* Individual limits ' e

L A

Within each level there are at least three layers of faclhtres that could be mcluded and thus restncted by the ‘
{imits: i i ‘ - P

PO YO P . - s

Wy

l. All plants and vessels that are AFA-elrgrble
2. All facilities owned by compames that own AFA- ehgrble plants and vessels ,
3000 All facilities assocrated wrth entrtles tha.t combrne facrhtres through a lO percent ownership

h_nkl.‘)‘ NP I L .
. - : . N HEATEURES

........

, e 1T
'For purposes of this analysis, this language of §2 1 l(c)(Z)(B) deﬁmng entmes 1s called ‘“the 10% Ownershrp Rule”.
The 10% Osvnership Rule will be apphed as follows:* ;

Ifa company hasa 10 percent or more ownershlp stake in an AFA-elrg1b1e processmg facrlrty then all other
processing facilities in which that company has a 10’ percent ownership will also be considered part of the
AF A-entity. For purposes of the analysrs the lease of a facility will be considered ownershrp of that facrhty
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The nine permutations of the above levels and layers are analyzed as options along with one additional option,

- which would apply individual company processing limits, but would include'only AFA-eligible facilities within
those companies. :

The analysis first considers the perspectives of both non-AF A processors and AFA processors and of economic
. theory. Next, the analysis provides an overview of the structure and ownership of the groundfish processing
industry. The analysis then focuses on specific options for processing limits. Decision points are identified
that the Council will need to address in developing its preferred alternative. Embedded in the list of decision
points is the question of how the processing limits should be applied, with specific definitions for the 10 options
referred to in the previous paragraph. Following the st of decision points, the analysis examines each of the
10 options with implementation steps, tables showing the specific processing limits, and an assessment of
impacts for each. The final section of the chapter summarizes the processing limit options and presents
" conclusions regarding their feasibility.

8.1 Perspectives on the Need and Objecti\}es for 'Processing Limits
'8.1.1 Perspectives of Non-AFA Processors

Processors that have not participated in the BSAI pollock fisheries in the past will not be allowed to participate
in cooperatives for BSAI pollock. They believe that participants in cooperatives will be able to leverage the
relative certainty of cash flows in the BSAI pollock fisheries to obtain a competitive advantage in non-pollock
fisheries, and thus increase their processing share of non-pollock fisheries. Here is a summary of views
expressed by non-AFA processors: -

. Inshore processors will move from 36 percent of the total pollock TAC under inshore-offshore
allocations approved by the NPFMC in 1998 to 45 percent of the total under AFA. This increase |
alone has the potential to increase revenue and profits for AF A inshore processors : relative tonon-AFA -

‘ processors.

. AFA processors operating in cooperatlves will be relatwely certain of taking dchvenes of a fixed

amount of pollock, regardless of unforeseen events such as processmg pla.nt breakdowns or adverse
} weather conditions. : :

. Because of their relatlvely certain flows of pollock, AFA processors operatmg w1th cooperatwes will
be able to pace their pollock processing 1o take advantage of market conditions and processing
technologies that will allow them to enhance recovery rates and revenues. )

. With higher revenues and profits from pollock, AFA processors will have more of their own profits
that could be invested in machinery and facilities that can take advantage of non-pollock fisheries.

. Higher profits and more certain cash flows from pollock will enable AFA Processors to offer higher
prices to catcher vessels for delivery of non-pollock species.

. The relative certainty of cash flow and potentially higher profits of AFA processors make it more

likely that AFA processors will be able to raise new capital, either through new equity investment by
_ external sources or through institutional lenders.

. To limit the ability of AFA processors to expand their share of other crab and non-pollock groundfish
in the BSAI and all groundfish in the GOA, AFA processors should be restricted to processing
amounts of these species that do not exceed amounts they have processed in the past.

. It is not enough to sim;ily limit non-pollock processing by facilities that will be allowed to participate
in cooperatives. Compames that own these facilities could casﬂy evade the restrictions by expanding
processing at their other facilities.
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- Itis also not enough to sét processing limits on all facilities owned by AFA’ compames because AFA
- companies could evade the restrictions by hidihg their ownership of othér non-pollock processing
facilities under different company names. The restrictions on non-pollock processing must be applied -
to all companies in which AFA processors have a significant level of ownership or control.
. - The appropriate level of ownership by which to measure AFA affiliation is”'10- percent Ownershlp
levels less than 10 percent do not indicate’ srgmﬁcant ownershlp or control C -

o ' R

8.1:2 Perspectlves of 'AFA Processors - R

. [ : .. -k, .
[ PR W' P u . [
P

AFA processors express the view that:’ ST e el 'f“'f!‘ Ve

. Declmes in the overall polIock TAC have eroded the proﬁtabrhty of exrstlng investments in’ pollock
processing equipment and pollock processing facilities. o

. Restrictions placed on the pollock fisheries to protect the habitat of Steller sea lrons further reduce the
ability of pollock processors to proﬁtably utilize their existing equipment and facilities.

. Several owners of AFA-eligible facilities, in an effort to diversify their interests, have made significant

investments in non-pollock processing lines, plants, and vessels in recent years. Some came on line
in 1998 before the AFA. Under the proposed limits much of the potentlal earmng power of these
.investments would be eroded. - - -- o
« . .Other.owners of AFA-eligible facilities, pamcularly those that may have an interest in selhng their
" . facilities, have expressed the concern that the processing limits, as pfoposed, severely restrict the
- market value of their pollock précessing plants. This concern stems from the language in the act that -
would include all facilities that are related to AFA processors by minor amounts of comimon owriership
under the processing restriction. Owners interested in selling therr facilities, pethaps to CDQ groups,
* -are concerned that a literal interpfetation of the AFA would mean that if a CDQ organization, for
- example, purchased an*AFA processing facility, all other processmg facrlmes in which the CDQ
¢ ... organization has-an iritérest would be limited by the processing restriction. Restrictions’ would be
imposed even though there may be no dlrect hnk between the orgamzatron s pollock interests and its
. » non-pollock interests. - - SRt EREE
+ . Without the ability-to operate with pollock cooperatives, the valug’ of exrstmg pollock mvestrnents '
would continue to decline and pollock processors would be susceptlble to takeover by the very firms
that are calling for AFA processmg limits. . :
= . -Evenwith the ability to operate with pollock cooperatives, a least one large AFAT processmg entlty
is available for sale, indicating that future profitability of AF A proeessors may be lower than other
.. opportunities outside the fish processing industry.:
. Given these considerations; pollock processors believe the AFA’is necessary to ensure the continued
" viability of the pollock processing mdustry, and does not ment the meosmon of pumtlve restnctlons

8.13 Perspectlves of Non-AF A Processors Who May Be Harmed By Processmg Lumts

The la.nguage in §21 1(c)(2)(A) regarding the 10 percent ownershlp lmkage is of considerable concern to
processors that are not directly involved in the pollock fishery, but which may ‘be linked to AFA pracessors by
this rule. .The. language is also a concern of CDQ orgamzatlons that are actively looking for investments in
pollock processing facilities! Many-CD(Q organizations have already made investments in other non-pollock
processing facilities.- If the language in the 10% Ownership Rulé is used in the context of processmg limits,
then:many non-pollock processors will: be restricted -even though they have no drrect pollock processmg
interests.
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8.1.4  Perspectives of Economic Theory

Economic theory indicates that the formation of cooperatives will lead to more efficient utilization of the

" resources used in the pollock production process. Most investments in pollock processing capacity were made
_assuming a race for fish would exist throughout the expected life cycle of the investment. Cooperatives help

¢liminate the race for fish and allow pollock processors to utilize resources more efficiently and generate higher
profits.

" Though the existence of higher-than-expected profits generallgz induces additional investment in the form of new

entrants, the AFA prohibits new entry into the poliock processing industry. Therefore additional investments
in processing will be linked to existing processors and most likely be made to take advantage of the extra time
allowed for processing that is achieved by the cooperative system. Or, excess profits might be made by these

. firms, without expandmg potlock capacity. In an industry widely characterized as have substantial “excess
processing capacity,” it seems probable that, at least in the short- and intermediate-run, the latter pattem will

emerge among pollock processors rather that the former.

- Inany case, at some point, additional investments in poHock processing may generate lower returns than would

be generated by additional investments to process other species. In addition, pollock processors may find it
more profitable to shift the timing of their pollock operations so that their existing facilities can be used for
processing of other species. Therefore, at some point it is likely that AFA processors, if unconstrained, will
invest additional capital and time into the processing of species other than pollock. 'This underscores the
primary concern of proponents of processing limits for AFA processors. : '

8.1.5"  Effect of Design of Processing Limits

Impacts of non-pollock processing fimits will vary depending on how they are configured. In general the limuts
will create two classes of processors for every species, with potennally very different impacts on each. For

species other than pollock in the BSAI the two processor classes will be:

1. Non-AFA processors, which in aggregate will be guaranteed a minimum :percentag.e of the processin g

of all crab and groundfish species other than BSAI pollock
2, AFA processors, which in aggregate will be limited to 2 maximum percentage, but not guaranteed
that percentage of the processing of all crab and groundﬁsh species other than BSAI pollock

. For non-AFA processors the limits may ease competmon from AF A processors for species other than pollock
in'the BSAI, and in the short run, lead to increased profits. However, the unexpected profits will likely inspire |

additional iﬁvestment, either from within the class or from new entries into the processing business, the latter
being particularly important because, unlike. AFA processors, entry in the non-AFA class 1s not restricted.
New entrants will erode the profitability of existing plams until no further “excess profits” are being made in

this sector.

For AFA processors the limits on processing do not represent a guaranteed percentage of the processing of a

.given species. AFA processors will face the prospect of being forced to end processing because of other AFA

processors, but must also worry that non-AFA. processors will increase their capacity and process at levels
above their guaranteed minimums. - Thus it appears that the processing limits may lead to increased price
competition for fish other than pollock in the AFA processing class, and increase investments that accelerate

pprocessing, but do little to add value per unit of fish. The effect of intensified price competition would likely
_reduce net revenues for BSAT pollock processors, however, increased ex-vessel prices would benefit catcher
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vessels. It is not possible to determine if ex-vessels prices would rise under thi§‘management sceénario. If they
chd nse they wou[d only ncrease to a pomt that reﬂects their competltrve value, m the long run.,
Processmg lmmts may also have utiintended consequences which result primarily from the fact that ownershrp
interests in the crab.and groundfish processing industry aré very mtertwmed It is oﬂen very'difficult to
distinguish between one company and dnother in térms of ownership. ‘Many of'the owners of AFA-ehglble
facilities have interests in other facilities that are not AFA-eligible. Similarly, many owners of facilities that
are not AFA-eligible have ownership stakes in AFA-eligible facilities. Therefore, it is very likely that AFA
processors will be either too narrowly defined to ‘effectively limit AFA processors, or tao broadly deﬁned

which will 1 unpose lumts on compames that may have' llttle Or no mterest m poilock proccssmg ' o

t . . !

S
)

RPN
LAY B " Tt

2. l.'6 _Objectlve's and 'Eﬁ'ec'tweueSs of Processing Limits - i
. - . I - . R T o S, g

From the preceding discussion it is ciear that the ¢oncépt of processing limits will be controversial. To provide"
a consistent framework for quialitatively judging the effectiveness of the different options, this section develops
a set of ten ObJECtIVES based on the perspectwes of the four groups d1rectly affected

- e
Yy .-\l. A .

From the perspectlve of non-AF A processors processmg hmrts should be imposed to prevent AFA processors
from increasing their historical sharé of the processing of non-pollock speciés as aresultof their abrhty to form
cooperatlves n the BSAI pollock ﬁshenes Thxs perSpectwe may bc translated into thrée objecu\res

-~ . - - r et
't " oo Lt LIS P

Objectl‘/ﬁ 1: Processmg hmrts should hrmt AFA processing .of non-pollock species to levels
achieved before AFA. o o
Objective 2:  Processing limits should include all processing‘ interests of AFA cOm'panies

o

-

* - Objective 3: - Processing limits should prevent ‘AFA companies from evadmg the hmrts through
o ' subsidiaries or, holdmg Compa.mes | SR . :

B , e
P

If processing limits must be nnposed under AF A then AFA processors perspectrves Iead to the followmg three

Objectlves'l p oot . . ;',l...‘l.' ' [N ’ ..‘. L A et

N v '
. ) . . \ PP PR
w o |'| - AT Do P A N J

[y ~

- N

~‘Objective 4: -> Processing limits should allow: AFA processofs to’ rnax1m1ze thexr ablhty to reahze
' " 1 profits in the pollock processiig industry» ~ - T - . -

Objective 5. Processing limits should allow AFA processors to utifize non-po]]ock processmg
“ + <+ capacity impfovements completed before AFA.- o '

ObjCCthB 6: Processmg lumts should not lirit the market valug of their AFA-ehg1b1e facrhtles N
t P P P A B I b Whe

In addttlon, non-pollock PTOCESSOTS mdlrectly hnked to AFA processors are lrkely to wew the AF A processmg

limits with the following objective:s -~ 7 "4 " ¢

Objective 7:  Processing limits shouid not restnct non-pollock processors that ‘will not bcncﬁt
S dlrectlyfromtheAFA oo A '

“
.

-~

i ’ ’ e ‘

Finally, NMFS wrll have certain objectwes relatmg to its ablhty to implement the hmrts a.nd to reduce the )
expense of uanementatlon momtonng, and enforcement, such as the fotlowmg
i

AL Losa e TRV
Objectlve 8 Processing lumts should not substantral]y mcrease paperwork requrrements on .
T+ 0. pPrOCESSOfTS. : " . Sk L

" )
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Objeéctive 9: Processing limits should be easy and inexpensive to set annually.
Objective 10: Proceésing limits should be easy and inexpensive to monitor and enforce.

‘The ten objectives are used to evaluate qualitatively the processing limits.

.82 Structure of the Pollock Processing Industry as it Relates to Processing Limits-

As noted earlier, ownership of crab and groundfish processors is very intertwined.- Thus specification of
processors will be critically important in determining the impacts of processors limits. This section examines
* the structure of the pollock processing industry and discusses how ownership may be defined in terms of the
i processing limits. It examines ownership of each of the AF A~ehg1ble facilities and other facilities that may be
related through ownershlp

82.1 The 10% Ownershlp Rule

+

+ The AFA defines ownership Iinkages as follows: "Any entity in which 10 percent or more of the interest is
. owned or controlled by another individual or entity shall be considered to be the same entity as the other
individual or entity for the purposes of this subparagraph.” Entities that are linked by this *10% Ownership
Rule” to AFA-eligible processing facilities are referred to as AFA entities.

The 10% Ownership Rule is applied in this analysis as follows:

If a company has a 10 percent or more ownership stake in an AFA-eligible processing facility, then-*
all ather processing facilities in which that.company has at least 10 percent ownership will also be
f: considered part of the AFA entity. In the analysis, lease of a facility is considered the same as -
' ownership.

In identifying AFA entities and linkages, the Council needs to be aware that verifiably accurate and complete
- ‘ownership information is not currently available from any source. Therefore, only approxunate levels can be
. identified for applymg processmg limits. -

Federal and state processing penmts provide initial data for tracking owners.- Additional information comes

from public licensing documents required by states in which companies do business. In addition, less formal

information is available, such as trade journals or publications such as Fishing Vessels of the United States,

which lists vessel owners and management companies. Finally, information on ownership may be obtained

directly from company officials. By combining information from different sources it is possible to determine
. ownership levels as a first-order approximation of AFA entities and linkages. Actual implementation and

monitoring will depend upon more accurate and complete information on ownership. Presumably, NMFS or
- MARAD will require full disclosure.of ownership information to determine and monitor processing limits.

+-8.2.1.1 CDQ Organizations
CDQ orgaﬁizations and companies are treated -no differently from non-CDQ companies for purposes of
defining AFA entities. Thus if a CDQ company has an ownership stake of 10 percent or more in an AFA-

eligible processing facility, then-all other processing facilities in which the CDQ company has at least
10 percent ownershxp also are con51dered part of the AF A entity.
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'8.2.1.2 Catcher Vessels ~ . .0 v

The 10% Ownership Rule is applied only to links between  processing facilities. Links between processors
solely through ownership of a catcher vessel are not considered links in terms of the 10% Ownership Rule. For
example, two individuals may own a group of 5 catcher.vessels in a-50:50 partnership. One of the individuals =
owns an AFA-eligible pollock processing facility, and the other owns a crab processing plant. Both facrhtres
receive all of their deliveries from the 5 catcher vessels. ‘Because the only link between'the two companies is ~
the catcher vessels, the two corporations are not c0nsrdered part ofa smgle AFA- entny In its fmal demsmn
the Council can change this wterpretation, - ¢ A Pl ‘ -

. .- . 1
- . - - - e o s . - .
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In prowdmg the basns for the 10% Ownershlp RuIe the AF A mcludes not only ownershlp, but also the concept
+ of control. This analysis focuses on ownership rather than control for two pnmary reasons:

L i:. B T

1. Control 1s very difficult to define and does not lend itself to quantlﬁable measures.
2. ' An ownership share of as.low as-'10 percent in"a procesSin”g‘company may imply control of the -

" > company. By associating all.companies linked by 10 percent (or- more) ownership levels, it is hkely
that all persons that have a contro[[mg interest in an AFA company are also inéluded. - * " -

Control is not a focus of this analysis. However, if the Council wants toconsider control moré closély, it-
should be noted that there are various indicators of control. For example, percent of ownership is often equated .
to percent of control of an organization. Ownership information often is a-matter of public record, but other
influences and;controls-may not be evident. Such' influence may be exerted: ‘through joint management or
management links, personal or familial relationships, contractual obligations, and other means.

Officers of publicly held corporations often exert considerable influence or control although they may not own

a majornity of the stock.. Officers of privately held'or closely held corporatrons may-be somewhat more limited -

in their level of control, although they would be anticipated to'have consrderable influeiice on the corporation’s-
activities. The analysis assumes that links between processors exist when 2 a corporateaoﬁicer of an AFA-+
eligible processor is a corporate officer or director for another processor, or when a corporate oﬂicer of an

AFA-eligible processor has-‘at’ least a 10 percent ownership in another processor L. Lelrirat

R . B . . R . e e BT P eor
Sl S o, A S

Contractual obhgatlons can also enable an individual or- firm to exert control over a procéssor, For example,
industry representatives discussed possibie loans made to individuals or organizations by larger compames that "
require the individuals or organizations to’ sell all their harvest or product to the larger companies. Marketing -
agreements between firms may have similar requirements.” Ancthier example of possiblé control is aloanmade’

to an individual to purchase a vessel with terms of the loan such-that'thé'lénder actually controls’ the  Vessel.
Although interviews mentioned these examples, no corroboratmg information could be foiind to Support these -
statements. Therefore, influence or control through potential contractual terms and obhgatrons are not treated

as links in terms of the 10% Ownership Rule. Heon e

For many individuals, working in the fishing or processing industry offshore-Alaskd'is a family tradition of
several generations.” Siblings and spouses-are often active participants'in the busmesses and share in the”
business decisions. . Long-standing friendships ‘and. farhily ties have also evolved'over the years and- these -’
relationships are often used to start or finance new- vessels or'expand the'ciirrent basiness.” The analy51s K
conducted for this section identified instances in which owners, officers, and directors of AFA-eligible
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processors had spouses and other family members with ownership positions in other processors. No other
information could be found indicating that the individuals related to the AFA-eligible processors had
substantive influence or control over the other processors. Subsequently, relationships between family
members and friends are not treated as links in terms of the 10% Ownership Rule. In its final decision the
Council will have the latitude to change thls interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule and include links
between family members.

8.2.2 Basis for Ownership Patterns

The ownership of AFA-eligible processing plants and vessels is based on federal permit data from NMFS and
intent-to-operate data from ADF&G, corporate license data from the states of Washington and Alaska, as well
other data bases from private sources such as Dunn and Bradstreet. Corporate officers also have provided
ownership details, Organizational charts are used to show ownership linkages. They include notes on sources
of information.

There are shortcomings in most data bases. Some firms do ot provide information to Dunn and Bradstreet,
and the company record is limited to publicly available information. State of Washington corporate records
list corporate officers and directors, but do not indicate percent of ownership by these persons, or
- ownership percentages for persons or firms that are not corporate officers or directors. State of Alaska
corporate records typically show ownership percentages for officers and directors, but controlling mterest 1!
a corporation may be held by an entity or individual that is not an officer or director.

Discussions with corporate officers or owners typically provided the most detaifed information. Attempts were
made to verify this information through conversation with other industry members or through public records.

In some instances individuals requested that their names not be attributed to certain details for their companies
or other organizations, so names are not tied to specific information. Persons contacted are listed in Table 8.1.

823 AFA-Eligible Pollock Processing Plants and Vessels
Table 8.2 lists pollock processing plants and vessels that are AFA-eligible, the company owning the plant or

~vessel, and the sector in which the vessel or plant participates. This list is the basis for developing further
linkages in the pollock processing industry.
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Table 8.1 Persons Contacted

Name Company

Mlke_Atte’rbérfyi ' Alaska Ocean Seafood LLP

Bill Atkinson ' ' Alaska Frontier Company .

Dave Benson Tyson Seafoods Group (now Trident)

Alec Brindle Wards Cove Packing

John Bundy Glacier Fish Company St
Doug Christensen Arctic Storm, Inc.

Mike Coleman . .+ -Yak/Yok Holdings ot R Al
Barry Collier, - Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc.” -

Craig Cross  «7:*" .-« Alaska Trawl Fisheries, Inc.

Robert Czeisler ' Phoenix Processor Limited'Partnership -

Matt Doherty Ocean Peace, Inc.

Bart Eaton Trident Seafoods, Inc.

Jessié Gharrett NMFS

Jay Ginieqa‘ NMFS

Don Goodfellow Westward Sea.foods Inc

Glén"Héight . \ o Alaska Department of Commumty and Regwnal Aﬁ'aus )
John Henderschedt ' _.YDFDA . : S
Mike Hyde Amerlcan Seafoods Co

John lani . :-Umsea,lnc T T
John Lepore. NMFS - ‘ P s
Terry Leitzell, . Northern Victor Partnershlp RPN
Dave Little” . Clipper Seafoods - A : A
Manuz Mazurek TCW/Oak Tree Capltal Management ‘

John Moeller APICDA R s

Judy Nelson BBEDC ‘

Barry Ohai Aleutian Spray Fxshenes o

Brent Paing ‘United Catcher Boats R

Joe Plesha Trident Seafoods, Inc. T

Joe Sullivan Mundt, MacGregor

Cory Swasand Aleutian Spray Fishenes

Arne Thomson Alaska Crab Coalition

Dick Tremaine CBSFA

Doug Wells Baranof Seafoods

John Winther Ocean Prowler, LLC

Rob Wurm Alaskan Leader Fishenes, LLP

Information from the industry discussions was added to the database, and searches on the names of companies,
vessels, officers, and directors were conducted to identify links that were not known or had not been identified
in discussions with corporate officers.

. LR '-.i‘.
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Table 82 AFA-Eligible Pollock Processing Plants and Vessels

Vessel Name/
Company Plant Location Sector
Alaska Ocean Seafood LLP Alaska Ocean CpP
Alaska Trawl Fisheries, Inc. Endurance Cp
Aleutian Spray Fisheries Starbound CP
Alyeska Seafoods, Inc. Dutch Harbor INS
American Seafoods Co. American Dynasty Cp
American Seafoods Co. American Empress Cp
American Seafoods Co. American Triumph CP
American Seafoods Co. Browns Point Cp
American Seafoods Co. Christina Ann CP
American Seafoods Co. Elizabeth Ann Cp
American Seafoods Co. Katie Ann CP
American Seafoods Co. Northern Eagle Cp
American Seafoods Co. Northern Hawk Cp
Amencan Seafoods Co. Northern Jacger CPp
American Seafoods Co. Ocean Rover CP
American Seafoods Co. Pacific Explorer CP
American Seafoods Co. Pacific Navigator Cp
Amenican Seafoods Co. Pacific Scout Cp
American Seafoods Co. " Rebecca Ann CP
Amernican Seafoods Co. Victoria Ann Cp
Arctic Storm, Inc. - Arctic Fjord CP
Arctic Storm, Inc. Arctic Storm CP
Northern Victor Partnership Northern Victor INS
Norton Sound EDC Northern Glacier CPp
Norton Sound EDC Pacific Glacier CpP
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. King Cove INS
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. Golden Alaska MS
Phoenix Processor Limited Partership QOcean Phoenix MS
Supreme Alaska Seafoods Excellence MS
Trident Seafoods Corporation Akutan INS
"Trident Seafoods Corporation Sand Point INS
Trident Seafocds Corporation (Tyson) American Enterprise Cp
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) Island Enterprise Cp
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) Kodiak Enterprise CP
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) Seattle Enterprise CP
Trident Seafcods Corporation (Tyson) U.S. Enterprise CP
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) Aretic Enterprise INS
Unisea Inc Dutch Harbor INS
Westward Seafoods Inc Dutch Harbor INS
Yak/Yok Holdings Highland Light CP
Sector definitions:

CP = Catcher processor
MS = Mothership

INS = Shore plant or inshore floating processor
Source: NFMS permit and blend data files, ADFG intent-to-operate files
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8.2.4 Organization Charts for AFA-Entities

The organizational structure focuses on AFA entities as groups of firms or individuals with some common
threads of ownership and control. The AFA entity can include individuals, companies, and other organizations.
It even may consist of a parent organization that owns 100 percent of one or more companies that control AFA-
eligible plants or vessels. In other instances, the AFA entity may consist of a parent organization with
subsidiaries that control AFA-eligible plants orvessels. At the AFA entity level of aggrégation, the definition
of a company and the distinction between these two examples are not critical. However, if the Council wishes
to pursue a company-oriented ownership rule, the definition of a company will be very important. For example,
is a wholly owned company with separate management a distinct company from the parent company? Or if a
parent organization owns 100 percent of the capital stock in two companies, each of which has a separate
management structure to operate separate AFA-eligible facilities, are all three organizations separate
companies? A company-oriented ownership rule will require a definition’ capable of addressing such
distinctions, and thls definition does not et exist, since the Council has not yet acted on processor sideboards..

Figures 8.1 - 8.12 depict ownership or control [mkagcs that exist for AFA-ellglble processing plants and
processing vessels, as well as linkages between the companies that own these plants and vessels. These links
are presented at the entity level. Each overall structure is identified by the largest | company or the firm with
majority ownershlp in the others. The AFA entities described in this section include:

't

. Alaska Ocean

. Alaska Trawl h ‘
. Aleutian Spray

. American Seafoods ‘ ’ '

. -‘Marubeni - . et
. Maruha ’ )

. Nichiro Corporation

. Nippon Suisan Kaisha, Ltd. .

. Trdent Seafoods _ -

. Tyson Seafoods Group, Inc.

. Unification Church _

. Yardon Knot Holdings/Y. ardarm Knot Hoidings

In addition to these entities, two CDQ groups (Bristol Bay Economic Develoﬁment Co‘rporatiol-l and Norton
Sound Economic Development Corporation) have ownership interests in AFA-eligible processing facilities.
Organization charts for these two entities are presented in Section 8.2.5 with information for all CDQ groups.

In the organizational charts, links that could be cbrroborated from 'severaAl sources are shown with solid black
lines. Links for which information could not be confirmed, or for which conflicting lnformatlon was found,
are shown with dashed lines. Infonnation dn these potential links is presented in notes for each chart.

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewhafaeal wpd 166 - " " January 2000



Figure 8.1 Organizational Chart for Alaska Ocean

ALASKA OCEAN

Nichirei Food Inc.

Hoko Fishing Co. Ltd.
| 100%

Alaska Ocean Seafood LP ————% Vessel

Alaska Ocean

Hoko America Ltd.

Alaska Ocean Corp.

‘Notes: Companies noted above are listed as partners in State of Washington Corporate records

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, In - c.
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Figure 8 2 Organizational Chart for Alaska Trawl

ALASKA TRAWL
. Vessel
Daerim Fishery Co. Ltd. —12%%—— Alaska Trawl Corporation —————  Endurance

Y 7». . . -~

b

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc.
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ALEUTIAN SPRAY

Figure 8 3 Organizational Chart for Aleutian 'S'pré;.):. "

{Managing Partner)

o Starbound 100% Vessel
l Limited Partnership Starbound
S . 100% Vessel
Pengwm\,: ln_c._ _—f Horizon

Galaxy Fisheries,
LLC

- 4

" . . I e e e . P 7_ . L L "
Note: GalaxyFisheries, LL.C, owns the moratorium permit for the Northern Empire.

and industry representative discussions,

(Formerly Pengwin)

100% ¢+ -7 VééaSEl

¢ Galaxy
Pag
e *

H ]
Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Carporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, inc.;. ,
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Figure 8.4, O’rgéhizati’onal Chart for Amer'ic‘an" ‘Séafoods

AFA Eligible: Catcher/Processors

e . o . ‘ e . American " . Ameri¢an Dynasty"
- - o C Seafoods Co. - .. ‘Ameftican Triumph -
. i ' Katie Ann

Nérthern Eagle -
Northem Hawk

- Northiem Jaeger
‘Ocean Rover .

, A ] S S ; Anierican I - AFA Jheligible Véssels
S o s i g . N . T American Empress
~ AMERICAN SEAFOODS — o deeve - ‘seafoods Co. === . Browne pomt -
i o : - i - : B : ' . o . - ‘Christina Ann
' ‘ SRR . 'Elizabeth Ann
- Pagific Explorer
Pacific Nawgator
‘Pacific Scout
Rebecca Ann
Victoria Ann

lquigue U.S. - Vesséls

R § . Arica Fish Co. == _ Arica .
ettt ———— : " Ave Phoenix Pagcific. Pearl

Beagle Enterpris¢g —=~—-s=x=-  Beagle
.Cape Hom Fisheries «———— Cape Hom
) Ummak LLC Unifak Enterprlse .

,,‘Vessels Formerlv owned. by, Emerald Sea o Co
: Company Vessels .
Swan Fisheries In¢c. ... Saga Sea
_ Sea Catcher Fisheries ———— Heather Sea
"Sea Hawk Pacific Seafoods Claymiore Sea

. Comp ny T . ‘Vessel
Amerlcan Champlon LLP ~———" Ameti¢an Champlon

] Notes An individual in Amerlcan ‘Seafood management has. OWneI‘Shlp orF management interest in the group of boats managed by Iqmque u:s. The
vesseéls formerly owned by Emerdld Sea are owned by owneis of Amiéflcan Seafoods, but are cuirently operating in Russia. Their U.S. processmg
and fishing hlstories remaln withln the Ameiican Seafdods entity. The Amerlcan Champuon is no Ionger documented In the U.S.

Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Wastiitigton Corporation records; Duii and Bradstréet, Inc.

. Sources:
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Figure 8.5 Organizational Chart for Marubeni

Sitka Sound | ?T:ts
. x - . ITKa
Seafoods Division | Vakutat
4 N
Subsidiary
. : N e g Plants
-MARUBENI T0% NQ"th Pacific . Kodiak
' - Processors,Inc. — — Cordova
Togiak
_ Subsidiary

-  Alaska Pacific lante
Seafoods Division Kodiak

Nots: Alaska Corporation records show Marubeni owns 70% of North Pacific. Other owners are not shown. Dun and Bradstreet records only
indicate foreign parent is Marubeni.

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreét, Inc,
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LA TR N Figure 8.6 Organizational Chart for Maruha
o Marubeni
§0% or & R
Alyeska Seafoods, Inc. T T G
e 0 % L e : 2 - ¢
2%
a2r
Wards Cove
Packing Co.
|7 100w - 7 Western Alaska Fisheries inc.
Plant
- Kodiak
100¢ . i
MARUHA h __,, Westward Seafoods
Alaskan Command LLC
Paclfic Knight LCC
i
f
Lease ,  Supreme Alaska
P Y )
Notes:

Affiliates/Subsidiaries
Resurrection Bay Plants
Seafoods _ 80%, gpward
Wards Cove
Processing C
E. C. Phillips and
Son, Inc. (Craig
Fisheries)

e : . i

100%,  Plants

Ketchikan

| 100% Plants
Excursion Inlet

Larson Bay

1) State of Alaska corparate records indicate Maruha owns 76% of Alyeska and Wards Cove Packing Co. owns.22% of Alyeska. Dun and Bradstreet
reports state that Maruha owns §0% and Wards Cove owns 43%.
2} Dun and Bradstreet report dated August 11, 1998 indicates €% of Alyeska capital stock is owned by Marubeni Corporation and 1% by Western

Alaska Fisheriss Inc,

3) Dun and Bradstreet reported that Maruha had majority ownership in Alaskan Command.

Sources; Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc.
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Figure 8.7 Organizational Chart for Nichiro Corpération

. Subsidié[! o o
100% m— —_—
00% Golden Alaska -« Go|c\1’::§$aska
Seafoods, Inc.

. NICHIRO 4004  Peter Pan 100% Plants
CORPORATION —— Seafoods, Inc. ——1— King Cove

Ownership and
Management

{(seenote} Seven Seas Fishing Vessel

Company Blue Wave
& 100%
Stéllar Seafoods, Vessel
Inc. Stellar Sea
Notes: . _
récords for Seven Seas Fishing Company show Barry Collier, President of Peter Pan Seafoods with 75% of

1) State of Alaska corporati on

capital stock.
2) Peter Pan Seafoods has 10% and Nichiro Corporation has 16%.
Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Coerporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, lnc.
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Figure 8.8 Organizational Chart for Nippon Suisan Kaisha, Ltd. ,

' et e E-;-r " i .
— Pliant
. , N v e mepet e = g e Dutch Harbor-
) K R S T B LI NVE o *
‘““A" - ‘ . ma X LT ) L R - . S . . . N
e NIPPON SUISAN 0 .
KAISHA, LTD.
25% or through " Vessel - R
management - m .
anisea
Dutch Harbor S o
Seafoods Ltd. P
:
Through management
and/or ownership-(?) :
1
v | -
Baranof Fisheries - _.—- Vessel
‘Limited Partnership Baranof
Courageous Seafoods Co%f?e%l:us
) .. .. Limited Partnership A-ourag
Notes: ' o . er Tl )

1) State of Alaska corporation records show Richard C. White as President and a 20% owner in Dutch Harbor Seafoods. Mr. White
Is also listed as a partner in the Baranof and Courageous Partnerships although Washington State records do not show level of
ownership. :

2) According to industry sources, Richard Pace is a limited partner in the Baranof and Courageous Partnerships-and according to
the State of Washington records, Judith V. Pace, his wife, is a partner in the Baranot and Courageous Partnerships . Mr. Pace was
a previous president of Unisea, Inc. )

3) Aaron Gilman and Bert Gilman started Universal Seafoods In 1974 and later sold that business to NSK. The Gilmans are both

listed as partners In the Baranof and Courageous Partnerships.

«

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradst'réét,' Inc, .

w
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Figure 8.9 Organizational Chart for Trident Seafoods

o ' Plants
100% rlafits
—»  Akutan
St. Paul

Sand Point

TRIDENT SEAFOODS

Vessels
1004, . |ndependence
Bountiful
Alaska Packer
Sea Alaska

Sources: ingens Database of Alaska Cerporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc,

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal wpd 175 January 2000



Figure 8.10 Organizational Chart for Tyson Seafoods Group, Inc.

Vessels
American Enterprise*
) o . _ Arctic Enterprise
e r A ket Bering Enterprise

Glacier Enterprise
Harvester Enterprise
Island Enterprise*

TYSON SEAFOODS Kodiak Enterprise’

Northern Enterprise
GROUP, INC Royal Enterprise
Seattle Enterprise*
= U:S: Enterprise* .
Western Enterprise o

Piants
Kediak

Notes: .
1) An asterics indicates AFA eligible catcher/processors.
2} Tyson has recently sold several catcher processors that operated as Tyson vessels between 1995-1897. The vessels listed above were still owned

by Tyson as of March 20, 1999.

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, inc.
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Figure 8.1} Organizational Chart for Unification Church

UNIFICATION CHURCH
100%

True World Group, Inc. .

1100% | : l 100%

U.S. Marine Corporation International Seafoods of Alaska

Either 51% or 81%
depending on source

Ocean Peace, inc.

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc.
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- : . Figure 8.12 Organizational Chart for Yardon Knot Holdings/Y ardarm Knot Holdings

YARDON KNOT HOLDINGS/
YARARM KNOT HOLDINGS

——— Highland Light Seafoods LLC ————  vessels

". - Highland Light
Westward Wind

Yardarm Knot Fisheries ——— Vessel

Yardarm Knot

Notes: Yardon Knot Holdings and Yardarm Knot Holdings were both repdi‘ted in the data bases and have similar ownership structure,

Sources. ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc.; Discussions with

industry representatives,

H:AS122 \DOC\SecRevew\afaeal . wpd

1

178

January 2000



- 825 CDQ Groups

Figures 8.13-- 8.18 depict the organization of the six primary CDQ groups. Bristol Bay Economic
Development Corporation and Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation have direct investments in
AFA-eligible processors. Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Associatton may be associated
with an AFA-eligible processor under the 10% Ownership Rule. Basic information sources include the Alaska
Department of Community and Regional Affairs. Industry discussions and research of corporate records
revealed other links as noted in the charts.
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Figure 8.13 Organizational Chart for Aleutian-Pribilof [slands Communif_v Development Association

APICDA Do

; {Aleutian-Pribilof Islands Community :Je?;?n:ﬁzn:g&:t ARICDA
! Development Association) '
100% .
Far West Leader Golden Dawn LLC Faise Pass Puffin Inc. Rebecca i'. T
E E Ts o Koy
50%

APICDA Joint Venture, Inc. (AJV)

l§ ls -
o™~ N>l
n
sl . . T
. Ocean Prowler LLC Prowier LLC 0 . . Nelson Lagoon Gesar |
Oeean Logie LLC (longliner) (longliner) d Atka Pride Seafoods, Inc. Storage '
n . X
l;é_ o
- .o Olympic Monarch v 7 T ;j‘ “ ‘
APICDA Vessels, Inc. (AVI) L ET

1 =
l l T T

. AP#1 AP#2 AP#3 F/V Stardust FIV Bonanza . : .

100%
100%
100%

Notes: AJV is a 100% owner of AVI, which purchas es fishing vessels which are leased to fishermen from varicus southwestern Alaska villages; a
50% owner of Atka Pride Seafoods, Inc. (APS), located in Atka, Alaska, which purchases and processes fish for resale; a 100% owner of Rebecca B,
LLC; a 26% owner of Golden Dawn, LLC which is a vessel engaged in pollock fishery; a 33.3% owner of Ocean Logic, LLC which is developing -
software for fishing vessels; a 25% owner of Ocean Prowler, LLC which owns a 155’ longline processing vessel; a 25% owner of Prowler, LLC which
.. owns a 11§ longline processing vessel; and a 50% owner of Kayudx Development, LLC which is in the process of commercially developing and
. . planning to operate Tract 1 in the City of St. George, Alaska. Pollock partners: Trident and Starbound.

. Prepared by: Glen Haight, DCRA Municipal and Regional Assistance Division, received February 19, 1999.
.
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Figure 8.14 Organizatibnéi Chart for B;isfgl Bay EcdﬁbmiC'Dévélopment Corporati(;n

.

BBEDC

{Bristol Bay Economic
Development Corporation)

N

20% \

Arctic Fjord {C Corp.)
FiIV Arctie Flord

Bristol Mariner LLC

48% Crab Catcher

Northern Mariner LLC

Vessels
.Northern Cascade LL.C
48% .
Arctic Surf Clam, Inc. (C Corp.)
50% .
Bristo! Leader LLLC | e SR I
-4
e - ,
Alaska Seafood Management Corp.
100%

Bristol Bay Permit Brokerage
{C Corp.)

e e

Arctic Storm Inc. A

, F/V Arctic Storm

Alaskan Leader —_— Plant
Fisheries, Inc. Kodiak

T

. v

o~ Alaskan Leader
Partnership

I F/V Alaskan Leader

Notes: Arctic Fjord is 20% o wned by five partners. There Is also the Arctic Storm Mgmt. Co. which manages both the F/V Arctle Fjord and the F/V Arctic
Storm. The F/V Arctic Storm s currently owned 50% by Oyang {Korean Corp) and 30% by same five partners. BB Permit Brokerage and AK Seafood Mgmt
Corp are now defunct. Pollock partner: Arctic Storm (previcusly Oceantrawi). State of Alaska records indicate that 42% of Bristol Leader LLC is owned by a
group of six persons, each with 7% ownership, who also control the majority of ownership in the Alaskan Leader Partnership and Alaska Leader Fisheries.
Arctic Fjord Inc and Arctic Stormn Inc have 3 muitipls owners. Atleast one person owns more than 10% ownership in both companles, Common ownership
is approximately 80% for the Arctic Fjord and over 40% for the Arctic Storm. .

’

Sources: Information within the box was prepared by Glen Haight, DCRA Municipal and Regilonal Assistance Division, received February 19, 189%.; Other
information is from the State of Alaska corporation records and discussions with industry representatives.
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- -+, .. .. . Figure8.15 Organizational Chart for Central Bering Sca Fisherinan’s Association

CBSFA

: o {Central Bering Sea Fisherman's Association) .. .- - .- . . ...
- . MR ’ ) . ’ . - -~
ot : ' "." '( ) . : - .
o . L ; ] i e Py e -
. R S
E . R -
3 | CBSFC
1 . R
* (Central Bering Séa Fisherman's Company) ¢ -
i ’ L.
i i - . .
Toak ) " !
: : : Vessel |
: T 20%
! Zolotoi
; . N o
; . . - 14 T k - ; Ce L
] - . . . :
Prepared by: ‘Glen Haight, DCRA Municipal and Regibnai Assistance Division, received February 19, 1999.
i
3 * __”_}' -
| Lo ey i
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Figure 8.16 Organizational Chart for Coastal Villages Region Fund

CVRF .
(Coastal Villages Region Fund)

100%

Angyat, Inc. ( C-Corp)

Goastal Villages Crab, Inc. Coastal Villages Longlining, Inc
B0% - . 45%
. Silver Spray, LLC ' Kokopeili, LLC

F/V Silver Spray . F/V Ocean Harvester

Notes: The F/V Silver Spray is a crabber. The F/V Ocean Harvester is alongliner. Poliock parnners: Westward and Tyson

Prepared: Glenn Haight, DCRA Municipal & Regional Assistance Division, received Februray 18, 19989,
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Figure 8.17 Organizational Chart for Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation

7R . - . .

PR I
NSEDC (Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation) -——2% Glacier Fish Company (LLC)
' e P 5 FIT Pacific Glacier
= — s B
- |8 - we L - ’ : .. -
- ' F/T Northern Glacier
Norton Sound Fish Company {NSFC)
N EIT Northern Sound -~ -~ =
Y
l B P SRR Lo l
: o Norton Sound Vessel Management Company (LLC)
Norton Sound Seafood - , -
Products {C Corp . ‘ T i
) - i - -
I ’ . ’ . .. J Golovin Bay Tender Vessel
» Leases — — - > Norton Bay Tender Vessel
RSW Barge (Name unknown)
L - .t pa

Notes: NSFC is owned 49% by NSEDC and 51% by GFC. NSFC owns the F/V Norton Sound, a 139’ longline vessel, GFC operates the vessel, Norton
Sound Vessel Mgmt. Co. is a subsidiary of NSEDC which manages two specially built tender vessels and which are 100% owned by NSEDC. Norton
Sound Seafood Products Is a subsidiary of NSEDC which buys and markets various seafood praducts. GFC owns the 201" Northern Glacier and the 276'
Pacific Glacier and an interest in the F/V Norton Soudn, GFC is §0% owned by NSEDC, the other 60% owners are Seattle based individuals (§%. John
Bundy, 45% Erick Brevik). Pollack partner: GFC.

Sources: Glen Haight, DCRA Municipal and Reigonal Assistance inision,_rec_eived February 19, 199,9'r

-
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Figure 8.18 Organizational Chart for Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association

. YDFDA
(Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association)

33.3%

100%
: Ocean Logic LLC

v

Yukon Delta Fisheries, Inc. (C Corp)

100%

Lisa Marle, LLC S '7 imarpignaak Fisheries, LLC
F/V Lisa Marie ' '

Notes: Lisa Marie, LLC, is 1 ©D% owner of the F/V Lisa Marie which fishes for pollock. Imarpignaak Fisheries, LLC is in the process of purchasing 4
smait vessels (for training purposes) from Yukon Delta Fisharies, Inc. Pollock partner: Golden Alaska Seafoods. -

Prepared by: Glen Haight, DCRA Municipal and Regional Assistance Division, received February 19, 1999.
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8.2.6 Summary of the Ownership Interests of AFA Processors

-

Table 8.3 summarizes ownership interests of AFA processors in companies and entities developed in the

orgamzation charts. These will be used in the estimates of processing limts.

Table 8.3 Specification of AFA Companies and Entities for the Anaiysis of Processihg Limits

t

-

Vessel Name or

AFA

- AFA

AFA

Sector

-

&
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Eatity Company Location of Plant D Qualified Company Entity
* Alaska Ocean LLP AlaskaOcean LLP  Alaska Ocean P3794 ¥ v .cp
Alaska Trawl Fisheries Alaska Trawl Fisheries  Endurance P30 ¥ v ST ep
Aleutian Spray Fisheries Aleutian Spray Fisheries Starbound P3414 v v v CP o
K Aleutian Spray Fisheries Galaxy F0152 v v . CP
s .= Aleutian Spray Fisheries Pengwin/Horizon  P1301 Y o, VoINS
American Seafoods Co. American Seafoods Co.  American Dynasty P3681 v v Yy  CP -
= . American Seafoods Co.  American Empress P2722 v v . cp
;- American Seafoods Co.  American Triumph P4055 v v v . cp
'.”  American Seafoods Co.  Browns Point F2722 v v v  cp
American Seafoods Co.  Christina Ann P2850 v v v cP
. American Seafoods Co.  Elizabeth Ann p2722 v v ¥ . Cp
. American Seafoods Co.  Katie Ann P1996 v v v Cp
American Seafoods Co.  Northern Eagle P3261 v v v .. CP
) American Seafoods Co.  Northern Hawk P4063 v v v CP
American Seafoods Co.  Northern Jaeger P3896 v v v CP
: American Seafoods Co.  (Jcean Rover P3442 v v v cp
- American Seafoods Co.  Pacific Explorer P3416 v v v CP
N ’ American Seafoods Co.  Pacific Navigator P2799 v v v cp
. American Seafoods Co.  Pacific Scout P3383 v v v Cp
American Seafoods Co.  Rebecca Ann P2838 v v v Cp
American Seafoods Co.  Victoria Ann P2839 v v v cp
American Champion LLP American Champion ~ F9692° v v INS
Seahawk Pacific Seafoods Claymore Sea P3362 v cp
Seacatcher Fisheries, Inc. Heather Sea P3664" v .cp
Swan Fisheries, Inc. Saga Sea P4056 v . cp
' Arica Fish Co. Ltd. Arica P3694 Probable | CP
Cape Homn Fisheries Cape Hom P2110 Probable © CP
Ave Phoenix Pacific Pear! P0276 Probable . CP
Rebecca Irene, Inc. Rebecca Irene P1610 g ' Probable .. CP
Unimak Fisheries LLC ~ Unimak Enterprise  P3369 . _ Probable  CP
o Beagle Enterprises LLP  Beagle * =~ P0528 Probable INS
Bristol Bay EDC | Arctic Storm, Inc, Aretic Fjord P3396 v v v ' cp
: . Arctic Storm, Inc. Arctic Storm P2943 v v v CP
‘v - DBristol Leader LLC New Star/ P39l v .cP
' L Bristol Leader B ~
Alaskan Leader LLP  Alaskan Leader P4598° Probable  CP
___________ Alaskan Leader LLP Kodiak! F1991 © Probable INS
Maruha Corp. Alyeska Seafoods, Inc, - Dutch Harbor F0753 v v v INS
- Westward Seafoods, Inc.  Dutch Harbor F1366 =i v v INS
Supreme Alaska Seafoods Excellence M4111 v v v MS
Pacific Knight LLC Pacific Knight P2783 v v CP
Alaskan Command LLC  Alaskan Command P3391 v CP
Wards Cove Packing Co. Excursion Inlet F0274 v NS
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Vessel Name or

AFA

AFA
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Entity Company Location of Plant D Qualificd Company _Entity, S¢€t°r
Maruha Carp. (cont.) Wards Cove Packing Co. Ketchikan Folia v INS
Wards Cove Packing Co. Ketchikan F2185 v NS
Western Alaska Fisheries Kodiak F0320 v INS
Wards Cove Packing Co. Larsen Bay F0266 v INS
Wards Cove Packing Co. Seward F1379 v INS
Wards Cove Packing Co. Seward F2354 : v INS
Nichiro Corp. Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc.  King Cove FO142 v v v NS
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc.  Golden Alaska MI1607 v v v MS
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc.  Valdez F104] v v INS
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc.  Blue Wave F1636 v v MS
— Peter Pan Scafoods, Inc. _ SeellarSea MS362 v Voo MS
Nippon Suisan Kaisha  Unisea, Inc. Dutch Harbor F1180 v v v NS
Unisea, Inc. St. Paul FO188 v v INS
Unisea, Inc. Omnisea F1066 v MS
Baranof Fisheries Baranof P1248 - Probable CP
____________ o - Courageous Seafocds Courageous P1276 Probable CP
Northern Victor LLP  Northemn Victor LLP Northern Victor CFB31y Y v v  INs
Norton Sound EDC Norton Sound EDC Northern Glacier PO661 v v v CP
Norton Sound EDC Pacific Glacier P3357 v v v CP
Norton Sound EDC Norton Sound P5294 v o CP
" Norten Sound EDC Nome F1809 v v INS
Norton Sound EDC Unalakleet F2290 v v INS
Norton Sound EDC Unknown _ F2289 v v INs
_Phoenix Processor LLP  Phoenix Processor LP  Ocean Phoenix  M3703 ¥ 4 =  MS
_Trident Seafoods Corp. Trident Seafoods Corp.  Akutan F0939 vy v v INS
Trident Seafoods Corp. ~ Sand Point F0940 v ' v INS
Trident Seafoods Corp.  Bountiful P0278 ' v CP
Trident Seafoods Corp.  South Naknek F0%942 v v INS
Trident Seafoods Corp.  St. Paul F1927 vy v INS
Trident Seafoods Corp.  Alaska Packer . F0944 v v MS
Trident Seafoods Corp,  Independence M3259 v v MS
________ Trident Seafoods Corp.  Sea Alaska F0945 v v MS
Tyson Seafoods Group  Tyson Seafoods Group  American Enterprise P2760 v v v CP
Tyson Seafoods Group  Istand Enterprise P3870 v v v CP
Tyson Seafoods Group ~ Kodiak Enterprise P3671 v v v cp
Tyson Seafoods Group  Seattle Enterprise P3245 vy v vy CP
Tyson Seafoods Group  {/.S. Enterprise P3004 v v v CP
Tyson Seafoods Group  Arctic Enterprise M5314 v v v INS -
Tyson Seafoods Group  Bering Enterprise P3003 v v cp
Tyson Seafoods Group  Glacier Enterprise F9720 v v CP
Tyson Seafoods Group ~ Harvester Enterprise  P2732 v v CP
Tyson Seafoods Group ~ Northern Enferprise  F9713 v v cpP
Tyson Seafoods Group  Royal Enterprise F9723 v v CP
Tyson Seafoods Group  Western Enterprise F9716 v v cp
Tyson Seafoods Group ~ Kodiak F0222 v v INS
o Tyson Seafoods Group ~ Kodiak F1936 g v INS
Yak/Yok Holdings Yak/Yok Holdings Highland Light P3348 ' v v CP
Yak/Yok Holdings Westward Wind F9715 v v cp
Yak/Yok Holdings Yardarm Knot M3116 v v MS
187 January 2000



83" Idontiﬁcétioh ofTéﬁ'O{;tions, e

Processmg lumts may be applied for each species or species group at three general levels:

¥

. L Single overall limit for all AFA entities combined.
2. Sector himits for inshore, offshore catcher processors, and mothershxps.

3. - Individual limuts for an AFA facility, company entlty ete.
In:addition, each level has three layers of AFA ehglbllzty
Eligible plants and vessels

Companies that own such plants or vessels
Entities that combine ehglble companies through 10% ownership

L) B e

i
I

These nine combinations were analyzed along with a tenth opnon that applies mdmdual company processing
limits, but includes only AFA—ehglble facilities within those compames :

bt P

Here_are the ten options descnbed n full: ) L e

ot . oy

Option ] '  Overall Limits Applied to All AFA-eligible Facilities. "A singl¢’ovérall processing limit
g * would be set for each Species. Only AFA processing facilitiés would be included. Once the
" .~ overall limit is reached, no additional processmg of the limited spec:es by any. mcluded facility

would be allowed. . . L Vo

Option 2 Overall Limits Applied to All Facilities within AFA Compames A Smgle ovcrall
‘ processing limit would be set for each species.. All processing facilities owned by companies

that own AFA facilities would be included under the limits. Once the overall limit is reached,

no addmonal processmg of the limited specxes by any mcluded facxhty would be allowed.
Option 3 Overall Limits Apphed to All Facilities w:thm AFA Entities. A smgle overall processing
' limit would be set for each species. AFA entities woy!d ‘be defined as an umbrella
organization under which all processing facilities that are associated with AFA facilities by
the 10% Ownership Rule are included under the hmjts Once the overall limit 1s reached, no
additional processing of the limited species by any included facthty in any of the entities would
be allowed. - ;o . :

Option 4 - Sector Level Limits Applied to AFA Facilities. A processing limit for each species would
. be applied to each sector. There would be three sectors as defined in the AFA: (1) catcher
processors, which include ali AFA catcher processors, {2) motherships, iw'vhich would include
all AFA motherships, and 3) inshore, which would include all AFA’ shore plants and floating
processors., Processing histories of all AFA facilities from each sector '(including the nine
* catcher processors listed in '$209) would be included in the calculatlon of the sector limits.
Once a sector's limit for a particular species is reached, no additional processing of that
species by any AFA fac111ty included in the sector would be allowed B Sl

Optioni5 - Secter-Level Limits Apphed to AIl Facnhtles w:thm AFA Compames Sector level
" 77 processing limits for each species would be unposcd upon all facilities in AFA companies as

defined by direct ownership of AFA facilities. Three sectors would be defined on the basis
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Option 6

) Option 7

' Option 8

Option 9

' Aty

" of existing inshore-offshore regulations. The catcher-processor sector would include all

catcher processors of any gear type greater than 125 feet LOA and all catcher processors less
than 125 feet LOA that process more than 125 tons per week (round weight). The mothership
sector would include any non-catching floating-processor that takes delivery of groundfish or
‘BSAlcrab species in more than one location during the vear, or which takes deliveries cutside
of state waters, The inshore sector would include all shore plants and non-catching floating-
processors that take delivery of groundfish and BSAI crab in a single location within state
waters during the year, and all catcher processors less than 125 feet LOA that process less
than 125 tons per week (round weight). Once a sector's limit 1s-reached, no additional
processing of the limited species by any facility owned by an AFA company included in the
sector would be allowed.

Sector-Level Limits Applied to Al Facilities within AFA Entities. Sector-level processing

limits for each species would be imposed upon all facilities in AFA entities, as defined by the

10% Ownership Rule. Three sectors would be defined on the basis of existing inshore-
offshore regulations. The catcher-processor sector would include all catcher processors of any
gear type greater than 125 feet LOA and all catcher processors less than 125 feet LOA that
process more than 125 tons per week (round weight). The mothership sector would include
any non-catching floating-processor that takes delivery of groundfish or BSAI crab species
in more than one location during the year, or which takes deliveries outside of state waters.

The inshore sector would include all shore plants and non-catching floating-processors that
take delivery of groundfish and BSAI crab in a single location within state waters during the
vear, and all catcher processors less than 125 feet LOA that process less than 125 tons per
week (round weight). Once a sector’s limit is reached, no additional processing of the limited
species by any facility associated with an AFA entity included in the séctor would be allowed.

Individual Plant and Vessel Limits. An individual facility level processing limit would bé
imposed, Each AFA plant or vessel would be limited according to its own percentage of the
total of each species processed over the historical period. Once a facility's limit for a species
is reached, that plant or vessel would not be allowed to process additional a.mounts of the
species.

Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities. Prdcess'mg limits wouid be

imposed on each company that owns AFA plants or vessels. The historical processing of all
AFA facilities owned by the company would be included in the company limit. Processing-
histories of facilities owned by the company but which are not AF. A facilities would not be
included in the calculatton of the company Limits, nor would these facilities be affected by the

limits. In other words, once a company’s limit of a particular species is reached, only non-

AFA factlities within the company could continue processing the species.

Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities. Pr_ocessing limits would

be issued to each company that owns AFA plants or vessels. The historical procéssing of ali
facilities owned by the company would be included in the company limit. The company could
decide how the processing of each species is allocated among its facilities. Once a company's
limit is reached no-facility owned by the company could process additional amounts of that
spec:es
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Option 10 . Individual Entity Limits Applied tg All Entlty Facilities, Processing limits would be
- ' ’ 1mposed on each AFA entity. The hxstoncai processmg ofall fac111tles within the entity would
- be meiuded in the entttys processmg llmlt The entity as a group could deelde how the
processmg of each spec:es is,allocated among its facilities. Once an enttty s lm'ut for a given
spec1es is reached no fac:hty mthm the entity could process additional amounts of that
- spec1es h S

¢

L.

oo "
8.4 Assurnptions‘and Issues L .

The followmg a.ssumptlons and 1ssues underpm the spec1ﬁcatlon of optmns above and the analysns and need
to be’ carefully considered by the Council. e

1. . Processing limits will not eonstituteanallocation: -
2. - Fishedes with'gro'c'essing limits. ' L L o '_‘-t ’

. spec1es-specxﬁc but not area-spemﬁc ie., there wrll be processmg limits on Blue ng Crab, Brown
‘ Kll'lg Crab, Red ng Crab Bairdi Crab, and Oplho Crab, but not by area.

-~

PR TR

" Groundfish other than pollock in the BSAI Non-po[lock BSA] groundﬁsh 11m1ts wﬂl be applied to
five species groups for the entire BSAI rather than by. spec:ﬁc species for specific, areas Pacific Ced,
-Atka Mackerel Flatﬁsh Rockﬁsh and Other Groundﬁsh w1thout reference to area.

| All groundﬁsh in the GOA GOA groundﬁsh llrmts will be applled to six spec1es groups for the entire
" GOA ratheér thah by specific species and area: Pollock, Pacific Cod, Atka Mackerel Flatfish,
Rockfish, and Other Groundﬁsh Processing limits in the GOA are in addition to the potentially more
réstrictive Ianguage inthe AF. A regardmg Area 630 and pollock and Pacific cod processing. They will
_not supersede the language m the AF A unless that is the spec:ﬁc mtent of Councﬂ

M R r - b v .
' T A PR L .. WouE T '

3. Caleulation of j proeessmg limits. ' T ‘,

. .‘Ihe following general formula will be used te caleu]ate precessing lumts for eaeh.}iqlited fishery: .

+ .
' +

oo o DL e
- - hthstencal Ptoeesslng of L quted.PrOCessors ‘Cuirent Year TAC (or GHL for Crab) AF, A Processing Limit
. ‘_I—hs_tonca! Proclessmg of All Processo;s . _ N PN

- b e .
O TR R R 3 o gl IR
‘ The analys:s assumes that all AFA ehg1ble famhttes will participate in cooperatwes

4, Years included in Qrocessmg hlstog
' I B L U

- 1995 1996, a.nd 1997 These years were mdxcated in the AFA _

b T . 1998, 1997 only fThBSB years were prOposed by the Council as an alternatwe N

5. Treatment of non—gollock Qrocessmg hlstones of the mne removed catcher Qrocessors

The processing histories of the nine catcher processors listed in section 209 are treated differently
depending on how the processing limit is configured. For an pverall limit, the histories will be included
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in that overall limit. For sector limits, the histories are included in the offshore catcher processor limit.
If individual limits are used, the histories will go to American Seafoods as a whole or be apportioned
equally among its seven catcher processors.

6. ‘GOA Groundfish processing limits of 20 named catcher processors.

The GOA groundfish processing limits of the 20 catcher prbcessors listed m section 208 of AFA are

included in the overall, sector, or individual catcher processors’ limits, depending on options chosen.

The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSAI crab (none did anyway during 1995-

1997), any GOA pollock, any groundfish in GOA Area 630, or more than 10% of the Pacific cod in

Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA companies or
entitiés could be allowed to process up to whatever limits are established.

7. Non-pollock processing histories of catcher processors that qualify under §208(e)(2 1) AF A and shore
lants that uah under $208(H(1%B).

It appears that two processing facilities, the Ocean Peace, and the shore plant in Kodiak owned by
International Seafoods of Alaska, would qualify under these sections. Discussions with members of
industry indicated that references to these facilities in the AFA were included to allow these facilities
'to continue to process pollock in directed fisheries as part of the allocations in §206 of the AFA, but
that it was riot intended that they would be limited unless they participated 1n cooperatives. ‘Because
it is not anticipated that these facilities will participate in cooperatives, their processing histones have
not been included in the calculation of processing limits.

8. ‘Processing histories of AF A-eligible facilities that choose not to participate in cooperatives.

* All 23 catchier processors and motherships specified in the AFA, and the shore plants and floaters that*
processed 2,000 or more tons of pollock in 1996 and 1997, are assumed to participate in cooperatives.
Therefore, their proccssmg histories are included in the calculation of the limits. If their histories are
included in calculating the limits, but they choose not to be in a cooperative, will the non-participating
facilities have to cease processing if an applicable processing limit is reached? 'In general, for all
options presented, the Council will need to decide whether processmg limits would be applied

‘when facxlxtleslcompames do not participate in co-ops.

9. . Use of 10% Ownership Rule in the determination of AFA entities,

The analysis treats the ownership of each individual in a family separately. The Council may wish to
treat the ownership of currently married individuals and the minor childrenas a single ownership stake
for purposes of the 10% Ownership Rule. Further, the analysis assumes that CDQ companies and
organization are treated no differently from other companies. Issues of "control” have been discussed
earlier. As noted then, thjs analysis focuses more on ownership.

10. Fixed processing limits, or adjustable limits to account for changes in ownershlg gaﬁems or the

participation of AFA-eligible facilities in cooneratwes

For example a non-AFA processmg company purchases an AFA-eligible fac111ty The new owner
‘would become an AFA company, If the limits are intended to preclude AFA companies from
expanding their processing in non-pollock species, then it stands to_reason that the new owner’s
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processing in its non-AFA plants would be added into the AFA processing total for.that species. Once

' "aprocessing lrmrt for a given species is reached then the pew owner will haveto cease processing that
specres at all of its facilities. If processing limits are ﬁxed, then the new owner s processing history
from its original plants would not be included in the processing limit calculation, but the current
processing of its original non-AFA plants would count toward the himits. In this exarnple a closure
could result before any of the facilities has processed its historical percéntage of the species.

* -'. . E B S P . . - i . g S ’_ Lo '.' . “l' -"_7 * :\. ' l
. 'Vessels that are not elig,ible under the Crab.andfor Groundﬁsh chense'Lumtatlon Proaram (LLP).

‘ . P ! '
The analysrs uses all catch and processmg of all vessels and processmg facrlrtres that partrcrpated 1n
.. 1995- 1997, and does not venfy whether all catcher processors would quahfy for a hcense under the

LLP. Itis not believed that there were srgmﬁcant numbers of unquahfred vessels partrcrpatmg in those
years.

N . . N il . i
5 Doy e e oar ot

12, Processing totals of vessels or plants that have been destroved of replaced” ..~ ..,

. Since 1995, there have been several vessels,or plants that have been destroyed or replaced. In some
of those cases, catchand processmg histories have been transferred to new owners who have built new
vessels or processrng facrhtles to replace the old It is poss:ble that AFA compames or members of
AFA entities own the catch and processmg hrstones of some of the destroyed or replaced facilities.
" The analysis assumes  that the catch and processmg histories of such destroyed or replaced facrlrtres
will be mcluded m the ealculatron of AFA processtng limits. However, it should be noted that itis
" possible that some of the lost or destroyed vessels may not be eligible for. hcenses under the Crab LLP.
Because of the difficulties in documentmg destroyed or replaced vessels, the analysis includes
processing of all facilities that participated in the fisheries between 1995 and 1997. . ...,

13. . Processing totals of vessels that have been removed from U.S. documentation..

Sy,

It is possrble that some vessels that are no longer U S. -docwnented fishing vessels {in adchtlon to the
mne vessels removed in the AFA) may contnbute to the AF A processing | hmrts ‘In some cases, the
. proccssrng hrstones of those vessels may be suﬂicrent to qualtfy replacement vessels under the LLP,
and'it ts poss1ble that the owners of those ﬁshmg hrstones have already built replacement vessels.
" Because of the difficulties of conﬁrmmg current U.S, documentatlon of all vessels, the’ analysrs
includes the catch and processing of all vessels that participated in the fisheries between 1995 and
1997. If the Council chooses to exclude these vessels, then processing histories of all vessels that have -
given up their documentation should be rémoved from both the nunierator and the dehominator of the
. calculatro_n for calculating limits. .. S D .
frroo

14, " Interactiohs of processing limits with "ifngroved'RetérltiSn and Improved Utilization ‘(I'RJID. |

" Ifa processmg fimit is reached fora specres that 13 caught as bycatch ln other ﬁshenes wrll processmg
of the other species be limited as well? As ‘an example, assume that a processing limit for Pacific cod

. 18 reached, but the processing limit for flatfish has yet to be attained. Bycafch of Pacific cod is.almost -
* unavoidable in flatfish ﬁsherres and therefore it IS hkely that addrtloual Pacific cod will be caught or
delivered to flatfish processors. If thosé processors cannot process additional ‘Pacific cod, and they

. cannot discard the Pacific.cod because of IRIU, then in effect they cannot process, additional flatfish
(must reﬁ.lse dehvery) . . Q. o .

ll.(r
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16.

17.

18.

Crab GHLs

How will processing limits be applied to crab species when the Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) is set
as a range, or when crab species are managed by season?

Treatment of Bycatch.

If a processing limit for a species is reached, the processors affected by that limit, whether at the
individual, sector, or overall level, will be prohibited from processing additional amounts of that
species, even if delivered as bycatch. NMFS may, however, employ a phased approach of unposing
processing limits that would allow the processmg of bycatch amounts of a limited species after a
predetermined threshoid is reached.

Defining AFA facilities, companies. and entities,

Processing limits will be set at the beginning of the year and may vary with the number of participating
facilities and species TACs. Facilities, companies and entities must declare before the calendar year
which facilities will participate in pollock cooperatives. That declaration will define which facilities,
companies and entities are AFA-related. If a company or entity has at least one AFA eligible facility,
that company or entity is defined as an AFA company or entity.

NMFS verification procedures.

NMEFS will have the ultimate responsibility for defining AFA facilities, companies, and entities.
Ownership structure will need to be detailed in affidavits showing ownership shares down to the {0
percent ownership level. Ifa company, corporation, or partmership owns the processor, then additional
details showing the individual owners of the company, corporation, or partnership must also be”
provided. The processor’s permit application will also contain signed affidavits from all companies,
corporations, partnerships and individuals that own at least a 10 percent share of the processor. The
affidavits will indicate all other processing facilities in which the company, partnership, or individual
has at least a 10 percent ownership share. After defining AFA facilities, companies or entities, NMFS
will send documentation to each one describing the company and ownership linkages. A representative
of the facility, company or entity will have to acknowledge the ownership structure and agree to abide
by the processing limits, or be denied a permit. :

If sector limits are to be used, the representative will also have to declare which sector his facility will
operate based on already established inshore-offshore criteria.

AFA-eligible inshore floating processors, if they participate in pollock cooperatives, must declare as
part of the inshore sector, and may not process crabror groundfish in a location other than the location
in which they process pollock.
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8.5 Results of the Analysis of Ten Options o

This section presents the results of the analysié of the ten options. It quantifies the limits as they pertain to
various levels and layers within levels, and qualitatively assesses the efficacy of the option.in meeting the
objectives previously described.

8.5.1 Opticn t: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Facilities

A single overall processing limit would be set for each specieé and would encompass all AFA facilities. Once
the overall limit is reached. no additional processing of the lumted species by any AFA facility would be
allowed. Under this option, only AFA facilifies would be limited. Ifa company owns an AFA fac1hty and a
non-AFA facility, only the AFA famllty would be affected by the processing limits.

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA .are included
in the overall processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSAI crab, any
pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent of the Pacific cod in
Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other processors mcluded thhm the AFA processing limits will be
allowed to process the 20 catcher processors' historical portions of GoA groundfish-species. (The 20 catcher
processors listed in §208 of thc AFA did not process any crab durmg the historical processing period.)

A qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of this optlon n meetmg the 10 objectwes mtroduced in
Subsection 8.1.5 1s given in Table 8.5 along with an assessment for the other options. The table shows each -
of those objectives with a presumed rating from the perspective of an interest group. The objectives are rated
“good”, “fair” or “poor”, relative to the other options, and where a “fair” rating implies that there are worse
options and there are better options. The ratings are made from, the analyst s presumption of the attitudes of
the stated interest group but do not necessanly reflect the actual judgement of the group.

L

[ L ST e -

H:\S1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal . wpd 194 . _ - January 2000 :



Table 8.4 shows estimates of overall processing limits for AFA facilities for each species group, based first
on the processing histories of AFA facilities in 1995-1997 and then on only 1996-1997.

Table 8.4, Option 1: Overall Limit Applied to All AFA Facilities, 1995-1997 and 1996-1997

Percent of Total Processing

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish

Flatfish

Atka Other Species Pacific Cod  Rockfish
Mackerel
1995-1997 13.64 33.57 2278 37.95 19.23
1996-1997 13.04 33.73 2348 38.75 1874
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish
Atka Flatfish  Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish
‘Mackerel
1995-1967 1423 7.88 4,58 31.83 47.45 925
1996-1997 .9.94 6.66 455 35.55 46,73 811
Crab '
Bairdi Blue King Brown King Opilio “Red King
1995-1997 56.47 - 18.63 5577 19.03 55,2_]
1996-1997 61.05 16.61 55.08 19.70 5743
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Table 8.5 Summan of the Qualitative Analvsis of Processing Limits

Overall Limits Sector Limits Individual Limits
Option Option Option | Option Option Ontion | Option Option Optien  Option
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Facility Company _Entity | Facility -Company _Entity | Facility Company 'AFA/Co.  Entity
. Objectives from the Perspective of Proponents of Processing Limits ° e e e g e e e e et e
1. How does the cption rate in terms of limiting Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good
AFA processing of species other than BSAI .
pollock to the levels achieved prior 1o the vt
o passage of the AFA? | OO OO RTIOPDYIUN NPT R TIOTTUTOTRPORYRTRRN SO et PR R e SRt E e et e et
2. How does the option rate in terms of including Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good .-Poor Fair - Poor Good
211 processing interests of AVA companies? ] . " OO RO s
3. How does the optlon Tate in terms of preventing Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good
AFA companies from evading the limits : ) ' >
through subsidiaries or holding companies? T
Objectives from the Perspective of AFA PIOCESSOTS | et e
4. How does the option rate in terms of allowing Goed Goad Good Good Good Good | = Poor Good Good Good
AFA processors to maximize their ability to o :
realize psofits in the pollock processing
......... e A O N OO SO
5.. How does the option rate in tenms of allowing Fair Fair Poor Fair Poor Poor Fair Fair Good Fair
AFA processors to.be able to utilize non- o - N .
pollack processing capacity improvements . i .. -
... COMPleted prior to passage of the AFA? || Lo SOOI CR P, N —
6. How does the option rate in terms of its effect Good Fair Poor Fair Fair . “Poor Good . Fair Good Poor
on the market value of AFA facilities? : i
Objectives from the Perspective of Non-pollock Processors Linked to AFA Processors T e
7. How does the option rate in terms of restricting Good Good Poor Good Good Poor -Good Good Good Poor
non-pollock processors that will not benefit ' T C
directly from the AFA? .
_Objectives from the Perspective of NMES | oo st e e e
8. How does the option rate in terms of the Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor Good Fair Good Poor
b aperwork Reduction Act? | . STV ' s g vorie eviesisseasianemnns ' .............................
9. How does the option rate in ‘terms of he NMFS | Good Fair *  Poor Good Fair - = 'Poor_ | - Good Fair . Good Poor
o, 20IILY to determine and set the timits? - L ORISR N S sioans R S
10. How does the option rate in tenms of the NMFS Good Fair Fair Good Poor Poor Fair Fair - Fair Fair
ability to manage the limits in-season? ' b
Notes: -

1/ The objectives are given a presumed rating relative to the other options from the per5pecnve of the interest group shown. A fair ratlng implies that theré are worse opuons

and better options.

Iy

2/ The column headed “AFA/Co.” is for the option that imposes individual processing llmns on lhe AI'A facxlxlles in a company, but does not limit non-AFA facdmes in the

cormpany. :
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8.52 Option2: Overall Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies

A single overall processing {imit would be set for each species and would encompass all of the processing
facilities of companies that have a direct majority ownership stake in AFA facilities. In effect the primary
criterion under which two or more processing facilities are considered to be owned by a single company will
be whether the majority of ownership in each facility is held by the same individuals or companies, regardless
of whether each individual’s or company’s relative shares are identical In this section, companies that own
AFA facilities are referred to as AFA companies. Once the overall limit is reached, no additional processing
of the limited species by any facility owned by any AFA company would be allowed. The 10% Ownership
Ruie would pot be applied under this option, and only those facilitics that are mthm the AFA compames would
be limited.

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA are included
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any
BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent of the
Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits
. for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher proccssors listed in §208 of the AFA did not process
any crab during the historical processing period.)

Table 8.6 shows estimates of overall processing limits for AFA companies for each species group. The
estimates are based on the processing histories of all facilities in AFA companies for 1995-1997 and 1996-
1997. The effectiveness of the processing limits 1s shown in Table 8.5.

Table 8.6 Option 2 Overall Limit Applied to Ali Facilities within AFA Companies, 1995-1997 and 1996-
1997.

Percent of Total Processing

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish

Atka  Flatfish  Other Species Pacific Cod  Rockfish
\ Mackerel
1995-1997 13.93 36.82 26.09 42.19 25.99
1996-1997 13.17 35.79 26.56 43.50 : 24.72

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish

Atka Flathish  Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock Rockiish
Mackerel . '
1995-1997 16.86 21.87 8.48 4431 58.27 25.03
1996-1997 10.07 21.00 882 - 4811 56.04 25.27
Crab
Bairdi Blue King Brown King Opilio Red King
1995-1997 65.15 74.05 59.93 61.67 69.37

1656-1997 61:09 74.52 55.79 62.64 70.04
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8.53 Option 3: Overall Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA-Entities, e

This section discusses a smgle overall processing limit that would be set for each species and would encompass
all of the processing facrlltles of AFA entities, as defined by the 10% Ownershrp Rule. Once the overall limit
is reached, no additional processmg of the 11m1ted specres by any fac111ty associated w1th any AFA entity would-
beallowed . ., o e : .

The GOA groundﬁsh proccssmg hlstones of the 20 catcher processors llSted in §208 of the AFA are included
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from _processing any
BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent of the
Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher processors ‘included within AFA
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits
for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the. AFA did not proccss
any crab dunng the hlstoncal processmg penod ) . S S TG
Tables 8.7 and Tab[e 8 8 show estimates of overall processmg limits for AFA entities for each species group
The entities are based. on the orgamzatlonal a.nalysrs from Section 8.2, and therefore the estimates should be-
viewed as analytical estimates rather than ﬁnal limits. The tables pr0v1de ranges of estunated limits for each
species group. The lower values are derived from facilities that the analysts were able to document as part of
an AFA entity and are shown in the rows labeled "documented”. Higher estimates of the limits are shown in
rows labeled "possible.” The higher estimates were derived by adding to the documented totals, the processing -
volumes of other facilities that may be, considered part of: an AFA entity once ﬁnal rules are. determined and
additional information and. verification has been gathered. As before the quahtatlvc analysis of the ePficacy i
of this option is shown in Table 8.5.

. " DR

e

Table 8.7 Option 3: “Overall Limit Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1995-1997
- - - Percent of Total Processmg R

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish L

Atka Flatfish  Other Species Pacific Cod Rockﬁsh
Mackerel ) o :
Documented 13.94 38.48 2834 4436 - 2768
Possible 15.01 ' 54.26 3907 * 51.09 43 53
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish ‘ J
~ Atka Flatfish  Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock .  Rockfish
Mackerel ‘
Documented - '17.21 v 2872 - 271740 - 50.56 -~ 66.93 29.39
Possible 19.48 32.37 2093 5127 6710 3720
Crab ‘ ‘ R .n i .\ : ) ' h |
‘Bairdi Blue King BrownKing  Opilio Red King
Documented 65.38 74.05 59.93 61.67 69.37
Possible 66.90 74.56 ' 59.93 63.3 l 70.20
Notes: ' o

. 1/ Towd documented percentages mclude facilities for whrch thc analysis has documented lmkages at the 10 percem
level. ,

2/ Total possible percentages include all documented lmkages as well as facrhucs that may be lmkcd dependmg on
the application of the 10 percent rule or further mvcsugauon
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- Table 8.8 Option 3: Overall Limit Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1996 and 1997

Percent of Total Processing

Bering Sea Aleutian Istands Groundfish

Atka Flatfish Other Pacific Cod  Rockfish
. Mackerel Species ‘
Documented ‘ 13.18 35.95 27.73 © 4391 ~24.97
Possible 1392 .. 5251 39.24 o060 L ALS
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish ' 3

Atka Flatfish ~ Other - Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish

_ Mackerel Species o

Documented 10.13 2935 19.19 . 5449 . -6544 31.17 -
Possible LAise L3218 22.90 4712 .. .87 0 ..3%4L
Crab - : » o

Bairdi Blue King Brown King  Opilio Red King
Documented -~ 61.83 74.52 53.79 62.64 70.04
Possible - 62.40 - 7490 55.79 64.4] 70.92
Notes: ' ‘ '
1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent

level,

-2/ Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be lmked depending on
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation. )

L 854 . Optiond: Sector-Level Pracessing Limits Applied to All AFA Facilities

Sector-level processing limits would be imposed for each species upon all AF A facilities as d'éﬁned in the AFA

" aggregated across the offshore, mothership, and shoreside processors. Once the sector limit is reached, no

additional processing of the limited species by any AFA facility would be allowed.

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA are included
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any
BSAI crab, any poliock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, anid more than 10 percent of the
Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA
~ catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits
- for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA did not process
'~ any crab during the historical processing period.)
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Table 8.9 shows estimates of sector level processing limits for AFA facilities for each species group. The

estimates are based on the processing histories of AFA facilities during the years 1995, 1996, and 1997. Table
8-10 shows estimates of sector level processing lmuts for AFA facilities for each’ SpeClCS group, "based on the’
- -processing histories of AFA- facilities during the years 1996 and 1997 The efﬁcacy of thJs Optlon IS evaluated ;
in Table 8.5.

') - i M : el
Table 8.9 Opt10n4 Sector-Level Limits Apphed to AFA Facilities, 1995-1997 g
C o Percent of Total Processmg_by Sectors :
" Catcher Inshore . NS
Species by Area Processors  Processors Motherships Total
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish L R L
Atka Mackerel , . _ e 12.8] Ayt 0.23 o 0  13.64
Flatfish . S g 2541 . 786 ..y 046 3373
Other Species o ‘ '9.31 1339 - 078 23 48 e
Pacific Cod ) ) . 11.73 B 2541 . 1.61 38.75
Rockfish o N LA, 932 Tt 8sl 1091 1875 .
Gulf of Alaska Groundﬁsh . o ph v S
-Atka‘Mackerel =~ - " 7 T 027 7 "_9-67 S - T9%4 T T
Flatfish . I L 4.64 - . 202, . - 0 .- .666 ;.
Other Specnes ) ‘ 0.89 3.66 _ - ’ 456
Pacific Cad =+ - i:'¢ 4 F o O 2,42: --;‘; ) 233,10 & - ‘0.03" . "‘2'35.55:
Pollock © 096 - 4568 - 009 4672
Rockfish 6.87 1.24 ‘ - 8.11
Crab I NS St { R B P Lo
Bairdi - 56.47 - 56.47
BluéKing - *. 7. - coonrrext o 1863 0 e i i 1863
BrownKing « + . . .t s oL e 58T ‘_ G 5’577
Opilio Beo SR 19.037 T L T 1803
Red King e - e e3s2l e 3520
T o N o : L T
G it Lo
S - ST U i >
¢ - - S s Lt Lo M
= - . s ‘- W SAL, e : L
; ) . ) o e
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Table 8.10 Option 4: Sector-Level Limits Applied to AFA Facilities, 1596 and 1997

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors

Catcher Inshore .

Species by Area ) _ Processors Processors Motherships Total
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish |
Atka Mackerel - 12.81 0.23 0 13.04
Flatfish 25.41 7.86 - 0.46 33.73
Other Species 931 13.39 0.78 23.48
Pacific Cod ' 11.73 2541 1.61 38.75
Rockfish o 932 851 0.91 18.74
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish
Atka Mackerel _ 0.27 9.67 . 094
Flatfish 4.64 2.02 0 6.66
Other S-pccies 0.89 3.66 - 4.55
Pacific Cod 242 33.10 0.03 35.55

* Pollock ‘ | 0.96 45.68 0.09 46.73
Rockfish : 687 1.24 - 8.11
Crab _ C .
Bairdi - 61.09 - 61.09
Blue King . 16.61 - 16.61
Brown King ' - 55.08 ) 55.08
Opilio - - 19.70 - 19.70
Red King - 57.43 - 57.43
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855 Qntion 5: Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies

Sector-level processing limits would be imposed for each species upon all facilities in AFA companies as .

defined by direct ownership of AFA facilities. Sectors would be defined on the basis of the existing
inshore/offshore regulations. The catcher processor sector would include all-catcher- Processors: of any gear

type greater than 125 feet LOA and all catcher processors less than 125 feét LOA that process more than 125

tons per week (round weight). The mothership sector would include any non-catching floating processor that
takes delivery of groundfish or BSAI crab species in more than one location during the year, or which takes
deliveries outside of state waters. The inshore sector would include all shore plants and non-catching floating

processors that take dellvery of groundfish and BSAI crab in a single location within state waters during the

year, and all catcher processors of any gear type less than 125 feet LOA that process less than 125 tons per
week (round weight). Once the sector-limit is reached, no additional processing of the limited species by any
AFA facility in the sector would be allowed.

- - \
The primary criterion under which two or more processing facilities are considered to be owned by a single
company will be whether the majonty of ownershup in each facility is held by the same individuals or

companies, regardless of whether each individual’s company’s relative shares are identical. Once the sector

limit is reached, no addltlonal processing of the llmlted species by any facility owned by an AFA company
mcluded in the sector would be allowed .
The GOA groundﬁsh processing histones of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA are included
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any

BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent 6f the -

Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits

for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA did not process N

any crab during the historical processing period.) - - .- -
Table 8.11 shows estimates of sector level processing limits for AFA companies for each species group. The

estimates are based on the processing histories of alf facilities in AFA companies during the years 1995, 1996,
and 1997, and the assumptions delineated above. Table 8.12 shows similar information for 1996-1997.
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Table 8.11 Option 5: Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Companies, 1995-1997

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors

K Catcher Inshore ‘
Species by Area Processors Processors Motherships Total
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish ‘
Atka Mackerel 12.95 0.23 0 13.17
Flatfish - 27.37 7.87 0.56 35.79
Other Species 12.11 13.41 1.04 26.56
Pacific Cod 14.81 25.49 3.20 43.50
Rockfish 15:08 8.52 112 24.72
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish - -
Atka Mackerel 0.30 9.76 - 10.07
Flatfish 9.09 11.91 0 21.00
Other Spécies 1.96 6.86 0 8.82
Pacific Cod 2.84 44 03 1.25 48 11
" Pollock 1.05 549 0.09 56.04
Rockfish 20.27 5.00 0. 2527
Crab _
Bairdi 3.31 58.91 2.94 65.15
 Blue King 279 34.54 36.71 74.05
Brown King 3.56 56.37 0 59.93
Opilio 4.44 30.48 26.76 61.67
Red King 0.65 61.43 730 69.37
HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewafaeal .wpd 203 January 2000



Table 8.12.; Option 5: Sector-Level Limits Applied to.All Facilitigs Within AFA Companies, 1996 and

1997 "= == -
- § Percent of Total Processing by Sectors

. . A Catcher Inshore ' .o -
Species by Area "~ "Processors ~ Processors =~ Matherships  Total .
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands - ‘Air .
Groundfish L .
Atka Mackerel . 12.95 0.23 0 1317
Flatfish. ) V2137 7.87 0.56 3579
Other Species eaY! 13.41 104 2656
Pacific Cod 14.81 25.49 320 4350
Rockfish . 15.08 852 L2 4
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish . A
Atka Mackerel 0.30 9.76 - 10,07
Flatfish $9.09 11.91 0 2100
Other Species ., 196 6.86 0 ' 882
Pacific Cod . 2.84 44.03 125 4811
Pollock 1.05 54.90 - - 0:09 5604
Rockfish 2027 5 0 2527
Crab . - \ .‘,'
Bairdi . . 0 61.09 0 6109
Bluc King ) 0 35.31 3921 7452
Brown King N N 0 55.79 0 5579
Opilic 4.22 31.56 - - 26:86 - ~ 62.64
Red King 0.69 61.76 7.59  70.04
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856 | Option 6: Sector-Level Limits Apphied to All Facilities in AFA Entities /

Sector-level processing limits would be applied for each species to all facilities in AFA entities, as defined
by the 10% Ownership Rule. Sectors would be defined as in Option 5. Once the sector limit is reached,
no additional processing of the limited species by any entity that owns an AFA-eligible facility included
in the sector would be allowed. All processing facilities associated with an AFA entity would be affected
by the limit. :

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA are
included in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from
processing any BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more
than 10 percent of the Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher
processors included within AFA catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the
catcher-processor sector processing limits for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher
processors listed in §208 of the AFA did not process any crab during the historical processing period.)

Tables 8.13 and 8.14 show, for the two time periods, estimates of sector level processing limits for AFA
entities for each species group. The entities are based on the organizational analysis from Section 8.2, and
therefore the estimates should be viewed as analytical estimates rather than final limits. The tables provide
ranges of estimated limits for each species group. The lower values are derived from facilities that the
analysts were able to document as part of an AFA entity and are shown in the rows labeled "documented.”
Higher estimates of the limits are shown in rows labeled "possible." The higher estimates were derived by
adding to the documented totals, the processing volumes of other facilitics that may be considered part of
an AFA entity once final rules are determined and additional information and verification has been
gathered.
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Table 8.13 Option 6: Sector-Level Limits Applied to. All Facilitics Within AFA Entitics, 1995-1997

Species by Percent of Total Processing by Sectors
Area . AFA Links - . N L S
T «Catcher . . . Inshore’ S :
. Processors - Pracessors.. . Motherships . +Total
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish ‘ : L T
Atka Mackerel documented 12.95 0.23 0 13.18
oo pOSSDIE 13.69 023 0 13.92
Flatfish ~ ' documented 2741 7.94 - 0.60+ 35.65
: © * possible 42.77° 9;15."’_\ : 0.60 52.52
Other Species  documented . 1280 13.73" 1.20 27.73
Pacific Cod,  documented 14.99 2549 343 4391
" possible . d149 35.69. 343 50.61
Rockfish documented - 15.16 8.53 1.28 24.97
e .. possible 30.33 9.54 , 1.28 41.15
‘Gulf of Alaska Groundfish o Lo G .
Atka Mackerel documented - 030 9.82 T =t 10,12
- - . possible - 0 1.54 - 982 - N 11.36
Elatfish . documented . 9.09:. .+ 19.05 T .21 29.35
> possible - - 1073 ¢ 2029 - o 21 32.23
Other Species  documented “1.96 17.10 “0.13 19.19
... possible . 323 19.54 013" 2290
Pacific Cod documented 2.84 50.35 1.30 54.49
....................................... possile 2.98 50.44 130 5472
Pollock documented 1.05 64.30 0.09 65.44
possible L8 6431 0.09 65.48
Rockfish documented 2027 10.64 0.26 31.17
possible 28.14 11.01 0.26 39.41
Crab _
~ Bairdi documented 3.31 59.13 2.94 65.38
possible 4.83 59.13 294  .....56.590
Blue King documented 279 34.54 36.71 74.05
__________ . _possitle 331 34,54 3671 74.56
Brown King  documented 3.56 56.37 0 59.93
possible 3.56 56.37 0 59.93
Opilio documented 444 30.48 26.76 61.67
possible 6.08 30.48 26.76 63.31
Red King documented 0.65 61.43 7.30 69.37
possible 1.47 61.43 .7.30 70.20
Notes:

1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent

level.

2/ Total possible percentages include all documented Iinkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on

the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation.
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Table 8.14 Option 6 Sector-Level Limits Appfied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1996 and 1997

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors

e Catcher : Inshore
Species by Area  AFA Links Processors Motherships Processors Total
Bering Sea Alentian Islarids Groundfish
Atka Mackerel- documented 12.95 0 023 13.18
possible 13.69 o 0.23 13.92
Flatfish documented 27.41 0.60 7.94 35.95
e e poOSSIBlE 4297 0 ...0.60 o5 5251
Other Species  documented 12.80 1.20 1373 2173
...... _...possible 23.35 120 ..14.69 39.24
Pacific Cod documented 14.99 3.43 2549 4391
' possible 2149 343 25.69 50.61
Rockfish documented 15,16 1.28 8.53 24,97
possible 30.33 1.28 9.54 41.15
- Gulf of Alaska Groundfish
Atka Mackerel documented 0.30 - 9.82 10.13
____________ possible 1.54 - 9.82 11.36
Flatfish documented 9.09 121 19.05 29.35
.......... e DOSSIDIE 10.73 121 20.29 32.23
Other Species  documented 1.96 0.13 17.10 19.19
possible 3.23 013 . 19.54 22.90
" . Pacific Cod documented 2.84 1.30 50.35 5449
o possible 298 1.30 50.44 54.72
. Pollock documented: 1.05 0.09 64.30 6544 -
possible 1.18 0.09 64.31 65.37
Rockfish documented 20.27 0.26 10.64 3117
possible 28.14 0.26 11.01 39.4]
Crab
Bairdi “documented 0 0 61.83 61.83
oo possible 056 0 61.83 6240
Blue King documented 0 3921 3531 7452
........................................... possible 038 . 39.2] 3531 74.90
Brown King  documented o o 55.79 55.79
possible 0 .0 55.79 55.79
Opilio documented 422 26.86 31.56 62.64
.................. possible 5982086 31.56 64.41
Red King documented: 0.69 7.59 61.76 70.04
possible 1.58 7.59 61.70 70.92
Notes:

1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent

level.

2/ Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on’

the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation.
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857~ Option 7: Individual Proces'smg Limits Applied to Each AFA Facility. . B

Individual processmg Inmts for each species w0uld be unposed upon ‘each AFA ellgxble facility. Once the
individual facility reaches a limit for a particular species, no additional processing of the limited species by that
facxhty in the sector would be allowed. The limits would not constitute an allocatlon and would not guarantee
that a facility could process a specified percentage of the TAC. As with other sxdeboa,rgi alternatives; a decision
has to be made as to whether the limit would apply in the event a facility does not participate in a co-op.

The GOA gronndﬁsh processmg hlstones of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA are mcluded
in the catcher—processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processmg any
BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundﬁsh in Area 630 of the GOA, and mére than 10 percent of the
Pacific cod in' Areas 610, 620, and 640. 'T'he Counci! should make a decision regardlng the abllity of these
catcher processors to shift historical processing from Area 630 to other areas for purposes of the processing
limuts. (The 20 catchers listed in §208 of the AFA did not process any crab durmg the h.lSTOl‘lCal processmg
penod ) S e

L [ o

Tables 8 15-8.20 show estimates of mdlv:duai processing lumts for AFA facilities for each species group and
two time periods. Actual plant identities have been hidden for reasons of confidentiality;

B * ' .
' Lo

H:\S122 \DOC\SecRevew\afaeal wpd 208. L January 2000



Table 8.15 Option 7; Individual Plant and Vesse]‘ Limits for Bering Sea Aleutian Island Groundfish, 1995-
1997 g ' ' . ' ]

AFA Plant _
Number ~ Sector Percent of Total Processing.
Atka

) Mackerel Flatfish Other Species  Pacific Cod Rockfish
1 CP . 0 0.14 041 0.85 0.17
2 INS 0.03 3.93 2.75 3.76 1.35
3 INS 0. 0.25 069 2.24 1.15
4 MS 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 057
5 CpP 1.77 0.02 0.65 0.12 0.09
6 INS 0.06 0.69 3.09 , 7.66 2.54
7 CP 0 : Q.12 - 0.66 -1.14 0.20
8 CP 1.37 0.70 091" 0.91 0.52
9 CP 1.37 310 0.89" 0.94 1.05
10 Cp 0 2.50 037 0.18 0.49
11 CP 2.62 0.70 0.68 0.94 0.58
12 CP 0 1.98 0.27 0.14 0.45
13 INS 0 0.03 . 0.09 0.12 0.03
14 CP . 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.0l
15 CP - 1.37 3.37 0.88 0.97 1.20
16 INS 0.11 0.19 _ 0.76 1.46 1.37
17 INS 0.01 .16 0.79 2.63 0.42
I8 CP . 1.37 . 073 066 0.87 0.53
19 CP 0 ' 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.03
20 " MS " 0 0.04 0.18 0.35 0.07
21 INS 0.03 1.97 1.61 321 0.89
2 CP L 6.08 0.82. 0.39 1.17
23 . CP 140 1.02 0.67 1.75 0.79
24 CP - 0.72 1.78 0.69 0.26 1.57
25 Cp - 0.04 0.08 - 0.06 0.05
26 CP ) - 0.01 0.01 0.01 0
27 CP 0.01 . 0.07 0.14 0.95 0.15
23 CP 0 0.07 .10 0.15 0.04
29 Cp 1.37 2.62 0.74 0.95 0.83
30 MS 0 0.07 0.10 - 0.12 0.07
31 INS 0.02 0.50 . . 266 . 3.82 0.85
Total ' 13.64 _ 33.57 22.78 37.95 19.23

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been redistributed
" to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods

H:AS122 \DOC\SecRevew\afaeal.wpd 209 * January 2000



¥ -~ 4
<

o T T R N ;oL
Table 8.16 Option 7: I;ldiw'dual Plant and Vesse! Limits Gulf of Alaska Groundfish, 1995-1997

S e e ey e. AR

Angml:::t Sector o Percent of Total Processing A
-m Atka ~ Other . }

. Mackerel’ - Flatfish Species | Pacific Cod  Pollock Rockfish
1y 7 cp . 0 = 0 0 ~ 0.03 ] -
25 INS .- 298 006 - 033 - 056 326 " 0.04
3 INS -~ 0*¢ 002 -~ 00l 020 170" 0
4 MS - 0 ; . 001 008" i
5. P 2 - - - S -

6 | INS 016 - 006 ( 002 . 089 . 082 ¥ 0.04
7 CP - - . Do -
8 Cp 003- . 077 .- 010 ' 0.21 014 Y 043
9 Cp' 003  079- 010 ' 021 011 043
10 cP . < - - - I -
1. cP - 003, .. 077 .. 010 . 045 013 - 043
12 CP - 0. 5 - 0 - 0.04 . )
13 INS - 117.. ) 104 . 124 % 1486 2712 - 0.60
14 CP e 0 - N - 005 .
157 - cpY 0037 - 077 . 010 © " V021 " 005 L 043
16 NS . 0347 012 0 001 031 040 0.01
7. NS, 0965 L 067 L L8, 1221 568 . 022
18 CP- - 003 .. 077 - 010 021 005 .. 043
19; CP . . - - - - g - -
20 - MS - 0o -0 00l .
2] INS 457" 006 . - 024 > 038 © 23 7003
22 ¢ cP . - - - A -
23, cB. ., 003 . 077 [ 0l . 021 <005 -~ 043
24 CPp . 008 -+ 010 -y 034 ¢ 034 004 T 522
25, CP - < T oLt -
26 - cPp - St T S .
27 s A s e o 02700 L0081 -- C001 - 023 - 005 -
28 e D N S D) SR, 7' S
29 . CP. ¢ 2 -003 e 077 - 00w L0210 016 . 043
30 - MS - T T (R 1Y ¢ 7 S
31 INS 3.78 0.06 0.52 0.35 4.88 0.05
Total 14.23 7.88 4.58 31.83 47.45 925

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods
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Table 8.17 Optioh 7. Individual Plant and Vessel Limits for Crab, 1995-1997

A;?:mfl’)l::t Sector | . Percent of Total Processing
Bairdi Blue King Brown King Opilio Red King
1 CP - - - - -
2 INS 12.14 .1.68 7.72 2.55 12.45
3 INS - - - - -
4  MS - - - - -
5 CpP - - ' - - -
6 INS 16.65 292 0.67 T 2.24 14.09
7 CP - - - - -
8 CP - - - - - -
5 CP - . - : - -
10 CP - - - - -
11 CP - - - - -
12 CP - . - - -
13 INS ) - . - - - -
14 - ¢cp - - - - - -
15  Cp - . - . | .
16 INS ' - - - - -
17 INS. 14.06 2.15 - 5.07 13.05
18 CP - - - - -
19 CP - - ' - - : -
20 MS - - - - ) -
21 INS 6.03 492 16.75 3.36 7.50
22 CP - - : - ‘ - -
23 Ccp - - - - -
24 CP - - - ‘ - -
25 . Cp - - - - -
26 CP - - - - -
27 CP - - - - -
28 CP - - - - -
29 CcP - - - - -
30 MS - . - o - -
31 INS 7.59 6.96 30.63 5.82 8.10
Total 56.47 18.63 55.77 19.03 55.21

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods.
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Table 8.18 Option 7: Individual Plant and- Vessel Limits Bering Sea 'Aleutian Island Groundfish; 1996 and
....1997 - o [P B Y B S < - o - “‘ o
AFA Plant ' A

- Number - - Sector Ce e -Percent..of,Totgl.P.rocessing"'""“
o B _
.. Mackerel Flatfish  Other:Species. Pacific Cod - Rockfish

1 CP 0 0.1 - 036 093 . 0.18

2 INS 0.03 4.12 292 3.72 1.50

3 INS 0.01 025 0.86 233 L2

4  MS 0 0.33 0.49 1L17 ;083

5 CP 2.11 - 0.02 0.86 0.13 0.1!

6 INS 0.03 0.84 3.77 8:52 . 267

7 CP "0 0.13 0.59 144+ 024

8 Cp 1.29 0.70 0.99 0.82 0.47

9 cp 1.29 322 0.75 0.90 096

10 ¢Cp 0 2.45 0.27 014 - 06l

11 CP 2.49 0.69 0.66 08 1 052

12 CP - 2.05 0.30 0.14 . 0.57

13 INS 0 . 003 0.08 0.12 0.04

14 cp - 0.03 0.05 0.02 0.02

.15 CP 1.29 3.61 0.90 0.95 . 1.29

16 INS 0.10 0.18 0.91 1.70 1.37

17 INS 0.01 0.19 0.84 2.82 .. 045

18 CP 1.29 0.70 0.64 0.83 ¢ 048

19 CP- 0 0.08 0.06, 0.09 ©0.05

20 MS 0 0.04 0.17 0.32 . 0.03

21 INS 0.02 1.85 1.52 2.61 075

22 CP . 6.34 0.73 0.39 1.49

23 CP 1.29 1.03 0.62 1.73 0.75

24 CP 0.46 1.70 0.57 0.15 - 0.56

25 CP - 0.04 0.10 0.06 ot 0.07

26 CP - - - - -

27 CP 0.01 0.07 0.16 1.14 - 0.16

28 CP 0 0.06 0.08 0.07 0.04

.29 cp 129 - 2.38 0.63 0.93 0.75
2300 - MS. 0 T009.  TTUUQI2 T 0.13 005

3] INS 0.02 <041 - 249 - 3.58 0.62

Total - - .-~ + 1304 - 3373 - 2348 ° 3875 - 1875

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods
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'Table 3. 19‘ Option 7: Individual Plant and Vessel Limits Gulf of Alaska Groundfish, 1996 and 1997

AFA Plant Percent of Total-Proc_essing

Number Sector 7

Atka Other

.- Mackerel Flatfish Spectes  Pacific Cod  Pollock Rockfish

1 (904 - - 0 0 O 0.05 -
2 INS 3.79 .. 0.05 0.43 051 1.23 0.04

3 INS 0 0.01. 001 013 2.14 0.

4 MS . 0 - 0.02 £0.05 ]

5 cp _ - - - - - -
6 INS . 0 0.03 0.02 " 0.65 041 0.06

7 CP - - ‘ - - - -
8 CP 0.04 _0.60 0.06 - 0.28 0.12 0.035
9 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05
10 CP - . . ; - ;
11 cp 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.65 0.18 0.05
12 CP - 0 - 0 o 0.06 -

13 INS 0.16 1.09 1.48 © 17.39 30.32 0.82
14 Cp i . - : i
15 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05
16 INS . 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.26 0.59 0
17 INS 0.09: 0.68 1.09 13.68 625 0.25

18 ce - 004 0.60 0.06 028 0.06 O».OS ,
19 CP - - - - - -
20 MS. - o . - o0l 0.02 S
21 INS 543 0.04 0.08 0.11 '1.76 0.01
22 Cp .- - - - - To-
23 CP S 0.04 . 0.60 ' 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05
24 Ccp 0.02 0.07 0.48 0.06 0.02 6.44
25 ¢ - - - - -

- 260 CP . ] o ; . ] ]
“27 CP L. 0.38 0.02 ' 0.02 -0.08 0.08
28 CP . ] ) ] ) ]
29 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 - 0.28 (.23 0.05

30 MS - 0 - ' 0" 0.02 =7
31 INS.-. 0.17 0.04 . 054 - 037 2.98 0.05
. Total 9.94 6.66 4,56 . 35.55. - 46.72 - 8.11

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been
» redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods.
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Table 8. 20 Optlon 7 Indmdual Plant and Vessel Lumts for Cmb 1996 a.nd 1997

Sy ..“?‘.

AFA Plant

Percent of Total Processmg

Number ~- Sector - "~ .
. . Bairdi Blue King Brown ng ~__Opilio Red King__

e + T- f.‘ CP o - ) - e (.' - B - ..-\<.. —_— ..‘ 5
. 2 . /INS 1367 - - 252 . 968 - 29I - 13.35
" 3 ‘ ms . - ' - "'j!" - - =
4 .MS - . - - -
5 CP - - . - - h -
6 . .INS 3.00 .. 280 104 1.68 .. 14.76
7 CP - - - . N
v 8. CpP O - - - -
N 9 Cp O - T - - -
10 Cp - - - - i -
L 11 Ccp - R - -0 - -
’ 12 " .CP - - - - fe-
13 70 NS S - o
14 ~ CP - - - . - L
e 5 . CP 0 - - - > - -
, ' 16 ‘.- ‘]NS ; - G . - - - © -
| 17 . 'INS 18.45 | 143 S - s 534 13.52
N I S
T 19 Cp - - - - Ji-
i 20 .. MS . - - - Ao
: 21 " INS 9.13 . 3.2 16.16 3.22 (7.58
R, 22 cp ) _ ~ ) -
N 23 CP - - . - - -
y 24, Cp i . - a - - A .
25 cp - . - - -
26 'CP - - - - e
21 cp - - - ; .-
- 28 CP - - - - .-
, 29 CP . - - N .o
30 MS R - - . - - aT.
31 INS 6.75 675 .. 2820 6.55 . - 1821
“Total - - 61.09- 16.61 ~ '55.08° 19707 T 57.43

Note: The processmg of the nine facilities that were removed from the ﬁshery aocordmg to AF A has been
rédistributed to the | remaining seven faCllltICS owned by Amencan Seafoods :
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8.5.8 Option 8: Individual Processing Limits Applied to the AFA Facilities Within Each AFA Company

. Individual processing limits for each species would be imposed upon all AFA companies. However, unlike the
previous option, only the AFA-eligible facilities within each company would be included. Once the company 5
limit for a spemes is reached, no additional processing of the limited species by any of the company's facilities
participating in pollock cooperatives would be allowed. Although the processing limits do not constitute an
allocation, each AFA company could determine how its own limit might be divided among its participating
facilities. The analysis of individual-company processing limits on participating facilities uses the same
assumptions that define the previous option. As with previous options, a decision has to be made as to whether
the limit would apply when a company (or any of its AFA-eligible facilities) does not join a co-op. Each
company would likely need to declare each year whether any of its facilities would be in a co-op.

Tables 8.21-8.26 show estimates of individual processing limits imposed on the AFA facilities that are
participating in cooperatives within a company for each species group for the two time periods. Actual
company identities have been hidden for reasons of confidentiality. .

Table 8.21 Option 8: Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian Istands
Groundfish, 1995-1997

Company Number - ‘ Percent of Total Processing
‘ Atka - Other
: Mackerel Flathish Species Pacific Cod  Rockfish

Company 1 . . 0.01 0.07 0.14 0.95 0.15
Company 2 . ' 0 0.12" 0.66 I.14 0.20
Company 3 ‘ 10.86 12.26 543 7.32 5.51
Company 4 0 - 0.21 051 1.01 0.21
Company 5 - 1.77 0.02 0.65 0.12 0.09
" Company 6 S 0 - 0.25 069 224 115
Company 7 0.83 2.10 162 1.91 3.03
Company 8 _ . 6.08 082 039 1.17
Company 9 -0 0.07 0.10 0.1z . 0.07
. Company 10 0.02 0.50 2.66 3.82 0.85
Company 11 0.01 0.21 0.97 © 2.98 0.49
Company 12 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 0.57
Company 13 0.03 1.97 1.61 321 , 089
Company 14 0.06 0.72 3.18 7.78 "2.57
Company 15 0.03 3930 - 275 3.76 1.35
Company 16 : 0 4.48 0.64 032 0.94
Total 13.64 3357 . 2278 37.95 19.23
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‘Table §.22 - Optidn.S:;Individ‘li'al.‘Comp’any Limits Applied to AFA Facilities for Guif of Ale‘iska'

Groundfish, 1995-1997

Ce Percent of Total Processmg

‘ e Atl'ca Flat Other Pauﬂc , ' ) -
Company Number 1 Mackerel fish" . Species .~ Cod. *" Pollock Rockfish
Company 1 S ¢ -Q.-OL.-.' S 001 TT 023 .. 005,
_Companyz - .ﬁ‘__ - - h . ,"..”.-'h o - L -
Compa.ny 3 e 019 541 1067 0 LT0 0.70 298
Company4 FENE 0 0. R , 011 -
Comparly 5~ Lo Lt 5 Lo B o
Company 6 ‘ 0 002 0.01 0.20 1.70 0
Company 7- - - , 041- 022 -  .036... .0.65, 049" 7r 5237
Company 8 v o - ! = S A
Company 9 .0 : A R X 7. ;o
Company 10 378  0.06 - 052 035 488 0.05
Company 11 096 067 TLI8 - 1221 569 0.22
Company 12 - - e 0. s 0.0 -- - 008 -
Company 13 . 457 © 0.06 0.24. .. .. 0.38 230 - 0.03
Company 14 ~133 110 1.26 15.75 27.94 0.64
Company15  ~ - .. 298 006 . 033 " 056 .. .326. 0.04.-
Company 16 - - 0" - 0 0.04 -
Total * o 1423 7.887''" 458 - 31.83 47.45 9.25
Table 8.23 Option 8:" Individual Company Limits App[xcd to AFA Facilities for Crab, 1995- 1997
Company Number - Percent of Total Processing

- 2 s Y “ Brown o
o Bairdi__ Blue King " King Opilio _ Red King _

Company 1 n - - - - Tl
Company 2 K - - - - ' -
Company 3 - - - - 007 " - o
Company 4 - - - - v e]23
Company 5 - -0 - - 2Ry
Company 6 . - - - - P T
Company. 7 b - - - - - s
Company 8 . s - - - - C -
-Company 9 . - - - - ot
Compé{lyf;o 7.39 6.96- - - 30:63-~- — 582 - 8 IO
Company 11 e e e 1406 .~ 2.15. -0 5.07 13.05 -
Company 12 - - - - -
Company 13 6.03 4,92 16.75 336 7.50
Company 14 16.65 2.92 0.67 224 14.09
Company 15 12.14 .68 7.72 2.55 12.45
Company 16 - - - - -
Total 56.47 18.63 55.77 15.10 56.44
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Table 8.24 Option 8: Individual Companyl Limits Applied to AFA Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian
Islands Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 : '

Company Number Percent of Total Processing
Atka .. Other Pacific
. Mackerel Flatfish Species Cod Rockfish
Company I . 00l - 007 0.16 1.14 0.16
Company 2 ’ 0 0.13 0.59 1.44 0.24
Company 3 10.23 12.34 5.138 7.02 5.22
Company 4 0 0.16 0.44 1.00 0.22
Company 5 2.11 0.02 0.86 0.13 0.11
Company 6 ‘ 0.01 0.25 0.86. 233 1.12
Company 7 0.56 2.02 1.68 2.03 2.06
Company 8 : - 6.34 0.73 0.39 1.49
Company 9 ' 0 0.09 0.12 0.13 0.05
Company 10 0.02 041 2.49 3.58 0.62
Company 11 o 00l . o0 1.01 314 77 048
Company 12 _ 0 0.33 0.49 1.17 0.83.
Company 13 : 0.02 1.85 1.52 - 2.61 0.75
Company 14 . 003 0.87 '3.85 8.64 2.70
Company 15 o 0.03 4.12 2.92 372 . 1.50
~ Company 16 ‘ 0 4.50 0.57 0.29 L9
* - Total T 13.04 3373 23.48 38.75 13.75
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Table 8.25 'Option §:- Individual Company Limits Apphed to AFA Facxhtles for Gulf of Alaska Co

Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 . e L *

e e l K Percent of Total Processing L

.- "Atka Flat.  Other Pacific
CompanLNumber Mackerel  fish ~Species. Cod Pollock: ... Rockfish -
Company 1 v =" 038 . 0.02 0.02 0.08 : 0.08-
Company 2 . - - - - - ' -
Company 3 A 026 , 4.19 10,39 234 0.75 . 0350
Company 4 - 0 0 0 0.05 -
Company 5 - - - ‘- - .
Company 6 0 . -0.01 0.01 0.13 2.14 & ol 0
Compaj}y 7 - 0.03. 0.14 0.49 033 0.61 \ »6?-5 .
Company 8 - - - - - -
Company 9 -0 - 0 0.02 e
Company 10 0.17 0.04 0.54 037 298 .. 005 .
Company 11 009 068 = 109 1368 6.26 035
Company 12 S . 0.02 005 7.
Company 13 543 - 0.04 0.08 0.11 1.76 - 0.01 "
Company 14 0.17 " L13 "~-150  18.04 30.73 0.887
Company 15 379 005 L 043 0.51 1.23 0.04
Company 16 - o I . 0 0.06 S
Total 994 666 v 456 3555 4672 -~ 811 °
Table 8.26 Option 8: Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities for Crab, 1996 and 1997
Company Number Percent of Total Processing
Brown
Bairdi Bhie King King Opilio Red King

Company 1. - - - - -
Company 2 - - - - -
Company 3 - - - - -
Company 4 - - - - -
Company 5 - - - . ,
Company 6 - - - . -
Company 7 - - - - -
Company 8 - - - - -
Company 9 - - - - -
Company 10 6.75 6.75 2820 6.55 8.21
Company 1] 18.45 1.43 - 5.34 13.52
Company 12 - - - - -
Company 13 9.13 3.12 16.16 3.22 7.58
Company 14 13.09 2.80 1.04 1.68 14.76
Company 15 13.67 2532 0.68 2.91 13.35
Company 16 - - - - -
Total 61.09 16.61 55.08 19.70 57.43
8.5.9 Option 9: Individual Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Companies
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8.59 . Individual Limits Applied to All Facilities within a Company

Individual processing limits would be imposed for each species upon each AFA company. The primary
criterion under which two or more processing facilities are considered to be owned by a single company will
be whether the majority of ownership in each facility is held by the same individuals or companies, regardless
of whether each individual’s or company’s relative shares are identical. Once the company’s imit for a species
is reached, no additional processing of the limited species by any facility owned by that company would be
allowed. Although the processing limits do not constitute an allocation, each AFA company could determine
how its own limit might be divided among its processing facilities.

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AFA are included
in the individual company processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSAI
crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent of the Pacific
cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other facilities included within AFA companies, will be allowed
to process that company’s processing history of crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors
listed in §208 of the AFA did not process any crab during the historical processing period.)

Tables 8.27-8.32 show estimates of individual processing limits for AFA company facilities for each species
group for the two time periods. Actual company identities have been hidden for reasons of confidentiality.

Table 8.27 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian
Islands Groundfish, 1995-1997

Company Number Percent of Total Processing

- Atka Other

Mackerel Flatfish Species Pacific Cod Rockfish

Company | : 0.01 0.65 0.32 1.12 0.23°
Company 2 . 6.08 0.82 0.39 117
Company 3 ' 10.86 12.26 5.43 7.32 551
Company 4 0 -0.30 2.23 2.40 0.23
Company 5 177 0.02 0.65 0.12 0.09
Company 6 0 0.25 0.69 224 115
Company 7 1.12 4.59 2.81 2.79 949 -
Company 8 - 0 0.12 0.66 1.14 0.20
Company 9 0 0.07 0.10 0.12 0.07
Company 10 0.02 0.50 2.66 3.82 0.85
Company 11 ' 0.01 0.21 0.98 3.02 0.49
Company 12 : 0 0.56 1 0.35 0.88 0.57
Company 13 0.03 1.97 161 321 0.89
Company 14 0.06 0.82 3.38 9.52 2.77
Company 15 0.03 3.94 2.76 3.76 1.35
Company 16 0 4.48 0.64 0.32 0.94
Total . 13.93 36.82 26.09 42.19 25.99
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Table 8.28 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for Gulf of Alaska’

Groundﬁsh, 1995-1997

Percent of TOtaJ Processing ~

58.27

: " Atka . Other 'Pacific - . ,
Company N umber Mackerel Flatfish Species. Cod Pollock Rockfish
Company 1 ., 027 0 001, 002 . 023 ~ .0.05
Company 2 . - - “" R
Company 3 0.19 '”5.41 0.67. 170 070 .. 2.98
Company 4 - 0 0 0.03 0.11 -
Company. 5 - -l s - - -
Company 6 . 0 0.02 .. 001~ 0.20 - 176 -+ 20
Company 7 297 14.18 - 4.04 11.08 11.29 20.98
Company 8 - - CoLl S . L.
Company 9 - 0 . 0 .002" o
Company 10 3.78 -0.06 052 - 035 - 488 1 0.05
Company 11 ~ 096 0.68 1.37 13.24 5.70 0.24
Company 12 - - 0 - 0.01 0.08 -
Company 13- 457 (.06 024" 038 2.30 0.03
Company 14 1.40 1.12 1.27 16.74 27.96 0.65

Company. 15 2.98 10.06 033 0.56 - 3.26 0.04
Company 16 - 0 - . .0 0.04 T
Total 16.86 - 21.87 848 4431 25.03

Table §.29 Option 5: ‘Individual Compény Limits Applied to All Company' Facilities for Crab, 1995-1997
. Percent of Total Processing :

Company Number

Brown .-
Bairdi Blue King King Qpilio Red King '
Company 1 . 4.06 . - - 6.33 1.38
Company 2 . . - . 279 3.56 0.72 -
Company 3. . ,, - - - 0.07 -
Company 4 - - - - 1.23
Company 5 - - - . -
Company 6 - - - - .-
Company 7 2.18 - - 2.30 0.39
Company 8 . - - - - -
Company 9 - - P - - -
Company 10 7.59 6.96 30.63 5.82 8.10 .
Company 11 14.06 21.21 14.38 16.09 ,
Company 12 - - , - T
Company 13 - 6.03 - 4.92 © 16,75 3.36 7.50 7 .
Company 14 1695 - 28.89 £19 1973 2059
Company 15 14.27 9.27 7.80 8.96 14.09
Company 16 - - - - -
Total 65.15 74.05 59.93 61.67 69.37
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Table 8.30 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for Bering Sea
Aleutian Islands Groundfish, 1996 and 1997

Company Number - S .~ Percent of Total Processing
' ' Atka - Other Pacific
§ Mackerel . Flatfish Species Cod Rockﬁsh
Company 1 ' 0.01 -7 0.07 0.23 136 0.17
Company 2 o - 0 0.14 0.59 1.52 0.24
Company 3 A 10.23 12.34 5.18 7.02 522
~ Company 4 0 0.27 2.13 2.59 0.25
Company 5 2.11 © 002 08 . 013 0.11
Company 6 0.01 025 0.86 233 1.12
Company 7 0.70 3.85. 2.76 2.63 179
Company 8§ : - ' 6.34 0.73 0.39 . 149
“Company 9 0 0.09 0.12 0.13 ~ 0.05
Company 10 ' 0.02 0.41 2.49 3.58 062
Company |1 0.01 0.22 ©1.02 321 0.48
~ Company 12 . 0 033 0.49 1.17 0.83
- Company 13 - 0.02 1.85 1.52 2.61 075
Company 14 0.03 0.99 4.07 1083 2.90
Company 15 _ 0.03 - 412" 2.94 372 1.50
Company 16 4 . 0 4.50 0.57 029 1.19

~Total = - 3 13.17 35.79 26:56 - 4350 2472

Table 8.31 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for Gulf of
" Alaska Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 . .

Company Number Percent of Total Processing

‘ Atka Flat Other Pacific ~ Rock

: Mackerel fish Species Cod Pollock fish
Company 1 e - 0.38 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.08

- Company 2 - - - - - -
Company 3 0.26 4.19 0.39 2.34 0.75 0.35
Company 4 - 0 0.01 0.05 0.05 -
Company 5 : - - - - : - -
Company 6 0 0.01 0.01 013 2.14 0
Company 7 . 0.16 1447 4.69 ©11.62 9.92 23.60
Company 8 ' . - - - - - -
Company 9 ‘ - 0 ) - 0 0.02 -
Company 10 0.17 0.04 0.54 037 2.98 0.05
Company 11 0.09 068 - LIS 14.28: 6.26 0.26

 Company 12 - 0 - 0.02 - 0.05 b
Company 13 . © 543 0.04 . 0.08 011 1.76 0.01

" Company 14 : - 0.17 1.13 1.50 18.67 3073 . 0.88
Company 15 3.79 0.05 - 0.43 0.51 123 0.05
Company 16 ' - Y .- 0 0.06 -
Total 10.07  21.00 8.82 48.11 56.04 25.27
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Table 8.32 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for. Crab, 1996 and

-1997+ - -

k] 13

R L

A5 e vt

Company Number = T

PO e
P BTN

Lt

., “Bairdi .. Blie King

“Percent.of Total Processing

- Brown

Company 1

King ' "Opilio ~ Red King

- . - - - Do, -t

Company 2 - - - - - - - e et
Company 3 - . - - - 053 ... =
Company 4 ., ; 9.13 3.12 - - 16.16 322 - 758,
Company 5 Y : - - - - -
CompényG . ; - - ) - - S AT
Company 7 - - - - .
Company 8 - - - - 0.77. 4
Company 9 S 1845 4 2274 - 14.94 16.54,.y
Company 10 ‘h A : - 1 - o« Fu - - ) N .'.- .‘
Company 11 .y : - -0 - - R
Company 12 - - 13.09, 29.53 -4 165 19.13 . 2048 -
Company 13 . - - - - 219~ 042
Company 14 N oo 1367 [ 1237 9.78 930 , 1455
Compary 15 - 675 | 6.75 28.20 6.55 8.21
Company 16 - ‘ e - LT T T 67 148
Total - S 61.09 74.52 55.79 "7 62.64 70,047
~ N \ : . ‘.* \ \ § A B
‘ e i
: h SN y
K T .
) 73 (]
i .
t) ¢ ‘b ! g I o
. ; :
/ ! EA - ) ]
: oy - :
R i} -
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8510  Option 10: Individual P'rocessing Limits Applied to All AFA Entities

Individual processing limits are applied to each AFA entity for cach species, as defined by the 10% Ownership
Rule. Once the entity’s limit for a species is reached, no additional processing of the limited species by any
facility within the entity would be allowed. Although the processing limits do not constitute an allocation, each
AFA entity could determine how its own limit might be divided among its processing facilities.

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed-in §208 of the AFA are included
in the individual entity processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSAI crab,
any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent of the Pacific cod
in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other facilities included within AFA entities will be allowed to process
the share crab and GOA groundfish species generated by the entity's catcher processors. (The 20 catcher
processors listed in §208 of the AFA did not process any crab during the historical processing period.) .

Tables 8.33-8.38 show estimates of individual processing limits for AFA ‘entities for each species group for
the two periods. The entities are based on the organizational analysis from Section 8.2, and therefore the
estimates should be viewed as analytical estimates rather than final limits. The tables provide ranges of
estimated limits for each species group. The lower values are derived from facilities that the analysts were able
to document as part of an AFA entity and are shown in the rows labeled "documented”. Higher estimates of
the limits are shown in rows labeled "possible." The higher estimates were derived by adding to the documented
totals, the procéssing volumes of other facilities that may be considered part of an AFA entity once final rules
are determined-and additional information and verification have been gathered. -
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Table 8.33 Option 10 Indmdual Lumts Apphed to All Facilities W1thm AF A Entmes for Bermg Sea

Aleutian Island Groundfish, 1995- 1997 T _
Entity ... . . st L < e Percent of Total Processmg«‘ L
el coo = Atka .. "+ - . . Other Py
- - - AFA Links - ' :Mackerel -- -Flatfishy .- ‘Species -Pacific Cod 'Rockfish
Entity 1 documented: 0 0.12 066 [.19 0.20
- N ,‘A;_possib]e" - 0 S0.120w 0 066 SL19 .0.20
Entlty2 ¢+ . < < documented - 0.06. ... 309 - 499 . T4l 7284
Lo .U possiblet 0 006 T..309. +0499. 741t - 284
Entity 3 " documented " 0.0l - ++" 065 -° 032" - - LI2 023
et ‘possible - 00L © " 085 032 L2 ' '0D3
Entity4 ~-- "documented ' 1086 1332 7637 864 615
. - ... possible . 1195 2887 1431 AEST - 21.96.
Entity5 =~ ., docymented . 0 T 030 . 223 240, 023
| . possible ", . 0 030" 223 0 240 7 023
Entity6 .. . ~documented . 177 . 002 . 065 . 0.l2 0.09
o _. 7_ passible k7o 0.02 . .065 (o Ol2 009
Entity 7 . . documented 0.03; .3.94 278 , - -3.34 . 136
o, e - possibler .- 004 399 1. 356 .. -508 < 1400
Entity 8 documented: - = 00I:.- 021« ..098 . 302 049
possible 0.01 0.21 0.98 3.02 0.49
Entity 9 ‘ documented 0 451 1.32 0.79 0.94
possible 0 4.69 3.33 3.35 0.95
Entity 10 " documented 0 025  0.69 2.24 115
possible Y 0.25 0.69 2.24 115
Entlty ll - documented 1.12 459 2.81 2.79 949
possible £.12 4.59 2.81 2.79 949
Entity 12 ‘ documented 0.06 082 338 9.52 2.77
....... possible 0.06 0.82 338 9.52 2.77 .
Entity 13 documented - 6.08 0.82 0.39 1.17
possible - 608 0.82 0.39 1.17
Entity 14 documented 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 0.57
possible 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 0.57
Total Documented 13.94 38.48 28.34 44.36 $27.68
Total Possible . 15.01 54,26 39.07 51.09 43.53
Notes:

1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented hnkages at the 10 percent
level.

2/ Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation.
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Table 8.34 Option 10: Individual Limits Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities for Gulf of Alaska
Groundfish, 1995-1997 ’

Entity Number ' ‘ Percent of Total Processing
A . Atka Other  Pacific
. AFA Links Mackerel Flatfish Species Cod  Pollock Rockfish
Entity 1 - “documented - - - - - .
: _....possible " - : - . T
Entity 2 ‘ documented 870 698 9.66 6.98 1586 4.44
_______ possible 870 698 966 - 698 1586 4.44
Entity 3. ’ documented - 0.27 0.0t 0.02 0.23 © 0.05
possible . v 0.27 0.0t 0.02 0.23 0.05
Entity 4 ‘ documented  0.19 5.4l 0.67 170 0.70 2.98
. o pOSSIDIE 246 898 208 239 087 1062
Entity 5 ‘ documented - 000 000 003 0.1 ;
) e poOSSible - ....0.00 0.00 0.03 011 o
Entity 6 documented - - - - . -
possible - i - ” T
Entity 7 documented 2.98 0.06 0.33 0.56 3.26 0.04
: ‘ : possible 298 0.10 1.09 0.57 3.26 0.15
Entity 8 documented 096 068 137 1324 570 0.24
o possible 0.96  0.68 137 1324 570 024"
Entity 9 " documented - 000 002 000  0.04 0.00
possible - 0.03 138 0.00 0.04 0.07
Entity 10 documented. 0.00.  0.02 0.01 0.20 1.70 0.00
possible 000 002 0.01 020 170 . 0.00
Entity 11 documented 297 1418 404 1108 1129 20.98
possible 297 1418 404 1108 1126 20.98
Entity 12 documented 1.40 1.12 127 1674  27.96 0.65
e possible . 140 112 127 1674  27.96 0.65
* Entity 13- documented - - - - - -
: possible - - - - - -
Entity 14 ' documented - 0.00 - 0.01 0.08 -
possible . - 0.00 - 001 008 -
Total Documented ' 1721 2872 1740 5056 66.93  29.39
Total Possible . 19.48 ° 3237 2093 5127 67.10 37.20
Notes: R ) : :

1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent
level. - .

. 2/ Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, dépending on
the application-of the 10 percent rule or further investigation.
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Table 8.35" Option 10: Individual Limits Applied to All Facilities-Within' AFA Entxtles for Crab 1995— :

1997

_ Entity _ Percent of Total Procesgg
‘ - Brown
. . AFA Links _ Bairdi" BlueKing  King Opilio _Red King
Entity | documented - 2.79¢ . 2~.356 0.72 T
possible ) - 2.79% 3356 0.72 -
Entity 2 docurmented 1385 [1.88 <4738 9.18 15.60
5 possible - 13.85° 11.88 ©..~4738 19.18 15.60
Entity 3 o documented + 0 406 v oiovn o 6.33 1.38
0 T T possible 4.06 - T . 6.33 {.38
Entity 4 \ , documented : sl e 0.07 -
— . ‘. possible 7 : - R
Entity5 ¢ o documented - - - - 1.23
it poSSible e - R T 123
Entity 6 - - documented - - - roo- - .
possible - R i : - -
Entity 7 docunented 1427777937 R0 806 U 1469
.. BOSSIDIE 579 21 780 1060 . 1451
Entity 8 documented 14:06 2120 1438 16.09"
I bossible 1406 212l oo 1438 1609
Entity 9 ' '.i  documented : - N - e
e possible ' - - iF - - S
Entlty 10 ' documented " . - - - -
e . DOSSIDIE i b e . -
Entity 1 " documented 718" A 330 039
i L possible T 218 | i 0. 0.39.
Entxty 12T doclumented f. 1695 288971 1973772059
>>>>> 3 .Sl possible o 1695. 2889 L e 2059
Entity 13 documented - - - - -
........................ : ...possible o i : -
Entity 14 documented .-’ - - A - - 8
: . possible. - N - - e e e 2
Total Documented  » - = 6538 . 74.05 5993 61.67 -~ 69.37
Total Possible - 6690 7456 5993 6331 - 7020
Notes: .

1/, Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent

level.

f, ]

2/ Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be lmked dependmg on
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation., - ! i -
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Table 8.36 Optlon 10: Individual Limits Applied to All Facmtles Within AFA Entities for Bermg Sea

Aleutian Island Groundfish, 1996 and 1997

Entity Percent of Total Processing
Atka Other
. AFA Links Mackerel Flatfish Species Pacific Cod Rockfish
Entity 1- * - documented 0 0.14 0.59 1.52 0.24
possible 0 0.14 0.59 1.52 0.24
Entity 2 documented 0.04 2.46 458 6.42 1.58
‘ possible 004 2.46 4,58 6.42 1.58
- Entity 3 documented 0.01 0.07 0.23 1.36 0.17
possible 0.01 0.07 0.23 1.36 0.17
Entity 4 documented 10.23 12.38 5.85 7.15 5.30
: _ possible 10.97 28.73 14.50 10,03 2142
Entity 5 documented 0 0.27 2.13 2.59 0.25
o possible 0 0.27 2.13 2.59 025
Entity 6 documented 2.11 0.02 - 0.86 0.13 0.11
' _possible 2.11 0.02 0.86 0.13 0.11
Entity 7 documented 0.03 4.13 297 3.84 1.52
R possible 004 417 387 521 156
Entity 8 documented 0.01 0.22 1.02 321 048
possible 0.01 0.22 T 1.02 3.21 0.48
Entity 9 documented 0 450 0.59 0.34 119
o possible 0 4 67 2.54 2.80 1.20
‘Entity 10 documented 0.01 0.25 0.86 2.33 1.12
: possible 0.01 0.25 0.86 233 112
Entity 11 documented 0.70 3.85 2.76 2.63 7.7%
_ possible 070 385 276 2.63 7.79
Entity 12 documented 0.03 0.99: - 4.07 10.83 2.90
‘ possible 0,03, 0.99 4.07 10.83 290
Entity 13 documented - 6.34 0.73 0.39 1.49
Entity 14 ‘documented 0. 0. 3 0.49 1.17 0.83
. possible 0 0.33 0.49 1.17 0.83
Total Documented 13.18 35.95 27.73 43.91 24.97
Total Possible 13.92 52.51 39.24 50.61 41.15
Notes: ‘ :

1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented hnkages at the 10 percent

level.

2/ Total possible percentages-include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on

" the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation
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Table 8.37 Option-10: Individual Limits Apphed to All Facxlxtles Wlthm AF A Entmes for Gulf of Alaska

Groundfish, 1996 and 1997

STED

Entity . ... Percent of Total Processmg_
Atka. Other  Pacific
o AFA Lmks Mackerel Flatﬁsh SijleS Cod-  Pollock "Rockfish
Enmtity [ - documented - - o - - - -
Entity 2 o . ,— documgr;_tqd 5‘_‘66_ 8.43 10.99 6.86 14.17 5.96
‘ - _possible, . 566 843 1099 686 1417 | 596
'Entity 3 - documented = (.38 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.08
. possible T . 038- 002 . 002 008 . .0.08
Entity 4 .documented- 0.26" 4.19 0.39 . 234 0.75 035
. _possible 149 702 IS5 257 089 - 84
Entity 5 =« ° "1 .: documented oo 0 0.01 0.05 0.05 -
L _possible | o 0 0oL~ 005 005 o -
Entity 6 ~* documented - - - - - -.
44444 § " possible o - - - - -
Enﬁty 7 ' . documented 3.79' 0.05 '0.43 0.51 1.23 . ,0‘.0.5'_;
- " possible 3.79° 0.06 0.58 051 123 012 _______
Entity8 " documented 009 068 115 -~ 1428 ~ 6.6 0.26 -
- possible. © 0,09 068 115 1428 626 026
Entity 9 _ documented, i 0 - 0 0.06 e
ot possible = -, 004 200 0 006 010
Entity 10 doctimented -0, 00r 001 - 003 214 .5 0
_ . --possible. 0. 0601 00t 0I3 2.14 0
Entity 11 . -+.» documented: 0.16.- 1447 4.69. .. 11.62 9.92 23.60
L ' ' possible 016 ...... 14.47 . 4ﬂ.69. T 1162 9.92~ 23.60
‘Entity 12 C ~ ' documented 0.17 1.13 1:50° - 18.67 30.73 '0.88
S possible 017 1.13 1.50 ™~ 18.67 . 30.73 088
Entity 13 “documented - - - - - - .
. " X '+ " possible e T A
Entity 14 _* documented . 0 - 0.02 005 ©os
-, —y . possible T .- . I .. 0. - 002 -- 005 .
Total Documented 1013 29.35 19.19 54,49 65.44 3117
Total Possible ‘1136 3223 2290 5472 6557 3941,
Notes: Loy

1/ Total documented percentages mclude ch:hues for which the analysis has documented lmkages at the 10 percent:

level.

2/ Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation.
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Table 8.38 Option 10: Individual ants Applicd to All Facilities Within AFA Entities for Crab, 1996 and

1997 _
Entity Percent of Total Processing
' C . Brown
: AFA Links. . Bairdi Blue King  King~ Opilio  Red King
Entity 1 —- documentcd . - - - 0.53 - -
| possible . ; - 0.53 ]
Entity 2 " documented 16.62 9.87 4436 9.77 15.80
possible 16.62 5.87 4436 9.77 _ 15.80
Entity 3 documented - - - 6.77 1.48
possible - - - 6.77 1.48
Entity 4 documented - - - - -
...... possible - ; T T
Entity 5 documented - - - - 0.77
............ possible - ' ” =977
Entity 6 documented - - - - -
.................. possible - - - ol T
Entity 7 documented 13.67 12.37 9.78 9.30 14.55
rrrrrrrrrr possible 1423 1276 9.78 1107 1544
Entity 8 docurmented 18.45 22.74 - 14.94 16.54
Lo Cposible 1845 2274 SR L
Entity 9 documented - - - - -
} possible - T - - -
Entity 10 documented - - - - -
‘ - possible .. . : - - y
" Entity 11 documented - - - 2.19 0.42
) possible - - - 2.19 0.42
_ Entity 12 documented 13.09  29.53 1.65 1913 20.48
o pOSSIDlE 1309 2953 165 1903 2048
Entity 13 documented - - - - .
. possible ... - - : - T
Entity 14 documented < - - - -
possible - - - - -
Total Documented 61.83 74.52 55.79 62.64 70.04
Total Possible 62.40 74.90 55.79 64.41 70.92
Notes:

17 Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent

level. -

2/ Total possible percentages include all décumented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation.
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8.6 Summary and Conclusions

The subsections that follow summarize the findings of the analysis and offer conclusions. regarding the
' impasition of processing limits on' AFA processors. The overall conclusions about effectiveness of the 10
.. options in meeting the objectives are shown in Table 8.39 (the same as Table 8:5 introduced in Section 8:5. I)
_ First, effectiveness of the levels at which the processing limits are imposed (overall limits, sector limuts, or

individual limits) is conmdered, followed by a comparison of effectiveness brought about by defining AFA
processors at the facﬂlty -company, or entity level. Then some observations are presented regardmg the
" interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule.  The final subsection provides a more generalized summary and
conclusion from the analysis of processing limits.

| T ;." Moaa

o

i
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Ta  3.39 Sunimary of the Qualitative Analysis of Pfocessing Limits

. Overall Limits - Sector Limits Individual Limits
Option = Option Option | Option Option Option | Option Option - Optien  Option
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 .. 8 -~ 9 - 10
Facility - Company  Entity | Facility ~ Company Entity | Facility Company AFA/Co. - Entity

Objectives from the Perspective of Proponents of Processing Limits e

1. How does the option rate tn terms of limiting Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good
AFA processing of species other than BSAI
pollock to the levels achieved prior to the

e PBSSBEE OFNE ATAT o rrseiessrimsissstssssohuesscs st sessbanmss s . et s :

2. How does the option rate in terms of including Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good

v 21 processing interests of AFA companies? |||, T N ST S B '

3. How does the option rate in terms of preventing Poor Fair Good | Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good
AFA companies from evading the limits N ' ' “
through subsidiaries or holding companies?

| Objectives fromthe Perspective Of AFAPTOCRSSOS | et e et 8 s s et

4. How does the option rate in terms of allowing Good Good Good Good Good Good Poor Good Good Good
AFA processors to maximize their ability to- '
realize profits in the pollock processing ;

........... industry? “

5. How does the option rate in terms of allowing . Fair Fair Poor Fair Poor Poor Fair Fais Good Fair-
AF A processors 10 be able to utilize non- '
pollock processing capacity improvements

e SOMpleted prior fo passage Of the AFA? v S SRS S O T

6. How does the option rate in-terms of its effect Good Fair Poor Fair Fair Poor Good Fair Good Poor
on the market value of AFA facilities?

Objectives from the Perspective of Non-pollack Pracessors Linked to AFA Processors . . .. e e s e

7.  How does the option rate in tenus of restricting Good Good Poor Good  Good Poor Good Good Good Poor
non-pollock processors that will not benefit ’
directly from the AFA?

 Objectives from the Perspective of NMFS ~ =~ S S e e .
8. How does the option rate interms of the Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor | Good Fair Good Poor
o Papervork Reduction Act? S R N
9. How does the option rate in terms of the NMFS Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor Good Fair Good Poor
o 2bility to determine and set the limits? L

10. How does the option rate in terms of the NMFS Good Fair Fair Good Poor Poor Fair Fair Fair Fair

abilily to manage the limils in-season?

Notes:

1/ The objectives are given a presumed rating relative to the other options from the perspective of the fnterest group shown. A fair rating implies that there are worse options

and better options.

2/ The column headed “AFA/Co.” is for the option that imposes individual processing limits on the AFA facilities in a company, but does not limit non-AFA facilities in the

company.
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86.1 Eﬁ‘ectlveness of Luruts A Companson of Overa.ll Sector and [ndmdual Lu:mts ; .o

Processor caps were included in the AF Ato help protect the market share of the non—-AF A processors. While |
the AFA was being drafted, non-AFA processors expressed concerns that processors with the exclusive nghts
to process pollock could use profits from that fishery to increase their market share in other fisheries. The non- -

AFA processors would then be dlsaclvantaged because they would be operating ina market that had a one way
gate. AFA processors could increase their market share of crab, for example, but the non-AFA processors o
could not process any pollock from the drrected ﬂshery .j ': _: ) T ?f'. %,

From the perspectwe of non-AF A processors, there do not appear tobe sngruﬁcant d1f’ferences ifthe processmg
limits are imiplemented as overall limits, sector lirnits, or individual limits. However, the level at. which the
limits are apphed ‘will make a 51g111ﬁcant drfference to AFA processors and to NMFS

i
}

If overall or sector-level limits are unposed AFA processors will coiitinué to compete dgainst other AFA""

processors to attract fishermen to deliver crab and groundfish other than BSAI po[lock ‘AF A processors will
compete agamst other AFA Processors to get their share of inputs (raw ﬁsh) before the AFA limit is reached,
and will also need to compete agamst all non-AFA processors, who will not be restricted in any way except
that they are precluded from processing pollock Individual processing limits may reduce price competition
among AFA processors. ‘Although individual limits will not constitute an allocation’ and individual AFA
processors will face continued competition from non-AFA processors, AFA processors will notneed to compete
with other AFA processors. Non-AFA proce'ssors ‘would still'be allowed to erode the AFA processor's share

of these fisheries. So from’a harvestors perspective, for the most part there is still a competitive market for. ~

their fish, even if the.caps are set at the plant level. The harvestors may expericence difficulties! makmg
deliveries towards the end of the year if several of the AFA processors reach their-individual cap-and can'no--
longer accept deliveries from catcher vessels. This will reduce marketing oportunuties for catcher vessels and
may lead to lower pnces all other things being equal. ST

i l

In general individual processing lmuts will allow AFA processors more ﬂex:blhty than with overall or sector-
level limits to allocate their processing capacities and other resources,: and allow them to tealize more of the:

potential benefits of the AFA, within their hrstoncal processing shares: It should be noted however, that *

individual processmg limits implemented”at the AFA facility level could be less than-optimal for AFA

companies that have multiple AFA processing facilities. In such cases; AFA companies may not be able to
achieve the same level of processmg eﬂimency that might be possrble if individual limits are imposed at the -5'_

company level.

- - . - " - e - a  ame = m e
H : . . i
' 3

Annual lmplementatlon and in-season enforcement of overail processmg hmrts  appear to be less burdensome
to NMFS than sector-lével or md1v1dual level limits. With overall or sector level processmg limits, it s likely
that NMFS will have to enforce at least two types of closures in order to enforce the processing limits and to
still’ allow the processmg of lmuted species as bycatch The twa types of closure would be:

H ‘
K] Kj ‘.4 .

1 A drrected processmg closure when the AFA processmg total reaches a pre-determmed percentacre of
the processing limits. A closure of directed processing - wrll allow AFA processors to retam a.nd
process hrmted Spec:es when they are delwered as bycatch '

L

2.0, A closure to all processmg when the full processmg hmlt is: reached : R ' ‘

N T , . " . i

r " i
If processmg hmlts are unposed at the sector level NMFS may | have the addrtronal burden of determining
which- processmg facilities belong to which sector. “This addmonal burden will occur if sector-level hmrts ‘are

)
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imposed on AFA companies or on AFA entities. If sector-level lrrruts are unposed only on AFA-ehgrble
facnhtles then the sector definitions are predetermmed

If processing limits are unposed on individual processors, NMFS$ may be able to shift some of the monitoring
burden onto the processors themselves. In such cases NMFS could report weekly cumulative processing totals.
to the processors, but the processors themselves would have the responsibility of determining when they should
cease processing for directed fisheries. Under this scenario it may be possible to make enforcement a post-
season process mvolvmg fines and sanctions for those processors that exceed their limuts.

In conclusion, it appears that if processing limits are imposed, relative to ol‘.her options, individual processing
limits offer as much protection to non-AFA processors and may not be any more costly to implement and
enforce. Individual processing limits may also allow AF A processors to realize more of the benefits of the AFA
(by reducing market share competition amoung AFA processors). However, they would still be competeing
in the market place with non-AFA processors to attact catcher vessels to deliver their non-pollock fish to them.
This would help ensure they would continue paying the market price in most cases. Yet, as AFA processors

reach their caps they will no longer be allowed to purchase fish. This will reduce the number of processors

available to purchase fish from catcher vessels. If enough processors leave the market in an area, it could
reduce the ex-vessel price paid to vessel owners, or increase the cost of delivering fish by forcing them to seek

- markets further from the fishing grounds.
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862w Effectlveness of Litnits: Comparisons of AFA Entmes AF A Compa.mes and AFA Fac111t1es

- R S 4
Processing limits applied to AFA facilities will be restrictive, but less restrictive than Limits applied to
companies or entities. If proeessmg limits are- apphed to facilities, either as a’ group or mdmdually, AFA
partnmpatmg cooperatives would not be ablé to 'increase their shares of processing of crab and groundﬁsh
species under the jurisdiction of the NPFMC. AFA facilitiés iwould, however, be able to increase their relative
processitig’ shiares of species managed solely by the State of Alaska; such as salmon hemng, and other
shellfish. Additionally, limiting the processing of ‘AFA facilities would'riot constrain the ability of the dwners
of the facilities to use AFA profits to mcrease the:r non-pollock processmg shares at other facﬂmes in wtuch
:he AFA owners may have an mterest S tete : o
Processmg lmuts applled to AF A compa.mes ‘rather than to AF A facnlltles wﬂl be miore effectwe in lumtmg The
ability of owners of AFA facilities to mcrease their shares of non-pollock processmg *The eﬂ‘ectweness ‘of
processing limits on AFA companies depends !argely on the ability to define AFA ¢ <ompanies. The analysxs
defines AFA compames on a conceptual basis that combines all of the processmg facilities that havé roughly
the same ownership structure Under ‘this definition, non-AFA facﬂmes owned by -AFA compames or by
subsidiaries of AFA compa.mcs are included in the processmg limits. Thus if an AFA owner wishes to mcrease'
its shares of crab or groundfish other than BSAI pollogk; it would have to'do so as'a minority partner The
processing limits would not place a constraint on AFA companies wishing to increase their processing shafes
of halibut or of species managed solely by the State of Alaska, such as salmon, herring, and other shellfish.

o

Processing limits applied to AFA entities as defined by the 10% Ownership Rule would appear to be more
effective than limits imposed on AFA companies. With the 10% Ownership Rule it will be much more difficult
for AFA owners to use profits resulting from the AFA to invest in greater processing capacity. If AFA owners
wish to make new capital investments in non-pollock processing, they could make investments in salmon and
herring fisheries or make investrnents at levels less than 10 percent of the capital value of the processors in
which they are investing. In addition, because of the limits AFA processors would bring, existing owners may
not welcome new investment associated with AFA profits.

Imposing processing limits on AFA entities will have some unintended and perhaps draconian consequences.
Processing limits imposed on AFA entities will create significantly more paperwork for NMFS and the
processing industry than the other options. This additional burden will be time-consuming and expensive, and
may be viewed by many as a significant intrusion of government into private affairs of industry. Additionally,
if limits are imposed on AFA entities, AFA owners will be prevented from investments in crab and groundfish
processing capacity, and may choose instead to invest in additional processing capacity in species that are not
limited, such as salmon, herring and halibut. Additional competition for the same processors that are calling
- for the limits couid result. '

Imposing processing limits on entitics will also create other unintended consequences by limiting the activities
of processors that may not be able to experience any of the benefits of the AFA. These consequences are
perhaps most easily understood by using ownership interests of the Bristol Bay Economic Development
Corporation as an example. As was shown Figure 8.14 in Section 8.2.5, BBEDC has a 20 percent ownership
interest in the Arctic Fjord, an AFA catcher processor. BBEDC also has a 50 percent interest in the Bristol
Leader, a factory longliner. Partners of Alaskan Leader Fishenes, which owns 2 other non-AF A procéssing
facilities, own the remaining 50 percent of the Bristol Leader. Under the 10% Ownership Rule it is likely that
the Bristol Leader and the two processing facilities owned by Alaskan Leader Fisheries would be included as
part of an AFA entity and therefore be constrained by the processing limits. Furthermore, there do not appear
to be any other linkages between the Arctic Fjord and the Bristo! Leader or Alaskan Leader Fisheries.

-
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The lack of a direct connection between the majority owners of the Arctic Fjord and the managing partners of
the Bristol Monarch and Alaskan Leader Fisheries makes it unlikely that the Bristo! Leader and Alaskan

Leader Fisheries will realize higher processing shares of crab and groundfish in the North Pacific as a result

of the AFA. Therefore, it could be argued that the Bristol Leader and Alaskan Leader Fisheries should not

be included in the processing limits. On the other hand, it 1s certainly feasible that BBEDC could invest its

pollock profits into additional processing capacity of the Bristol Leader, into the other processing facilities -
owned by Alaskan Leader Fisheries, or into any other processing facility. These new investments could result

in higher processing shares of crab and groundfish other than pollock for the Bristo! Monarch, Alaskan Leader

Fisheries, or other BBEDC interests.

" Thus it appears that although while the use of the 10% Ownership Rule in the application of processing limits
will provide additional protection to processors that have no links or minor links to AFA owners, it may restrict
and potentially harm other processors that are unlikely to actually benefit from the AFA. In addition, limits
on AFA entities could lead to increased investments in salmon and herring processing. Fmally, the paperwork
and enforcement if limits are applied to AFA entities will be more burdensome and expensive for both NMFS
and the industry. Therefore, it is uncertain whether the addltzonal protection gained by applying processing
limuts to AFA entities outweighs the negative impacts.

Gwen the possibility of amblguous results if processmg limits are apblied to AFA entities, the Council may
wish instead to approve a less restrictive option in order to fulfill its mandate to protect processors not eligible
to participate in the directed pollock fishery in the BSAL or examine other options for defining AFA entities.

8.6.3 Alternative Interpretations of the 10% Ownership Rule

This subsection reexamines the literal 'mterpret‘ation of the 10% Ownership Rulé as used in the analysis of
processing limits and suggests alternative ways i which the 10%. Ownership Rule could be applied if the
Council chooses. . - o

Although the 10% Ownership Rule was developed from language contained in the AFA, the Council has
determined that Congress has given it the authority to adapt the language in the AFA to address its mandates.
Therefore, the Council has the authority to interpret or adapt the 10% Ownership Rule as necessary to achieve
the objectwes for which the processing lu'mts were proposed.

To date the 10% Ownership Rule has been interpreted in it simplest and most literal form, which considers
processors to be linked if there is at least a 10 percent ownership connection, regardless of how that connection
is developed. Figure 8.19 illustrates the literal interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule. In the figure, Joe
owns 50 percent of Processor A and 20 percent of Processor B, so Processor A and B are linked through Joe's
20 percent ownership in Processor B: Similarly, Processor B and Processor C are linked through Harry, with
his 80 percent interest in Processor B and 10 percent interest in Processor C. Because A is linked to B and B
1s linked to C, all three processors are defined as a single entity.
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anure 8 19 theral Interpretatlon ofthe 10% Ownershlp Rule e e _
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Cornpames A, B, and C are a smgle entlty
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Processor A" | . | ProcessorB |- % | Prbc’(:SsQf C |
CAFA || NomAFA | o Non-AFA
Owners ﬂ) Owners o 10% ) . Ownerg

~ Joe50% |+ | Hamy 80%‘ o [ohm 9O%==“

‘,_:__"Bill.SO‘_%._ | J020%, 1 T Hany 10% |

‘Another way to interpret the 10% Ownership Rule would use a miltiplicative medsure of ownership.: In this
case the-shares’of the common ownets are'multiplied togéther. Figure 8.20 shows how the situation from
Figure 8.19 would be intérpreted undér a multiplicative interpretation. Joe’s ownership share'in Processor A
is multiplied by Joe’s share in Processor B. If the result is greater than 10 percent, then the Processor Ais
linked to Processor B. This interpretation measurés the- percentage of AFA interest in affiliated processors

In this case it can be said that Processor A has a 10 percent ownershlp interest in Processor B. The link
between Processor B and Processor C has different iiiplications. ‘Even though Harry owns- 10 percent’of
Processor C, the Processor B as a whole owns only 8 pércent’of Procéssor C.- In this mterpretatlon of the
10% Ownership Rule, Processor B is not linked to Processor C. An additional advantage of the multlpllcatwe
interpretation of the 10% Ownershlp Ruleis thati 1t provides a means by Whlch to measure hnkages that mvolve

partoerships or moré than one person. -+ W e ’ m
TeAaLy . P e it R |

F igure 8. 20 Multlphcatwe Interpretatlon of the 10% Ownershlp Rule _
Companies A and B are a sihgle entity:

Thé’muljcgpliCaﬁye ;l'ihk_be;yVéeﬂ B é_nd C is less than 10 p"er‘(':‘(;lf';t.;

L. * - %
st : [ .

~'~Pr'o<':ess'0;r_A © .7 "{'ProcessorB | © . | ProcessorC|. .
R 1y 25 LR 07 R B
AFA" '%x20% | Non-AFA |- < 10% | NOII-AFA
Owners: —1% v Owners: ;8%—) Owners:
Joe 50% Harry 80% John 90%
Bill 50%  Joe 20% Harry 10%
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It is also possible to interpret the 10% Ownership Rule as implying that the direct AFA interest in a processor
must exceed 10 percent in order for 2 processors to be considered linked. In other words, the link must involve
an owner of an AFA facility. Under this interpretation, Processors A and B would be linked in either the literal
interpretation or the multiplicative interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule, but Processor € would not be
lmked to the entlty because Processor. C has no direct AFA ownership. :

Regardless of the interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule, there still may be unintended consequences of its
application. Analyzing and documenting these impacts is not possible, however, an example of these impacts
is provided. Assume that the relationship between Harry and Joe began in 1990 when Processor B was
constructed, and that Joe and Bill purchased Processor A in 1995. Afier Joe became involved with Bill in
Processor A, he relinquished all management of Processor B to Harry. If processing limits are applied using
the 10% Ownership Rule, Processor B will be limited, even though Harry, the managing partner and majority
owner, has no interactions with Joe, except when he signs the check to Joe for 20 percent of the annual profit.

That is not to say that Processor B cannot benefit from AFA through Joe. If, for example, Joe invests some
of his additional profits in Processor B to add a new crab line, then Processor B will be able to expand
its percentage of crab processing as a result of Joe’s participation in pollock cooperatives. However, absent
any additional investment, any increases in processing shares that Processor B may be able to achieve cannot
be directly linked to AFA.

Based on the discussion in this section it may be possible to craft an alternative means to restrict processors
associated with the AFA facilities from increasing their shares of crab and groundfish species as a result of
- profits associated with AFA, without placing overly restrictive limits on processors that are ouly indirectly,.
imked to the AFA. Although Chapter 8 does not specifically address any other definitions of the:
10% Ownership Rule, there may be sufficient information in-the analysis of the organization of the processing.
industry in Section 8.2 to allow the Council to develop a preferred alternative based on one of these alternative.
interpretations, : -

8.7 Overall Conclusions

* The AFA instructs the Council to examine alternatives that would protect processors that will not be able to
partictpate in pollock cooperatives from adverse effects resulting from the AFA. This chapter has examined

" the concept of imposing limits on the amounts of crab and groundfish other than pollock that AFA proccssors
can process, as a means of protecting non-AFA processors.

Application of economic theory leads to the conclusion that pollock processors may be able to generate higher-
than-expected profits from pollock processing because of the AFA. AFA processors may choose to reinvest
‘those higher than expected returns into the processing of other species if it appears that returns from additional
investment in processing of crab, groundfish, and other species will provide better returns than investments
outside of fish processing. Because many other opportunities for investment exist, the stock market, for
example, it is not certain that pollock processors will invest additional amounts into the processing of crab and
" other groundfish. If the processors do choose to invest i additional processing capacity, then it is likely they
will be able to increase their share of the processing of other species. ‘

It does not appear that any of the options that have been analyzed will fully address the concerns of the non-

. AFA processors without placing potentially harsh restrictions on processors that do not appear to be able to
benefit directly from the AFA, and without imposing burdensome paperwork and enforcement costs on NMFS

H:\S1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaca . wpd 237 January 2000



and on the industry as a whole: This concius:on applies whether the processmg limits are overall lumts sector
hrmtsormdmdua.llumts i v R L O

K 4 . - - - . FERTIEEI

If the COuncﬂ chooses to fuIﬁII its mandate to protect non-AF A Processors by mposmg processmg limits ¢ on”
crab and groundfish other than poliock, it appears that establishing limits on individual AFA'companies will
provide a relatively high level of protection with relatively few negative impacts.
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9.0°  ALTERNATIVES FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION .AND MONITORING OF INSHORE
COOPERATIVES

Under the AF. A-'thc management of inshore and offshore cooperatives would differ significantly. The fishery
cooperative formed by C/Ps and associated catcher vessels operate under a single offshore pollock TAC that
- may be apportioned among participants in the cooperative without intervention by NMFS. Under the AFA,
any cooperative formed by listed motherships and associated catcher vessels could be formed and operate
similarly. Because pollock TAC allocations remain at the sector level and are not sub-allocated to specific
processors, management of the co-ops need dlﬂ'er little from traditional open access management of the potlock
fishery. :

However, management of the mshorc co-ops authorized by the AFA pose a significantly more complex task
because, unlike the offshore and mothership sectors, inshore co-ops may, form around each AFA-eligible
_shoreside processor for a possible total of eight individual inshore co-ops, each with their own allocation of
pollock TAC. The allocation of pollock to each co-op would be dependent on the aggregate pollock catch
history of the catcher vessels delivering to a shoreside processor under a fishery cooperative agreement. A
general summary of the issues associated with the adequacy of catch history data, database development, vessel

- permitting, and schcduhng considerations 1s provided below. .

9.1 Sources and Adequacy of Historic Data on Groundﬁsh and PSC Catch by Vessel

ADF&G fish tlcket data prowdc information, by vessel and specncs of the fish landed by catcher vessels, and

are available in electronic form. These data can be considered more reliable for fish with commercial value,

and less reliable for species delivered but not purchased They aré not relrable for PSC catch or for groundfish-
| dlscarded at sea. -

- Groundfish catcher-vessel logbooks, rcqrrircci for all catcher vessels ovér 60 ft LOA, document skippers’
reports of groundfish and PSC at-sea discards. They do not document retained species weights. Catcher vessel
logbcok data are not'in electronic form. Logbooks are archived with NMFS Enforcement.

Processor chkly Production. Reports provide no information on catcher vessel deliveries. They report
aggregate landing amounts for a week.

Qbserver data_for observed'catcher vessels, provide haul by haul weight estimates and species composition
sampling for some hauls or sets and are available in electronic form. In some fisheries, where the observer has
no opportunity to sample on a haul by haul basis, the species composition is determined for the delivery asa
whole and pro-rated back out to the individual hauls. PSC management has never been done at the level of
individual catcher vessels ~ rather data from CV observers are pooled and applied to groundfish catch by the

. shoreside sector as a whole. :

In summary, a complete, reliable source -of. groundfish arid PSC catch for catcher vessels suitable for
determining quota allocations based on actual harvested amounts does not exist. Basing groundfish allocations
on landed catch would lead to the fish tickets as the most reliable source; at least for commercially valuable
‘species. PSC is problematic. Additional assumptions and analysis of cxisting observer data are likely needed -
to determine if using individual CV observer data would yield acceptable results. Accommodation for 30%
“covered vessels would have to be made. For example, one option could be to prorate PSC history to catcher
vessels based on the amount of groundfish landed.
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Inshore Cooperative Database. Requlrements 'NMES -believes that a'verified database of }995-97 catcher
vessel pollock landings must be developed from ADF&G fish ticket data, similar to the process for determining
individual quota share for an IFQ program. Each catcher vessel would be assigned a proportion or percentage
of the total 1995-97 inshore landings. This percentage would be'analogous to IFQ quota share and NMFS
would informieach catcher vessel ownér of the official pollock quota share-attributed t6*gach AFA-isted
catcher vessel. The co-op quota share of each individual inshore catcher véssel could be listed on éach vessel’s
Alaska groundfish fishery permit.. An inshore co-op’s annual pollock allocation would be calculated asthe surm
of each partlclpatlng catcher vessel $ co-op pollock quota ‘share, multlpllﬁd by the annual’ mshore pollock

allocation. -~ « - . O A TR S AP DO R LS

Given the potential inaccuracies in the fish ticket data, and the allocative nature of the AFA inshore co-0ps,
NMFS further believes that vessel owners should be provided the opportunity to appeal the inshoi€ coop.
pollock “quiota.share” attributed to their-vessel if the vessel owner has information to indicate the fish ticket
data upon which the vessels quota shore was derived is wrong or mcomplete Therefore, a mechanism: for‘
administrating such-appeals must be established. The AFA inshore co-op guota share appeals process could_
be similar or- 1dentlcal to the emstlng IFQ appeals procedure set out at 50 CFR- 679 43 O AR
5 S L '«:T' T
The process for developmg the database on which to derive: vessel-spec1ﬁc historic ionpollock groundfish
harvest for purposes of sideboard harvest limitations would be similar to that used to establish vessel-specific
pollock quota share, although NOAA General Counsel has opined that the need to provide an'appeals process
to address disputes about historical data on ronpollock groundfish landings is not as paramount glven these
data would be used to establish harvest limitations. not allocations2i ™« . o LR S
: R LR e T TR TP e ook N
The development of prothlted species catch estimates for AFA=eligible pollock catcher: vessels delivering to-'
inshore processors would be difficult without some widespread assumptions and extrapolations from limited ™

observer data (see above discussion on adequacy of historical catch data). ‘
- ‘ .. NS L TURTPI ; ..'""- B '_‘ A

92 . New Permjtting Requirements e L a o e s T T
To implement the provisions of the AFA NMFS will need to establlsh a series of new permit requirements.
To fulfill the statutory requirements of the AF A, this action would establish new perrmt feuirements for AFA
catcher/processors, AFA catcher vessels, AFA motherships, AFA inshore processors, and AFA inshore
cooperatives. Any vessel used to engage in directed fishing for a non-CDQ allocation of pollock in the BSAL,
and any processor that receives pollock harvested in a non-CDQ’ drrected pollock fiskiery in-the BSAL would
be required to-maintain a valid AFA permit onboard the vessel or at the plant location at all times that non® -
CDQ pollock istharvested or processed. These new AFA- pemuts would not exemptia vessel operator ‘vessel -
owner, or pollock processor from any.other applicable permit or licensing requirererits requuecl by State or
Federal, regulations. However, vessels fishing for BSAI polldck under the CDQ program and pl’OCGSSOfS '
processing pollock harvested under the CDQ program would not be required to have AFA permits. E

The'owner of a vessel or processor could apply foran AF A'perrmt at any time during the duration of the AFA.
Once issued, AFA vessel and processor permits would beé valid for thé‘duration of the AFA’and would expire”
on December 31, 2004. AFA vessel and-procéssor permits ¢ould not be used onfor transferred to-any vessél -
or processor that is not listed o the permit. However, AFA permits could bé amended to reflect any change”
in the ownership of the vessel or processor. i In. contrast to vessel and processor pérmit§, AFA mshore '
cooperative permits would be valid only for the fishing year for wh:ch they are issued, but would be renewable
on an annual basis. : e
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AFA permit applications. NMFS will create application forms for all AF A permits that will be available upon
request from the NMFS: Alaska Region, and also will be available for downloading on the NMFS Alaska.
Region home page (http://www.fakr.noaa.gov). AFA vessel and processor permits would be issued to the
current owner of a qualifying vessel or processor if he/she submits to the Regional Administrator a completed
AFA pcrmlt application that is subsequently approved. NMFS also will establish an appeals process under
which applicants could appeal the denial of an AFA permit or AFA permit endorsement.. The appeals process
for AFA permits would be similar to the process currently in place for the individual fishing quota (IF Q)
. program and license limitation program (LLP) appeals. .

AFA catcher/processor permits. Undér the AFA, the statutory list of qualified catcher/processors took effect
on January 1, 1999 and NMFS has already issued AFA catcher/processor permits to the owners of all qualified
catcher/processors. Currently permitted AFA catcher/processors would likely be issued new AFA permits that
would be valid for the duration of the AFA. AFA catcher/processor permits will be reissued automatically and
the owners of AFA catcher/processors would not be required to re-submit AFA permit applications. Two
categories of AFA catcher/processor permits would be issued: Vessels listed by name in section 208(e)(1)
through (20) of the AFA would be issued unrestricted AFA catcher/processor permits. Vessels qualifying for
AFA catcher/processor permits under section 208(e) (21) would be issued restricted AFA catcher/processor
permits, and would be limited in the aggregate to not more than 0.5 percent of the catcher/proccssor sector
TAC allocation.

AFA catcher vessel permits. Under the AFA, a catcher vessel would qualify to fish for BSAI pollock if it is
listed by name in the AFA, or, if its history of participation in thé BSAI pollock fishery meets certain criteria
set out in the AFA. AFA catcher vessel permits would be endorsed to authorize fishing for pollock for delivery,
to AFA catcher/processors, AFA inshore processors, or AFA motherships. An applicant for an AFA catcher
vessel permit would be required to indicate the sector endorsement(s) that the vessel qualifies for. NMEFS will
-+ establish an official AFA record that includes the relevant catch histories of all potentially qualifying vessels
and will verify all claims of endorsement quahﬁcatlon against the official AFA record,

Members of industry have requested that a preliminary list of the AFA eligible catcher vessels be made
. availabie to the public. That list has been compiled and is included in Tables 9.1 to 9.4 below. Four separate
groupings of catcher vessels are reported in this section. Those grouping correspond to the table structures. in-
Chapter 7, where the- catcher vessels that are likely eligible to make deliveries inshore, to inshore and
motherships, to motherships only, and to catcher/processors are treated separately.
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Table 9.1: Preliminary Llst of AFA Eligible Catcher: Vessels in the Inshore Séctor .. - ., -

IADF&G Name- « VADF&G Name - -+ ve.. .. |ADF&G - Name: , D

57934 AJ A EE X ‘DONAPAULITA - 48173 . OGCEANHOPE 3. N
169765 ©  ALASKA DAWN 14767 _ ELIZABETHF ~ '°  |64667. OCEANSTORM . , . .
38989  ALASKA ROSE 32554 CENDURANCE * "~ 510_73"' " OCEAN ENTERPRISE

57321 'ALASKAN COMMAND 54653 "EXCALIBURT' .~ <- -"|50759 ! PACIFIC EN'I'ERPRISE-
48215 ) ALDEBARAN . 33112 EXODUS - BRETON 54643 PACIFICKNIGHT ¥ ~:
40749  ALSEA - 53247 .. F/V WESTWARDI ..» . ]54645  PACIFIC MONARCH 4/, . -
00030 * AMERICAN EAGLE 55111 FIERCE ALLEGL'—\NCE 1 61450  PACIFIC PRINCE. A
00029  ANITAJ 32473 FLYING CLOUD © [61792 ' PACIFIC RAM

51092  ARCTICI 40309 GOLD RUSH 00047  PACIFIC VIKING _
35923  ARCTIC ¥ 35687 ;GOLDENDAWN . ..% [57149'. PEGASUS ‘
57440  ARCTICIV. 32817 GOLDEN PISCES - 09200-° PEGGYJO. | 2. Sl
64105  ARCTIC v’ 37660, . GREAT PACTFIC. 12668. PERSEVERANCE bo-
01112 ' ARCTIC WIND ) 41312° GUN-MAR .. 37036 _ POSEIDON N
45978  ARCTURUS 39230 HALF MOON BAY T 133744 " PREDATOR . . )
38547 - ARGOSY . " |47795 HICKORY WIND- " |ooo06 PROGRESS R
56153  AURIGA . L 7Te (62922 TLADY JOANNE, - ., 11156395 . RAVEN™ “t bt
56154, .- AURORA . . |s6119 | LESLIELEE - .. . . 40840 . ROYALAMERICAN
40638  BERING ROSE . ~[70221 LISAMARIE - 00046 ROYAL ATLANTIC . |
62852 BLUE FOX- 41520 LISA MELINDA =~ * 35957 . SEAWOLF

59779 ° CAITLIN ANN - 130332 LONESTAR: - © - ¢ '~ 100077 ~ SEADAWN' .
61432  CAPE KIWANDA 60650 MAJESTY 59476 = SEEKER S
57634  CARAVELLE 49617 MARATHON 00012  STAR FISH

62906.  CHELSEAK 00055 . MARCYJ ..[34931, . STARLITE e
54648 COLLIER BROS 66196 "MESSIAH .. .7 " 7|39197." STARWARD © LT
39056 '+ COLUMBIA - ' {59123°  MISSBERDE ~~ " - 39860"' STORM PETREL' .
53843 . 'COMMODORE " 38431 © - MORNING STAR‘~ 138827 SUNSETBAY ,‘

56676 ,DEFENDER : - . 56164« MSAMY ¢ ocon 1 1402500 CTOPAZ. i s, s
60655 ‘DESTJZNATION . 0096} 7, NORDIC STAR ., _|oovogs . VIKING . b,
08668 DOMINATOR . 36808 NwW ENTERPRISE e 36045._ VIKINGEXPLORER
55199  DONA LILIANA : 43171 OCEAN HOPE 1 o 34919 WAL’I'ERN ’ T
51672 DONA MARTITA" . - AR e

"n.

e ot

N
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Table9.2; Prehmmary Llst of AFA Eligible Catcher Vessels in both the Inshore and Mothershlp Sectorsf

ADF&G _ Name ADF&G. Name + .- - ADF&G  Name “

00045 ALYESKA .1 . - f‘,-‘» (06449, . MARKT . ., . 100033~ PACIFIC FURY ,.
00028  AMBER DAWN 00200. NORDIC FURY . 58821.. TRAVELER

24235 AMERICAN BEAUTY 00032 OCEAN LEADER 39946  VANGUARD
31672 MARGARET LYN 03404 OCEANIC 22294 WESTERN DAWN
12110 MAR-GUN. 06931 PACIFIC CHALLENGER

Table 9.3: Preliminary List of AFA"Elijible Catcher Vessels in the Mothership Sector

ADF&G  Name ADF&G Name ADF&G  Name

50570 ALEUTIAN CHALLENGER 68858 MISTY DAWN $5512 POPADO I
133697 CALTF HORIZON 38294 PACIFIC ALLIANCE 38342 VESTERAALEN

61372 FIERCE SEA :

Table 9.4: Preliminary List of AFA Eligible Catcher Vessels in the Catcher/Processor Sector-

ADF&G Name ADF&G Name ADF&G Name

62152 AMERICAN CHALLENGER 32858 NEAHKAHNIE 40969 SEA STORM

59687 FORUM STAR 00101 OCEAN HARVESTER 54654 TRACY ANNE

41021 MUIR MILACH
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AFA catcher vessel sideboard endorsements. The catcher vessel sideboard endorsements identified under the
Council's preferred alternative in Chapter 7.0 would be implemented through-endorsements on the catcher
vessel's AFA permit. An AFA catcher vessel would be prohibited from retaining any BSAI crab species unless
the catcher vessel's AFA permit.contains an endorsement for that crab species. AFA catcher vessel permits
could be endorsed for the Bristol Bay Red King Crab, St. Mathews Island blue king crab, Pribilof Island king
crab, Aleutian Islands brown king crab, Aleutian Islands red king crab, Opilio Tanner crab, and Bairdi Tanner
crab fisheries based on a vessel's history of participation in each of those fisheries and according to the criteria
set out in the preferred altemative in Chapter 11.0. Applicants for AFA catcher vessel permits would be
required to indicate on the permit application which AFA crab sideboard endorsements the vessel qualifies for
based on the qualifying criteria set out in regulation. All claims of qualification will be verified by NMFS.
To participate in a BSAJ crab fishery; the operator of an AFA catcher vessel would have to have a valid LLP
. license for that crab fishery as well as an AFA catcher vessel permit containing an endorsement for that crab

fishery. ' -

AFA Mothership permits. Under the AFA, three motherships are authorized by name to process pollock
harvested in the BSAI directed pollock fishery for delivery to motherships. The owner of a mothership would
be issued an AFA mothership permit if the mothership is listed by name in section 208(d) of the AFA.
However, the owner of a mothership wishing to process pollock harvested by a fishery cooperative also would
be required to apply for and receive a cooperative processing endorsement on its AFA mothership permit.

Section 21 1(c)(2)(A) of the AFA, imposes crab processing restrictions on the owners of AFA mothership and
AFA inshore that receive pollock from a fishery c¢ooperative. These processing limits extend not just to the
AFA processing facility itself, but to any other crab processing facility which shares a 10 percent or moré
common ownership with the AFA mothership or AFA inshore processor. To implement the crab processing’
restncnons contained in section 211{¢)2)(A) of the AFA, NMFS would require that applicants for AFA
mothershlp and AFA inshore processor permits disclose on their permit’ application the names of any crab
- processors in which the owners of the AFA mothership or AFA inshore processor share a 10 percent or greater
ownership interest, collectively. An applicant for an AFA mothership or AFA inshore processor permit who-
does not disclose this crab processor ownership information would receive an AFA mothership permit or AFA
inshore processar permit but would be denied an endorsement authonzmg the processor to receive and process
poliock harvested by a fishery cooperative,

AFA inshore processor permits. Under the AFA, inshore processors are authorized to recetve and process

BSAI pollock based on the processing history of the facility in 1996 and 1997, An applicant would receive

an unrestricted AFA inshore processor permit if the Regional Administrator determines that the inshore

processing facility processed more than 2,000 metric tons round-weight of pollock harvested in the inshore

. directed pollock fishery during both 1996 and 1997, An applicant would receive a restricted AFA inshecre
processor permit if the Regional Administrator determines that the inshore processing facility processed pollock

“harvested in the inshore directed pollock fishery during 1996 or 1997, but did not process more than 2,000
metric tons round-weight of pollock during both 1996 and 1997. A restricted AFA inshore processor permit
would prohibit the inshore processing facility from processing more than 2,000 metric tons round-weight of
BSAI pollock in any one year.’

‘The owner of an AFA inshore processor wishing to process pollock harvested by a fishery cooperative also
would be required to have a cooperative processing endorsement on the AFA inshore processing permut. The
requirements for a AFA inshore processor cooperative processmg endorsement would be the same as those
listed for AFA motherships above.
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.The Council also recommended that cach AFA inshore processor be restricted to operating in the single
geographrc location in which it operated in 1996 or 1997 when processing pollock harvested 'in the BSAI
-directed pollock fishery as- set out in the options for single geographic location requlrements in Chapter 4.0.

.Tp‘ implement this restriction, land-based shoreside processors .would be restricted to operating in the last
physical location in which the facility processed BSAI pollock during 1996-1997 qualifying period. Stationary
floating processors would be restricted to operating in a location within Alaska state waters that is within S
nautical miles of the last position in which the ﬂoatmg mshore processor processed BSAI polloek during the
1996- 1997qualrfymgpenod L S A S P : L

Inshore cooperatrve ﬂshme Demuts To unplement the statutory requrrements of the AF Ato grant allocatrons
of pollock. to inshore cooperatives, an . inshoré' catcher .vessel cooperative formed for the purpose of
cooperatively managing directed fishing for potlock would be issued an AFA inshore cooperative fishing permit
after submission of a completed application for an inshore cooperative fishing permit. To implement this
provision of the law, an application deadline of December 1 1s necessary so that NMFS and the Council can
review cooperative agreements and make interim allocatlons of pollock TAC to cooperatrves onan a.nrlual basrs
at the December Councrl rneetmg L R

‘ . . . 7 . oo . [ - B
As part of the.applioation for an inshore cooperative fishing permit; an inshore cooperative would be required
to certify that; (1) The' cooperative contract;was signed by the owners of at least 80 percent of the qualified
catcher vessels that delivered pollock to the cooperative's designated AFA inshore processor, (2) each catcher
vessel in the cooperative delivered more BSAI pollock to the designated AFA inshore processor-than to any
other AFA inshore processor during the year prior to the year in'which the cooperative fishing permit will be
in eﬂ‘ect and (3), each member vessel is a qualified AFA catcher vessel, is otherwise-eligible to fish for
groundﬁsh in-the BSAI, and has no permit sanctions or other type:of sanctions against it that would prevent:
it from ﬂshmg for groundﬁsh in the BSAL A catcher vessel that is"ineligible to harvest BSAI pollock during
‘the year in, which the. cooperative fishing permit will. be in effect due:to permit sanctions, lack. of an- AFA
permit,. laek of LLP permit, or-lack of other required permit; could not.become-a member-of ari-inshore
cooperative that receives an inshore cooperative fishing permit. A cooperative fishing permit could: be amiended
to add or subtract a qualrﬁed catcher vessel upon submission of a revised application that is‘recéived by the
NMFS Alaska Region prior to the December | deadline and that is subsequently approved by the Regronal
Administrator. . .

Inshore cooperative fishing permits wouid be valid for ofte calendar year only, but could be renewed on an i
annual basis after submission of a new application that is received by NMFS pnor to'the applrcatron deadlme -
and that is subsequently approved by the Regronal Administrator: - . S
Replacement vessels and processor Ln the event of the actual total loss or constructive total loss of al AFA”
cateher vessel, AFA mothership, or AFA catcher/processor, the owner of such vessel would be able to replace-
the vessel with a replacement vessel that would be eligible in the same manner as the original vessel after
submlssmn of a.n application for an AFA replacement vessel that is subsequenitly approved by NMFS. ‘The™
AF A contams detarled restrictions on replacement vessels and processors that are set out n Appendrx I

LN

93 Options for the allocation of pollock TAC to mshore cooperatives

Lt - s eyt

93.1 Compensatronforoffshoreoatch lustory T oL Lo P

Under the AF A elrgrble mshore eateher vessels will be allowed to form cooperatrves in2000. The allocatron
of pollock to each cooperative will be based on the individual catch histories of each member vessel. The
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Council is considering three options for calculating catch history, 1995-97, 1992-97, or the best two years from
the two previous options. Section 210(b)(4) of the AFA specifically lists the years 1995, 1996 and 1997 as
the years to be considered, but Section 213 of the AFA provides the Council with the authority to choose
another method for allocating pollock to inshore cooperatives. .

Some inshore pollock catcher vessels have made deliveries to both the inshore and offshore sectors during the
qualifying years. Catcher vessels with histories split between the mothership sector and the inshore sector are
able to fish both histories pursuant to the AFA. However, catcher vessels which made deliveries to both the
inshore sector and the catcher vessel to catcher/processor sector lose the catch history that was delivered to the
catcher/processor sector, This occurs because the AFA does not specifically create a mechanism for these
catcher vessels to obtain credit for that catch history. The AFA states in section 2 10(b)(4) that “any contract
implementing a fishery cooperative under paragraph (1) which has been entered into by the owner of a
qualified catcher vessel eligible under section 208(a) that harvested pollock for processing by
catcher/processors or motherships in the directed pollock fishery during 1995, 1996, and 1997 shall, to the
extent practicable, provide fair and equitable terms and conditions for the owners of such qualified catcher
vessel.” This language seems to place the burden of compensating members of a cooperative on the
cooperative itself. However if each inshore processor forms a separate cooperative, the burden of
compensating members may be more onerous on some cooperatives than others. For example, a cooperative
that did not have any members with offshore catch history would not need to “pay” any compensation, but a
cooperative that had several members with offshore catch history could require substantial compensation
“payments” by its members. ’ :

While the AFA states that both the catch delivered to catcher/processors and motherships would be eligible for
compensation, the AFA allows catcher vessels to operate in both the inshore and mothership sectors, if they
qualify for both. Therefore, several members of industry have indicated that the focus should only be on the
lost catch in the catcher/processor sector. Vessels in the inshore sector that had deliveries to motherships
during the qualifying years would simply lose that catch history if they did not meet the minimum requirements
to be part of the mothership sector. '

Section 210(b)(1) states that only catch delivered to the inshore sector will be considered by the Secretary when
determining the amount of quota to be allocated to the inshore cooperative(s). Vessels will be disadvantaged
in joining a cooperative if a substantial portion of their history was delivered to catcher/processors in the years
used to determine catch history. As an example, a catcher vessel fishes for a catcher/processor in 1995 and
1996 and then fishes for a shore plant in 1997. That catcher vessel is not eligible under the AFA for the future
to deliveries to catcher/processors. The vessel is eligible to fish for the inshore sector, but when cooperatives
are formed will only receive credit for the fish delivered in 1997, while most of the other members will receive
credit for 1995, 1996 and 1997. As a result, the catcher vessel in this example will be disadvantaged.

The Council authorized that a discussion paper be developed to outline “options for compensation to inshore
caicher vessels with catch history delivering to catcher/processors that is no longer available to them under
AFA". The problem faced by these vessels could be addressed by a modification to the criteria by which the
Secretary determines how much quota is allocated to each cooperative. Section 213(c)(3) of AFA provides
that the Council may modify "the criteria required in paragraph (1) of Section 210(b) to be used by the
Secretary to set the percentage allowed to be harvested by such catcher vessels.”

The following change to Section 210(b)(1)}(B) was recommended by Midwater Trawlers Cooperative (MTC)
and would appear to remedy this problem:
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. the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels fand catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily -
participate pursuant to paragraph (2)} to harvest the aggregate percentage of the directed fishing all owarnce
under Section 206(b)(1) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will be in effect that is equivalent to the
aggregate total amount of pollock harvested by such catcher vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose
owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2}) in the directed pollock fishery for processing by
the inshore component, together with the amount harvested 'by such vessels for processing by
catcher/processors in'the offshore component during 1995, 1996 and 1997, relative to the aggregate total
amount of pollock harvested in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component together
with the aggregate total amount harvested by all catcher vessels (excluding those eligible under 208(b)} for
processing by catcher/processors in the offshore component during such years and shall prevent such catcher
vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners voluntanly parficipate’ pursuant fo paragraph (2)) ﬁ'om
harvesting in the aggregate in excess of such percemage of such directed fishing allowance

1

This modiﬁcatlon would allow a catcher vessel w1th catch h:story based on dehvenes-to catche'r/processor's,
that is otherwise lost under the AFA, to bring that catch history into a cooperative while sharing the burden
among all members of the inshore cooperatwc/cooperauves In addition, the modification does not change the
AFA sector allocations. . : ,
Preliminary data indicates that 66,764 mt of pollock were delivered to catcher/processors by 42 different AFA
catcher vessels from the inshore sector. The four vessels making the most dcllvenes accounted for 35 783 mt
of the catch, or about 53 percent of the total.

A total of 1,126,275 mt of pollock was delivered by the AFA inshore catcher vessels to inshore processors
between 1995-97. Adding the catch delivered inshore to the catch delivered to catcher processors will resuit
in the total amount of pollock catch in the inshore quota pool, if vessels'are compensated for their deliveriés
to -catcher/processors. Dividing the deliveries to.catcher/processors by the total quota pool yields the
compensation, or “adjustment”, payment that catcher vessels would be requu‘ed to make. .

Sixsub-options setting minimum pollock delivery levels, below whjch a vessel would be ineligible for
compensation, were included. The levels selected are 250 mt, 500 mt, 1,000 mt, 2,000 mt, 3,000.mt; and 5,000
mt. Table 10.5 reports the total amount of catch eligible for compensation.at each of these thresholds in the
cumulative total column. The “Inshore Adjustment” column reports the percentage of each vessels history that
they would have to pay to compensate catcher vessels for their deliveries to catcher/processors. Note that the
adjustment is based on the cumulative total column added to the inshore deliveries to estimate the total inshore
catch pool. The bottom row of the table tltled <25 O mt, shows the compensatlon requ1red if no minimum catch
histories were xmposed . . : , : e S -
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Table 9.5: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollock deliveries to catcher/processors
from 1995-97, break points are based on total catch. ~

Pollock to C/Ps. N\l;r; Z:S(Jf -Pollock Catch | Avg /Vessel | Cum. Total Aé;lj:t(:rint
>5,000 mt 3 31,745 10,582 | 31,745 2.74%
3,000 - 4,999 mt 5 18279 | 3656 50,024 4.25% |
2,000 - 2,999 mt 2 | Conf. Conf.|  Conf | Conf,
1,000 - 1,999 mt 3 Conf, Conf. | 58727 4.96%
500-999 mt 3 2,109 703 60,835 | - -5.12%|
250 - 499 mt 11 3,831 348 65,148 5.47%
<Q50mt . 15 1,400 93| 66,764 -5.60%

The next two tables impose inshore catch history ceilings of 2,000 mt and 3,006 mt on the compensation
calculation, The Council could also choose a ceiling of 5,000 mt, but the results are no different than the
3,000 mt ceiling. Vessels that landed an amount of pollock greater than the ceiling would not be compensated
for their delivenes to catcher/processors. Including these options gives the Council the ﬂexxblhty to

. compensate only the catcher vessels they feel have small amounts of mshore deliveries.

Table 9.6: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollock deliveries to catcherfprocessors-ﬂ.
and landed less than 2,000 mt to the inshore sector from 1995-97, based on total catch:

Pollock to C/Ps Number of Vessels | Cum. Total _ Inshore Adjustment
>5,000 mt 1 ~ Conf. Conf.
3,000 to 4,999 mt 4 21,199 | -1.85%
2,000 102,999 mt | 0 ‘ 21,199 " -1.85%
1,000 t0 1,999 mt | Lo - Conf, - Conf.
500 to 999 mt 3 24647 | 2.14%
25010499 mt | 1 | Conf. Conf,
<250 mt 2 i 25,200 2.19%
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Table 9.7: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollock deliveries:to catcherlprocessors ‘
and landed less than 3,000 mt to the inshore sector from 1995-97, based on total catch. - ' :

Pollock to C/Ps Nuraber of Vessels _ Cum. Total -Inshore Adjustment
>5,000 mt 1 o1 | Comf i | . Conf o
3,000t04,999 mt | 4 | oanesc e b TL18s% -

2,000 102,999 mit R AT - T R > .
L0000 1999 mt~ | L2 [T 2609905 | L 221% -
500t 999 mt . > 3 8307 | laas%
25060499me {1 | " Comf - | Comfi ;
<250'mt R b2 .- 28,860 L 250% -

4
Note: Informatlon in tlns table does not cha.nge 1f the mshore dehvery oelhng is changed from 3 OOO mtto 5 000 !
mt : e

Table 9.8 provides information on the compensation of catcher vessels if the break points are based on average
annual pollock catch from 1995-97, instead of fotal harvests dunng that tune period. This method of descnbmg
catch hlstory assigns the majority (28) of the vessels to the <250 mt category None of the vessels averaged
5,000 mt of pollock or more during the three years, which may be due to the limited amount of catch dehvercd
by the these vessels to catcher/processors in 1997. Recall that 1997 was the sole quallfymg year for catcher
vessels in the catcher/processor sector.

Table 9.8: Compensatmn for mshore catcher vessels that had pollock dehvenes to catcherlprocessors
from 1995-97, break points are based on average catch, =~ -~ - - -

,Pollock toC/Ps . Numbe;‘ of Vessels | - Avg Vessal - | - Inshore Adjus&net;c
55,000.mt. | —- o . . 0 o 0.00%- - -l
3,000-4999me . |. - 2 © Cof .| - -~ Conf - -
2000-299mt | .. 'l.. . .| . Conf .| - 274% -
1000-1999mt | w - - 5 . .| 1219 . - o 405w
500-999.mt - | .. 30 e o653 . | oo 4A3% -
250-499mt. | o~ ‘3 . |- 404 - | - 5.02%- -
<250mt- - 28 N 86 - | - - —s560%

9.4 Determine Inshore and Mothership Pollock Catch History Based on Best 2 of 3 Years

The AFA prescribes the criteria for determining which catcher vessels are eligible to participate in the inshore
and mothership cooperatives in Section 208 (a) and Section 208 {¢) of the Act, respectively. Those sections
of the AFA do not require that all three years of catch history be used to determine the amount of pollock
catcher vessels would be allowed to take with them into a cooperative.
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An alternative has been added that would allow catcher vessels in the inshore sector to use their best two years
of pollock catch history during the three year qualification window. The impacts of that option are depicted
in the chart below. It will make about half of the vessels better off and the other half of the inshore fleet will
be worse off as a result of using 2 of 3 years catch history. In terms of who wins and loses, the winners are
those vessels with inconsistent catch histories, and the losers are the vessels that made approximately equal
amounts of landings each year. The tails of the graph represent the vessels with the largest catch histories.
In terms of tons and percent of TAC, they are the biggest winners and losers. . Vessels with smaller catch
levels, whether they had consistent or inconsistent catch histories, and vessels with somewhat varied catch
histories are depicted in the middle portion of the chart.

Impacts of Using Best 2 of 3 Years of Pollock Catch History
on Individual Inshore Catcher Vessels
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95 Schedule for Annual Specification of Pollock Co-Op Allocations

Based on AFA references to annual cooperative arrangements, NMFS assumes that the duration of a fishery
cooperative would be for a one-year period. 1deally, fishery cooperative agreements should be completed by -
late September of each year to allow NMFS sufficient time to calculate pollock allocations based on
participating catcher vessel inshore pollock “quota shares,” provide the Council opportunity to review and
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assess inshore pollock cooperative arrangements, and to annually specify separate inshore cooperative pollock
allocations in the interim specifications. The intérim specifications also would include any non-pollock harvést
specifications that would be applied at either.the inshore sector or cooperativé level: The interim specifications
would be superseded by the final specifications for fishing activity after the pollock roe season. The-AFA
provides for vesselentry into a cooperative after a cooperative has been formed and before the calendar year
in which fishing under the co-op would occur (section 210(b)(2)). This activity would-essentially'¢hange the
cooperative’s allocation of pollock and harvest sideboard limitations. Administrative processes should be
developed to avoid having to republish.inshore allocations of pollock among dlfferent cooperatwes pendmg
such changes to co-op-specific participants.. -, .~ % Loua. . :

B U RN o Looll

9.6 Management of Inshore Catcher Vessel Co-ops

The AFA authorizes the formation of pollock co-ops.within each of the three pollock industry sectors
established by the AFA. However, a fundamental difference exists between the current offshore co-ops and
possible future inshore-sector co-ops. The catcher/processor, offshore catcher vessel, and potential mothership
co-0ps require no separate action or implementation by NMFS. NMFS will monitor and enforce sectoral
pollock TAC allocations-in the same manner regardless of the presence or absence of the co-op because the
formation of a co-op does not require NMFS to sub-allocate amounts of pollock TAC. The individual catch
shares harvested by different catcher/processors offshore-catcher vessels, and the mothership ﬂeet are of no
conscquence to, NMFS &xcépt as they contribute to each sector’s catch in the aggregate.

The mshore catcher vessel co-operatives contemplated by the AFA pose an entirely different ma.nagement
issue. Section211 (b) of the AFA specifies that NMFS set-aside separaté TAC allocations to each co-op upon
formatlon of the co-op and manage each co—op s TAC allocation separately

(b)- CA TCHER VESSELS ONSHORE.—

(1) CATCHER VESSEL COOPERATIVES. -m-Ejfecnve January 1, 2000, upon the ﬁlmg of
a contract zmplemenang a ﬁshery cooperative under subsection (a) which—  *
' {A) is signed by the owners of 80 percent or more of the qualified catcher vessels that
delivered pollock for processing by a shoreside processor in the directed pollock fishery in the year
przor to the year in which the fishery cooperative will be in effect; and

(B) specifies, except as provided in paragraph (6), that such catcher vessels will deliver |

pollock ir the directed pollock fishery only to such shoreside processor during the year in which the
fishery cooperative will be in effect and that such shoreside processor has agreed to process such
pollock, the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners

voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of the

directed fishing allowance under section 206(bj(1) in the year in which the fishery cooperative wil{
be in effect that is equivalent to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested by such catcher
vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph
(2)) in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component during 1995, 1996,
and 1997 relative to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested in the directed pollock fishery
Jor processing by the inshore component during such years and shall prevent such catcher vessels
{and catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph.(2)} froni

44

harvesting in aggregate in excess of such percentage of such directed f' shm g allowance. [ emphas:s

vard '

(2)- VOLZJNT ARY PART. IC’IPATION——Any contract rmplemrmtmg a f shery cooperat:ve

[P

added]

¥

L _una’er paragraph (1) must allow the owners ofiother, qualified catcher. vessels.to'enter. into suck *

contract aﬁer it is filed ana’ before the calender Year in which fishing will begin under the same.
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terms.and conditions as the owners of the qualified caicher vessels who entered into such contract
upon filing.

(3)0 OUALIFIED CATCHER VESSEL.—For the purposes of this subsection, a catcher vessel
shall be considered a quahﬁed catcher vessel” if, during the year prior to the year in which the
fishery cooperative will be in effect, it delivered more pollock to the shoreside processor to which
it will deliver pollock under the fishery cooperative in paragraph (1) than to any other shoreside
processor. '

(4) CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN VESSELS. —Any contract implementing a fishery
cooperative under paragraph (1) which has been entered into by the owner of a qualified catcher
vessel eligible under section 208(a) that harvested pollock for processing by catcher/processors or
motherships in the directed. pollock fishery during 1993, 1996, and 1997 shall, to the extent
practicable, provide fair and equitable terms and conditions for the owner of such qualified catcher
vessel. : .
(3) OPEN ACCESS.—A catcher vessel eligible under section 208(a) the catch history of
which has not been attributed to a fishery cooperative under paragraph (1) may be used to deliver
pollock harvested by such vessel from the directed fishing allowance under section 206(b)(1) (other
than pollock reserved under paragraph (1) for a fishery cooperative) to any of the shoreside
processors eligible under section 208(f). A catcher vessel eligible under section 208(a) the catch
history of which has been attributed to a fishery cooperative under paragraph (1) during any
calendar year may not harvest any pollock apportioned under section 206(b)(1) in such calendar
year other than the pollock reserved under paragraph (1) for such fishery cooperative.

(6) TRANSFER OF COOPERATIVE HARVEST.—A contract implementing a fishery
cooperative under paragraph (1) may, notwithstanding the other provisions of this subsection,
provide for up to 10 percent of the pollock harvested under such cooperative to be processed by a
shoreside processor eligible under section 208(f) other than the shoreside processor to which
pollock will be delivered under paragraph (1).

Although the term “co-op” is used in the AFA, such a system is really closer to a voluntary [FQ system at the
processor level. Implementation of such a program raises an entire suite of management issues associated with
individual quota monitoring, such as those faced by the CDQ program and halibut/sablefish [FQ program.
Consequently, a new regulatory and management infrastructure must be developed before NMFS can issue
TAC allocations to individual inshore co-ops. The purpose of this sectlon is to 1dentify issues related to the
management of inshore pollock co-ops.

'9.6.1 Database Development and Determination of Co-op Shares

Section 211(b) of the AFA specifies in statute a formula for determining the share of the BSAI inshore pollock
TAC allocation that each co-op would receive. Specifically, each co-op would receive a TAC allocation

" “equivalent to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested by such catcher vessels... in the directed pollock
fishery for processing by the inshore component during 1995, 1996, and 1997 relative to the aggregate total
amount of pollock harvested in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component during
such years.”

To support the calculation of co-op pollock allocations, NMEFS intends to establish a database known as the
"Official NMFS AFA Record” (Official Record). This Official Record will enable NMFS to:
(a) establish harvest histories and vessel ownership for each catcher vessel which qualifies for the
inshore directed fishing allowance in Section 206(b)(1);
(b) establish processing histones for shoreside processors eligible under 208(f)(1);
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(c) determine appropriate co-op membership for 20007 * SR

(d) comply with Section 210 which requires that the North Pacific Frshcry Management Counci
(Council) and Secretary of Commerce (Secrétary) make available to the pubhc t|he amount of
pollock and other fish to be harvested to each party to siich contract...”; and

(e) maintain confidentiality of harvest records by dlstmgunshmg between the owners of conﬁdennal
data; and those who'seek privileges based on those'data. * :

Official Record. The process of bu11d1ng the Official Record'is antlmpated to'be similar t6 that used for the
Individual Fishing Quota and License Limitation' programs.” For each inshore catcher vessel, the Official
Record will be used to establish the 1995, 1996,-1997 and 1999-“fishing history”. This will be compiled from
Federal and State data and will contain ‘harifest, permit, vessel, and demographic inforthation about permit
holders (including “skippers”) and vessel'owners. The Official Récord will be presumed to be accurate but
could be successfully challenged with appropriate and sufficient evidence that the Official Record i$ incomplete
or incorréct. NMFS ‘would notify constituents of the summarized contents of the Official Record {e.g., vessel
characteristics and total pounds landed (by year and species) and afford them a finite opportunity to challenge
NMFS " data.Claims that rebut the Official Record but which are not accepted by NMFS would be denied in
an Initial' Administrative Determination, and the constituent would be afforded the opportunity to appeal.
Because the entire inshore directed fishing allowance of pollock for a year will be parsed based on the Official
Record as it exists just prior to a fishing season, resolution of appeals in favor of appellants after that date
would likely not affect established allocations and guideline harvest levels for that fishing year. NMFS will
need to maintain records to document the data gathering/verification/denial/appeal procéss for each inshore
delivering vessel and shoreside processor. Véssel harvest histories would be established once, and would result
in calculatlorl of the fractmnal share of the mshore aIIocanon accrued to each catcher vessel

Remalmng time in 1999 is msufﬁcnent for NMFS to estabhsh the regulatorv framework, mcludmg PRA

requirements; to provide summaries; and for constituents to challenge the Official Record prior to the start of

fisheries in January 2000. In that case, NMFS might have to rely on the compiled Official Record wrthout

chailenge for 2000 and defer that opporturuty until the year 2000 for 2001 and ﬁJture ﬁshenes

The NMFS Record will consist of (1) harvestdata; (2) processing data; (3) permits data; (4) LLP eligibilities;
(5) vessel characteristics, including LOA and ownership; and (6) demographic data about permit holders and

vessel owners. . Data would-be derived from: (1) State of Alaska Fish Tickets; (2) NMFS Weekly Product

Reports and/or State of Alaska Commercial Operators Annual Reports; (3) NMFS License Limitation

ehigibility data; (4) State of Alaska permit files; (5) NMFS and State of Alaska vessel permit and registration

files; and (6) NMFS and State of Alaska demographic files.- NMFS must protect confidentiality of harvest

information and safeguard against inappropriate disclosure during eligibility testing and allocation/guideline

harvest assignments. Therefore, in-building this Official Record, NMFS must be able to unequivocally identify
participating people, processors, and vessels; and must maintain confidentiality of certain data. State of AIaska .
data will have to be provided by the Commercial Fisheries Entry Commission, which can provide links among

State harvest, permit, vessel, and person data wn.hout dlsclosure of Social Secunty numbers whlch are

confidential under the Privacy Act. . - ¢ - : : :

Data [ssues. Major data concerns include: (1) data accuracy and availability; (2} estimating discards and PSC
(3) basis for determining vesse! pollock “quota shares;” (4) resolution of discrepancies between Fish Ticket
and WPR harvest data sources; (5) time and staff resources requrred to process data and establish allocanons
and guideline harvest levels; and (6) confidentiality. Each 1s discussed below
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Data availability. The only complete source of inshore catcher vessel harvest information is State of Alaska
fish tickets. ADF&G staff? has indicated that for the BSAI, groundfish and shellfish (crab) fish ticket data
sets are reasonably complete, accurate and readily available through calendar year 1998 (and that little
groundfish is reported on other types of fish tickets in that area). She suggested that NMFS obtain a more
recent set of State data (fish tickets, vessel and permit ownership, and person demographics) than was provided:
for LLP implementation to date. Because of the need to receive data that are linked among data types and
which use non-confidential person identifiers, NMFS needs to receive these data through the Commercial
Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC). ADF&G staff provided the following estimated schedule for reviewed
fish ticket data availability from ADF&G to CFEC: data already in the fish ticket database system: within one
to two months; data not yet in the system, one to two months for groundfish tickets, and within a month of the
date of closure of any specific shellfish fishery. CFEC typically requires up to one month from the date of
request to provide NMFS with data sets, depending on work priorities. Any data needed from NMFS® own
databases are available within approximately one week.

Groundfish fish tickets for 1999 are the source of data to determine cooperative membership for 2000. These
are expected to be available to NMFS between one and .two months following the dates of landing. This
schedule could prove problematic for co-ops that wish to operate in January 2000 if pollock fisheries extend
-into late 1999.

Discard data. No reliable source exists for inshore catcher vessel at-sea discards of groundfish and PSC.
_Additionally, several questions must be answered that will determine the method and relative ease with w}uch
discards are calculated and allocated.

First, are discards intended to be part of the individual vessel fishing histories; or at the co-op, sector, or TAC.
level? The answer depends on the aggregation level at which NMFS intends to “allocate” and manage.
groundfish and discards. » '

" Second, what is the basis of extrapolating discards? NMFS might elect to calculate groundfish discards based
on the retained catch in directed fisheries; or based on retention at any time; based solely on pollock, or on all
groundfish species. PSC extrapolations might additionally depend on assignment of “target” fisheries.

Fish tickets are primarily landing documents and information on discards therein is incomplete and unrehable.
Another potential data source, NMFS logbooks, are not required for catcher vessels less than 60 feet length
overall (LOA); and in any case are not available electronically. The NMFS Weekly Pracessor Report (WPR)
monitoring system uses observer-industry blended data to estimate groundfish discards and PSC bycatch on
a weekly basis and for the entire inshore component. Results for the industry are extrapolated to individual
processors on a prorated basis according to their groundfish product reports and an assigned “target” for the
week, and are not based on, or provided at, the catcher vessel level. A serious difficulty in further extrapolating
groundfish and PSC discards to catcher vessels is that fish tickets frequently “straddle™ two or more weekly
reporting periods (i.e., bases for WPR processor target assignments and blend discard extrapolations). Also,
if any such extrapolation is made for establishing catcher vessel histories NMFS will need to establish a basis
for the extrapolation (e.g., based on retained pollock or retained groundfish; or on a target fishery assignment).
If based on total catch the PSC estimates would themselves be based in part on highly estimated groundfish
discards. This is somewhat less of a problem if each co-op is in effect, equivalent to an entity that reported
separately in a WPR although extrapolation also is required. The issue of calculating and applying discards

% State of Alaska Groundfish Coordinator, Gail Smith. March 1999.
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in groundfish fisheries gets progressively more stmple as the level of extrapolatlon and assignment of gu1delme
harvest amounts is made at mcreasmgly aggregated levels. - R ‘ o

S A T B
Basis for historical catch. For the purpose of determining directed pollock harvest hlstones for individual
catcher vessels undersection 210(b)(1), NMFS will have to consider the dates during which pollock was open
* for “directed fishing” in Section 210 (b) as they relate to determining vessel histories during 1995, 1996, and
1997. In particular, NMFS will determine which.deliveries made after close of a directed pollock fishery
should be included in that-directed fishery. ‘For groundfish other than pollock and for prohibited species;
NMFS must answer the question of “what is the basis on which harvests are assigned to a vessel: catch or
retained catch during the open dlrected ﬁshery for that spectes or any cateh or retamed catch of that spectes

at any time?” K

Data dlscrepanc:es To avoid dlscrepa.nmes between NMFS and fish ticket data sources resultmg ‘from any
differences in product recovery rates, reporting compliance requirements, and reporting time frames, NMFS
will use onily fish-tickets to establish both individual vessel harvest histories and to determine the total catch
of poltock for the entire inshore component for each year. Blend data is the only source of groundfish discard

and PSC data. As described above, extrapolating and apportioning discards and PSC is proble'rnatic.'

Time and staff resources. Time and staff resources are limited, The process for determining vessel harvest
histories for'inshore pollock cooperatives ‘is not substantially different from that used-for implementing the
[ndividual Fishing Quota Program (IFQ) and License Limitation Program (LLP). Much of the programming
infrastructure to examine fish tickets in preparation for LLP can be applied to' AFA inshore co-ops with little’
modification. One criterion for vessel participation in cooperatives is LLP authority to fish for pollock; and
that information will expected to be available at the time NMFS needs to establish AFA catcher vessel histories’
later in 1999. Except for the problem of discard groundfish and PSC, there is no substantial difference in the:
amount of time or work required to establish a harvest history for all retained groundfish species as compared’
with that for pollock alone, because a complete fish tickets data set will include all groundfish species.
However, it would likely require additional time for participants to rebut the NMFS Record if all species were’
included; and for NMFS staff to investigate the expected increased number of such instarices: This could delay
establishment of vessel histories and determinations of cooperative harvests limitations for non-pollock spec1es )

Finally, 1999 deliveries by catcher vessels are needed to establish potential cooperative membership for 2000: -

Even a small delay in availability of late year 1999 fish tickets could delay final results and consequently, the

establlshment of co-op membershjp and allocations and gmdehne harvest levels for 2000 ﬁshenes
erT " vl

A 31g1uﬁcant addxt:onal problem is that no staff or consultant resources have been 1dent1ﬁed tS-construct or -

modify the Official Record for this project. Qualified persons are currently fully occupied on other priority*

tasks to support tmplementatton of AFA, IF Q and IFQ/CDQ Cost Recovery, and LLP unplementatlon

P T

Conﬁdentlahgg Asghas occurred in other programs, wnthout spec1ﬁc waivers from perrmt holders who szgned
fish.tickets, Alaska State confidentiality statutes may preclude NMFS® disclosure of vessel histories and
subsequent rewew and opportunity for challenge of the Official Record by current vessel owners, who are ’
presumed to “own” the hlstory This occurs fatrly often. -

State statute at AS 16, 05 8 15(a)(5) prolublts the release of fish ttcket data to other than the perrmt holder who'

signed the fish ticket. The permit holder signing the fish ticket often is not the vessel owner. Thus, vessel
owners may not obtain historical fish ticket data for landings by their vessels without a signed waiver from each
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permit holder documented on historical fish tickets. The existing limitations on the release of historical fish
ticket data can be modified only through action by the Alaska State legislature.

Existing State statute does provide for the release of fish ticket or other confidential information to NMFS and
the Council for purposes of fisheries management. NMFS might ameliorate concerns about access to historical
landings data by providing each vessel owner the total pounds landed by species for her/his vessel over the
relevant catch history period (1995 - 1997). However, NMFS could not provide specific landings data
documented on specific fish tickets. Once co-op participants are identified, NMFS also could provide pollock
allocations and non-pollock and PSC harvest limitations aggregated to the co-op level. NMFS’ determination
on co-op allocations will not be available untif late in the year after co-op participants have been identified.
Thus approach, therefore, will not address the interest of industry members to obtain historical landings
information as soon as possible so the co-op negotiations may be initiated for 2000 immediately after final
Council action on an FMP amendment establishing an infrastructure for inshore co-ops.

9.6.2 Annual Pollock Allocations

The formula set out in section 210(b) of the AF A generates a percentage of the annual pollock TAC that each
inshore co-op would receive, but this percentage must be converted into a final TAC amount before it can be
issued to a co-op by NMFS. As mentioned above, the annual amount of pollock allocated to a co-op would
be calculated by summing the pollock “quota share” listed on each participating catcher vessel’s fishing permit
by the amount of pollock allocated to the inshore component. The resulting co-op pollock allocations would
be specified annually.

These annual specification of co-op pollock allocations would be calculated and announced after determination

of TACs and submission of catcher vessel membership lists. These allocations could be adjusted if additional

vessels join a co-op prior to the beginning of a calendar year. The current process for establishing annual

harvest specifications will require co-op allocations of pollock TAC under interim, followed by final,
allocations and harvest limitations. '

Co-op allocations would need to accommaodate two types of harvest or share transfers. First, vessels joining,
co-0ps after initial allocations are calculated and prior to the start of a calendar year (section 2 10(b)(2)) would
bring their pollock “shares” into the co-op. Accommodating this is a simple matter of recalculating the co-op’s
allocation/limitations. Section 210(b)(6) also authorizes a co-op to transfer up to 10% of its potlock allocation
to a shoreside processor eligible under section 208(f) other than the pnimary shoreside processor to which
pollock will be delivered under the co-op agreement. Under section 210(a), these contract provisions would
have to be identified prior to the start of a fishing year. Annual co-op specific pollock allocations would be
specified accordingly.

At present, the pollock fishery begins on January 20 of each year under interim TACs equal to the proposed
first seasonal allowance of pollock for the Bering Sea. Final TAC specifications do not become effective until
late February or early March of each year due to the length of the public comment period on the proposed
specifications and review required by NMFS. While the time lag between the start of the fishery on January
20 and the effective date of the final specifications is likely to be reduced under the TAC streamlining
amendment adopted by the Council in 1998 and under development by NMFS, it is not likely to be completely
eliminated. Consequently, if inshore co-op fishing is to begin on January 20, then provisions must be made .
for interim co-o\p shares until the final specifications become effective. This problem is not faced by the halibut
and sablefish IFQ program because fishing for halibut and sablefish does not begin until March 15 of each
year, after the effective date of the final specifications.
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963 Management of Catcher Vessel Sideboards ' - : ;
Section 211 of the AF A states that “the North Pacific Councrl shall reoommend for approval by the Secretary
such conservation and management measures. as it determines necessary to protect other fisheries under its
jurisdiction and the participants in those fisheries, including processors, from adverse impacts caused by this

‘Act or. fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock ﬁshery With respect to catcher vessels, Sectlon

21 l(c)(l)(A) requires that oo -' . -

By not later than July 1, 1999, the North Pacrﬁc Council shall recommend for approval by
the Secretary conservation and managemen! measures 10—

(A) prevent the catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c} of section 208
from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheriés
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in thie directed
pollock fishery, [emphasis added] and

(B) protect processors not eligible to participate in the directed pollock fishery from adverse
effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery. If the North
Pacific Council does not recommend such conservation and management measures by such date,
or if the Secretary determines that such conservation and management measures recommendeéd by
the North Pacific Council are not adequate to fulfill the.purposes of this paragraph, the Secretary
.may by regulation restrict or change the authority in section 210(b) to the extent the Secretary deems
appropriate, including by preventing fishery cooperatives from being formed pursuant to such
section [emphasis added] and by providing greater flexibility with respect to the shoreside processor or
shoreside processors to which catcher vessels in a f shery cooperative under section 210(b) may dehver
pollock. ‘ ' _ . . - -

These sndeboard” requlremcnts are deferent in nature from the allocatrons of pollock TAC to inshore €0-0ps

under Secnon 210 of the AFA. First, they are limits and not, allocations. The AFA makes no provisions to

assure that such catcher vessels actually have the right to harvest other groundfish species at their traditional

levels. Second, the AFA specifically states that such management measures apply to the aggregate catch of
eligible catcher vessels and not to catch by individual vessels or co-ops. While the Council is‘not limited to-
consndermg sideboard provisions that would apply to the entire AFA catcher vessels fleet in aggregate the AFA.

clearly anticipates that such sideboards would be applied in the aggregate ‘

The AFA also provides the authority to prohibit the fonnation of inshore fishery co-ops if catcher vessel”
sideboard provisions are not recommended by the Council by July |, 1999, or if the Secretary of Commerce

determin_es' the Council’s. recommended sideboard provisions are inadequate to'protect other fisheries. -

L

9.6.3.1 Monitoring Sideboards at the Aggregate Sector Level

NMFS currently is momtonng 1999 AF A srdeboards in the aggregate for the catcher/processor sector of the
pollock fleet. The 1999 sideboards for the catcher/processor fleet were published in the'interim and final 1999
specrﬁcatlons and are being managed through directed fishing closures. At the beginning of the fishing year, -
NMFS closed a suite of BSAI fisheries to AFA-listed catcher/processors because the sideboard amounts for
these fisheries were detenmned to be inadequate to support a directed fishery. by the listed C/Ps. Several
species suchi.as "Pacific cod, rock sole, and yellowfin sole remained open to AFA-listed catcher/processors.
because the sideboard amcunts for those species were adequate to support directed fishing: NMFS: is -
challenged to manage groundfish and PSC sideboard amounts in- these fishenes to.prevent the AFA-listed”
catcher processors from exceeding their sideboard limitations. .
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NMFS could use a similar approach for catcher vessels, closing directed fisheries to AFA-listed catcher vessels
when sideboard amounts are inadequate to support directed fishing and leaving directed fishing open for
fisheries in which adequate sideboard amounts exist to support directed fishing for those species. Existing .
observer coverage levels combined with a system of electronic catcher vessel delivery reports should be
adequate to monitor the aggregate activity of AFA-listed catcher vessels. In the case of prohibited species,
caich by observed vessels would be extrapolated to unobserved vessels fishing for the same species in the same
area as is currently being done for all fishenies in which observer coverage is less than 100 percent.

9.6.3.2 Monitoring Sidéboards at the Individual Co-op Level

Managing sideboards at the individual co-op level poses significant additional burdens compared to managing
aggregate sideboards for the fleet as a whole. In the first place, NMFS cannot possibly manage multiple
species sideboards at the individual co-op level through traditional in season management measures such as
closures in the Federal Register. The responsibility for sideboard management at the individual co-op level
would have to be the legal responsibility of the co-op itself and not NMFS, similar to the management of
pollock shares by individual co-ops. Second, the monitoring of individual catch limits at the co-op level raises
the same monitoring concerns present in the CDQ program and discussed above with respect to the monitoring
of poliock shares by co-ops. For this reason, NMFS believes that management of sideboards at the individual
co-op level requires the same monitoring and observer coverage levels required by the CDQ program (e.g. 100
percent observer coverage for all trawl vessels greater than or equal to 60 ft LOA and full retention of
groundfish catch and salmon PSC). This additional monitoning is especially important for PSC species which
are discarded at sea. Extrapolation of PSC rates from observed to unobserved vessels at the co-op level is
probably not possible given the small numbers of vessels involved in each co-op and the incentives to misreport
PSC catch in the absence of an observer.

Additional complexities arise if vessels in a pollock co-op affiliated with a particular processor wish to deliver
non-pollock groundfish to other processors. Tracking sideboard amounts when co-op members are delivering
to more than one processor will require that timely reports on catcher vessel deliveries, or electronic shoreside
processor logbooks, be in place for all processors to which co-op membets wish to deliver groundfish.

9.6.4 Subdivision of Co-op Shares by Area and Season

NMEFS, through emergency rule, has recently implemented reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) to
avoid the likelihood of the pollock fisheries off Alaska jeopardizing the continued existence of the western
population of Steller sea lions, or adversely modifying its critical habitat. Permanent regulations to implement
Steller sea lion RPAs are currently under development. These RPAs are likely to further divide the Bering Sea
inshore pollock TAC allocation into four separate seasonal allocations with separate catch limits inside a
designated cntical habitat/catcher vessel operational area (CH/CVOA) conservation zone during each fishing

" season. Additional spatial distribution requirements.may be possible during the summer and fall fishing

seasons. Consequently, under the Steller sea lion RPAs, the inshore pollock TAC allocation may be subdivided:
into between 8 and 12 separate catch limits based on area and season.

Option }: Managing co-op shares by area and season. If individual co-ops form around all eight of the inshore
processors and NMFS subdivides each co-op share by area and season this could generate upwards of 96

separate inshore pollock TAC allocations for the Bering Sea alone. NMFS does not have the capacity to
manage dozens or hundreds of individual co-op allocations using traditional in season management methods
such as closure notices in the Federal Register. Consequently, the burden for managing such co-op shares
must be born by the participants themselves as is the case with the IFQ and CDQ programs.

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal .wpd 257 January 2000



Due to the complexities of implementing this management program within the short time-frame i‘é‘qﬁired by the
~AFA; NMFS is not proposing to implement a more complex system under-which each individual wshore
. cooperative would receive allocations of pollock subdivided by each managément area and season. One reason
- for this decision is that NMFS is currently revising Steller sea lion management measares for 2000 that could
divide the Bering Sea Subarea pollock TAC into four seasons and two separate areas. However, a final rule
“to implement Steller sea lion protéction measures has not yet been published and such measures, therefore,
cannot be accommodated in this' AFA proposed rule. A second reason is that the complexities of managing
individual cooperative TAC allocations and accounting for individual cooperative harvest overages and
underages by season and area are bevond the scope of this proposed rule’ NMFS has not analyzed the observer
coverage levels and enforcement burdens such an apﬁgn would entail.

Option 2 (Preferred): _M_z;n”gggng €0-0p shares in the aggregate. Under the pmpcsed mle NMFS would manage
the inshore cooperative and inshore non-coopeérative allocations as two separate inshore fisheries: The various
ishore cooperatives would be managed as a group for the purpose of making TAC appartzonments by season

- and area and for the purpese of issiiing directed fishing closures. NMFS would continue to announce directed

fishing closures for each inshore fishery when the Regional Administrator determines that the TAC allocatéd

to that ﬁshery for a particular season and area has been reached. Undér this system, fishing by inshore

~ cooperatives would be unaffected by catcher vessels fishing in the inshore non-cooperative fishery. However,

_ the aggregate harvests by all inshore cooperatives wou!d detennmc tlw mshore moperama d.zrectcd ﬁshmg
closures for ear.:h season and area.. - ¢ .

Under §ns ,option, each inshere cooperative would be guaranteed the opportunity to harvest its entire annual
allocation of Bering Sea Subarea pollock but would not receive a specific guarantee of harvest levels for any
particular season or management area within the Bering Sea Subarea. Cooperatives wishing to further
rationalize their annyal operations to work with each other to prevent the activities of one {;ogperatwe fmm
preemptmg the harvest pla:;s of anothﬁzr cooperative within a speeiﬁc Seasor or area. .

965 Data Coiiect;a:m and Venﬁcaﬁor: ' . T

To monitor poﬂcck TAC aﬂ:}camons at the mshore £0~0p Ievei E’\a’\fIF S must have a ﬁ:portmg system that is
able to discern pollock landings by individual catcher vedsels. Similar standards also exist to monitor non-
pollock groundfish and prohibited species harvest limitations. NMFS has already developed such a system for
monitoring CDQ operations and is currently developing an electronic shoreside logbook system that would
provide sufficient vessel-by-vessel landing information to monitor inshore co-op activity on 4 vessel-by-vessel
basis. Interagency discussions are also underway regarding possible merger of State and Federal reporting
requirements for fish delivered by catcher vessels. A suitable system could be developed by 2000, but would
require significant revisions to the existing recordkeeping and reporting program. Serious reservations exist
whether implementing regulations would be effective in time for the 2000 A season potlock ﬁshc:y and a target
implementation date for the 2000 B season tikely is more reasonable 2
If the opportumty to form msheﬁa co-ops is mandat,e{i by 2000 and insufficient time exists'to implement a new
Federal electronic recordkeeping and reporting system to provide timely documentation of catcher vessel
deliveries, interim revisions to existing processor logbook and Weekly Production Reports (WPRs) might be
considered if non-pollock harvest limitations are menitored at the aggregate sector level. These changes would
require separate logbook entries and WPRs for groundfish délivered by AFA-eligible vessels. NMFS notcs,
however, that even these seemingly minor changes will require significant changes to existing recordkeeping
and reporting forms, regulations, and associated software used by NMFS to monitor fishery quotas.”

i
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At a minimum, NMFS believes that observer coverage at inshore processors must be increased to a level that
would enable each catcher vessel delivery to be observed by a NMFS observer. At most inshore processors,
this would require two observers to cover the 24-hour period of operation for the plant. In certain
circumstances where an inshore processor is offloading and weighing pollock at multiple locations, more that
two observers could be required.

Prior to the AFA, the inshore pollock fishery was managed in the aggregate across the entire sector with NMFS
issuing a single closure for the entire inshore sector upon the attainment of a seasonal allocation of pollock
TAC. Under the inshore cooperative system set out in the AFA, each inshore processor and its affiliated
cooperative will be operating on its own proprietary pollock allocation. Because NMFS will no longer be
managing the inshore sector in the aggregate, increased monitoring is required at each individual processor to
insure that cooperative allocations are not exceeded. Under a fishery cooperative, contract agreements would
be established that essentially allocate specific amounts of pollock to individual vessels for purposes of directed
fishing. Although NMFS does not intend to actively manage individual vessel groundfish harvests under the
cooperative, the agency is challenged to ensure that overall groundfish or prohibited species catch harvest
limitations are not exceeded and that the incidental catch of pollock taken in non-pollock groundfish fisheries
is not credited against the pollock directed fishing allowances. To meet these management challenges, NMFS
believes that an observer must be available to observe and sample each catcher vessel delivery.

9.6.6 Summary of Co-op Monitoring and Managément Issues

Because NMFS does not have the capacity to actively monitor each individual co-op share and announce
closures for each individual co-op in the Federal Register the responsibility for in season management of co-
ops must be born by the co-ops themselves. The individual co-op shares authorized by the AFA are quite
similar to current allocations of pollock CDQ to individual CDQ groups. In both cases, an identified group.:
is allocated a specific percentage of the pollock TAC and is responsible for managing its fishing activity to.
remain within its TAC allocation. NMFS believes, therefore, that it is appropriate and necessary to treat both
CDQ groups and inshore pollock co-ops in the same manner with respect to recordkeeping and monitoring,

The extension of multiple species CDQ-type monitoring to catcher vessels participating in inshore-co-ops
would depend on whether nonpollock groundfish and prohibited species harvest limitations will be monitored
at the sector level (i.e., all AFA-eligibie catcher vessels, or all AFA catcher vessels participating in any inshore
co-op), or the co-op level. If expectations exist to apportion sideboard limitations to different inshore co-ops
and for NMFS to have the capability to monitor these co-op specific limitations, then the monitoring
requirements and standards implemented for the MSCDQ program would need to be extended to the AFA co-
op vessels as well. The complexity of database requirements and the regulatory infrastructure necessary to
support multiple inshore co-ops poses concern about the ability of NMFS to implement such a program in time
for the 2000 pollock A season. In the event NMFS is unable to do so, the management of the 2000 pollock
fishenes would be similar to that experienced in 1999.
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Current recordkeeping and observer coverage requirements for CDQ groups are ¢ontained in subpart C of 50
CFR 679. Key elements of the anticipated recordkeeping and monitoring requirements for AF A catcher vessels
dependent on whether or not harvest Iumtatxons are apportloned at the sector or co-op level are summanzed

below: .
Species - Monitoring and hanagément standards’ . . . .
Allocation ‘ ..
. | Allocated at level of muitiple co-ops within a -Allocated at aggregate level of eligible
sector catcher vessels within a scctor
Pollock . Under section 210(b)(I), pollock must be allocated _'Ifcoops are formed, pollock must be =

to inshore co-ops if such co-ops are deveioped.
Given that ail pollock in a directed fishery must be
retained under IR/TU, NMFS expects shoreside
landings of pollock to be representative of catch. At
a minimum, processors would be required to
maintain and submit separate logbook sheets and
WPRs for co-op and non co-op deliveries of pollock
by AFA-cligible vessels. [deally, these new
reporting requirements would be subsumed under
new electronic shoreside logbook software being
developed by NMFS that would provide for
documentation of vessel-specific deliveries.:

Co-ops members would be jointly and severally -
responsible for controlling harvest activity so that
pollock allocations are not exceeded.

monitored and managed at the co-op | -
level, triggering the associated
monitoring standards described in the
adjacent column. Even though inshore
co-ops may not be formed in any one -
vear, the infrastructure must be -
developed in anticipation that co-ops wxll
exist. Thus, the additional

recordkeeping and reportmg
requirerents necessary to monitor
multiple co-op specific poliock
allocations must be developed and
implemented by regulation before the
opportunity to form co-ops is provided to
the inshore sector.
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: Non-
pollock
groundfish

Establishment of co-op specific harvest limitations
of groundfish would require additional observer
coverage and reporting requirements equivalent to
the monitoring standards established for the
MSCDQ program. These requirements would be as
follows based on current regulations governing the

MSCDQ program:

Requirement for Co-ops: Each co-op would be
required to submit co-op vessel catch reports for
each vessels participating in the coop and fishing
for groundfish. These reports would be submitted to
NMFS within 7 days after delivery of catch and
would document each co-ops harvesting activity
relative to specified harvest limitations (See
679.5(n)(2)}. Co-ops members would be jointly and
severally responsible for controlling harvest activity
so that harvest limitations are not exceeded.

Requirements for shoreside processors: Any
processor receiving groundfish from AFA-eligible
catcher vessels would be required 1o have an
observer present at ali times while AFA-eligible
catcher vessels are offloading catch and to submit a
delivery reports to NMFS withing 24 hours. The
type of information on a delivery report would be
similar to that required under 679.5(n)(1), and
generally report the identity of the vessel and
species specific landed weight and area of harvest.
In addition, shoreside processors must notify the
observer of the offloading schedule of each
groundfish delivery at least 1 hour prior t¢
offloading to provide the observer an opportunity to
monitor the sorting and weighing of the entire
delivery.

Requirements for catcher vessels > 60 ft LOA:
Catcher vessels over 60 ft LOA would carry
observers 100 percent of the time when fishing for
groundfish and would also (A) retain all groundfish

" species, and (B) provide space on the deck of the

vessels for the abserver to sort and store catcl
samples and a place from which to hang the
observer sampling scale.

Requirements for catcher vessels < 60 ft LOA:
Catcher vessels less than 60 ft LOA may not be
required to carry an observer. However, operators
of catcher vessels less than 60 ft LOA must retain
all groundfish. '

Establishment of nonpollock groundfish
harvest limitations for either ali AFA-
eligible vessels ar only for AFA-eligible
vessels that choose to participate in a co-
op would require new recordkeeping and
reporting requirements for any processor
who takes delivery of groundfish from
these AFA-cligible vessels.

At a minimum, processors would be
required to maintain and submit
separate togbook sheets and WPRs for
deliveries of groundfish by AFA-¢cligible
vessels. Ideally, these new reporting
requirements would be subsumed under
new electronic logbook software being
developed by NMFS that would provide
for documentation of vessel-specific
deliveries.
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Prohibited
species

‘Requirements for shoreside processors: Delivery

reports of prohibited species required, similar to

- CDQ reports required at 679.5(n)

. chuiréments for trawl catcher vessels > 60 ft .
LOA: (A) Retain all salmon until they are delivered.,
| to a processor, and (B) retain all halibut and crab in

a bin or other location until it is counted and
sampled by an observer. ‘ C

Reqﬁirements for catcher vessels < 60 ft LOA:

(A) Retain all salmon until they are deliveredtoa - -

processor; (B) All halibut and crab must be
discarded at sea. Operators of catcher vessels using

| trawl gear must report the at-sea discards of halibut

or crab on the processor delivery report and co-op
catch report.

/| Observed bycatch rates from AFA
.extrapolate bycatch estimates for the . |

- specific deliver reports of groundﬁsh for

eligible vessels would be used to
AFA-eligible fleet based on new vessel-

that fleet.

9.7 Requirements for the Inshore Sector to Repay Federal Loan Under AF A

Section 207 of the American Fisheries Act lays out the parameters under Wh.lCh the inshore sector must repay - '

the $75 million Federal loan. The actual language from the AFA i is. mcludcd below:

(b) INSHORE FEE SYSTEM.—Notwithstanding the requzrements of. secnon 304(d) or 3 12 of the Magnuson-
Stevens Act (16 U.S.C. 1854(d) and 1861a), the Secretary shall establish a fee for the repayment of suchloan
oblzganon which—

(1) shall be six-tenths (0.6) of one cent for each pound round-weight of all pollock harvested

Jrom the directed fishing allowance under section 206(b) (1); and

(2) shall begin with such pollock harvested 'on or afier January 1 2000, and continue
without interruption until such loan obligation is ﬁd!y repaid; and

(3) shall be collected in accordance with secnon 312(d)(2) (C) of the Magnuson Stevens Act '
(16 US.C. 186la(d)(2)(C )) and in accordance with such other conditions as rhe Secretary
Jstablzshes

Repayment of the loan will commence in the year 2000, whether or not the inshore sector is operating under
cooperatives. However, benefits derived from cooperatwes were likely enwswned tohelp offset the cost of loan

payments
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10.0 ALTERNATIVES FOR THE MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT OF
CATCHER/PROCESSORS AND MOTHERSHIPS

On February 4, 1998, NMFS published a final rule establishing performance, technical, operational,
maintenance and testing requirements for scales used to weigh catch at sea (63 FR 5836). On June 4, 1998,
NMEFS published a final rule that established the requirements for observer sampling stations and required the
use of scales and observer sampling stations on specified vessels participating in CDQ fisheries (63 FR 30381).
Further information on the rationale for, and implementation of, the regulations establishing Equipment and
operational requirements for catch weight measurement is contained in the preambles to the final rules. A
proposed regulatory amendment that would make minor changes to thesc equipment and operational
requirements is in preparation.

The at-sea scale regulations specify that vessels required to weigh total catch must have two types of NMFS-
approved scales on board: a total-catch weighing scale, and an observer sampling scale. For a scale to be
approved by NMFS, the manufacturer must apply to NMFS and document that the scale meets the
performance and technical standards, contained in Appendix A to Part 679. Scales that meet these
requirements are placed on the list of NMFS approved scales. NMFS has approved 9 models of observer-
sampling scales, and 5 models of total-catch weighing scales.

Each scale must be inspected annually by a’ NMFS authorized inspector. An observer-sampling scale
inspection takes approximately 30 minutes, a total-catch weighing scale takes three to eight hours. Scales must
also be tested daily by the vessel crew when in use. The observer-sampling scale is tested daily by weighing
cast iron test weights of a known weight. In order to be acceptable to NMFS, the observer-sampling scale must
be accurate within 0.5 percent. The total-catch weighing scale is tested daily by passing at least 400 kg of test
material (either fish or sand bags) across the scale and then weighing the test material on the observer sampling
scale. The total-catch weighing scale must be accurate within 3 percent when compared against the observer
platform scale. Scales that do not pass the annual inspection or daily test may not be used to weigh catch at-

- s¢a.

Since July 1, 1998, 39 observer platform scales and 23 total catch weighing scales have been ixﬁpected and
approved. During 1998, approved total-catch weighing scales were used in MS-CDQ fisheries by 6 vessels
that fished 60 vessel days.

The AF A requires the 20 listed catcher/processors to weigh total catch from all fisheries ona NMFS-approved
scale. Catcher/processors that intended to harvest fish under the CDQ program during 1999 were required to
start weighing total catch on January 1, 1999. Listed catcher/processors that do not intend to harvest fish under
the CDQ program will be required to weigh total catch beginning January I, 2000.

" When an observer sampling station is required, it must be approved by NMFS and meet specifications for size,
construction, location and required equipment. Sampling stations on trawl catcher/processors and motherships -
must provide a working area at least 1.8 m wide by 2.5 m long near where the observer samples unsorted catch.

" The station must be equipped with a table, an observer sampling scale, floor grating, adequate lighting and a
water supply. Prior to being used and annually thereafter, the sampling stations must be inspected by NMFS
staff. If requested to do so, NMFS staff will conduct pre-inspections of sampling stations to help the vessel
owners better comply with the regulations. NMFS staff normally require between one and two hours to
conduct a sampling station inspection. To date, NMFS staff have conducted 40 sampling_ station pre- -
mspcctlons and 37 station inspections. The statlons on 36 boats have been approved. '
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In that the AFA requires the listed catcher/processors to weigh-total catch and to carryit\)vo observers, the
requirements are very similar to those for trawl catcher/processors that participate in CDQ fisheries. However,
the AFA does not require that the listed processors provide an observer samplmg statlon nor are the 3 llsted
motherslups required to welgh total catch or carry two observers S .

[N < 1k, R : el

The number of vessels lmpacted by thlS acuon 1s summanzed in-Table 10.1 e

+ )
- » t
P ©

. . r . Al . Lo ' . R

Table 10.1. Number and type of vessels that may be impacted as 2 result of this action. S R
Vessels without Vessels with l
. - | NMFS-approved NMFS-Approved
o . v { scalesor siations,ﬁ_ ) scales or stations¥, .. Total
AFA catcher/processors ‘ 18 R 12 | B T
AFA mothershups . i : . 1l ‘ ]2 BT - 3
Non AFA trawl catcher/processors 21 = |9 o 30

* One of these vessels has an approved scale but does not have an approved sampling station

- 5 L , . a - o [ vos
[ .o

10.1 Altemamves for Expanded Scale and Samp[mg Statlon Requlrements o o

. Alternative 1 (Status Quo) Do not require AF A catcher/processors or rnothershlps to wexgh all catch carry
two observers or provrde an observer sampling statlon A e i RPN

Alternative 2A. Réquire AFA listed catcher'/processors to weigh all catch, carry two observers and provide
an observer sampling station. Do not expand these requirements to include AFA listed motherships

Alternative 2B. (Preferred Altematwe[ Requ:re AF A listed catcher/proccssors and mothershxps to welgh alI
catch, carry two observers and provide an observer sampling station. PR R
Both altemanve 2A and 2B would require AFA-listed catcher/processors to weigh total catch. Alternative 2B
would requrre AFA listed motherships to weigh total catch as well. Many of the AFA-listed processors already
have NMFS approved scales m most cases because they plan to partlcrpate in CDQ fisheries during 1998..

An approved observer samplmg scale costs a.pprox:mately $7,000 a.nd an approved total-ca.tch weighing scale
costs approximately $45, 000. Past scale installations have, in many cases, required factory alterations, Most
of these have been done in eonjunctlon with the installation of an observer sampling station. Ifa station were
not being installed 4t thé same time, the cost to reconfigure the factory where needed and install a scale would
rangefrom0t0$10000 ) : C N S L

Vessels that dre requlred to welgh total catch depend onthe contmued operation of the scale If the scale breaks
down and cannot be repaired, or if the scale is unable to pass the daxly test, the vessel must stop fishing and
return to port.’ The magmtude of this impact would be a function of the frequency of scale breakdowns that
could not be repaired at sea. ‘During pollock Al, there were 11 reported scale problerns 8 of these affected .
the scales ability to weigh accurately, but only one could not be repalred at sea and was repaired in Dutch
Harbor. If this breakdown rate continues, and a repair trip to Dutch Harbor lasts 3 days, the AF A vessels can
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expect to lose about 17 days per year. Both manufacturers have been responsive to problems as they develop
and seem 1o be doing an excellent job of preventing problem reoccurrence. As boat operators learn how to
operate and maintain the scales, and as manufacturers solve problems, the frequency of scale breakdowns

should decrease.

Vessel operators are required to test the total-catch weighing scales daily. This test can be done either with
_ fish or an alternative material supplied by the scale manufacturer. As part of the original PRA submuission for
the scales program, NMFS estimated that this test would require approximately 45 minutes per day. This
estimate appears to be accurate for vessels testing scales with fish. Those boats that have chosen to use sand
bags have reduced the test time to as little as 10 minutes.

10.2  Expanded Obsérver Coverage Requircments

All AFA listed C/Ps are currently required to carry at least one observer when fishing off Alaska. Processors
vessels participating in CDQ fisheries and motherships taking deliveries of pollock from the CVOA during
portions of the B season must also carry two observers. Alternative 2A would require the 20 listed
catcher/processor vessels to carry 2 observers at all times. Based on data from 1998, the 20 listed
catcher/processors carried observers a total of 3,395 days. Assuming that these vessels were carrying two
observers when participating in CDQ fisheries, two observers were carried during 486 of those days and one
observer was carried during the remaining 2,909 days. If 1998 data are reflective of fishing patterns under the

- AFA, these vessels would be expected to require an additional observer during 2,909 days. At an estimated
cost of $250 per observer day, this would cost the AFA catcher/processors $727,250/yr.

‘The preferred alternative would require the AFA listed motherships to carry 2 observers throughout the fishing
‘vear. Based on data from 1998, the 3 listed motherships carried observers a total of 489 days. Assuming that
these vessels were carrying two observers throughout the pollock B season and when taking CDQ deliveries,
the motherships were carrying two observers during 304 of those days and were only carrying one observer
during 185 of those days. If 1998 data are reflective of fishing patterns under the AFA, these vessels would
be expected to require an additional observer during 185 days. At an estimated cost of $250 per observer day,
this would cost the AFA motherships $46,250/yr.

Impacts of the preferred altemative are summarnzed in Table 10.2
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Table 10.2 Summary of the costs of the preferred alternative for monitoring C/Ps and motherships.

~

¢ \

LW

L | Costper |* AFACPs - |~ AFAC/Ps T AFA
boat with without * “Mships
‘ ' scales/stations scales/stations _
Platform scale purchase o |00, o L $56,000 . | $7.000 .-
Total-catch weighing scale purchase ' | $45,000 [0~ ™ $360,000 $45,000
Scalc instailation $0to .. 0 .| $40,000 $5,000:
$10,000 ‘
Observer Sampling station installation | $4,000t0 | 0 $72,000 $8,000
7 $12,000 , , o
Lost fishing days due to scale failure - +| 0.75 days* 17 days/yr | 15 daysiyr
: : A lost per . -
N 100 dayS
-| Timie for daily scale test 0.75 " 1208 hrsiyr 191 hrsfyr <
& : hrs/day - I S
Time for annual scale inspection | 8 hrsiyr . - 160 hrshyT - | 24 hrsiyr
Time for annual station inspection 7 hrsiyT 140 Hrsiyr 21 hrsAr
Cost of second observer ‘ .

10.3  Cost to NMFS

- The State of Alaska, Division of Measurement Standards -

-$250/day -

$727,250/yr

-

o3

t,,

Ty

s
o

$46,250/yt .

1 S

has a contract with NMFS to' Conduct scale

inspections in Dutch Harbor and Seattle. Scale inspections aré also conducted by NMFS staff. To date, 23
total-catch weighing scales have been inspected. To date, inspections have cost approximately $2,000 per
inspection. Based on theses costs, the addition of AFAcatcher/processors that do not fish CDQ should
mcrease the number of scales inspected by about 9 boats, or $18,000/yr. The cost per inspection should be
considerably lower in future years as NMFS gains experience with the program. Observer sampling stations
are inspected by existing NMFS staff and the costs associated with inspecting an additional 10 vessels would

not be expected to be significant.
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11.0 COUNCIL’S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

At the June 1999 Councnl meeting in Kodiak, the Council identified their preferred alternatives for the AFA
harvester sideboard provisions. Preferred alternatives for several other AFA related issues, such as the
determination of inshore pollock catch histories, and clarification of definitions used in the AFA, were also
identified (Section 11.5 contains the actual motion as passed by the Council). This chapter will provide a
description of those alternatives as well as additional information on their impacts. In some cases similar
information can be found in other chapters of this document. Other required provisions of the Act, such as
scale and observer requirements, cooperative structures, and crab processing sideboards were not the result
of Council decisions, but were mandated by the AFA itself, or were clanfied by Council action in October
1999. Adjustments to some of the June actions, particularly with regard to sideboard exemptions for catcher
vessels, were made in December 1999.

The Council elected not to finalize their preferred alterrnatives for groundfish processing sideboards.
Groundfish processing sideboards will be considered by the Council in April 2000, along with alternatives for
BSAI pollock excessive processing sharecaps.

Two general statements were issued by the Council regarding sideboard harvest-caps. The first was a
statement that the Council requested NMFS to manage al! fisheries such that sideboard and PSC caps are not
exceeded. Preliminary information on how NMFS intends to manage the caps is provided later in this chapter.
The second directive was that ail sideboard calculations for groundfish, crab, and scallops be based on the best
estimate of landed catch. Landed catch excludes all catch history where fish were discarded at-sea. Landed
catch was used for all sideboard cap estimates included in this chapter.

ll .1 Catcher/Processor Harvest Sideboards

The Council preferred alternatives for catcher/processor sideboards differs from thase in place for 1999. For
1999 the catcher/processor sideboards were based on the total catch of all 29 catcher/processors in the non-
pollock target fisheries, and were expressed as a percentage of the aggregate total allowable catch for the years
1995-97. For 2000 and beyond, the sideboards are based on the landed catch of the 29 catcher/processors in
all target fisheries. This alternative does not give credit to catcher/processors for catch that was discarded, but
they are given credit for the catch of non-pollock species that was retained in pollock target fishenes.

Section 211 of the AFA required the Council to protect non-AFA vessels from adverse impacts resulting from
BSAI pollock cooperatives. Several methods were cobsidered to limit the AFA fleet’s harvest in other fisheries
to meet this mandate. After much debate over several meetings, the Council opted to use landed catch to
represent the catcher/processors’ catch history when determining sideboards. Obviously, using landed catch
will result in smaller sideboard caps than had total catch been used. Using landed catch may also affect the
number of directed fisheries that NMFS will open to the catcher/processor fleet. However, this will only occur
in cases where the amount of a species that was discarded by the AF A catcher/processors would have provided
enough additional history such that NMFS would deem the amount adequate to open a directed fishery for that
species.

The Council also felt that giving catch history credit for discarded fish would not set a goed precedent. The
Magnuson-Stevens Act mandates that the Council work towards reducing discards. This subject was debated
as the Council made their final decision. Some members of the Council argued that discards may increase if
the AFA vessel’s sideboard caps were reduced. They basically argued that the AFA fleet had lower discard
rates than the non-AFA fleet which would have increased TAC at their disposal under this alternative.
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However, other members of the Council argued that discards would decrease. Table 11’1 shows a comparison
of the discard rates of the AF A and non-AFA catcher/processor trawl flects. The AFA catcher/processors have
lower discard rates. for most of the species in which they will likely have directed fisheries. - AFA
catcher/processors generally have higher discard rates for species that will not be open to directed fishing.
Because of the fisheries that will be open to directed fishing and NMFS management of AFA sxdeboards itis

llkely that discards will not mcrease, and may decrease under this sideboard system Lo i
The catcher/processors will still have dlrected ﬁshenes for species that they were. targetmg in the past, ‘even
though the amount they will be allowed to catch under a cap will be reduced. Table 11.1 shows that the Pacific
cad sideboards will be reduced by 28 percent, yellowfin sole 20 percent, rock sole 65 percent, and flat head
sole.74 percent, relative to using total catch. . The Atka mackerel fisheries in the Aleutian Islands areas will be
based on the formula outlined in the AFA, so landed catch will not be used to determine sideboard caps in those
fisheries. The higher historic discard rates in the other flatfish and rock sole fisheries may reduce the sideboard
caps to a level that would ot support a directed fishery. It is also likely that they will not have directed
fisheries for other species they harvested, but mostly'discarded wn the years 1995 97. |

Table 11.1: TrawI Catchet/Processor Discard Rates in BS/AI 1995- 97

. : S . I Catcher/processors 3
Species -Area Lo e ’ - "AFA ' Non-AFA|~
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands . = - . ' b 3% o 19%) -
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian'Istands =~ - - - 1 % - 13%| -
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands - ' : Cs% T 11%|
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands - -~~~ T 9% T 90%)
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 74% 69%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands T 4% © 33%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands . ' 30% . 13%| .
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea o ' . 54% "18%|
Other Spemes Bering Seaand Aleutian Islands : | 90% T 99%
Patific Cod (Traw! Gear, Catcher Processor Vessels) © BSAI ) N 28% _ 30%| -
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands ‘ o 4% L 15%| .
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea o o 87% T 12%
Pacific Ocean'Perch < Central Aleutian Islands ~ _ 9% 18%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands , . 62% L 16% .
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands o ' C65% 8%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands : . L N 17
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea } B 9% [ 58%]
Rock Sole - Bcnng Sea and Aleutian Islands v o . - 5 6§% . . 33%,|, ‘
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands ~ =~ L 61% . T 21%).
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea T - , do% 9%
Shmpchm/Northern Roclcﬁsh Aleutian Islands : L92% . 69% .
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands o N 92% 0%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 44% 17%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea , . | 9%6% . 26%
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands . , 20% . 22%

Source: NMFS Blend data for 1995-97. ,
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Reductions® in net revenues to these vessels caused by changes in sideboard caps cannot be determined with
the data currently available. However, given the discard rates of species taken as bycatch, the revenue losses
will likely result from reductions in the sideboard caps in the Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, rock sole, and flat
head sole harvests. Any revenue losses by this group of vessels would be offset by gains by non-AFA vessels,
in an overall context. This assumes that the Non-AF A vessels would retain these ‘extra” fish at the same rate,
or hlgher than the AFA fleet would have.

Several other alternatives were considered by the Council to represent the catcher/processor fleets” historic
participation in the BSAI groundfish fisheries. These altematives are described in Chapter 6.

11.1.1 Estimates of Catcher/Processor Sideboards

Estimates of the catcher/processor sideboard amounts are provided in Table 11.2. Information on the total -
catch of these species, which tacludes catch that was discarded, can be found in Table 6.2 of Chapter 6, but
is also repeated here. Table 11.2 shows that for some species (many of the flatfish species and squid are good
examples) the amount of catch that was'landed is quite small when compared to the total catch.

Estimates of the value of these fisheries were also provided in Table 11.2. Those estimates, based on 1997
prices, indicate that the caps would be valued at about $13 million ex-vessel. This value underestimates the
total value of these fish to catcher/processors because the value they add to the fish through processing is not
included. On the other hand, it isv unlikely that all of these fish would be processed. Determining what
proportion would be processed is difficult, especially given the structural changes in the pollock ﬁshery

Therefore, an attempt to estimate first wholesale value will not be included..

Based on these cap levels, it is likely that NMFS will onl'y open directed fisheries for Atka mackerel, Pacific

cod, and yellowfin sole. Perhaps directed fisheries will be opened for flathead sole, rock sole, and other flatfish.

It is unlikely that there is an sufficient amount of any other species to open a directed fishery. However, the .-

actual directed fisheries will not be determined until NMFS estimates the year 2000 sideboard amounts. Once

that estimate is made, NMFS will calculate bycatch needs for other fisheries, and if an adequate amount of a

- species is left over, a directed fishery for that remainder can be opened. Fisheries will not be opened if the
entire sideboard cap is expected to be harvested as bycatch in other directed fisheries. :

*Note that these are only “potential” revenue changes, since these fish were not previously retained, when doing so was an
option. The decision to “retain” or “discard” in the future, in the absence of this proposed action, would have turned on
market and operational decisions which we have more way of assessing. It seems “unlikely” that 100% of the fish
voluntanly discarded historically, would not be “retained”, if the action so allowed. So the “potential” revenue loss is
certainly less that the equivalenl value of the (now) foregone bycalch of these species. It does not neceSSanly follow,
however, that the reductions in “retainable™ bycatch in the afa sector will translate into equivalent “gains” in retained
catch in the non-afa sector. This seems to be so because, [) the afa boats will still bycatch (but may not retain) some of
this fish, and 2) the non-afa boats were discarding these species at generally higher rates than the afa operations, before
this action. -
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“Table 11.2: Estlmates of Catcher/Processor. Groundﬁsh Sldeboards Resultmg from the Counc1ls Preferred

~ Alternative (Landed Catch/TAC) e , . o PERVE e : '
. " Years 1995- 97 | ESFimated ‘
. S R ' | Cap (mt) [ Ex--|
L - IS Landed - ) Based on'| Vessel | - - i
Available Total Landed Carch/| 19997 1.71999- | Price | Value ($
Species/Area TAC Groupings TAC Catch Catch TAC | TAC TAC ($/Lb) | Millions)
|Atka Mackerel - Central Al* 103,100 --23,138 . 22,543 11.5%| 10,360 | - 1,191 * $0.05} -  $0.14
Atka Mackerel - Easterm Al | 55200 . 803 ~177 0.3%| 7,784 25| . $0:05[: - $0.00
Atka Mackerel - Western AI* 94,557 9,636 8991 200%| 12,487 2497} $0.05|  $0.29
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 36,873 2,688 76 .0.2%]|114,2011  237{~. $0.04] '$0.02
Other Flatfish - BSAI 92,428 12,607 3243 3.5%]130,900| 4,593{ $0.09]  $0.91
Flathead-Sole - BSAI - 87,975 . .7.435 . 1,925 - 2.2%|:65705|.. 1438 .$0.13} '$0.40
Greenland Tutbot-Al - - |. 6,839 - -~ * 33 . 23 . 0.3%| 2,525 8. $0.28] ~ $0.00
Greenland Turbot-BS  : -, | .16,9115 . 265 > 121 » 0.7%} S5;126( = 370 $028[. $0.02
Other Species=BSAI . , | 65925 °~ 5599 -. 553 0.8%]| 27931 - . 234 '$0.03| - $0.01
P. Cod (C/Ps)-BSAI (97only) 51,450 - 17.205 12,424 24.1%)| 38,475 9290 $0.21]  $4.30
POP -BeringSea - - ...~ « 5760 91 120 0.2%[+ 1,190 - 2| '$0.07|" '~ $0.00
POP - CentralAI(96&97only) 6195 - 13 3 00%| 3s61|- 7 "2| $0.07[ - $000
POP - Eastern AI (96 & 97only) | 6,265  “141 ° 53 . 0.9%| 3,173 27| $0.07]  $0.00
POP - Western Al (96 & 97 only){ 12,440 - 356 1267 10%| 5753 58| $0.07| - $0.01
Other Rockfish - Al |24 - 97, 48 09%|  S83| % 15| $0:477 ¢ $0.01
Other Rockfish - BS T1,026 0T 47 0 50 - 0.4%| T 314 - 1] -$0.47]  $0.00
Rock Sole - BSAI 202,107 17,888 6317 .3.1%|102,000 3,188 $0.15]  $1.03
Sablefish (Trawi Gear) - Al | 1135 0 w0t 00%| 293 0[-$L77} ~ $0.00
Sablefish (Trawl-Gear) -BS -~ [ 1,736~ 9" g 04%]| 569 - 3| SL77) 8001
Sharpchm/NoﬂhemRockﬁshAI 13254 1034 83 0.6%| 3913 T 7 25[° $0.23] r$0.01
Squid -BSAL . © | -3670 8777 - 73 200%| 16757 33| $0.04]  $0.00
Shorn'aker/RoughechoclcﬁshAI" 2827 - 75 42 . 15%|  625| 9| $023]  $0.00
Other Red Rockfish-BS - - | 3034 - 174 8 03% 227] 77 1[*$0.23]  $0.00}
Yellowfin Sole -BSAI -~ ' | 527,000 ‘125010 ‘100,192 ~ 19.0%/176,783 | 33.610]°'$0.08f  $5.78
* Atka mackerel percentages defined in the AFA are included as opposed to the historic catch ratio
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97 for catch and 1997 PACFIN reports for ex-vessel prices (the most recent year|
currenuy available,

11.1.2 Management of Catcher/Processor Sideboards

Though the final regulations have not yet been drafled, it is likely that NMFS will manage the caps through
directed fishery closures. NMFS will evaluate the cap amotnts at the start of the fishing season to determine
if adequate amounts of a species are available for a directed fishery. Should NMFS deterimine that sufficient”
amounts are not available, then the directed fisheries for those species will closed for the entire year. If a
sufficient amount of a species is available to the catcher/processor fleet, a directed fishery for that'species
would be opened. Once the portion of a cap to be harvested in a directed fishery is reached, the directed fishery
for that speCIes will be-closed. Directed ﬁshery limits mlght be consndered “hard” caps, In that when reached
they close'a directed fishery. Species’ caught as bycatch, and not part of a AFA catcher/processor, directed
fishery, wlll hkely bc managed as.“soft” caps meamng that reachmg a s1deboard cap fora bycatch species

P LI a q
s

t . -
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(such as squid) in a directed fishery (such as pollock) would not close the directed fishery, so long as no other
overfishing levels were reached for the species taken as bycatch.

NMEFS is considering managing the sideboard fisheries in the above manner to prevent closures of all directed
fisheries after reaching one of the small sideboard caps. Squid taken as byeatch in the pollock fishery is 2 good
example, but other species may also shut down the directed groundfish fisheries if reaching a bycatch species
cap closes a directed fishery. According to Table 11.2, about 290 mt of squid were taken annually in the
pollock fishery between 1995-97. Our estimate of the catcher/processors’ squid cap is 33 mt, based on 1999
TACs. Assuming that all of the squid is taken in the pollock fishery and similar squid bycatch rates continue
into the future, only about 35 percent of the catcher/processors” potlock allocation would be harvested before
they reach their squid cap. However, given the ¢urrent understanding of how NMFS intends to manage the
fishery, reaching the cap of 33 mt. would not close the directed pollock fishery or any other directed fisheries
where squid is taken as bycatch by the AFA catcher/processor fleet. Instead NMFS would not open a directed
fishery for squid at-the beginning of the year, because insufficient amounts of that species would be available.
Not opening a directed fishery for squid will have little economic impact on the fleet, because, at present,
market conditions have not lead to the development of directed fishery for squid in the BSAIL

11.1.3 Catcher/Processor PSC Sideboard Caps

Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be established based on the percentage of PSC removals in the non-pollock
groundfish fisheries during 1995, 96, and 97. This information was presented in Table 6.13, and is how the
AFA catcher processor fleet’s PSC bycatch amounts were calculated for 1999." According to estimates
published by NMFS in the March 11, 1999 Federal Register, the AFA catcher/processors will be capped at
8.4 percent of the halibut PSC available to trawl vessels, 1.2 percent of the herring, 0.7 percent of the red king’
crab, 15.3 percent of the C. opilio crab, 14.0 percent of the zone 1 C. bairdi crab, and 5.0 percent of the zone*
2 C. bairdi crab. These percentages will be multiplied by the 2000 and beyond trawl PSC caps to determine:
the amount of each PSC species that the AFA catcher/processors will be allowed to harvest in the non-pollocks
target fisheries. If the overall trawl PSC caps are not reduced substantially in future years, these PSC bycatch
amounts should allow the AFA catcher/processors to harvest theu directed fishery allocations, since they are
based on the historical catch rates.

The Council also, provided the following direction on management of the PSC caps:

1 The Council requested that NMF S manage the PSC 51deboard caps to allow for dlrected fishing of
non-poliock species such that the total PSC removals do not exceed the PSC caps.

2. The hstcd vessels® PSC caps will not be apportioned by fishery and wxll be managed under open access:
season apportionment closures.

Additional information on the management of the PSC caps can be found in the proposed rule for this
amendment package -

11.14 Catcher/Processor’ Sideboard.Surnmary
The Council’s preferred alternative does not change the PSC sideboard caps from those in place for the 1999

fishing year. Catcher/processors will continue to be capped at the same percentage of each future year’s PSC
allotments, as they were in 1999. Given that they were able to successfully conduct their non-poliock fisheries
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in 1999, they should have adequate amounts of PSC speaes in ﬂlmfﬁ ye:ars d kmg as the overail PSC capg :
are not reduced by a significant amount. S : ‘ :

Groundfish sideboard caps are based on landed catch in-all target fisheries under the Counicil’s preféired-
alternative. The'1999 groundfish sideboard caps were based on total catch in the non-pollock target fisheries:
Using the 1999 TACs; the reduction in sideboard caps would be 12,555 mt.:of other flatfish, 7,580.mt.of -
yellowfin'sole, 4,258 mt. of rock sole, and 829 mt. of Pacific cod. These réducﬁens ma}' fﬁﬁtxﬁt in: WS net :
opening directed fishenes for other ﬂaiﬁsh and rock soie T ; . -

R

11.2 Ca.tcher Vesssl Harvest Szdeboards P R Lo e T
Catcher vesséﬁs tha,t are é&FA eiigshiﬁ aré subject tn hanfsst hm.zts rcfermd to in thts analysss as"“ s:éeboards”
Sideboard limits have been constructed baked on the historic catch of AF A eligible catcher vessels in the BSAI-
groundfish fisheries (excluding péllock which was allocated under the AFA); GOA groundfish, BSAl crab.”
species, and the scallop fisheries which are managed under the Council’s Fishery Management Plans.

Some vessels are exempted from certain sideboard limits. The Council also expressed their intent that .
vessels not be allowed to lease their BSAI pollock if they fish in the GOA and are exempt fr{;:{z the GOA

sideboard provisions. vt
11.2.1: CmbStdebGards o R ;1;:3- ‘

Crab S;d%boarés shaik a;;;;iy to aki AFA vessels regardless {}’f whethﬁr they _10111 a cooparatwe or not.. The
Council considered exempting AFA eligible catcher -vessels thatdid not join a cooperative from the crab:
sideboard-caps, -but-.ultimately-decided that they should apply to all AFA eligible catcher vessels. This will: -
ensure that vessels benefitting from the AFA will be restricted by sideboards. However the catcher vessels that 1o
have smaller, pollock catch historigs, and therefore may be' less inclined to join a cooperative, 'will-be most. .
adversely impacted by this decision. That being said, there.is no way to determine which-vessels:-would have.
joined-a cooperative if they bad not been bound by the- sideboards. : Several factors, including internal -
cooperative negotiations on pollock barvest amounts and the compensatlon for. poliock cieiivered tc
catcher/processors would impact that dﬂc::swn T

AFA sideboard provisions also prohibit:the sale, lease, transfer or stacking.of crab LLP licenses or
endorsements by AFA-eligible catcher vessels. The Council intended this provision to limit the use of crab
ficenses earned on AF A catcher vessels, and provide additional protection for the son-AF A crab flest. Without
this restriction the AFA vessels would have had the opportunity to sell theéir lcense package and obtain a
groundfish only license. The crab portion of their old license, if sold to a non-AFA vessel, would then have
been allowed to fish crab outside of the sideboard restrictions. Allowing these types of transfers waid have
potentially increased effort in the crab fisherics contrary to the intent of the AFA. '

11.2.1.1 . Brstol Bay Red King Crab, (BBRKC) - .- | . g T T L B

AFA catcher vessels that hold 2 BBRKC endorsement shall be capped at their five-year (91-97, excluding 94-
95} weighted average share of that fishery. .The sideboard cap will be caleulated by summing the AFA catcher !
vessel’s total catch during the five gualifying vears and dividing that amount by the total catch of BBRKC
during those years. Based on ADE&G fishticket data, the total amount of BBRKC harvested by the AFA .
vessels during the five qualifying years was about 4.8 milliori pounds. The total catch of all.vessels during:
those years was about 37.7 million pounds. The 41 qualified AFA catcher véssels would be capped-at’ -
approximately 12.8 percent of each future vear's pre-season BBRKC GHL, based on these catch rates,
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The GHL for the 1998 BBRKC fishery was 16.4 million pounds. If this GHL level was maintained in the
future, the AFA fleet would be capped at about 2.1 mullion pounds. At the $2.60 per pound reported by
ADF&G (from ADF&G commercial fisheries web page, August 27, 1999) for the 1598 ﬁshmg season, that
equates to about $5.5 million.

ADF&G intends to manage the AFA vessels based on the aggregate cap equally apportioned to each vessel.
Specifically, they intend to set a trip limit for each vessel equal to the AFA sideboard cap divided by the
number of AFA vessels registered to participate in the BBRKC fishery that year. Based on data presented
earlier, the trip limit would be about 51,000 pounds or about $135,000 per vessel. A trip limit of that amount
is more than the average vessel harvests in the years 1996 (42,000 pounds and $109,000) or 1997 (33,000
pounds and $86,000). Equal trip limits will ease the in-season management burden on ADF &G, and will allow
each vessel to know prior to fishing how much crab they are allowed to harvest. Specific measures dealing
with overages and other management issues are still being developed, and cannot be reported at this time.

11.2.1.2 C. opilio Crab

AFA eligible catcher vessels which are also LLP qualified for a Tanner crab endorsement may participate in
the BSAI C. opilio crab fishery if they harvested opilio crab in more than 3 of the 10 years (88-97). If a vessel -
did fish for opilio crab in at least four years they are eligible to participate in that fishery without further
restrictions on the amount of opilio crab they can harvest in a year. Preliminary estimates indicate that five
AFA catcher vessels fished at least four years in the opilio fishery, and are therefore allowed to continue
participating in that fishery under the AFA sideboard restrictions. Appendix I to this document contains a

* separate analysis titled “Economic Reliancé on Crab by AFA Section 208 Crossover Vessels: Implications for
Sideboards,” which was prepared under contract to Dr. Scott Matulich of Washington State University. That :
report details the activities of vessels in the three major crab fisheries (opilio, bairdi, and Bristol Bay red king
cqa_b) over 10 years (1988-97) with particular emphasis on the “crossover” vessels, i.e., those which are AFA
qualified and also crab LLP qualified. The Council reviewed that information and cons idercd the participation
patterns therein in structuring sideboards for all crab fisheries.

11.2.1.3 C. bairdi Crab

Sideboard restrictions on the C. bairdi crab fishery excludes AFA qualified vessels that receive an LLP Tanner
crab endorsement from participating in the directed bairdi fishery, unless they had catch history in the bairdi
fishery in 1995 or 1996. Ifeligible, these vessels will be allowed to participate in the fishery only after the
bairdi rebuilding goal is reached. Preliminary data indicates that 21 vessels would qualify to participate in the
directed bairdi fishery based on their 1995 and 1996 history. These vessels will be capped at their aggregate
histonic catch levels based on the years 1995-96. Initial estimates indicate that the AFA catcher vessels would
be limited to about 6.5 percent of the pre-season GHL once the fishery is rebuilt. The time frame for rebuilding
this stock is difficult to predict. However the rebuilding plan outlined in Amendment 11 to the BSAI crab FMP
indicates that a reasonable rebuilding period to meet the minimum stock size threshold may be in the range of
the years 2005 to 2010 (NPFMC, 1999%). This time frame is after the current version of the AFA is scheduled

*North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC). 1999. A Rebuilding Plan for the Bering Sea C. bairdi Stock.
Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for proposed Amendment g
to the Fishery Management Plan for the King and Tanner Crab Fisheries in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands and a
regulatory amendment to the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Groundfish Fishery Management Plan. North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, Anchorage, AK.
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to expire, meaning it is likely that there will be no ﬁsh.mg for bairdi by any. vessels pnor to the expuatlon of:
the AFA on December 31, 2004, . . -

-
e

AFA catcher vessels which hold an LLP Tanner crab endorsement may retain bycatch of baurdJ 1f retauung
bairdi bycatch is allowed in the BBRKC fishery. Allowing the BBRKC vessels to retain bycatch amounts of
bairdi has occurred in past years, when the fisheries were opened srmultaneously Such a provrsron will help
reduce the amounts. of bairdi crab that are drscarded o : T Lo Lo e

D Cot R & L N

112,14 St MatthewBluengCrab - : oL

"AFA vessels wluch hold a LLP endorsement for the St Matthews kmg crab ﬁshery, a.nd had a la.ndlng in: that
fishery in-1995, 96 or 97, may participate in that fishery under the AFA sideboard restrictions. Only one vessel - |
participated in St. Matthew blue king crab fishery in any of thé three qualifying years. Because only one vessel -

1s qualified, the catch history of that vessel cannot be reported under current confidentiality requirements.
11.2.15 Pribilof Red and Blue K.Lng Crab

AFA catcher vessels whrch hold an LLP endorsement for the Pnbtlof kmg crab ﬁshery, and. hacl a lanchng n
that fishery in 1995, 96 or 97, may participate in that fishery under the AFA sideboard restrictions.” Initial
information indicates that four vessels will qualify to participate in this fishery under AFA sideboards. ‘These
vessels- will be -allowed to harvest-about 1.2 percent of the -combined pre-season GHLs, according to
preliminary information. This would result in the four ehgble vesséls in the AF A fleet being capped at 15,600
pounds ($32,700), based on the 1998 GHL and ex-vessel prices. On average the vessels participating in the ~
Pribilof king crab fisheries averaged 17,200 pounds in 1996 and 23,900 pounds in 1997. .If the 15,600 pound-
cap were equally divided it would result in each vessels taking 3;900 pounds ($8,150), or about one-fifth what
the average vessel harvested in the 1996 and 1997 fisheries. This is a loss of about $42,000 for AFA catcher -
vessels however, that revenue will be redistributed to the Non-AFA crab vessels

11.2.16 Aleutian Islands Red and Brown King Crab

An LLP and AFA qualified catcher vessel which had a landing in the last two years the Aleutian Islands red

king crab and brown crab fisheries were open may participate in those fisheries. According to preliminary data”
no AF A vessels met this criteria, and therefore, no AFA vessels will be allowed to partlclpate in. these ﬁshenes

under the sideboard restrictions. :

11.2.2 Scallop Sideboards v
Measures restricting AFA catcher vessels, which participate in a cooperative, to their aggregate traditional -
harvest in the scallop fishery were developed by the Council. The groundfish and crab sideboards applied to
all vessels regardless of whether they participated in a cooperative. It was assumed that scallop sideboards ™
applied only to vessels that did join a cooperative because participation in a cooperative was explicitly defined
by the Council.

Participation in a cooperative is defined as any use of a vessel’s catch history by a cooperative, whether by
direct harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota. The preferred alternative would limit the one AFA catcher
vessel that also participated in the scallop fishery to the 3.33 percent of the upper end of the statewide GHL.
That percentage will be multlplled by the upper end of the state-wide guideline harvest level, in future years, .
to determine the actual amount of scallops it will be allowed to harvest under a cap A prOJected I 200 000-
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.pound GHL would result in the vessel being capped at 41,292 pounds. At an ex-vessel value of $5.50 per

pound (1998 average.from ADF &G web site), this equates to a cap of about $227,000 for the scallop vessel.
11.2.3 Benng Sea and Aleutlan Islands Catcher Vessel Sldeboards

Separate groundfish sideboard structures were developed for the BSAl and GOA. This section of the document
will focus on the Council’s preferred alternatives for the BSAI. Discussions of the GOA sndcboard restrictions
will follow in the next. section. : '

11 231 BSAI Groundﬁsh Sldeboard Caps. , - ' L e

BSAI 51deboards shall be based on the AFA catcher vessel’s catch lustory from 1995- 97 (except Pacific cod
which will be based on 1997 only and POP which is based on 1996-97). Sideboards will include non-pollock
catch history in both the pollock and non-pollock target fisheries. The harvest will then be expressed as a ratio
of the AFA vessels’ catch to the total amount of TAC available those vears. The resulting percentage-will be
multiplied by the TAC’s set in future years to determine the actual amount of each stdeboard species that can
be harvested under the caps. .

The Council recommends NMFS to determine the bycatch needs for the pollock and non-pollock fisheries and
allow for directed fishing of non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species shotild not
exceed the sideboard caps. A discussion of how NMFS mtends to manage the caps was provided in the
catcher/processor sectlon of this chapter. ‘

The Council intended that catcher vessel sideboard caps apply to all AFA vessels eligible under sections
208(a)-(c) of the Act regardless of participation in a cooperative. Any vessel determined by NMFS to be
eligible to participate in a cooperative will be bound by the sideboard caps outlined by the Council, -if
implemented by the Secretary of Commerce. The Council considered applying these caps only to vessels which

. participate in a cooperative. However, the Council felt that based on the direction given in section 211(c)(1)(A)

of the Act, which states that the Council shall recommend measures to “prevent the catcher vessels eligible
under subsections (a), (b), and {c) of section 208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels
of such vessels in other fisheries under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery
cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery...”, they should apply the sideboards to all eligible catcher vessels
to afford protection to the non-AFA eligible vessels. A discussion of this issue in chapter 7 concludes’ this
decision will likely have the greatest impact on catcher vessels that had smaller pollock catches and were more
diversified into other fisheries. To mitigate some of the impacts on these vessels the Council provided an
exemption to the Pacific cod sideboard cap for catcher vessels <125' LOA that had less than 1,700 mt. of
annual pollock history and made at least 30 Pacific cod landings in the BSAI from 1995-97. However,

‘under NMFS’ proposed implement;tion' plan, vessels which ‘opt out’ of the BSAI pollock fishery entirely

(i.e., do not apply for an AFA permit) would not be subject to the sideboards. Sideboard exemptions will be

- discussed in greater detail later in this section and in the Regulatory Flexibility Act section of the document.

Sideboard caps shall be applied at the AFA catcher vessel sector level (inshore delivery vessels, mothership
detivery vessels, and catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors) in 2000. However, NMFS shall publish
the proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each cooperative, and

. facilitate the formation of an inter-coopérative agreement to monitor the subdivision of the caps at the

cooperative level -NMFS shall also require each cooperative agreement to contam provisions that would limit
its participants to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fishertes.
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-Members of industry realized that NMFS is not in a position to monitor sideboard caps at thé cooperatrve level
in the year 2000, but requested that information on the cooperative level sideboards.be published so they could:
monitor and enforce caps at that level themselves. The inter-cooperative agreement may enable the inshore
cooperatives to better rationalize their participation in harvesting sideboard speciés for which they-will have
directed fisheries, such as Pacific cod. o
e . e R W T R Rt i .
_Sideboard caps will apply throughout the year, except for two specific exemptions.! The first exemption'lifts
the Pacific cod sideboard cap for vessels participating in the mothership sector.on'March 1 of each year. The
second exemption applies to catcher vessels less than 125' LOA with less than 1,700 mt. of annual average
landed pollock catch history and at least 30 Pacific cod landings from 1995-97:: Thése vesséls shall be-éxempt
from the catcher vessel trawl Pacific cod sideboard cap throughout the entire year in the BSAI, Catch history
.of vessels that are exempt from the sideboards will not be in¢luded when calculating the dverali sideboard caps,
and their catch will not accrue ag'ainst the éap when'determining when the 6ap.' Sea e SN L
rod ’ i T D A A N R URINVENLL ML A 1 o
Tables 11. 3 through 11.5b represent estrmates of the catcher vessel sideboards in térms of historic landed catch
from 1995-97, the percentage of landed catch relative to TAC, an estimate of futute sideboards amounts based
on the 1999 ITACs, and an estimate of the ex-vessel value of those amounts, respectively. These tables do not
include catch of Pacific cod by the vessels exempted from the Pacific cod cap. So, the entire Pacific cod catch
history of vessels landing less than 1,700 mt: polloek annually and the catch of catcher vessels dehvermg to
mothershlps after March 1, have been exeluded e L b . et
Ex-vessel value estlmates reported in Table 11. Sb mdrcate that if the "catcher.vessels harvested retamed' and
sold all of the sideboard caps they were projected to be issued in Table 11.5a, they would generate $17.7
million per year.. This estimate assumes that the catcher.vessels-would not have any discards and they could
market all of their catch. . Thése assumptions are unlikely to occur. Therefore, the ex-vessel value estunates :
hkely overstate the amount of revenue that w1]l be generated from the 51deboard spemes o SR

., PR . A . ‘.
* H P - . -’
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- Table11.3: Landed Catch of N on—Exempt1 AFA Catcher Vessels in the Bermg Sea and Aleutian Islands
@ 995-97)

- All Fisheries
Ccv - CVto CVto -
‘ ‘ Inshore. IN/MS - MS CV to CP | All Vessels
- |Species by TAC Grouping (90 CVs) (11CVs) (10CVs) . (7.CVs) | (118 CVs)
Atka Mackere! - Central AT -~ 15 2 - -1 17
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 154 10 1 6| 171
Atka Mackerel - Western AL~ - .- - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder~ BSAI - 1,361 302 221 267 2,151
Other Flatfish - BSAI - 4,344 481 47 283 ) - 5,155
Flathead Sole - BSAI _ 3,088 490 346 . 388 4312
{Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 4 - - 10 | 14
- |Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea . 609 23" 9 44 683
| Other Specics - BSAI 1,209 254 144 260 1,867
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI ~ 50 3 - 195 258
1¥'P. Cod (Trawl CVs)-BSAI (97 only) 36,040 3820 2,618 5,242 47,721
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 537 2. 16 91 . 586
* POP - Central Al (96-97 only) ' 7 - - 7
1* POP - Eastern Al (96-97 only) 27 - - 3 30
“ |*POP - Western Al (96-97 only) : - - - - -
+ |Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands. 1 | S 4 6
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 30 ) 1 6 39
Rock Sole - BSAI . © 3,174 879 . 387 734 5,174
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands | © 64 1 . al - 69
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Bering Sea 1 - - -] ’ 1
" |Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 1 12 - 6| 19
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 1,339 53 20 14 1426
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al : 3 s - -l 3
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea { 57 ¢ 13 4 1l - 85
Yellowfin Sole - -BSAI - ' " 31,295 4,283 994 935 37,507
Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data for mshore deliveries; National Marine Fisheries| -
Servxce observer data for at-sea deliveries.
“1* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout ennre time period.
' The Pacific cod catch history from vessels with less than 1,700 mt. of annual average landed pollock catch|
|and at Ieast 30 BSAI Pacific cod landings from 1995-97 are excluded from this table, because they are exempt
from the Pacific cod sideboard cap.
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Table 11. 4 -Percent of TAC that was Landed by Non-Exempt' AF. A Catcher. Vesselsin the Benng Sea

e . e —

- meeme s Lo -
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and Aleutiai Islands (1995-97) R
el LS | ’ : ' All Fisheries ' |
B R S S Y CVio . B CVio | N

R D e Inshore  IN/MS CVtoMS CP | Total Catch
: Specxes by TAC Grouping - P (80'CVs) (11 CVs) (10 Cvs) - (7CVs){ (118 CVs)
i AtkaMackerel Central Al 0.01% ! - L s T 0.01%
. | Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 0.28%  $:10.02% < 0.01% '0.31%
| Atka Mackerel - Western Al . : - i I A
' [Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAL 3.69% 1 0.82%; 0/60%- "~ 0.72%| -~ 5.83%

Other Flatfish <BSAI . 4.70% e 0.46% 0.11% *2031%]|" ' 5.58%

Flathead Sole - BSAI ; 3:51% 0.56%: 039%  0.44%| "<4.90%

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands | 0.06% " -1 S = 0.15%| 3'0‘.’21%'

Greenland Tarbot - Bering Sea 3.60% L0.14% 0.05%: " 0.26%| - '4:05%

Other Species - BSAI 1-83% ©0.39%! 022% <0:39% = 2.83%
{Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI  |0.01% : - G- 0.05%| - 0:06%
|* P.Cod (Trawl CVs)-BSAL(97.only)|55.06%  ~ ©5.84% i .. .'4.00% - 8.01%|+ 7291%
[Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea | 9:32% YO 042% | 300.28%  0.16%  10-18%]
|* POP - Central AL (9697 only) ~ |0.L1% - ! ATl 0d1%
'|*POP - Eastern Al (96-97 only) 0.43% : - SR L Ta0.05%) - 0.48%

|*POP - Western AI (9697 only) |- - Sty et T

Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands  [0.05% - 0.05% g WE0.21%) 0 031%

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 2.92% ' 0.19% - 0.10% " 0.58%]." " 3.79%

Rock:Sole - BSAI . 1.57% ©043% | 0.19% 036%  2:55%

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 564%  009% . . oot .035%  6.08%

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea |0.06% : S e Tl 0.06%

Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - AT {0:01% = i 0.09% | ol T0.05%)  h0T15%)

Squid - BSAI" . 36.49% LA44% - 5 .0.54%  0.38%)" - 38.85%

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockﬁsh Al {0.11% . - R R R )

Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea [ 1788% - 0.43% | “ 013%™ 036%|- -t --2.80%]

Yellowfin Solé - BSAI - 5.94% 081% 0.19% L'0.18%| 7.13%)|

Sources ‘Alaska Department of Fish-and Game fish ticket’ data for- mshore dehvenes Natxonal Manne ‘

Flshenes Service observer data for deliveries at-sea. THT e T e T e

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entite time period 3~ . ‘1 "% . e

' The Pacific cod catch history from vessels with less than 1;700'mt. of annual average landed pollock catch|.

and at least 30 BSAI Pacific cod landings from 1995-97 aré excluded from tl'us table, because they are exempt

from the Pacific cod sxdeboard cap. . e |



CE

.. Table 11.5a:- Catcher Vessel Sideboard Estimates in the Bering Sea and Aleﬁtian Islands Based on 1999

ITACs Published in the March 11, 1999 Federal Register.

. . All Fisheries. .
cv CVto ' CVio All
Inshore  IN/MS CVto MS CP Fisheries
Species by TAC Grouping (90 CVs) (11 CVs) (10 CVs) (7TCVs) [ (118 CVs) |
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 2 - _ - - 2
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 17 S - 2 84
Atka Mackerel - Western Al - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 4,214 936 685 822 6,658
|Other Flatfish - BSAI 6,152 602 144 406| 7,304
Flathead Sole - BSAI 2,306 368 256 289 3,220
Greenland Turbot - Al 2 - - 4 6
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 185 7 13 208
Other Species - BSAI 511 109 61 109 ~ 790
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 8 - - 42 50
*P. Cod (Trawl CVs)-BSAI (97 only)| 21,184 2,247 1,539 3,082 28,052
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 111 . 5 2 121 |
* POP - Central Al (96-97 only) 4 - - . 4
* POP - Fastern Al (96-97 only) 13 - - 1 14
. {* POP - Western Al (96-97 only) - - - - -
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 0 0 - | 2
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea . 5 I - 2 12
Rock Sole - BSAI 1,601 439 194 367 2,601
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 32 1 - 2 35
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea | 0 - - - 0
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0 3 2 5
Squid - BSAI | 611 24 6 651
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 1 - - - 1
|Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 4 1 1{ 6
Yellowfin Sole - BSAL ' 10,501 1,432 336 . 318 12,587 |
. ISource: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data for mshore deliveries; National Manne Fisheries
Service observer data for deliveries at-sea. '
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire 1995-97 time period.
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Table 11.5b:. Catcher Vessel Sideboard Ex-vessel Value ($ million) Estimates in the Bering:Sea and
Aleutian Islands Based on 1999 [TACs Pubhshed in the March 11 1999 Federal Register; and 1997

PACFIN Ex-vessel Prices.,. ¢
LT ) All Fisheries

: ; CVto. - . | CVto All
R S i+ .+ |CVInshore IN/MS A CVtoMS . - CP " Fisheries
Species 5y TAC Grouping ™~ (90CVs) (11CVs)" ™ (J0CVs) . (7CVs)| (118 CVs)
Atka Mackerel - Central Al - $0.00 - : o=, 80:00
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al $0.02  $0.00 ; o-. $0.00[ . -$0.02|
AtkaMackerel WestemAI P r - | C - T
Arrowtooth Flounder BSAI $0.33 $0.07 -, $0.05 .$0.07 ., - :30.53
O’rherFlatﬁsh BSAI $122  $0.02. $0.03  $0.08{ , $1.45
Flathead Sole - BSAI $0.64  $0.10 $0.71  $0.08| - $089
GreenlandTurbot Al $0.00 - ; -e ~$0.00| -, $0.00
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea $0.11  $0.00 $0.00 |, $0:01|,. -$0.13|
Other Species - BSAI ) $0. Ol $0.00 $0.00, -8$0.00 |, 1~ > $0.02 |
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear).- BSAI $0.00 - e 8001 $0.02.f
*P. Cod (Trawl CVs)—BSAI(Q?onJy) $9.81  $1.04 L $071 - $1.43} 181299 |
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea $0.02  $0.00 . $0.00 - $0.00[ - $0.02|
* POP - Central Al (96-97 only) $0.00 - -+ - so00
* POP - Eastern Al (96-97 only) $0.00 - ... 30,00 $0.00 |.
* POP - Western Al (96-97 only) - - I R
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands $0.00  $0.00 .- $0.00 (. - $0.00
Otller Rockfish - Bering Sea $0.01 $0.00 . - $0.00| .. $0.01
RockSolc BSAI $0.52  $0.14 $0.06 . $0.12 $0.84
Sableﬁsh (Trawl Gear) - AI $0.16 $0.01 i - 8001 %0181,
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bgnng'Sea | - . : S - e
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al $0.00  $0.00 . g -7 %000/ - $0.00|
Squid - BSAI ’ 1 $0.05  $0.00 | $0,00 1 $0.00| - $0.05|
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI $0.00 - SR IR $0.00 |-
Other Red Rockﬁsh Bermg Sea $000  $0.00 $0.00 :$0.00|, -~ $0.00 [
YelIowﬁn Sole - BSAI*“ o $1.81 = $0.25. ‘$0.‘06f","$0.05 . $2.16
Total 51439 $101 8054~ S1L77} L 1771

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data for inshore dehvenes National Marine Fisheries| :
Service observer data for deliveries at-sea. ©

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire 1995-97 time period.
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11.23.2 BSAI PSC Sideboard Caps

BSAI PSC sideboard caps shall be based on the ratio of landed catch in each non-pollock target fishery to the
PSC cap for that target, and shall represent an aggregate cap which is not subdivided among catcher vessel
sectors. Based on this formula, preliminary estimates indicate that catcher vessels bound by sideboard caps
will be allowed to harvest up to 34 percent of the halibut and crab PSC species allocated to the Pacific cod
fishery, 7 percent of those allocations to the yellowfin sole fishery, 4 percent of those allocations to the rock
sole/other flatfish/flathead sole fisheries, and 1 percent of those allocations to the Atka mackerel/other
groundfish fisheries (after pollock has been excluded). Catcher vessels that were exempted from Pacific cod
sideboard caps will not be bound by PSC sideboard caps. They will only be limited by the overall trawl PSC
apportionments in the Pacific cod fishery. -

As with groundfish sideboards, PSC sideboards are caps, meaning that the AFA catcher vessel fleet is not
guaranteed any specific amount of PSC bycatch. Instead they are Iimited to a fraction of the overall traw!
allocation. If an overall trawl PSC cap is reached for any target fishery (or group of target fisheries), the
directed fishery will close for all trawl vessels, regardless of whether the AFA vessels have attained their
aggregate PSC sideboard cap.

© PSC sideboard caps will be in-1plementcd only for halibut and crab species. No PSC caps will be set for herming
or the salmon species, since bycatch of those species occurs predominantly in the pollock fishery. Instead, AFA
catcher vessels will be monitored as part of the overall trawl fleet under the hen*ing and salmon PSC caps.

11:2.4 Gulf of Alaska Sideboard Caps

Like the BSAI sideboard caps, the GOA caps will be based on aggregate landed groundfish catch of AFA
catcher vessels between 1995-97 (1997 only for Atka Mackerel), and will be expressed as a percentage of the
:TAC that was available those years. These percentages will then be multiplied by the TAC set for each
species, after the TACs are set in December prior to the start of the next fishing season, to détermine the actual
harvest amounts that will be available to AFA catcher vessels restricted by sideboard caps.

NMFS was requested to determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheries and allow for
directed fishing such that the total catch of those species should not exceed the sideboard caps, meaning that
NMFS will first determine bycatch needs for species that have a sufficient cap to aliow for a directed fishery,
and the remainder of the cap would be avatiable as a directed fishery allowance. The result of this direction
is to indicate the Council’s intent that the caps are not intended to be only used as directed fishing caps, but
they are also to cover bycatch needs in other directed fisheries. .

- The sideboard caps shall apply to all AFA vessels participating in the GOA fisheries, regardiess of whether
the vessels joins a cooperative (unless they ‘opt out’ or are exempted). Sideboard caps shall be applied
. throughout the year except that vessels <125 with less than 1,700 mt. of annual average BSAI pollock landed
catch history and 40 GOA groundfish landings from 1995-1997 shall be exempt from GOA groundfish
sideboards. This exemption differs from the BSAI exemption in that it covers any directed fisheries.

Sideboard caps will be applied at the AFA-gligible catcher vessel sector level in 2000. However, NMFS shall
publish the proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each cooperative,
and encourage the formation of an inter-cooperative agreement to monitor the sub-division of the caps at the
cooperative level. NMFS shall require each cooperative agreement to contain provisions that would limit its
participants to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries.
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11.2.4.1 Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Sideboard Caps ' L v

Groundfish sideboard caps-in the GOA are based on the amount of groundfish landed by AFA eligiblé catcher
vessels in all target fisheries and is expressed as a ratio relative to the TAC that'was available those years. The

pollock portion of the sideboards will be apportioned seasonally, based on the percentage of the overall pollock

TAC allocated to each quarter. When a vessel is excluded from a cap through an exemption, their catch of
species covered under the exemptron is, not mcluded inthe cap calculatron nor will ts catch accrue toward the

cap.: - - L L e . IEE LIS SR

. .. . i~ . s
f o' * Tuoo T s L.
B P . . . -

Note that the number of vessels listed in the column heading is Iéss in the GOA than it was in the BSAL This
is due to not all of the AFA vessels being qualified under LLP in the GOA. . Another consideration is that not
all vessels qualify in all areas of the GOA under LLP. Recall that licenses will be 1ssued for ﬂle Western GOA
Central GOA (mcludmg West Yakutat) and Southeast Outsrde areas. & .o N

1

The estlmates of catcher vessel srdeboard caps in the GOA presented in Table 1 I.8a (Table Ik l gb reports value
estimates),-provide msrghts into which species have adequate caps to support a directed fishery. Tt is expected
that the directed fisheries should include pollock, Pacific cod, and shallow water. flatfish. Necessary amounts-
of Pacific Ocean Perch, various rockfish species, sablefish, and deep water flatfish may be available in some
areas, but NMFS wrli need to make this deternunatron prror 1o the start of ﬁshmg each year

. ] ] .
Pollock srdeboard eaps are to be subdmded ona seasonal ba515 The season dates publrshed in the March Ii;
1999 Federal Register notice indicate for 1999 the seasonal allocations will be 30 percent in the A season
(opens January 20), 20 percent in the B season (opens June 1), and 25 percent in both the C (opens September
1) and D (opens five days after the C season closes) seasons.
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Table 11.6: Landed Catch of All Eligible AFA Catchér Vessels in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97), by AFA

- CV Sector - .

Species by TAC Grouping . AFA CV Harvests
Cv CVto CVto CVto  Total
B Inshore IN/MO MO CP
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (95-96) 1 2 0 B 4
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 78 0 0 0 78|
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (95-96) | 228 15 0 6 249
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 994 546 0 0 1,540(
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Guif 0 ‘ 23 , 2 25
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 69 2 1 0 72
|Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 628 531. 7 .0 1,159
Decp Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf , 6 C 14 20
Flathead Sole - Centrai Gulf 68 78 0 0 146
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf ' 0 - 1 5 6
Flathead Sole - Western Gulf i 64 1 11 1 77
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 294 116 0 410
Northern Rockfish - Eastem Gulf : 0 .0 0 0 , 0
Northern Rockfish - We_:stem Gulf I ‘ |
10ther Species - Gulf of Alaska - 163 54 1 13 264|

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 3,638 2,039 945 1 6,623
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 37 314 386 737)
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf .0 0 . 6 6

~(Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 5,059 1,380 673 333 7,445
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 13 109 527 648
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 0 0 0 0 0
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 1 20 21
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 1 0 0 0 1
Pollock - Chirikof District 6,892 438 17 151 7.497
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 2,990 1,123 165 4,278
Pollock - Kodiak 6,355 3,202 1,128 125 10,810
Pollock - Shumagin District 43,319 2,590 447 91 46,446
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf - 286 503 0 0 789

- |Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 2 1 146 149
Pacific Ocan Perch - Western Gulf 19 0 0 0 19]
Rex Sole - Central Gulf ' 122 71 0 193f
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf ' 0 8 8 16
Rex Sole - Western Gulf: 12 0 0 0 12}
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 7 0 9
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 34 34 0 168
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Table 11.6 (Continued) ". . = Do

-AFA CV Harvests -

Cv.

o

Species by TAC Gmupmg . CVto._ . CVio CVio Total -
Inshore  IN/MO MO CP )
Sablefish {Trawl Gear) Western Gulf | - 3 -9 0 0 3
Sablefish (Trawl Gear).- Western Yakutat | . . o | 10 e - 10
| Shallow Water Fiatfish - Central Gulf 544 Lo7s S 8 1,633
{Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 0 Lg- B 38
'|Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 303 s 33 352
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf - 43 6 ' 0 49
Shortraker / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf- - 4 2 S U1 16
|Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf 0 0 o 0 of
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska - 20 24 0 T3 SR 7]

data

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period.

{Source: Alaska Départment of Fish and Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer

Note: Excludes catch of GOA exempt vcssei : .
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Table 11.7: Percent of TAC Harvested by All Ehglble AFA Catcher Vessels in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-

97), by AFA Catcher Vessel Sector

Species by TAC Grouping AFA CV Harvests .
: B CVinshore CVioINMO CVoMO CVioCP Al Fisheries
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (95-96) 0.05% 0.10% - 0.03% 0.18%|
Atka Mackere! - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 7.80% - - 7.80%
Atka Mackerel - Western Guif (95-96) 4.94% 0.32% . _— 0.13% 5.3%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 1.33% 0.73% . - 2.06%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf - 0.15% - 0.01% 0.16%
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 0.46% 0.01% - - 0.47%
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 3.36% 12.84% - - 6.20%
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern’ Gulf - 0.06%- - 0.15% 0.21%
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 0.45% 0.52% - - 0.97%
Flathead Sole - Eastern Guif - 0.01% - 0.07% 0.08%
Flathead Sole - Western Guif 1.67% 0.02% 0.18% 0.02% 1.29%
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 2.20% 0.87% . - 3.07%
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulif . 0.05% - - - 0.05%
{Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 0.50% 0.14% - 0.03% 0.67%|
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 2.98% 1L67%  0.77% - 5.42%)|
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf - 0.36% 3.07% 3.78% 7.21%
Pacific Cod (Offshare) - Eastern Gulf - - Co- 0.78% 0.78%
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 8.90% 2.43% 1.18% 0.59% 13.10%
Pacific Cod {Offshore) - Western Gulf - 0.20% 1.72% 8.34% 10.26%;j
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf - - - - -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - 0.03% - 0.63% 0.66%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 0.04% - - - 0.04%
Pollock - Chirikof District - 11.60% 074%  003% 0.25% 12.62%
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 25.45% 9.56% - 1.41% 36.42%
Pollock - Kodiak 11.66% 588%  2.07% 0.23% 19.84%|
Pollock - Shumagin District 58.18% " 3.48% 0.60% 0.12% . 62.38%|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf C2.51% 4.41% - - 6.92%]|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 0.03% 0.02% . 2.20% 2.25%}
Pacific Ocan Perch - Western Gulf 0.51% - - - 0.51%
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 0.74% 0.43% - - 1.17%
|Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf - 0.13% - 0.13% 0.26%|
Rex Sole - Western Gulf 0.43% - - - 0.43%
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 0.32% 0.09% - - 0.41%
Sablefish {Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 1.92% 1.92% - - 3.84%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf | . 0.23% - - - 0.23%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat ' - - - 2.36% 2.36%
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 1.40% 2.77% 0.01% 0.02% 4.20%|.
" IShallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf - 0.23% - 0.83% 1.06%|
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Table 11.7 (Continued), AFA CV Harvests' "
Species by TAC Grouping CVlInshore CVtoINNMO CVtoMO = CVto CP.. All Fisheries
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf | _ 2.24%. 0.08% 0.04% 0.24% 2.60%
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf | .- 1.27% '0.18%. - . - .- L45%
'| Shortraker / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf “0.26% 0.13% - -7 0.66% '1.05%
1Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf - ' - - ' - o -
|Thorniyhead - Guif of Alaska ' " 0.41% 0.50% ° - 027% 1“18%
|Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fxshenes Semce observer data -
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout ent.ue time penod : o
Note Excludes catch of GOA exempt vessels '
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4 PR

Table 11.8a; Estimated Gulf of Alaska Sideboards (in mt) Based on 1999-TACs

Species by TAC Grouping _ AFA CV Harvests , :
. ¥ 1CViInshore CVioINMO CVitoMQO CV.toCP AllFisheries

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) | 47 } 47
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 333 183 T
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Guif 8 A T 8
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf ; 23 1 o 24|
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 92 .78 : 170 |
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf o 2. 5 6
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf X 26 R . 49
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf . 0 : . 1 2

‘|Flathead Sole - Western Gulf ‘ 21 0 4 0 26
Northern Rockfish - Céntral Gulf | 91 36 SV
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska - ' 73 20 -4 98
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 1,024 " 574 - 264 1,862
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Centrat Gulf 12 105 130 248 |
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 1,633 - 446 217 108 2,404
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf ! 32 153 188
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0 6 . 6
Pollock - Chirikof District 4,505 . 287 .12 97 4,902
Pollock - Eastern Gulf © - 2,148 807 19 3,074
Pollock - Kodiak - : - 3,559 1,795 632 70 6,055
Pollock - Shumagin District: . 13,451 805 139 28 14,422 |

{Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf - 170 298 , 468
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf L 1 88 90 [
Pacific Ocan Perch - Western Gulf 9 - e
Rex Solé - Central Gulf 41 24 - 64
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf S 3 - 3
Rex Sole - Western Gulf .| 5 .5
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 2 ‘ L 3

'|Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 21 - 21 43
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf 1 : ' 1
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - W Yakutat | . ' 6 61
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf- sl 359 1 3 544

‘ Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf . 3 i 14

| Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 101 4 2 11 117
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf ~ | 12 2 . o 14 |
Shortraker / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf ' I3 . 1 , 3 5
Thornyhead - Gulf of Alaska | 8 10 5 23
Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Gamie fish ticket data, NMFS observer data . '
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time périod.

_{Note: Excludes catch of GOA exempt vessels )
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Table 11.8b: Value Estimtates of Catcher Véssel Sudcboards (S Mullxan) — Based on 1599 Gulf of Alaska

s
a e S

-
. —

TACs and 1997 PACFIN Ex-vessel Prices SR

Species by TAC Grouping .-~ ° CV Inshore . C\A to }iN;‘MS CVm MS CV w0 CP . All Vessels
*Atka Mackerel - GOA  (1997) T%002 . S Y 1L
Arrowtooth Flounder - C. Gulf $0.03 i som LE sl $0.04)
Arrowtooth Flounder - E. Gulf - $0.00 .= ;%000 0 -$0.00|
Arrowtooth Flounder - W. Gulf . $0.00 . 30.00 g e $0.00]
Deep Water Flatfish - C. Gulf . %003 . $0.03 PRI IT U 11, 1d
Deep Water Flatfish - E. Guif - $0.00 e $oeo .. s0.00]
Flathead Sole - €. Gulf ~ s00! %001, LT %001
Flathead Sole - E. Gulf ot - 30,00, - _é“w"sib‘.éo T 80000,
Flathead Sole - W. Gulf - “ %001 $0.00,  $0.00 ¥~ $0.00 - $0.01 5
Northern Rockfish - C. Guif v $0.03 © $0.011 ST T 5004
Northern Rockfish - W. Gulf v %000 ¢ -t WV Lsees o $0.00)
Other Species - GOA . 00t . $0.00, -~ 8000 .. 80.01f
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - C. Gulf . o 8047 . . %0270 8002 . 8000, . $0.86]
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - C. Guif . . $0.01: $0.05 .. - $0. 06: ~ ., $0.11)
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - E. Gulf | $0.01 ..80001  $0.00 0. 00 ., .. .$0.01)!
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - W. Gulf %076 $0217  $0.40 . $0,05 $L1..
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - W. Gulf # . 000+ $S0017 U $0.07 . 5009
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - E. Gulf | - - $0.00 * L s000 %000
Pollock - Chirikof District . $0.98 - 80061 $000 ' $002° " §1.08
Pollack - E. Gulf ;- T $047 ' $0.18 . - $0:03" o 5068
Pollock - Kodiak - : ¢ 8078 - - .$040,  $0.14 $0.02 -t $1.33|
Poliock - Shumagin District - L 297 - %0180 $003  «, $001  ,.$3:18)]
Pacific Ocean Perch - C. Guif .. $0.03 - $005, 3000 ,. $0.00  ...-$0.07|,
Pacific Ocean Perch - E. Gulf 3000 5000 ; Leeo, S001 S0l
Pacific Ocan Perch - W. Gulf $0.00 ' - ! - -, %000
Rex Sole - C. Gulf $0.02 $0.01 ° ot $0.03] !
Rex Sole - E. Guif - - 5000 | - $0.00 " 8000l
Rex Sole - W. Gulf . 8000 - - L $0.00{ '
Slope Rockfish - C. Gulf : $0.00 - $0.00 , - - - $0.00
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - C. Gulf . $0.08 . 80,08 RS s Lo~ $0.17
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - W, Gulf S $0.00 - S o o Usool
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - W. Yakutat - ‘ - e $0.02 $0.02
Shallow Water Flatfish - C. Gulf $0.09 $0.17 ;  $0.00 . - $0.00- . - $0.26)
Shallow Water Flatfish - E. Gulf - -, $0.00 .y %001 - . . 30.01] -
Shallow Water Flatfish - W. Gulf . %003 $0.00 . 5000/ _ %o 01 . +50.06) -
Shortraker / Rougheye - C. Gulf o $0.00 $0.00 | 80, oo" L8000 . s000|
Shortraker / Rougheye - E. Guif - $0.00 ©$0.00 | $0,00' 8000 $0.00)
Thomyhzad-GOA © %001 $001 | Do dggget Y $0.030
Total $6.68 D 3169 | $0.46 ' $031- . $932]
Source: ADF&G i tmket data; National \Ia.rme Fisheries Service observer data, 1997 PACFIN Pricé data - - =
Note: The catch ofexempt'ressciswas excluded,” =~ » T o e "
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11.2.4.2 . GOA PSC Sideboards Caps

* PSC sideboard caps for halibut in the GOA will be set equal to the percentage of groundfish landed, relative
to TAC, aggregated by the deep’ and shallow®-water PSC complexes. To calculate the halibut sideboard caps,
first the overall trawl halibut allowances will be seasonally apportioned. Then the percentage of groundfish
landed by the AFA fleet relative to the TAC, for the deep and shallow-water complexes seperately, will be
multiplied by the seasonal apportionment of halibut to determine the tons of halibut they will be constrained
by during that season.

A preliminary estimate for the deep-water complex indicates that AFA catcher vessels will be capped at- 7
percent of the seasonal halibut sideboards (Table 11.9). The shallow-water cap would be set at 34 percent of
the seasonal halibut apportionments, if pollock is included in the calculation. Because pollock is not an AFA
species in the Gulf, including those landings in the calculation may be appropriate. Had pollock been excluded,
the shallow-water halibut cap would be approximately half (16 percent) of the original estimate. Reducing the
- halibut cap by half would likely leave little halibut available for the directed fisheries other than pollock in the
shallow-water PSC complex. According to information presented in Table 11.8b, pollock accounts for about
two-thirds of the overall sideboard value, $6.27 million. The remaining species account for the other $3.05
million, ‘ ‘

Attainment by the.entire fleet of any PSC cap will close directed fishing to all trawl vessels, even if the AFA
vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap. This is consistent with the concept that sideboards are caps
-and not allocations to the AFA fleet. '

sDeep—water species complex is comprised of sablefish, atl rockfish targets, deep-water flatfish, rex sole, and arrowtooth

" fiounder.
®Shallow-water species complex is comprised of pollock, Pacific cod, shallow-water flatfish, flathead sole, Atka mackerel,
and “other species”.
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Table 11.9: Estimates of halibut PSC caps for AFA vessels in the GOA by season, based’ on 1999
apportlonments '

Complex. | Jan20-Mar3] Apri-Jul3  Jul4-Sep30. Octl-Dec3l Total
Overall Trawl Apportionment ' _
Desp  |. 100 C. 300 . 400 - e . 1,000%’
' 400 - 5.
Shallow 500 100 200 ‘ 1,000*
Total = ''| 600" - T400F “-j"‘ 600 ' 400 2,000 -
. | . Estxrnated AFA Sldeboard Caps o
Deéep or e T s T
' ‘ | A A
Shalldw ' 170 - 34 S 68 ‘340*’,
| Total . | 177 i 55 196 i .82, L4104
* Assumes that the 400 mt of halibut in the 4* quarter is equally divided between the deep and shallow-water
complexes.
Note: The AFA vessels were capped at 7 percent of the deep-water complex trawl apporuonment and 34 percent of the
shallow-water complex trawl apportionment. « = 140, o e T ST e

11.2.5 Summary of Catch'er Vessel Sideboards

The sideboard caps designed by the Council should effectively limit any adverse impacts caused by
cooperatives on non-AFA vessels, as mandated by the Act. This was the overarching purpose of developing
sideboard restrictions for the catcher/processors and catcher vessels in the AFA fleet. In general the non-AFA
vessels were concerned that allowing the AFA pollock fleet to change their harvest strategies in the BSAI
pollock fishery would allow them to concentrate more effort in other fisheries. This additional effort would
be to the detriment of the other vessels that had traditionally relied on those fisheries.

Using landed catch as a proxy for catch history will reduce the amount of every species available to the AFA
fleets under the sideboard caps, relative to using total catch. Estimating the impacts of using retained catch
versus total catch requires assumptions regarding future prices, discard rates, and harvests within the sideboard
caps. Given the uncertainty associated with making these assumptions, the reliability of the estimates must be
considered by the reader and should be treated as directional trends and not point estimates. However, it is very
likely that using retained catch will reduce gross revenues for the AFA catcher vessels, since not all of the fish
will be sold.

. A summary of the changes was provided earlier in this chapter. Species discarded at the highest rates will be
most impacted in terms of overali sideboard amounts. Yet many of the species with high discard rates were
not taken in directed fisheries by the AFA fleet, or at least the directed fisheries were minimal. Therefore it
is doubtful NMFS would have opened directed fisheries for those species even had total catch been used to
determine the sideboards, since they would need to be set aside for bvcatch in other directed fishenes.

Species harvested in directed fisheries generally had the lower discard rates. This makes intuitive sense. If you
are trying to catch a species you are less likely to’throw it back. ‘Still there will be reductions in the amounts
of species taken in directed fisheries that AFA vessels may harvest. Reductions in directed fisheries amounts
of fish a particular sector can harvest may lead to reduced revenues, if prices are not affected, by allowing the
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other vessels to harvest the AFA ﬂeet s catch history that was discarded at-sea. This w111 likely result in a
redistribution of revenue among members of the AFA and Non-AFA fleets.

It is difficult to detemline if the overall benefits accruing to the AFA fleet from. having pollock cooperatives
will out-weigh any net revenue losses resulting from the sideboard restrictions being imposed. However, it is
known that these vessels have primarily fished the pollock and Pacific cod fisheries in the past and they will

continue to have access to the BSAI pollock fishery and about 73 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod catcher

vessel trawl allocation. They also will be allowed to harvest about 10 percent of the GOA Pacific cod (slightly
higher or lower depending on the area) and 13 to 62 percent of the GOA poliock (again depending on the area).
Those catcher vessels that had limited amounts of catch history in pollock were exempted from Pacific cod
sideboard restrictions in the BSAI, and Pacific cod, pollock, and other GOA directed fisheries they participated.
AFA vessels that historically fished opilio crab (fished at least four years from.1988-97) were also exempted
from that cap. They were allowed to continue fishing for opilio with no catch limit restrictions.

Calculating “‘net benefits to the Nation™ resulting from these decisions is not possible. Net benefit calculations
require data that are currently not available to the analysts. Additional information on costs and price/quantity
relationships would be needed. However, it is reasonable to assume that the positive benefits resulting from
the formation of cooperatives in the pollock fishery, where buyers and sellers share market power, and may
exploit economic efficiencies not available in an “open-access” management setting, are greater than any losses
generated by sideboard restrictions. It is also true that gaines/losses in this case are primarily distributional
in nature, and that “net” effects of sideboards will likely tend to be close to neutral overall (all other factors
being equal). ' : ’ a

The Council decision to exempt certain vessels from the sideboards is not expected to result in the AFA vessels

<(both exempt and non-exempt) exceeding the overall catch historically accounted for by these vessels. The
Tequirements for the éxemptions result in a small number of vessels being exempt, and these vessels were
itraditionally involved to a greater extent in non-pollock ﬁshenes than in the pollock fishenes. Finally, the
* Council’s recommended exemptions are also responding to Section 213 of the Act, which allows management
actions to mitigate adverse impacts on owners of fewer than three vessels. Without such exemptions these
. vessels would hkely be adversely impacted to the extent they may not be able to harvest their hlstoncal share
* of the non=pollock species.

11:3  Non-Sideboard De'c.isions

The Council also selected preferred alternatives for several non-sideboard issues. Included in this suite of
decistons are compensanon meéasures for determining pollock catch history for inshore catcher vessels,
conformance measures with lnshore-Oﬁ‘shore 3'amendment package, and clarification of the single geographic
location definition for inshore processors.

11.3.1 Compénsation for Inshore Catcher Vessels in the Pollock Fishery

Tiwo compensation measures were approved by the Council. The first would allow catcher vessels that qualify
for the inshore sector to count BSAI pollock catch delivered to catcher/processors, as if it were delivered
inshore, when determining the percentage of the inshore quota they are allowed to take into a cooperative. To
qualify to bnng this catch liistory inshore, the vessel must have delivered at least 499 mt. of pollock to

catcher/processors from 1995-97, If that criteria is met, the catcher vessel can add that pollock catch to the -

pollock delivered inshore that year. Preliminary estimates indicate that the catcher vessels that do not meet this
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landing requirement, 1. e recemng no compensatlon would have therrpollock allocatron reduced by about ﬁve
percent. ’ Lot Ty, B Cu T e A T

- The second compensation medsure allows mshore catclier vessels to use there best two" years of pollock catch
history, from 1995-97, to détermine their percentage of the inshore quota - The best two’ years ‘would be
determined after any compensatron from deliveries made to catcher/proeessors in a'year was added into that
years inshore delivery total. *-Sumniing a- catcher vessel’s best: two years generates the* numerator for
.determining a vessel’s percentage of the inshioré quota:’ The dénominator is  calculated by’ summmg the- best
two years of catch' history for all inshore catcher vessels, "whether they are AFA- -quialified or not.” Once thrs '
. calculatlon is done, any portion of the inshore catch history not assrgned to the AFA viessels would £0 into the
“open access™ portion of the inshore poliock ﬁshery Prehrnmary estimates mdtcate that about 0:4 percent of
the inshore-allocation would default to the “operi access’ ’ pool using this method “THe: Flgure 10. l in chapter
10 shows the distribution of “winners”-and “losers” by using the best two of threé year formulal " T
C e

11.3.2 AFA and Inshore—Offshore 3 Conformance Measures T

o .. .t ' -
;" o ' oo ! L .t Vo

Severa.l amendments were passed to make the AFA: and Inshore Offshore 3 programs con51stent rln general
these amendments are minor declsrons in that they are requ1red or they are techrucal in nature Fr
The BSAI pollock allocatron percentages where changed to those mandated by the Act. AFA defined those
allocations. to'be 50 percent to the inshoreisector, 40 percent to the catcher/processor sector, and 10 percent
to the mothership sector, after accounting for bycatch nieeds in other directed fisheries and the 10 peréent CDQ
allocation. Other activities were primarily to achieve con51stency in deﬁmtrons contamed n thc AF A and those
in the Magnuson Stevens Act or exrstmg regulatlon T ) Ve o

-

' i s : .L‘ ’ ’ v vt RS ]

The ongmal Inshore—OEshore drrected ﬁshmg definitions applied equally in'both the BSAland the GOA. The
AFA definitions; however, $pecifically apply only to Inshore-Offshoré fish harvested in the BSAI Therefore
the Council -voted to-apply the same directed fishing harVest definitions to pollock in the BSAI and GOA, as
was used in the originai Inshore-Offshore program.. The substantive effect of this alternative would apply only
to pollock harvests; sot Pacific cod, becausé Pacific cod is an- Inshore:Offshore species only in the GOA

Pollock is an Inshore-Offshore species in both areas. Hence, the Inshore-Offshore definitions would apply to'.
pollock regardless of from which area it was harvested. . ce e
The “shoreside processor” definition should apply to the processing of “groundﬁsh,” as that term is defined
in thé Magnuson-Stevens Act, and groundfish nnplementmg regulations.  This'decisiot: should resolve &
technical inconsistency between the 1-O' definitions used by the AFA for the BSAI and those used by the’
Federal groundfish: regutations for the GOA.- This decision also' would facrlrtate s:ngle I- 0 deﬁmtlons that '
would be consistent in both areas. -

The AFA definition of “shoreside processor” is'slightly-different from the dné used in the Federal groundfish
regulations. This results in different meanings of the term being applied in the BSAI and in the GOA. The
differences are that: the AFA definition refers to “fish” while existing groundfish regulations ‘refer” to'
“groundfish” in two places: The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Consérvation and Management Act (at section’*
3) defines “fish” as including all forms.of marine animal and plant life other than marine thammals and- birds.
. Groundﬁsh > on the other hand is defined in thé regulations as including only those fish for which hdrvest *
limits are annually. specified pursuant to 50.CFR 679. 20(a) -Hence, a processor that processes only salmon -
and crab harvested in-the BSAI, for.example, would be a-“shoreside processor” under the AFA but not under
the regulations at 50 CFR part 679. The effect of the Council choosing their preferred alternative should be
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to prevent the provisions of the AFA from applying to salmon and crab harvested in the BSAI, for example.
The AFA section 208(f) provisions would be unaffected because pollock is both a “fish” under the Magnuson-
Stevens Act and a “groundfish” under the Federal regulations. Consistent application of the term “shoreside
processor’ should enhance consistent application of the Inshore-Offshore provisions.

11.3.2.1 Single Geographic Location

The Council also voted to restrict inshore floating processors to operating in a single geographic location in
State waters of the BSAI during a fishing year in which they process pollock from the directed BSAI pollock
fishery. This.is consistent with historic Inshore-Offshore requirements that limited inshore floating processors
to a single geographic location each year in the BSAL They will be allowed to select a new location at the start
- of the next fishing year, but they will be required to remain at that location for the entire year. This regulation
will prevent the two AFA floating processors from gaining an economic advantage over shorebased processors
that were restricted to process pollock at the same plants that they used to process pollock during 1996-97,

The Council defined “shoreside processor”, for purposes of implementing the AFA, to mean the physical plant
" of a shoreside processor, and limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AFA section 208(f) to receive
pollock harvested in the BSAI only at the same physical-location at which that shoreside processor’s-plant
processed pollock from the directed fishery during the qualifying years of 1996 and 1997. This will prevent
shoreside processors from moving pollock processing activities to plants that did not process pollock in 1996-
- 97,

Lastly, the Council approved extending the sunset date of the current pollock and Pacific cod allocations in the
GOA FMP past the current sunset of December 31, 2001 to December 31, 2004. This latter date conforms with
the sunset date for Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands pollock allocations mandated by the American Fisheries Act
of 1998 (Appendix V). Inshore/Offshore (I/0) allocations of the BSAI and GOA pollock TAC and GOA
‘Pacific cod TAC weré originally established under Amendments 18/23 (I/O1) to the BSAI and GOA FMPs,
respectively, for 1993-95. The allocations were extended by the Council in Amendments 38/40 (1/02) to the
respective FMPs for 1996-98. In June 1998, the Council recommended another extension of the GOA
allocations under Amendment 51 (I/O3). All three amendment packages contained “sunset” prows:dns
~ requiring the Council to reexamine the allocations in three years, or see them expire. The Council has linked
the sunset dates for BSAI and GOA inshore/offshore allocations since 1992 under all three Inshore/Offshore
amendments (GOA Amendments 23, 40, and 51).

The EA/RIR/TRFAs for GOA Améndments 23-, 40, and 51 are included here by reférence. The Council’s
preferred alternative to extend the GOA inshore/offshore allocations through December 2004 is within the
scope of the EA/RIR for Amendments 51/51. This action is also analyzed in the Public Review Draft of the
EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendments 62/62 (NPFMC 1999) (now withdrawn). Upon advice by NMFS, the
Council’s preferred action for extending the GOA FMP sunset date for pollock and cod allocations is
incorporated into this EA/RIR/IRFA because of the interrelatedness of these issues.

Current and potential preemption of resources by one industry sector over another was a: focal issue for the
Council with regard to setting the original inshore and offshore allocations of pollock and Pacific cod in the:
GOA and poliock in the BSAI Though not necessarily a problem at that time in the BSALI it was apparent that
the capacity of the offshore catcher/processor fleet posed a real preemption threat to the inshore processing
industry, which relied heavily on the pollock resource. During a series of meetings beginning in 1989, the
Council and industry developed analyses of various alternative solutions to the preemption problem and set
allocations of pollock and Pacific cod in the GOA and pollock in the BSAI in three separate inshore/offshore
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amendment packages described above. The inshore-offshore allocation issue.became an'integral part of the
: overall effort towards addressing overcapltahzatron in North Pacrﬁc groundﬁsh ﬁshenes begmrung in 1992.
r :
Two other management acttons (BSAIl poﬂock allocatzons and vessel replacement restnctxons) in the now
withdrawn draft EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendment 62/62 have also been incorporated into the current
EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendment 61/61 (Amendment 62/62 is renamed and included in Appendix V) and are
addressed in the rulemaking associated with this amendment package. The Council approved changing the
current inshore/offshore directed pollock allocations in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands FMP to conform with
-those allocations mandated by the AFA. At the same mieeting, upon advice by NMFS that the proposed Council
action for vessel replacement restrictions may result in'a conflict ‘between License’ Limitation Program and
American Fisheries Act requirements, the Council took no action on changing the FMP language on-this issue.
NMFS is addressing vessel réplacement reqmrements to conform with the AFA in the rulema.kmg associated
mththlsamcndmentpackagc B L TR S A T TR B

T TN

L [

ol . - -t S, VN

114 Other AFA Requtrements
E {7 o - A A N T LTS ;'.‘it“ i' :"w"" .

To accura.tely momtor the removals of pollock and- non—pollock species by members of cooperatrves -NMFS
will be implementing the scale and observer requirements mandated for catcher/processors by the AFA: These
requirements will be:implemented via regulation based on direction from Congress, since the Council took no
formal action. Two observers will be required to be onboard a catcher/processor at all times while groundfish
is being barvested, processed, or received from another vessel in any fishery under the authority of the Council.
CDQ trained observers will likely be required to work aboard AFA catcher/processors. Currently it is
unknown if adequate mimbers of observers with this specialized training are available.-NMES certified scales
were required for weighing fish onboard AFA catcher/processors: that harvest. CDQ:pollock beginning on
January 1; 1999. The remaining AF A catcher processors w111 be requtred to use NMFS certtﬁed scaies startmg
_on]anuaryl?.OOO ) L B B I A :

NMEFS also intends to implement the inshore pollock cooperatives for the year. 2000 according to the structure
prescribed 1n the AFA, which ties harvest vessels to deliver to specific processing plants. This issue is still
being reviewed by the Council. Further discussion of pollock cooperatwe structure alternatlves is contamed
mChapterlZ andmAppendlxIV - T S T :

r s

Another issue for whmh a Councﬂ deelslon is pendmg is that of processor 51deb0ards For year 2000; NMFS
intends to tmplement crab processing sideboards as directed by the AFA. Chapter 8 contains a detailed
description of that mandate, as well as alternatives for crab and’ groundﬁsh processing sideboards, whrch rnay
be approved by.the Council at a latter date. . =, +, .° . . o e

L] . + r
[ I3 -

The COunClI also prov1ded threctron on the contents of cooperatwe agreements and when they are to be

submutted. The direction given by the Council is as follows: - -+ . S

5% Cooperative agreements may be one to six years in duration, but must be review annually by the
-+ Council if they, are more than one year in duration. The Council’s intent was that this was considered-

o to be a post- season perfonnance review. L RT T
; R “ e : . Yy .

2) .. Cooperatlve agreements regardless of duratlon must be submltted to the Council by December 1, of
the year pnor to the start of ﬁshmg e o e oo ¥

F Ty oo-

I P Ty
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3) Prohibit cooperative agreements from requiring cooperative vessels to deliver specres other than BSAI
pollock to their AFA Processor.

4). Cooperative agreements shall require the disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics.

11.5  Final Motion as Passed by the Council (including actions thru December 1999)

Previous sections described the Council’s Preferred alternatives. The actual motlon as passed is mcluded here
for reference.

Council Actions on American Fisheries Act Issues

General : (1) NMFS will manage all fisheries such that sideboards and PSC caps are not exceeded.
’ (2) all sideboard calculations will be based on best estimates of landed catch.

Catcher Processor Sideboards

Groundfish:

L. Non-pollock groundfish caps (other than Atka mackerel in the central and western Aleutians)
for listed vessels will be established on the basis of the percent of landed groundfish catch
relative to TAC (of the ongwnal 29 vessels) m the pollock and non-pollock fishertes in 1995,
96, and 97 (for Pacific cod, 1997 only; for POP in the Aleutians, 1996 and 1997).

2. NMEFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheries and allow for
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such thiat the total catch of those species should
not exceed the caps.

1. Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be established on the basis of percentage of PSC
removals in the non-pollock groundfish fisheries in 1995, 96, and 97.

2. NMFS will allow for directed fishing of non-pollock species such that the total PSC removals
do not exceed the PSC cap.

3. The listed vessels’ PSC caps will not be apportioned and will be managed under open access

season apportionment closures.

Catcher processor sideboards for both groundfish and PSC caps are a package and disapproval of any
component would be disapproval of the whole package and returned to the Council for further action.

Catcher Vessel Sideboards
BSAI Groundfish Sideboards
1. Shail be based on vessel catch between 1995-97. (1997 for P. cod)

2. Shall be based on non-pollock catch in peliock and non-pollock targets, as a ratio of the AFA
 vessels’ catch to TAC.
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- NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and nor-poliock fisheries-and allow for

directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should
not exceed the caps. .
Shall apply to all AFA eligible vessels regardless of participation in a co-op.” - .

Shall apply at the AFA CV sector level in 2000. However, NMFS shall publish the proportion
of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op, and
facilitate the formation of an interco-op agreement to monitor the subdivision of the caps at
the co-op level. NMFS shall require each co-op agreement to contain provisions that would

-limit its participants to their collective 1995-97:harvest in other fishertes.

Shall be applied throughout the year, except:

a. Mothership sector quahﬁed AFA vessels’ (21 vessels) CV trawl P. cod sxdeboards
shall be lifted March I; - :

b. Vessels with less than 1700 mt of annual average landed BSAI pollock catch hlstory
and with at least 30 BSAI P. cod landings from 1995- 1997, shall be exempt fromthe
catcher vessel trawl P. cod sideboard cap. - .. .

BSAI PSC Sideboard Caps

1.

2.

GO4 Groundﬁsh Srdeboards . IR '5«: S e,

»
[

. ) 3.‘ )

-15. ‘-

2.

3

fs,

6.

7.

Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-poliock target to the PSC cap for that target
and shall represent an aggregate cap (as with the AFA CP sector).
Attainment by the entire fleet of any PSC cap in any target fishery will close dxrected ﬁshmg

to all trawl vessels, even if the AFA vessels have not attamed their aggregate PSC cap.

'PSC specres limited to crab and halibut. « -

t i RN
' ‘ " - - ‘- . PR ]

Shall be based on vessel landed groundﬁsh catch between 1995 97

Shall be based on non-pollock landed groundfish catch in non-pollock targets as a ratio of the
AFA vessels’ catch to TAC. .
Shall be based on the fanded pollock catch in the- pollock targetasa ratxo of the AF A vessels
catch to TAC, and shall be apportioned seasonally. . :

NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock ﬁshenes and allow for
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should
nof exceed the caps. - : S

Shall apply to all AFA vessels.

Shall apply at the AFA-eligible catcher vessel sector level in 2000 However NMEFS shall

. pubhsh the proportlon of the cap repfesented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in
each co-op, and encourage- the formation-of an inter-co-op agreement to monitor the-sub--

" division of the caps at the co-op level. NMFS shall require each co-op agreement to contain
provisions that would limit its participants to their collective 1995-97 harvest in othér
fisheries.

Shall be applied throughout the year except vessels with less than. 1700 mt of annual average -
BSAI pollock landed catch history and with at least 40 GOA groundﬁsh landmgs from 1995-
1997, shall be exempt from GOA groundﬂsh sideboards. - t

[t

L e .;'.. - ! "’ . . ’ R
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GOA PSC Sideboards Caps

l. Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-pollock target to the PSC cap for that target, -

and shall represent an aggregate cap, sub-divided into deep and shallow water flats.
2. Attainment by the entire fleet of any PSC cap in any target fishery will close directed fishing

to all trawl vessels, even if the AFA vessels have not attained theu aggregate PSC cap.
3. Shall be apportioned seasonally.

Scallop Sideboards
1. Participation in a co-op is defined as any use of a vessel’s catch history by a co-op, whether
by direct harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota.
2. Measures that would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest in

the scallop fishery in 1997 based on a percentage of the upper end of the state-wide guideline
harvest. level. The cap would be this percentage applied to the upper end of the state-wide
guideline harvest level established each year.-

Crab SideBoards-

A

B.

Crab Sideboards shall apply to all AFA vessels.

Bristol Bay Red King Crab (BBRKC)

L. These AFA vessels that hold a BBRKC endorsement shall be capped at their 5-year (91-97,
excludmg 94-95) weighted average share. These vessels shail be managed in the aggregate.
2. * This share of future catch shall apply to the pre-season BBRKC GHL.

Opilio — AFA LLP Alternative 3 Tanner crab endorsed vessels may parttmpate in the opilio fishery
if they harvested opilio in more than 3 of 10 years (88-97). .

Bairdi

L. AFA qualified vessels that receive an LLP endorsement are 2 excluded from participating in the
directed bairdi fishery, except as follows: If and when the bairdi rebuilding goal is reached,
the only AFA vessels allowed to participate would be those with catch history in 1995 or 96.
These vessels would be capped at their aggregate historic catch for 1995-96.

2. 7 If there is a BBRKC fishery where bairdi bycatch ts allowed, the AFA Tanner crab endorsed:
vessels may retain bycatch bairdi.

AFA LLP Alternative 9 vessels which hold a LLP endorsement for either the St. Matthews or Pribilof
king crab, and had a landing in that fishery in 1995, 96 or 97, may participate in that fishery. For -
Adak red king crab and brown crab fisheries a qualified vessel which had a landing in the last two
vears the fishery was open may participate in those fisheries.

Prohibit the sale, lease, transfer or stacking of crab LLP licenses or endorsements by AF A-eligible
catcher vessels.
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rNon-Sideboar'd de;is_ions-

S v o I I CE

(‘ompensatzon in. Shores:de Sector Co-ops o

L. "Provide compensatlon to vessels with offshore- hJstory greater than 499 toms (as per’ Table 10.5).
2. Utilize the best 2 of 3 yéars to determine the share of the mshore pollock allocation each vessel brings
to a co-op.

AFA Conformance Measures (Amendments 62/62)

Action l Altematwe 2 Change the current inshore/offshore directed pollock allocations in the BSAI FMP to
" -conform with those allocatlons mandated by the Amencan Flshenes Act of 1998.

Action 2 Altematwe 2' Extend the sunset date of the current pollock and Pamﬁc cod allocatlons n the GOA

&L “FMP to conform with the date mandated for the Benng SeafAleutxan Islands area in

Cor the American Fishéries Act of 1998 K

o

Action 3, Alternative 1 No action. Do not change vessel replacement restrictions in the BSAI FMP..

Additionally: n
1. Conforming the definitions of directed pollock harvest in the GOA and BSAI so that they are
the same.
2. Substituting the term “groundfish” for “fish™ in the AFA definition of “shoremde processor.”,

3: ' Applyingthe mshore/oﬁ'shore restrictions orily to directed ﬁshmg for pollock in the BSAl and
- .GOA, and directed ﬁshmg for P."cod in the GOA. Howevcr for thc purpose of GOA catch-
accounting, all processors will be categorized “inshiore” of “offshore.”

Clarify that “shofeside processor” for purposes of Sectlon 208(f) of the AF A means oniy the phy s:cal famhty ‘.
or vessel which processed pollock in the qualifying years 1996 and 1997, and not the entire corporate entity
which owns or controls that facility or vessel. -

Single Geographic Locatr‘an , .. : e v 4

Restrict ﬂoatmg inshore processors to operatmg mna smgle geographlc locatlon in state waters of the
BSAI during 4 fishiing year in which they process poIIock from the dJrect_ed BSAI pollock ﬁshery (te..
can change location from year to year, but not in-season). )

¢
’

AFA Processor Sideboards for Crab B R
1. Adopt a single aggregate processing cap that would apply to all processing facﬂltles owned by:| inshore
or mothershlp sector AFA entltles if they receive pollock from a cooperatwe C

A NMFS w1ll determine which processing fac111tses are owned by mshore or mothershlp AFA
entities using the “limited 10% rule™ '
B. Owmers of inshore or mothersth AFA pollock facilities that process crab under the Council’s.
- ', jurisdiction wouild ‘be required to' identify to NMFS as part of their processmg perrmt' _
requirements any processing facilities in which the owner has 10% or more interest using the

limited 10% ruie.
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A processing facility is any plant or-US documépted vessel that proceéses crab under the jurisdiction
of the Nortli Paciﬂc Fishery Management Council.

Only the limited 10% rule will be used in deterrmmng AFA entities for purposes of the historic
processing cap

AFA catcher processors would not be subject to additional processing sideboards.
The historic processing cap would be determined annually based on the average of the 1995-1997

processing history of US documented processing vessels and processing plants owned by inshore and
mothership AFA entities at the start of the fishing year.

A Ifén‘inshore or mofhership AFA entity sells a crab processing facility to a non-AFA entity,

or if a processing vessel is no longer US documented, the 1995-1997 average processing
history of that plant or vessel is removed from the historic processing cap. Likewise, if an
inshore ormothership AFA entity buys 2 non-AFA processing plant or US documented vessel,
then the 1995-1997 average processmg history of that plant or vessel is added to the historic
processing cap.

B. ~ The historic processing cap would be detenmned based on the percentage of the catch
processed by inshore or mothership AFA entities:

C. There would be no cap for undeveloped species or species without a current GHL.

D. The cap would apply year around.

L%FA Processor Sideboards for Groundfish

* Action by the Council on'groundfish ﬁrocessing sideboards has been deferred to the April 2000 meeting, where

they will also decide on BSAI pollock processing excessive share caps.

Cooperative Agreements and Council Review

1

‘Cooperative agyéerhents may be one to six years in duration, but must be review annually by the
‘Council if they are more than one year in duration. The Council’s intent was that this was considered

to be a post- season performance review.

Cooperative agreements, regardiess of duration, must be submitied to the Council by December 1, of
the year prior to the start of fishing. .

Prohibit cooperanve agreements from requiring cooperative vessels to deliver species other than BSAI
poliock to theu' AFA progessor.

Cooperative agreements shall requlré the disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics.
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120 CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLELAW . -

12.1  Regulatory Impact Review - Summary qf,_Analys_is in Chapters 4 through 1.1... - .
The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires the preparation of a Regulatory Impact Review (RIR)
for all regulatory actions, that either implement a new FMP or significantly alter an existing plan or regulations.
The RIR is intended to provrde a review of the changes in net and distributional benefits to society associated
with proposed regulatory action, as well as a review of the ,problems and policy objectives. prompting the:
action. The purpose 1s to ensure t.hat the regulatory agency consrders all avarlable (reasonable) alternatives
of the items in the regulatory philosophy and prmcrple of Executive Order 12866 E.O. 12866 requrres that
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) review proposed-regulatory programs that are considered to be
srgmﬂcant A srgmﬁcant regulatory actron is one that is hkely to: ey -_, P

-

L., ' Have an annual ePfect on the ecc)nomy of SIOO mtlllon or more or adversely affect in a material way
. the'e economy, a sector of the . economy, productmty, competmon jobs, the environment, public health

or safety, or State local or tribal governments or communities, .
. g

2.7 Create a serious mconsrstency or otherwrse mterfere wmh an actlon taken or planned by another
agency. Lo - L C
e R i
3, Materially alter the budgetary impact of entrtlernents grants user fees or loan programs or the nghts
and obligations of recipients thereof, or S AN PN IS VERT I T
4. Raise novel legal or polloy issues arising out of legal mandates the President’s priorities, or the '

' pnncrples set forth in this Execut:ve Order T

A statement of the problem and need for action relative to the proposedactions is contained in Chapter 1, wh1ch A
describes the American Fisheries Act and its associated mandates. The objectives of the proposed actions are
to implement the provisions of the AFA related to the BSAT pollock fisheries, while protecting other fishing
flects that are not AFA members in the other groundﬁsh scallop, and crab fisheries. under the Council’s
Jurisdiction. The affécted fisheries are described in Chapter 2 and the descnptlon of the ﬂeet and impacts of
the proposed alternatives were detailed in Chapters 4 through 11. Chapter 11 is a description of the Counc1l s
preferred alternatrves . L L e et

LI i - J!

12.1.1 Qualitative Summary of Impacts

Esttmatmg the magmtude of change in net Natronal beneﬁts was not attemptecl in tlns amendment package,
because data necessary to make that calculation were not available. Cost information, tncludmg fixed and
variable operating cost statistics, is a emcral element of an effective net benefit analysis. Cost information for -
the BSAI and GOA groundfish and crab hatvesting and processmg sectors are currently not available to the
analysts. Therefore, it will not be possible to complete a quantitative cost/benefit analysis of the various AFA
sideboard alternatives, nor derive comparative net benefit conclusions about the several competing alternatives.

The total economic value of the fishery may increase as a result of the provisions of the AFA which allow
pollock to be harvested under cooperatives. However, in general actions proposed within this amendment
package are designed to limit the catch of AFA vessels in other groundfish, scallop, and crab fisheries in order
to protect the vessels that participated in those fisheries from unwarranted, costly, and undesirable effects

S
|
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L g
attributable to competitive efficiencies made possible by, for example, cooperative provisions of AFA . Overall
‘thc catch of non-pollock species by AF. A vessels may be somewhat reduced by these amendments, because the -
"groundfish sidéboards are based on landed catch h:story and the crab sideboards are more restrictive than the
kcurrent LLP program in most cases. Yet given the open access nature of these fisheries and the - capacity that
exists in other fleets, any harvest forgone by the.AFA flect will almost cen;am]y be harvested by members of
the non-AFA flects. Differences among the alternatives for effecting sideboards do have the potential for
distributional gains and losses; primarily these are trade-offs between the AFA and non-AFA vessels. While
“relative operating costs and other factors would affect the “net” results of such trade-offs, the basic intent of .
the sideboards 15 to mamtam the status quo, in terms of the distribution of harvest between AFA and non-AF A
vesseis and thereforc mter-sectoral “net” impacts would be expect:ed to tend towards neutral.

Sideboard restrictions imposed by the Council’s proposed action will likely‘cauSe some re-distributional
impacts among the fleets, but the changes in net benefits to the US economy would not be expected to change
by $100 million annually. However, based upon several of the other criteria articulated in the Executive Order,
it appears likely that the proposed sideboard actions could constitute a ‘significant’ actlon as this term is
defined, under E.O. 12866 - :

“That is, while none of the proposcd sideboards result in economic cﬁanges' which approach the $ 100 million
annual impact threshold (separately or in combination), several do directly affect in a material way “a sector
of the economy”, “productmty and “competition” (each identified as a cniterion of concemn in the E.O.).

‘None is expected to (to the best of our knowledge) create a serious mconsrstency or otherwise mterfere with -

an action taken or planned by another agency; nor (based on the foregoing analysis contained in Chapters 4
th.rough 11) materially alter the budgetary impacts of entitlements, grants; user fees or loan programs or the
‘rights and obligations of recipients thereof. The AFA-sideboards do, however, potentially raises novel legal
‘and policy issues ansing out of legal mandates the President's priorities, or the principles set forth in this
Exccutlve Order. :

After careful review, the suite of proposed AFA-sideboard actions has-been determmed 10 be mgmﬁca.nt as
this term 1s defined in the Executive Order

Notwithstanding this finding (and while it is not possible to quantitﬁtively measure the "net benefit to the -
- Nation" attributable to this suite of actions), the information and analysis which are available (including the
qualitative assessment of costs and benefits cited above) suggest that the National welfare is enhanced (i.e.,
benefits exceed costs) by adoption of these actions, which iniclude proposed actions allowing the pollock ﬁeets
to.form cooperatives. This is further substantiated by adherence to the requirements and directives provided
in the AFA, as recently pass by the U.S. Congress and signed by the President.

122 itial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA)
12.2.1‘Ihtrodi1ction. . R k o .

As described in Chapter I, the AFA mandated the development of sideboard measures to protect other fisheries
from potential incursions which could result from the pollock allocations and fishery cooperatives in the pollock
fisheries. Many of the participants in these non-AF A fisheries, as well as participants in the AFA fisheties to
be regulated by the sideboard measures, are small, independently owned businesses. In certain cases the AFA -
was explicit with regard to the nature of those sideboards, while in other cases considerable latitude was given
to the Council. While the general purpose of the sideboard'measures is to maintain the status quo distribution
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of harvest actmtles in'‘the vartous fisheries, the Counerl developed a eonsrderable range of alternattves to effect
that i intent. ‘As described in detarl in Chapters 6 and 7, the drf’t‘erent alternatrves and options will have drffenng
unpacts to the partrcrpants in the fisheries. One purpose ‘of this IRFA is to descrrbe the drﬂ'erentral tmpacts
- to smalleentities rcsultmg from the Councrl s final decrsrons on harvester srdeboards fiom J une 1999 (processor
' sideboards are the subject of the analyses in Chapter 8, but the Councrl has postp oned a decrsron on processor

A

o St
51deboard.s) S e gy Ce .
e s P [ Tan R o P AL RN IR

In addrtron to srdcboard measures the AFA prescnbes certarn measures related to the BSAI pollock ﬁshenes
' mcludmg the Hist of vessel$ ehglble 10 part1c1pate in those ﬁshenes While vessel elrglblhty is one of the itemis
explicitly outside the Council’s’ purview under the AFA thefe are nevertheléss implementing regulatrons
_pursuant to this action which wﬂl affect certam small entities in the ﬁshenes These are dlscussed as part of
thlsIRFA IR S S

R N’ Tt b [ '.‘

Fmal]y, the AFA specrﬁes ‘the" ‘structure urider whrch mshore pollock cooperatrves wrll be formed Thrs
‘structuré is the subject of considerable debate and is sub_lect to possrble change by the Councrl In February
1999 the Council requested development of an analysis of “the economic and pohcy issiles associatéd with the
formation of processor/catcher vessel (and mothershrp/catcher vessel) cooperattves under the AFA mcludrng
ihe alternatrves ‘outliried in the rndependent catcher vessel proposal witha prehmmary report to the Councrl in
“June of 1999 anda final report 1n October 1999", Durmg staff dlscussrons it became apparent that this i issue
was intertwined'with both implemeritation issues related 10 co-op structure and with mandatory considerations
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA) A contract has been tmtlated with economists from the Unrversrty
‘of Washmgton and Oregon State Umversrty to explore thesc issués. That xnformatlon along with a review of
legal issues associated w1th co-op-formation, will be revrewed by the Councrl in fate 1999 and could rcsult in
actions which change “the co-0p structure from that descrrbed in the AF A “Thids Chapter contatns an mltlal
analysrs of these issues related to 0-0p stmcture and 'the more detarled contract analysis is attached as
Appendix IV. Barring fiirther action by the Council, the co-ops will be unplemented as prescrrbed by the AF A

- i “ . s e ey P .
TR e do e PR ' N ,
o] . . + :

12.2.2 Statement of Problem
. KU S

Sy ~
"

N LR RIS -
Several years following “Americanization”of the commercial Bering Sea Pollock fishery in US EEZ water's'
a problem of over caprtahzatron materialized in the form of excessive fishing capacity, This was assocrated
with expansron of domestlc ﬁsh.mg effort due in part, to an open access ﬁshery management policy. The,
ensumg “race for fish” ‘fostered economic mefficrencres in both t.hls ﬁshmg sector specrﬁcally and the nat10n
generally n temls of optrmal operatronai practlces a.nd resource utlltzatron respectrvely o C

-
= ,“!k,d. . - . VR

e ‘\
To address the problems and allocatron confhcts in thrs ﬁshery ;Congress passed the Amencan Frshenes Act
in October 1998, which included spec1ﬁc allocatrons of pollack harvestmg and processmg by mdustry Sectors |
and limitations on the participants in these sectors, as well as the authonty to form fishery cooperatives. The.
potential operational advantages associated with these measirés could rmpact other non—pollock ‘harvesters
and processors. The Act mandates the Council to enact measures to protect those harvesters and Processors,
by placing limits (sideboards) on the activities of the AFA-eligible harvesters and processors. These sideboard

measures are the focus of thrs amendment package
' - ] . yow

u
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12.2.3 3 Objective Statement of Proposed Actron and its Legal Basrs

- el T N P B S

IS - <L

d
Wrth regard to commercral ﬁshmg vessels operatmg it the drrected pollock ﬁshery in the BSAI the Amencan

capacity and ranagement regulatory conditions that could contribuite to the credition of an environment capable

W "‘lJ.‘ ’;1
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of fostering operational inefficiencies in this fishery (Division C, Title Il of P.L. 105-277); including co-op
formation and development of sideboard measures. M]tlgatlon of potential adverse mpacts to non-AFA
' ﬁshermen and processors is mandated by the Act.

12.2.4 Description of each Action (non-mutually gxclusive éltematives')
The following actions implemented under authority of the AFA attempt to meet the objectives described above.

1y reduce harvest capacity through a vessel buyout program (AFA, Section 207),

(2) . revise allocation of sector specific directed fishing allowances (AFA, Section 206),

3) restrict legal eligibility to specific vessels and processors that may participate in the BSAL
~ commercial pollock ﬁshery (AFA, Section 208 - ehg:bles Section 209 - ineligible vessels),.

and

4) develop provisions for the estabhshment of fishery cooperatives (AFA Sectxon 210) among

participants in specific harvest allocation sectors (AFA Section 206), that are eligible to

operate in the BSAI commercial pollock fishery through cooperatlve association in the follow

cooperat:vc groupings: .

a. Offshore catcher processor cooperatwe

N

b. Offshore catcher processor - catcher vessel cooperative,
c. Mothership - catcher vessel cooperative, and
- d: Shoreside processor - catcher vessel cooperatives. -
(35) Establish sideboard measures which restrict the actmtles of AFA- ehglble vessels in non-

poliock fisheries.
:Fhe primary focus of this amendment package is item 5 above (sideboard restrictions on AF A-eligible entities),
iand to a more limited extent, item 4 (co-op structure). The full list of alternatives and options is contained in
"-Chapter 1.

12.2.5 Reasonihg for, and focus of, an IRFA

To ensure a broad consideration of impacts and alternatives, this IRFA has been prepared pursuant to 5 USC
603, without first making the threshold determination of whether or not this proposed action would have a
significant economic impact on small entities. NMFS interprets the intent of the RFA to address negative
economic impacts, not beneficial impacts, on small entities and thus such a focus exists in these analyses that
are explicitly design to address RFA comphance

In determining the scope, or ‘univche‘, of the entities to be considered in an IRFA, NMFS generally includes
only those entities, both large and smali, that can reasonably be expected to be directly or indirectty affected
by the proposed action. If the effects of the rule fall primanily on a distinct segment, or portion thereof, of the
industry (e.g., user group, gear type, geographic area), that segment would be considered the universe for the
purpose of this analysis. '

12.2.6 Requirement to Prepare' an IRFA
The RFA first enacted in 1980 was designed to place the burden on the government to review all regulations
* to ensure that, while accomplishing their intended purposes, they do not unduly inhibit the ability of small

entities to compete. The RFA recognizes that the size of a business, unit of govemment, or nonprofit
organization frequently has a bearing on its ability to comply with'a federal regulation. Major goals of the
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RFA are: (1) to mcrease agency awareness and understandmg of the meact of their regulatlons on sma.ll
-busmcss (2)to require that agencxcs communicate and explam then' ﬁnd_mgs to the pubhc and (3) to encourage
agencies to use flexibility and to provide regulatory relief to small entities. The'RFA emphasizes predicting
impacts on small entities as a group distinct from other entities and on the consideration of alternatlves that may
minimize the impacts while still achzevmg thestated’ ob_]ectlve of the action.

On March 29, 1996, Président Clinton signed the Small Business Régulatory Enforcement Faitness Act.

Among other things, the new law amended the RFA to allow judicial review of an agency’s compliance with
the RFA. The 1996 ‘amendments aiso updated the requu‘ements for a ﬁnal regulatory ﬂemblhty analysis,

mcludmg a descnpt:on of the steps an agency must take to minimize the sagmﬁcant economlc irnpact on small
entities. F mally, the 1996 amendments expanded the authonty ofthe ‘Chief Counsel for Advocacy ofthe Small
Business Adminitration (SBA) to file amicus briefs in court proceedmgs mvol\nng an agency s violation of
the RFA

PR . e , u
AT LNV TORE . e s *

The central focus of the IRFA should be'on the qualltatwe economlc unpacts of a regulatlon on small entities
and-or the altématives that might minimize the i impacts and still accomphsh the statutory ob_] ectives. The level

of detail and sophistication of the analysis should reflect the 51g1uﬁcance of the unpact on small entities, Under
5 U.S.C,, Section 603(b) of the RFA each IRFA is reqmred to address .

. A description of the reasons why a_ction by‘the ag_enc’y is being cons idoréd: ‘J

« """ A succinct statémeht of the objectives of, and thé legal basis fof, the proposed rule:

A description of and, where feasible, an estimate of the number of small entities to Wthh the proposed -
o rule w111 apply (mcludmg a profile of the mdustry dwndcd into mdustry segments 1f appropnate)

A description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requircments of the
proposed rule, including an estimate of the classes of small entities that will be subject to the.
requirement and the type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the réport or record:;

. " An'identification, to the extent practncable of a}ll relevant Federal mles that may duplicate overlap or
CODﬂlct w1th the proposed mle, o NN

i P . AR

‘A'description of any si gmﬁcant alternatives to the proposed rule that accomphsh the stated ob)ectwes .
of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and any other applicable statutés and’ that would' minimize any
significant economic impact of the proposed rule on small entities. Consistent with the stated',
objectlves of apphcable statutes the analys1s shall chscuss 31g111ﬁcant altematlves such as
g
0 B The establishment of dlffenng compllance or reportmg requn‘ements or tu'netables that take .
4L L Yito account the resources available 1o small entities; .. ,
2. The clarification, consoltdation, or simplification of compllance and reportmg requirements
under the rule for such small entities;

- - e . .- Lemo e LR o .
"3, The use of performance rather than design standards;
‘4. ‘' Ahexemption from coverage of the rule, or any part théfeof, for such small entities. |

e w S i . e T e O RN
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1227 What is a Small Entity?

The RFA recognizes and defines three kinds of small entities: (1) small busmesses (2) small non-profit
organizations, and (3) and small government jurisdictions.

Smali busmesses Section 601(3) of the RFA defines a ‘small business as having the same meaning as ‘small
business concern” which is defined under Section 3 of the Small Business Act. ‘Small business’ or ‘small
business concern’ includes any firm that is independently owned and operated and not dormunate in its field of
operation. The SBA has further defined a “small business concern” as one “organized for profit, with a place
of business located in the United States, and which operates primarily within the United States or which makes
a significant contribution to the U.S. economy through payment of taxes or use of American products, materials
or labor,..A small business concern may be in the legal form of an individual proprietorship, parmership,
limited liability company, corporation, joint venture, association, trust.or cooperative, except that where the
form is a joint venture there can be no more than 49 percent participatton by foreign business entities in the

joint venture.” ' '

The SBA has established size criteria for all major industry sectors in the US including fish harvesting and fish
processing businesses. A business involved in fish harvesting is 2 small business-if it is independently owned
. and operated and not dominant in its field of operation (including its affiliates) and if it has combined annual
. receipts not in excess of $ 3 million for al] its affiliated operations worldwide. A seafood processor is a small
business if it is independently owned and operated, not dominant in its field of operation, and employs 500 or
fewer persons on a full-time, part-time, temporary, or other basis, at all its affiliated operations worldwide.
A business involved in both the harvesting and processing of seafood products is a small business if it meets
the $3 million criterion for fish harvesting operations. Finally a wholesale business servicing the fishing
industry is a small businesses if it employs 100 or fewer persons on a full-time, part-time, temporary, or other
basis, at all its affiliated operations worldwide.

The SBA has established “principles of affiliation” to determine whether a business concern is “independently
owned and operated.” In general, business concerns are affiliates of each other when one concern controls or
has the power to control the other, or a third party controls or has the power to control both. The SBA
considers factors such as ownership, management, previous relationships with or ties to another concern, and
contractual relationships, in detérmining whether affiliation exists. Individuals or firms that have identical or
substantially identical business or economic interests, such as family members, persons with common
investments, or firms that are economically dependent through contractual or other relationships, are treated
as one party with such interests aggregated when measuring the size of the concern in question. The SBA
counts the receipts.or émployees of the concern whose size is at issue and those of all its domestic and foreign
affiliates, regardless of whether the affiliates are organized for profit, in determining the concern’s size.: '
However, business concerns owned and controlled by Indian Tribes, Alaska Regional or Village Corporations
organized pursuant to the Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601), Native Hawaiian

* Organizations, or Community Development Corporations authorized by 42 U.S.C. 9805 ar¢ not considered
affiliates of such entities, or with other concerns owned by these entities solely because of their common.
ownership.

Affiliation may be based on stock ownership when (1) A person is an affiliate of a concern if the person owns
. ar controls, or has the power to control 50% or more of its voting stock, or a block of stock which affords
control because it is large compared to other outstanding blocks of stock, or (2) If two or more persons each
owns, controls or has the power to control less than 50% of the voting stock of a concern, with minority
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holdings that are equal or approximately equal in size, but the aggregate of these nnnority holding's is large as
compared with any other stock holdmg, each such person is presumed 1o be an aﬁihate of the concern.

B ;
' -,_\n, S L . -t

Afﬁljatlon may be based on common management or Jomt venture arra.ngements Aﬁhanon arises where one
or more officers, directors or general partners controls the board of directors and/or the management of another
“concern? Parties to a joint Venture also may be affiliates. A contractor and subcorrtractor are treated as joint
Zventurers if the ostensrble subcontractor will perform primary and vital requ1rements of a contract or if the
. primé contractor is ugusually reliaiit upon the ostensible subcontractor "All requlrements of the contract are
- considered in'reviewirig such relationship, mcludmg contract management techmcal responsrblhnes a.nd the
percentage of subcontractcd work AR "

. SmalI orgamzatlon The RFA deﬁnes small orgamzatlons 'as any nonproﬁt enterpnse that is mdependently

owned and opcratcd and is not dommant in 1ts ﬁeld ‘
L) B J -

’ o 1
Lt ' .

Smail governmental lunschcnons The RFA defines small governmental jurisdictions as governments of cities,
counnes towns, townshjps vﬂlages school dlStI‘lCtS or specral dlstncts with p0pulatxons of less than 50 000

1 - b ' -

'12 2 8‘4 R Descnptlon of Fleet, Flshery, & [ndustry Dlrectly and Rea.sonably lndlrectly Impacted by
“ervs . Proposed Action B o e R

e S T - o -

12.2.8.1 .. Inshore Proccssors o e

. LR LS e, B a
f- “'\ t o N
: T.

Four of the 8 inshore processors operatmg in the BSAI pollock ﬁshery are either’ wholly’ owned subsndmnes
or close affiliates of Japanese multi-national corporations. Due to their affiliation with large forelgn entmcs
with.more than 500 employees worldwide, fione of these PToCEssors is & small em:lty Of the rernammg 4
inshore processors, 3 are owned by U.S. companies that employ mére than 500 persons in all their affilidted
operations, and therefore cannot be considered smail entities. The remalnmg inshore processor has been
identified as closely affiliated with its 5 dehvenng catcher-boats and the gross annual recerpts of the affiliated
entities, taken together (the processor and its 5 affiliated catcher-boats), exceed the $3 million criterion for fish
harvesting operations.  Therefore, none of the mshorc processors in the- BSAI pollock ﬁshery appear to meet
the RFA criteria for small ennnes e SRR «

ta - 1
. ]

12 2. 8 2 : Pollock Catcher Boats b EER

. o . ) . Lo .
& . L A .

The AFA 1dent1ﬁes 120 catcher boats Wh.lCh are ehgxble to harvest BSAIL pollock (7 in ‘the offshore dehvery
sector, 92 in the inshore sector, 7 in the mothership sector,‘and i4 ‘which are ehglble in both the mshore and

mothership sectors). “This corresponds closely to the' 119 catcher boats actlve in the BSAI pollock target'
fisheries which were identified in the mshore/offshore3 analysrs Ownersh:p mformatlon from that analysis

indicated that; of the 91 catcher boats thit operated excluswely or partly in the mshore sector, the avallable _
ownership data identify 26 vessels owned, in whole or in part, by mshore processors These 26 vessels may

be considered to be affiliated with their respective inshore processor ownérs and ¢annot therefore be considered

small entities because none of the inshore processors in the BSAI pollock fishery, themselves, are small entities

for RFA purposes. An additional 5 catcher boats have been identified as closely affiliated with an inshore

floating processor.: These 5 catchér boats, taken together with- their afﬁhated processor, exceed the $3 mxlhon '
criterion for ﬁsh harvestmg operanons and are ‘thcrefore not beheved to be small entmes '

F urthermore, an additional ?.0. catcher boats have OWTIBI'Sth affiliatiohs ‘with other catcher boats or catcher
processors. The gross annual receipts of each of these groups of affiliated catcher boats is believed to exceed

HA$1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal. wpd 3067 L . January 2000



Sk

the $3 million criterion for small entities, when all their fisheries earnings are taken as a whole. The remaining
40 catcher boats operating exclusively or partly in the inshore sector are believed to qualify as “small entities”.
As earlier suggested, the number of catcher vessels which will be permitted to participate in future inshore
pollock target fisheries in the Bering Sea management area is smaller than the totals identified above owing to
provisions of the AFA. As noted in the RIR, in the initial 1999 A-1 and A-2 pollock fisheries in the Bering
Sea, it is estimated that approximately 53 catcher vessels participated in the harvest of the inshore allocation.
In subsequent 1999 Bering Sea pollock openings, additional catcher vessels may choose to enter the fishery,
since as many as 106 appear to be “eligible” under AFA critena for inshore sector delivery. These numbers
correspond relatively well with estimates provided to the Council by the Independent Catcher Vessel-
Association at the January Council meeting and summarized in Table 12.1.

Twenty eight catcher boats operated in the offshore sector exclusively, while 22 operated in both sectors for
a total of 50 offshore catcher boats. (As noted, this multi-sector operational pattern is precluded in the future
for the seven boats affiliated with the C/P fleet, by provisions of the AFA.) Of the combined at-sea catcher
boat sector, 13 have ownership affiliations with large inshore or offshore processors and, therefore, do not meet
the $3 million criterion for small entities. An additional 13 catcher boats have ownership affiliations with other
vessels or operations that, taken together with their affiliated entities, are believed to exceed the $3 million gross
receipts criterion for small entities. The remaining 24 catcher boats operating exclusively or partly in the
offshore sector are believed to qualify as “small entities” (and are among the same 120 total vessels described
garlier). The number of catcher vessels which will be permitted to participate in future Bering Sea pollock
target fisheries is restricted to a slightly smaller total by provisions of the AFA.

12283 - Affected Small Entities
‘:Establishment of inshore fishery cooperatives among predetermined groups of catcher vessels and a
corresponding shoreside processor will establish distinet sets of entities, large and small, and their potential for

-inter-related economic affects resulting from such affihiation. An attempt to summarize these relationships and
numerically identify the number of affected small entities is provide-below in Table 12.1.
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“Table 12.1 ~. -Estimated number of éntities 1mpacted by estabhshmg shoresnde processor-catcher vessel
' L cooperatlves under AFA.

Cooperatlve : Large 'Large : Sg;all . -Neigh”f)oring" Neight;on'ng.‘ Small
Delivery . Entity | Entity’s | Entity: “{Small - | Small - . Non-profit-
Processor ., Coop | Catcher [ Independent | Government | Government |Org. . -
T Vessels | Catcher | Jurisdictions | Jurisdiction | « .-, « |[.
' | Vessels © . | Economically | (NOT .. { . - « |
. ; 1 (Pre Co-op) | Impacted - Economlcally . 2k
L | Entity) .| Impacted)- .
Peter Pan L fo*, 20 [ 3 King Cove | . . . - .
Trident -~ . - [2¢ |4, 75 |28 - .- |SandPoint - |Akutan* |-
,All}}’eSkat; | o 1; o 2° ,I‘4,°~ ,‘ 1 l_ . -Uﬁalaska | ) .
Unisea coly e fiz 0 e b ) '
1 Westward. - B 1 SO R o I T o S .
Tyson . . |.b 0v, 6‘°“ o iNna . | -
Northern Victor 1 4% 2 | TN/A , .
TOTAL SR I |
Large Entity 8 14, 23 0 A ? '
-Small Entity . 0 -0 0 .. | 48 c 13 - - e '

Source: Includes information provided by the Independent Catcher Vessels Assocnanon January, [999.
* Floating processor with no direct neighboring community ifmpact.”

® Catcher vessels linked to corresponding shoreside processor via partial ownership.

¢ Catcher vessels majority owned by corresponding shoreside processor

4 There are two processing facilities associated with one parent corporation (Trident) and could be interpreted as one
“shoreside processor” assuming “person” as defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

¢ These companies are subsidiaries of one larger corporation and therefore could be considered as ong single “shoreside
processor”.

* CDQ community claiming no direct economic impact associated with neighboring shoreside plant.

Companies.

Approximately fifty-one (51) small entities, including forty-eight (48) independent catcher vessels delivering
to shoreside processor and three (3) neighboring communities, are expected to be directly impacted by the
‘establishment of AFA cooperatives within the inshore component of the BSAI directed pollock fishery. The
significance of thes¢ impacts on small independent catcher vessel businesses will depend primarily on the
contractual relationship between such vessel and their delivery processor as moderated by their collective
cooperative agreement and cooperative by-laws. If conventional cooperative motives exist between processor
and catcher vessel business members as to a foster mutually beneficial economic relationship, this cooperative
action would not be expected to significantly impact a substantial number of these small entities. Indeed, the
action would be a net gain for cooperative members and their neighboring communities. Conversely, if the
processor associated with the cooperative choose to explait its position as the sole- purchaser of pollock from
cooperative co-members that operate as catcher vessels then it would be highly probable that a substantial
number of small entities would be significantly impacted by this action implementing such fishery cooperatives
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as authorized under AFA. This could be partially offset by the transfer allowance established under AFA
Section 210(b){(6) for up to 10 percent of pollock harvested under such cooperative to be processed by another
eligible shoreside processor as defined under Section 208(f) of the AFA.  Until cmpirical data become
available, Likely after cooperatnves have been in operation for two or more years, these questions cannot be
deﬁmtwely addressed.

Communities and szoups.

Three neighboring small government jurisdictions (communities) that would be expected to have beneficial
economic impacts associated with establishment of AF A inshore fishery cooperatives are Dutch Harbor, Sand
Point, and King Cove. Impacts on these communities would be linked with benefits that would result from such
AFA cooperatives by the establishment of a stable long-term supply of pollock to their neighboring shore-based
processing plant. Such economic stability is expected to translate positively to these three neignboring
communities (noting that the Regulatory Flexibility Act is designed to mitigate adverse impacts in any case).
Insufficient data exists to substantiate any quantitative discussion on the impact AFA fishery cooperatives
would have on small non-profit orgamzatlons that may be present in these neighboring commumtles Forthese
. reasons, fishery cooperatives are not expected to create adverse economic impacts on a substantlal number of
small entities categonzed as small government JunSdJCtIOI’lS or small non-proﬁt organizations.

The community of Akutan is not identified as a small community that would be impacted by this. AFA fishery
cooperatives. This determination is based on materials provided in 1995 to the North Pacific Fishery
Management Council, NMFS, and the State of Alaska by the Aléutian Pribilof Island Community Development
Association on behalf of Akutan, The Council, State of Alaska, and NMFS ,agreed these matenials sufficiently
documented no significant impacts were accrued by the community of Akutan from the presence of the
neighboring Trident Seafood processing facility. This claim of no significant economuc linkage between the
Trident facility and the community of Akutan directly resulted in a 1996 regulatory change that included -
Akutan as an eligible participant in the CDQ program.

12.2.9 Discussion of the Potentlal Negative Effects of AFA Inshore Cooperatives on Independent Catcher
Vessel Owners

In the absence of sufficient corrective measures, potential will exist for adverse economic impacts to be
incurred by independent catcher vessels participating in an AFA inshore cooperative. As currently designed
under AFA, 4n inshore cooperative is established with only one shoreside processor operating as the primary
pollock buyer This shoreside processor may or may not be a member of the inshore co-op. The shoreside
processor is an independent business concern and is not collectively owned by co-op member catcher vessels.
Therefore, it is not assumed that profit-sharing would exist between the processor and catcher vessels in a given '
co-op. Inshore cooperatlves which require catcher vessels to deliver to a single shoreside processor can create
an economic environment that reduces price competition for pollock harvested by co-op members. The risk of
this kind of biased pricing activity within a cooperative association is reduced if co-op members are successful
in legally defending the clause that such an association is “operating for the mutual benefit of the members”
as required under Section 1 of the June 24, 1934 Act (15 U.S.C. 521). This is important because without a
competitive ex-vessel market for pollock landed by catcher vessel members, an economic incentive is created
for the processor to increase its own profits at the expense of catcher vessel co-op members. Specifically, the
processor could increase profits by lowering its operating cost through offering catcher vessel co-op members
a price lower than the going market price otherwise determined by conditions of supply and demand in the
pollock ex-vessel market. The downward shift in prices is similar to what would occur if ex-vesse] market
demand were reduced. Offsetting this incentive for processors to exploit their.co-op catcher vessels may be
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the potentral need to renegottate co-op terms annually and prowsrons of the Councﬂ s srdeboards Whlcl'l allow
'catcher vessels to'move between processor co-ops from year-to-year tf they so des:re .

[SAUPERE

+

~

Potential exist for significant negative ithpact on small indepéndeht catcher vessels if larger vessel choose not
to fish in co-op and compete in the open-access directed pollock fishery. This would occur if the larger catcher
vessel held a low catch history and the cost of co-op membership (e.g. high price of leasing sufficient pollock
allocation from other co-op members) is greater than the perceived expense associated with harvesting an
equivalent amount in the open access fishery. If those catcher vessel operators who choose not to participate
in their desrgnated coopérative happen to possess | harvést capacrtles that are srgmﬁcantly larger than other
catcher vessel that have substantial catch hlstones ‘but, for one reason or another, choose, not to enter it a co;
op, then in an open access setting, on an tmttal tnp by trip basns the larger vessels could out compete the
smaller mdependent catcher Vessels. “This could further penahze the mdependent catcher vessel Lowners that
choose not to join their des1gnated AFA cooperative. Therefore, even with the optlon to ﬁsh in the open access
ﬁshery as an altematlve to joining a co-op that is bound toa Iow—prtce processor the open access optlon has
significant econormc risk due to their potentta} mabthty to compete with the larger catcher vessels on atrip by,
trip basis as a result of a dlﬂ‘erence in harvést capacities.” If should also be noted that many of the Iargest
catchef vessels in this fishery are wholly-owned by the very mshore processors wlnch will be negotratmg CO-0p
agreements with the small independent Vessel operators This would negatively impact the competitive position
of the smaller independent CV, because there would exrst a lower quantity of pollock available in. the open
access ﬁshery The effect of reduced pollock harvest opportumty in the open access ﬁshery would be aresult
from the éxistence of other catcher c00perat1ves ‘having membershrps of catcher vessels that-retain legally
defensrble catch allocatlons created under the AFA actton ‘and thus correspondmgly reduced the open access

pool of avarlable pollock ‘Thee isnoa przorz me'ans of quantrtattvely predtctmg ifthis outcome will emerge;
muth' less how srgmﬂcant it mrght be, lf it does. However lt may require” “that the Counctl monitor this
potentially over ttme to assure that unantlcrpated adverse rmpacts on small entrtres do not result

1

LR

12.2.10 Potential Actions to Minimize Negative Impacts of Existing AFA Inshore Co—op Strucmre ?

In the context of an RFA analysis, a ﬁsh harvestmg concern i a small entrty 'if it has annual receipts not in

excess of $3 million or it is not dominant in its field (defined in 13 CFR part 121, Standard Industrial Code

categorlzatlons) Previous sections of this chapter addressed the issue of defining a small entity specifically.
An mdmdual tatcher vessel operating in the open access directed pollock fishery would typically ; meet this

criteria. Generally, speaking, .a fi shery c00perat1ve also is a small entity if it meets this same cntena;
However, in the case of AFA cooperatives, both criteria would be exceeded and therefore an AF A cooperanve ‘
would not be considered a small busmess concern (and all co-op parttcrpants could lose their ‘small entity,

statusforRFApurposes) LT . o .- .

ForAFA partlcrpants membershlp ina cooperatlve could modrfy thelr prevrous small entity categonzatlon tnto
what becomes a large entity (the co-op) due to their collective organized affiliation, as deﬁned by the Small
Buisiness Admuustratlon An AF A fishery cooperative, and its collectlve membershlp, is expected to have gross
annual revenues in excess of $3 nnlllon and w111 be dommant in 1ts ﬁeld . L .

& ]

Therefore, once becommg a co-op member a catcher vessel may fio longer hold the small busmess entrty, 3
status in the context of an l_nmal Regulatory Flexibility A.nalysrs However, the AFA allows catcher vessels ,.
to entef"and exit a cooperative.’ As a result, the type of cooperative they leave and/or enter will. unpacts thelr i
gconomic vrablhty It is in thi$ context that various types ¢ of fishery, cooperatrves are reviewed for therr abtltty
to'minimize the negative 1mpacts on small entities assoctated wn:h this' AF A action assocrated with mshore
catcher vessels and processors (again assuming they retain their status as small entities).
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12.2.10.1 Inshore Processor as Co-op Member

If the AFA inshore co-op membership is required to included not only the designated catcher vessels but the
AFA identified individual inshore processor as well, then the possibility of biased pricing practices betweén
processor and catcher vessels may. still exist in the short-term but could be significantly reduced or eliminated
in the long-term. It is possible that this would require such inshore cooperatives to have an exemption from
US anti-trust laws similar to those established for the off-shore co-ops as articulated in Section 210(d) of the
. AFA. Legal clarification is required to determine the extent to which NPFMC authority would exist, if at all,
to revise the AFA as granted under Section 213(c) to allow for such revision.

Under this situation, assuming its possibility, it would still remain possible for the co-op member processor to

only (or primarily) take into consideration the economic interests of those co-op member catcher vessels in
" which it (i.e. processor) has full or partial ownership. The co-op processor member could adjust ex-vessel
price and re-apportion the consolidated catch allocations among such boats in a manner that would achieve cost
efficiency among their own vessels but to the potential economic detriment of the other co-op member catcher
vessels. However, if the processor is a member of the CV co-op, such biased behavior practiced within the
association (co-op) would be in violation of the mutual beneficial clause in the Act of June 25, 1934 authorizing
the association’s legal existence. For example, if not mutually agreed upon by co-op members, defining mutual
benefit in the context of actual versus potential ex-vessel price would likely be a product of a time-consuming
legal challenge between co-op member catcher vessels and the processor. However, in the long-term at least,
- potential for such internal equity violations could be reduced if the shoreside processor were a member of the
" catcher vessel cooperative and subject to co-op membership authority and subsequent decisions. If inshore
processors are not co-op members but only contract with catcher vessel cooperatives that are required under
‘the AFA to sell their designated catch allocauon(s) toa corres pondmg specific processor, then the potential for
,blascd pricing exists.

--12.2. 10.2 Establishment of Independent Catcher Vessel Cooperatives in the Inshore Sector

Members of the Independent Catcher Vessel Association (ICVA) operate boats in the BSAI directed pollock-
fishery. ICVA representativés perceive their members will incur negative economic impacts as a result of
constraints imposed under the AFA. The AFA requires catcher vessels only to sell their pollock landings to the
onshore processor associated with the1r fishery cooperative membership as defined under the AFA. ICVA has
expressed concern about the negative economic lmpact on inshore catcher vessels that could result from such
potential constraints on the competitive ex-vessel price of pollock landed and sold within the current AFA
mshore cooperative deSJgn

At its February 1999 meeting in Anchorage, the Council heard public testimony from mdepcndent catcher
| vessel owners recommending Council consideration of specific measures to reduce negative economic impacts
of this action on their sector of small entities. Specifically the measure calls for Council action to change AFA
language to allow independent catcher vessels to develop cooperatives among themselves. This modification
" would also climinate the restriction on independent catcher vessel owners to sell their catch to a specific
-shoreside processor, The objective of such action is to allow independent catcher vessel owners the opportunity
to work collectively as members of a fishery cooperative to maximize the economic returns for the individual
allowable catch of pollock established under the AFA. The objective could be realized with the proposed
estabhshment of greater flexibility among catcher vessels to land and sell their pollock to a shoreside processor
oﬂ'enng the highest available ex-vessel market price.
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The economic implications of this action on independent catcher vesséls would be positive. It would also allow
them to both retain the exclusive harvestmg privileged associated with their co-op s collective pollock allocation
as well as provide for their abrhty to accept the hlghest ex-vessel pnce for. such pollock landmgs as offered’ by
an eligible shoreside processor: Conversely, this optlon could result in unstable supply of pollock to shoreside
processors that, during cértain time penods are dnable to match ex-vessel pnce offers made by other shoresrde
processors "This could occur when various value—added products Wrth different proﬁt margms (eg. sunm1
 vérsus fillets) are being produced for drfferent markets by drfferent shoresrde processor and thus enabling therr
offering a significant price differential to mdependent catcher vessels Access to this price differential (sellmg
to different plants at different times) would benefit mdependent catcher vessel but could i impose dxrect negatrve
economic impacts on shoreside progessors and indirect negative unpacts on small entities dependent on such
processors: Based on SBA deﬁmtlon of small entities. shoresrde processors arenot consrdered hkely candrdates
for considération undef the RFA’ with' regard to negatrve unpacts of this rmtlgatmg rneasure However -an
undetérmined number of “shére-based small ‘éntities would be mdrrectly unpacted by negatrve économic
cotisequences of this’ actron Therefore, consideration of estabhshmg mdependent catcher vessel cooperatrves
ds a measure mitigating agamst negatwe impacts of the current AF A 1eglslatron, to some degree becomes a
trade-off between reducmg direct affect incurred by such catcher vesse!s while i mcrea.smg t.he potentral for
1nd1rect affecrs mcurred by shore- based small entltles shoresrde process0rs notwrthstandmg
R . e R ) bt
Potentrally srgmﬁcant economic and institutional efﬁc1encres could be further achreved if mshore catcher vessel
operators were allowed-to establish cooperatlves compnsed of membershrps whrch r.hey choose themselves
This is in' contrast to the existing" mshore AFA €o- op structure requrrmg €0-0p, membershrp strlctly as a
function of historical landmgs toa grven processor Establlshment of more efﬁcrent Iong-term cooperatwe
relatronshrps would exist among members if they are based on’ common]y shared objectrves as “well as on
econoniic efficienciés of scale create by business affiliation decisions. Sales to a ' specific processor Is a less
than optimal index of commonality in operational objectives among a sub-set of inshore catcher vessels.
Freedom to establish group. membership through independent chorce is an important design characteristic for,
establishing fishefy cooperatives with permanence in a free-tarket system The long-term viability of co-ops
has traditionally proven most successful when, they are naturally organized among members, who share
commitinent and loyalty based on their mherent commonalmes such as business focus, institutional structure,
operational philosophy, geographic relatronshrp, or cultural onentatlon "Such factors shouid be given due )
consideration wher mana.gers segk to foster the deve]opment of mshore pollock ﬁshery cooperatrves that will
realize long-term beneﬁts to both the ﬁshery partrcrpa.nts specrﬁcally, and to the natron m general
+ . gLy .
The current AFA ¢60p struitture does riot allow a cateher vessel to change it$ cooperatrve afﬁhatron from year N
to year and retain its harvest allocation concurrently To change co-op membership (and ex-vessel buyer
affiliation), the catcher vessel must fish in the open-access ﬁshery for one year (AFA Section 210(b)(5)) For -
this open-aceess year, thé AFA does not allow the vessel to retam its harvest privilege of pollock quota § share
It must compete for its shareof pollock in the race scenario of the ¢ open access fishery. Should the vessel |
owner choose to join-an AFA co-op the following year and sell to the co-op’s desrgnated shoresrde processor,
the harvest privilege for the catcher vessel would be reauthonzed This Open-access transiti on year requirement
creates economic and tesdurce inefficiencies associated with the cat:cher vessel’s harvest allocation amount.
Itis probable that this same amount of pollock would be harvested over a shorter time penod inthe open—access
fishery than if harvested under'a co-op arrangement Asa result open—access pollock harvests would generally
yield lower recovery rates and ¢reate conditions for less than optrmal market prices due to the surge in supply
Furthermiore, per unit operating costs would likely be higher for the open-access operatron than what could be
expected under a more flexible inshore cooperative structure. Generally speakmg, the transition year constraint -
imposed by the AFA on inshore catcher vessel owners who seek to shift their vessel’s membership between
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AFA co-ops, will create the potential for more, rather than less, inefficiencies in the inshore component of the
BSAI directed pollock ’ﬁshciry .

The precedmg discussion regardmg alternative co-op structure is an initial attempt to define the parameters of
this issue and provide some preliminary impact analysis. A separate and more thorough analysis of the issue -
. of co-op structure (and potential alternative structures) is provided i in Appendlx IV. Additional analyses are -
being prepared for Council review in April 2000. At that time the Council may take action to alter the co-op
structure rules for 2001 and beyond,

12.2. 11 Evaluation of Sideboard measures as Approved by the Council

L

12 2,111 Ob}ectwes of the Sideboards

The AF A mandates establishment of sideboard provisions to protect non-BSAI-poliock harvesters and
‘processors from the potential impacts resulting from the AFA allocations of BSAI pollock and the ability to
create pollock fishery co-ops. In certain cases the AFA was very explicit regarding the nature of the sideboard
provisions, but in general left a great deal of latitude to the Council in defining the specifics of these measures.
As such the list of alternatives and options analyzed in Chapters 6, 7, and 8 represent a combination of
Congressional intent and Council creativity in carrymg out Congress’ intent. The basic purpose of the
proposed measures is to maintain the ‘status quo’ - i.e., to maintain essentialiy the current distribution of
groundﬁsh and crab catch (and processing) among competing user groups. More specifically, the intent of the
measures is to prevent AFA pollock participants from 1 mcrea.smg their share of the harvest and processing of
‘ non-pollock spec1es under Council jurisdiction,

12 2112 Number and Descnptlon of Small Entities Affected

'.The number of entities affected by the srdeboard prowsrons is not on¢ and the same as the number of entities .
affected by the co-op structure analyzed in previous sections of this chapter. While section 12.2.8 described
affected entities, an additional discussion is provided here to specifically address the entities which wauld be
directly and indirectly impacted by the sideboard restrictions in non-pollock fishenies. '

Directlv affected vessels. plants,_and comga.nies

~ The entities directly affected by the sideboard limits are a very well defined group as defined by the AFA.
* Harvesters and processors eligible for the BSAI pollock fisheries, and which may form pollock cooperatives,
are either named specifically in the AFA or qualify by meeting specific criteria in the AF A. The Act specifies
by name 20 catcher processors (offshore sector), owned by nine different companies, that are eligible to
continue participating in the pollock fisheries. The Act further specifies three motherships-which are eligible
to process the mothership allocation under the Act, and lists 19 catcher vessels which are eligible to fish and
dehver that sector s allocatlon (2 others not specified are eligible through landings history).

For the inshore sector, the Act does not list the eligible plants and catcher vessels by name; rather, it stipulates
the la.ndmg,/processmg history necessary for eligibility. For catcher vessels that is >250 mt delivered onshore
in 1996, or 1997, or 1998 through September I, or >40 mt for vessels under 60'. We estimate there are 113 i
~ catcher vessels eligible in the mothership and inshore categories (92 for inshore delivery, 7 for mothership
delivery, and 14 which qualify for both), and ah additional 7 vessels which deliver to the offshore sector. A
shoreside processor must have processed >2,000 metric tons in both 1996 and 1997 to be eligible, except that
processors who did less than 2,000 mt 1n both 1996 and 1997 would also be eligible, but restricted from
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processmg more than 2,000 ‘mt in any fuiture year under the At "We estrmate that erght plants owned by 7
companies fall under these definitions.
Based on information from sectlon 122.8; as well as from mformatron contame'dwm Amendments 5 1/51 (the
- mshore/offshore 3 analysis) it appears'that the only drrectly affected ¢ entltles whlch would be cIa551ﬁed as small
-€ntities” ‘would be a subset of the 113 catcher vessels descnbed above. . Esseuttally this would be the
approximately 50-catcher vessels that-are predonunately mdependently owned, a.s descnbed earlier. The
remaining entities, including catcher/processors, motherships, shore plants, 4nd catcher vessels owned by larger
companies would exceed the cntena for deﬁmng small e_utmes . , s ey

- - .
PR S LB A

Indirectly impacted entities . e Cy

ot I

Depending on the specific sideboard alternatives chosen, a number of small, coastal communities in Alaska
‘could be” uupacted by the: proposed ‘actions - seetnon 12.2.8 identified 3 specnﬁc commumtles Srdeboard
‘limitations may mdlrectly impact coastal commumnes in whrch vessels'are homeported or to which they deliver
fish for processmg, and could: be either . positive or, negatlve dependmg on the specrﬁc alternatwes chosen Up
to 60 commumtres?appear to meet the deﬁmtlon of small ehtlty for purpose of the IR_FA ',‘ -

Indlrectly unpacted entities area consideration relatwe to the proposed actlon(s) smce xt is these vessels that
‘the’sideboard meastires are’intended to protect. These are ‘vedsels which’ pamcxpate m ﬁshenes other than
BSAI pollock and would be expected to benefit from the proposed sideboard’ measures, to the extent the
sideboard measures dre réstrictive to the approximately 50 AFA vessels clasmﬁed as small entitiés, 'Or, to the
extent less restrictive sideboard measures approved, these vessels would bé ‘négatively U'npacted’ relative to
more restrictive sideboard measures. Essentlally, sideboard measures were mtended to protect the non-AFA
vessels, many of which are small entities - the nature of those sideboard measures fépresents a tradeoff btween
AFA and non-AFA vessels. Taking BSAl'and GOA groundfish and crab ﬁshenes into account, there are as
many as '1;300" additional’ catcher vessels which would hkely quahfy as small entmes “and which’ would be
mdlrectly impacted (protected to varymg degrees) by the proposed Mmeasures. 'I'hrs mcludes both ﬁxed gear
and-trawl fishing vessels,’ ranging from 30 to over 100' in length many of wluch are mdependently cwned and
operated. s i

122113 Impacts of Approved Sideboard Measures ~ ' 1 - 7 < e

While the sideboards ate generally desrgned to preserve the status quo dJstnbutlon of harvest in the ﬁshenes
the Counci! considered and analyzed a wide range of altématives and options to effect such sideboards. These
are listed ih Chapter I, detailed andanalyzed in Chapters 4 through 8, and are summanzed in Chapter.11 wh1ch
describes the Counc1l 's final Preferred Altematwe The scope and nature of the proposed sideboard | measures
is intended to maintaih'status quo catch and processing dJStI‘lbl.lthI‘lS of groundﬁsh and crab between AF A and
non-AFA operatlons ""The small ent:tles directly affected (lmuted) Dby'the proposed actnons would llkely be
better off without sideboard restrictions in non-pollock fisheriés, but the Act does not allow for that alternative
(indeed the sideboards are legislated and ‘mitigation’ of the effects of these sideboards would counter the very
intent of the Act). On average, these entities should bé no worse offgwnh the sndeboard lumts assummg that
they are struchired to allow catch up to the amounts prewously enjoyed. Among the proposed 51deboard
alternatives and options there aré certainiy some that are more restrictive than othérs, and some of those could \
be expected to creaté significant impacts relative to other optxons which could be chosen. For example, the use
of landed catch only (as opposed to total catch) will generally reduce the : amount of the Sideb oard lumt for each
species, although for catcher vessels (the on]y small entltxes mvolved) tlus reductlon s not as Slgmﬁcant as for '
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the catcher/processor sector. Reductions in the level of the sideboard limit for AFA vessels will be offset, as
small entities in the non-AFA sector will realize that amount of gain in the amount of harvest available to them.

As another example, in the case of sideboards to limit catcher vessels activity in crab fisheries there are options -
which range from limiting those vessels to their past catch history, to denying them access to certain crab
fisheries altogether, In this case, the differences among the options are very siguificant, and in fact could
impact some catcher vessels disproportionately. For catcher vessels which are AFA-qualified, but rely to a
great extent on fisheries other than BSAI pollock, restricting the overall catcher vessel sector to an aggregate
historical limit will disproportionately burden those operators, who would now have t6 compete with other
vessels for a relatively smaller quota apportionment. In the case of AFA vessels which have significant reliance
on crab fisheries, losing their ability to fish crab at all would be expected to have a significant, negative impact,
based on current definitions of significance related to gross revenue losses (and a substantial number of these
vessels would be classified as smalf entities).

More restrictive sideboard measures will generally create greater impacts to the directly affected entities (AFA
vessels), which would be offset by greater benefits to the indirectly affected entities (the non-AFA vessels being
protected). The proposed measures themselves are designed to protect one group of small entities from the
impacts of a separate Congressmnal action - the Act itself, Within the suité of altemnative sideboard measures
there are a range of potential impacts to the directly affected small entities. In its deliberations, the Council
recognized that certain choices from among those alternatives would serve to reduce impacts to those small
entities relative to other options available.

122.11.4 Measures to Mitigate Impacts of Sideboard Measures

grExamp[es of decision areas which could result in significant impacts were summarized above. The Council’s
‘gﬁnal Preferred Alternative generally serves to maintain the status quo and keep in place the current catch
“distributions between AFA and non-AFA vessels. For catcher vessels in the groundfish fisheries the Council’s
Preferred Alternative generally uses their aggregate proportion of catch from 1995 through 1997 as the basis
for their allowable catch in future years, under the AFA. In order to mitigate unintended impacts to certain
. participants in these fisheries, the Council included an exemption to the basic sideboard limut - that is, AFA
vessels with less than 1,700 mt of BSAI pollock catch, and threshold landings of non-pollock species, are
exempted from the sideboard limit, and will be allowed to continue unrestricted in the other fisheries in which
they are engaged (subject to overall quota and PSC closures). The group of vessels most impacted by this
exemption are those which historically focused their efforts in the cod fisheries, but did enough pollock to
qualify under the AFA. Without the exemption these vessels would have been disproportionately and
negatively impacted by the sideboard limits. As structured they will be able to enjoy the benefits of the pollock
_fishery co-ops as well as continue their unrestricted involvement in other fishenes.

In generat the Council enacted similar restrictions for the crab fisheries, with some unpon:ant dxﬁ’erences which
- further restrict the AFA vessels participation, but which also include some mitigating measures for small
entities in that sector.- For Bristol Bay Red King Crab (BBRKC), the Council’s Preferred Alternative restricts
the AFA eligible vessels to an aggregate amount based on historical participation, much as with groundfish.
However, the Council included a wider range of vears to define that participation (1991 through 1997 as
opposed to only 1995 through 1997) which included years of larger harvest by those vessels, and which
therefore increased the level of their sideboard limit {(from about 9% up to nearly 13% of the available quota).

As with the example given in groundfish, there were some AFA vessels which actually had the majorii}f of their
income from fisheries other than pollock - specifically there were three AFA vessels identified in the analyses
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which had sngmﬁcant and Iong-term partlcrpatron in the oprho crab ﬁshenes Subjectmg these vessels to an
aggregate sideboard limit (shared with the other AFA vessels) would have resulted in disproportionate and
negatlve impacts to those vessels - essentially they would fose their ability to continue their historical fishing
"practices. To mitigate this issue, the Council chose a comprorruse which generally restricted AFA vessels’

parttcnpatlon in opilio, but a,IIowed those w1th a high’ dependence to contmue Spec1ﬁcally the Council
Preferred Altematlve only. allows AFA vessels to fish opilio if they ; ﬁshed oplho in at least four years between
'1988 and 1997, however if they do qualify they may fish unrestncted along w1th other crab vessels. The resuit
of that action is that 5 of the 39 potentlal crossover vessels (mostly small entrtnes) will be allowed to contmue
in the Oplllo ﬁshery 1

TR . R

122.12 Vesselsiexclqded from the pollock ﬁsheries »
R T A

Through analysis of the eligibility requirements, combined with testimony to the Council from affected
individuals, it has become apparent that at least two (possibly three) vessels with history in the BSAI poilock
fisheries have been excluded from future par’oetpatron ip that fishery by the ellgtblhty requrrements contained
inthe AFA. While these vessels have historical parttc:patton they d1d not participate In the recent (1996/1997)
penod required by the Act. , While these vessels do not compnse a substantlal number’ of small entities
(relative to the total which quahfy under the more general license limitation or to the total number of AFA-
ehgtble vessels), the exolusnon oould be  expected to have a srgmﬁcant negatlve unpact on their operatxons to
the extent that péllock fishing iri the BSAI historically contributed a large poruon of their total ﬁshenes income.

12.2.12.1 - Measures to Mitigate Impacts of this Exclusion e :

The list of eligible vessels is one of the two sections of the AFA that the Council cannot alter, The exclusion
of the vessels mentioned above ‘while of concern to the Councﬂ Is not an issue for, which. the Council- can
evaluate or cons:der mitigating alternatives: Only Congress through amendment tothe AFA, could effect such
a change! Therefore the exclusion is not being analyzed as part of the Counell s decision; rather itis. being
mentionéd as partof an overall package, compnsed ofboth Council actions ‘and Congressmnal mandates which
-will be implemented through a regulatory package bemg promulgated by NMFS. A potenttally compensatmg
factor is that they will aot be subject to sideboard restncttons in other ﬁshenes and can therefore attempt to
make up lost revenues by mcreasmg partxcnpatlon in other ﬁshenes Other rmtxgatmg altematlves are beyond
the pumew of the Counotl O S o .
12.2. 13 Recordkeepmg and reportmg requlrements (RRR) . o A o
Additional recordkeepmg and reportlng requnrements would be expected as a result of the creatron of several
inshore cooperatives that each independently utilize its own unique quantity of pollock catch as an aggregate
of the individual allocation of its member catcher vessels. The new recordkeepmg and reporting requirements
would be requrred to be subrrutted to NMFS by the ﬁshery cooperative management not by, each individual
catcher vessel Operating as‘a cooperatxve member. ‘Therefore this additional recordkeepmg and reporting
requirement would not adversely impact small entltles Inshore AFA cooperatlves would not quahfy as small
entities 2s deﬁned by the Small Business Admnmstranon ' .,

.

The proposed sideboard : measures are fot expected to requrre addrtronal recordkeeptng or reportmg for the
small entities identified; rather, the burden of accounting for the sideboard limits will fall to NMFS.

Part:crpatron in poliock C0-ops may necessitate additional paperwork burdens for these entities within the
structure’ of the co- op agreements in terms of catch and bycatch allocatrons and .accounting for thosel
allocations; however, such partrc;patlon would be voluntary and is outside the’ scope of the sideboard

i
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provisions, Processor stdeboard provisions, depending on the level at which they are implemented, could entail
additional recordkeeping and reporting for those processors, but they are not defined as small entities for
purposes of the IRFA, nor have decisions been made yet with regard to processor sideboards.

12214 Relevant Federal Rules

. This action is authorized by the AFA in conjunction with the Magnuson -Stevens Fisheries Conservation and
Management Act as amended in 1996. :

12.2.15 Summary and Conclusions
12.2.15.1 Co-op structure

Independent catcher vessel operators participating in the inshore component of the BSAI directed pollock

fishery will be affected, both positively and negatively, by the establishment of AFA fishery cooperatives.

However, as currently designed, independent catcher vessels could be expected overall to be worse off under

the AFA cooperative structure than compared with their experience under the open-access fishery of recent
years. The primary benefit to catcher vessel participation as an AFA inshore co-op member is that the vessel

owner receives some assurance for the option of catching a specific amount of pollock equal to the vessel's

catch history as determined by NMFS. The primary disadvantage is that this allocation may not be optimized
for its economic value given the absence of a competitive ex-vessel market with more than one potential buyer.

Furthermore, the potential catch would likely be reduced for mndependent catcher vessels that do not join an-
AFA cooperative, !

No catch allocation is granted to catcher vessels whose owners choose not to participate in an AFA co-op.
Therefore they must operate in the open access fishery that will, in all probability, be composed of a smaller

pool of allowable catch. This reduction in allowable catch in the open access. pollock fishery will occur in
the amourit equal to the reserved catch allocations granted by NMFS to catcher vessel operations that do choose
to join an AFA co-op. As a result, non-cooperative catcher vessels with smaller catch capacities may be
disadvantaged in the open-access fishery. This condition could be exacerbated in the event that catcher vessels
with small catch histories, but with large per-trip harvest capacity, choose not to join a co-op and intentionally
target pollock in the open-access harvest “pool”. Given the predicably shorter open-access fishery resulting
from a reduced available catch, the smaller the per-trip harvest capacity of an inshore independent catcher
vessel, the less successful its operation would be in the open access fishery created under the AFA,

Given their expected annual gross revenues of less than $3 million, many operators in the fishery impacted by
the proposed action are small entities, For many of the catcher vessels operating in the inshore component of
the directed pollock fishery, it may be assumed that these entities are independently owned and operated. in
‘addition, there are numerous catcher vessels in this fishery that, to some degree or another, are a blend of being
partially-owned or fully-owned by shore-side processors. However, the ownership characteristics of catcher
-vessels operating in the fishery has not been thoroughly analyzed to determine what degree, if any, they are
affiliated with a larger parent company. Furthermore, because NMFS cannot quantify the exact number of
small entities that may be indirectly affected by this action, or quantify the magnitude of those effects, NMFS
cannot make a finding of non-significance under the RFA, with regard to issues of inshore co-op structures.

HAS122N\DOC\SecRevew\afacal. wpd 317 January 2000



12.2. 15 2 Sidebo'ard measures' "
Srdeboard limits are estabhshed to limit the amount of non-BSAI pollock whrch cai be harvested by AFA-
eligible vessels. Generally these limits freeze in place the current distribution of catch between AFA and non-
AF A vessels. More restrictive sideboard options considered would negatrvely impact thé small entities involved
in the AF A fleet, relative to other options, though it is uncertain whether such differences would be srgmﬁcant

More lenient sideboard options would generally benefit the AFA flcet, though it would be at some expense 1o
the remaining (non-AFA) fleet, many of whom are also small entities. Inesserice, 'the degree of sideboard limits
represents a trade-off in impacts to two sectors of small ent:tres as is the case with most allocation-based

management actions.

o - > o Yo,
L S i M -

While the differences in sideboard options likely are not significant, particularly given the mitigating rneasures
included, they do affect a substantial number of small entities. In combination with the co-op structure issues
described in-this section, it is unpossrble to make a ﬁndmg of non-srgmﬁcance wrth regard to the collectrve
actions in this amendment package ' y .

o - O o : ' T . .
£ [

'y -

3 . Sectron 303(a)(9) -F rsheries Impact Statemerlt

>
s i
o

Thrs section of the Magnuson-Stevens Act réquires that 2 any management measure submrtted by the Councrl
take into.account potential impacts on the' participants in the fisheries, as well as partlcrpants in adjacent
fisheries. Chapters 6, 7, 8, anid 11 detailed the expected impacts of the altematrves on the | partrcrpants (AFA
eligible vessels and conversely, théhon-AFA vessels): The AFA established the pollock limited harvesting and
processing entities, the allocations among the sectors, and the provisions for development of cooperatives. The
AFA also established provisions for the development of sideboards, which are in fact designed to address-
impacts to other fisherics partlcrpants and the focus of this amendment paeka.ge is on' these Very ¢ srdeboards
i.e., the whole scope of the proposed measures is to'mitigate nnpacts on other ﬁshenes which may aris¢ as a -
result of the Actitself. The very nature of the'sideboards is to preserve the status quo, thereby mmumzmg the
impacts of the Act arid fishery cooperatives on the non-AFA fleets. The development of these srdeboard
measures, based on the analyses in the precedmg chapters is not expected to have 31gruﬁcant unpacts on other '
fisheries, other-than to protect their share of varidus fisheries resources. Basmg thé sideboard prov1srons on
" landed catch will increase the protection afforded td other fleets. Management of these caps should allow the .
AFA fleet to still conduct directed fisheries fcr species whrch tbey targeted durmg the years 1995 97 though _
perhaps at somewhat reduced levels .
. g ‘.

124 Sectlon 3(}3(b)(6) ermted Entry Consrderatrons

.

The AFA prescribed a lnruted entry program for the BSAI pollock harvest and processmg sectors by na.rrung .
the specific catcher processors, catcher vessels; mothershrps and shoresrde processors whlch are eligible:.
Nothing in this proposed amendment package addresses or attempts to revise that prescnbed set of players

The sideboard measures-are intended to limit harvest and processing by the AF A-ehgrble pamclpants in non-
pollock fisheres, and with the exception of alternitives in the crab srdeboards do not propose to further limit
entry in these fisheries. The notable exception is contained within certain alternatlves which would prohibit
AFA vessels from continuing to fish in certam crab fisheries, where they are otherwrse quahﬁed under the
Council’s license limitation program (LLP). . "

In October of 1998 the Council revised its crab LLP by imposing additional recent participation requirements
(had to have fished in 1996, 1997, or 1998 in addition to the original requirements). This action reduced the
overall crab fleet from 365 to approximately 297 vessels. Of the remaining 297 vessels approximately 40 of

R
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those are also AFA-eligible and are limited, for certain species/area endorsements, from future participation
in the crab fisheries. In some crab fisheries they are also limited to their historic portion of the crab GHL.

- The Bristol Bay red king crab fishery and opilio fisheries are good examples. In the BBRKC fishery, AFA
vessels must be LLP qualified to fish. They will then be capped at their average landings history for the five
years the fishery was open from 1991-97. The opilio fishery was treated differently. A vessel must have had
landings in the opilio fishery in at least four years from 1988-97 to be allowed to participate in this fishery
under the AFA sideboards. This action reduced the number of vessels eligtble to participate in the fishery by
about 35 when compared to the LLP program. In bairdi, no fishing will be aliowed unless and until the
biomass is rebuilt. '

A separate analysis was prepared which will be incorporated as part of the overall AFA amendment package.
That analysis, prepared by Dr. Scott Matulich of Washington State University under contract to the Council,
examined the issue of relative dependence on the crab fisheries of all participants, including the AFA vessels
which could be most directly impacted. That analysis is included as Appendix III to this document.

[2.5 National Standards

The following National Standards contained within the Magnuson-Stevens Act are addressed, where refevant
to the actions taken by the Council under this amendment package. Most of these standards would not be
affected by the proposed sideboard provisions - while fundamental in-season management changes are implied
by some of the alternatives, they do not change the overall management structure relative to the National
Standards.

National Standard | - Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while achieving, on- -
a continuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery, The Council’s preferred alternative would not impact
National Standard !.

National Standard 2 - Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific
information available. Information contained in this amendment package was derived from the best sources
of information available to Council and NMFS Staff.

National Standard 3 - To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit
throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination. Nothing
within this amendment package will impact how NMFS and ADF &G manage fish stocks in relation to National
Standard 3. '

National Standard 4 - Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of
different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various U.S. fishermen,
such allocation shall be {A) fair and equitable to all such fishermen, (B) reasonably calculated to promote
conservation, and (C) carmed out in such a manner that no particular, individual, corporation, or other entity
acquires an excessive share of such prnivileges

Specific limited entry and allocative measures were prescribed by the AFA, but those are not the focus of this
amendment package. Allocation of pollock and associated groundfish among the co-ops will be required by
NMFS, but that is also fairly prescribed by the Act. Within the possible sideboard measures there are
alternatives which will impact the distribution of the groundfish sideboard allowances among sector or co-ops,
although such sideboards are generally prescribed by the Act. The Act also contains provisions to limit shares
of harvest and processing, though again those measures are not included in this amendment package. One
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aspect of the sideboard which could further limit entry are options which would preclude AF A catcher vessels
from further participation in certain BSAI crab fisheries. = This exclusion is based on AFA, LLP, and
participation history in the crab fisheries, not on any criteria of state resndency.

National Standard 5 - Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, consider efficiency
in the utilization of fishery resources, except that no such measure shali have economic allocation as its sole
purpose. The Council’s preferred alternatives provided protections for non-AFA fishing ﬂeets as mandated
by the AFA. Within that system, efficient operations (both AFA and non-AF A) should contmue to compete
for the non-AF A species.

National Standard 6 - Conservatlon and management measures shall take into account and allow for vanattons
among, and contmgenmes in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches. \

The passage of the AFA precludes most of the fishing fleet from future i)articipatieri in the BSAI pollock
fisheries. Conversely, the sideboard provisions developed by the Council are designed to limit the AF A vessels
and processors in terms of what they can do in the non-pollock fishenies. The combined effect of these actions
will be to lock in place the relative catch distributions by sector and species. Relative.to the status quo
fisheries, this ‘will decrease the flexibility to enter and exit fisheries and decrease the ability to respond to
variations and contingencies among ﬁshenes such as quota ehanges price changes and market fluctuations.

National Standard 7 - Conservation and management measures shall, where practxcable minimize costs and
avoid unnecessary duphcatlon

Primary costs associated with the proposed measures (other than opportunity costs discussed above) will fall
on the NMFS as additionial implementation, monitoring, and enforcement requirements are created. Depending,
on the level at which sideboard limits are applied, these additional costs to the agency could be significant.
Chapter 9 addresses these issues in some detail.
National Standard 8 - Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation
requirements of this Act (including the prevention of overfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into
account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to (A) provide for the sustained
participation of such commurutles and (B) to the extent practicable mmtm1ze adverse impacts on such
commumnes
While none of the proposed actions directly involve community level issues, some of the sideboard provisions
could indirectly affect coastal communities to the extent that the vessels directly affected are homeported or
deliver catch to those communities for processing. 'No attempt has been made to quantify those impacts as they
are generally expected to be along the lines of status quo - 1.e., the provisions are designed to mamtam the
current dlstnbutlons of catch by specxes among, the vanous ﬁshenes part|c1pants

National Standard 9- Conservat:on and management measures shall, to the extent pt;acticable (A) minimize
bycatch and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortahty of such bycatch

SldeO&l’d caps were calculated based on landed catch hlstory of the AFA fleet. The Council selected this

option because they did not wish to give catch history credit for dxscarded fish. The extent to whzch the dlscard_
rates of the fleets vary by spec1es was provided in Chapter 11.
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The Council may reduce the bycatch caps overall through the amendment process. One of the issues discussed
in this analysis is the necessary bycatch associated with current fisheries, now that bottom trawling is banned
for pollock. However, any savings in that area is likely to be small, since the poliock fisheries have histonically

accounted for a small portion of the crab and halibut bycatch.

National Standard 10 - Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, promote the

safety of life at sea.

The preferred alternatives selected by the Council should not have ary negative impacts on the safety of life

at sea.
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