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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 
AF A. The Council is recommending that consistency be achieved by (I) having the same definitions of inshore 
and offshore in the BSA! 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 
I/O species (BSA! pollock and GOA Pollock and Pacific cod); and, ( 4) the duration of the I/O regulations 
should be the same for the BSA! 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/O species. Provisions of the AF A may negate the need for such a requirement due 
to explicit BSA! pollock allocation in the AF A, though non-AF A 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-op agreements, including options which were 
identified by the Council in the previous two meetings. Inaddition to disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics 
(for which regulations are being developed separately), the Council proposed the following: 

• limit co-op agreements to specific duration (1-6 years) 
• prohibit linkages of membership to delivery of non-pollock species 
• require contracts to be submitted by December .I 

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 
cin these issues: (I) 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 I of the year prior to fishing; (3) prohibit co-op 
agreements from requiring vessels to deliver species other than BSA! pollock to their AF A processor; and ( 4) 
co-op agreements shall require the disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics. 

Chapter 6 

The Act specifies in Syction 211 (b )(2) that "beginning January 1, 1999 catcher/processors eligible under 
paragraphs (1) through (20) of section 208(e) are prohibited from, in the aggregate -
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(A) exceeding the percentage of the harves(fNaUable in the offshore component of any Bering Sea 
and Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery (other than the pollack fishery) that is equivalent to the total 

-harvesfby such catcherlP.rocessors apd the.qatcherlprocessors lis!ed in section 209in {he.fishery 
in 1995, .1996, and 1997 relative to the total amount available to he harvestet:J by fhe 9.ffshore. 
component in thr fishery in 1995, J.996, and I 997; . . .. , . .- . . .. 

0 
(B) exceeding the percentage of the prohib~ted spfcies ayailable in .t!Je offshore component, of any_ 
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands ground.fish fishery (other than the po/lock jishery)/hat is equivalent 
to the total of the prohibited species harvested by such catcher/processors and the 
catcher/processors listed in section 209 in the fishery in 199 5, 1996, and 1997 ·relative to the tq,tal 1 

amount of prohibited species available to be harvested by the offshore component in ihe fishery in. 
1995, 1996, and/997; and . . . . . .q• ... · - . 

. - . . . . . . 

(C).fishing for Atka macker~l in th~. eastern area 9f the B'}ring Sea and Aleutian Islands and from: 
exceeding the following percentages of the d(rected harvest ava[lqble ~n·theBering Sea and Aleutiq.n :" 
lslan_ds Atka mackerel fishery-:.~ · • - ; ' - :;,·, . ~ 

- . ....;· 

. (i) 11.5 percent in the central area; and .-.. •. _, 
(ii) 20 percent in the western area. ·· 

. ' ~. ... . - .... .. 
The Act was quite specific in how the catcher/processor sideboards were to be structured as. a _r,e~ult of 
negotiations in Washington, DC. However the AF A _is equally specific in stating that the Council could change . 
the sideboard's struct1,ire to mitigate against.the adverse_imp_acts of cqoperatives. Section 2l3(c) authorizes: 
the Council to reco~_end additional conservation apd managem~~t measures as necessary to mitigate adverse 
effects in fisheries caused by the AF A or cooperatives in the ,directed pollock fish~ry. s9 long as any such 
measures i:ake into account all factors affecting the fisheries and a;e imposed fairly and equitaQly Jo th~ extent· 
practicable among and within the sectors in the directed_ pollack fishery. Changes were made to the 
"negotiated" sideboards for the l 999 fishing seasons, and further revisions are being considered as part of this ·_ 
amendment package. 

o 
~_} . 

' . . 
ChaP.ter 6_ prgvides an analysis of the catcher/p~ocessor sidebqard caps. Sideboard caps set the maximum . 
amounts ofBSAI non-pollock ground.fish that.the 29AFA"catcher/pr~ssors, listed by name, can harvest in 
future years. The caps are set as a percentage of TAC and not aset tonnage. Setting the caps as a percent of 
TA Cs allows the caps to increase or decrease relative to the available quota .. The _sideboard ~ps are harvest 
limits and not allocations. Only BSAI pollack w.asdistributed as an ~llocation lJ.llder the AFA · Once·the · 
c:atcher/processors reach a cap they will be required to either stop fishing all together or stop fishing in the non- · 
pollock target fisheries, depending on how_ the Council structures this program. 

~ - -, .. f ... - . ;, . . .. ~ . 

Seyeral optioO:S for d~velopip.g sideboard caps ~e;e considered by the Coun~iI- Sideboard ~aps could bebased . 
o~ the _1995-97 catch histories of the 20 eJigible catcher/pr:ocessors _or the 2_0 eligible catcher'/processors plus .• 
the !lllle ineligible catcher/processors. :After dec_iding whi~h vessel's-history to include, the Co_uncil then had .. ' 
to decide whether to base tf?.e. history 09-either their nop.-pollock target fishery catch ~r. their. catch in all target : . 
fi~heries. :a-These decisions ,_yiel_d ~e -numerator for calculating- the percentages of future TACs. The 
denominator for the calculation could use ei_thenotal historic catch or the TAC available these years. Table 
1 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 ~s ~ 
constant as those caps are prescribed in the AF A. 

" · . • ': l_ rl, ·. , _,..-
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• Table 1: Percentage of future TACa~iable to·20-.AFA catcbe·r processors under various sideboard 
.options for six possible directed fisheries. Tonnage range is derived by using the range of possible 
percentages multiplied by the 1999 T ACs. 

. . ,' .....~--. 

· 

Fishery (TAC or catch) 
Non-Pollock 
Targets 20 

All Targets Nori.-Po,lock All Targets 29 
20 Targets 29 

" . 
Yellowfin sole 
'.! . 

.~t ;-

!':•' 

TAC 
Catch 

Range 

· 19.7% 
23.8% 

20.0% · 23.3% 23.7%" 
24.1% 28;1% 28.6% 

(36,839 - 53~482 mt) 

Pacific cod 

.,,. 

TAC 
Catch 

_Range 

·, 
12.8% 
13.7% 

17.4% 26.3% ., 33.4% 
18.7% 28.2% 35.9% · 

(5,369'- 15,069 mt) 

Atka mackerel W. AI• TAC 
Catch 

Range 

20.0% 
20,0% 

20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 
20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 

· (4,590 mt) 

Atka mackerel C. AI 

·• 

TAC 
Catch 

Range 

11.5% 
11.5% 

11.5% 11.5% 11.5% 
-., I• 

11.5% 11.5% 11.5% 

(2,190 mt) 
;-

..Other flatfish 

::: 

TAC 
catch 

Range 

11.0% 
16.5% 

11.4% 13.1% 13.6% 
17.0% 19.7% 20.4% 

. (8,362 - 15,508 mt} 

Rock sole TAC 
Catch 

Range 

5.1% 
6.0% 

6.0% 7.3% 8.9% 
7.2% 8.7% 10.6% 

(4,335 - 9,010 mt) 

• • 

Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97 

The Council also considered a sub--option that would divide the sideboard caps by the quarter of the year in 
which the qualifying harvest wasmade. 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 cfi!ncult tomarketand 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 AF A catcher/processors can market early in-the year. 

PSC-sideboard caps are also being developed. These caps are based on the amount of PSC that was harvested 
by AF A 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 . 
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Table 2: Percent of PSC By catch Hanre~ted by the ;\FA Catch_er: Prgcess_or:s in the BSAI from 1995-97, 
and Estimated Future PSC Caps Based ~n-1999 Apportionments · · · ·;,. · 

Non-polfock Targets Pollock Targets AliTar_get Fisheries 
. ,. ... AFACPs AFACPs AFA CPs 

- . 
PSC Species . 20 CPs ' 29 CPs· 20 CPs __·2_9 CPs 29CPs_ 29 CPs --

.,_!----------y-· ___ _of_F~~~reP_er_c..,.~_nt-=--.PSC Apportionments 
HalibutMortality 5.60% 8.42% 2.22% ·' · '3.41% 7.82% · 11.82% 
' C. bairdi (Zone 1) 12:68% , 14.02% °I.01% · · .2.26% 13.68% 16.28%' 

- ~ .. --C. bairdt (Zone 2) - 4.20% -s:02% 0.'12%' ·oAI% , 
,•. J ~- • 

Red King Crab (Zone 1) - 0.63% 0.65o/o .-. 0.70% ~ . 1.74% 1.33% 2.39% 

Herring 0.57% 1.20% 19.36% 21.85% 19.94% 23.05%· ~-- -, .. 
fi.40% __ .13.56% _ ~- opilio .,0.98% 2.13% _.12.38%. ... 15.69% 

.,~Chinook Salmon 1.39% 2.84% : . 17.10% -. 21.24% 18.~8%· 24.09%'. 
' ' 

Estimates of Future Cai>s Based on 1999 Trawl PSC Aooortionments 
' Halibut Mortality (mt) 206 309 82 . · ·, 125 288_ 434: 

I
·- ·• 

C. bairdi (Zone I)' 9'.(000 · - · ·102:ooq 7,000· 16,000 100,000 - .. 1 f8,000 
i:· .. . . 

.. C. batrdi (Zone 2) 77,000 93,00Q 2,000 -··, 8,000 79,000 101,000 . . 

Red King Crab (Zone l) 1,200 1,300 · 1_400 3,400 2,600 4,700 

Herring (mt) 10 .. • a,• ,_ .: - , 20 ··.326, . ...... . . 336 __368 388 

C. opilio. · 496,000 ,: 590,000 43,000 -93,000 539,000 683,000' 
'' '.• ' ' Chinook Salmon n/a n/a 11.800 · 13,800 11,800 13,800 

0 

 

,

1 

· 

I 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR i:>SC Bycatch Data·(File.Names BS95HALX, BS96HALX, : 
~d BS97HALX) .; · · - "- · , 
t ; ,?./': 

Estimates' of historical byc~tch in the poll~ck fish~ry were included in'Tab'le 2, because the Council requested ; 
an estimate ofhow much bycatch w~t!ldbe needed if the pollack fishery was conducted in a pelagic mode. The · 
requested estimates.indicate that halibut mortality could be reduced by 22 mt to as much as 74,mt,.compared 
to the numbers in the second section of Table 2~depending on the method used to calculat~·the reduction. 
Reductions Jnthe numbers of crab requir~d ~ere even more di~atic, with t:4~largest reduc~ions being 
calculated based on a pelagic definition ofliarvesting' less thrui' 20·crabs per tow asopposed· to· the gear based 
definition. It is µnlikely that the estimates of PSCreductio~ are "ap'propriate for an orderly prosecution of the· 
pollack fishery ina pelagi~ mode, especially given the structifral changes in the fishery brought on by steller 
sea lion concerns. However, some reductions maybe possible'given hi~toric.PSC bycatch levels in the pollack 
fis~ery when non-pelagic trawl gear·was allowed_'.., •-~-:'· !- . ·.' · . 

• • I •• M';. 

The Council also reviewed information in the analysis which evaluated the historical levels of retained vs 
discarded ground:fishcatch. The Council, sPreferred Aitematives forcatcher/processor sideboards, asapproved ' 
in June I 999, are detailed in Chapter 11 ~ii'in' a later section··of this Executive_ Swnrnary:·, · .' . ·_ 

'. .J • ~ ••• ••· ,,.-, ~ L ,,, .... < . - ... •~ L ~ • • • •• 

Chapter 7 

To mitigate the impact of AFA on the non-pollack fisheries, section 21 l(c) mandates that "by no! later than 
July l, 1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommend/or approval by the Secretary conservation and 
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management measures to - {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 fisheries 
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollack 
fishery". lnis _chapter describes the options selected by the Council for constructing catcher vessel sideboards. 

Wh_ile language in the Act refers to the aggregate traditional harvest levels of AF A catcher vessels as a basis 
for determining sideboard levels, there is no further specification on measures o_ftraditional 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 scallops independently of the general sideboard 
rules being considered for non-pollock groundfish in the BSAJ and GOA, and this chapter is organized 
accordingly. · · 

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

The first option would·prevent AF A _catcher vessels from participating in any BSAI crab fishery. A total of · 
I 02 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 ofnon-AFA vessels. The" 
bulk of these endorsements are for the BSAI Tanner and Bristol Bay red king crab fisheries. Option 2 would 

to
prohibit AF A catcher vessels from fishing C. bairdi or C opilio, resulting in the vessels forfeiting the rights 

use 42 BSAI Tanner endorsements. A sub-option allowing vessels which made landings in I 995, I 996, and~· 
i997 to continue their participation in the crab fisheries would exempt IOvessels from options I and 2, and 
reduce the number of forfeited endorsements by 23 and IO,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 BSAJ 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 anx crab fishery except for Bristol Bay red king crab, reducing the number of eligible crab endorsements 
by 61. 

As ari, alternative or adjunct to the above restrictions, a sixth option would limit the crab harvest of AF A 
catch6r vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest based on their percentage of the total catch in I 995, 1996, 
and 1997. By itself, this option would allow AF A vessels to fish any of their crab LLP endorsements, subject 
to a cap based on historical averages. Traditional levels of harvest would allow AF A catcher vessels to take 
up to 10 percent of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, 2 percent of the C. opilio fishery, I 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 potential disclosure problems 
for analysis and enforcement should the sub-option be adopted. 

Each of the options described above can be applied either to AF A catcher vessels that have entered into a 
cooperative agreement, or to all AF A qualified catcher vessels regardless of their cooperative membership 
status.· Among industry concerns with the latter are worries that individuals with less historic catch in pollack 
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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 pollack catch histories may 
cause these•individuals to relucta.Qtly join cooperatives if they perceive.enough bargaining-power to improve 
their share· of the non-ground:fish caps: ·Similarly, decisions on whether, ornot to join cooperatives'will be. 
affected by the chosen duration of the sideboard caps relative to the effective duration of cooperatives. 

' . ~ ..,. -• ·,., '. : . 

Scallops .\.'. 

"'I~• 

Sideboards' for scallops are· to be based on an AF A catcher. vessel's traditional catch. Two options were . 
considered as.qualifying ti,me periods. The first is the years· l 996 and 1997, thesecond option is for .1997. 
alone. Sideboards will. be apportioned acc.or'ding to the percentage of statewide catch. OL alternatively as· a 
percentage of the PSCcap to limit scallop harvests according to crab bycatch. 

Only one AFA catcher vessel, the Forum Star, has a recent scallop history, and its harvests in this fisherya~e.' 
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 beJimitedto 
either 34,000 pounds or 65,600 pounds, for each of the two options, respectively.. ' · ',,. , · '. 

Apportioning sideboards as a percentage of PSC caps is not as straightforward since the OHL 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 infonnation is not reported at the vessel level.· Adoption 
of this sub-'option could have highly variable results depending.on the locations qfthe Forum Star's fishing· 
activity and the·spatial concentration' of it_s bycatch. ·~l'.t ,; ' '' '', :,. ~ ' 

•~.i-.I ' i ) 

\ . 'BSAJ Ground.fish 
~·. ' .

are
'. ~ 

i ·~-

Groundfish sideboards for the various species to be set as apercentage of future TA Cs according to:the'. 
traditional catch of AF A catcher vessels, aggregated by either the individual cooperative or sector level:. While 
the Act designates three sectors in section 208, the eligibility requir,ements 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· l 20 catchera'vessels eligible under the Act, 92 meet the criteria for·· 
delivering.to. the inshore sector, 7 are qualified for delivering to motherships, 14 can deliver to both the inshore 
and mothership sectors, and 7 can deliver to catcher/processors.· · 

Various options· revolve around the determination ·of traditional catch for both the numerator and· the 
· denominator:of the percentage calculation. 1There are two base!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; wliich affect how some species have been accounted· r 

for-in making those calculations. Naturally,.these:inconsistencies are much more pervasive throughout.the 
longer time period, wpere some·ofthe 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 AF A catcher fleet as a whole, , 
perhaps because the contingent of AF A qualified vessels made up a lesser portion of the total pool ofharvesters 
in the earlier years than it has in more recent times. Changes in pollack season length overtime.and related·:· 
bycatch rates are also likely variables that may have had a role in. the different outcomes. 

~ ' ' 

' xviii 

0 



.,,.,.-,.:- ~ ..~ '.'j .• ''i . ' . 
' ·\/ 

...... 

• In addition to both time p_eriods, the Council requested that. traditional catch be presented in terms of all catch 
of a particular species, including amounts accrued as bycatch in the pollack 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 perceritage of catch for the years 1995 through 1997. As with catcher processor sideboards, the Council also 
reviewed information on historical 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 th e years 1995 -97 .. 

~ 

Speciesby TAC Grouping _- CV Inshore 
92 Vessels 

CV to IN/MS 
14 Vessels 

CV to MS 
7 Vessels 

CV to CP 
7 Vessels 

All AFA CVs 
120 Vessels 

Percent of TAC 

Estimates of available cap (mt) -

_All targets / Total catch 

73.58% 7.80% 2.46% 

30,606 3,244 - 1,023 

9.15% 

3,806 

92.99% 

38,679 

Percent of TAC 

Estimates of available cap (mt) _ 

Non:-pollock targets / Total catch 

66.26% 6.20% 2.03% 

· 25,281 2,400 815 · 

7.88% 

2,937 

82.37% 

31,433 

Percent of TAC 

Estimates of available cap (mt) 

Non-pollock targets/ TAC 

63.65% 5.96% 1.95% 

26,475 2,479 811 

7.57%. 

3,149 

79.13% 

32,914• 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 AF A qualified 
vessels versus just those vessels which have joined a cooperative. -As :written, catcher vessel eligibility under 
AF A 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 options currently under C 

cons~deration. · Nonetheless, some likely impacts could be anticipated. If the sideboard caps were assigned to ·. · 
vessels eligible to join cooperatives, catcher vessel operators with small pollack histories who would heave 
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 inthe open access fishery for pollack without being constrained by the sideboard caps 
irnpog~don cooperatives. Some vessel owners will likely decide that the sideboard caps are too onerous, when 
comp:ired to the benefits derived from cooperative membership. . 

·~ 
Another sub-option applies the above sideboard limits separately to three classes of AF A catcher vessels 
depending on their pollack 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 minority in any cooperative where the main 
bargaining chip is total pollack catch, this sub~option could level the playing field. Operating under a separate • xix 



cap.could allow these vessels to retain a more representative share of their traditional ground.fish catch. The 
resulting estimates show that for the inshore sector, 16 yessels 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 
pollockcatch27.5 percent, and57 inshore vessels with< 5,000 mtofpollock history 54 percent. ltis unknovm 
if the vessels in these categories would be better off under the sub-caps. . . . . .- . 

t.,. r---

Q 

There are six alternatives that could govern the temporal assignment 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 scenario, AF A catcher vessels would have no opportunity 
to harvest at levels above their traditional catch histories. Alternatively, a second option stipulates that the caps 
be apportionedquarterly or semi-annually according to the times of year they were earned. Quarterly divisions 
of catcl1; history maybe important for flatfish species if prices are strongly influenced by the quantity of product 
reaching 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 1 ?97, and vessels which traditionally targeted oth~r• 
ground.fish. The Pacific cod cap would be split according to eacli group's collective share and applied only. 
prior to March 1of each year, thus reappo!t:1oning some of this species to vessels which traditionally targeted' 
ground.fish other than poUock.. Sub-dividing the Pacific cod ~ap in this way would likely benefit the nine· 
c::atchervessels that harvested a greater prop_ortion ~f catch in. 0,~~on-poHock fisheries prior ·to ·March 1. They 
wo~_ldhave access to 4 - 5 times_<l;S much Pac_ific cod as the other 111 vessels during the early part of the yea~.· 

j 

. ,.,1) .... .. ~ 

A fourth option would make groundfish sideboards effective only during "nonnal" pollock. seasons, defined. 
either .by 1998 open access dates or 1999 s~a.son dates 1.11odified by Stellar sea lion concerns, which are still. 
being developed. Proponents of this option claim that there· w9uld be no more impacts from cooperatives , 
warranting special protection d·uring the off seasons for pollock than there were histori~ally:' The sideboard 
caps would be based on amounts harvested when the pollock season was open. This option may allow the AF A 
catcher vessels to harvest amounts ofgroundfish in excess of their traditional ca.tch. 

o 

The fifth option, which exempts catcher vessels that deli~er tcimotherships · from die sideboards prior t~ 
February 1, would allow this sector to take advantage of the time between the Januarv 20th trawl gear opening 
in the BSAI and the February l start oftheir.pollbck'~A" season . .-While the opportunity for these· vessels to 
exceed their traditional catch inother groundfish likely exists during this time window, there is insufficient data 
o~ which to base reliably estimated catch rates.· ; '· · .. 
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 pollack sea.so~ is closed during the month of February. Should the closure 
length between the Stellar sea lion modified potlock season's increase beyond five days in February, this option' 
would allow the AF A pollock fleet to corilpete with the non-A~ A fleet for non~pollock species: Again, the I 
potential would arise for the AF A fleet to· exceedits traditionat' catch . o(sideboard species. ·· ;: · . . . . 

an
t, ....... 

The Council also c~nsidered, and finally adopted, ~ption which exempts certain ~essels from·ground.fish 
sideboards in both the GOA and BSA.I. Th~se·exemj:Jtions are based on a combination of BSAI pollock 
thresholds and participation thresholds in those other 'fisheries . These are detailed in Chapter 11, 
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Proposed ~ltematives for the enforcement and monitoring of sideboards include options to do so'by vesseiclass l 

andsector or by individual cooperative. While logistical considerations dictate a ·preference for the forme},': 
applying caps on an·almos~ fleet.:wide basis_may frustrate thee~oris of cooperatives tci"fish rationally ·silice · 
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they wouldhave to co~pete against each.other for anoverall cap .. On the other hand, there are confidentiality 
issues that would haye to be addressed if the sideboards were applied at the .cooperative level. Once the 
sideboards are reached for a particular species, detennining which fisheries close as a result will likely depend 
on the method employed for determining the caps. For ex.ample, if the sideboards are based only on AFA 
catcher vessel's non-pollack catch, then growid:fish closures subsequent to attainment of the caps will likely 
prevent AFA vessels from harvesting their pollack allocation. 

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

The historic ground.fish catch ratios will be applied to all P·sc species, so· AFA catcher vessels would be 
· capped at 49 percent of halibut and crab species allocated to the Pacific cod target fishery. Estimated 
percentages foreach_PSC target fishery grouping and an estimate of the future halibut allocations are provided 
in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Percent of future BSAI PSC caps based on catch history ratios of AFA catcher vessels to all 
vesse Is, f, or th e vears 1995 -97 b PSC t ar2.et ti IS h d • � erv e ti IIll'f 10n .Y 

AF A Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries 
CV Inshore ICV to IN/MS ICV to MS ICV to CP All AFA CVs 

PSC Target Categories 
92 Vessels 14 Vessels 7 Vessels 7 Vessels 120 Vessels 

Percent of Future Year's PSC Allocation 
Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Ground.fish2 32% 7% 2% 3% 44% 
YeHowfin Sole 10% 1% 0% 1% 12%
!Pacific Cod1 38% 4% 1% 5% 49%"
Rock sole/Other flatfish . 13% 

Future Year's Halibut Allocation (mt) based 
· Atka mackere~ollock/Other Ground.fish2 80.0 

2% 
on 1999 PSCs 

17.5 

1% 1% 
and the Percenta~es 

5.0 7.5

17% 
Above 

110.0;
Yellowfin Sole 100.5 10.5 0.0 10.5 121.5 
Pacific Cod1 • 589.0 62.0 15.5 77.5 744.0 
Rock sole/Other flatfish 103.5 16.0 8.0 8.0 135.5 

• 
1 
 

 

Source: NMFS Blend data for the years 1995-97 for denominator, and Fishtickets and NORP AC Observer data 199 5-97 
for the numerator. 
Notes: 
l) Only 1997 data were used for the Pacific cod fishery. 
2) Estimates for the Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Ground.fish category do not reflect the changes that have occurred 
in the pollack fishery for 1999. · · 

GOA.iGroundfish- · 

Ground.fish sideboards for GOA flatfish fisheries were developed separately. Those will be based onhalibut 
P SC caps and/9r 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 
percentage 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 
cappecl 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 close to 75 percent. Typically all other 
species caps would remain at less than• 15 percent. The Council also exempted certain vessels from GOA 
sideboards, based on a combination of BSAI pollack landing thresholds and GOA catch history thresholds . 
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0 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 
halibut 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 AF A 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 aportion of the flatfish TA Cs 
in the Gulf goes unharvested. However; the Council also considered limiting GOA flatfish based on the 
historical·harvests of these species .. · · '· , · '··. · 

Initial estimates indicate that the catcher vessel sideboard caps would equal about IO percent of the halibut 
allocated to the deep"water complex, and about 20 percent of the ·shallow water complex allocation. These 
rates equate to about 92 and 212 mt of halibut ih those fisheries, respectively. Releasing.the halibut cap by., 
quarter, in proportion to the AF A vessel's historic catch,.would· result in about H percent of thedeep water 
complex halibut allocation being released in the first quarter, 67 percent in the second quarter, ,18 percent in, 
the third quarter, and lour percent in the final quarter. Distriliution of the shallow water complex halibut cap 
would be approximately equal across all four quarters of the year. 

Th~ Council, sPreferred Alternatives for catcher ,vessel sideboards, as ~pp roved in June I 999, are detailed in : 
Chapter 11 and in a·later section of this Executive Summary. · : \ 

I . • , . . 

Chapter 8 

' ! '· 
Chapter 8 examines the impacts of imposing limits on Pf.()Cessing ofgroundfish in the GOA, crab in the BSAI,, 
and non-pollack groundfish in the BSAI .. The limits would affect wocessors eligible to.p~rticipate in pl)llock , 
cooperativ<:s authorized by the American Fisheries Act (AF A). The analysis presented in Chapter 8 examines·: 
tµe language in the AFA, analY,zes the current structure of the ind~stry, and develops IO.specific options_foi. 
implementing 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 conclusions regarding the· 

1effectiveness of the options in fulfilling the_ mandates of the AF A. . • . • • : · . · · 
". ' , , . 1 _ , , •· ·01 ', · 

The AF A stipulates that the Council shall submit measures by July of 1999 to "protect processors not eligible 
to participate in the directed pollack fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives 
in the dir~cted pollack fishery." The AF A provides _specific'.gi;i!iil~es for crab processing limits _and prc,vides' 
the basis' of the 10% Ownership Rule (below) which defines'AFA entities." . . 

!fa company has a 10 percent or more ownership stake in an AF A-eligible processing facility, then all other 
processing facilities in which that company has 10 percent ownership will also be consideredpartot'the AF A­
entity. For purposes of the analysis, the lease of a facility will be considered ownership of that facility. 

: _ .. , ,-, · :·'. .. J.:.·. , · _ , , . '· ' r1· <..' • 

1'.: • : J 

The analysis of ownership develops organization c;harts for the -1.Sentities that were found to .encompass all_ 
of the processiµg facilities that, according the tq AF A, \i\lillbe eligible to process ppllock in directed fisheries. 
The analysis used a literal ip.terpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule to develop the entities. Organization 
charts for several entities that are not associat~ with AF A 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 Developri!ent Corpo~ti(!n; have ownership interests in AF A facilities ' 
and are included in the 15 AF A entities. )be table below, summarizes the findings of the organizational 
analysis of AF A facilities, companies, and entities. · · • 
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Entities Com anies • Mothershi s Facilities · 
AF A Facilities 15 18 3 33 
Facilities in AF A Companies 15 20 . IO 62 

·' 

Summary of Eligible Fa".ilities, Companies, and ·Entities under the AF A 

Notes: 
1/ The row labeled AF A Facilities includes all of the processing facilities are eligible under the AF A toprocess BSAI 
pollock from directed fisheries: 
2/ The rowlabeled "Facilities in AFA Companies" includes all facilities owned by companiesthat own at l~t one 
AFA facility. . . - . 
3/ The row labeled "Facilities in Entitiesll includes all facilities associated with entities that own at least one. 
AF A-eligible facility. -The row includes several facilities that may be, or may not be, included within AF A entities, 
dep~nding on the implementation of the 10% Ownership Rule. · 

AFA

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 AF A and 
the··only shore plant eligible from §208(f)(l)(B) of the AFA; · 

Processing limits could be applied in a number of different ways. ·The arialysis identifies three levels at which 
. processing limits could be applied: . ·· 

1. A single overall limit for each species 

•-
2. Sector level limits for each specie~ 

3. Individual limi~ for each species · r.. 

. -$lit, ·l\vithin each of ~ese three levels there are at least three layers of the AF A eligibility: 

1. Plants and vessels that are AFA-eligible 

2. Companies that own AF A-eligible plants and vessels 

3. Entities that combine AFA companies under the 10% Ownership Rule 

The analysis specifically examines processing limits in terms of each of the three layers of AF A eligibility for · 
each.of the three levels at which processing limits and anadditional option for individual company limits apply 
only.to· AF A-eligible facilities. The 10 options analyzed in Chapter 8 are specified below. · 

"'· ·.,, ,.. 

· Option 1: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All AF A Facilities 

Option 2-: Overall Erocessing Limits Applied to All Facilities in J\FA Companies 

~ption 3: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in-AF A 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-:LevelProcessing Limits Appliedto All Facilities in AFA Entities 

Op~on 7: IndividualProcessing Limits AppVedt(?EachA_F A F~ility . . .. i 
. ~ - . ' ~ .' ~ . ' - - _,.:- . . ·...·.- ~--

I · I 

Option 8: IndividualProcessing Limits Applied
-t 

to All AFA Companies 
J 

; 
t 

. 
• - ~ I . 

. . ' . ~ . . . . 

Option 9: IndividualProcessing Limits Applied to the AFA Facilities withinEach AF A Company 

0

_Option10:IndividualProces~ingLimits Appli~ to AllAFA·Entities 
... ...,' [ .· "l .......... ... .; • ...... ;~ ... _;:~I.~~-~· 

Toetable below shows the TAC percentages;thatwouldbe allowed widerthe proce·ssinglimit options: The. 
table is b~ed o~processing histories from 1995 thro'-:lghr~·97:·_;:-- -. - - ·. · · ~ .· , _v_ 

. ,• 

Summaryof Processing Limit Options'e~~ti~.,P~s~ing Histo2;s from 1995·through!'997 
.J·. t 

. 
: t

_, Percent of Total Processing ,, 
-~.. 
•'i Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Grouml_fish _ 

.\ ~. -, . . ' Atka . .;I''.\ Fiatfish hit'her~ Pacifi~Co,r·~ckfish .,,, 
~Specie$. .~. ·•·q•·, '°~'-~:.~~• ·~.· · ·! ·-'Mackerel 

Limits on AFA Facilities only 13.04 33.73 : 23.48 38.75 18.74 
Limits on AFA Companies 13.93 t26~&):..·r • 42.'19 36.82 2s-.99'•. 
Limits on AFAEntities 15.01 54.26 51.09 43.53 

l ,_ ' 

Gulf of AlaskaGroundfish 
Atka Flatfish ·Other ; PacificCod: ·-:Pollock Rockfish 

., ' Mackerel Si;~cies· 
Limits on AFAFacilitiesonly.;_ 9.94 :~ · _.6.66;·'., _ 35.55 46.73 .:._· t 8.11-; ~;!4-?~; 
Limits on AFA Companies 16.86 21.87 -·..8.48 44.31 58.27 25.03 
Limits on AFA Entities . 19.48 32.37 ,· 20,93: . • .51,27 · 67.10 37.20 .. ' -------························ 

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab . 
f 

Bairdi Blue King Bfuwil.King ..·· Opilio -··Red King
Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly 61.09 16.61 _-:?5:os (,. 19.7 57.43. -
Limits on AFACompanies •: 65.15 · 14:os ·?s9.93'···· -6i-.61 · . ''69~37 ' 

!:iwilf fir\Uim erOEO §622 ;31 w·- 23 12 §3J! W39
. • .• ,._ -~; ~· ·. .., • ·: . '~ "' . • : ..... 1 .. 

Notes: _ _, .•_.. , . ., :·-"ii ··;·· . :'···. i: ·:· ,, .:- - ._ - , .. -
I .· Total processinglimits for each speciesdo,µot change re~es! Qf.whether limits areapplied as

is
over,aIJ _ 

limits, sector-level'limits,.or fudivi.duailimits.If the num~e}of affectedfacilities expandedto includeail ."
processingwithin AFAcompanies,or to iri~ludeall pr:ocess_ing,withinAFAentities, then the limits increase 
accordingly. · .-•:, ---'·_ · c;:l'._-1•~· · • ·" --:1:.>.:-'· - · ' - ' ' ·t

.

0

, 
__ 
.-' 

 

2. All limits include the processing history_ofthenine catc~er._proce~rs Ii~ in §209ofthe AFA. .. . 
3. Entities limits include all documented linkages as well as faciliti~ that would possibly be linked to AFA 

entities, dependingon the applicationof the 10 percent rule and further investigation. . . 
4. · The limits shown in the table do not include'the·entitythat1compiisesthe only catcher_proc.essoteligible from ' 

§208(e)(21)of the AFA and the only shore plant eligiblei!~m §208(-f)(l)(B)of the AFA · · 
·.. ·: ";.i\J.i.f_ ~, .-· .. ~-·-'.1._ ·.. :.... "t' - ........ 

, . ' 
; .. 

f-.-=-., •• 
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Comparison of Overall 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-AF A 
processors, there does not appear to be significant differences if the processing limits are implemented as 

. '?_Yerall limits, sector limits, or individual limits . 

. If overall or sector-level limits are imposed, AF A processors 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 AF A 
processors will face continued competition from non-AF A processors, AF A processors will not need to compete 
with other AF A processors. Individual limits will also allow AF A 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 potential benefits of the AF A. 

With overall or sector level processing limits, it is likely that NMFS will have to devise means to close "directed 
processing" while allowing AF A processors to continue to process bycatch amounts of limited species. If 
processing limits are imposed on individual processors, NMFSmay 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 their limits . 

. Comparison of Limits Applied to AFA Facilities, AFA Companies, and AFA Entities 

1: 
Processing limits applied to AFA facilities will be restrictive, but not as restrictive as limits applied to. 
companies or entities. Iflimits are applied only to AF A facilities owners would not be constrained from using 
.AF A profits to increase their non-pollock processing shares at other facilities in which .they may have anj 
interest. 

-
Processing limits applied to AF A companies rather than to AF A facilities will be more effective in limiting the 
ability of owners of AF A facilities to increase their shares of non-pollock processing. The effectiveness of 
processing limits on AF A companies depends largely on the ability to define AF A companies. Processing limits 
applied to AF A entities, as defined by the I 0% Ownership Rule, would appear to be more effective than limits 
imposed on AFA companies. Under the 10% Ownership Rule, AFA owners that wish to inake new capital 
inyestments in non-pollock processing would be limited to investments in salmon and herring fisheries, or to 
in~estments that lead .to an· ownership interest of less than 10 percent of the processors in which they are 
iI111esting.In addition, because of the limits AF A processors would bring, existing owners may not welcome 
new investment associated with AF A profits. 

Imposing processing limits on AF A entities will have some 11nintended 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--<:onsuming and expensive, and may be viewed by 
. many as a significant intrusion of government into private 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 AF A. 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 AF A facilities . 

• 
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Conclusion 
. , 0In conclusion, it appears that processing limits imposecl on individuals offer as much protection to non-AF A 

processors as overall limits or sector-level limits, may ·not be any mqre costly to implement or enforce, and_ 
would allow AF A processors to realize more of the benefits of the AFA. Crab 'processing sideboards will be 
implemented for year 2000 as prescribed by the AF A(and as recqmmended.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 limits are applied to AF A entities. To fulfill its mandate to 
protect non-AF A processors, the Council is·continuing to.study processor sideboards along with excessive 
share caps for BSA! pollack processing,' and,is scheduled to take action on these issues in-April'2000: Future 
actions on groundfish processing sideboards (or crab) 'would ·be· implemented by follow up regulatory 
amendment. · · , . , , ,.•: _, 

' ; ·_,..,.. .;. \' . 
Chapter 9 

This chapter discusses several implementation issues which will likely be critical to the Council's decisions on 
overall co-op structure and sideboard monitoring. While many of these issues are not yet fully resolved, some 
major points of consideration include: ·-, , · ·-: 

• Implementation of catcher vessel cooperatives will be significantly.more complex than the single offshore co­
op in 1999, for pollack allocations and particularly for sid~board limits.·, 

• Monitoring pollack catch based on directed fishing allocations will require a different management approach -
essentially, for catcher vessel inshore deliveries, that means any catch occurring during the open season will 
be considered as· directed harvest. ' 

. - . 0 
• Allocation of pollack to specific co-ops based on catch history. of participating vessels will require 
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 corrections to the official catch record may have to 
wait until 2001. . ,, 

• 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 sideboards are managed in aggregate across co-ops. 
Discards•likely cannot.be included, PSC limits should be based'proportional to·groundfish·catch. 

*Although efforts are ongoing.to address confidentiality concerns,- individual catch histories from Staie fish 
tickets cannot be released to vessel owners in time for their use in year 2000 co-op negotiations. ·, 

* Regarding sideboard limitations for groundfish, crab, and PSC, it will be extremely.difficult for NMFS 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 type of monitoring and observer coverage 
levels that are associated with the multi-species CDQ program. "'- ·~" " . 
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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 AF A. 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 AF A to deliver to the inshore sector have accrued significant 
amounts of their historical pollack catch from deliveries to offshore sectors. Since AF A does not preclude 
inshore sector catcher vessels from entering into the mothership sector, vessels meeting the eligibility criteria 
can make use of their offshore pollack histories to the extent that these were delivered to motherships. 
However, there is no mechanism that allows these same vessels to likewise bring their pollack history delivered 
to catcher/processors into the cooperative pool, despite language in the Act calling for "fair and equitable" 
consideration of such landings. Industry haspresented a change to Section 21 0(b )( I )(B) that would allow each 
inshore cooperative's pollack pool to increase by the amount of pollack history that member catcher vessels 
had delivered to catcher/processors. Increasing the aggregate pool of pollack 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 compensation scheme maybe 
disproportionately distributed among the different cooperatives. 

A total of 66,764 mt of pollack were delivered to catcher/processors by 42 inshore sector catcher vessels,• 
¾.pplying the compensation formula fleet-wide across all inshore catcher vessels would yield an adjustment ofJ 
5 .6 percent of each vessels catch history. There is also a sub-option that would require minimal landings to· 
catcher processors for each of the 42 vessels before they would be eligible for compensation. 
1f: .; 

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 brief discussion of allowing catcher vessels to use their best 2 of3 qualifying years to determine their pollack 
catch history has been included. Using the best 2 of 3 years will increase the amount of pollack a vessel can 
take into a cooperative if they had inconsistent catches during the qualifying years, and reduce the amount of 
pollack 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 pollack harvested. A payment rate of0.6 cents per pound was established under the AFA . 
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Chapter lO 

This chapter contains additional information regarding monitoring of mothership and catcher processor 
allocations and sideboards, including scale and observer requirements and associated costs. 

'. 
Chapter II 

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 April 2000 
to be considered in conjunction with BSA! pollock excessive processing share caps. · 

. ...._...,
'' < 

Catcher/Processor Ha,:vest.Sideboards 
. l •,,. '.. 

Catcher/processors will be liinited to. the percentage of BS AI catch that was landed, relative to the TAC, by 
the 29 vessels listed in sections 208(e) lines L-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 t)le only exceptions to this rule. Their sideooar!l percentages were explicitly 
defined in the AF A. . : .. .-, · "" 

•JC. • 

Pacit\c cod sideboard caps_ were estimated to be 9,290 mt., yellowfin-sole 33,610 mt., central Aleutian Islands · 
Atka mackerel 1,191 mt., western Aleutian IslandsAtka 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 thatusing landed catch may reduce 
the caps on.some species to a'level that will not allow for a directed fishery in 2000, even though directed 
fisheries were allowed under the I 999 sideboard caps.· · ·. ·r. · · 

.L ;. ..,., ' t ,·, , 

PSC caps for the AF A catcher/processor fleet will 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 vessels, 0.7 percent of the 
red king crab, 15.3 percent of.the C. opilio, 14.0 percent of the C. bairdi in zone I, and 5.0 percent of the C. 
bairdi in zone L · · · 

Catcher Vessel Sideboards 
,·,· \ . r

' '... 
Catcher vessel sideboard caps were developed for the BSAI non-pollock groundfish species, GOA groundfish 
species, BSA! crab species; scallops:and PSC species covered under the Council's FMPs. ·Two exemptions 
were defined by the C::ouncil. Botli exemptions apply to vessels that landed less than I ,700 mt. of pollack 
annually in the BSA!. These vessels were exempted.from the sideboard caps in the BSA! 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 included in the 
calculation of the sideboards for those species. 

Crab sideboards were developed at the. spe_cies/area level, and•different qualification criteria were defined for . 
each fishery. The AF A vessels were also prohibited from selling, leasing, transferring, or stacking crab LLP · 
licenses. A summary of the crab sideboard restrictions are provided in"the table below .. These restrictions will·· 
apply to all catcher vessels eligible to join cooperatives. 
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· Fishery · Quali:ficati~n Criteria # of Qualified %of 
Vessels GJ-Il...

Bristol Bay red king crab Capped at their weighted average catch 
from years 91, 92, 93, 96, and 97 

41 12.8 %

C. opilio 
~t~~ 

Must have fished C. opilio in at least four 
yearsfrom 1988-97. 

5 n/a

C. fairdi* .. Must have fished C. bairdi in 19~5 or 96 21 6.5%

St. Matthew blue king crab · Made landing in this fishery in 95, 96,or 97 I Conf. 

Prib. red & blue king crab Made landing in this fishery in 95, 96,or 97 4 1.2%' 

Al (~d & brown king crab Made landing in at least one of the last two 
years the fishery was open 

0 n/a

·•·

* ~o directed fishing will be allowed until the stock is rebuilt. 
· Note: All restrictions apply to AF A 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 v~sels will be capped 
. at its percentage of the overall scallop harvest in 1 _997. That percentage (estimated to be3 .33 percent) will be 

applied to the upper end of the state-wide GHL. At a projected GHL of86,0,000 pounds, the cap would be· 
f-'1;292 pounds. 

• 
~ ~ 
BSAI groundfish catcher vessel sideboards will be based on the landed 

. 

catch of AF A qualified catcher vessels;;, 
and be expressed as a percentage ofl; AC available in those years ( 1995-97). The caps will apply to all catcher · 
yessels eligible to join a cooperative. Only the AFA catcher vessels that qualify for the exemption discussed:r. 
e3:rlier will.be allowed to hruvest Pacific cod outside of the cap. · 

Estimates of BSAI groundfish caps are presented inTable 11.5. That table shows that Pacific cod is projected 
to be capped at 28,052 mt., yello'3/M 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 needto 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 oflanded 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. 
Prelinµnary estimates indicate that the AF A catcher vessels will be allowed to harvest up to 34 percent of the 
halib~t and crab PSC caps allotted to the Pacific cod fishery, 7 per~rit of the apportionment to the yellowfin 
sole fishery, 4 percent _of the apportionment to the rock sole/other flatfish/flathead sole fishery, and I 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 apercentage of TAC for the years 1995-97. All vessels eligible to participate in 
a cooe~rative will be bound by the caps, except those specifically excluded through the 1,700 mt. landings 

. exemption. Table 11.8 shows a complete iist 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, tinder 

1999 TAC levels, are POP and arrowtooth flounder. -• 
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. PSC caps in the GOA wi.Ii.be based on the ratio of groundfish landed to.TAC in. the deep and ·shallow-water 
PSC groupings. Preiintinary estimates indicate that the AFA fl~t 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 approximately 410 mt. of halibut. 

o 
Compensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels in the BSA! P~llock Fishery 

! - . . 
Two compensation 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 deljvered 
inshore. The second allows catcher vessels to use their best 2 of 3 years catch history, after adding in 
c?mpensation from deliveries to catcher/processors. · 

-· ,I •Other AFA Actions 

l • - •• . , , ' . . • . • . • ' . 
The AF A mandated that catcher/processors carry two observers af!d use NMFScertified scales· to weigh fish. 
Those requirements were included in this.package. This'packagi/also includes a discussion of the items the 
Council will require to be contained within cooperative agreement packages submitted to the Council ~d 
NMFS each year, as well as cooperative reports from the preceding year's fishery.· .; ' · · 

' )~Chapter 12 
,' 

This chapter addressis''the proposed actions' consistency with ·other applicable law, including E.O 12866, 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, Magnuson-Stevens Act, and National Standards. Because the basic intent 6fthe 
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 ~th any of the app.licable laws. · 
However, among the alternatives there are those that wci~ld. have differential impacts· relative tci both the 
directly"affected entities (AF A harvesters and p~ocessors) and indirectly affected entities ·(non-AF A harvesters 
and processors). Certain alternatives and options for sideboards would likely be considered to have sigcificant 
impacts on small entities (under the Regulatory Flexibility Act) relative to other alternatives . 

0 

• , f • • 

The Council's Preferred Alternative represents a trade-offoetween iinpa~ts to directly affected entities and·: 
indirectly affected entities. A conclusion of non~significance, relati~e· to the IRF A, cannot be made based on 
the available information; however, the Council's actions included'measures to mitigate impacts to small-': 
entities, including exemptions from the sideboard restrictions for certain catcher vessels involved. 

. I . ' ~ ,· - ·'• • • " I • •·- •.. ' •. •; ; • ' - : ' ,' ~ • -( '';•"l •. • '; • ,'f . . • .{ :• I I .' 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

1.1 Purpose and Need for Action 

In October 1998 Congress passed the American Fisheries Act (AF A) 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 AF A also included the retirement/buyout of nine vessels from the offshore sector to be funded by 
a $75 million loan to the inshore sector, and it specified provisions· by which vessels and processors could 
establish pollock fishery cooperatives ·within each sectors' allocation. Finally, the AF A contained several 
provisions either mandating or allowing Council. action to enact measures to protect other fisheries from the 
potential impacts 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 AF A (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 
in the AF A. For the offshore sector, co-ops were formed for the 1999 fisheries and sideboards for I 999 for that 

. sector were approved by the Council in November of I 998, based on guidelines specified in the AF A . 
.. 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 AF A 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. ,t 

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 
partisipating 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 (inal action scheduled for June 1999. While the AF A 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 AF A 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 Aptjl 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 
(exemptions from certain GOA and BSAI sideboards for certain vessels) was taken in December 1999. 

~ .. . ...., 

Q 
,.. 

CATCHER PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS 

For the year2000'and beyond, the Council initiated ananalysis for the"20 + 9 vessels listed in the AF A oftheir 
bycatch in both the directed pollock 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 aridthecatch 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 either the 20 or.29 vessels) in the caps set 
for 2000 and beyond. · · - ·- : . ;r· · ... · .._ 

. 
'. 

. 
' ..._ ... -.. , 

Sub-options: ;: -~ i •. 

J. The caps would close both the pollock and non-pollock groundfish fisheries when reached. 
2. The caps would close only the non..:pollock groundfish fisheries when reached ( only pelagic polloclc 

fis_herieswould remain open). • · ,- '. · .:· .: ;_ . • 
I: 

Include a review of vessel specific PSC -rates in addition to average PSC bycatch ratio for the 20 · :+'9 AF A 
catcher/proc~s~ors relativeto non-AF A vessels. ·· · · · '· · · 

Add to Table 6.9 a fourth column which illustrates a retrospective analysis of PSC needsof the 20 + 9 AFA 
catcher/processors· using·a performance-based pelagic definition. ._ · s · • · ; · ~: 

'•. f•·· ·-.... .- •• • .J' 0Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co~p poois•in pollock, on_a.pro-rata basis. ' 
based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps. (Note: The chinookbycaich option was included:in 
the APminutes only under catcher vessel sideboards. For consistency. staff has also included this option under 
the catcher/processor sideboard section). · 

.. ~. . fPREFERRED ALTERNATIVE .. ·: !•··"' 
.. -,{ 

• '~ •,. ...... -..,_ • I 

Groundfish: : 
· . i. Non-pollack groundfish caps (other than Atka.mackerel in the i;:e~traland westeni Aleutians) for 

listed .vessels wµl be established on $e basis of the percent of.landed groundfish catch relative to 
TAC (of the original 29 vessels) in thepollockandnon-pollockfisheries in 19-95,-96~ and 97 (for.

~ ~ facific cod,.1997 only~ for PQP in tl_1e_ Ale~~a'ns, 1996 and ,997), . _•_ . . _.: : . - .... 7 , ...

 
 

2. NMFS will detennine tpe bycatch needs for poll~k-~d non-poUock fisp~ries and allow for. 
directed fishing for-non-pollock target species such ~t the total~ of those species should. not 
exceed the caps. · 

PSCCaps:· · . · -.,, . -· · '_··· 

1.·· T~talPSC capfor listed vessels will be established on the basis of percentage of PSC removals 
- i • in:the non-pollack groundfish :fisheries in 1995; 96, and 97: : -··· · : . . .:- - '- . . . -

' 2. NMFS will allow for directedfishing of no~-pollock species· $uch that the total PSC removals ·do 
·noiexceedthePSC·ca:. . ·•. '•· . , ')'.·· · -~- -_- :•-_:..,_: .-_ · . -

•, 1_ ,;_ . 

· 
~'. 
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.CJ " •f I#' ,.. 

• •l •..... '.'!_':..' 

3. The listed vessels' PSC caps willnot be apportioned and will be managedunder open access 
season apportionment closures.' · · · · 

C_atcher processor sideboards for both· ground.fish and PSC caps are a package and disapproval of any 
com onent would be disa roval of the whole e and returned to the Council for further action. 

CATCHER VESSEL CRAB SIDEBOARDS 

· Participati<:>n in a co-op is de,!ined asANY use of a vessel's catch history by a co-op, w)lethc;:r by direct harvest
· lease, sale, or stacking of quota. · · 

, 

Initiate analysis of the following options to mitigate impact of possible spillover effects of AF A on other 
fisheries: 

Options For Section 208 Vessels:. 

-1. No crossover allowed into any crab fisheries. 
2. No crossover allowed in the Tanner crab fishery only (opil;o and bairdi)'. 
3. No crossover.allowed into opilio unless vessel fished opilio in 1996 or 1997, 
4. No crossovers at the endorsement level. . 

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

• 
,... Sub-options: .,,,, 

a. Vessels which qualified based on bycatch ofbairdi in red king crab would be restricted to bycatch" 
ofbairdi in the red kingcrab fishery (applied to #2 & #4 above). 

b. Only Section 208 catcher vessels _thatjoin a co-op (applies to #1-5.above and #6 below). . -t 
... 1 .• C. Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three-years (1995, 96, and 97) 

(applies to # I 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. 

Duration sub-options: 
a.. Pennanent, based on participation in a co-op. 
b. Only for year ;vessel is involved in co-op .. 
c. Duration of AF A 

6. Measures that would restrict pollack co-op vessels to their: 

,Option a. Aggregate traditional harvest _includinga restriction to the_percentage of crab harvest in 
all species between 1995, '96, and '97. _ 

Option b. Average catch history 1995, '96, and '97 on a species-by-species and vessel-by-vessel 
. basis. 

Option c. No s3:_1e,_ lease, or stacking of vessel catch history iri.anycrab fishery. 

•·
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..,PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
,. "·' -. 0 

A. .Crab Sideboards shall appl)'.' to all AFA yessels. 

B. Bristol Bay ReaKing Crab (BBRKC) :· '- -

-· _. .. .. 

1. These AFA vessels that hold a BBRKC endorsement shall be capped at their· 5-year(91..:97; 
excluding 94-95) weighted average share. These vessels shall be managed in the aggregate .. 

2. This ·share o{future c~h·;naUapply totlie-pre:.swon BBRKC ~fil: _._ - . - : · .. _. 

C. -Opilio - AF A LLP Alternativ.e 9 Tanner crab endorsed v.essels_may participate in the opilio qshery i(they 
harvested opilio in more than 3 of 10years (88-97). 

D. Bairdi 

1. AF A qualified vessels ~t receiv~ ~-.LLP endorsenie~t aree?{~luded from pruticipating in the _ 
directed bairdi fishery, except as follo';VS: :1{and ~hen the bairdi rebuilding goal is' reached, the 
only AFA vessels'allowed to particip.ate ~otild be thosp with catclihistory in 1995or 9_6.These -
vessels would be.capped at their aggregate historic catch for 1995-96. . · · · · · · 

\,~- , ......... ~ ....... •. _ .·.., ...· .; , • . ··.1 ..... :-·_ • .. -1 ·, .° ' ,' · _. ~ ...• - ...,,_.f'.'""' 

2. If there is a BBRKC fishery wherebairdi bycatch is allowed. the AF A Tanner crab endorsed
vessels ntaY.retain byf~h bairdi: _· , ... _ 

 

. ~ , '~ 

E. AFA LLP Alternative 9-vessels" which hold'a LLP endorsement for either-the St. Marihews 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 years the fishery 

- was· open·mayparticipate in,those,fisheries. · , •. 
_

. 0 

. .. .. 

F. Prohibit the sale, lease. transfer or stacking of crab LLP licenses or endorsements by AFA-eligible catcher 
vessels. 

• 1' • . 

Additionally, a committee willbe formed to workout implementati~n issues relatingto era~ sideboards. This
committee will likely meet during July and is scheduled to have~ report available for the joint CounciVBOF 
meetin to be held in Au st. 

 

~CATCHERVESSEL SCALLOP SIDEBOARDS,-1 .: ,: -•·t . ,.-.. -
',f • I :, I I 

--- ,I'{ ... --·~ 

.. -• ! "f ...-
. .... • •• • . • 1. 

1. · Participation in a co-op is defined as_any use of a vessers catch history by:a-co-op, whether by direct 
harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota. 

l, -

; ,· ..·; .. ') . . .,,-

2. Measures that w~uld restrict -pollock co-op vessels k>th~ir. aggregate traditional harvest in the scallop 
fishery in the years: · 

. 

Option a. 1996 and '97. 
Option b . 1997 only 
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:J 

... 
Sub-options: · · 

· a. Based on percentage of statewide catch 
b. Based on percentage of PSC cap. · 

· PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

1. . Participation in a co-opjs 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 guiqeline harvest level established each 

ear. 

CATCHER VESSEL GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS 

Participation in a co--op is defined as ANY use of a vessel's catch ~story by a co-op, whether by direct harvest, 
lease, sale, or stacking of quota. · 

To Whom Restrictions Applv 

• Restrictions should apply-to allnon-pollock FMP fisheries: 

'~ideboards apply to all Section 208 eligible vessels. 

Sub-options: . 
a. Applies to Section 208 vessels only if they join a co-op. 
b. . Create subJsid.eboard cap for catcher vessels with average pollack landings from L995-97, which 

were less than: 
l. 1,000 mt 
2. 3,000 mt 
3. 5,000 mt 

When the CV Restrictions Should Apply 

5. Harvest levels should be restricted only during the same time periods as the normal open access pollack
fishery 

· 

·t .,. 
Sub-options: . 
a. Use 1998 open access season dates by sectoras.a base reference 
b. Use 1999 sea lion modified season dates. 

2. Exempt those CVs that fish for motherships from BSAI ground.fish sideboards prior to February 1 each 
y~ ~ . 
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3_ Exempt each CV sector from BSAI ground.fish sideboards for the number of days in excess of 5 that each 
CV sector's pollack season is closed by regulation during the month of February. · 

Q 
4. -~iJ:nit:fis~g to the season (or quarter - <?r halfxear) in ~ch the catch history :was~~--
5. At all times during the fishing year. -

6. - AFA qualified pollock catcher vessels, that'during ~Hock Aseason hi~torically had a' rnijorify./)ftheir , 
catch in pollack, would be limited prior to March 1of each year to thecollective share of the cod fishery · 

· that these same vessels collectively harvested historically ( 1995, 96, 97) prior to March 1. 
1 .. · - · Apply'-and monitor by vessel class and ·sector -· ·-1~ : . - - ' . . -·' : 

·2. :;· . Apply and monitor by individual co-op'.· ': · .• ,: , 1 ~-- ., -_ • · -: : ; 

(This would effectively subdivide the P.codcap b~tween AFKvessels thatharvested mostly pollack during 
the A season and those that did not). 

r.Nature of CV Restrictions ·. -<· ,. "\ . 
:...- -- .... 

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

..; ,- \, · Determination of ''Traditional Harvest Level" · · • ·, •· · · • .. •-·1 i -1 ..... 

, ,'"; I 4 t. ~- •!.,.. 

5. The definition of "traditional" in non-pollock :fisheries will be determined by catch history: 
a. On basis of percent.age of groundfish harvest in non-pollock fisheries by species by fishery. 
b. On basis of percent.age of total groundfish harvest by species by fishery. 
c. On basis of percent of TAC in non-polloc~ fishery by species by fishery.· ·· , '.\:,·' _ .. ~ 

. . . ~'"-Option A: Apply one time frame equally to all groundfish targets •· ~ 
Sub-option 1: Use average catch history in the years 1995, 96, and 97. 
Sub-option 2: Use catch histoiy based on years 1992-97. · .. :- . 

.·. . - ;... ' I - .'' i..,.. ··._ 

Pollock: Initiate qualitative-discussion on ability for-Secretary to use the best 2 out of 3 years to determine 
overall denominator for total pollackpool and numerator for each co-op. . .:• 

' ~ . ,. 

Determination of "Aggregate" 
.·-~ 

Option A: Apply and monitor by thevessel class and sector. 
Option B: Apply and monitor by individual co-op.· . · .' --· 

•• •. o ~ t - '"•. •• ~Ii, I,,_:• ,; • • '• .1. Compensation , , · , · • · -. · ·, 

Further address in a discussion-paper, c;>ptions for compensation to inshore catcher vessels with catch history 
delivering to catcher processors that is no longer available to them under AF A.Additionally, examine inserting 
a clause replacing language in §2IO(b)(l) to add an option for.determining catch history foi catcher vessels 
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1995, 1996, 1997:· , · ::i - ·__t 

· 

As provided by Section 2l3(c)(3) of AFA;the AP recommends-the following chari.geto·Section 2]0(b)(l)(B} 
to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based o~ deliveries to catcher processors that is otherwise lost 

: 
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under AF A, to bring that catch history to the inshore sector cooperative while 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)(l) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will 
be in effect that is equivalent to the aggregate total amount of pollack harvested by such catcher 
vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose owners volun.tarily participate pursuant to paragraph 
(2)) in the directed pollack 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 po/lock 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. deljveries of 500 mt 
c. deliveries of over 1,000 mt 
d. deliveries of over 2,000 mt 
e. deliveries of over 3,000 mt 
f. deliveries of over 5,000 mt 

;(Vessels that do not meet these harvest requirements may not be eligible for compensation in the inshore 
sector.) · 

j.;. ' -

Management of Non-Pollock fisheries 

Vessels limited to target fishing for n6n-pollock species during those times when the open access target fishery 
for the non-pollock species is open. 

Assigning PSC Caps 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-eiigible 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. 

}.: PSC and non-pollock grouildfish caps would apply to all fisheries as true caps (i.e., when reached these 
,, vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species). 
2. The caps would only close the non-pollock target fisheries. 

• 
Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op pools and/or sectors in pollack, on a 
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps . 
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..:·· ... ' 1: . 

...~..' 
1. Apply the following sideboards to AFA Section 208 eligible catcher vessels. 

Sub-option:.Applies ·only to vessels participating·in a co-op. · -. , · , ; 
· l ,\'_'1 

I ' 

6. Any. non-po Hock catch limitations for Af A Section 208 vessels -are aggregate caps not quotas or 
allocations. . . . .. . ·-·' 

7. Vessel catch history consi~s of the years 1995,i '96,and '97: · ·. -\, • ·,. 
Sub-option: Fishery is released seasonally by quarter proportionally to when caught during 

qualifying years. , .· . . · · • ._ · ; · 
• ~. • ~ I 

4. Gulf of Alaska flatfish sideboards to be halibut bycatch'driveri. Historic target catch should be multiplied 
by the averys.ge halibut bycatch rate and current mo~lity rate. to determine.the halibui mortality available 
to AF A vessels·. ;I'hese amounts should be separated between deepwater. and shallow water complexes. 

. ' 

r 

5. Gulf of Alaska groundfish target fisheries: Target catch of each ground.fish species available to AF A 
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, .!Jy.target species,-based on the average catch 
history. - . ..., · ", :·. ,_,_,... • 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES· · · · •1 

I. 

· BSAJ Ground.fish Sideboards 

' .. .! • ~ •. ·-· .J.., • . . . 

1.. Shall be basei:I on vessel catch between· 1995-97. 

2. Shall be based on non-pollock catch in pollock and non-pollock targets, as a ratio ofthe AF A 
vessels' catch to TAC. ~ · · ... : :. . ./·?- r • 

3. . NMFS will determine the bycatcb needs_ for pollack and non-pollpck fisheries and allow for 
· directed fishing.for non-pollock-target.species such thatthe total catch'of those sped.es should not 
exceed the caps. · · · ·' · ,. · 

4. Shall apply to all AFA 
' 

eligible vessels regardless 
. I. 

of~rticipation 
.., I 

in a co-op. 
. 

5. Shall apply at-the.APA CV sector level in 2000:"However, NMFS shall publish the proportion o 
the cap represented 

of
by th~ aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op, and.facilitate the 

fonnatiori an··interco!.opagreement' to monitor the subdivision of thecaps at the cp-oplevel. 
NMFS shall require each co-op agreement to contain provisions that would limit its participants 

'tc,their coliective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries: --· •. , . · · :; .,.;::. ···. · . .·\. 
4 ; .,' •.•• ,...,' • •i.' .. ..,.. • • 

.6. 
• ~ 

Shall be applied throughout 
• 

$e 
f 

year, exCeP.t: • _, ;_ . ~- . ~ 

. ;_ - . Mother~hip sect~r qualified AFA vessels' (21 vess~ls) CVtrawl :P.cod sideboards shall 
be lifted March l ~ . - . . . 

· b. •. Ves~els <125' with less than ~ 700 mt of annual itverage·landed pollock catch history and 
made at least ~OP: cod landings in-theBSAI µ-om1995.:19~7, s}lall ~ exempt from the
catcher vessel trawl P. cod sid~board cap. :, · · 

· 
 

t. '.'. ... ...~ .. :...-, 

t ....... 
'•·=· ·-
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• 

• 
. . 

BSAJ PSC Sideboard Caps 

1. Shall be based on the ratio of cat~h in each non-pqllock target to the PSC cap· for that target, and 
shall represent an aggregate cap (as with the AF A CP sector). 

2. Attainment by the entire fleet of any PSC cap in any target fishery wiJI close directed fishing to 
all trawl vessels, even if the AF A vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap. · 

3. PSC species limited to crab and halibut. 

GOA Ground.fish Sideboards 

1. Shall be based on vessel landed groundfish catch between 1995-97. 

'T2, Shall be based on non-pollock landed groundfish catch in rion-pollock targets as a ratio of the AF A · , 
vessels' catch to TAC. 

~

3. Sh~ll b~ based on the landed pollock catch in the pollock target as a ratio of the AFA vessels' 
catch to TAC, and shall be apportioned seasonally. 

4. NMFS will detennine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollack fisheries and_ allow for
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should not
. exceed the caps. . . 

 
 

5. Shall apply to all AF A vessels. 

6. Shall apply at the AF A-eligible catcher vessel sector Iev.el 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-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 other fisheries. · 

i: . 
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 ground:fish landings from the GOA from 
1995-1997, shall be exempt from GOA groundfish sideboards . 

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 anyPSC cap in any target fishery will cJose 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) 

· (Fci'i-leview in April 1999) an analysis be initiated examining options to mitigate potential adverse impacts from 
AF A on non-pollack processors including: · 

• 1. Restricting vessels used for processing in the inshore sector t9 a single geographic location. 

• 
2. Measures to restrict pollack processor activity in non-pollock fisheries to no more than historic levels ·

including options using years 1995, 96 and 97 . 
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0 
In order to further theanalysis mandated by the AF A: 1 · ·, · .. 

1. Analysis should evaluate impacts at both the facility ~d con,orate_leve_l throughout the BSAI and GOA. 

·O 

2. Crab sideboard limits should'include all Council alternatives:· 
• · • ~ ; ,-1 

. , 
• • • I '..1 • 

f 

The 
' .. h 4 1 , 

analysis should ·consider 
"j 

the following: 
' ' 

. 
I. I 

1. list the adverse effects that the measures are aimed at protecting, ~ · 
2. 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, 

' - '' J 

before any protective measure~· aie ~plement~d,. 
•. • .• ~ j .~ • ' • . I ' !°' ' ";.,..:I• . 

. . 

NOAA GC has provided an opinion that the Council is restricted under.the Act from' allowing additional 
pollock processors ex·cept when the TAC increase by IO·percent over: 1997 leyels, or o,ne· of the processors 
suffers a total or constructive loss (Section 208(f)(2)). The discussion provided by NOAA GC will be included , 
in the ~e!ldment package: , · · · 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Crab Processing Sideboards) 
·. •~ 1~ L t 

L Adopt asingl_e aggregate pro~es~ing ~ap that would°apply 'to all proce!;skg 'facilities owried by inshore or 
~ mothe_rship sector AFA entities if they receive pollack from a cooperative. . ' . . 

·( . ;v 

J • • • ' .... - .,., • .. + .... -.,, ' .. •• .. ' - • ' • • • i 

A. NMFS will determine which prqcessiog facilities are o,vned 1?Yinshore ormothership' AFA entitie 
using the "limited l 0% rule" · · · ' · , · · . . . , 

, ,. l i , · "' 1 ,,_. ·' . '. • 

B. . Owners. of inshore or moth~rship AF AP.<?llock.facilities that process crab. under ~eCouncil's 
jurisdiction would be required to ~dentify ioNMFS as part of their P.rocessing· permit r~quirements 
any processing facilities· in which theowner has l 0%ormore interest usrng· the limited 10% rule. 

2. A processing facility is any plant or US documented vessel that processes crab under the jurisdiction o 
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 

' "1 ; • • • .~" .. • f : ; I 

.' . 
3. ~nly the limited I 0% rule will_ be used ipdetermining AFA e~ti,ties for purposes of the historic proces~ing 

cap. · · · ' · · ·- · · 

4. AF A catcher processox:-s would not be subject to additional pro~ssing sideboards·. · 

5. The historic processing cap would be determined annually bas~d on the ~ver~g~ ofthe 1995~1997 
processing history of US documented processing vessels· and processing plants owned by inshore and 
mothership AF A entities at the start of thefi~hing· year. . . . . . 

· 

, 
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..,. 

• A. If an inshore or mothership AF A entity sells a crab .processing facility to a non-AF A entity, or i
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. 

J 
 
 

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 or species without a current GHL. 
.,·D. The cap would aooly year around . 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Groundfish Processing Sideboards) 

Single Geographic Location 

Restrict inshore floating processors to operating in a single geographic location in state waters of the BSAI 
during a fishing year inwhich they process pollock from the directed BSAI poUock fishery (i.e., can change 
location from year to year, but not in-season. 

• 
· Additional action by the Council on groundfish processing sideboard alternatives has been deferred to the April 

2000meeting;where they will also decide on BSAI pollock processing excessive share caps. Chapter 8 of this 
arialysis evaluates several alternatives for both groundfish and crab and has been retained as part of this '
amencbnentoackaQ:e. 

 

. 
F 

AFA CONFORMANCE MEASURES (originally Amendments 62/62 now included in this package) 

BSAI Pollock Allocations 

Alternative 1 : No action. 

Alternative 2: Change the current inshore/offshore directed pollock allocations in the Bering 
Sea/ Aleutian Islands FMP to conform with those allocations mandated by the American 

• Ui ' • . Fisheries Act of 1998.' (Preferred). 

GOA Pollock Allocations Sunset Date 

Alternative 1: No action. 

· Alternative 2: Extend the sunset date <>fthe current pollock and Pacific cod allocations in the GOA FMP 
to conform with the date mandated for the Bering Sea/ Aleutian Islands area in the 
American Fisheries Act of 1998. (Preferred) 
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. .. .. . ••··~ - "l 

Replacement Vessels in the BSAI Directed Pollock Fisheries · 
f<" ... • •: I: . • •. ~ J 1.,.• 

' ...., .~ '. . 
\ 
. . ' ,u ......,.t:·. 0Al,teniative l :. No action. . . . 

·,:-..•· 
. . ; ·... . ..... :ic • 

Alternative2:·· · : _Changerestrictions in the BSA! FMP to confonn with replacement requirements for 
•• • :-. -~ 1 e.ligi~l~ vessels unde_r_l:he ~eri~ Fi~herie~_Act_of1998. (Preferred). 

. 
• • ' •• • - 1 ' .. ~ - • • ' 

OTHER AFA ACTIONS (from June or October 1999
. • t .j 

. 
·' ... 

) ..,... ... _,. .... '· . . ... . . .. ·--,• . 
While not part of the overall rulemaking associated with this Amendment package. the following additional
recommendations of the Council are included here for reference and context. . . - . -- ... 

 

,. 

Compensation in Shoreside Sector Co-ops 

1.· Provide compensation to vessels with offshore histo])' greater than499 tons (as per Table 10.5). 
(ii) Utilize. th.e b~t 2 of 3 years to detennine the share of the ~~ore pollock all9cation each vessel brings to 

" ' '. • • •.· ' . ' ' ,• • •. • r \ • • .'li ,• '. • ~ • • 

. . , . ~co-op. : '..·· :, .. 

1999 Co-op Agreements 

• . • • • . • • .· . • • ,. , • . I • . 

Requestthat NMFS prepare a preliminary report on·the -1999 c0:-0ps·for the October 1999 Council meeting 
and a final report for· the February 7000 meeting. Th~ report should ·specifically assess: · ·. · · . · . , 

'1 • ,, ... I~ .. \ - ' ,·, . 

' 

..•.• r·1... ,r•r

1. The effectiveness of pollock co-ops in reducing bycatch (all species). . . 
2: The effectiveness of management measures to protect other fisheries from adverse impacts caused by the 

AF A or pollock co-ops. . 
3.- A discussion'ofhow.trahsfers withinco-ops may affect issues 1 and i above. 
4. Utilization and recovery rates by species and product categories. 
5. Method of monitoring and enforcement. 

The report should include the most specific catch and bycatch information available on individual vessel 
level to help the co-op and.the Council realize the public disclosure requirements for such infonnation . 
envisioned in Section 2 IO(a)(l)(A)of the AF A. • · · · · · · ·:·.,·- · · · -' · ; · : ··

an
 .•.r:_ "!·.,-

... , . . ·:.... 
• I -•'Confidential Catch & Bycatch 

As des~ribed in the NMFS' JanuaJY28, 1999, discussion paper, the Co~cil requests.NMFS-tctb~gin.to 
develop the regulatory infrastructure to ~rovide disclosure of: · · 

. . •. ..~. ·: f • 1 i ;. ::.., ., o1 

l. Vessel identification. 
. -,,2. ·; Harvest amounts,by spedes including prohibited species and.harvest rates of species·:

' ..... ~ . '·· . • L· 

 
I . 

Further, the Council initiated ananalysis to consider use.of dual fonn of fisli tickets to be used by NMFSand 
ADF&G that would not fall under the State of Alaska's confidentiality regulations. 

a

The Council requests that ADF&G initiate efforts to change AS 16.05.815 to allow for the release of 
confidentialdata as pro~ded by Section 210(a)(l)(B) and Section 21 l(d) of the AFA. · •r-0 
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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. 

-
·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· AF A, 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) 

Perfonnance Report on 1999 Cooperatives 

The Council requests that cooperatives annually.must prepare a report containing the information listed below 
for the Council. A preliminary report covering activities through November I by December I, with a final 
r~port by January 30 th

. 

I. . Allowed catch and bycatch in pollock and all sideboards by whatever method is used to determine 
those allocations. 

2. . Actual catch and bycatch in pollack by vessel and sideboarded fisheries by whatever method is 
used to determine those sideboards. · 

3. Method used to monitor fisheries in which cooperative vessels participated 
4. Actions taken by cooperatives to enforce vessel or aggregate catches that exceed allowed catch and 

by catch in pollock arid all sideboarded fisheries. 

These would be in addition to other requirements of the AF A or NMFS management. Additionally the Council 
requests NMFS to initiate an analysis (reg package) per Section 2ll(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 
AF A and the Magnuson-Stevens Act, and how those definitions affect the implementation of AF A 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 it relates to processor sideboard alternatives. 

Chapter 5 provides a discussion of co-op agreements, including required provisions of the AF A and four 
specific alternatives raised by the Council which may require Council decisions or direction. Chapter 6 begins 
the.analysis of the sideboard alternatives and is focused on the offshore (catcher processor) fleet. Chapter 7 
d~ls 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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0 
application of sideb(!ard caps; and the issue'.of defining the 'entity' to which a particular sideboard applies (in · 
terms of ownership linkages). These decisions have been made with regard to crab processing, but have been 
deferred·to April 2000 with regard to ground.fish ·processing: ; · · _ , . , , . . 

...' ' , 

Chapter 9 is a significant discussion of monitoring and implementation issues related to the formation of co-ops 
and the appHcation 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 d!scus~ion.:Following.ort that, ·chapter lO contains a· 
further analysis specific to monitoring of the mothership and,offshore sectors, including scale and observer· 
requirements. · - ·• · 

Chapter 11 details the Council's recommendations and provides a summary analysis of the PREFERRED 
ALTERNATNES identified by the Council. Most of the Council'~ preferred al~~ti:ves and options are 
addressed elsewhere in the document, while some are explicitly addressed in Chapter 11. Because the list of 
alternatives and options is lengthy and complex, they are brought together and evaluated collectively,in Chapter 
I 1. · , ·, , · . , · · . ·,."'1 ·:.,~' · i , 

.,, ' 
Chapter 12 summarizes the proposed actions' consistency with other applicable laws including: EO 12866 (a 
Regulatory Impact Review summary); NationalStandards; Sections 303(a)(9) and 303(b )(6) of the Magnuson­
Stevens Act; and the Regulatory Flexibility Act. Chapters 13 contains a list of preparers, agencies consulted, 
and other information sources. - ·. ,'.' 

--! ,' r,, 1I 

,; 

·'. 

' ' ,: f 

.. t.' 

' ., 

. ';· ,'"". 

I ,I I , 

j - : '. 
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2.0 STATUS OF STOCKS AND UNIQUE MANAG),l:MENT 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 theStock Assessment and, Fishery Evaluation Reports (NPFMC 1998). Where 
applicable, species specific management measur:es (such as·gear allocations) are highlighted. 

2H BSAI Commercial Grourtdfish Stocks 

Pollock . 

Three stocks of pollack inhabit the BSAI area: the eastern Bering 
. ·Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Aleutian Basin stock. Exploitation 

and abundance of these stocks are very different. The eastern 
Bering Sea pollack stock increased to a peak in 1985, and has 
since declined and stabilized at about the Bmsy level. The1999 
projected exploitable biomass is 7,040,000 mt. An F40½ harvest 
strategy (F=0 .30) resulted in an ABC for 1999 of 992,000 mt, 
based on Model 2. Asswning medianrecruitment. the ~jacent 
time series of eastern Bering Sea pollack spawning bio~ass and 
ABCs are projected by Model 1 based on an F 40"/4harvest strategy 
(lanelli et al. 1998). Biomass is expected to increase with 
recruitment of astrong 1996 year-class. • 

Eastern Bering Sea Pollock 
AbunclanCie Re<:ruitlnentTrendsllll'ld 

12 

" 8D 

70 

$1 

•• ,. 

f 
the ,.
J
!li• 
Jo : I 

-

.. f "J: 
~ 

i· 
• 

• 

-The Aleutian Islands p~llock stock is considerably smaller than the . 
eastern Bering Sea and Aleutian Basin stock. Biomass in theAleutian 
area as estimated by the bottom trawl smvey has declined drastically 
from a peak of 778,666 mt in 1983 to only 106,000 mt in 1998. A 
harvest strategy based on natural mortality (F=0.75M) resulted in an 
ABC for 1999 of 23,800 mt. However for 1999, the Council 

· recommended that•no directed fishing for pollack occur in the AI area 
give~ current low abundance and the importance of pollack as prey for 
Steller sea lions. 

P . "' b" aru1 ABC(. > f roJecte iomass mt o 
eastem Berin1 Sea poDock(Model t), 

based on F40% harvest strategy.-

spawning 

Year Biomass 

~~~~ t~i~:~~~ 1,013,000
1,107.000 

2001 2,260.000 1,287,000 

2002 · 2.3Si.ooo 
1,417,000

The Aleutian Basin pollack stock is at low levels. Biomass in the Aleutian Basin area is estimated by the 
hydroacousti·c survey in the Bogoslof area. Biomass in the Bogoslof area declined from 2,400,0o·o mt m.1988 
to only 54,000 mt in 1994. An increase.was observed in 1995, and the projected I 999 exploitable biomass is 
403,000 mt. This stock has historically contributed to the Donut Hole fishery, which.provided catches of l_.O 
to 1.4 million mt during the years 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 
·-~llocated the pollock TAC 35% inshore and 65% offshore. with a catcher vessel operational area established· 

for the pollock •a•season.Aqditionally. 7.5% oft.he pollack TAC was allocated to the community development 
program of Western Alaska. These allocations were extended under Amendment 38. The Community 
Development quota wasincreased to l 0% of the pollack TAC beginningin 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 offshore, and .10% to catcher vessels delivering to motherships. 

t • ~ • + I' ' •I, 

The pollack fishery has been affected by management measures designed to protect Steller. sea lions. In 1990, · 
roe-stripping ofpollockwas prohibited, and the Bering Sea pollack fishery was divided into roe and non-roe 
fishing seasons. Beginning in 1998, l 00% 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 el!lergency action to prohibit pqllock fishing within 10 nautical miles of numerous rookeries. 
and haulouts, reduce the catch ofpollack withincritical habitat areas, prohibit pollock :fishing in the Aleutian 
Islands area, and create four pollack seasons in the Bering Sea to spread out effort over time. · ' 

Measures have also been implemented to reduce bycatch in the pollack fishery. Bycatch limits for chtim 
· salmon (42,000}, 

• 
chinook 

• 
salmon 

• ... 
(48,000), 

.... j 
and herring (1%) trigger hotspot area closures that affect the 

pollock fisheries in particular. Regulations were recently adopted to prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear foi 
directed pollockfishirig to reduce bycatch of halibut and crabs. The bycatch limit for chinooksalmon will.be. 
inbrementally red~ced toonjy 29,000 salmqn by.the-year 2003. - · .! -- •. .. -

P~ci:fic cod ' 

The BSAI Pacific cod stock increased to high levels in the mid 
l 990's, then declined. The I 999 exploitable biomass was 
projected to be 1,210,000 mt. An F4o-;.bar.vest strategy 
(F=0.29), adjusted do\Wward 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. 

·' · ,:. 

· 1 ' . 
Eastern Bering Sea Pacific Cod 

Ja..bu~danc;and Recruitment T~nds" 

. .. , f 
soo .. ...[ 
)00 ,­

;c200_, .. 
100 

10 .."l"-,.'i'-'i'-'",..._ ...... .._0 •4 '-'l'-'l',.._.,..,,...,..;i-;.,~,,--¥.. -Under Amendment 46, two percent of the BSA! Pacific cod · ,.
TAC is reserved for jig gear, 51 percent-for:fixed gear, and 4 7 · · .._
percent for trawl gear. The trawl apportionme.rit will be split 

between catcher vessels and catcher processors 5 0/5 0. Amendment 24 
regulations allow seasonal apportionment of the Pacific cod TAC 
allocated to vessels using ·hook-and-line or pot gear. Seasonal 
apportionments.will-b~ divided among trimesters and established 
through the annual specifications process. Any unused TAC from the 
jig gear quota will become available to fixed gear on September 15. 

'. 'J 

Projected ai~ 3+ biomass andABC (mt) 

or Pacific cod 1ntJie BSAJ.-

};: · ~-~~~00 ABC
177,000 

2000 
01 ~0 ° ,. 02

__ . ________ 

1,012.000 
1•021•000 
1,019,000 " 

....,...;;.._;_ 

164,000 
152,000
145,000

_ _.;.. _ __, 

0 

_-------------'--..;..J 

I ' ·,I 1!: ' 

Flatfish . J •• :,, >_ . ; . .' 
!. -. 

• f . ' f . 

Flatfish species comprise a large proportion ofgroundfish ,
expkiitable biomass in the BSAI. Dominant species include 

yellowfin sole and rock sole. Other abundant or 
commercially important BSAI flatfish- species include 
arrowtooth flounder, flathead sole, Alaska plaice; an
G~eenland turbot Biomass of most BSA! flatfish stocks is 

relatively high and has increased as· a result of good 
recruitment_ and low· exploitation: For many flatfish 
species, recruitment in more recent years has been low; 

· 

...,..,.------,------,.,.,,-----------, ;;0~ specifications (mt) for BSAI fl~t,fish fi.shene~,. 

d
Exploitable 

Species .. · : Biomass · · ' ABC , TAC 

~~110"':'?-B. sole. 

:!~:th.'. 

207,9803) 80,000 · · 212.000· 
·120,000-2•:f~:~~~.· · ~~~:~~~, . 134,354 

flathead ·sole : 636,000 · · ' 77,300 · 77,300-
other flatfish')' •. · 6 I 8,000 . ~154,000 ; 154,000 
Greenland turbot 177,000 14,200 9,000 

·:,-· 

0 

· 

. 
 

. '· 
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.--------------. 
BSAl Rocksole 

,.. 
•-~ 

""f 
"' Ia 
,,ct,.
'" ::

·cu· " I 

consequently, ·stock declines are 
expected in coming years; ·Fisheries
havebeen unable to fully harvest the 
exploitable biomass of any of the flatfish
species or complexes due to halibut
and crab bycatch limits and 
conservative quotas. Thecurrent (?atch 
specifications for BSAI flatfish stocks 
is summarized in the adjacent table. 

------------ ....... 
BSA! Yal:ow!hSole 

__ __________ _. _

EBS F!athead Sole _...____,. 
"' 

'l :· i 
,..
... '' 

' 

BSAI Arrowtootti_ Flounder 
ADlllfll:I~• -tnd R..CNlmanl Tr'fflds 

Unlike biomass of other flatfish
species in the BSAI, biomass of 
Greenland turbot isat low levels and 
declining. Biomass has declined due· 

to poocr yearb h classesdfro _medl!81-: 1
1997 .. ate as also ec m uom 
a peak of57,000 mt in 1981 to only 
·about 9,000 mt in 1998. Biomass is 
projected  to continue decli)ling due to poor recruitment. Greenland turbot 
were harvested almost exclusively (>90%) by trawl gear until the early 
l990'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 from targeting turbot. 

BS.IU Greerds.'\d Turbo! 

"" 
!"" "" ( 
I"" ......i.... 1 J= r 

i_·: : I 
~ 1"-llff'1'41!ffl~~.._.,~

.___"_"_".,..."_"_-.. _ _ .. .. _ .. _ .. _ .. _·_• _"_--' 

r

'--~-.::~"--. ......_ ....... ......,::....a;. ..................... --_. 

.

.

  
 

• 

. 

_

... - ....... ...... 1-.:·., 

•·..··•-
Atka Mackerel 

Atka mackerelare 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 
incorporate the NMFS bottom trawl surveys. Biomass increased 
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 BSAl 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 tenn. Atka mackerel in 
the Gulf of Alaska are essentially from the same stock as the BSA!. 
No reliable estimate ofbio~s exists for GOA Atka mackerel, but 
the population is clearly significantly smaller than found in the. 

.

Aleutian Islands. The 1999 GOA Atka mackerel ABC was set at 600 mt. 

---------------­
Aleutians Atka Mackerel 

All<lndance anclRecruilmonlTrends
u 2.S 

11.2

f • 2 .. 
N 

1.5 i 
- II' 
1 !f 

0.$ i• 
11N818185179991 

---------'------_. 

Amendment 34 established a gear allocation for Atka mackerel, beginning in 1998. A total of l % of the 
Eastern Aleutian Islands/Bering Sea subarea TAC .is allocated _to jig gear. Once the jig fleet takes its l % 
allocation, their allocation will increase to 2% for future years. · 

• 
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Management measures have also b_een taken to reduce.the impacts of an Atka mackerel fishery on Steller sea 
lions. Atka mackerel are an import.µit prey for Steller s_ea lions. In June. _l99(the Council adopted regulations· 
t(? disperse the Atka mackerel fishery, both temporally and spatially, to reduce localized depletions of Atka' 
mackerel. The TAC wiH now be equally split into two seasons, and the amount taken within sea lion critkal 1 

--habitat will be limited. . . 

Pacific Ocean Perch 

Pacific ocean perch are the dominant ·species of red rockfish in · 
the north Pacific, and are caught primarily along the Aleutian 
Islands, and to~ lesser extent in the'eastem Bering Sea and Gulf 
of Alaska. Biomass has. greatly: increased following heavy 
exploitation by foreign fleets prior to 1978: .Above average year 
classes in the ear]y· 1980's has boosted the AI perch exploitable .
biomass from the early 1980's though the late-· l990'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 13,500 mt.·. 

Biomass of Pacific ocean perch in the_Aleutian,Islands area is. 
projected to remain stable in coming years. . · , 

Padflc Ocean Perch 
1 •· • S.ock ~thesjs. Age 9+ B.iom ass 
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Other Rockfish · 
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Numerous species -of rockfish inhabit the BSA!, and are managed by species· complex. Shortraker and 
rougheye rockfish are managed as one unit in the Aleutian Islands. The projecte.d l 999 exploitable biomass 
of shortraker/rougheye is 46,500 mt, with an ABC of 965 mt. Northern 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 rock:fish." The projected 1999 exploita~Ie 
biomass of other red rockfish is 11,600 mt, with an ABC of 267 mt. The "other rockfish" complex is 
composed of thomyheads and other Sebastesspecies. The.I 999 ABCs fo~ "other rock:fish" are 369 mt in.the 
eastern Bering Sea and 685 mt· in the Aleutian Islands area. Abundance trends for these species are riot 
ayailable. ; _ , -. ., , · 

.. 0 

Amendment 53 allocated the AI shortraker/rougheye TAC between trawl and fixed gear fisheries .. Thirty· · 
percent of the TAC is allocated to fixed gear and 70% to vessels using trawl gear. 

• ,· ,,, i ' 

. I -. ' 
22 GOA Commercial Groundfish Stocks ' 

':· :.;,,Walleye Pollock 

' ' 

Pollock in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) aremanaged as a single·stock 
that is separate from the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island pollock ·
stocks. For 1999, exploitable biomass (age 3+) in' the GOA was 
projected at 738,000 int .. Catch specifications were.the following:. 
ABC=I00,920 mt (includes Western Central and Eastern Gulf 
ABC), TAC~ 100,920 mt. . Pollock are of medium· relative 

. abundance and are harvested at l 00% of ABC. The 1994 year-class 
is forecast to be above average, and has been observed primarily in 

~ULF ?F A~S~ POLLOCK ,
Abundance and Recru!trnent Trends 
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Shelikof Strait. Preliminary infonnation suggests weak year-classes in 1995 and l 996, and amoderate 1997 
year-class. Under these recruitment scenarios of year class strength, _the spawner biomass is expected to decline 
though 2003. 

The pollack :fishery has been affected by management measures designed to protect Steller sea lions. In 1990, 
roe-stripping of pollack was prohibited. Beginning in 1998, I 00% retention was required for pollock. In 
December 1998, N.MFS issued a biological opinion that the pollack fishery jeopardized the recovery of Steller 
sea lions. In response, the Council took emergency action to prohibit pollack fishing within 10 nautical miles 

. of n~er6us rookeries and haulouts, reduce the catch of pollock within critical habitat areas, and spread out 
effort over time. In 1993, the Council apportioned I 00% of GOA pollack to the inshore sector. Beginning in 
1998, l00% retention was required for pollack. · 

Pacific Cod 

Pacific cod, also lmo\W as grey cod,·are moderately fast-growing and short-lived fish. The 1999 exploitable 
biom~ss (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.wasthat 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 asa result of poor year-classes produced from 1990-J 994. 
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,
principally by trawls and smaller amounts by longlines, jigs, and

·;pots. A state water fishery for pot and jig gear began in 1997, with
a guideline harvest level set at 15% of the federal quota in the
.Western and Central areas and 25% in the Eastern area. The state
:fishery ramped up to 20% in the Western Area and Kodiak and
Chignik subareas of the Central area for 1999. The state GHLs are
allowedto ramp up to 25% of the federal quota when area guideline
harvest levels are achieved. For trawl fisheries in the EEZ, cod
harvests have been constrained by halibut bycatch limits. 

GU.F OF ALASKA PACIFIC COO 
AbundanceandRea'umnentTrends

1.0 350 

~------------~ 

In 1993, the Council apportioned 90% of GOA Pacific cod TAC to the inshore sector and 10% to the offshore 
sector_.,.Beginningin 1998, the IR/IU program was implemented, requiring full retention of all Pacific cod 
caught. 

Flatfish 

The flatfish assemblage has been divided into· severa
· categories for management purposes. Catch limits fo

flatfo{!i.are specified separately for flathead sole, rex sole
arrowtooth flounder, the deep water flatfish comple
(Dover sole, Greenland turbot, and deep-sea sole), an
the shallow water flatfish complex (rock sole, yell_owf
sole, Alaska plaice, and other flatfish). Summar
information for the flatfish assemblages is provided in th
adjacent table. 

,--------------------, 
;;~~~ specifications (mt) for GOA flatfish fisheries, 

Species Biomass ABC TAC 
deepwater flats 78,000 6,050 6,050
rex sole 72,000 9.)50 9,150n 
shallov.water flats 315,000 43,150 18.,770
flathead sole 206,000 26,110 9,040 
arro'Ntcioth 2,127,000 .217,1 IO 35,000 

'------------'-----'----' 
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Far and away the dominant flatfish species in the Gulf of Alaska is 
arrowtooth flounder. Arrowtooth flounder biomass in the GO A 
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 aUowable retainab~e.bycatch of other species.• . 

.,1· 

. '. GU...FOf ALASKAARROWTOOTH 
AbundanceandReauilmerlt •Trends
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Rockfish 

At least 30 rocldish species of the genus Sebastes 
inhabit the Gulf. Since 1988, rockfish have been 
divided into three management assemblages based on 
their habitat and distribution: slope. pelagic shelf,. 
and demersal shelf. rockfish. · In 1991, the slope 
assemblage was divided' into· three management 
subgroups: Pacific .. ocean perch·,, (POP);· .

shortraker/rougheye reddish, and all other species of . 
slope rockfish. In · 1993, a fourth management· 
subgroup, nor!,hern rockfish, was also _created. In 
1997, black rockfish and blue rockfish were removed 
from the pelagic shelf complex, and designated for 

--managem~~t ·by the State"Of ~Alaska. In: 1998, a·.~-•
prohibition on trawling in the Gulf of Alaska east of 

· 

140° W. longitude affected rockfish trawl fisheries thatare now:prohibited in the East-Yakutat/Southeast· 
Outside portion of the Eastern Area. ,Sunnnary information for the•slope, pelagic shelf;and demersal shelf· 
rock:fish assemblages is provided below. ; . ' . -, I .• ' 

Rockfish assemblages in the Gulf of AJaska. 

Slope ..> 
1 _. Pelagic 

·Shelf 
Demersal 

·shelf 
Rockfish · . 1 : ' , • : Rockfish ·Rocldish:
Paciflc Ocean Perch Dusky . .. .1 Canary 
 Shortraker/Ro_ugheye , , , Widow .. China 
Northern . Yellc~il ·Copper 
Other rockfish 'Quillback 
- harlequin . Rosethorn · 
- sharpchin Tiger 
- red.stripe · Yelloweye : 
- many others 

, I 

~. ' 

- m~;z::sc;::;::'!::::Z:C'.i:::::'.::!IIE:il� !:-~'::;:Jiiiar:-:::--•-:::;-'!~~-~-1f\~
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S1ope_f?9..ckfish_-.The prim_arycommercial iockfish 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 low point in the niid l 980'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. ' 

GU.Fa= ALASKl\POP 
Abundanceand Rea'uitmentTr~
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PelagicShelf Ro~kjish.;.The'pelagic shelf rockfi~h,.(PSR) assemblage in the Gulf includes three species: dusky 
rockfish, widow rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish. This assemblage wasseparated from slope rock.fish in 1988. 
The PS~ exp_Ioita~_let,iomass for, _l~99 is projected at 54,220 mt.'Catch specifications were: ABC ~ 4,880 and . 
TAC= 4,880. ··· : · '_ 

De'mers'alShelf Roclifish- The demers~ shelf rock.fishes (DSR) assemblage is comprised of seven species of 
shallow: riearshore, bottom-dwelling rock.fishes: ~ary rockfish, China roddish, copper rockfish, quillback -
rock-fish, rosethom rodcfish, tiger rock.fish~ and yelloweye rock-fish. Yelloweye reddish accounts for 90% of 
all DSR landings, Density is estimated using line transect techniques in the Eastern Gulf ABCff AC 
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recommendations for the.entire assemblage are keyed to adult yelloweye abundance. 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 I 0% of other. 
DSR species. DSR were excluded from the Council license limitation program beca~se ADF~Gplanned to 
initiate an analysis for a separate DSR license limitation program. In February 1999, the Council adopted an 
amendment requiring full retention of all DSR caught off Southeast Alaska. 

Thomyhead Rockfish 

The iliomyhead rockfish assemblage consists of two species: 
shortspine and longspine thornyheads. The current assessment for 
thornyheads is based on a size•based, age•structured model. The 
1999 estimate of exploitable biomass for thomyheads is 53,216 

mt. Assuming average recruitment when fished at the F40.,, rate, 
thornyheads are expected to decline. For 1999, the ABC was 
specified.at 1,990 mt. The abundance of this complex is relatively 
high and recent harvests have been between 50-90% of the ABC. 
Due to the long-lived nature of this species, the overall harvest 
rate recommendation is low at about 4% of the total age 5+ 
biomass. · 
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Sablefish 

·~ Z°Thesabl~fish resourc:"e of theBering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and 
Gulf of Alaska are considered one stock. However, the resource is 
managed by discrete regions to distribute exploitation throughout 
,its range. Large catches of sablefish (up to 26,000 mt) were made 
in the Bering Sea during the 1960's, but have since declined. 
Smaller catches have been made in the Aleutian Islands area, 
peaking at 3,800 mt in 1987. The projected 1999 exploitable 
biomass is 17,000 mt in the Bering Sea, with an ABC of 1)40 mt. 
ln the Aleutians, projected 1999 biomass is 26,000 mt with ABC 
specified at 1,860 mt. The GOA ABC was set at 12,700 mt . .

Biomass of the sable:fish stock off Alaska is projected to decline 
somewhat in coming years. 
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It is important to note that the TAC for sable:fish is apportioned among gear types. ln the Bering Sea, SO%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 
allocatE<f 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, andthe Aleutians. 

• 

•·
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2.3 ·Pacific Halibut Stock 

Large year-classes produced in the late l 970's and into the mid-' 
l 980's resulted in."a buildup of halibut.biomass to current high 
levels. The 1999 total exploitable biomass was projected to be 
568.25 million pounds (258,000 mt). Over half of the biomass-is 
found in areas 3A and 38 (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. 

· Pacific Halibut -

... I 
l II.l ;
t~-

·f~,oo 

'·------i'-'1-'/-'r-',LII'-';'-\'~.. .. ..., ..' • f~ , " 
-

Year 
_ ___________.

...

.. ___The directed halibut longline _fishery i~ pr:osecuted under the 
halibut/sablefish individual fishing quota (IFQ) program, which 
began in 1995. The Pacific halibut stock is managed by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC)," 
who sets the annual.catch specifications. The 1999 total IFQ TAC for all areas (2C to 4E).was established at · 
58_.39 million 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 mrof 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 p_ollock fisheries. 

· 2.4 Pacific Herring Stock 
. ... 

- . 

Pacific herring fisheries are managed by the State of Alaska. 
Fisheries occur in specific areas of the Bering Sea and Gulf of· 
Alaska when fish come inshore to sp~wri. In the Bering S~- ' 
catches peaked dramatically in 1970 at more than l08,000 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, herring catch~s have. 
increased in recent years. 
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Herring are also taken incidental to groundfish · trawl fisheries,
particularly in the pollack fishery. In the Bering Sea, the herring
PSC limit for trawl gear is determined each year as part of the TA

·specification process. Bycatch of herring is limited to l % of th
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 i
specified Herring Savings Areas. These Herring Savings Areas are
depicted in the adjacent figure. 
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.2.5 Major Bering Sea Crab Stocks 

Bristol Bav Red King Crab 

After declining abundance throughout the 1960s and reaching a 
low during_the years 1970-1972, recruitment to the Bristol Bay 
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 
closure of the Bristol Bay fishery in 1983. In 1984, the stock 
showed some recovery and a limited fishery was reestablished. 
Be~een 1984 and 1993, the fishery continued at levels considerably below those of the late · l 970's. 
Throughout the l 980s and 1990s there was little sign of a large year-class in this stock. Because the abundance 
offemalecrab was below threshold, the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery was closed in 1_994 and 1995, as was 
the fishery for Tanner crab in Zone 1 east of 163 ° West longitude. The fishery reopened in 1996, and catches 
.have increased to 16.4 million pounds in 1998. A large year-class (presumably the 1990 year-class) is entering 
the fishery, and should provide stable catches for the next couple of years. 

Bristol Bay Red King Crab 
Abundance and Catch 
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Crab abundance affects groundfish fisheries because bottom
trawl fisheries in specific areas are closed when prohibited 

- species catch (PSC) limits of C. bairdi Tanner crab, C. opilio 
. crab, and red king crab are' taken. Amendment 37 established 
.a stairstep procedure for determining PSC l_imits for red king 

crab taken in Zone 1 trawl fisheries: PSC limits are based on 
abundance of Bristol Bay red king crab as shown in the . 
adjacent table. Given NMFS and ADF&G's 1998 abundance estimate for Bristol Bay red king crab, a Zone 
1 PSC lhnit 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. 

 rsc limits for Zone 1 red king crab. 

Crab Abundance PSC Limit 

Below threshold or14_5 million lbs 

ofeffectivespavmingbiomass(ESB) 

Above threshold, but below 
. 55 rrullionlbs ofESB 

Abov~ 55 million lbs of ESB 

· 
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100,000

200,000 
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Several areas have been closed to trawling to reduce potential adverse 
impacts on crab and other resources .. The Pribiloflslands Conservation 
Area is closed to all trawling year-round to protect blue king crabs. 
Fishing is prohibited ,vith non-pelagic trawling in the Red King Crab 
Savings Area (162" to 164° W, 56° to 57° N) year-round. This area 
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_ihe years when the directed crab fishery is open. To protect juvenile red king crab and critical rearing 
habitat, all trawling is prohibited on a year~round basis in the nearshore waters of Bristol Bay, except for one 
small ~ea that remains open fo trawling during the period April 1 to June 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'poundsin 1980. The l 980 peak catch was 
f9I~owedby a collapse resulting in low landings (<0.5 millioa 
lbs) from 1981-1985, and finally no fishery in 1986and 1987. 
The fishery reopened.in 1988,and landings.increasedto over 60 
millionpounds in 1990. ·A declinefollowed, aridthe fishery has. ·
been closed since 1996. 

Bering Sea Tanner Crab.• . 
j - ' • ' ·~ ' 
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This stock is currently at very low abuhciance; ·.The 1998 
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~ 
minimumstock size threshold, and consequentlylµs been declared "overfished". A rebuildingplan has been 
adopted by the Council. .Although-thenear-terin outlook for:this stock is bleak, somesigns of recruitmentare 
beginning.toappear in the NMFS survey data·.··. ' :• ·.-·' • ·-

Amendment41 PSClimitsadopted forbainliTannercrab. 

· ~ Ahlllldance psc Limit 

 • , .. 
Zone ,1 '·.,~;~~~7~~~0:a~s,1OS% ~~tiir·,· :-

270-400 million'crabs ✓ • , ~~- •• 850,000 , . '- • 

 . : :,over 400millioncrab~,. · ,,. 1,000,??0•.,::~, 

iine 2 p.;, ·o-175 millio~ crabs '' ,· : ~1.2%of abundance 

.... ;•l75~290~11! 0 aci:a1Js-. : '.,2.100,000 
290-400 millioncrabs 2,550,000

.. ··' over400 million'crabs•' 1H ! 3,000,000-

For groundfish trawl fisheries, separate Tanner .(C. 
bairdi) crab PS_Climits are set for Zone 1:and Zone 2. 
These limits may be furtherallocated aJ!lOng the
p0;llock/mackerel/otherspecies, Pacific cod, rock sole; 
turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth, rockfish, and yellowfinsole 
fisheries. When a~fisb~ry.exceedsits PSC limit in cine,
zone,trawling is closed for that zone for the remainderof 
theyear..UnderAmendrnent41," PSClimitsforbairdiin'. 

· · b. · f b • di 
Zones 1 and 2 are based on total a undance O air 
crab as indicated by the NMFS trawl survey. Based on 
1998 abundance (156.5 miJJioncrabs), the PSC limit for.C:bairdi'in 1999 was 750,000 ·crabs in Zone 1arid'
1,878,000 crab in Zone 2. ·Note that in 1998, the Council adopted a provisionto reduce bairdi.crab bycatch..
by anadditional 50,000 crab as part of the regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl.gear for pollack 
fisheries. - - . · ·...: 1 · 

Snow Crab 

s~ 
I ,._-,..,'I ' 

Catch of Bering snow crab (C. opilio) increased from under 1millionpounds in 1974to ~JVe;315 million , 
pounds in 1992:,The 1992peak catch was followed by reduced_fandingslhfough1996. TI_ie·stockquickly 
reboundedwith good recruitment, however,'and landings increasedto 250 millionpounds in 1998. The·l 999 

_fishery opens on January 15with a guidelineharvest levelof 196 :· .
million,pounds_,The abundance ofthis stockhas peaked, and is . 
expectedto·declinerapidly in the comingyear or two. The sriow '.·
crab stock isbelowthe establishedminimumstock sizethreshold, - : 

_andconsequently\has been declared "overfished". A rebuilding.. 
plan has beenadopted by the Council Based on lengthfrequency 
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 ((, opilio) for 
. ground:fish 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 
minimum PSC of 4.5 'million snow crab and a maximum of 13 
million snow crab. Snow crab taken within the "C. Opilio Bycatch 
Limitation Zone"accrue towards the PSC limits established for· 
individual trawl fisheries. Upon attainment of a snow crab PSC limit 
apportioned to a particular trawl target fishery, that fishery is 
prohibited from fishing within the snow crab zone. The J998 survey 
indicated a total population of3 .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 pollack fisheries. · 

2.6 Alaska Scallops 

• 

Weathervane scallops have been the target of a very small fishery 
since the late 19601s. The overall magnitude of the weathervane 
scallop resource off Alaska is thought to be very limited based on 
survey and fishery information. Although Amendment 6 
establishes OY at ·Oto 1.24 million pounds of shucked meats, 
catches are constrained by crab bycatch jimits .. Recent landings· 
have been in the order.of 800,000 pounds. 

'Scallop stocks in Alaska have been managed under a federal 
'fishery management plan (FM::P)since July 26, 1995. In June 
· t 995, the Council adopted a3-year vessel moratorium to restrict 
new entry into the scallop fishery while a more comprehensive 
planwasbeirig 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 monitoring. In February 1999, the Council adopted 
Amendment 4, which will establish a permanent license limitation program for the scallop fishery. 

j., 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL. EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

- 0An environmental assessment (EA) as described by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
is used to determine whether the action considered wiH 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 affecting the human 
environment, an environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared. · 

- - ,,._ -· 
The environmental impacts generally associated with fishery management actions are effects resulting from 
( l) 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 organisms in­
active or inactive fishing gear. 

- -,,.~-

An analysis of the effects of groundfish fishing on the ecosystem, social, and economic environment is 
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.l, water.colwnn 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 :i.5, benthic: infauna and epifauna at 3.6, prohibited'species at·3.7, and the 
socioeconomic environment at 3. IO.,Additionally, the status of each target species category, biomass estimates, 
and acceptable biological catch specifications are presented both in summary and iii detail in the annual GOA 
and BSAI stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) reports. The projections for fishing year 1999 are 
c_ontainedin the 1998 SAFE reports (NPFMC 1998a; 1998b.). Chapter 2 of this document sw:innarizes,the 
current status for the major species in both the BSAI and GOA. 

···-o 
This Environmental Assessment tiers off the SEIS · (NMFS I 998a) which analyzed the.effects of groundfish · 
fisheries being promulgated in the EEZ and displayed fish~ry induced impacts on all aspects of the ecosystem. 
NMFS notes that in a July 8, I 999, order, amended on July I 3;· I 999, the court in Greenpeace, et al., v. NMFS·.,. 
et al., Civ No. 98-0492 /W.D. Wash.) held that the SEIS did not adequately address aspects of the GOA and 
BSA! groundfish fishery management plans other than TAC setting, and therefore was insufficient in scope 
under NEPA. In response.to the Court's order, NMFS is currently-preparing a programmatic SEIS for the'. 
GOA and BSA! 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 BSA! and GOA EA (NMFS 1999a), the regulatory 
amendment to implement the revised and final reasonable and prudent Stelle'r sea lion protection measures in 
the pollock fisheries of the BSA! and GOA (NMFS I 999b ), 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, 1999c). · 
i:;,_ 

Environmental issues attributable to promulgation 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 
. reasonable and prudent alternatives (RFRP As) for the pollockfisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

--~--
. ,· 
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and Gulfof Alaska (NMFS l 999e). The conduct of the pollock fisheries. under the pollock fishery cooperatives 
authorized under the AF A will further promote the objective of the revised RFRP As 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 AF A on the pollock fishery is excerpted from section II.E. of the RFRP As 
(NMFS 1999c) as follows: 

Implementation of the American Fisheries Act (AF A) which began in I 999, .... has had a profound effect 
r 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 
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 I 999 catcher/processor fleet was approximately half its pre-AF A size. The effect has been an 
elimination of the Olympic-style race for fish and a dramatic moderation of daily catch rates for the 

,., catcher/processor sector of the fleet, which takes 40% of the Bering Sea pollock quota. 

The provisions of the AF A 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 most dramatic during the summer and fall· 
months because some inshore processors traditionally convert to salmon processing during the summei'" 
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 exp·ected to provide for a more natural dispersion of 
inshore pollock operations overtime and space as the different inshore operations pursue different business 
objectives and chose to fish at different times of the year. 

':i. -

To prevent a spillover of effort from the Bering Sea to the Gulf of Alaska, the AF A places limits on the 
,. ability of Bering Sea vessels to fish in the Gulf.of Alaska. Under the AF A, the Council hasrecommended . 
. ,..-. a complex suite of restrictions on Bering Sea catcher vessels in the Gulf of Alaska pollock fisheries. In 
·.· addition, under the Steller sea lion RP As, the Council hasrecommended additional restrictions such as trip 

limits and a prohibition on crossing between the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska during the same fishing 
season. The combined effects ofall of these measures is expected to significantly slow the pace of the Gulf 

· .,. of Alaska pollock fisheries in a manner consistent with the RP A 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 AF A 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 thanin prior years and pollock seasons in the eastern· 

· half of the Gulf of Alaska (areas 630 and 640) could double in length. 
0 

3.1 Food-web Interactions 

The marine food-web of North Pacific marine fishes are complex (Livingston and Goiney 1_983). 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 offish communities by reducing the abundance of 
target or by-catch species, then these redu~tions 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. ~hanges are recorded primarily 
in terms oflarge and sometimes s4dden_ population fluctuations (National Research Council 1996). The eastern 
Bering Sea fish assemblage probably became pollock-dominated in the late I 960s and early I 970s, and a 
similar shift probably occurred in the western Bering Sea as well. 

. . 
Decisions rel~ted to how much and what combinations offish are harvested each year are made during annual 
total allowable catch (TAC) determinations. Impacts associated with Juu:vest 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 AF A pollock allocations and . . 

cooperatives 
. . 

and considers 
' 
rules 

' 
affecting . - . 

allocation of the harvest These rules do not directly impact or change total allowable harvest level_s. 

However, the BSAI po!lock co-op structure authorized under the AF A, as well as sideboard harvest_ limitations 
proposed for other BSAI and GOA fiJheries under the AF A and the _Steller sea lion RFRP As 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 1998c) and ensuing RFRPAs (NMFS I 999c). A basic premise of the 
RFRP As is to reduce competit_ion between the pollock fisheries and Steller sea lions for pollock, a predominant 
prey spe_s:ies in the Steller ·sea lion diet. This is accomplished primarily through a reduction in pollock 
exploil!ltion rates during time periods and in areas critical or important to Steller sea lion.foraging success. 
Because the AF A rules could promote further reductions in pollock and oth_er fish speci~s exP.loitation rates, 
the proposed action and alternatives to it have the potential to positively impa_s:t marine tropic interactions to 
the extent these species are_ major prey species in the ecosystem. , . . 

3.2 Biological Diversity 

The concept of biological diversity is generaily _used to denote the variety ofliving tbi!tgs in an ~cosystem. 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 expl_oitation rates ofpollock under the AFA and the SteHer sea-lion RFRPAs would be 
managed to be more reflective of pollock biomass distribution throughout the_ year and_ to reduce competition 

x 
~ -­

~o 
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with Steller sea lions for pollock. These dispersion effects on pollock exploitation rates lead to the conclusion 
that the action would not be expected to negatively impact biological diversity. Infact, the preferred alternative 

. is expected to have a positive impact on biological diversity to the extent that AF A-related fishery co-op 
agreements enable greater flexibility in the conduct of the pollock fisheries to better respond to changes in 
pollack biomass distribution and allow fishery participants to more effectively meet the principles and 
objectives established under the RFRPAs for spatial and temporal dispersion of the pollack fisheries . 

-
.,,,,, 

3.3 Seabirds 
~ii·' 

As stated in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a page 562 through 573), information voids for various aspects of seabird 
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 kriown to feed on age Oand age I Walleye pollack, 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 poll6ck 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 tum may result in localized areas of either 
increased or decreased abundance of prey~sized fish. 

:seabird populations usually are limited by their food supply to a much greater degree than by other factorsi 
-Ifthe management measures· employed cause a change in forage abundance or availability they could cause 
a large-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 cons_umption 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 ~pting to changes. Wben 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 
alternative 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 (lantemfishes), Bathylagidae (deep-sea smelts), Ammodytidae 
(Pacific sand lance), Trichodontidae (Pacific sand fish), Pholidae (gunnels), Stichaeidae (pricklebacks, 
warbonnets, eelblennys, cockcombs, and shannys ), Gonostomatidae (bristlemouths, lightfishes, and -
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anglemouths), and the Order. Euphausiacea (krill). Only the species included in the new forage fish category 
established in 1998 in amendments.36 and 39 to the BSAI a!)d GOA FMPs are discussed in this section.• 
,- .,, 0 
·, ' , 

Bycatch amourits of some of the forage species 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 l 998a.) Data in 
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 reduction in "Bottom Pollock" catch ofpollock. Based on information in Tables 4-25 and 4-35 of the 
SEIS indicating no differences in forage species catch in the pelagic and bottom trawl pollack fisherie_s, and, 
given that 98.5 percent of the pollack catch in the directed fishery already is taken with pelagic trawl gear 
(NMFS · 1999£), NMFS does not anticipate changes in the catch of forage species resulting from any spatial 
or temporal change in the pollack fisheries resulting from this action or any of its alternatives. 

' 

3.5,Target Species 
,.. 

' '' 
The proposed action and alternatives to it would result in sintilar relative impacts to target species as the status 
quo fisheries. That is, sea lion protective measures that will be implemented under a separate action will 
generally.dictate when and where pollack harvests may occur and the same amount of total harvest will occur 
from the same management areas. Likewise, the same species offish will be harvested at the exploitation levels 
determined in the TAC setting process and the sex ratio and size offish harvested would be sintilar. However, 
under fishery co-ops promoted under .the preferred alternative, the spatial and temporal locations frof!l which 
fish are harvested are expected to more closely reflect the biomass distribution ,of.pollock. This effect 
assumedly reflects a positive influence on how fisheries are conducted relative to potential impacts on Befing 
Sea pollock. Sintilar but less predictable effects may occur for other species harvested by AF A 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 AF A vessels would be authorized. Given that sideboard amounts of non Bering 
pollack are not allocations, but rather harvest lintits that must be competed for with non AF A vessels, the 
benefits accruing from AF A sideboard lintits in rationalizing non pollack target fisheries likely w:ill be limitedC , 

'c 

3. 6 Fishing Gear. Imp a$ · . -

The otter trawl is the principal gear used in the directed pollack fisheries in the GOA and BSAI. Amendment 
57 (tci the FMP for Grqundfish Fishery of the BSAI) prohibiting nonpelagic trawl gearwas passed by'thec 
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 pollack fishery through allocation of zero mt, 
of pollack to nonpelagic trawl·gear .. Pelagic trawls may, however, be fished on the bottom arid, in some cases,· 
may come iri contact with'and disturb substrate, No data are available predicting the reduction in amount of, 
contact with benthic substrates by use of only pelagic trawl gear or whether reducing contact with benthic 
substrate in the pollack fishery alone is enough to comprise a measurable reduction of impacts that ·have· 
accrued froi:n other fisheries that will continue to use bottom trawl gear i.e., the Pacific cod, rock sole, yellowfin 
sole, and Atka mackerel fisheries .. 

'·.,.-! ·• ,-:·/ .·,. t. 

The proposed-action or alternatives to the proposed action are not expected toresult in either more or less· -
habitat disturbance than accrues from status quo directed pollock trawl fishing except to•the extent that local ,
disturbances become less intense as the pollock fishery becomes more dispersed temporally and spatially. 

-·. 

-"•O 

.·...... 

.....,, 
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3. 7 Bycatch of Prnhibited Species 

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

f· 
PSC limits for the AF A vessels are proposed to l:ie either reflective of historical percentage of PSC bycatch (for 
AF A catcher processors) or be proportional to the groundfish quotas (AF A catcher vessels). Therefore, the 
PSC limitations imposed on AF A 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 being taken by the non-AF A vessels fishing 
in the other groundfish fisheries. 

As with target species catch discussed previously, none of the alternatives would directly change existing PSC 
limits. However, the expectation exists that pollock co-ops could provide the infrastructure to promote reduced 
prohibited species bycatch rates and overall bycatch amounts experienced by AF A co-op vessels_ given the 
latitude these vessels have in self-management of co-op specific pollock allocations. 

3.8 Impacts to Marine Habitat 

An assessment of impacts to habitat described as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is required in the interim final,:. 
rule (IFR) (62 FR 66531, December 19, 1997) implementing the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens,­
Fishery Conservation· and Management Act. These requirements are: - •: 

I) a description 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 life history stages; 
3) the Federal agency's view of the action on EFH; and 
4) proposed mitigation, if applicable. 

Amendment 55 to the Gulf of Alaska Groundjish, Amendment 55 to the Groundjish 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 
man~gement 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 pollack, yellowfin sole, and 
forage fish (eulachon, capelin, sand lance, sand fish, Myctophids, euphausiids, pholids, stichaeids). 

The proposed action is a complex of regulatory changes affecting distribution patterns of harvest among 
· existing users. Descriptions of the action are in section I, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, IO, and II of this document. Tue 
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 AF A, 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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0 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 dir~ted·toward mitigating marine habita.t,impacts in· 
connection.with this action. , c'· · • ' ·:" · • - • -~.... · 

..... t_3.9 Endangered Species Act Considerations 
- '. . .. .t . . ,·_ . • I 

The Endangered Species Act ofl 973as amended (16 U.S. C.· 1531et seq;-ESA), provides for the conservation· 
of endangered and threatened species of fish, wildlife, :and plants. "The program is administeredjointly by the, 
NMFSfor most marine mammal species, marine andanadromous fish species, andmarine plants species and 
by the USFWS for"bird species, and terrestrial and freshwater· wildlife anq plant.species. ·. .. :, • ~ · 

•. • r .-, I 

; '.l -· .. 

The designation of an ESA listed species is based on the biological health of that ·species. .The status 
determination is either threatened or endangered. -Threatened species are those likely to become eridange~ed , 
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 (excepffor walrus and sea otter) and.anadromous fish 1 

species.-T,he Secretary of the Interior, acting through the USFWS, isauthorized:to'listwalrus and sea otter, 
seabirds. terrestrial plants and wildlife, and freshwater fish and-plant species. . . .. . . 

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)(l)(A)]. 
The ESA defines critical habitat as those specific areasthat are essential to the·conservation of a listed species· 
andthatmay be in needof special consideration. Federal agencies are prohibited from undertaking actions that ; 
destroy or adversely· modify designated critical habitat: . Some species, primarily the cetaceans; which were , 
listed in 1969 under the Endangered Species Conservation Act and carried forward as endangered under the 
ESA, have not received critical habitat designatjons. , 4 - • 

_\ r ~- , -__1 "'\ 

Federal agencies:have an affirmative mandate to.C011$erve·1isted species (Rohlf 1989). · One assurance of this 
is Federal actions, activities or authorizations (hereafter referred to as Federalaction) must be incompliance.: 
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). Infonnal consultations, resulting in 
letters of concurrence, are conducted for Federal actions that have no adverse affects on the listed species.· 
Formal consultations, resulting in·biological opiilions,:•are· conducted for Federal actions-that may have·an 
adverse affect on the listed species. Through the biological opinion., a determination is made asto whether the · 
proposed action poses ~jeopardy" or "no jeopardy11· of extinction ~o the listed species.~If the determination is . 
that the_ action proposed (or ongoing) will cause jeopardy~ reasonable and prudent alternatives may be_ 
suggested which, if implemented, would modify the action to no longer pose the jeopardy of extinction to the_ 
listed ~pecies. ·These reasonable and prudent alternatives must be incorporated into the Federal action if itlis• 
to proceed.,, A biologi~ op~on with the conclusion of nojeopardy maycontain a series of management. , 
measures intended to further re~uce 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 ofanytaking 1 occurring during 
promulgation.of the action, an incidental take statement may be appended to a biological ·opinion to provide ~. 

:-1."').;, . 
• '. 1· J ' . ' • . .. 

•· • I• • • : ~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)(l)(B)]. · 

·. · 
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• for the amount of take that is expected to occur from nonnal promulgation of the action. An incidental take 
statement is not the equivalent of a pennit 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 includes seven great whales, one pinniped, 
eleven Pacific salmon, three seabirds, and one albatross. 

• 

Table 3.1 Species currently listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA and occurring in the GOA 
,, .... and/or BSA1 groundfish management areas. 

NorthernRight Whale Balaena g/acialis Endangered 
Bowhead Whale 1 Balaena mysticetus · Endangered 
Sei Whale Balaenopi:era borealis Endangered 
Blue Whale Balaenoptera musculus Endangered 
Fin Whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered 
Humpback Whale Megaptera novaeangliae _Endangered 
Sperm.Whale Physeter macrocephalus Endangered 
SnakeRiver Sockeye Salmon Onchorynchus nerka Endangered 
Short-tailed Albatross Phoebastria albatrus Endangered 
Steller Sea Lion Eumetopias jubatus Endangered and 

Threatened 2 

_Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha · Threatened 
.. Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened 

" Salmon 
~ ..Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened 

Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon · Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened 
'''Upper Willamette River.Chinook Salmon 
•rUpper ColumbiaRiver SpringChinook 

Onchorynchus tshawytscha 
Onchorynchus tshawytscha 

-Threatened 
Endangered · _ · 

Salmon 
Upper Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Endangered 
Snake River Basin Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened 
Lower ColumbiaRiver Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened 
Upper Willamette River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened 
Middle Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened 
Spectacled Eider Somateria flshcheri · Threatened 
$teller's Eider Polystida stelleri Threatened 

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

In summary, species Listed~der the· ESA are present in the action area and, as detailed below, some are 
negatively affected by groundfishfishing. The NMFS-isthe expert agency for ESA listed marine mammals. 
The USFWS is the expert agency forESA listed seabirds. "The proposed _action. rule to the American Fisheries 
Act must'be in compliance with the ESA. 

'--·,,. 

Section 7 consultations relevant to promulgation of various aspects of the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries have 
been done for anthe 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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0 I. National Marine Fisheries Service: December 3, 1998 Biological Opinion with amendment dated December . 
16, 1998. Activities Considered: Authorization of an Atka mackerel fishery·under the BSAI groundfish 
Fishery Management Plan between I 999 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 Fishery Management Plan between 1999 and 
2002 (NMFS 1998c). . , 

2. National Marine Fisheries·:service. December 22, 1998 Biological· Opinion. Activities Considered: 
Authorization of BSAI grciundfish fisheries based on TAC specifications recommended by the North Pacific 
Fishery management Council for 1999; and Authorization of GOA groun_dfi,sh fisheries based on TAC 
specifications recommended by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council for 1999 (NMFS J998d). 

3. USDI Fish and Wildlife Sefvice. March 19; 1999 Biologi_cai Opinion. Activities Considered: Hook-and­
line groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands Areas on short-tailed 
albatrosses (USFWS_ 1?99). · . , · 

The proposed actio~ ;{nd altc,:rnatives to it being considered for implementation of the American Fisheries Act 
regulations are not expected to have impacts on endangered or threatened marine ITlarlllllal 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 addressed in the December 3, 1998, consultation, to determine whether these fisheries are 
likely to jeopardize listed species or modify their habitat. This consultation wiHbe completed prior to 
December 31, 1999. Aseparate but related consuitation on the impacts of the Alaska grouhdfish fisheries on 

• - ' t. • r , ,. , 

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 influ~11ce o_f the AF A and associated pollock. co-op~ on . 
listed salmon species will be considered as part of that consultation. . . ! . 

,. -
NMFS also has taken steps to initiate a comprehensive consultation under section 7 of the ESA on the 
groundfish fisheries in the BSA! and GOA that will evaluate the cumulative effects of the fisheries over a inulti­
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 individual and cumulative impacts of all activities relating to 
the groundfish fisheries authorized and managed under the FMPs, and all amendments thereto, to determine 
whether the cumulative impacts of the groundfish fisheries are. likely to jeopardize the continued existence .of 
listed species, including Steller sea lions, or adversely ~odify criti~al habitat. ·Generally, the Programmatic 
Groundfish Fisheries Consultation will be prepared in. coordination with a comprehensive programmatic 
supplemental En~ronm.imtal Impact Statement that will:address·activities ·authorized and.managed under the" 
grounc\fish fishery management plans and amendments theret~, and thataddresses the conduct of the GOA and. 
BSA! groundfish fisheries and the FMPs as a whole. Theschedule for completion ·of the Programmatic 
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 docuinerits will.be similar in many: 
respects. . · · · · · · · ·, · · ,·· .' · · 

f) • ~· 

! . -·• ' 
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3. IO Marine Mammal 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 hasa potentially significant impact on that stock would be placed in Category I. 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 hasan insignificant impact on the 
stocks is placed in Category III. 

Species listed under the Endangered Species Act present in the management area were listed above. Marine 
mammals not listed under the 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 
(Phocoenoides 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 hi!pida) and 
ringed seal (Phoca fasciata)], and the sea otter (Enhydra lutris). 

Take of the above listed marine mammals in trawl fisheries hasbeen monitored through oliserver 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 et al 1997.) Steller sea lion, northern fur seal, harbor seal, spotted seal, bearded seal, ribbon seal,' 
ringed seal, northern elephant seal, Dall's porpoise, harbor porpoise, Pacific white-sided dolphin, killer 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 {Hill et al 1997.) 

None of the alternatives considered for implementation of the American Fisheries Act regulations are expected 
to increase or decrease the participating fisheries rates of incidental takes or other direct interaction with marine 
mammals. 

3.11 Coastal Zone Management Act . . ' . / ': .-·. . . ' 

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 meaning of section 30(c)(l) 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 Fisheries in the Exclusive Economic Zone off the Coast of Alaska. 
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The effects of the pollock fishery on EFH for pollock and other, FMP managed species were considered 
comprehensively in the EFH assessment in the draft EA for the Proposed Rule to hnplement Steller Sea Lion 
Protection Measures for.the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI and the GOA (NMFS _l 999e). The effects of:other 
groundfish fish~ries on EFH were e,ramined in the EFH assessment in the EA for the 2000 Groundfish.Total 
Allo~ble Catch Specifications futplemented Under the Authority of the Fishery Management Plans for the 
Groundfish Fishery of the B'ering Sea and Aleutian !~lands Are;i and Groundfish Fishery of the Gulf of Alaska 
Area (NMFS ,I999d}. Because fishing for pollock un_der AFA-endorsed fishing cooperatives would promote 
dispersion of fishing effort~ time aJ!d space, EFH impacts could actually be reduced relative to the status quo 

. fishery. Given this pn,mise, nothing in this rule. is expected to change in a.negative manner the effects of 
fishing c,n EFH in ways not considered in previous assessments. .v · , · 

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 gr~undfish _and crab fisheries. Pollock[P?ps _and AF A groundfish 
and crab harvest sideboards and restncttons could change the conduct of these fishenes m a·manner' that 
disperses fisli.ery effort, redu~ o;~~ll. harvest rate_s and ~t~ntially inci:f1Sed season length of fisheries. To 
the extent these changes occ11r, they would be in the direction already assessed.under the new Steller sea lion 
protec_tion 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 e':(pected 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 fishing effort 
is further dispersed intime and space relative to the status quo alternative. 

3.13 · Conclusions 
' C 

, , 1· , , 

For the reasons discussed above, implementation of the regulations to implement the American Fisheries Act . 
wo~ld not significantly, affect ·the quaiity .of the human environment. -Therefore, the preparation of an 
envirorimental impact statement is not required by section I 02(2}(C) ofNEPA or its implementing regulations . 

. ' 
This Environmental .Assessment adopts the discussion and _anal,Y.ses in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a), and 
incorporates by reference the 1999 Groundfish Total Allowable Cat~h Specification EA,(NMFS 1998b), the·
draft 2000 Groundfish total allowable Catch Specifications EA (NMFS 1999d), the Emergency Rule to 
hnplement Reasonable and Prudent Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures in the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI 
and GOA EA (NMFS I 999a), and 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 1999c and 

~999e). 

 

~=fator~ishe~~. , ! .,Dillf,/oo 

•J 
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4.0 DEFINITIONS OF INSHORE, OFFSHORE, AND SINGLE GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

Because certain sector definitions in the AF A are inconsistent with existing definitions, under either the 
Magnuson-Stevens Act or the Council's inshorn/c,ff.,:;bon: regulations, clarification is required to ensure 
consistency in the implemer,i:a.t:,..:r1 of the !J!!,l\1isi1;nc: cf the AF A. Primarily these involve the definitions of 
'"inshore component" and "offsho:;;: :-:cr::i~or•ect'', th.~ use of :he term "fish" vs "groundfish", and the definition 
of the term 'shoreside processor'' :u1the /-;.i A. The Council previously requested a discussion of the terms and 
definitions used for consistency between the AF A and other regulations. The issue of single geographic 
location 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 AF A amendment package. 

4. l Issues 

l. · Definitions for the terms "inshore component" and "offshore component" in the Arrn;rican Fisheries Act 
(AF A) 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 certain policy choices in synchronizing the inshore-offshore management 
regime between the Bering Sea and Aleutian 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 BSAI 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 I:· Sunset dates and duration of definitions - should the relevant definitions be of the same 
duration in the GOA and the BSAI? The Council is scheduled to take action under Amendme,nts 62/62 
to makethe overall GOA inshore/offshore regulations sunset atthe same time asthe BSAI, therefore 
resolving this question. 

Decision point 2: Should the definitions apply to directed fishing harvests of pollack 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 1-0 definitions that would be consistent in both areas. 

Need. The original 1-0 definitions applied equally in both the BSAI and the GOA. The AFA definitions, 
however, specifically apply only to 1-0 fish harvested in the BSAI. In the GOA, those definitions apply to 1-0 
fish harvested in both areas. This inconsistency could be a source of confusion because different 1-0 
definitions would apply to pollock based on the area in which it was harvested. 
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Effect. The substantive effect ofthi"s alternative would apply only to pollock harvests: not Pacific cod, because 
Pacific cod is· an 1-0 species only in the GOA. Pollock is an 1-0 species ll1both areas. Hence, the 1-0 
definitions would apply to pollock regardless of from which area it washarvested. ' · · · 

~ • ' • I ~ • • •: ' < , ') 

Decision point 3: Should the "shoreside processor" definition apply to the· processing of "fish" or 
"groundfish," as those terms are defined' in. the MSA, and grouiidfish implementing' regulations, 
respectively? 

' . ' 

Staff preference is for "groundfish". This decision would resolve a technical inconsistency between the 1-0. 
definitions used by' the AFA for the BSAJ'and those used by the Federal groundfish regulations for the GOA. 
This decision also w~uld facilitate single 1-0 definitions that would be consistent in both 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 BSA! and in the 
GOA. ·The differences are that the AFA definition refers to "fish" while existing groundfish regulations refer 
to "groundfish"in two places. '· · · ~ :' · · ' · • · 

,. ' 

Effect. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation al)d Management Act (at section 3) defines "fish" as. 
including all forms of marine animal and plal)t life other than marine rruimrilals arid birds. "Groundfisli;'.' on 
the other hand is defined in th·e regulations asincluding only those fisli for which harvest limits are annually 
specified pursuant to 50 CFR 679.20(a). Hence, a processor that prncesses only salmon and crab harvested, 
in the BSA!, for example, would be a"'shoreside processor" wider tlie AFA but not under th_e regulation~ at. 
50 CFR part 679. The effect of choosing the staff preference would be to prevent the provisions'ofthe AF A 
from applying to salmon and crab harvested in the BSA!, for example. The AFA section 208(f) provisions. 
would be unaffected because pollack is both a "fish" under the MSA and a "groundfish" wider the Federal 
regulations. Consistent application of the term "shoreside processor" would enhance consistent application 
of the 1-0 provisions. ' ' : · · 

,·• I•• ' "' ..' 

•Decision point 4: Should the "inshore" anil "offshore" definitions appiyto'all fishing for "ground.fish" or 
to directed fishing for pollock in the BSA!, directed fishing for pollock or Pacific cod in the GOA, or both? 

• • ' , • , • • , ' .• I 

Staff preference is to have the definitions apply only to 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. This 
decision would resolve a technical point of confusion ab6~t whether the 1-0·provisions apply to ali°groundfish 
harvests including incidental catch amounts or to only directed fishing for the 1-0 species. Another potential 
source of confusion stems from having the 1-0 definitions apply comprehensivelY, to all groundfish, but only 
to directed fishing harvests of pollock (or P:cod in the GOA) that are delivered to floating·processors inside 
State waters. 

' • • 4 

· · 
' : -

Need.' As explained below, this issue stems from an attempt tci resolve a protilem of ~ccounting for ·incidental . ' 
catches of pollock in the BSA! to either the "inshore" allocation or'the "offsliore" allocation. The agency 
solution was proposed in the proposed rule for 1-0 3 which was drafted befor~ tiie AF A was signed· irito law. 
The AFA drafters provided redundant solutions to this problem, first, by adopting the agency proposal to use 
the term '.'groundfish" in the 1-0 definition,' and second, by providing for an "incidental catch allowance." The 
latter.solution obviated the need for the former solution but it was reiained in the AF A an~ay. 

~ I , I 

Effect. The effect of the staff preference would be to resiore the original 1-0 definition languag'e which makes 
the 1-0 provisions apply only to directed fishing harvests of pollock in the BSA! and the GOA, and directed 

H:\S 1221 \DOC\SecRevewlafaea. wpd 40 January 2000 



-~.. 

fishing harvests of Pacific cod in the GOA. Also, this decision would restore consistency of applying the 
"inshore" definition among all categories of the inshore 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 withinGOA and BSAI 
areas separately? Staff has no recommendation on this issue. 

Decision point 6: Should the definition of"shoreside processor" be refined, for purposes of implementing 
the AFA, 

(a) to mean the physical plant of the shoreside processor, and 
(b) limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AF A sec. 208(t) to receive pollack harvested in the 

BSAI only at the same physical location at which that shoreside pro~essor plants existed during the qualifying 
years· of 1996 and 1997? 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) 
,'.\mendments 18 (BSAI) and 23 (GC>A). 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 
c:atch (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 pollack roe 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 to 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. 

The original "inshore" and "offshore" component definitions developed by the Council for Amendments 18/23 
were used again in Amendments 38/40, which re-authorized the inshore-offshore allocation policy for the three­
year 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-autliorize a revised inshore-offshore allocation· policy for 1999-200 I. · In.October 
I 998, however, the AF A superceded Amendment 5 I to the BSAIgroundfish FMP' with a different inshore­
offshore policy and different definition for "inshore" and "offshore" components. Amendment 51 to the GOA. 
groundfish'FMP was subsequently ap·proved and implemented by regulationspublished January 25, 1999 (64 
FR 3653) which leads to issue I above. · · >· • • ·, 

, . 

Definition Differences 

The inshore component definition currently in effect for the EISAIpollock fisheries by regulation at so"CFR 
679.2 is based on the definition at section 205(6) of the AFA and reads as follows: · · ·. :': 

"Inshore component in the· BSA!" (applicable through December 31, 2004) means the follo:;,,ing 
categories that 'process ground.fish harvesied in the BSA!:· 

(/) Shoreside processors, including those eligible under section 208(j) of the American Fisheries 
Act; cmd , · . · • · ; · · · · · · : · · · · : · · ·' · 

(2) Vessels less than 125/i (38.1 m) LOA that process less than I 26 mt per week in round-weight 
equivalents of an aggregate amount of po/lock and Pacific cod.. ' 

..- '. 

By contrast, the inshore component definition currently ineffect for the GOApollock and Pacific cod fisheries, 
also at 50 CFR 679.2, is based on Amendment 51 to the GOA groundfish FMP which wiis approved by the 
Alaska Regional Administrator, NMFS, on December 15, 1998, and reads as follows: 

:, . .. ~,. ,,_,.,.,1 

"Inshore component in the GOA" (applicable through December '31, 200 I)' means· the jollowing three: 
categones of the US .groundjish fishery thaiprocess ground.fish 'harvested in• the BSA! Jr· the_ GOA:' 

, · (l)Shoreside processing operations;,· ' . . '.' . . . . 

(2) 'Vessels less than I 25 fl (38.1 m) LOA that process no more than'.126 mt per week in round­
weight equivalents of an aggregate amount ofpo/lock·and Pacific cod; and·. · 

. · (3) Vessels that process pollack or Pacific cod, harvested in a directedjishery for those specie's, 
 at a single geographic location in Alaska State· waters during ajishing year . . :•, '· · 

1 

·
. I 1t, '' J 

Also, the current definitions ofl'offshore component" as they appear in regulationsc·a:f50 CFR679.2;·are 
slightly different. Again, the definition for "offshore component in the BSAF' is based on the AF A definition · 
of the term and "offshore component in the GOA" is based on the approved Amendment 51 for the GOA 
groundfish FMP. · · 

•. "Offshore component in the BSA!" (applicable through December 31,' 2004) means all vessels·noi 
. included in the definition of "inshore compOnent in the BSA!''. that process groundjish in the BSA!. 

' . •,', 

· 

.... 

''Offshore component ,in the GOA'' (applicable through December 31, 2001) means .. all vessels not" 
included in the definition of "inshore component in'the GOA" that process groundfish in the BSAJ or ; 
GOA.. " . ·1 , ·• ·• ' 

. ' 

1:. 

. I .,.·,·, 
'If 
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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 applicability. 
These phrases are not in the text of the AF A 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 AF A 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, 200 I. 

• The BSAI "inshore" and "offshore" definitions apply only to groundfish harvested in the BSAI. 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 AF A is not effective until January I, 2000, and includes SGL processor vessels 
parenthetically as shoreside processors for purposes of limiting entry into the BSAI pollack processing 
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 AF A 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 BSAJ and GOA would obviate the need for two definitions "in the BSAI" and two "in the 
GOA." 

Consistency can be realized by amending the BSAJ and GOA groundfish FMPs or the AF A or both. Section 
213(c)( I) of the AF A provides authority for the Council and NMFS to implement measures that supercede the 
AF A except for sections 206 and 208. The AF A 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 AF A. A recommendation to supercede a part of the AF A likely would take the form of an FMP 
amendment. Following is a discussion FMP amendment alternatives. 

I. Sunset dates. 

(a) Make no change. The inshore-offshore provisions in the BSAI,.under section 2 l 3(a) of the AF A 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 common definition for "inshore 
component" and "offshore component" in both areas. · · · · · 

(b) Amend tlieGOA groundfish FMP to extend inshore-offshore provisions in the GOAto match ilie 
duration of those in the BSA!. -This would result in the inshore-offshore defini~i_ons for both areas .being 
effective ·through December 31, 2004. -Preferred- While

and 
two additional alternatives are discussed below; they 

are both inconsistent with the provisions of the AFA.. the Council has alr~y expressed its preference for 
alternative (b ), and' is scheduled to take fuia1action in June to.extend the inshore-offshore ·provisions in the 
GOA to match the duration in the BSAI under Amendment 62/62. 

-~ :.•~ 

(c) Supercede section 213(afofthe AFA to make the inshore-offshore provisions in the BSA.I to match the 
duration of those iri the GOA. This would result iii·the inshore-offshore definitions for both areasbeing 
effective through December 31, 200 l. :· · · 

-r 
(cl)Amend the GOA groundfish FMP and supercede section 213(~) of the A.FAto·remov~ the duration 

limits in both areas: This would make the inshore-offshore provisions in both areasconsistent in that both 
would remain effective until changed by subsequent FMP amendments: Aspart of thisalternative, the Council 
could state a policy of considering inshore-offshore changes at some specified date _in the future, but this date 
would not have to take the formof a "s~set" date ~ regulations. · · · • 

I• ij;,I, 

2. Application of inshore.:Offshore defini~ons to BSAI and:GoA·areas.· 

. (a) Make no change. The BSAI "inshore" and "offshore" definitions 'would continue to apply only to 
ground.fish harvested in the BSAI. Toe GOA "inshore" and "offshore" definitions wouH continue to applyto 
ground.fish harvested in the BSAI or the GOA. The substantive effect of this alternative _would apply only to 
pollack harvests; not Pacific cod. Only pollack harvests in the BSAI, not pollock harvests in the GOA, would 
be subject to the definition of"inshorecomponent in the BSAI," but pollock harvests in both areas would be 
subject to the definition 'of "inshore component iii.the GOA." Thetechnical effect would be to prevent a 
common definition for "inshore component" and "offshore component" in ·both areas. . . 

i.. r • •. t 

(b) Change the GOA definitions to match the BSAI definitions by·deleting "the BSA! or" from the_ GOA 
inshore and offshore definitions. Again, the substantive effect would apply only to pollack harvests, asabove. 
Preferred: . '. 

~..'.,. 
(c) Supercede the AFA definitions of "inshore component" and "offshore component" in section 205 fo 

match the GOA definitions by adding the phrase "or the GOA" to both definitions. 
... O T • • T • O O O 

O 

3. "Shoreside processor" definition part l . .1 • , 
~ (a).Make no change. ·This alternative would continue this definition's inconsistency between theBSAI~ 

as it ·applies to the inshore~ffshore provisions of the AF A, and· the GOA and BSAI as it applies· 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 undetennined effects on compliance with record keeping and . 
reporting.requirements arid with other regulations in which theterm "shoreside processor,, is used. 

'. .. . • • i • • . • ' 
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(c) Supercede the AFA definition of shoreside processor. This alternative would be implemented by 
stipulating in the part 679 regulations that, for purposes of implementing 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 
BSA! 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 BSA! and GOA inshore and offshore policies while other parts of the AF A 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 BSA! and GOA and Pacific cod 
harvests in the GOA. 

(b) Change the inshore and offshore definition phrase "that process groundfish harvested in the BSA! [ or 
GOA]'' to read "that process pollock harvested in a directed fishery for poHock in the BSA! 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 AF A 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. Titis would prevent a common definition of "inshore component" for both
"a~eas but would be functional due to the separate allowance for pollock bycatch in the BSA! . 

 
 

• (d) Change the inshore definitions applicable to the GOA as described in alternative 5(b) above but not 1 
·supercede the AF A 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 BSA! 
and the GOA m~st be identified as belonging to either the inshore or offshore component regardless of whether 
they process pollock harvested in a directed fishery for pollock in the BSA! or GOA or Pacific cod harvested 
in a directed fishery for Pacific cod in the 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 BSA!, or Pacific cod harvested in a directed fishery for Pacific cod in the 

.GOA, or both." Titis definition caused a catch-accounting problem when bycatch amounts ofpollock 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 5 I /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 AF A, therefore, 
provides two solutions to one bycatchaccounting problem. Clearly, the inshore-offshore allocations of pollock 

· made by the AF A apply only to directed fishing for pollock. The AFA definitions of"inshore" and "offshore" 
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are made unnecessarily broad by using the term "groundfish." · for purposes of implementing appi"oved 
Amendment 51 in the GOA, the proposed technical· cliange was adopted in the :final inshore-offshore 
implementing regulations (64 FR 365\ January 25, I 999): · · 

.. ,·· 
In the GOA, the broader term "groundfish" may be needed because neither the AF A 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 ihe GOA would have to be deducted from the inshore allocation. No question is raised 
as to which allocation ofpollock are pollock"bycatches to be deducted. 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. Henc'e, the need for the term "groundfish" in the GOA 
inshore and offshore definitions is questionable. · · 

Finally, the·term presents potential confusion in conjunction with the SGL category which 'is lirilited only to 
pollock or Pacific cod harvested in directed fisheries those species. The result is a definition o( "inshore 
component in the GOA" that applies·broadly to all groundfish-harvested in the BSA! or GOA, but one part of 
the definition pertaining to SGL processor vessels is limited to directed fishery harvests of inshore-offshore 
species. This internal inconsistency is potentially misleading and confounding in its-application. · ·, 

5. Floating processors. 

(a) Make no change. This alternative would reference floating processors indirectly as included in the 
definition of "inshore component in the BSA!" while explicitly including floating processors in the definitio~ 
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 
pollack harvested in a directed fishery for that species in the BSA! or pollack and Pacific cod harvested in a 
directed fishery for those species in the GOA. Further, regulations arsec. 679.7(a)(7) prohibit a floating 
processor from operating under the "inshore component in the BSA!" and the "inshore component 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 species: Alternatively; such_ 
vessels could be limited to operating in State waters adjacent to either the BSAI or GOA but not both during 
the same fishing year. In this event, a processor vessel would not necessarily be limited to processing pollock 
or GOA Pacific cod wherever it was located. · · · · "· 

• ' ,.i 

Including State water processing vessels in the original inshore definition was designed to recognize that, lik~­
processing plants physically situated on shore, catcher vessels delivering to processor vessels operating in Staie· 
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· 
processorv~ssel, however, has more mobility than an onshore processing plant, and could have s~me advantake 
over the onshore plant by moving closer to the grounds being fished by its catcher ;essels: 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 
AF A. Since l 992, the single location restriction applied only to the processing of pollock, or GOA Pacific·cod, 
taken in directed fisheries for those species. Processing bycatch amounts of those species when the inshore 
directed fisheries were closed did not require ·a State-waters processor vessel to be in thesame location as it 
was when it processed directed fishery harvests ofthe inshore-offshore species. . 
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Arguably, provisions:ofthe 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 AF A 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 inshore 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 BSAI 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 AF A 
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 AF A 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 
(ii · limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AF A sec. 208(f) to receive pollock harvested in the 

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

The AF A 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 ind.ividual...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 AF A section 208(f)(2), 
to deliver, on recommendation of the Council and approval by the Secretary, BSAI-harvested pollack to 
shoreside processors other than those qualified to receive under section 208(f)(l). This section (208(f)(l)) 
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 mo·re than 2,000 mt of pollack during 

· the inshore directed pollock fishery in each of 1996 and 1997 (qualified processors). The following paragraph 
(sec. 208(£)(2)), however, provides for the delivery of pollack to an unqualified shoreside processor if (a) the 
TAC for pollack in the BSAI 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 disaster, 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 AF A 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 AF A 
"shoreside processor" definition drafted for the AF A 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(£)(2). On the other hand, the Council could determine to leave this term vague and 
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to deal with the issue asthe need arises. The practical effect of clarifying the tenn "slioreside processor" to 
mean physical plant as opposed to the corporate owner of the plant is that petitions to the Council under AF A 
sec. 208(f)(2) would arise only in·the event-of actual or constructive'total loss of!he·physical plant of a 
qualified shoreside processor. Not clarifying the tenn may open the Council to petitions under sec. 208(f)(2) 
based on arguments that the corporate ·owner-of a plant suffered constructive'total· loss. · · · .- · · 

. For database management reasons; NMFS currently issues·separate Federal processor permits, req~ired und~r 
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 
implementing the AF A shoreside processor provisions for consistency in landings data collection, regardless 
of the total loss implications at the corporate or plant facility level discussed.above.'·· '0 c: · ' 

A separate but related question is raised also by lacifof cla'rity in the term "shoresicie proces;o'i. "· Tl)is qtiestion 
.is whether a qualified shoreside processor under sec. 208(f)(I) could expand its scope of operations as a 
"person" under the "shoreside processor" definition. For example, a qualified shoreside processilf could cipen 
a new plant at a location different from that at which it became qualified under sec. 208(f)(l). The new plant 
location could provide a competitive advantage over other shoreside processors in the processmg of pollack 
and non-pollack species. Without further clarifying the definition of·"sbo~eside 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 implementing sec. 208(f), a qualified sboreside'.processor may receive deliveries of pollack 
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 practical effect qf 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 AF A. The Council, however, may also determine that such· 
an action would be too limiting on the ability of shoreside processors to receive and process pollack profitably. 
In this event, the Council may choose to make no clarification of the meaning of "shoreside processor" with 
respect to physical plant or corporate identity. As indicated' above,'·the staff has no preference o~· 
reco!'1IJ1endationon this aspect of decision point 6(b). 

~ ·• 

The.Council and the Secretary arguabty,have authority to enhance or clarify:the definition of ':shofeside· 
proces·sor" for purposes of implementing AF A'section 208(!). · AF A section 213(c) provides authority to the 
Council to.recommend and to the Secretary to approve measures that supercede tlie provisions of Title II (the' 
AF A), ·except forprovisions of sections 206 ·and 208. The "shoreside processor" definition that wo~ld' be 
clarified is in AFA section 205. The practical effect of the clarification, ifappfoved, howe~er, would be-'to' 
limit the application of sec. 208(f) with regard to the identity of eligible shoreside' processors as specific 
physical plants, facilities, or vessels,< as opposed to the companies that own them. - · ;~ ' 1 

' ..:' ''' 

.., 
,.. ..~ 
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5.0 COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS AND COUNCIL REVIEW 

5.1 Requirements ofthe AFA 

The AF A 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 AF A does not elaborate on the specific review role of the Council, 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 ro 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 
ofnon-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 )hese issues and, as part of 
its overall action on AF A, requested that NMFS prepare a report for review in October 1999 which would 
describe the specific activities of the co-ops, including: , 

I. 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 

AF A or pollock co-ops, 
3. A discussion ofhow_transfers within co-ops may affect issues 1 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 AF A can be included in the p,e-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 AF A in this regard. 

5.2 Council Proposed Requirements 

In addition to the requirements of the AF A, the Council has identified other potential rules and regulations 
pertaining to the development and review 6f fishery co-op agreements outlined by the AF A. As expressed at 
the December 1998 meeting, these include: 

H:\S 1221 \DOC\SecRevew\afaea.wpd 49 January 2000 



r, 
*Limiting co-op agreements to 1-6 years 
*Prohibitnig linkages of membership in co-ops to delivery of non-pollock species 
*Requiring disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics · 
*Requiring contracts be submitted by December I (as ,apposed to 30 days prior to the start of fishing 
stated in the AF A) · ' • . · ' ' , . . 

It is unclear whether these requirements could be implemented via regulations, or simply 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 AF A as a requirement for co.:Op vessels (and 
it allows the Council and SOC to make such information available to the public in a maimer they deem 
appropriate). Details of these provisions are being considered within the broader development of adiscussion 
paper already tasked by the Cowicii:- to examine disclosure of catch and bycatch j:nirsuant to Section 211 (d) 
of the AFA as it relates to satisfying bycatch reduction provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act This issue 
is being considered \vithin the context of State and Federal data confidentialitymles which are being addre~s-ed 
on-aparalleltrack:. ·•• ... ; 1 

' ·, • - • ·J. 

Limiting duration of co-op agreements 
( ' 

The Council's option'included limiting the duration ofcci-op agreements to a specified time pencid, from one 
to six years, with six years representing the full duration of the AF A. At present, iappears that most co-ops 
envision an annual agreement, or an agreeme~t that is.valid until superceded or altered: An annual agre;ment 
has the advantage, from the Council's perspective, to allow for anexplicit review' each year by ihe Cowi\\il 
prior to the start of fishing under-such agreement In the event cif longer-term· a:greements, the Council may 
want to consider the degree to which such agreements could be altered internally, without coming up for formal 
review by the Council. Another consideration 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. Ifco-ops are limited to one year duration, and must be revised or renewed 
each year, it may reduce the likelihood andinagnitude of changes in co-op participation. · 

. , ; ' ' , ' . ' -, . '~ l :, 

This question seems to be primarily a policy call on the part of the Council and will hinge upon the Council'.s 
desire to monitor the details of co-op agreements and potential changes within the CO-Qps. As such, ilie Co'uncil 
will likely benefit more from the perspectives of co-op participants than froni any attempt at formal analysis. 

!· • ' 

Prohibiting linkages of membership to delivery ofnon-pollock species 

This proposal would 'prohibit. the co-op from req.uiring delivery ~f non-pollock species as a ·conditio~ of 
membership•in the pollock co-op. This may be moot in that it will be th~ vessel's decision whether to join a 
co-op, and. the plants themselves will not likely be part of those negotiations, although ~ currently envisio;;ed 
the vessels ,will be required to deliver to a specific processor. Tlie purpose o'fthis 'proposal appears to beta 
ensure the catcher vessels latitude in their markets for nori-pollock species. · · · 

Require contracts to be submitted by December 1 

In order to allow ample opportunity to· review co-op agreements prior to the start· c,f fishing under s~ch 
agreements;,the Council is considering a requirement that co-op agreements be submitted to the Council and 
Secretary of Commerce by December l of the year preceding fishing under th~-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 

- I •, 
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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 concerns. 
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. 6:0 AFA CATCHER/PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS 
' I • 

6.1 Introduction· 
.' 1 •·• ' .. 

The American Fisheries Act mandates protections for non-pollock groundfish fisheries in the Bering Sea that 
may be impacted excessively by the 20 listed pollock catcher processors. Because AF A was not enacted until 
October I 998, interim groundfish specifications and an emergency n.le (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 this chapter of the document. 

6.2 American Fisheries Act Provisions 

The Act specifies in section 21 l(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 amoun(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 AF A 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 I 999 

In response to the above provisions, the Council recommended various protections at its November meeting 
as shown in a table in the action memo. These were implemented by NMFS on January 4, 1999, with 
publication of interim 1999 harvest specifications for BSAI groundfish. A second emergency rule was 
pub_lished 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 AF A. These ratios are 
applied to the !TAC to calculate harvest limits for the 20 listed catcher processors. !TAC is essentially 85% 
of the TAC for each non-pollack 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 1995-1997 catch histories to limit the 20 catcher processors. The 
first is for Atka mackerel, for which the percentage is specified explicitly in the AF A (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 I 0% 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 BSA! 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. 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 alternatives for 2000 and beyond, all based on 1995-1997. Principle 
variations among the alternatives arise from (I) 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 (I) 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 1995-1997 do not include activities in other than the 
open access fisheries, i.e., excluded are catches by catcher/processors not listed in the AF A, 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 histories 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 listedcatcher processors for 1995-1997, mixed and matched with harvests in either 
the non-pollock fisheries or all target fisheries including pollock. The catch histories for each of the four 
options are shown in Table 6.2 based on aggregated catches in BSA! target fisheries from 1995-97 NMFS: 
Blend data sets. The rows contain the BSA! 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 I 997 only. 
A similar problem exists in the BSA! 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 BSA! 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 pollack fishery is added to catches in the species' 
target fisheries, and, more significantly, if catches of the 9 ineligible vessels are included. 
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6.4.2. Choosing the Base for the Denominator 
,..
• 

The Council selected two options for consideration 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· 
denominators can have a significant impact on the amount of potential harvest, particularly if a· TAC is 
underharvested due to PSC constraints. For example, tne yellciwfin sole TAC summed over 1995-97 was 
527,000 mt. The total harvest was 437,138 mt, limited by halibut bycatch. The 20 AFA-digible vessels 
caught 103,996 mt ofyellowfin 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 actilal harvest. The difference 
in percentages is 4.1 %. The general decreases in percentage caused by using the larger values of·TAC in the 
denominator rather than the actual catches, are shown in Table 6.7. 

6.4.3. Probable Directed Fisheries--'. 

Table 6.8 is a snapshot for species that may be able to support a directed fishery for the 20 eligible vessels, 
due to the higher percentage and/or TAC tonnage. The range of tonnages is calculated using the initial TA Cs 
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 AF A The ranges of percentages and tonnages show the impacts ofusing different combinations of vahies 
for the numerator and denominator that result from the options being considered by the Council. Values for 
fisheries where the percentage is generally very small are available in tables 6.5 and 6.6.: , · 

:.·. 

. ' j !1 

': 
'• l 

.., 
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Table 6.1: Interim Historical Catch Ratio, 1999 Aggregate Catch Limits, and 1999 Catch Limits for 
Vessels Listed Under Section 208 of the American Fisheries Act1 

1995 - 1997 1999 ITAC 1999 

Target species 2 Area Total Available Ratio3 available to harvest 
catch TAC trawl C/Ps limit4 

Atka mackerel 5 Eastern AI/BS - - - - -
Central AI - - 0.115 19,040 2,190 
Western AI - - 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 AI 31 6,839 0.005 4,208 19 

BSA! 168 16,9 l l 0.010 8,543 85 
Other species BSAI 3,551 65,925 0.054 21,930 I, 181 
Pacific cod trawl 6 BSAI 13,547 51,450 0.263 41,948 11,045 
Pacific cod perch 7 BSAI 58 5,760 0.010 l, 190 12 

Central AI 95 6,195 0.015 2,933 45 
Eastern AI 112 6,265 0.018 2,610 47 
Western AI 356 12,440 0.029 4,743 136 

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

Rock sole BSAI 14,753 202,107 0.073 85,000 6,205 
Sablefish trawl 8 AI 1 l, 135 0.00) 293 0 

BS 8 1,736 0.005 553 3 
Sharpchin/Northem AI 1,034 13,254 0.078 3,596 280 
Squid BSAI 7 3,670 0.002 1,675 3 
Shortraker/Rougheye AI 68 2,827 0.024 314 8 
Other red rockfish BS 75 3,034 0.025 227 6 
Y ellowfin sole BSAI 123,003 527,000 0.233 187,000 43,646 

1 The AFA specifies the manner in which the BSAI pollock TAC must be allocated among industry components and 
prohibits catcher/processors listed under paragraphs 1-20of 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 BSAIgroundfish fisheries in L995, 1996,and 1997. Amounts are in metric tons. 

2 For further definitions of target species see Table I. 
3 The ratio is calculated by dividing the total catch by the available TAC. 
4 The 1999 harvest limit for listed catcher/processors is calculated by multiplying the historic catch ratio by the 1999 

proposed ITAC available to trawl catcher/processors. 
5 In section 2l l(bX2)(C) of the AfA, catcher/processors listed in paragraphs 1-20of section 208(e) are prohibited from 

harvesting Atka mackerel in excess of l l .5 percent of the available TAC in the Central Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea 
subarea. 

~ For Pacific cod, 47 percent of the ITAC is allocated 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 
lo calculate the historic ratio. 

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

6 25 percent of the Sable.fish ITAC is allocated to trawl in the Al subarea. 50 percent is allocated to trawl in the BS subarea. 
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Table 6.2: Catch of the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and_ Ineligib)~) in the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands (1995-97) · ·, · · · ' 

I '., 
' 

Species by TAC Grouping 

Non-Pollock Targets Pollock Targets All Target Fisheries 

AFA CP Harvests 

20 CPs - 29 CPs 

AF A CP Harvests 

20 CPs - 29 CPs 

AF A CP Harvests 

2_0 CPs 29 CPs 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 
Other Flatfish :...BSAI 

Flathead Sole - BSAI 

Greenland Turbot: Aleutian Islanc;is 
I 

Green.land Turbot - Bering Sea 
IOther Species -·BSAI ·' 

Pacific Cod (Fixed-Gear) - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSA! 

Pollock (Offshore) - Aleutian Islands 

Pollock (Offshore)' - Bogoslof , 

Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea 

Pacific Ocean ·Perch - Aleutian.Islands 
I ' .' 

Pacific Ocean _Perch - Bering Sea 

Pacific Ocean Perch~Central AI : . 

Pacific OceanPerch - Eastern Al 
' 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI 
- -

Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 

Oth~r Rockfish - Bering S~ 

Rock Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 

Sablefish (Tra\Yl Gear) - Bering Sea 

Sharpchin/Northem Rockfish - AI 
Squid- BSAI 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 

Other Red Rockfish_ '- Bering Sea 

rYellmvfin Sole - BSAl 

8,305 23,132 

458 601 

535 9,491 

37[ 787 

t0,20l 12,145 

1,914 3,028 

29 31 

111 168 

2,237 3,551 

436 
. I' '16,450 32,487 

6,573 13,544-
68 · 307, 

I 

17,082 23,161 

4l4 613 

18 58 

26 95 

35 112 
-163 356 

74 95 

31 39 

10,229 .14,749 

0 0 

.6 8 

336 . 1,034 

4 7 

60 68 

69 75 

103,996 123,003 

5 6 

, 201 202
i 
I 146 
I910 1,901 

., 
297 462 

2,878 4,408 

2- 2 
I 

71 96l 

1,205 2,048 

8,072' 13,263 

2,399 3,661 

53,205 - 63,760 

532 · 532 
f 

l, 101,738 1,408,322 

29 47 

28 33 

9 16 

29 29 

2 2 
3· 8 

1,978 3,139 

0 0 
, • I ,0. 0 

0 1 
..' 810 871 

6 7 
.. 

97 .. 99 

1,206 2,007 

. 8,310 23,138 

659 803 

535 9,636 .
' 1,280 2,688 

10,499. 12,607 

4,79i 7,435 

30 33·' 
182 265 

. 3,442 5,599 

0 436 

24,522 45,750 

8,973 17,205 

53,273 64,067 

532· 532 
11,118~820 1,431,483 

444 661 

46 91 

34 112 

64 141 ., 
163 356 
. 76 97 

.. 
34 47 

· 12~207 17,888 

0 0 

6 9 

336 1,034 

814 877 

66 75 

166 174 
-

. 105,203 125,0lO 

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 I 995-97. 

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 
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Table 6.3: Percent of TAC Harvested bythe Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and Ineligible) 
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995-97) 

Species by TAC Grouping 

Non-:-Pollock 
TarJ;!;etFisheries 

~A CP Harvests 

20CPs 29CPs 

Pollock Target All Target 
Fisheries Fisheries 

AF A CP. HarvestsAF A <:P Harvests 

20 CPs 29CPs 20CPs 29CPs 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 8.06% 22.44.o/c 0.00% 0.01% 8.06% 22.44% 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.83% 1.09% 0.36% 0.37% 1.19% 1.45% 

IAtka MackCtrel - Westem Aleutian Islands 0.57% 10.04¾ 0.00% 0.15% 0.57% 10.19% 

IArrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 1.01% 2.13o/< 2.47% 5.16% · 3.47% . 7.29% 

Other Flatfish - BSAI ll.04% 13.14% 0.32% 0.50% 11.36% 13.64% 

Flathead Sole - BSAI 2.18% 3.44% 3.27% 5.01% 5.45% 8.45% 

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 0.42% 0.45% 0.02% 0.03% 0.44% 0.48% 

Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 0.66% 1.00% 0.42% 0.57% 1.08% 1.56% 

Other Species - BSAI 3.39% 5.39% 1.83% 3.11% 5.22% 8.49% 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00% 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% 5.84% 0.28% 0.45% 4.22% 6.29% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 0.31% I.01¾ 0.48% 0.57% 0.80% 1.57% ~

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% 0.47% 0.47% 1.02% 2.25%

Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 1.31% 2.86% 0.00% 0.00% 1.31% 2.86%

Other Rockfish - Aleutian lslands 3.86% 4.92% 0.12% 0.12% 3.97% 5.03% 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 3.02% 3.83% 0.33% 0.76% 3.35% 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 (frawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.35% 0.47% 0.00%· 0.03% 0.35% 0.49% 

Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 2.54% 7.803/c 0.00% 0.01% 2.54% 7.80% 

Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islan$ 0.10% 0.19¾ 22.07% 23.72% 22.17% 23.91%

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 2.11% 2.42% 0.21% 0.24% 2.32% 2.66%

Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 2.27% 2.47% 3.19% 3.28% 5.46% 5.74% 

Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 19.73% 23.34% 0.23% 0.38% 19.96% 23.72% 

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 
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Table 6.4:, 
in

Percent of Catch Harvested by the Listed AF A Catcher Processors (Eligible and · 
Ineligible) the Bering Sea and Aleutian lslands (1995-97) · · 

INon-PollockTarget Pollock Target All Target 
''. Fisheries Fisheries Fisheries 

,; ' AF A CP Harvests AF A CP Harvests AF A CP Harvests 

Species 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% 0.0 I% 8.00% 22.27% 

Atka Mackerel- Eastern AleutianIslands · · 0.78% 1.02% 0.34% 0:34% 1.12% 1.37% 

Atka Mackerel - Western·Aleutian.Islands ., 0.60% 10.69% 0.00% 0.16% 0,60%' 10.86% 

Arrowtooth' Flounder - BSAI · t' 1.0~% 2.31% 2.67% 5.59% 3.76% · 7 .. 90% 

Other Flatfish - BSAI 16.51% 19.69% 0.48% 0.75% 17.02% 20.44% 

Flathead Sole - BSA! - 3:65% 5.77% 5.48% 8.40% 9.13% 14.17% 

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands '. 0:61¾ 0.66% 0.04% 0.04% 0.65% 0.703/o

Greenland Turbot - Beririg Sea 0.68% 1.03% 0.44% 0.59% 1.11% 1.62% 

Other Species - BSAJ ,.. 1 ' 3.26% 5.18% 1.76% 2.99% 5.02% 8.173/o
-

Pacific Cod (Fixed 'Gear)'- BSAI : 0.00% 0.11% 0.00%. 0.00% 0.00% . o.'1I¾ 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 7.06% 13.94% 3.46% 5.69% 10.52% 19 .64°/4

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BS~ 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 .-0.38% 1.24% 0.59% 0.69% . 0.98% 1:93'% 

Pacific Ocean -Perch - Central Aleutian Islands ' 0.45% 1.67% 0.16% 0.29% 0.61 % l:96% 
' 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands o·.s1% r.s1% ·0.47% . 0'A7%' 1.04% 2 29% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands ·120% 2.61% 0:60% 0.'00% 1.20% 2.61 % 

Other Rock:fish - Aleutian' Islands 9.62'1/o 12.26% 0.29% 029% 9.91% 12.55% 

Other. Rockfish - Bering Sea , ·:· 5.21% 6.61% 0.58% 1.31% 5.79% 7.92% 

Rock Sole ~ BSAI '6.04% 8.71 % 1.17% 1.85% 7.21% 10.56% 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands · · ;_ o. i3% o.32% 0.02% 0.02% 0.15% o·34% 
.. 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea · l,21 % 1.64% 0.01 % 0.09% 1.22% 1.73% . 
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian· Islands 2.69% 8.25% 0.00% 0.0 I% 2.69% 8 26% 

Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. 0.14% 0.25% 30.20% 32.46% 30.34% 32 71 % 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleuti.mlslarids · 2.35% · 2.69% (i.23% 0.27% 2.58% 2.96% 

Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sei 9.03% 9 80% 12.69% 13.02% 21.72% 22.82% 
' !Yellmvfin Sole - BSAI .. 23.79% 28 14% . 0.28% 0.46% 24,07% 28 60% 

 

 

 

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 
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Table 6.5: Percent of TAC Harvested by the Listed A:FA Catcher Processors (Eligible and 
Ineligible)i~ the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995-97), Reordered to Show Trends in Options 
by Catch History 

Species by TAC Grouping 
Non-Pollock 

Targets 
20 

Non-Pollock 
All Targets Targets. 

20 29 

All 
Targets 

29 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 8.06% 8.06% 22.44% 22.44% 

Atka Mackerel - East.emAleutian Islands 0.83% 1.19% 1.09% 1.45% 

Atka Mackerel - W~m Aleutian Islands 0.57% 0.51% 10.04% 10.19% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 1.01% 3.47% 2.13% 7.29o/c 

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 0.42% 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% 5.39% 8.49% 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) :.. BSAI 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 0.11% 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI2 12.78% 17.44% 26.32% 33.44% 

Pacific OceanPerch - Bering Sea 0.31% 0.80% 1.01% ·l.57% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands3 0.41% 0.56% L54% 1.80% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - EasternAleutian 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% 4.92% 5.03% 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 3.02% 3.35% 3.83% 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% 0.47% 0.49% 

Sharpchin/Northem Ro_ckfish-Aleutian Islands 2.54% 2.54% 7.80% 7.80% 

Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0.10% 22.17%- 0.19% 23.91% 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian islands 2.11% 2.32% 2.42% 2.66% 

Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 2.27% 5.46% 2.47% 5.74% 

IYellowfin Sole - BSAI 19.73% 19.96% 23.34% 23.72% 

' 

Source: NationalMarine Fisheries Service A.KRBlenddata for 1995-97. 

Note: ExcludesCDQ harvests 

2Based only on 1997 catch and TAC. because the trawl TAC wassplit between catcher/processors and 
catcher vessels that year. 

3Centra1_,Eastern, and Western Aleutian Islands POPpercentages are basedonly on 1996 and 1997 catch 
and TA Cs, because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area. 
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Tabte·6.6: .Percentof Catch Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors_(Eligible ." 
and lneligibl~) inthe BeringSea andAleutian Isiands(1995-97), Reordered to ShowTrends 
in Options by Catcll History, . . . . _ . . . . . .. _.. . . . f · · -

. ,~ 

Non-P6llock All Non-Pollock ,, All 
Species by TAC Grouping · Targets Targets Targets ·; Targets

, 20 20 29 - .. -··· 29 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutiaidslands ·. · -· 7,99% ·8:00% ·22.26% 2227% , I 
Atb Mackerel - Ea.stem Aleutian Islands .. · 0:78% 1~12% 1.02% . 1.37% 

I 

Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian lslands~{•~; 0.60% . ~-0.60%" · · io'.69% '10.86% 
I 

Arrowtooth Flounder - .BSAJ • · · · 1.09% 3.76% 2:31% . ·. 7.90% 
I •

1 Other Flatfish - BSAI " : 16:54% 17.02% 19.69% :· 120·.44¾.• 
Flathead Sole - BSAJ · · 3.65% 9.13% 5.77%'. 14.17% 

GreenJand Turbot - Aleutian Islands • 0.61% 0.65% 0.66% . · ' 0.70¾ 

Greenland Turbot"" Bering Sea'··· 0.68% I.II% L03%- .c .. 1.62% 
,, 

Other Species - BSAl 3.26% 5.02% 5.18% 8.17¾ 
0.00%., PacificCod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI .i 0.00% 0.11% 0.11% 

• f" "'• I • 

4 , I 13.71% 18.71%'.; Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSA.1 28.24% · 35:873/c · 
. l.i4%Pacific OceanPerch - Bering Sea · · 0.38% 0.98% -.~- 1.93% 

0:61%·.·, Pacific Ocean Perch- Central Aleutian Islands5 ' 0.45% i.67%'••· i.96% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands' · 0.?7% 1:04% · i.81% · · 2.29% 
• • ,,. 6 ,,. r • r 

Pacific Ocean Perch -·western Aleutian Islands . l.?0%· J:20% · .-2'.61% · 2.61% 

Other Rockfish- Aleutian Islands 9.('.i2% 9.91% 12.i6% 12.55% · . 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea s.i1% 5.79% 6:6i%' ·7:92% 

I ._,Rock·sole..:BSAl 6.04% 7.21% 8.7 l % ·10.56% · 
'.

Sablefish(Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0. i3% 0.15% · 0.32% - 0.34% 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BeringSea 1.21% l.22% 1.64% ' f.73%
Sharpchln/Northem Rockfish - AleutianIslands 2.69%' 2.69% · ·. 8.253/o Li: 8.26% 

Squid-BeringSeaandAleutianlslands • ' 0.14% 30.34%·',.: <f2s¾·; 32.71% 

Shortrakef/Rougheye Rockfish-AleutianIslands 2.~5% 2:58% 2.69% :·· ·- 2:96% · 

Other Red Rockfish-Bering Sea · \ · · 9.03% 21.72% 9.80% · 22.82% 
-

._ ______________ ____. ______ .....;._......;.. _ ___;;;;......,....;..;..;;...,-_,...;;;..;;..;...:;..;..;...:J~ Yellowfin Sole - BSAI' ' 23.79% .. 24.07% 28.14%. 28 .. 60% 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend daurfor1995-97. 

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 

4 . ' . • ' ' . 
Based· only.on 1997 catch; because the· trawl 

~ 

TAC wassplit between catcher/processors an~catcher 
vessels that year. · ·' · ' ·

 .r. , .... 

., 

.

.. .,. 

I ··,.

' , . 
·~ '

I 

·, J I ~ . ~••, 

. . t }

 

~Central, Eastern, and Western Aleutian IslandsPOP percentages are based only ·1996 ~d 1997. 
catches,

• .. : . • 
because m 1995 the TAC wasallocated 

~ 
for the entire Aleutian Islands 

· 
area. 

· 
· 

1 
·

,. ~ r • t 

'i - · • · 

on
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Table 6.7: Difference in Percent of the 2000 TAC the Listed AFA Catcher/Processors 
Would Rec~ive Based on Calcu~ations using TAC vs. Catch, Reordered to Show Trends in 
Options by Catch History 

Species by TAC Grouping 
Non-Pollock 

Targets 
20 

All 
Targets 

20 

Non-Pollock 
Targets 

29 

All 
Targets 

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% -0.65% -0.67% 

Arrowtooth Flounder --BSAI -0.08% -0.29% -0:18% -0.61% 

Other Flatfish - BSAI -5.50% -5.66% -6.55% -6.80% 

Flathead Sole - BSAI -1.47% -3.68% -2.33% -5.72% 

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands -0.19% -0.21% -0.21% -0.22% 

Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea -0.02% -0.03% -0.03% -0.06% 

Other Species - BSAJ 0.13% 0.20% 0.21% 0.32¾ 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% O.OOo/i 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAl6 -0.93% -1.27% -1.92% -2.43% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea -0.07% -0.18% -0.23% -0.36% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands7 -0.04% -0.05% -0.13% -0.16% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - EasternAleutian 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 -5.76% -5.94% -7.34% -7.52% 

1 Other Rockfish - Bering Sea -2.19% -2.44% -2.78% -3.33% 

Rock Sole - BSAI -0.98% -1.17% -l.41% -l.71% 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands -0.l 1% -0.13% -0.28% -0.30% . 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering ~ea -0.86% -0.87% -l.17% -1.24% 

Sharpchin/Northern Roc_19ish- Aleutian Islands -0.15% -0.15% -0.45% -0.46% 

Sql!id - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands -0.04% -8.17% -0.06% -8.80% 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands -0.24% •0.26% - -0.27% -0.30% 

Oth~r Red Rockfish - Bering Sea ·6.76% -16.26% -7.33% -17.08% 

Yellowfin Sole - BSA! 4.06% -4.fl¾ -4.80% -4.88% 

·' 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Seivice A.KRBlend data for 1995-97. 

Note: Excludes CDQ hazvests 

6aased only on 1997 catch, because the tra",'I TAC was split between catcher/processors and catcher 
vessels that year. 

7Central, 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 T~C available.to.:20 AFA catc~er processo~s under various . 
sideboard options·for-six p'ossible directed fisheries. Tonnagltange is derived by.using the ·., 
range of possible percentages multiplied by the 1999 . TACs . 

I; 
I .. 

Fishery I 
......·-

Yell~wfin sole 
' ~ '• ' .

,• ' " 
• I •. 

. . ¥, 

I 

CfACor catch) . . . 

·TAG 
.Catch 

Range 
' L L ~ p ! ~ -

..,. 
Non-Pollock 
Targets ?O 

·19.7% 
" · .. '23.8 

. 
' 

All Targets Non•Pollock 
20 Targets 29 

'· 
20.0 23.3 
24.1 28:t: ' 

(36,839 • 53~482_mt) 
•I• 

All Targets:, 
29 

23.7 
28.6 

'. 
~.Pacific cod 

I . 
' ..." 

'. 

TAC 
Ca~h. 

Range 
,.

' 

,·: 12.8 
- I 13,7 ' 

17.4 26.3:: 
''18.7 28.2 

(5,369 !. 1"5,069mt) 

' -.33.4 -· 
35.9 

. . 

Atka mackerel WAI .. 
'• 
. ' 

I 

. 
..TAC. 
Catch, 

Range 

.. 

20.0 
·20.0 

' 

20.0 20.0 .. 
20.0 20.0 

+·((590 mt) 

20.0 
20.0 

·,. . 
•. . . ' . ,. 

Atka mackerel CAI . 
I ' -
t 

. .. l . ~ 
I 

,..·•.. . 
~. 

I 

,. 

TAC-1. 
Catch 
-
Range 

'. -11.5', -· 
11.5 

; . 

:.l t5 ·. 1.1.5. 
11.5 l l.5 

(2;190 mt) • I''' 

. . 
n_.s. 
11.5. 

I .• 
.. 

' 
Other flatfish 

l ~ . 

'. ' ,·.'' 

\: 

TAC 
Catch 

Rang~ 

. 
11.0 
16.5 

I 

,-• ·,·. 
11.4 1_3.1 
17.0 19.7 

(8,362 - 15,508 mt) 

13.6 
.' . 

20.4 
, 

. -
, .. 

' 
Rock sole 

I .. 
' . , 

I •'t,.t,i ' ',· 
' 
; 

..
' 

TAC 
Catch 

.,,.. 
Rafge. 

5.1 
6.0 

' \ 

. .' . 7.3 6.0. 
,. 8;7 7.2 

I ··•. ,.•1.' 

(4,335 - 9,010 rl)t) 

8.9. .. 
10.6 

.-,, -

l 
• 1 

·i 
I 

j 
·\ 

. 

. 

. •I ' 

I , .··.., .. 
:'I .....- ... 

Discard Rates :•; I 

The Council also requested that information on the discard rates of AF A catcher p·rocessors be included in th~ 
analysis. Those rates (discards divided bytotaJ 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, GreenJand turbot, Pacific c~. pollock, sablefish, and yellowfin sole species, when ,•' 

compared to other species in the Table . 

... . 
,..,.·.,f ,.. 
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Table 6.9: AFA Catcher/Processors (all 29) Discard Rates in BS/Al, 1995-97 

Species - Area 

Targets Fisheries 

All Non-pollock 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 3% 3% 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 78% 71% 

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% 80% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 43% 39% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 87% 98% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands 97% 99% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 62% 60% 
,Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 65% 65% 

Other Rocldish - Aleutian Islands 82% 81% 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 90% 89% 

Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 65% 60% 

Sablefish {Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 6l% 60% 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 10% 6% 

Sharpchin/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 - Berin_g 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 \vithin 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 AF A 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 9f catch presented inTables 6. 9 and 6.10, this measure would 
spread the AF A catcher processors flatfis~ effort out more evenly between the first and second quarters of the 
year. Tbis would afford-traditional flatfish producers at least some protection they are seeking. Applying semi­
annual limits would appear to 6e much less effective, since most of the AFAcatcher/processor's flatfish 
harvests ~e place during the first half of the year. r ... t .' , 

. ' .. 
Table 6.10: Distribution of BSAI catch by Quarter for the 20 eligible AF A Catcher/Processors 

TAC Species Groups 

. .. 
Quarter of the year 

Ist Qtr ; · 2nd Qtr. 3rd Otr. 4thQir. Grand Total 
IAtka Mackerel - Central AI 81.70% I 18.30% 0.00% · 0.00% 100.00% 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 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 - BSA! ) 32.66% 11.60% 41.24% ,.!4.51% 100.00%-
Other Flatfish - BSAI 42.10% 40.82% )2.95% 4.12% 

Ji' 
100.00% 

Flathead Sole - BSAI 41.523/o 9.31% 35.14%, 14.02% 100.0Q¾ 
Greenland ·Turbot - Aleutian islands 25.37% 74.63% 0.00%- 0.00% )00.00% 
Greenlan'c(Turbot - Bering Sea 6.22% 60.47% 26.27% 7.04% 100.00% 
Other Species - BSAl ' 40.31% 27.21% 25.31% · 7.17% 100 00% 
Pacific Cod'(Trawl Gear) - BSAI 57.82% l9.63% 17.84% 4.71% 100.00% 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) -' BSAl 75.95% .. 12.83% 6.35% ' ·4.87% 100.00% 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 10.86% , . 8914% 0.00%; 0.00%. 100.00% 

.c 
I 

Pacific Oc~ Perch - Bering Sea ' 62.29% 3.17% ,I 11.22% 23.3~%. - .... 100.00% 
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central AI 93.73% 6.27% ,0.00% O.. OQ¾ 100.00% 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 99.16% 0.02% 0.00% 0.82% 100.00% 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Other Rock:fish - Aleutian Islands 82.57% . I 7.43% 0:00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea ' 

78.37% 14.80% 6.74% 0.10% 100.00% 
Rock Sole - BSAI .. 47.20% 42.99%: 8.63% 1.17% 100.00% 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 15.28% 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 Rock.fish - AI 

.. 
72.48% 27.52% . 0.00%. 0.00%- 100.00% 

Squid - BSA! 91.57% 0.30% 5.42% 2.71% .. ,100.00¾. 
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI 9.30% 90.70% 0.00% . 0.00% t. - . . ·100.00% 

Other Red Rockfish - Be~g Sea '3.99% 
~ 

95.28% 0.47% 0.26% .. 100.00% 
Yellow-fin Sole - BSAI 35.75% 46.50% 9.26%_ 8.49% 100.00% 
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. 

-., 1-1,'. ' 

'· 

• J 
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Table 6.11: . Distribution of BSAI catch by Quarter for the 29 listed AFA Catcher/Processors 

TAC Species Groups 
Quarter of the year 

1stQtr. 2ndQtr. 3rd Qtr. 4thQtr. Grand Total 
At.ka Mackerel - Central AI 70.91% 29.09% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 72.35% 27.55% 0.09'-% 0.00% 100.00% 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 16.19% 83.81% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Arrowtootb Flounder - BSAI 32.47% 10.14% 46.25% 1Ll4% 100.00% 
Other Flatfish - BSAI . 36.90% 43.06% 16.27% 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% 000% 100.00% 
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 6.73% 60.19% 27.42% 5.66% 100.00% 
Other Species - BSAI 38.54% 26.25% 28.50% 6.71% 100.00% 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 62.96% I9.02% 14.41% 3.60% 100.00% 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSA! 78.55% 10.18%· 6.28% 4.99% 100.00% 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 10.97% 89.03% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 66.21 % 11.14% 6.59% 16.06% 100.00% 
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central AI 88.38% l l.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 AI l l,20% 88.80% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Other Rock.fish - Aleutian Islands 85.81 % 14.19% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 75.28% 18.36% 6.18% 0 18% 100.00% 
Rock Sole - BSAI 45.49% 38.83% 14.63% 1.05% 100.00% 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 62.96% 37.04% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 3.09% 94.83% 2.07% 0.01% 100.00% 
Sharpchin/Northem Roddish - AI 52.50% 47.50% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Squid- BSAI 91.82% 0.57% 5.02% 2.59% 100.00% 
Shortraker/Rougheye Roddish -AI 13.87% 86.13% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 93.41 % 4.42% 0.64% 1.53% 100.00% 
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 30.76% 48.31 % 11.20% 9.73% 100.00% 
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. 

· 

H:\S 122 l \DOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd 65 January 2000 



6.5 AF A Catcher/Processor PSC Caps for 2000 and Beyond. 

The same methodology used to determine groundfish sideboards_ is used to estimate PSC bycatch levels for. 
2000 and beyond. Again, this approach is based ori 1995-1997 and does not include catches made in CDQ 

·fisheries, bycatch from catcher vessels delivering fish, bycatch harvested by nori-AF A catcher/processors, or 
bycatch harvested in the GOA. 

'. 
PSC amounts available to AF A catcher/processorswould 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 AF A catcher/processors were'capped at 25 percent of the yellowfin halibut 
mortality allowance, the non-AF A vessels in the fleet could take 1tll of the halibut mortality assigned to the 
yellowfin sole fishery if the AF A processors decided not to enter yellowfin sole at the start of the season: 
However if the AF A catcher/processors reach their cap, they will be required to stop fishing even if PSC 
halibut mortality is available to the non-AF A portion of the fleet. , I : · · 

There at least two ways that PSC caps could be apportioned among the AF A 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/arrciwtooth, 
flounder/sablefish, and yellowfin sole fisheries. Under this option the Council identifies a given percentage of 

1 

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 fishery. · For example, ·th~ i 
catcher/processors would be allocated a percentage of the PSC allocated to the yellowfin sole fishery.· 

I'' , I) 

Estimates of PSC harvests are provided based on whether the catch was made by the 20 eligible or 29 listed 
AF A catcher/pro"cessors. They also are calculated based on whether the harvest occurred in the pollock or 
non-pollocktarget fisheries. Table 6.12 lists the bycatch of PSC species taken by the AF A catcher/processors. , 
Only herring, halibut, C. bairdi Zone I, C bairdi Zone 2,other Tanner crab, red king crab zone I, chinook 
salmon, and other salmon (primarily chum) are included. The oilier 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 witl1 the target fishery caps established for 1999. 

NMFS excluded chinook and other salmon when they developed PSC bycatch caps for the AF A catcher/ 
processors in 1999. NMFSjustified excluding chinook salmon because regulations under § 679 .21 ( 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 betv1een 
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 AF A 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 pollack fishery. This means that everyone must harvest I 00 percent of their 
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individual caps for the fleetto harvest the entire cap. However, this does not automatically mean that chinook 
bycatch will be less thanthe cap over all fisheries in the Bering Sea. It is possible that chinook bycatch in non­
pollock target 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 help 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 meansthe 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 remairµng 4,000 fish must go 
unharvested in the pollack fishery. 

Tables 6.12 and 6.13 report the total amount of each PSC species harvested and the percent of that PSC 
spedes harvested as a percentage of the total bycatch cap, respectively, by the AF A catcher processors from 
1995-97. Tables 6.14 and 6. L5then 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 Fisheries 

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. baird1 (Zone l) 348,580 385,676 27,712 62,077 376,292, 447,753 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 340,017 406,846 9,617 33,352 349,635 440,198 

Red King Crab (Zon~ I) 2,963 3,098 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 . l,893 3,879 23,3 [9 28,974 25,212 32,853 

0. Salmon . 79 222 51,926 60,391 52,006 60.613 

Sources: National Marine Fisheries Smrice AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX, BS96HALX, and 
BS97HALX) 
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Table 6;13:' fercent of PSC Bycatch Harvested by the AFA Catcher·Proc~ssors in.the BS.AlfroiI.-199
97 ;,.• . . . · -:,.· -' : __} ... ....:, :.· '.- . • ' · - : ; . ·•·! . .t ..· . . 

5~ 
, f . . , r . , 

Non~oolfock-Taro:ets · ..Pollock Tare:ets AU.TarizetFisheries
-' ~.·., ,.. ,. -.. ; ... 

AFACPs AFACPs AFACPs 

PSC Species· 20 CPs ·;, ., 29,CPs 20 CPs ,- 29~CPs- . ·20·CPs...· .. ..-29CPs 

Halibut Mortality · 2.22% · ,. 3.41% - 7.82% ,. ' 11.82%5.60% · ' 8.42% 
; .J: - I • "'I .. .~ -. • 

1C.bfltr'!i (Zone_q·_L .. , ·t:.Ii~s%· -' ' '· _l,f023/c:- ·1.01%., 2.i6%: .13.68%. - . · .'16.28% 
• • 'I' ' • • l - • ~ .1 • I I o. 

C. bair_d~(Zone'l,) .. 4._70% ,. . 5.0l¾ - 0.12~ ·. ·.:...0.41%: , 4:32%::.;,.: . 5.43% 

~edK.ingCrab(Zone•l), .•. ·.0.63% 1 • 0.65% : :, .·o;10% I . 'l'.74% • J.33% : ' ·.i.39. 
Herring 0.57% 1.20% 19.36% 21.85% ·-19.94%';.i . 23.°0
C. opilio ll.40~ 13.563/c .0.98% ~;13% 1~..~~% it ,. ,15.69%··,; 'l ~ :, t - i • 

Chinook .• • 1.39% • 2.84% - .17-.10% · ,21.?4%· 1.8.48%·• < • 24.09%I 
. ! . ~ ,· -·- - - • ' t 

0'. Salmon 0.04%· · 0.11% ·24.64% .- ' 28.66%' , '24.68% , ·28.76% 

 

% 
5% 

Source: National Marine FisheriesServiceAKR PSC BycatchData'(File.Naines BS9SHALX, BS96HALX..
BS97HALX) . 

and

'•.
,. ·-- .:.--+ 
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.·', I 

! • 
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Table 6.14:: BS/Al PSC Bycatch by the AFA: Catcher Processors from 1995-97 in each PSC Target 
Grouping 

Non-Pollock Targets Pollock Targets - All Target Fisheries 

AfACPs AFACPs AFACPs 

PSC Tar2et Snecies 20 CPs 29 CPs 20 CPs _29 CPs 20 CPs 29CPs 

Pacific Cod rronsof Ground.fish 20,060 47,838 : - - 20,060 47,838 

Halibut Mortali_ty 84 219 - - 84 219 

C. bairdi (Zone l) 2,973 24,940 . - - 2,973 24,940 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 7,774 18,304 - - 7,774 18,304 

Red King Crab (Zone I) · -,- - - -
.- !Herring 2 15 - - 2 15 

C. opilio 5,687 21,917 - - 5,687 21,917 
•,'Chinook 1,561 3,517 - - 1,561 3,517 

0. Salmon 32 120 - - 32 120 

Rockfish · Tons of Ground.fish 1,136 1,136 . - - 1,136 1,136 

IHaiibut Mortality l l - - 1 l 

C. bpirdi {Zone 1) - - - - - -
C. bairdi (Zone 2) - - - - - -
Red King Crab (Zone l) - - - - - -

., Herring - - - - - -
C. opilio - - - - - -
Chinook 6 6 - " 6 6 

Q; Salmon - - - -· - -
Pollock/ Tons of Groundfish 9;955 3J,878 _ l, 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 l) 70 70 21,7lZ 62,077 27,782 62,147 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) - 9,617 33,352 9,617- 33,352 

Red King Crab (Zone l) · 8,240 ·- ·- 3,335 3,335 8,240 · 

Herring 0 0. 995 1,122 995 1,122 

C. opilio - - 137,828 300,024 137,828 300,024 

Chinook 316 346 23,319 28,974 23,635 29,320 

K:);Salmon 47 - 54 51,926 60,391 51,973 60,445 

Rock sole/ Tons of Groundfish 3,640 6,192 - - 3,640 6,192 

Other Flatfish 64 •.!Halibut Mortality 38 - - 38 64 -

C. bairdi (Zone l) 52,494 56,936 - - 52,494 56,936 · 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) . 258 5,976 - - 258 5,976 

Red King Crab (Zone l) 1,370 1,370 - - 1,370 1,370 

!Herring - 0 - - - 0 
C. opilio . 6,283 14.406 - - 6,283 14,406 

Chinook l I - - 1 1 

0. Salmon - - . - - - -
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• • :b. • Table 6.1•1' con:'nued· . -. . ,'., . : 

Greenland Turbot/ ..... __ ... . ·- - . ·- onsof Groundfish . 118 183 118. --183 
ArrowtoothFiourider/ ibutMonality : ~'-.. ~ ' /5·:-. · 32 5 '32
Sablefish _ . _ . c .. ~ai,:di (Zone1). ·_ . .. . •. '_;__·s~~ 54 54 . - - =i4,. ,.:r . f. 7 t 

1 .. C. hairdi (Zone 2). · ..........-
,.....•...• ..ed King Crab (Zorie1) . ·, ·-..:'' \

i t_· J. + !.
' - .. . 

. - i ~, I ,. •1,492 1,565 1,492 1,565 
,,..~-,.. I 

·I ' • .,,.",,.:~-.... ! 

.:. 
 . 

ellowfin Sole ons of Groundfish · ' 144,887 171,461 144,887 171,461
I· ' alibutMonality : · 504 618 504 618 

Ii ;- 293,042 303,729 293,042 303,729 
·~ i . 

_! .C. bairdi.(Zone.2)_ . ; . 331,986. 382,566 ... 331,986- 382,566 
I i I 

ed King Crab (Zone I) 1,593· · 1.729 1,593 1,7~9·' 
; i '28 46 -. 28 46

I 

1,589,944 1,868,195 ·- 1,589,944 1,868,195
\ I..9 '9 9 9 

,,.· ... t 

. Salmon· ~9 • ~ 1·· · •'- 49 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX. BS96HALX, and 
BS97HALX) · \ · ~ ; : ·. . - . 

· 

!

• 1 Note: The tons of &roundfishfield includes both target and byc3:tch species, sin£e NMFS does not break that 
information out in tnese data sets. 1

..... !-..'.\ . 1.J, ~. 
• I i.. ·- .... 

... , '~ 
., . 

,. •.·-·. . : ..:.... ) ... 

'. :1. -. 
: 1" I l, . 

,,.r· 
!-· .. - i 

( .. . - ;,• "• •, 

... 
., '. 

. ,( 

., 
I - '·' 
' 

. ' 
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Table 6.15: .BS/AI PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995~97 in each PSC Target 
Grouping · 

Non-Pollock Pollock_Targ~ts All Target Fisheriei 
Targets 

AFA CPs AFA CPs AFACPs 
' 

PSC Tar_get Soecies 20 CPs 29 CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs 

Pacific Cod IHalibut Mortality 1.73% 4.53%. 0.00% 0.00% 1.73% 4.53% 

C. bairdi (Zone I) 
'. 

0.49% 4.10% 0.00% 0.00% 0.49% 4.10% 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 1.09% 2.56% 0.00% 0.00% 1.09% 2.56% 

Red King Crab (Zone l) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Heqing 2.91% 22.98% 0.00% 0.00% 2.91% 22.98% 

C. opilio 0.04% 0.16% 0.00% O.OOo/o 0.04% 0.16% 

Chinook 1.14% 2.58% 0.00% 0.00% l.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% 0.33% 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% 

!RedKing Crab (Zone 1) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

!Herring 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00'¾ 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% 0.00% 0.00% 

. IO. Salmon 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Pollock/ tHalibutMortality 0.22% 1.24% 18.'82% 28.96% 19.04% 30.20% 

Atka Mackerel} C. bairdi (Zone I) 0.04% 0.04% 14.25% 3 l.93% 14.29% 31.97% 

Other Groundfish . C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.00% 0.00% 0.52% 1.80% 0.52% 1.80% 

RedKing 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% 3614% 

Rock sole/ !HalibutMortality 1.73% 2.90% 0.00% 0.00% 1.73% 2.90% 

Other Flatfish C. bair_di(Zone 1) 4.39% 4.76% 0.00% 0.00% 4.39% 4.76% 
.. C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.02% 0.43% 0.00% 0.00% 0.02% 0.43% 

!RedKing Crab (Zone l) 0.51% 0.51% 0.00% 0.00% 0.5l% 0.51% 

!Herring 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

C. opilio 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 
, .A.03% . 27.01%4.03% 27.01% . 0.00%. -•· .0,00%Greenland Turbot/ . , !Halibut Mortality 

I 
0.00% O.OOo/~0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%Arrowtooth FloWlder/C. bairdi (Zone 1) . 

' 0.00%. 0.00% 000% 0.00% : 000% 0.00%C. bairdi (Zone 2)Sablefish .
' 0.00% 0.00%0.00% 0.00% ,_i 0.00% 0.00%.Red King Crab (Zone l) ..

I •• I 

.. - Herring 0.00% · 0.00% 0.00% - . 0.00% 0.00%· 0.00% 

' C. opilio 
' ' 

0.0·1% ~ o.'01% ..... 0.00% 0.00% 0.01% 0.01% 

I Chinook 
. i 

0.00% 0:00% 
r;', 

0.00% .. 
,·. 

·i 
·\ 

0.00% 
' ' 

. · 0.00% 0.00% 
.. 0. Salmon 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% : 0.00% 0.00% 

Yellowfin Sole . Halibut Mortality 20.15% 24.73% 0.00% 
. 

0.00% 20.15% 24.73% 
., 

:: . C. bairdi (Zone 1) 

C. 'bairdi (Zone 2) 

39.00% 
. ' 

8.05% 

40.43% 
I 

9.27% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.,00% 
' 

0.00% 

·39.00% 

· 8.05% 

40.43% 

9.27% 

Red King Crab (Zone l) 1.45% 1.57% 0.00% 0.00% 1.45% l.57% 
I 

~ Bening'_. ~ 
' 3.18% 

\ 
5.32% 0.00% 0.00% 3.18%" · 5.32% 

' C. 'opilio ll.3i% 13.29% 0.00% 
'. 

0.00% ' 11.31% 13.29% 
'· ' 

Chinook 
,. 

0.01% 0.01% 0.00% '0.00% 0.01% 0.01% 
I ·J .. 

0. Salmon 0.00% 003% 0.00% 
,. 

. 0.00% 0.00% 0.03% 
Sources: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX BS96HALX, and 
BS97HALX) for -the numerator} and trawl bycat~h

. 
mortality Utbles ( , I 995•97) from the NMFSAKR web page for th

denominator. · 1 

e
..', 

Amendment 57 to the BSAI Fishery Management Plan placed a prohibition on the use of bottom trawl gea,; 
for harvesting pollock . Th~ following discussion of fishing gear and target definitions is taken from ~at 
amendment. ' · · 

'· ") 

Pollock fisheries' have been defined in different ways, and unde~standing these definitions is important for 
evaluating a proposal to 

) 
ban ndn-pelagic trawling 

; 
in directed pollo'ck' 

I 
fisheries'. To ~educe 

' . • 
confusion, standard 

de~tions are show in the· adjacent box. Defining what exactly is non-pelagic trawling for pollack will depend 
I 

on thedistinction between gear and targets. 

l• I 
- r •. 

• l._'., I,Rei:wation on Trawl P'-:rfonnance Standard (679.7.14).. 

It i.sunlawful for any person to ... use a vessel to participate ln a directed fishery forpollock with~wl gear and bav~ on board the v~l. at any 
particular time, 20 or more crab of anyspecies that have a_widthof more than 1.5, inches {38 mm) at tl)e widest dimension when directed fishing 
for pollack with nonpelag.ic 1r.;w1 gearisclosed. . , · , . , '

• l 

,,-.. 
\ .-. 

. ~ ; ' 
Gear is defined in regulations~ the definition of a pelagic trawt•is relatively complex, ,whereas non-pelagic I ,., 
trawls are all other trawls not meeting the pelag1c tra~l definition. R.egulatio~s that define pelagic trawl gear 
are listed in the accompanying table. Note that a performance based standard for pelagic trawls kicks in when 
non-pelagi_c 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 11, 
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 5 7 . 

.. 
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Definition· of· pelagic and non-pelagic trawl gear. 
(§ 672.2 Paris 5 and 7) 

(S) Non-pelagic trawl rneans a trawl other thi!Jl a pelagic trawl; 
(6) ..... . 

(7) Pelagic trawl meam a trawl that: 
(I) HMno discs.bohhim. or rollers: 
(ii) Has no chafe protection gear attached to the foot rope or fisrung line; 

(iii) Except for the small mesh allowed under paragraph {7)(ix) of this 
definition; 

(A) Has no mesh tied to the fishing line. head rope. and breast lines with 
le .. than 20 inches (50.8 cm) between knots. and has no strct<:hed 
mesh size of less than 60 inches (I 524 an) aft from all points on the 
fi.srung line. head rope.and breast lines and extending past the 
fishing circle for a dist,mcc equal to or greater thanone half the 
vessel's length overall: or 

(B) Has no parallel lines spaced closer than 64 inches (162 6 cm). from 
all points on the fishing line. bead rope. and brc:ist lines iUld · 
extending aftto a section of mesh. with no stretched mesh size of 
less than 60 inches (152.4 cm). extending aft for• disunce equal lo 
or greater than one half the '""""l's LOA; 

(iv) Has no stretched mesh size less than15 inches (38.1 cm) aft of the 
mesh described in p~h (7)(iii) of thls definition for a dislalce 
equal lo or greater than one half the v=l's length overall; 

(v) Contains no configuration intended lo reduce the sa-cu:hed mesh 
si= dcsaibcd in paragraphs(7)(iii) and (iv) of this definition: 

(vi) Has no flotation other than floats capable of providing up 10200 
pounds (90.7 kg) Qf buoyancy to &eromrnod.ue the ~• of a 
nel-$ounder device: 

(vii) Has no mof8 lhml one fohing line and one foot rope for a total ofno 
more than two w..igbted !in.cs on the bot10m of the tr>.wl between the 
wing tip and the fishinscir-ck 

(viii) HM no met.tllic eompon=il e.:<ccptfor ¢0MCC1.0rs (e.g., lummerl~ks 
or swivels) or net-soWldcr device aftof the fishing cin:lc and forward 
of any mesh greater than 5.S inches {14.0 cm) stretched measure; 

(ix) May have sma.11 mesh within32 feet (9 8 rn) of the cen\ef of the head 
rope as needed for attachmg ilu1.1Um=i1Ation (c.g,; nct--sounder 
de-vice): and 

1-(x) May have weishts on Lhc wing Iii": 

Target fishery definitions 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 
bycatch in pollock fisheries. Unfortunately, the target 
definitions are less· useful for regulating how 
fishermen fish their gear. For ex.ample, to achieve a 
midwater only fishery, vessels targeting poll_ock 
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 16aand 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 fishennen to catch 95% 
pollock. One needs to recognize though, that pelagic 
gear can still be fished on the bottom. 

Staff was requested to estimate the amowit of PSC that would have been needed to conduct the 1995-97 
pollack fisheries using only pelagic gear. To make these estimates, sampled hauls from the NO RP AC 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 comparison. 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 fonnula was used 
to determine targets as NMFSuses 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 pollack harvest to 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 detennining 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 
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under the new.AF A and Steller sea lion measures. These factors have been shown.to impact PSC bycatch rates 
of halibut, crab, and salmon in past analyses~. · 

· Table 6.16: .Estimates of Catcher/Processor PSCbycatch had they harvested."a.11 ~SAi pollockusi~g
pe I. a21c gear over t h e t h ree year time . peno . d ' 

.. Estimates bfrequired psC bycatch in... 
. . . 

pemiitted to be used in 1995-97. · .. 
. . '~- J . 

..•,' 

PSC Species 

Halibut Mortality 
1+ 

C. bairdi 

Red King Crab . 

, Herring ·· 

C. opi/io 

Chinook 

0. Salmon 

: pollock targets if only pelagic gear was· 

Basedon when 
pelagic gear ~as 

used , •... 

AF;\.CPs 
., 

20 CPs· •· 29 CPs • 
,-111 . .· i59 

4,776d 12,965d 
,t •, • 

,.: 113 485 

954·· .. 1,075 

14,67f 36,700_,' .. ,·, 

21,205 26,540 

45,582 51,415 

Based·on when < 20 
' crabs \\'.ere harvested 

· ., iri a haulb 

~hange in Pollo_ckFisheryPSC bycatch if 
estimates of required bycatch are used 

instead of historic reported levels, 1995-97 . 

Basedon when Based·on when < 20 
. pelagic gear was crabs' were harvested 

. . -· ' f.

used· ... · ll1a haul 
.r . .. AFACPs .·AFA CPs AFACPs . 
20 CPs 2QCPs20 CPs 29 CPs 20CPs 29CPs 

.. ; .. 
· 184 ·' 291 -140 ··-228 ,.... . ·-67 -96 
' . 62Qc/d 

... · 
27c 

1 12oe1d. ~-32,553: ' . - ,
43c -3,222 

-82,464 

78,197 ' 
-36,709 

-3,308 

-94,309 

· -8, 197 
' 949 1,082 · ··•- -41 -47 -46 -40 

.. " 
607c 77zc -123,150 -263,324 -137,221 -299,302 ·

21,487 27,379, -2,114 :-2,134 •l,832 :-1,59~ 

46,447 52,751 '! -6,344 .'. -8,976 -5;479 · -7,640 

 

a) Extrapolated NOR.PAC observed haul data. Only observed hauls where greater that 50 percent of t,he haul was pollock •. and · 
pelagic gear was used are included. For those hauls, the ratio of the PSC species divided by theamount of observed pollack 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 pollack catch in directed pollock fisheries was multiplied bythe total amount.ofpollock harvested to determine 
PSC estimates. : · · · · 
c) for the crab species. thi~.i,netI!od tends· to underestimate the a.mo.1.11:t of crab that will likely ~e necessary to harvest the 
catcher/proc~ssor's allocation ofpollock. ; . • · , , · . · • 
d) This estimate is for both zone I and zone 2 combined. 

"'I " •-

' · · 
I •II""' 

I, 

• J _·: 

... 

I . ,.:. ; 

l ..,, . 

' • ••, • j_l • 

8 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 year. 
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Table 6.17: Estimates of the percentage of trawl PSC bycatch that Catcher/Processors would be capped 
at b ase d on t h e1r . nee d s 10 . th e po 11 oc k ta~et fi 1s h ery. .

Estimates of required% of trawl PSC Change in the% of Future Years Trawl 
bycatch in pollock targets Wonly pelagic . PSC Allocation (Est. % of PSC Allotment-

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 gear8 was crabs were haryested was used vs. total · were harvested in a 

used in a haulb reported bycatch haul vs. total reported 
bvcatch 

AFACPs AFACPs AFA.CPs AFACPs 
•· 

PSC Species 20CPs 29 CPs. 20 CPs 29CPs 20CPs 29.CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs 

Halibut Mortality 0.98% 1.40% 1.62% 2.57% -1.24% -2.0f% -0.59% -0.85% 

C. bairdi 0.04% 0.12% 0.01% 0.01% -0.88% -1.95% -0.99% -2.23% 

Red King Crab 0.02% 0.10% 0.01% 0.01% -0.68% -1.64% -0.69% -1.73% 

Herring 0.20% 0.23¾ 0.20% 0.23% -0.80% -0.92% . -0.90% -0:78% 

C. opilio 0.11% 0.28¾ 0.00% 0.01% -0.88% -l.87% -0.98% -2.12% 

Chinook 15.55% 19.46% 15.75% 20.07%. -l.55% -1.78% -1.34% -l.17% 

0. Sabnon 21.63% 24.40¾ 22.04% 25.03% -3.01% -4.26% -2.60% -3.63% 
a) Extrapolated NORP AC observed 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 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 
PSCspeciesto total pollock catch indirected pollock fisheries wasmultiplied by the total amountof pollock harvested to determine 
PSCestimates.
c)For the crab species, this method tends to underestimate the amount of crab that will likely be necessary to harvest lhe 
catcher/processor's allocation ofpol!ock. 
d)This estimate is for both zone I and zone 2 combined. 

The Council also requested that PSC bycatch rates by individual AF A catcher/processors and an average for 
non-AF A 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 hauls were used. 
These data were derived 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 infonnation on the PSC bycatch rates andthe 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 numb~i'ed in random order, but they are consistent throughout these tables. So vessel 
"9-1" will be the same vessel in the polloc~ Pacific cod, and yellow-fin sole tables. Vessels that start with 9 
(for example, 9-1) are the nine pollack ineligible AF A 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 ground.fish these vessels harvested relative to their PSC bycatch amounts. TheJlctual 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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Table 6,l8: · ·PSC bycatch rates.(PSC bycatch/target species.catch) in tl:ie·poliocltfishery·from 1995.;.97; by. 
catcher/processor vessels _ · J · .' . · • • ·_ - •

: • Vessel Halibut Herrine ooilio C. bairdi -Red Chinook Other Salmon Pollock 

. - 9-1 0.00012 ' 0.00064° : 0.00102 0.00809·- · 0.00004 · · 0.01624 ' '0.01355 22,819 . . 
: ~ I ~ ' ' . ,. ' ~ , I 

.-9-2 0.00050 0.0002S - 0.01775- 0.00071 · · · - 0.00891 - -· 0.02922 11,243 

9-3 , 0.00003 0.00077 0.00032 0.00872 o."02948 24,093 
' 

44,8499-4 0.00016 0.00042 0.19831 0.02303 0_00526 0.00815- 0.01374 
f .... ' .... i. '. 

~ • • I 

13,9419-5 0.00007 0.00030 0.26908 0.00043 0.03640 0.04541 - . 
15,8069-6 0.00022 0.00036 ~ 0.06818 0.09533 0.04483 0.01780,. 

I 21,061.
· -· :... 9-8 ·0.00027 0.00025 · - 0.03037 · 0.03?20 - . . . . - •· · 0.02398 - .o;q2671 

. 9-7 0.00019 0.00031, .. _ 0.00142 : 0.0~~57 . 0.0~06_6.. 0.0188.3 ,0;01742. 
- . 24,'384 

' 
15,128 9-9 0.00002 0.00028: 0.00939 0.00068 0.02087 0.01249· 

I ' I 
I 1,.I. 

33,40320-1 0.00037 0.00025 0."01657 0.00577 0.04669 
1 ·-rl • 

.,., '20-2 0.00004 0;00001 0.00041 0.00539 · 0.'00737 ·0:00098 7,833,,- , 
-20.3 0.00002 o.ooojo 0.00009 0.00052 0.00810 0,01598 43,825 

\' ,
20-4 0.0000S 0.00012 . 0.11400' . 0.01793 0.04174 10,838 

I 
• ~ _It - 67,87120-5 0.00610 0.00033' 0.00429 0.00324 

. 
0.01963 ,, 0.05250 

I • . 

29,956• 20-6 0.00001 0.00043 0.000[3 0.01345 _. 0.00126 

20-7 0.00009 0.00086 0.00301 0.00788 0.0~094 0.05771 45.4.92 

12,639 20-8 0,00005 0.00040 0.00253 0.12075 0.00594 . 0.02816 ·.. •0.00576 

20-9 0.00004 0.00Q81 0.00048 . 0'.00689 8;317 

38,80520-10 0:00004 0.00043 0.00032 0.00136 0.04346 0.02S00 

63,736•20-11 0.00002. 0.00108 0.00033 · 0.01080 0:07672 
'I, 

20-12 0.00005 0,00466 0.02286 0.00169 0.01~96 0.07934 . ,31,387. 

20-13 0.00012 0.00065 0.05901 0.00593 0.02101 0.03315 38,112 

,20-14 0.00014 0;00017 .· 0.14497 -- •· I 0.03849 ' , · 0.02682 33,669 

59,34520-15 0.00006 0.00l19 0.00144 · 0.00065 I" ! 0.02875 Q.06824 
0.0011'6 1 . · .. 33,61720-16 0.00012 · O.O'oo45 0.00105 0:01489 0.01923 

44,820 

20-is 0:00005·· 0.00020·. .0.0001,0 0.00045 -· - 0;009Ql 0.0135!1- 57;741 

20-17 0.00027, 0.00035 _ 0.00260 o.0~~25 .. o.~0002 . 0.02644 ,... 0.01690 

20-19 0.00009 0.00158 0.00099 0.00058· 0.01363 0.04940 48,710 

20·20 0.000[5 0.00152 0.00022 0.00028 0.01615 0.04086 54,248 

:.. AFA ,t o.ooor/0.00013 ·.; 0.16879 , 0~05190 0:00344 10.01868 0.03592".. 
I .f, ,.r - • ' .. ~ I < , 

Non~AFA 0.00255 0.00034 2.80699 1.94940 0:03555 0.02S69 0.01199 79,359 

All CPs 0.00044 0.00070 0.36196 0.19640 0.00579 0.01920 0.03416 I.037.047 
AFA CVs 0.00023 0.00123 0.01507, 0.01026 0.0~_99, .... 0.~4617 0.05637 . 1,033,638 

Non•AFA CVs .0.00016 0.00027 0.05854, 0.00000 0.00000 0.02242 0.09699 848 
All CVs 0.00023 0,00123 0.01511 0.01025 0.00099 0.04615 0.05640 1.034.485 

·c. King 

 
,; 

.

:

. 

. 

) . ., 

· 

Source: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97 :.•·, 

Notes: 
l) A bolded number ~neans that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet's average. 
2) Herring and halibut rate;s are PSC (mt)./farget catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target 
catch (m9:, ,: . ,. 1 . . . •. . . · . 

,, ,• ' 
·. • · 

~r ! 
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Table 6.19: PSC bycatcb rates (PSCbycatchitarget species catch) in the Pacific cod fishery from 1995-97, by 
catcher/processor vessels 

Vessel 
Other 

Halibut Hening Opilio Tanner Red King Chinook Salmon Pacific Cod 

9-1 0.02751 0.00144 1.58726 6.51348 0.00000 0.13119 0.00239 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 l,355 

9-8 0.01458 0.00043 3.44880 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 0.00000 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 0.00000 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-lO 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 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 15 

i0-12 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 

20-14 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 0.00057 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 

Non-AFA CPs 

0.01197 0.00044 0.84046 2.43699 0.01994 0.11713 0.00713 

0.04144 0.00008 11.44726 9.32298 0.12270 0.10537 0.02346 

23,473 

16,753 

All CPs 0.02424 0.00029 5,25799 5.30488 0.06274 0.11223 0.01403 40.226 

AFA CVs 

Non-AFA CVs 

0.02765 0.00002 l.04475 1.07042 0.00498 0.06583 0.00668 
'0.01705 0.00000 1.39923 0.60452 0.00059 0.07382 0.00059 

65,655 

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 NORP AC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97 

Notes: 
l) A balded 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 bycatcb rates (PSC bycatcb/target species catch) in the y·ellowfin sole fishery from 1995-97, 
by catcher/processor vessels -. Other 
Vessel 

9-1 

9-2 

9-3 

9-5 

9-f 

9-7 
I 

~9-8 
\ 

9-9 

20-2 

20-4 

20-7 

20-8 

20-10 

20-12 

20~14· 

20-15 

20-18 

20-19 

20-20 

AFA: 

Non-AFA 

All CPs 

' 
Halibut Herring 0pm6 Tanner Red King Chinook Salmon 

I0.02249 · 0.00022 30.21579 8.41740· 0.09530 0.00000 0.00000 
.. 

0.00069 0.00002 60.05706 8.30551' 0.00000 o.ooo'oo 0.00000 
' 0.03302 0,00000 38.35211 4.68335 · 0.13498 0.00000 '" 0.00000 

0.00000 0.00005 91.88153 0.34229 0.00000 0.00000 : 0.00000 

0.00607 0.00005 0.83059 3.01231 
., 

0.00000 · ', 0.00000 · 0.00000 
.. 

0.02389 0.00031 · · 12.78647 ·. 0.00000 0.03335 '0.00000 ; 0.00765 
.. 

' 0.02015 0,00000 45.20464 22.11648 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 

0.00346' 0.00140 1.26613 l.36635 0.01562' 0.00000' 0.00287 
-' 0.00825 0.00007 5.43106 3.16128 0.01998 0.00000 0.00000 

0.00115 0.00003 36.29686 ·' 7.29047 0.00000 . 0.00000 0.00000 

0.00304 0.00045 55_83229 18.95755 0.00000 . 0.00000 
~ 

'0.00000 .. 
0.00855 ' 0.00000 3.90634 2.434.6l 0.29519 o.ooo'oo ' 0.00000 

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0 00000 0.00000 · 0.00000 0.00000 
... 

0.00121 0.00017 12.76300 2.66505 0.01048 ' 0.00000 0.00000 

0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 0.00000·· 0.00000 0.00000 

0.00252 . ' 0.00001 2.51559 1.88193 ' 0.03941 " ·0.00000 0.00000 

0'.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000' 0.00000 0.00000 

0:00287 0.00002 5.21463 5.44358" 0.05789 0.00000 0:00000 

0.00279 0.00002 8.32658 4.51906 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 

0.00421 0.00028 l.4.72575 · 5.34276 
I 

0,02241 0.00000 0.00039 
r 

0.00516 0.00135 24.89908 10.26026 0.04874 0.00022 0.00270 

0.0048S 0.00100 21.61354 · 8.67212 0.04024 0.00015 0.00196 

-Yellowfin 

543 

1,018 

499 

237 

267 

131 

116 

7,990 

l l,556 

2,883 

7,024 

572 

26 

5,833 

53 

6,851 

67 

6,589 

8,442 

60,693 

L 

127,237 

187,929' 
Source: 

I. 
Observed 99

I 
hauls in the NORP AC Observer Data Base for the years l 5-97 

Notes: , , . 1 , , , ,

1) A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet's average. 
2) Herring and hhlibut rates are PSC (mt).ITarget catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target catch (mt). 

I' 

6.6 Reaching caps will'close which fisheries 

Once the groW1dfish and PSCcaps are 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-pollack target fisheries is included in the cap, the Council may feel 
it is appropriate to only close the non-pollock target fisheries upon at:tainment of the cap. After the closure in 
this scenario, only the pelagic pollock fishery would remain open. The pelagic pollock fishery would then close 
once the AF A· catcher/processors harv~sted _their pollack quota: 

Caps established for the 1999, fisheries were based on the 1995-97 catch history of all 29 listed AF A 
catcher/processors in the non-pollock target fisheries. On_ce a species cap is reached by these vessels in 1999, 
NMFS will close all but the pelagic pollack fishery for the 20 eligible AF A 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 AF A catcher/processor fleet. The caps established for other 
groundfish species were detennined 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 AF A catcher/processors 
will be allowed to fish are those three and pollack. 

6.6.1 Only non-pollack 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 AF A catcher/processors. This option provides the fleet a greater opportunity to harvest 
their entire cap of non-pollack groundfish. The risk associated with reaching a cap is much less if the pollack 
fishery remains open when a sideboard cap is reached. 

If the sideboard caps are based on the bycatch from non-pollack target fisheries, the AF A vessels will only be 
able to harvest at their traditional levels in those fisheries. Any bycatch reductions in the pollack targets, 
resulting from cleaner fishing under the co-op, would be forgone by the AF A catcher/processors. This may 
diminish their incentives to reduce bycatch of a valuable species like Pacific cod in the pollack target fishery, 
if they are well above the 95 percent pollack 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-pollack target fisheries, likely would not be much of an advantage in most fisheries. Pacific 
codmay be one of the exceptions. About 50 percent of the Pacific cod harvested by these vessels was taken 
in the pollack target fisheries. Access to that increase in their cap may allow them to harvest more cod in the 
directed fishery. If they did not reduce the cod bycatch in the pollack target fishery they may actually increase 
the percentage of the cod TAC that they harvest. Given that bottom trawling for pollack 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 pollack and non-pollack fisheries for the 
AF A catcher/processors. Budgeting their caps under this scenario would be critical, since excessive bycatch 
of any species could close the directed pollack fishery before their allocation is_ taken. This option may force 
AF A members to forgo harvesting opportunities in the non-pollack target fisheries at the start of the season 
to ensure they do not reach a cap before their pollack is harvested. 

The management of bycatch under this scenario would be more difficult if the cap was based only on 
participation in the non-pollack 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 pollack fisheries than in the non-pollack targets. Therefore, unless the.fleet was able 
to reduce their bycatch of squid, they may be forced to forgo targeting non-pollack targets and still be unable 
to harvest their entire pollack 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 Description of Current Catch and Bycatch Management in the BSAI , • · · ,,, · 
; . ""\ I)-, ' ..' 

Included as AFA sideboard options are measures that would close pollock fishing to pollock coiiperatives 
whenever a sideboard species limit is reached. This approach would be adeparture 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 April 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 cci'<>p sideboards could be managed as th~ open access fisheries described 
below (as is the case'for the 1999 fisheries), which would more likely allow for full harvest of the pollock ,
allocations. 1, • ·... r 1 .'i~., .it:•1; 1.• 

,, 

' ' 
An additional discussion, specific to how the various pollock fisheries are managed, . is included in Chapter 

. _, 
9.

• ' ' . ' ' - 1, , ' • 

For comparison purposes; current management of the open access;iFQ and CDQfisheries is included here.
1 

"1 t ' •1 I 1 ~ 
 

Open Access Fishery · . · - ; ., ·' 
'I,! I!.,

'.r' 

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 reserve·is not divided-up by directed 
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 species may only be retained as 
bycatch at.or below the Maximum Retainable Bycatch (MRB) level established for each directed fishery. 
When the bycatch reserve of that species is taken,-retention of.that species is prohibited•and further catch·i:if 
that species must be discarded until the Over Fishing Level (OFL) i°s reached. The only time an open access 
fishery is shut down because ofbycatch-is if the OFL of the bycatch species is reached or the total PSC is 
taken. Figure I below provides a basic illustration of this structure using BSA! Pacific cod quotas as an 

' ' . , 
,·1 ' 

..
=pe. 1 . - ,t f

Because the pollockfishery presently operates as a mid-water fishery, there are no PSC species that completely 
dose the pollock fishery. A crab performance standard is used to determine whether polfocl<: fishing is pelagic 
or non-pelagic. By regulation vessels can be fined if they exceed this standard. Certain h6rring and· chinook 
savings areas close when PSC caps for those species exceed established numbers, however:the fish~ry rema:ms 
open elsewhere. i. , . · , · . · '· · · 

IFO Fishery .., ·,. 
' :, ' . ., 

Bycatch management of the halibut and sablefish IFQ fisheries is 'somewhat sinular to the open access regime: 
The IFQ holder must retain halibut and sablefish·as directed catch or bycatch until the IFQ holder's quota is 
reached. After reaching the individual quota amounts, all halibut and sablefish caught bythe IFQ holder must' 
be discarded. The amount of discards are limited only by the OFL. · :,· .. •··. · 

• I-• . 

Halibut and sablefish cjuota holders are not restricted 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 IFQ holder is free to participate in other fisheries, like cod, and is treated like all 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 is 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. 

CDQ Fishery 

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-pollack species as either directed fishing 

. quotas or as bycatch in otlier CDQ fisheries. However, any pollack taken as bycatch in non-pollock CDQ 
fisheries is funded from the pollack bycatch reserve shared with the open access fisheries. ' 

The CDQ groups can also elect 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 pollack fishery concludes so that the pollack fishery will not be closed down because of insufficient by catch 
or PSC allocations. In this case, other fisheries would close down as a result ofreaching 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 participation in 
_non-pollack fisheries would be a limiting "cap" rather than a specified "quota." And, unlike the MSCDQ quota 
fisheries, the non-pollack fisheries remain olympic fisheries for pollack 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 fisheries . ;_ 

., ' 

.',\ 
' 
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Figure 6.1. Under the open access groundfish fisheries, NMFS sets aside a 11reserve 11 of each species' TAC 
at the beginning of the year to fund bycatch needs in the growidfish fisheries for other species. For example, 
7 .5 % of the cod TAC is set aside for bycatch in other ground.fish fisheries, Cod fishennen 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 
fisheries 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, an? the OFL has not been exceeded. In short, non-pollock 
groundfish fisheries are unrestricted by bycatch limits on other ground.fish species, unless OFLs are reached. 
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7.0 AFA CATCHER VESSEL SIDEBOARDS 

To mitigate the impact of AF A on the non-pollock fisheries, section 21 l(c) mandates that "by not later than 
July I, 1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary conservation and 
management meas_ures to - (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 fisheries 
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of.fishery cooperatives in the directed pol/ock 
fishery". Tus chapter des_cribes the options selected by the Council for constructing sideboards, which are 
harvest limits placed on AF A vessels for non-pollock species. Sideboard caps are expected to keep AF A 
catcher vessels from exceeding their traditional harvest levels in the_ non-pollock groundfish,-crab, and scallop 
fisheries, as well as pollack in the Gulf of Alaska. . 

7. I 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 AF A catcher vessel participation in the BSAI crab and scallop fisheries.· Groundfish restrictions apply 
to AFA catcher vessel activity in both the GOA and BSAI. The complete set of the alternatives 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 co-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 AF A on other 
fisheries: 

Options For Sec_tion 208 Vessels: 

I. No crossover allowed into any crab fisheries. 
2. No crossover allowed.in the Tanner crab fishery only (opilio and bairdi), 
3. No crossover allowed into opilio unless vessel fished opilio in 1996 or 1997. 
4. No crossovers at the endorsement level. · ' · 
5. Allow crossovers only into red king crab fisheries (excludes brown and blue king crab). 

Sub-options: 
a. Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of bairdi in red king crab would be restricted to 

bycatch ofbairdi in .the red king crab fishery (applied to #2 & #4 above). 
b. Only ~ection 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op.(applies to #1-5 above and #6 belo;,_,)_ 
c. Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three years ( 1995, 96, and 97) 

(applies to # I and #2 above). 
d. Prohibit any vessel participating in an AF A co-op from lease, transfer, or sale of any license 

limitation program (LLP) p~rmit. · 
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Duration of sub-options: 
a. Pennanent based on participation in c,o-op 

. b.·• Only for year vessel is involved in e-0-op. 
. - J. ' c. Duratioii'of AFA · · " ·: .. 

• i "' ,, • ·, •, \)' 

6. · ·· Measures whichwouldrestrict . pollockco-op ~essel; '. to tpeir: '.::i "' .'. 
"'; ., ' ' •. ' \ \ . ' :·· . ; ~-

Optiona: . : ·. . . Aggregate traditi_oiial harvestinclµdinga restri~timi'to1i:he percentageof crab Harvest
in eacli~pecies in I 995, 96; and '97, . ',' 1 · . · ' : • 

Option b. Averagecatch history1995, 96, and 97 on an each speciesby'each species iu;-d 
vessel-by-vessel basis. ' '· · · · ·, · ·' · ,· ' · · 

Option c. No sale, lease, or stacking of vessel catch history in any crab fishery. 
: , " " , • , ; '

, 
f , ~! , i l 

SCALLOP SIDEBOARDS 
•! ,- ,'. • i '. : :, ' 

L Participationiiia co-opisdefined~ any use of a.vessel's catchhistoryby i co'..op.~~er bydire~t 
harvest,'lease,'sale, or stackingof quota. ·• · ·•. ' ··• '·· :. ·' · · "· 

- ' ,. • • .. :·. ' ~" •' ' . t'' ' . I ' - I '' t ' • 

2. . Measures which ~ould restrictpollock co-op ·vessels to th~ir a~regaietraditional harvestin th_e 
scallop fishery in the years: · · 

l 
· 
; " 

· 
• 
· · 

' 
· 

, ' • 
· 

i ' 

' .Option a. 1996 and 97. .:,,,. ·--
Option b. 1997 only . 

~,," . _i.,,._: • ! ... ,:· 

., 
Sub-options: '· 
a. Bl\,Sedon percentage of statewide catch , . 

•_.,i' b. Based on percentage of PSC cap'. ': · · 

GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS 
•v• 

''' 

Participationin a co-op is defiiiea'as ANY ofaves§el' catch histo'iy coi.op, whether diri:ct'harvest;£
quota.· . . 

use s byJ. -, 
lease, sale, or stacking of ' · . · · ' · ' ~ ' · · ' . '. ' 

l:iy
· ' . ;

I· -..- ,:' ) 

-
·_:' ;· . " -' 

)1. ' To 
'-f 

Whom 
't 

do Restrictions 
, • ' • ' ., 

Applv' 
• , .~.' 

Restrictions should apply to all no\l•pollrn,kFMPfis~eries. 
~:, ~ \ ~ ~ _· , '-, • ', .. ' - • . \., l • • ' , ; : , i I - ·.~ , , 

Sideboards apply to·all Section 208 eligible'vessels .. 
•• -1 • ,. ' 

·'Sub-options:· 
a. Appliesto Section 208 vessels only_ifthey join a co-op. · · . 
b. Create sub-sideboard cap for catcher vessels with averagepollack landings•in 1995-97, which 

were less than: · '•· 
I. 1,000 mt 
2. 3,000 mt 
3. 5,000 mt 

H:\S 1221 \DOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd January2000 



When the CV Restrictions Should Apply 

I. Harvest_ levels should be restricted only during the same time periods as the nonnal 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 I 
each year. 

3. Exempt each CV sector from BSAI groundfish sideboards for the nwnber of days in excess of 5 that 
each CV sector's pollock season is closed by regulation during the month of February. 

4. Limit 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. AF A qualified-pollock catcher vessels, that during pollock A season historically had a majority of their 
catch in pollock, would be limited prior to March l of each year to the collective share of the cod 
fishery that these same .vessels collectively harvested historically ( 1995, 96, 97) prior to March 1. 
I. 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 AF A 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. 

Detennination of 'Traditional Harvest Level" 

I. The definition of"traditional" in non-pollock fisheries will be determined by catch history: 
I. 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 I: Use average catch history 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 detennine 
· overall denominator for total pollock pool and numerator for each co-op. 

\ 
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. Determination of ''Aggregate" 

Option A:1 Apply and monitor by the vessel class anci sector: 
Option B: Apply and monitor by individual co-op. 

Compensation 
' I - ~,,. 

Further address in a discussion paper, options for compensation to'inshore catcher v'essels'with catch history 
delivering to catcher processors that is no longer available to them under AF A. Additionally, examine inserting 
a clause replacing language in §2IO{b )(I) to add an option for determining ·catch history 'fo'r 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 recommends the following change to Section 2 I0(b)(l)(B) 
to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to catcher processors, that is otherwise lost 
under AF A, to bring that catch history to the inshore sector cooperative while 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)(J) in the year· in which ihe fishery 
cooperative will be"°in effect that is equivalent' to the aggregate total am·oun'l"of po/lock 
harvested by such catcher vessels (and by such catcher vessels whos"e owners voluntarily 
participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) in the directed po/lock fishery for processing by the 
inshore component, together with the amount haniested'by such vesseli for pro"cessing by 

. catcher/processors in the offshore component during 1995, 1996 and 1997, •relative to the 
aggregate total amount of po/lock harvested in the directed po/lock 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 voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) from h'arvestihg 
in the aggregate in excess of such percentage of su_ch directed fishing allowance. " 

',1'. 

The analysis should breakout the 42 vessels by: 
a. deliveries of 25 0 tons · · · 

· b.: deliveries of 500 tons· 
' · c. deliveries of over 1,000 tons 

d. deliveries of over 2,000 mt 
e. deliveries of over 3,000 mt 
f deliveries of over 5,000 int 

(Vessels that do not meet these harvest requirements may-riot be eligible for coinperisation in the inshore 
sector.) 

Management of Non-Pollock fisheries 

Vessels limited to target fishing for non-pollock species during those times when the open access target fishery 
for the non-pollack species is open. 
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Assigning PSC Caps 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. 

I. PSC and non-pollock groundfish caps would apply to all fisheries as true caps (i.e., when reached 
these vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species). 

2. The caps would only close the non-pollock target fisheries. 

Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op pools and/or sectors in pollock, on a 
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps. 

I. 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 AF A Section 208 vessels are aggregate caps not quotas or 
allocations . 

.i': 

h. Vessel catch history consists of the years I 995, 96 and 97. 
Sub-option: Fishery is released seasonally by quarter proportionally to when caught 

during qualifying 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 AF A vessels. These amounts should be separated between deepwater and 
shallow water complexes. · 

5. Gulf of Alaska groundfish target fishery: Target catch of each groundfish species available to AF A 
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, based on the ayerage 
_catch history. 

7.2 Participation in a Cooperative 

The Council clearly defined what participation in a cooperative means. Throughout this analysis participation 
in a cooperative will be any use ofa 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 applies to both the direct allocation of 
pollock and the sideboard caps set for the non-pollock fisheries. 
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7.3 Crab Sideboards 
- . --. 

The AF A requires the Council to develop' sideboards for catcher vessels that are licensed to participate in the 
BSA! crab fisheries under LLP.Recommendations for restricting the fleet are required to be submitted to the 
Secretary ofCommerce, for all three catcher vessel categories, by·July I, '1999 .. Currently only the catcher 
vessels that deliver to catcher/processors are operating under crab sideboard restrictions. Those were mandated 
by the AF A because that group of catcher vessels was allowed to form a cooperative in 1999. -The crab 
restrictions placed on catcher vessels delivering BSA! pollock to catcher/processors :are listed in section 
2 l l(c)(2)(C). That section of the AF A states that ''catcher vessels eligible under section 208(b) are hereby 
prohibited from participating in a directed fishery for any species of crab in the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands Management Area unless the catcher 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 AF A to mean either king or Tanner crab. 
Based oµ t)!at assumption, three ofth_e seven catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors were required 
to give up their rights to fish Tanner crab (C. opilio and C. bairdi) in I 999. When developing sideboards for 
all catcher vessels, the Council may choose to either retain or modify section 21 l(c)(2)(C) of the AFA. 
Therefore, all catcher vessel sectors have been included in this section of the analysis. ·· · 

7.3.1 Options to Mitigate AF A Spillover Impacts on the Crab Fisheries 

Several options to mitigate impacts of the AF A on BSA! crab fisheries were identified by the Council. A 
cpmplete list of those alternatives was presented in the"previous section of this analysis: Options ranged from:. 
excluding AF A 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 AF A catcher vessels, either at or below. their historic participation levels, in specific BSA! crab'. 
fisheries. ·., · ', 

.' •' 

Two of the options would not allow AF A 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 allow- the Council -to restrict the use of any :or'·'all species 
endorsements held by AF A, catcher vessels. , · · ' 

Both of the alternatives that would restrict the use of specific endorsements include a 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. bairdi in future red king crab fislieries. , The option 
restricting vessels to their historic catch levels would have a similar impact ifapplied to C. bairdi and C. opilio 
separately. Vessels that only harvested bycatch amounts of C. bairdi in the past, would be capped at their 
historic catch level (i.e., their bycatch of C. bairdi) in the future. · 

As drafted, ,the·options listed.in sections 7.3.1. l through ·7 .3. l.5 would not allow AF A catcher vessels ·to 
parti~ipate in specific crab fisheries, meaning that recent participation in those fisheries would not ensure"their · 
right to future participation. The alternatives in section .7..3:l.6"would allow AFA catcher vessels that hold 
LLP rights to participate in BSA! crab fisheries up to their historic levels of participation. 

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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Recallthat in. section 208(b) of the Af A, 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 ~ere not allowed to fish Tanner crab in 1999. However, they will be 
issued a Tanner crab endorsement according to the current LLP rules. That endorsement cannot be fishedon 
board an AFA vessel,' but it could be fished if transferred to·a non-AF A vessel. This same issue will also·come 
intoplay for each of the other catcher vessel sectors. Transferring and applying the LLP licenseto a non-AFA 
vessel would activate the license so itcould fish any crab species for which itheld endorsements, without being 
limited by sideboard caps. For this reason, the Council also considered a s1,1b-option that would restrict any 
vessel participating in a cooperativefrom leasing, transferring, or selling any LLP.license. That restriction 
would keepthe license from being fished ~ore aggressively, but yvould also limit thelicense holder's business 
options. This is esp~ially true if the caps apply regardless of whether a ves·sel joins a cooperative. The 
Council could also decide to issue inactive licenses/endorsements to AF A vessels, or simply not issue the 
licenses. Not issuing the licenses/endorsements would keep them from being transferred from a AF A 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 AF A vessels qualified for under the LLP. 

7.3. l. l Allow No Crossovers into any BSAI Crab Species 

Thisoption wouldrestrict AF A catcher vessels from part~cipating inany BSAIcrab fishery. Given thecurrent 
list of AF A and;crab LLP qualified vessels, the I 02 endorsements presented in Table 7.1 could not be fished. 
The number of vessels participating in 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 iss~ed and co~ld be 
transferred to a non-AFA vessel, the reduction in licenses would be betwe~nzero and 42. The actual number 1 

would depend' onhow many of these licenses were transferred away from AF A 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 [\-fatthew and Pribilof fisheries would be impacted, aswould one endorsement for· 
Adak red king crab, and 41 endorsements for Bristol Bay red king crab, · 

T bl e 71 Crab eil orsements e . aUAFA vesse s a .. d h Id b IV 

AF A Catcher Vessels by Delivery Mode · 
Species/ Area Endorsement · ' CV to Inshore CV to Inshore/MS CVtpMS CV to CP Total 

- BSAI Tanner 32 6 . ·1. 3 42 

Dutch Harbor Brown 0 0 o. 0 0 
' St. Matthew Blue 3 4 0 2 9 

·Pribilof Blue/Red 8 l O· 0 9 

.. Adak Bro~ 10 o. 0 0 0 

' Adak Red, 0 o· 0 l I 

Bristol Bay Red 31 6_ l 3 41 

Total Number of Endorsements 
" 

74 17 2 9 102 

Number of Vessels 33 6 I J 43 
Source: Council LLP data set derived from ADF&G Fishtickets, 
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7.3.1.2.AllowNoCrossoversintotheC. batrdHJr·C.·opilioFisheries_ '·;' ·.·. • ·· · · 

•• : ... ·' , , .• • -'i ...~ ;- • ··•.!• "!l, ~ .... '-~·· ~ .. - • . .- f,•·, ·1 -~ .·:-; ' .-~ .·. ·•- i:~·::..·· 

AFA catcher ;essels would not beallowed to fish aBSA! Tanner crabendorsementti.ride;this alteJaii~~­
FromTable 7.1 we see that'42endorsements 1for Tanriercrab would either notbe issueddttheir usewou"ld.be 
.restricted. ,However, any of the AFAvessels which iieldLLPendorse~en~ for'a kingcrab fishery,wo~ldbe 
allowed to continue fishingfor those species: Depencling·on ~e ~ptiori selected; tl{ey.may be limit~xr'to;their 
pistorical'catchlevels'.'. · .·. · .;•..-;-:·i. .. ·· --· · •.•:-. :· .. .: .. ·: • 

;.:: 
r "", ;•;; i ~ ~ ., ·• . ·' . • .. 

Alternatives discussed in'sections 7:3.l. l ·and-7.3':1 '.2·also conta.fu a suboption that reqtlires aves~e·Ito.h~v~ 
fished in each year 199:S,. l 996,· and 1997 toretain itscrossover rights.· Applying~ thi.{reqtiirement would 
reauce the number ·of endorsements- tlie AFA vessels would retain. Tiie estimated· numbers' ofendorsements 
that would.be retained·are.listed in Table 1:2: The bott6m--Iirie of'rable'·7;2 1shbws that o~ly 10 oftlii'43 
vessels made BSA1 crab landings in·al.1'1:hree years. Nhie of the 10 vessels were in the instiote s~cior, and.the 
tenth vessel isin·the'catcher vessel delivering to the catcher/processor sector. Notethat this suboptioil"is less 
restrictive than the previous; i.e.,33: vessels would lose their license as opposed 'to 43. · · . ., 1 - ..,, .'. . • 

. . ~ ..... 

Table 7.2. Crab endorsements held byall AFA vessels that made crab landingseach yea'ri995,1996, 
and 1997 .. . 

• • . - : •• ' t"-. - \. . - • ~ - ' 

· Species/Area Endorsemerit . - ........ - .... 

. ' .... . ' . . . . ' . ''.) ' . . 
· AfA<.;atcher Vessel's by· Delivery :fyfode ... 

¢ViciInshore CVrto. l;Q.shpr~/MS-CVtoMS CV.to CP . Total 

B.SAI T;µmert' 

,D.Harbor. Brown-· :, · , 
--· 

1' Si .. Matt.Blue ., 
t .. •. · - r -, ,..

Pnb:'Biue/Red·· 
... • 1. ,;_., - _.~ "' Adak Brown 

Adak Red 

-· Bristol Bay Red -

· ·Q , 
d ., 

. '· I 
-t ,1..,.. ,, ..... 

2 . 

O• J 

0 

8 

• ,O·,~ 
j_,; o·­ . 

, - r '...... -4.. o· 
·- _.! ,.,, '-~.~ ~ . 

·O . ;;r: 
' ! ~ 

0. ·o-... -;_._ 

• O•.. 
:: ...• 0 
,I! •''!. 

0 
. 'l 

:,·O· 

0 .. 
o· 

·1 

0 
1,:,. 

0 

0 

0 

l 

I 

, 

., 

10' 

•'Q:·f..· 
2 .. 

I ... 

., 2-r. 1, 

0 

'0 ., .r
' ., 
9 -

t Total Number ofEndorsemerits · 20·· . . 0 0 . ' . 3 23. -
. ·, Numbei.of.Vesseif - · -· 9· - . ...: > ! 

O· - ····- ·o·-· l 10 --

' 

Source:.Council LLP data set derived frcim ADF&G Fishtickets.I , 
./, •1.: • l 

7:3. l.3 Allow No Cross6vers into the C. opilio, Fishery Unless the-Vessel f'.ished fo~C. opilio in-1996 or 
; , 1997 i ' c f' ,f o 

' t ' ,, • . 
t ~ , • • . ' • . • ~ 

Implementation of this option would require amending the crab LLP, or issuing an AFA permit which,~ould . 
oyerride a ve~sel's ;right :to fish C. opilio under a LLP Tanner crab endorsement. Recall' that a 'single !
eqdorsement isissued under the LLP ~hich allo;ws a vessel: to partic~pate in ~oth the C. opilio and C bairdi : 
fisheries'.' This, option is·at a finer reso~ution than the LI:P ehdofseinerit leveL ,. _... . , . _ _ -·· • · . ; 

' .---~ ---; - I
... ~ --·.... \ 

 

.. . 
ADF&G Fishticket data indicates that only seven of the AFA vessels,'with a Tanner crab emiorsemerit;~vould -
q~-alify to fish both C. optlioand C. bairdi ~;~der this option, the remaining 35 vessels w~uld lose their c· . 
opilio harvest privileges. Six of the vessels fished C. opilio in 1996 and three of the vessels fished C. opilio 
in 1997, so only two of the vessels fished C. opi lio in both 1996 and 19 97. The 35 AF A catcher vessels that 
lose their C. optlio 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 limit crossovers, depending · 
on how it is i_mplemented. The Council could apply this optioµ to any species/area endorsement in the crab 
LLP. For example, it could be applied only to the Tanner crab endorsement. That _would have the same result 
as the no crossover intothe C. bairdi or C. opilio fisheries option. Applying this option to all crab fisheries 
except red king crab, would have the same result as only allowing crossovers into the redking crab fisheries. 
This option· provides the Council the flexibility to restrict crosso'1ers for any crab LLP species/area 
·endorsement combination. Recall that Table 7.1 shows the number of species/area endorsements held by AF A 
catcher vessels that could be lost under this option. · 

7.3. l.5 Allow Crossovers into the Red King Crab Fisheries Only 

AFA vessels would only be allowed to fish the BSAI red king crab fisheries. _Intotal, AFA catcher vessels 
would be issued ;me endorsement for the Adak red king crab and the 41 endorsements for Bristol Bay red king 
crab. Tanner crab, blue king crab, and brovm king crab endorsements for these vessels would either not be 
issued or their use would be restricted when attached to an A:FA vessel. 

7.3. l. 6 Restrict Cooperative to their Aggregate Traditional Harvest Based on their Percentage of the Harvest 
in 1995, 1996, and 1997 

The final option would allow AF A vessels to fish their endorsements, but they would be sapped at their average 
1995-97 harvest levels. Caps would be calculated by dividing ~A vessel's.total catch by the total catch of 
all vessels, at the LLP endorsement level. · 

Information in this section would also allow the Council to seiect this option in conjunction with any of the no 
crossover provisions discussed above. For example, a preferred alternative could be developed that would only 
allow AF A vessels to crossover into red king crab fisheries, and they would be limited to their historic 
participation 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 AF A vessels would be allocated in future years are shown in Table 7.3. 
AF A vessels have historically harvested relatively more of the Bristol Bay red kingcrab fishery than any other 
fishery reported in Table 7.3. However, substantial amounts of Tanner crab were also harvested by AFA 
vessels. 
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Table 7.3 Percent of catch accounted for by AF A vessels {1995~97),'and estimates of future catch caps 

AFA. 1 AFA Vessel's EstimatedSpecies Number . . ~··(AF~. •, 
,''· . "J':., :: of Vessels' 'Vessel's · · · ·ve'ssel's · Future Harvest .. Avg. Future 

. I' ('. , ... • ? • • '.;j;.. ' ~ -r . - , J ~",ii 

Catch (Lbs.)" Percentage of Based on 1998 .. Catch p~r . 
,Gffi.s . Vessei .. 1995-~7 " . _Tota\ Catth_ 

. , . :c. bairdt: · 
' 

· •., . t C. opilio . 

" ' ~J: .;i 42 ~ 

,42 

, ~ · ,. 363,390' 
•. 

1,389,2 l~ 

1, 
•.~ • • -

, 3:8% 
I •. • '. 

', 1.8% 

~ .. / 

) 

· 

.... ·-1' .C.•:1rif3.. 
..\ .... 

I • • 

3,500,000 . ) 

·n1
' .. 

83,000 

St. Matt. Blue King 9 68,518 "o.6% 23,000 
; f' '. ' 

2,500 

Prib. Red/Blue King 9 · . 45,843 · .. ,.," :'(i% -' 14;000' ,. 
~ 

1,500 

Bristol B. Red King 

AJISpecie·s . ~ 

41 

43 

1 --l 777 416 .. ' '., 
' I ' • , 

'·6,644,381 · .. ' . . . 

Source: ADF &G crab fishticket data for 1995-97,, . ; . ,. ' .:-:-,e; ~. 1 •y . . 

Note: The percentages for C. optlio and the Tanner crab totals are both listed as i .8%. This is simply due to 
roundin~, the actu.e!. Tann~r ~rab percentag~.W,~~ld be slig~tly l~rgt?.r _haj iµore decimal places· been included. 

. . . . ~. , - : :,_.: ; . . .. , l 

. 
'. • •f

21% 

. , .. d,700,000 
" ,( ·, . '' 

'),231,096

41;000 

' ,..

a 

A second option would apply caps to individual vessels. 'f!l.e results of those calculations cannot be presented 
here, because_the information is considered co~dential_ \)Y,~e; S~te qf Al?ska. Ho,wever, from.the tables 
·ab?:-e)t is po~si°ble !o'dete~e bofu,th~ mimper_ofve.ssels involyed a.Qdthe,aggreg~te cap for the entire sector. 
For ex.ample, from.Table 7.·1we know that 41 vessels could harves:t, Bristol Bay,red king crab; and Table 7.3 
indicates they would be al~owed to harvest 10.2 percent of the GHL If the GHL were 16.4 million pounds, 
as it was in 1998, then that would equate to an AFA vessel cap ofapproximately.L7million pounds. With that 
t)rpe of inr6nnatiqti,. it,~~}; ~ot b;nec~~;ary t~ ~fl_V~indivi_dual ~atch r~c.~rds to make. an. infonned decision. 
~ciwever before th~f alt'efl)p.t1ve cou~1 be ~nforc~d, th~ individ_ual caps woulq.Jikely need.to be made public. 

It is also noted that the C. optlio and C. bairdi caps will be managed separately under a sideboard cap. There 
is no option 

to'~arry 
to_ allow those caps to be com biped into a single T ~er crab sideboard. This would have allowed 

yessels over :any unused cap fro~ the C.optlio into ~e.C. f:!atr_dfpshery, an~d that is not the intent of
the Council. . , ' . . . . . -

7 .3 .2 . , T_o ~?m, the Rest~~tions WouM Apply , , · .·L •• .. t~ . 

1 , - , • ' ,~ , 1 1 ~ ' :.... : .,._ , , • 'J '' f '/ '• , • • t,~, _, ' .: - •. i , , ; ;, I • • > [, f" . , < � ," •Jo',,.~ 
Two options are being considered regarding to w4om sideboard caps apply. •The first option would apply the' 
caps to all catcher vessels that are eligible io Joina cooperative uncle~section 208 of the AF A. Catcher vessel· 
owners that decided not to participate in a cooperative, would still be subject to the sideboard caps (for their 
AF A vessels f All six crab sideboard options listed above also contain a suboption that would apply these caps 
to eligible AF A 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 ov>"ners 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 ofpollock history. If the owners of these vessels choose not to enter the cooperative, 
and are still bound by the sideboards applied to the AF A group of vessels, they could be placed in a difficult 
situation. They would not receive much benefit from the cooperative because of their limited pollack catch 

• i .,, ·r 
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history and their panicipation in the crab fisheries would be limited. They would also be required to compete 
against other AF A catcher vessels with substantial pollack catch histories for s_ideboard 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 option is also being considered that would allow vessels to decide whether to join a cooperative each year, 
for the duration of.the AF A, or permanently. If vessel owners are not bound by the sideboard caps when they 
are not in a cooperativ~, and they can choose to join a cooperative each year, they will likely decide whether 
to join the cooperative based on the relative catch limits in the pollockand non-pollack fisheries and the prices 
for those 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), issuedto AFA vessels could 
never be fished on an AF A vessel, but could be sold to a non-AF A vessel, so long as the AFA vessel was able 
to obtain an appropriate replacer,nent license for participation in the groundfish fisheries. 

Second, sideboards could last as long as the AFA, which vvill sunset on December 31, 2004, l!lless extended 
by the Council · · 

Turd 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 res_trictions A vessel is considered to have 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. 

7.4 Scallop Sideboards 

Sideboards must be established for scallops also. The FN FORUM ST AR is the only listed offshore pollack 
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 I 999, the Council adopted final alternatives for defining "traditional harvest level" for fisheries 
under the American· Fisheries Act. For scallop, that was to restrict pollack 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 FN 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: 

·I. 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 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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• ",.i ,·1,..' '' 
.. . l Sub-o(jti6iis: " ·· '· ' ~~ 

. :.c . . a. · · Based oil percentage of statewid~ catch·' .., i ' ,, ~.{I•~; .-:•·' b · ' Based on-percentage PSE cap. ·,
,, '. . '.

of , ' · 
··•, (_11 I . 

Suboption A is a straightforward way to determine traditional harvest levels. The FN Forum Star did not fish­
. for scallops in 1996, but landed approximately 60,000 pounds of scallops in 1997 (Jim Chase, owner, pelsonal 
. communication 2/8/99). [~ote1iliat anattempt was made to get adtu·aJ'data released from'CFEC, but we\vere 

· unable to contact both permit holders (the vessel captains) to sign ·release waivers:·sci'estimated landings from 
· the vessel owner were'used instead]- Total statewide catches· of scallops in Alaska 'were 732,424 pounds in 

1996, and 786,043 pounds in 1997. Using these data, the average harvest for this vessel under Suboptioo: A 
would be as follows: 

Option a= 30,000 pounds, equating to 3.95% of the 1996 aniH997 harvest r · 
Option b =60,00_0 po_llnds, equating to 7.63% of the 1997 harves): 

·, • -1 ' ;. 

·Implementing subopti6ri A would be more straightfcirward if harvests ·from thi;vessel ·were limited 'to 
. poundage:Due to crab bycatch limits, ·iriseason adjustments, and·Nlier fattors, harvests for the· coming season 
are difficult to project. However, catches in the last few years have increased from about 730,000 po~ds to
810,000 pounds. Given proposed changes to crab bycatch limits in the Bering Sea, annual harve_sts for coming 

: years have l>een p~ojected'to·be about 860,000 pounds'·(see breake~en analysis for'Amendment4 to ihe scallop 
FMP, February 1999). So, using the percentage harvests under option a and b, the FNI Forum Star could·be 
limited to the scallop catch listed below: 

I'• t ' ~ • ; ,c( ~ ' ._: /' .. 

It-.' - ~, '_<;:£-:" .11· • ..; I 

Option a= 34,000 poimds','based 'on prcijei:ted future statewide' catchof j\60,000'pci~ds· 

'!, 

1· ,. · Option b·= .65,600 pou'nds, based on projected future·statewide·catch of860,00(lpounds'" 
,-•. :~. ,· ,.. •·. .-, .. '" ~ -_~; .. ,,·7'. . ',' ., ' ' '' . ·.- - t1 

Suboption B was proposed to.limit harvests of scallops based on crab bycatch limits, 
0 

but this is prnbleinatical 
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 (in·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, 
6r whether tlie fishery will be cut short due to reaching th'ecrab bycatch limits. Table 7.4 provides.th<'iPSC 
bycatch' 'limits from the-1998-scailop fishery: Vessel specific bycatch information· is confidential and 
unavailable. Nevertheless, thisSubciption could potentially aliow a wide range.ofpossibiliti~s for thls vessel'. 
For example, if the vessel fished in Area D and E in 1997, it would have nea;ly. no :'bycatch history"; 
alternatively, if the vessel fished in the Bering Sea, it could potentially have develop_ed a disproportionately 
large'"bycatch history". Note that about 67% of the crab bycatch.limits are apportioned to the Bering Sea 
registration area.' ·Suboption B appears to reward the vessei'if it fished in the BeriniSea (o~ had high bycatch 
levels in other areas), and would penalize the vessel ifit did ncit'fish in the Bering Sea (or.had low bvcatch 
elsewhere):··; . ~. , ,.,..~ '!.., :,:...,1 • ·' , • ., fl . 

L ~. 

.I 

. ·i, ' .. 

. -. 
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Table 7.4: Weathervane scallop registration areas, seasons, GHL 's (pounds, shucked), and crab bycatch 
limits established for the 1998 scallop fishery, by area 

.. GHL Fishing 
Crab Bycatch Limits 

king Tanner Snow 
Area (~ounds) Season era\) crab crab 
D - District 16 0 - 35,000 July l - Feb 15 n/a rJa rJa 
D - Yakutat 0 - 250,000 July l - Feb 15 n/a n/a n/a 
E - Eastern PWS 0 - 20,000 July I - Feb IS n/a 500 n/a 

Western PWS exploratory July I - Feb I 5 n/a 130 n/a 
H - Cook Inlet (Kamishak) D-20,000 Aug 15 - Oct 3 I 60 24,992 n/a 

Cook Inlet (Outer area) combinedJan I - Dec 31 98 2,170 rJa 
K - Kodiak (Shelikof) 0 - 300,000 July I - Feb I 5 196 33,500 n/a 

Kodiak (Northeast) com binedJ uly l - Feb l 5 21 46,500 n/a 
M - AK Peninsula 
0 - Dutch Harbor 

0 - 200,000 July I - Feb 15 
0 - 110,000 July I - Feb 15 

900 
. 10 

48,500 
10,700 

n/a 
nta 

Q - Bering Sea 0-400,000 July I - Feb 15 500 215,000 ·130,000 
R-Adak 0 - 75,000 July I - Feb 15 50 10,000 n/a 

7.5 Ground.fish Sideboards 

Three classes of AFA catcher vessels are defined by whether they deliver to catcher processors, motherships, 
or the inshore sector. For th.is 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 
pelivertheir non-pollack sideboard caps to the same sector which they deliver their pollack allocation, they have r . 
:been treated separately in the tables . 

. This section contains summary tables for many of the alternatives being considered. Additional tables in 
~AppendixII contain detailed, reference infonnation 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 pollack. 
Fonnal recommendations that would implement effort limits for all AFA catcher vessels must be submitted 
to the SOC by July l, 1999, so.the regulations can be in place forthe·2000 fishing season. Language in the 
AFA mandating these limits (Section 2ll(c)(l)(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 
208from 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 pollack target 
fishery". 

. 
This portion of the document wil1 estimate the non-pollack ground:fish harvest caps that AF A catcher . 

vessels will be allowed to harvest in future years. 

7.5.1 Determination of Traditional Non-pollack Groundfish Harvest Levels in the BS/AI 

Determining the level of catch at \vhich 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-pollock 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 questions will determine 
the historical levels of non-pollack groundfish catch for the AF A catcher vessels. 

H \S 122 l \DOC\SecRevew\afaea. \llj)d 95 January 2000 



,BS/Al Catch Data 

Historical catch data for" the catcher yessel classeS:,mll be presented in the following sections. ADF&G 
fishtickets were used to determine a vessel's catch history when deliveries were made to shorebased processors 
and floating processors that operate ,0 State waters. Fi~htickets are required for all catch delivered to 
processors operating in State waters. Discards that occur· at 0sea are often not reported on fishtickets; nor are 
they required. Because the time frame for determining sideboard caps ruiis through 1997, and the hnp~ci~~d 
Retention/hnp~oved Utilization (IR/JU)program did not go into place until / ~98,_ the portion, of-BSA.I Pa~ifi~ 
cod and pollack that was discarded at~sea is likely underestimated for some _vessels delivering catch •inshore.' 
Data for catcher vessels that delivered to catcher processors and motherships operating in Federal waters were· 
derived from the NORP AC observer database. Deliveries that were made in a CDQ fishery wefe not included 
from either source. 

' " • ' ' • ' •. -· 

· 
I.' . • • ' ':

. . , .' , . h , .·. • 
. ' 

The NORP AC 
I" 

_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 in the database. However, when 
the observer is unable to sample a haul,"the total weight of that catch is recorded with no species information 
provided. NORPAC records from catcher vessel deliveries to catcher processors and mothership from 1995-
97, indicate that about 55 percent of the total catch was sampled. The remaining 45 percent oftlii: ~atch data 
had no information on the species that were harvested, but did report an estimate of the total weight of fi~h 
caught. -., · ' "· ·, · · · 

i ". . ' I 

To provide estimates ofa vessel's catch history at the species level, an assumption regarding the'imo_bse~ed 
catch·had to be made.' Otherwise catcher vessels, on ·average; would not be credited for about 45 percent of 
their at-sea deliveries which came from NORP AC. For this analysis, the foilowing methodology was use'dto 
estimate the species . composition . for unobserved hauls. 

' .. , ,·.- , Tv 
·, I ,._ 

I) A flag was.added to the data showing if the pollock fishery 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' 
fishery was 

• 

open or closed. 
. 

. · 
!. . .. 

3) The catch of each species (by catcher vessel and ifpollockwas open)was then divided by the vessel's 
· 1 total catch to determine the percentage of each sp·ecies that catcher vesse!"harvesti:<l"during the times' 

of year when polloi:k was open or closed:. · ·· · · 
4) Those'percentages were then multiplied by its•catch from unobservered hauls (again separated based' 

on whether pollock was open or closed).:,The results are estimates of catch for the unobserved hauls. 
5). .Some vessels were.never observed. For those vessels, a percentage wai'calc:ulated'based on the 

·harvests of all observed catcher vessels-on that·day. Those percentages for·each species ~ere then 
applied to the unobserved hauls that day. · ·'·' 

This methodology for oetermining 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 pollack, and over 93 percent of all catch from 1995-97 occurred when the pollo6k fishery was· operi. 
When the pollock fisheries were closed; only 50 percent of the catch was polli:Jck This percentage seems high,_: 
but that is because two vessels had observer reports of over 90 percent pollack ·when the'pollock fishery was 
closed. Applying a vessel's own observed history helps correct for this problem. Overall _when the pollo~I<_' 
fishery was closed, the methodology employed estimated that about 25"percent'ofthe unsarripled catcli"was · 
pollack. Pacific cod accounted for the largest portion of catch, when this method was used, at just over'55 · 
percent. 
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For purposes.of thisanalysis, the numbers resultingfrorn extrapol;u:ing observed catch to unobserved hauls 
may provide ·reasonable~sti~s of each vessel's _catch· history for poilock. ·Est1:111atesof the amounts of 
bycatch that occurred by spedes and the amounts of other target species harvested are likely less accurate than 
the estimates for pollock. ·unfortunately, . the sideboard caps rely on our estjmates ofnon-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 detennine 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 ~ere exciudect Separate tables have been included for the Bering Sea/Aleuti':1,0Islands · · 
(Table 7.5) and the Gulf of Alaska (Table 7.6). 

Table 7.5: Discard Rates ofTrawl Catcher Vessels in the BS/Al, 1995-97 

Species. - Area 

Target Fisheries 

All Non.-Pollock 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 
Other flatfish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 
Greenland Turbot - Al 

: Greenland Turbot - BS 
Other Species-BSAI 
Pacific Cod (AU Trawl Gear - 95&96) - BS/ AI 
Pacific Cod (frawl CV - 97) - BS/ AI 
Pollock (Inshore) - ':'-1 
Pollock (Offshore) - AI 
Pollock (Inshore)- BS 
Pollock (Offshore) - BS 
Pacific Ocean Perch - AI 
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 
Pacific Ocean Pe:rch - Central Al 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern AI 
Other Rocldish - Al . 
Other Rockfish - BS 
Rock Sole - BSAl 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 
Sharpchin/Northel"!l Rocldish - AI 

Squid- BSAI 
Shortraker/Rougheye Rocldish - Al 
Other Red Rockfish - BS 
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 

63% -
90% 100% 
93% 99% 
40% 42%· 
87% · 93% 
90% 100% 

31% 20% 
91% 92%•. 
13% 8% 
6% 4% 
1% 0% 
0% -
5% 92% 
2% 92% 

4% -
42% 100% 

17% -
10% 100% 

100%- 100% 

71% 55% 

92% 92% 
100% -

17% 6% 
99%' 100% 

53% 74% 
39% -
84% 92% 
6% 6% 

Grand Total 7% 36% 
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,.;T:.:a:;:b;.;.;le;;..7.;.;•.;;.6.:..: -=D:.:i;:;.;sc_ar;;;.d=R=a:.;.;te;;;;;s...;;o:.:.f-=T:.:r-=aw.;.;..;;..l -=C-=at.;.;c;.;;;;h~er;.....;.V.;;.es;;.;;s.;.,el:.:.s..;;;in:.:..:;;th;.;e;..;G=,u.l;;;.f.=.of.;.;Al=as:.;,;ka=· ,..::1.:..9.:..;95:..:.:..9.;..1· __ · ·.,,..·

·. Target ..... •' • 1---....:...;;..;;;;;;.~~=~...,....---1 

Species - Area . · · · - .. ' All · Non-Pollock
-• ~ 99% .. Atka.'Mackerel- Central'Gulf (i'995 through1996) 99%

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Gulf {1995through 1996) 100% 100~

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska ( 1997) 99% 100%
. . 64%.; ,, - 100%Atka_Mackerel,-.WestemGulf. (1995 through 1996) : · 1. 

70% - .. , Arrowtooth Flounder :.Central Gulf 68%
~ 

"l 96%Arrowtooth Flounder -· EasternGulf· 96°A?'' ' 0 
, I . 

- ,-95%. Arrowtooth Flounder-. Western Gulf . ' 1QO
' .. .. . 

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 11% 11%

Deep Water Flatfish - Easte~Gulf 13% -13.%. . \ ,.-
. -· - . --- .---Deep Water Flatfis)l - ~estern Gulf 100% 100%

Flathead Sole,-Ce~trai Gulf '. ,_ 18% 18%
·- -~---•····10% Flathead Sole - Eastern•Gulf·· :_,9.%

... ·' 
Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 78% '95%

'·· . .,.
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 11% · 11%

"

Northern~ockfish - Eastern Gulf. 70% 70%
100%Northern Rock.fish- Western Gulf 100% 
65%Other Species - Gulf of Alaska · 67% 

Paci.fie Cod ·(Iilshore) - Central Gulf 10% 10%

Pacific Cod ·(Offshore) - Centrai Gulf Io/o 1%
f .' .. .. 74%. Pacific Cod (insh~re) - EastenlG~lf 94%

1 

Pacific Cod, (Inshore) - Westem_-~ulf 2% .2%

PacificCod (Offshore) - Western_ Gulf 2% 2%
Pelagic Shelf J:tockfish - Central 'bulf · i 17% 17%

Pelagic Sheif Rocldish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 21% . 21%,~. ~ .

Pelagic She!f Rockfish - Easter,n Gulf 17% : 17%
I 

Pelagic Shelf Rock.fish-Western-Gulf 96% 98%
1••1 

Pollock - ChirikofDistrict · ... 9%!.', 88%
., 
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 2% 78%

.. •' •' :·64%Pollock - Kodiak' - 12%
:··97

Pollock - Sb:ur'nagin District 4%

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 12% 12%

Pacific Oc~ Perch - Eastern ~Jf 12% 11%. 
Pacific Oceari Perch - Western'Guif 56% 55%.....

' Rex Sole - Ce~t~ Gulf · 19% 19%
• :,1 ~ l ~ 

Rex Sole -Eastern Gulf 12% ; ·12%.••., 

Rex Sole - Wes~em Gulf 96% 99%

Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 88% 88%
.. . - .... . . 

Slope Rock~sh -:·Eastern Gu.I{ : .· . 7%
. ·- ··- .. .. ' ?'.¼ -· . 

Slope Rockfish - Weste~ Gulf ... 100% 100%

F1shenes' . 
-..·-: ..,· ', · ·, 

~ t
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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% 

Sablefisll (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 - Gulfof 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 9 

by Pacific Associates, Inc. and Fisheries Information Services. This docwnent provides detailed bycatch rates 
by target fishery and delivery mode. 

Base Years for Determining Numerator 

a
Calculating the percentage of the TAC that catch vessels would be capped at in future years requires estimating 

numerator and a denominator. Th.is section will focus on the nwnerator. The nex"t section will discuss the 
denominator. Many of the issues associated Vv-ithdetermining 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 vessels include changes in the TAC groupings over time, whether bycatch from the pollack 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 AF A 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-pollack target fisheries. 

Tables 7.7 and 7.8 report the catch of BSAI groundfish in the non-pollack target fisheries and in all target 
fisheries by the AF A eligible catcher vessels for the years 1995-97. Tables 7. 9 and 7. l O report the same 
information, except for 1992-97. · 

9Alaska Department of Fish & Game, "Discards in th~ Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering 
Sea/Aleutian Islands & the Gulf of Alaska, I 995-97", September, 1998. This document may be 
downloaded from the ADF&G Commercial Fisheries Web Page. 
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Table 7. 7: AFA catcher vessel harvests in no~-pollock target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt) 

Non-Pollock Target Fisheries 

Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to MS . CV toCP Total 
90 Vessels 11 Vessels 10 V~ssels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels 

I 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI ' 

Atka Mackerel -'Eastern AI 16 7 l 10 '34 

Atka Mackerel -.Western Al 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 1,741 137 73 240 2,191' 
I 

Other Flatfish - BSand AI 6,171 517 257 56J° - - 7,508 

Flathead Sole - BS and AI 4,851 251 
"\ 

197· 
C 

444 5,743 
I 

Greenland Turbot - AI 2 f ' 11 

Greenland Turbot ::. BS 538. . •-- JO 4 ' .39 .. 601 

Other Species - BS'andAI 3,050 216 . 138-~ 338 3.742~

P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI 50 13 195 258 

P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI 
: , ' : ~ I ' .;

* P Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 40,884' 3,118 i,057 4.957. 51,016 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 8 3 3 14 

* POP - C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 

* POP - E. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 3 4 

* POP.- W. Al (1996 - 1997 only)• 
., 

Other Rockfish ; Ai l 3 4· 
4 '.'Other Rockfish - BS '24 l 29 

' ' 

Rock Sole - BS and Al 11,963 610 382 , , 584 
_, 

13,539
; ' •• ~- , 1.·.J ',, 

Sablefish (FLxed·G~) - Al 
I.: ' 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 

Sablefish (~raw! Gear).~ AI 54 3 58 

Sablefish '(Trawl Gear) - BS ' 1 1 
·, JSharpch.irvNorthernRockfish - Al ' 1 11 5 17 

,l1 •

Squid - BS andAI· 7 7 
'' Shortraker/R~~ghey~ Rock:fish - AI · 

Other Red R~ckfish - BS . , 1. 1- 49 10 2. 7 68 

Yellowfin Sole - BS and AI· 33,070 4,196 894 . ,997 39.157 

,,,� 

" ·i 

! ',' 

., · ' 

'

 

Source: Alaska Department offish and Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data · 

* Denotes TAC groups rl1at do not ex1end throughout entire time period. 

'f 

, 'f j r .. 
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Table 7.8: AFA catcher-vessel harvests in all ta1"2et fisheries. 1995-97 (mt) 

All Target Fisheries 

Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to MS CV to CP Total 
90 Vessels 11 Vessels IO Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels 

' . Atka Mackerel - Central AI 15 2 17 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 452 10 2 11 475 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 2,766 369 245 352 3,732 

Other Flatfish - BS and AI 7,792 646 356 607 · 9,401 

Flathead Sole - BS and AI 6,293 613 483 668 8,057 

Greenland Turbot - AI 4 10 14 

Greenland Turbot - BS 653 24 12 "44 733 

OtherSpecies - BS and AI 3,500 3339 229 416 4,484 

P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI 50 13 195 258 

P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI 

"'P. ·Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 45,449 3,831 2,620 5,754 57,654 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 717 25 16 9 767 

* POP - C. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 7 7 

*.POP - E. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 27 3 30 

* POP - W. Al (!996 - 1997 only) 

Other Rockfish -.Al l 4 6 

Other Rockfish - BS 51 2 I 6 60 

Rock Sole - BS and AI 13,250 l.119 652 86) 15,882 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 

68 1. Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 4 73 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS l l 

Sharpchin/Northem Rockfish - AI l 12 6 19 

Squid - BS and AI 1,427 53 20 14 1,514 

Sho_rtraker/Rougheye Rocldish - AI 3 3 

Other Red Rocldish - BS 58 13 4 11 86 

Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 33,249 4,402 1',043 1,036 39,730 

Source: ADF&Garne fish ticket data; National Miuine Fisheries Service observer data 

" Den9tes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. 
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,,. . 
Table 7.9; AFA catcher vessel harvests (mt)in m:in-pollock tarl:!:ehisbeiies, 1992-971,- . '"" ......... 

All Target Fisheries . 
- ~ '." I

,/· Species by TAC Grouping· , · CV Inshore /CV to IN/MS CV to MS CV to CP Total ,
90 Vessels · 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels;•1-:--~------------:----------------~-----....,....--,--......i'. ".,, Atka Mackerel - C. AI (1993 - 1997 only) -- ' · · ·2

-"'AtkaMackerel-E.Al (l993-1997only) 31 15 ·2 .,_, '17 65

' * Atka Mackerel ~ W. AI (I 993 - 1997 only) -

( AITOwtooth Flounder - BSind AI . 2,458 279 13Si' ·, · ·. 3·19 r: 1' 3,"19

i OtherFlatfish - BS and AI · 1b,19s 1,285 472 1,000 .. ,. 1 ~12,95
I . . ' ,,.'' 

251 197;\ • '444. ,• l" 5,743* Flathead Sole - BS and AI (1995 - 1997 only) 4,851 

*Greenland Turbot - AI • (1994 - 1997) 2 9 ... •f1

. "'Greenland T~ot - BS ·(1994- 1997) · 771 10 5 "· 40 ,.J.82
Other Species - BS and Al 4,548 360 306" .. 

I. 

597 
~ '.. ' 

5,811

* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI' . 201 13 195 

*_Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI : 

* P. Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAl (1997 ocily) 

PacificOcean Perch - BS · . 

"' POP - C. AI - (1996 - 1997 onJy) 

* POP - E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 

40,884 

15 

' \ l 

f,_ •• 

3,118 

3 

' •- J ~' ...., \. - .. ' 

' 4,957 
-·4 

• l r-' 3 

' 

. t 

i:.51'o'i6
I I H

. 23
} .. 

4

* POP - W. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

Other Rockfish - AI l 4 ' ,, 
5

Other Rockfish - BS 61 I 4 
it I 67

Rock Sole - BS andAI ic<s76 1,112 764 
"' 

- 1,145 '19,897
,, 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al ~ 

(· ...,, "Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al . 74 3 78

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS l 1
t'· . ~"".' ..

Sharpchln/Northern Rockfish - AI 2 11 19 (3
Squid'- BS and Al . 10 - '1

f, . ( J..:j I I

Shonraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al -

':'. ~ Other Red Rockfish - BS - 50 12 -4 12 78
Yellowfin 46,211"- ~ - .. 4,696 - - --1,277 '' ... 2.705 '"'Sole -.BS and AI 54,889

',. J'409

 

 

!
l
'

 

·1 

511 

2' 

:

. 
~: 

~ 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 , 

<

 

 
2 
61  :
 .. : 

l 

 
·' 

1Source: ADF&Game fish ticketdata;NationalMarine Fisheries'Seivice observer data' ·

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire tiine period. . , •:. 
J) 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 tar2et fisheries, 1992-971 

All Target Fisheries . 
Speciesby TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to MS CV to CP Tot.al 

90 Vessels 11 Vessels · 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels 

* Atka Mackerel -·c.Al (1993 - 1997 only) 15 2 18 

* Atka Mackerel - E. AI (1993 - 1997 only) 564 19 2 603 

* Atka Mackerel - W. Al. (1993 - 1997 only) 

ArrowtoothFlounder - BS and AI 3,998 647 430 491 5,566 

Other Flatfish - BS and AI 13,575 1,857 914 1,238 17,584 

* Flathead Sole - BS and AI (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 - BSand Al 5,569 643 525 750 7,487, 

* Pacific Cod (1-ixed Gear) - ~S _and A1 201 13 195 409 

* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI 

* P. Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI EI997 only) 45,449 3,831 2,620 5,754. 57,654 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 840 89 82 29 1,040 

* POP - C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 7 7 

* POP - E. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 27 30 

* POP - W. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

Other Rock.fish - AI l 1 4 6 

Other Rock.fish - BS 99 3 2 8 112

Rock Sole - BS and AI 19,358 2,107 1,373 1,672 24,510 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear)- Al 93 J 3 5 l04 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 1 l 

Sharpchin/Northem Rockfish - AI 4 12 21 37 

Squid ~ BS and AI 2.001 82 33 17 2,133 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rocldish - AI 3 3 

Other Red Rockfish - BS 65 20 9 20 114

Yellowfin Sole - BS and AI 46,807 5,582 2,273 . 3,404; 58,066 

 

 

Source: ADF&Gamefish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data 

* Denotes TAC groups that do not e,.tend throughout entire time period; 

1) Target fisheries that include the years I 992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated. 
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·-• ·, . 
"\ ~ Choosing the Base for the Denominator· 

L', 
' 

: Denornjnators for tl_ie AF~ sideboard calcul_a\ions qoµld be based on either total catdi or TAC_1~Using TAC 
·will generally _result \11srna~er,sideboard caps for.the.catcher vessels. Only when the average TAC was. 
exceeded during the·base time period would this riot be true. lri many. years trawl caught_ Pacific'. cod and 
, flatfish fisheries were closed because the halibut PSC cap is reached prior to harvesting the entire TAC For 
those species, ~sing TAC will result 'in smaller catcher vessel sideboird caps: Sinaller cap,s are simply th_e 
result of the denominator being larger (i.e., TAC is greater than'catch). ' . . ' ... ,. · ''" . ; 

,· ! :. ' 

TAC fishery groupings change over'time. Reading across the rows_ of Table_?.! !'shows the extentofthes~ 
changes. Rows that have blank cells indicate that TAC has been restructured, For example,' animportant 
.change was the splitting of the BSAI Pacific cod TAC betwe_e_n-,trawl catcher _vessels and trawl° 
catcher/processors. Prior to 1997 a single TAC was set for all trawl vessels. Splitting out the trawl allocation' 
b'etween catcher vessels an4 catcher processors mak~s it_ difficult to calculate a caiche~ ves;el 's catch history1 

across the two time periods: Because of this problem, the catcher/processor's Pacific cod sideboard cap was'. 
pased solely on I 997 catch history. The table below shows the TAC' s for BSAI·groundfish fisheries be~een1 
·J992-97. The problem is more pronounced when the years 1992-97 are used to'detemurie a vessel's sidehoarct' 
caps· ' . . . i- r ...''r.· , • , ·:, .L ·• '

'. 
·, .•;

. ~' ~ ., . 

' ' 

.,, "'-'· 0 

r' ..,
•' 

~ ( ..,.. 
U\ ., , . ' 

. ~-. '• I 
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Table 7.11: FinaJ TACs (mt) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands by Year 

Speciesby TA~ Grouping 
YEAR 1995-97 

Total 
1992-97 
Total1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

Atka Mackerel - AI 43,000 - 43,000 

Atka Mackerel - Central Al 27,000 44,525 50,000 33,600 19,500 103,100 . 174,625 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 3,520 13,475 13,500 26,700 15,000 55,200 72,195 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI 14,080 10,000 16,500 45,857 32,200. 94,557 118,637 

Arrowtooth- BS and AI 8,500 8,500 10,000 10,227 9,000 17,646 · 36,873 . 63,873 

Other Flatfish - BS and AI 67,150 67,150 47,600 19,540 29,750 43,138 92,428 274,328 

Flathead Sole - BS and AI · 25,500 25,500 36,975 ~7,975 87,975 

Greenland Tutbot - AI 2,333 2,331 1,983 2,525 6,839 9,172 

. Greenland Turbot - BS 4,667 4,669 3,967 8,275 16,91 l 21,578 

Greenland Twbot - BS and AI 5,950 7,000 - l2,950 

Other Species - BS and Al 17,000 22,610 22,432 20,000 20,125 25,800 65,925 . 127,967 

P. Cod (All Gear) .. BS and AI 154,700 164,500 - 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 AI 3,820 1,000 1,000 400 2,400 6,220 

P. Cod (Trawl Gear) - BS and AI 95,140 127,200 130,800 , 258,000 353,140 

P. Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) ~ BSAI 65,450. 65,450 · 65,450 

P. Cod {TrawlGear, CPs)'-BSAI -~- . 51,450 51,450. 51,450. 

Pacific Ocean Perch - AI .3,009 13,900 10,900 10,500 10,500 . 38,309. 

·Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 9,945 3,330 1,910 1,850 1,530 2,380 5,760 · 20,945 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AI• 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 Rocldish • AI 786. .706 655 589 728 607 1,924 4,071 

Other Rockfish - BS 340 306 310 329 380 317 1,026 1,982 

RC>ckSole - BS and Al 34,000 63,750 63,750 60,000 59,500 82,607 · '202,107 363,607 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI 1,913 1,950 2,100 1,320 720 720 2,760 8,723 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 595 638 270 640 440 440 1,520 3,023 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 638 650 700 550 330' 255 1,135 3,123 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 595 637 270 800 468 468 1,736 · 3,238 

·Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 4,820 5.100 5,670 5,103 4,445 3,706 . 13,254 28,844 

Squid - BS and Al 1,700 1,700 2,644 850 850 1,970 3,670 
,, 

9,714 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 1,037 l, 100 l,037 933 956 938 2,~27 6,001 

Other Red Rockfish - BS l,190 L200 1,190 1,070 1,071 893 3,034 6,614 

Yellowfin Sole - BS and AI 199,750 ·187.000 170,325 161,500 170,000· 195,500 527,000 1,084,075 

· 

· 

· 

Source:National MarineFisheriesService AKR Webpage(forexample-http://www.fakr.noaa.gov. I 993/gcatch93.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 
us~d ~ B~~iJisherie~. It is important to note that this. includes all catch taken in that particular TAC fishery 
grouping. Using Greenland turbot as the ex.ample, turbot harvested by any.gear type would.be included in the 
totarcatch table, since the TAC.is not divided by gear. . 

t 

the
. . , . ' ' ' ' . ' : " 

' Changes in 
the'

TAC grouping also cause problems_when using total catch as the denominator. The problem 
isbasically same as 'discussed above. Grouping or splitting TAC fisheries does not allow consistent 

-estimates to be made over the entire time period. Some of the TAC fisheries inTable 7.12 represent catch 
· _histories ·that are lintited to a subset of the overall time period where consistent data exists. Foiexample, rows 
: representing POP in the Aleutian Islands areas only contain data from the years' 1996°-97. The: resulting 
' n~bers ;in Table ~ .12. are the same in both the 1992-97 and 1995-97 columns, because the years: 1995.:96 
: were used in both cases. Th~_same set of years was used to determine the numerator in the section-above. · 
,1 I • ' : ' ._ ' 

~ ~ 

-· 
Table 7.12: Total Catch (mt) of BSAI Groundfish Species by Year 

· 

, 

Species Groupings 

'. 

1995-97 
L' 1992-97 

I'* Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only) -
,,I ' '* Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only)· 

* Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only) 

Ar:rowtooth Flollllde~ "Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
IOther Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

* Flathead Sole .. - Bering Sea 'and Aleutian Islands ( 1995 - I 997 only) 
J ._J ' 

* Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands ( 1994 - 1997 only) 
I. r . _ . . 
* Greenland Turbot -iBering Sea ( l 994 7 1997 o~y) . ' ' 
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian !~lands ' . ' ' :Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

iPacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, Catcher Vessels) - BSAI (1997 only) 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Berii{g Sea 

* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central 'Aleutian Islands ' (1996 - 19_97 only) 
,,; T 

* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands · (1996 - 1997 only) 

* Pacific Ocean Perch• Western"Aleutian Islands · (1996 - 1997 only) 
I l .':Other Rockfish - Aleutian·Islands '· 

IOther Rockfish - Bering Sea 
',f ,Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands· 

. ,.Sab~efish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian I_slands , ; 

Sablefish (Fixe:d Gear)_~ ~et:ing S~a . : I 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) • Aleutian Islands .. ' 
l ! ' , j\ • I • ~ ! I 

I,-Sablefish (Trawl Gear)° - Bering Sea - ' ..' Sharpchin!North~rn Roc:kfish - Aleutian Islands .. , ' I 

Sqilid - Bering Sea and Aleutian 'rslaiidsl. . 

-- .Shortraker/Rougheye Ro~kfish '- 'Aleutian Islands - - . . '. ,, . , . . ,
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea . 

103,~94 
,. ' 58,658 

88,749 

34,015 

61,670' 

52,464 

' 4,674 

16,359 

68,562 

, 396,4,00 

I 1,039;; ,·,: . 
62,877 

~ r~~ 

4,697 

5,693 

6)75 

13,5~8 

771 
~ 

594 

169;356 

2,415 

1,538 

145 
·, 495 

, 12,522 

, 2,682 

2;s4
763 

171,?{0 

76,59Q 

· ' 99,908 

69,282 
... 154,416 

· ' ~ .... 52,464 
j r • f l r 1j. ~ 1:sos 

1..,,_ �,' 23A97. 
· - . 151,335 

, 490,157 

. ),769 

62,877 

13,381 

5,693 

6,175 

13,598' 

2,167 

1,146 

345,361 
' 7,583 

;3,088 

·757 

495. 

23,266 

4,653 

7, ~.0~8 
2,585 

Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 437,138 828,345 

! 

. 

'. 

* Categories that are stared list the maximwn range of years used to determine historical catch. 
Source: NW'S Blend data for the years 1992-97 

• ~.I a • I ''i 
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Alternative Sideboard Cap Estimates 

Infonnation presented in Tables 7.7 through 7. IO above allows several of the sideboard cap alternatives to be 
calculated when used inconjunction with the tables included in the denominator section. Simply dividing the 
nwnbers reported in the nwnerator tables by the appropriate nwnbers 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 
"Detennination of Harvest Level" section, with a separate table for each 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 nwnerator, 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 docwnented 
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 AF A 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 
likely 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 is about 5,500 mt. 
Recall that for Pacific cod only 1997 data were used, because the TAC was split between catcher ve·ssels and 

· catcher/processors starting that year (Amendment 46 to the BSA! FMP). The current allocation of BSA! 
Pacific cod is 51 percent to fixed gear, 47 percent to trawl gear, and 2 percent to jig gear. The trawl 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 4 L595 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. 

H:IS 1221 \DOC\SecRevewlafaea. wpd 107 January 2000 



. . . 
Table 7.13: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs)"using·oli.ly ·11arvest f~o~ the· 
noo-nollock tar2et fisbenes as the. numerator and total catch as the denominator. 1995-97 

, , : . : " · · . • • Non:.PollockTare:etFisheries • ,: ' 
, . . Species by TAC Grouping CV Irishcire CV to IN/MS CV to MS CVto Ci>·~' ·AliAFA CVs. 

· , · •. • · · 90 Vessels 11 Vessels•' IO Vessels :,7 Vessels ·. 118 Vessel!?· . .. 
:. - . '' -Atka Mackerel - Central AI . ,, 

Atka Mackerel - ~em AI 0.03% ·0.01% 
; 

. O.Oi% f ~0.06% 

AI 
! • '• :•' ' . . - . 'AtkaMackerel ~ Western l " 

6,44%0.40% 0.21% 0.71%Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 5.12% 

'· 12:18%~?~er F!~~~h - BS and ~ , , 19.01~0 .84% o.42~ 0.91% 

0.48% 0.38%. 0.85%' 10:96%Flath~ Sol~ - BS and AI · ' 
9.25%

I 

- !L ._. - - . 1 0.23%.-·0:19%Gree~and Turbot- A,I . . ' 
•· 0.04% 

3.29% .. .-3.61%;, 0.06% · ' 0.02% 0.24%Greenland.Twbot-'BS 
0.'32% . 0.20% i-0:49% 5.46%Other-·species.-BS and AI·· 4.45%' . ; .·, 

•, 0.06%. 0.05% Pacific Cod(FixedGear) - BS and AI 0.01% . ... ,, ... . , . .. . /. . . . ;, '· .. ' 
'Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI - '. -·• ·.•., \ _, ., 

J .. 81.-13%.* P. Cod (Trawl, CV}-BSAI. (1997 only) 6S.9~r~;. • 4.96% 3.27% . 7;88%. 
•' w • ..,.~ 0.06% - I 0.06% '0.29%PacificO~~ _P~rch- B~ . , • - - 0.17% 

.. ,, ..1_.1., ~ :.* POP :-C. AI ( 1996 -. 91 only). • • ·· ' - ' -
.'.* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 0.02%, .- ' - 0.05% 0.07% 

*POP· W. AI (1996 - 97 only) ·., - .. - -.....' . : .;..~ :• • d ' • 

Other Rockfish ;,; AI · ·· · - 0.39% . 0.52~ . ..-1•.:,'. • I 

0."17% .·, . ,- 0.q7%... ,: 4.88%Other Ro~kflsh 4 .. 04%-BS 
'" r .. ,· ., ; ...., 

Rock S<;>le~ BSandAI , . : :, j._06% . . • • 0.,36% 0.23.% ,. .0.34% ., ., 7:99% 

- ., ,., .- .. .Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI '• ..- ' , . '. 
.: ' '. "'- 1--. ' 

~ .. . ; ......' ' .Sablefis~. (Fixed Gear) -. BS '· - -
... ...; 0;69% 4o:o9o/o;Sablefish(TrawlGear) - AI : 37J3o/o 

;... .,'. 0.20%Sablefish (Tril.'wl Gear) :. BS· 
I 

0.20%· .. ,• 

0.01% ,. 0.09% ·.o.o4% 0:14%Sharpchin/Northem ~ockfi_sh:-Al .• I .. ., 
. • ~ " . ' J ' 

Squid - BS and AI' ·· . ·0.26% - . 0.2~%, 
.. J ',•. 

:Shortraker/Roughey~· .AJ. - - ·i -Roc'kfish 
l.. ' ...:. ' . ·' ·,L3J% ,• -0.2(>% -- • 0.92% 8:91%Other Red Rockfish - BS ~• •: ! _· , : 6.42% 

. ' "9 ' ..Yell<;>wfin 7.57%. .96% 0.20% 0.23% ' ;8.96%Sole - BS and~ AI 

I

 

,

· 

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for debvenes within state waters and NORP AC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from 
1995-97. 

· 
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Table 7.14: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent ·of future TACs} using only harvest fromthe 
non-oo I lock tareet fi 1s h enes . as the numerator an d tot al cat ch as the denonunator,1992-97

N<?n-PollockTarget Fisheries ... 
~pecies by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to MS CVtoCP All AfA CVs 

90Vessels l l Vessels IOVessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels

*Atka Mackerel -Cent. AI (1993-97 only) - - - - -
0.04% 0.02% - . *Atka Mackerel -East. Af(l993-97 only) 0.02% ···o.os

*Atka Mackerel - West. AI (1993-97 only) - - - - -
3.55%. Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 0.40%. 0.20% 0.46% 4.61% 

Other Flatfish - BS and AI 6.60% 0.83% 0.31% 0.65% 8.39% 

*Flathead Sole_- BS and AI ( 1995-97only) 9.25% 0.48% 0.38% 0.85% 10.96% 

*Greenland Turbot~ AI (1994-97 only) 0.03% - - 0.-12% 0.15% 

.*GreenlandTurbot - BS (1994-97 only) 3.28% 0.04% 0.02% 0.17% 3.51% 

Ot1her Species - BS and AI 3.01% · 0.24% 0.20% 0.39% 3.84% 

0.04% . ·0.04% 0.08%. Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI -
;. Pacific Cod (Jig Gear} - BS and AI - - - -

* P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI (1997 only) 65.02% 4.96% 3.27% 7.88% · 81.13% 
. . 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 0)1% 0.02% 0.01% 0.03% 0.17%"
. ' 

* POP - C. AI (1996 - 97 only) - - - - -
* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 0.02% - - 0.05% 0.07%·

- ; * POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) . · - - - -
Other Rocldish - AI - 0.05% - 0.18% 0.23%

Other Rockfish - BS 5.32% 0.09% 0.09% 0.35%. 5.85%

. ~ock Sole - BS and AI 4.89% 0.32% . 0.22% 0.33% 5.76%

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - . - - - -

.Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI '9.77% 0.13% 0.40% 10.30%
-Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20% - - 0.20% -

Sharpchin/Northem Rocldish - AI 0.01% 0.05% - 0.08% 0.14% 

Squid - BS and AI 0.21% - - - 0.21% 
. Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al - - - -

Other Red Rocldish • BS 1.93% 0.46% 0:15% 0.46% 3.00%

Yellowfin Sole - BS and AI 5.58% o:s1%· 0.15% 0.33% 6.63%.

¾ 

-Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORP AC Obsetver data for at-sea deliveries, from 
1992-97. 
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Taf:!I~ 7 .15: . Estima,es of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of fufure TA Cs) using harvestfrorrt allt~rget 
fis"heries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator,1995-97· _ · '.."... · · · .' . 

-
~ 

--
.. J 

· 
' ' 

Speciesby TAC qrouping-:··· 
, ' . , . • j a •• • 

.' 

. ; •,· Non-Pollock Tare.et Fisheries i::.----....----'-:.=.::::..,;;,,;;;;:;.=;....;;;='-r-"-==~--..---------l 
CV Inshore : CVto,IN~- CV to MS ·, CV· toCP ; . Ali AF A CVs 
90 Vessels •11 Vessels • 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels _ 

AtkaMackerel.:Central·AI O.Ol% 
· 0.77% A~ ¥3ckerel - ~tern AI ' 

Atka Mackerel _: Western AI . 
' ! 

ArrowtootbFlounder--BS and AI , 8.13% 
r •• ~ 0 •,• 

, 

OtherFlatfish - BS and Al ; •12·.64% 
' 

Flathead Sole - BS and AI ' 12.00% .. 
Oreenland Turbot - AI. ' ~ 0.09% 

• I •.• i Gr_eenland Turbot - BS_ ' . _;, .,.3_99% 

Other Species - BS and Al , :, . '. 5.10% 
~ ' . .' ~...:. , : ~ -

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI 0.01% 
~~ . .. :.. ' 

~acificCod (Jig Gear} - BS and.~ ' 1- -
* P. Cod (Trawl, CV)- BSA! (199; o!}ly) 1 .'Z2:28% 
; .. -'" "IJ • l ' .. 

'PacifkOcean Perch-BS - ,. 15.26% 
r . \ • · ' I 

* POP - C. AI (1996 ~ 97 only) . 0.12% 

* POP ~ E. Al { 19% .. - 9') only) ' 0.44% 
_f' ( ' t • , r . 

~ POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only)!. -
I Other Rock.fish - Af. 1 .. ,0.13% 

.~ '- . • l 

i Otl1erRockfish - BS , , 8.59% f ' 
I , 

RockSole • BS ~d-AJ 7.82% . ,1, .. 

Sabl~fi~h(Fixed G~) ~ AI -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS -

• f ' ' Sabl~:fish(Trawl Gear) -,Al 47.01% 
"- , I l f 

Silblefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20% . ,. 
Sharpchinfl',;orthernRockfish - AI : o._01% 

. . ', •• -> . 

Squi~ .-1?S and AI '. 53.20% 
. I . 

Shortraker/Roughere Rockfish - Al . . 0.12% 
I 

Other Red Rockfish - BS .7.60%· 
: 

YellowfinSole- BS and AI 7.61% 

- ' :0.01% 

·:, 0.02% ,• · 0.02% J. '-�.81%.
, - . ·.:l • ·.-. . .. -' 

1.08% 0.72% 1.03%· ' 10:96%' : .. 1.05%: 0.58%. 0.98% · ·.1·1 15.25% , 
' : 

'~l.17% . . I 0.92% -l.27% . , 15.36% 

,· - I ~ 0.21% j -- -0.30%' 
. 

. ,0:15% 0.07%. ~•' 0.27% '4'.48%' 
Q.49% 0.33% 0;61% .\ •' '6.53%: 

- - 0:05% ·-• 0.06%
. - -1 '•' ~. J ",... ..,l i"- .. ,,~t ~- ~ -~ ·- t -·-

6.09% . 4J7% ·.· 9.15%, i 91.69% 
:··¥ 0.53% 0.34% 0.19% 16.32%

- - .: \ . ..- ! ; ,0.12% 
,. I 

; - ( , 0:05%. - '0.49% 
I . 

- f 
~ . - \· .- -· - ' -' 

I 0.13% - 0.52% . ' " 0;78%I· I
' ; ~ • ·, >j ·10.11%'~-··.__0.34% 0.17% 101% 
I 

.,0.66% ! 0.38% 051%: •· 9.37%'
I 

( 7· -- - -
I 
. - - - ·• -' '· 

·0._69% 2.77%: 50.47%.. - ' 
i . . 

' " l ·, - - ·.·. 0.20%' .
I ' 

·. 0.05% · 0,:16%•
,\ . ·0,10% . - -

.l:98% : 0.75% 0.52% 56.45%.' 
,. .. ! - - ·l ,· . ·0.12% -

1;70% 0.52% L44% · 11.26% 
:-LOI% 0.24% 1 

Sources: ADF&yFishtickets for deliveries withl11 stat~w!ltei:s)1.µ!}NQRP A,C Observer data for at,,sea deliveries, fro
1995-97: . . . . ,. - . . . -!

0.24% 9.l0%. 

\ 
 
..

~ ·,.

I

\ 

,,

,,

-

., ·' 

' · : 
' ·I 

m
:.
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Table 7.16:. Est.imates of catcher vessel si~eboard caps (percent offuture TACs) .usi~g harvest from all target 
fisberies·as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97 . ·

Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to MS cytoCP All AFACVs 
·90 Vessels 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels

Atka Mackerel ~ Central AI · 0.01% - - - · 0.01%

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 0.74% 0.02% -. 0.02% 0.78%
·' 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder ~ BS and AI 5.77% 0.93% 0.62%, 0.71% 8.03%

Othe~ Flatfish - BS and AI 8.79% 1.20% 0.59% 0.80% 11.38%

Flathead Sole - BS and AI 12.00% 1.17% 0.92% · 1.27% 15.36%

Greenland Turbot - Al 0.05% - - 0.13% 0.1~% 

Greenland Turbot.- BS 3.84% 0.11% 0.06% 0.19% 4.20% 

Other Species - BS and AI 3.68% 0.42% 0.35% 0.50% 4.95% 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI 0.1;)4% - - 0:04% 0.08% 

Pacific Cod (Jig Gear).-BS andAl - - - - -
* P. Cod (frawl. CV) - BSAI ( 1997 only) 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. AI (1996 -. 97 only). 0.12% - - 0.12%, 

' * POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 0.44% - 0.05%. - 0.49% 

- ' . * POP- W. AI (1996 - 97 only) - - -
Other Rocldish • AI · 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 AI 5.61% 0.61% 0.40% 0.48% 7.10% ;. ' 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI .. - . - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - ' - - -

' 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 12.28% 0.40% 0.40% 0.66% 13.74% 

i Sabiefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20%· - - - 0.20%' 
Sharpch.iil/Northem Rockfish - AI 0.02% 0.05% - 0.09% 0.16% 

_Squid- BS and AI 43.01% 1.76% 0.71% 0.37% 45.85% 

Shortraker/Rougheye·Rockfish-AI ·0.05% - - - 0.05%. 
. 

Other Red Rockfish -; BS 2.51% 0.77% 0.35% 0.77% 4.40% 
·,. 

Yel\owfin Sole· BS and AI 5.65% 0.67% 0.27% 0.41% · 1.00% 

•. ,, \I 
-.j J 

•. Non-Pollock Tari!:et Fisheries 

 

,

..
Sources: ADF&G Fishbckets for dehvenes wttlun state waters and NORP AC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from· 
1992-97. . . . . 
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Table 7 
• 

.17: 
• 

,Estimates 
• • • 

of 
•• 

catcher 
, ' 

vessel 
• 

sideboard 
·• < • , 

caps 
• > • 

(percent 
• 

of 
.,., 

future 
, 1' ! 

TA 
' ~ 

Cs) 
• 

using 
I 

harvest 
• (" \ 

from non-polloc 
' \ , t 

k 
tar'l!et,fisheriesas the numerator and TACs· as the denominator, 1995-97\~';_. . ... :·: F •• _ - • • • ' 

- -

... _ ' • . Non-Pollock Tarnet Fisheries 
.J Species'byTAC Grouping CV Insl].oreTV to INJM:S' CV to MS"I CV to CP All AF A CVs 

·· __ · ' · .. ·· .: · '·· .. '_'. 90Vessels 

Atka' Mackerel ~ Central Al : 

· AtiGrMackerel ~ Eastern AI ·•, ·o.o3% 
I 

I 
Atka Mackerel~ Western AI 
A:rro\VtoothFlo~nder )BS and Al ' 'I 4.72% 

Other Flatfish - BS 'and AI i >: ' 16.68% 

Flathead Sole - BSand AI 
\ 

l ," '. 1·5.51% 
I ,· 

0.03%Greenland Turbot ..: AI 
l :' 
' 3.18% 

Other'Species - BS and AI ' 

Greenland Turbot :.. BS 
. '4.63% ·' 

.. 0.01%Pacific Cod (Fixed·o·eat)-BS ~d AI 

Pacific Cod (Jig.Gear)- BS and·AI ~ 
162.47% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 

* P.;Cod (Trawl, CV)~BSAI (1997 only) l 

0.14% 

* POP - C. Al (11996 - 97 onlyV 
I 

I 0.02%* POP- E. AI (1996 '~ 97 only). 
~ I • I 

* POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) 
I 

OtherRock.fish-;Al :-i [
I ~ ~. 

2.34% 

ReickSole - BS ahdAI 
9tlier Rockfish -'BS.; 

5.92% 

Sablefish (Fixed pear) - AI 

Sablefish {FixedGear) - BS 
1 

• •• • I ' • 
·' 14.76% 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear)'~ AI 

1·· 0.06% 
_r0.01%SharpchiwNorthem Rockfish - AI 

! •. l 
1 '0.19% 

Shortraker/Rouglieye Rockfish ~ Al 

Squid - BS and Al'· , 

• l 

,''"l.62%Other Red Rock:fish : BS ; •· 
i \ 

Yellow.finSole - BS'and'AI . 6.28% 

'llVe·~~eJs.' 

0.37% 
f. 

0.56%
! ,., 

0.29% 
I ,,..
I -
I 

t 
·0.06% .

\" .' '0.33% 
' 

' . ' -l -
I 

', 1'. 4.76% 

0.05% 

.. 

'0.05% 

0.10% 

0.30% 

-

0'.09% 

-
·P A 

·"\ 0.08% 

'' 
I -

0.33% 
' 0'.80% 

IO-Vessels 

0.20% 

0.28% 

0.22% 

0.02% 

0.21% 

3.14% 

' 
l 0.19% 
! 

l 

: 

I 

: 0.07% 

4 - 0.17% 

.7Vessels- 118Vessels 
'•· '"' 

T • . 

0.06%0.02% 
Ti,. -- ... (i. ' ' 0.65% 5.94% 

.. ,.-1-· : ' 
0.61% 8.13% 

... '' 
~ 

0.50% ' 6.52% ,. 
' 

0.13% 0:16% 
~ . ···' 

0.23% 3.49%,..
'' 

0.51% 5.68% 
' '0.05% ,' o_.06%

( t.· .1 ; . '.
-

7.57% ~ I 77.94%... 
0.05%' 0.24%' 

. ,. . -

·o.os¾ .\ 0.07%, 
·,
-

''' 

0.16% 0.21% 
' -

0J9% 2.83%, 
. •· ... 61.70%; 

' 
0.29% 

I• --(· -
, 

0.26% 5.11% 
:. ·1. ' - ' 11 :0,06% 

,. ,,·~ 
0.04% 0.13% 

~-- 0.19
, ,. 
-

.l 
0.23% 2.25% 

L

_.:o'.19%.· · 
-T. 

·· '7.44°/

 
 

' 

' 

r 

. 
', 

!

I 

, 

\ 

o
),d_e-li-v-enm.::.

' 

%

':S-ou-r-'---c-es_:_AD--=-F-&-G-'-F'-:is_h_ti_ck_e_t_sfi-.o..,.r_d_el_iv_e_n_· e-s .J.wi_tl_u..,.·:n_s_ta_t_e _w.,_a_te-rs_a___ n_d_N_ORP___,_A""".C-.0'.'.""b-:s-e..:.iveL.'r-da_t_a_fo_r;.;;a_t--sea,.L_.;..' e-s.;.,, f:-r~o

1995-97. TACs for the denominator were taken from reports onthe NMFS web page. 

-. 

•• I',• 
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Table 7.18: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent offuture TA Cs) using harvest from non-pollock 
target fisheries as the numerator and TACs as the denominator, 1992-97 

Non-Pollock Target Fisheries 

Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to MS CV to CP All AFACVs
92 Vessels 14 Vessels 7 Vessels 7 Vessels 120 Vessels

Atka Mackerel- Central AI - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 0.04% 0.02% - 0.02% 0.08%

Atka Mackerel - Western AI - - - - -

Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 3.85% 0.44¾ 0.22% 0,50% 5.01%

Other Flatfish - BS.and AI 3.72% 0.47% 0.17% 036% 4.72%

Flathead Sole - BS and Al 5.51% 0.29% 0.22% 0.50% 6.52%

Greenland Turbot - AI 0.02% - - 0.10% 0.12%

Greenland Turbot - BS 3.57% 0.05% 0.02% 0.19% 3.83%

Other Species - BS and Al . 3.55% 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 AI - - " - "

' 
* P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI ( 1997 only) 62.47% 4.76% 3.14%. 7.57% 77.94%

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 0.07% 0.01% - 0.02% 0.10%

* POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only) " " - - "

* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97only) - 0.02% - - 0.05% 0.07%

* POP - W. Al (1996 - 97.only) - - - - -

Other Rock:fish - 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) - AI - - - - -

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - -

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 2.37% 003% - 0.10% 2.50%

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.03% - - - 0.03%
~ Sharpchin/Northem Rockfish - Al 0.01% 0.04% 0.07% 0,12%

Squid - BS and AI 0.10% " - - 010%
~Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al - - - - -

,'. 

Other Red Rockfish - BS · 0.76% 0.18% 0.06% 0.18% 118% 

Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 4.26% 0.43% 0.12% 0.25% 5.06% 

'·~ .- • • i 

•",., 

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORP AC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from
1992-97. TA Cs for the denominator were taken from reports on the NMFS web page. 
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Table Estimates offuture 
, ' • r 

catcher 
"" 

7.19: BSAI vessel 
A 

Pacific,cod 
• • •· 

caps under 
; 

the various 
• ·' , 

scenarios, 
,f -~ 'I• • 

based 
•• • 

0·1ftbe 
•.&,, ' 

I 

• p - _., - l ,. 
\ - - , .:,• .; . ; J -. ~ l '(!i'" f:_1 '' -- ' ' j'' I i . • -· - ,_CVto CP ___·_AllAFA.CY~ 

' 
' _Speciesby_TAC-Grouping- ' CV Inshore CVtoJNIMS .CYtoMS..' .. 

10 Vessels ._ 7 Vessels -. 11 Vessels90 Vessels 118 Vessels· ' 
' ... ' 

.,
' - ·, Alltargets { Total catch·, '., . ! ·!' .. '. •.: . ; ·.!' t 

I ' ,, , ..Percent ofT AC 72.28% 6.093/o 4.17% 9.15%; ·~ 91.69% 

Estimates of a~lable cap (mt) 30,065 2,533 1,735,, . 3;806 38,1-38 
I 

- . ,, ' • r-_ •; ·,' ~on~poUock targets/ Total c'.atch ! • 

' 

I• 

•·• 
, . -.~• .. 

' • I 

Percent of TA<;, . ' 65.02% ; 4.%% 3.27% 7.88%. ., 81:13%
' ' I I 

Estimates of available cap (mt) ,. 27,045 2,063 1,360 3,278 · l ,33,746' ' ~-f ; 

. . 
.- :- J . .. '; ' ! :~ Non-pollock~rgets / TAC .. ~ -·... II ' •Per~ent of TA<;, • t, I 62.47% .I ·:'_ ·4.76% 3.14% ·7.57% ,_ ,·,7,7.94%,; .. 

I t;
Estimates of available cap (mt) 27,045 2,063 • 1,360 ; 

•·- 3;278 ·33,746~ 

 ,t ~. ~ 
... • f o ~:,, • I ... - - ·,I

..... I ii 

. ~ . 
· .... ! ·.:.. 

97 · - . ' . · 1995 -....._ •·-- . . ...-vears - -. 

l ' -
~. Note: The percentages refer to the portion of the overall trawl CV allocation. 

• I 

' • • - ' ; - ' 

· 7-j.I.I To %?m d(? the Sideboards ~pp~y.:
• I J --~ :; • ' • I . . .. •· ' ·-•... ~ i . ,_j : ,·. I 

 .•· ,· , : . ,, , _ • • ,·, -_:·t 
• i . ' 1 ' ~ , ... , " I 

: Determining ttj whom 
a

the restrictions apply requires answering the question, areAFA eligible catcher vessels 
. that do not joiri cooperative still requi[ed to _abide by, the sidebo~d restrictions? '•The language iri the WA 
is not clear regarding to whom the restrictions apply. The first partof the section 2ll(c)(I)(A) seems t9 

-indicate that it is•meant to apply to all AFA eligible catcher vesse_ls~ However, the phrase at the end,ofth~ 
quote indicates· that the impacts resulting from fishery ·cooperatives should be mitigated by tqi~<JCtton,.Tha,t 

'. phr~e could b~ ~terpreted to indicate that 
~e

this section 'should apply only to AF A eligible catcher vessel~ tfi.at 
: actually join a co~perative. Because of uncertainty in the language and·the differing inie~retatio~_of ~~ 
1section of the 1}FA, a decision will need to be made regarding to whom the sideb~d regulations apply; · _::: I . - '. . - -, - ... ·-·-
It is likely that vessels with relatively smaff amounts of po-Dock hart,est in the inshore and m6thership'~e~tors 

· will be most impacted by this decision, The seven catc~er vessels fishing for the catcher/processor fleet have 
: already shown that they are ~Hing to join a cooperative and abide bythe sideboardiestrictions included in the 
:AFA for 1999., Determining.which of the inshore and mothership catcher.vessels would join a ~perative is 
;impossible at ~s point. However, members of industry have ind.iyated t¥t at li::a.s):,on~ vessel_·asked to.by 
: r.e.In;oyed from sectjon, 208 when,~~ bilfwas_ being draftect The language in section.~08(~) I~~ 20,_. ~e~g
which catcher ve~sels n9t specifically listed are eligible to join a mothership cooperatiye, would once again 
·make that vessJr" eligible to.join. This 

a
vessel would be required to abide:by-th~-catch~/·~~ssei sid~i:i~;ds-ifth~ 

'6pt10n that'all vessels eligible.to joµi dooperative is selectet(even thoughtheyh8:_vealready indicated thattliey 
would rather forego joining a"coopetative than be bourid by the"1ideboards. - '.JL ~·. : .. •• • · -. · • 

Members of the AF A 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 cle'ar 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 catc_her 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-pollock fishery. They would also be allowed to compete for the open access portion 
of the pollack TAC against the other catcher vessels that decided not to join cooperatives in that sector. If they 
were the only vessel not joining a cooperative from a sector, they would be guaranteed their portion of the 
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~ ·, '.. ' . 

pollack quota; without being restricted by sideboard caps in the non-pollack fisheries. It may also be true that 
if a small number of catcher vessels were in the open access portion of the pollack fishery, that they could form 
an "unofficial" cooperative to rationalize their portion of the pollack allocation. This could occur since only. 
AF A eligible catcher vessels will be allowed to participate in the directed pollack fishery. 

Figure 7. I below shows the BS/ AI pollack catch history of the AF A eligible catcher vessels in the inshore 
sector, according to preliminary data. The vessels that had the four largest catch histories have been truncated 
at 30,000 mt., in order to preserve confidential information. Information in this figure shows that several 
vessels have relatively small amoW1ts of pollock catch history. 

30,COO 

28,COO 

26,COO 

24,00) 

n_coo 

20,COO 
.::: 
(.,l 

.S 18,00) 
0 . 
=---'o 16,00) 

"' § 14,COO
E-- ' 
(.,l 

·c 12,cm 
~ 

~locoo 
' 

6,COO 

4,00) 

0 

Hg.re7.1: Ted 1995-97 ~lock Gtdt.HstoyciAFAa..te-\esses 
Q:difierltoll:fuerblue 

.... .... 1111 • 11111111111111Ill .. 

Vessels 

'' 

H \S 124 I \DOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd • 115. January 2000 



Finer resolution of thecatcher vessels.with" ab inshore polfock catch history ofless ilian8,000mt 'isprovided
,in Figure 7 .2 below. · The information' is"broken ·down·by 200 mt. incrementswith the number. ofvessds and 
the cumulative catch totals reported_:..:That figure.shows that 24 vessels had less than 1,000 mtof polJock 
landings during 1995-97 "qualification window. ~ 1. ;• ,, , • '·! . . ,I • 

, l --, 

1.,.-\.• '• ·•' • I \ - 'j :_J. I 

, ·: Figur:e7}:. Histo~ of ~ttom sqr~of_Inshore Sector Ca~cher Vessels -"I. 

,· ., 

& 
- . . ., - - ~ 
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7 

6 
6 
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,-. 
"' 1-5-..,- ' 
Q.l ,).. 4.... 60% 
0 4· 
~ 

. ~. 
'-' 3C'-, 
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3':::,
=::' 40% 
I.; 
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2 - ---- -

V I .. --1 l· I· I ]· -20% 

I/ 

0 • I 

6 0 o: 0 .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0- 0 0 0 0 .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
N '° 0 ,'<!' . 00 N \D 0 ~ 00 N. .'-D 0 "" 00 ("'sl. \D 0 

N f'l M M M '<t '<t 'l"l ,r, ,r, \0 \Cl l"-

0 0 <l.l 
0 Q •a • I

;:::: ~-- 2 
_'TotaJ Pollock Catch 1995-97 (mt) 

( 

; . :· ' i : '. . . ' . . .. . ~ • - . -' ; :

A second sub-option wo4Id,d-eate 
mt

separate sideboard caps for catcher vessels that harvested over and under , 
1,000 mt, 3,000 mt,' or.5,000 of BSAI pollack, on average fromJ995-97. Separate caps are being ! 
co~sidered.because: it.waspresur:ned that c~tcher vessels wi~ small amounts of pollock history ha<;!likelyspent 
more time fishing for other species. If they must compete from the samecap as vessels with smaller histories 
in non.:.pollock fisheries~ the portion of the sideboard cap they ac_tually h_arvest may be less than the; contributed 
to the cap. Compet~g against catcher vessels that are similarly situated may improve· their barg~ining position 
and chances of harvesting the historic levels of catch in ~ese,fish~ries they enjoyed before the.AF A. Table 
7 .20 shows the percentages _ofthe overall sideboards that would be allocated_to the catcher vessels under each 
popock history threshold, and the number ofves·sels-,vhich could han·est fromthe sub-cap. 

•·,, j , 
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Table 7~20: Number of vessels and the percentage of the c"p that t~e sub-group of catcher vessels would 
bee r 1211 "bl e to . h arvest, base d oil t h e1r . annua I averaee cat ch h" 1story mt . h e 1995 -97 po II oc k fish enes .

Species/Sector 
< 1,000 mt of Pollock- < 3,000 mt of Pollock · <5.000 mt of Pollock 

# of 
Vessels 

%of Total 
Cap 

#of· 
Vessels 

%ofTotal 
Cap 

#of 
Vessels 

%ofTotal 
Cap 

Pacific Cod 

Inshore 18 7.44 40 34.62% 55 61.35% 

Inshore/MS 
l 

() n/a 0 n/a 3 conf. 

Mothership 0 n/a
' 

2 conf- •..6 conf. 

Catcher Processor ( 0 n/a 1 conf. 5 conf. 

.. Other Species 

Inshore 

Inshore/MS 

18' 3.81% 40 11.49% 55 22.42% 

0 ' n/a 0 

.. 

n/a 3 conf. 

Mothership 0 n/a 2 .· conf 6 conf 

Catcher Processor 0 n/a I conf. 5 conf. 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets andNORPAC Observ_er data from 1995-97. 
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• 7.5.r.i·When d~'the ~ideboards Apply 
, 

,,_ ,,-

.The question of when sideboard caps apply to the ~A catcher ve~sels also need_sto be answered. The Council 
-considered sixaitematives. These altemati ves can be grouped into three separate categories. The first category 
is the option that applies throughout theyear, and does not contain sub-caps. the second category also applies 
all year, but those options 

specific
contain sub-caps during parts of the year. Finally, the third category ~ould apply 

the caps only during iimes-ofthe year. At other times· of the year catcher vessels· would not be bound 
by a cap, and therefore, pos~ibly not limited to ·hist~fical catch levels.~ . -- . . - -- - -

--.--· - . -

• I - • • ,. 

; The-first option would apply the·cap·at all times during the fishing year. This is the only opti~n in the first 
. category and would prevent the AF A catchei: vessels from participating in non-pollcick fisheries above their 
'. historic levels oii an annual basis: . Once they reach a cap inthenon-pollock fisheries~-fishing~by 'v~~sels 
I operating under that cap.would be halted until the following year.The.res~lts of this optionwere 0 pre~eU:ted 
'in Tables 7.12 - 7.17. A separate discussion'.is·provided irithe "Determination of Aggregate" section of this 
chapter'.which speaks-to whether the caps will be·enforced·at a sector or cooperative level. The--NMFS 
implementation and monitoring section of this document will also speak to this issue. · · 

- ~ - - . - ·'-•· 

' .

. . ; ·,• : ; .. . l - . • 
, Two_ options ar~ included undei the second category. Siqeboard caps in this category would limit catcher 
!vessels to their historic catch levels, but the caps would be sub-divided by either quarter or by :vessel class 
(T~bles-7.21 - 7i24 ):--Applying th~

of
caps by quarter would restrict catcher vessels to harvesting their cap in th6 

· same quarter the year as it was earned. The Council also has the information nece~sary to divide the caps 
:semi:.annua.11:x,frciin these-~bles. _ For example, if the ins,hore cai~her ves~els-harv~stel6(percent,of the, 
·~g,cifi.c co.d used to determine.the cap .during the.first quarter. of ~~-year arid JO percent in,th\;: secp!]d quarter;' 
. they would be limited to harvesting. 98 percent of the Pacific cod capd(lririg 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 distnbut1on of catcher vesse s 11ualified for the msbore sector on1y,1995-97 
·· Inshore Catcher. Vessels - All Target Fisheries 

Species bv TAC Grouping 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr Total 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 1% 7%. 91% 2% 100% 
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 

ArrowtootliFlounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 41% 42% 11% 6% 100% 
I 

Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 40% 42% 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% 

* Paci.fieCod (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) l00% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern AI (1996 ~ 1997 only) 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 
* Paci.fie Ocean Perch - Western AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

Other Rocldish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 24% 39% 35% -2% 100% 

Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands , 63% 35% 1% 1% 100% 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 1% 78% 14% 6% 100%·

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
Sharpchin/Northem Roddish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 5% 0% 77% 18% 100% 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rocldish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Other Red Rocldish - Bering Sea 81% 7% 8% 3% 100% 

Ye1Iowfin Sole~ Berine Sea and AJeutian Islands 36% 62% 2%, 1% 100% 

 

 

Source: ADF&G F1shuckets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97. 
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Table 7.22:. Quarterl :catchdistribution of catcher vessels 

S ecies b · TAC.Grou in _ . 
100% ,! 0%'/;) Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 0% . 0% 100% ..·<Atka.Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands ' 64% 9% 27% 0% JOO% 

' 'Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands -
Arroivtooth Flounder - Bering Seaand Aleutian Islands 41% 4% • 37%'' 18% _:100% 

Other Flatfish - Bering Sea andAleutian Islands . 35% 46% 11% 9% . 100% 
,·, ' 

Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 53% 13% 25% 9% ·- 100% 
.... -\. ,, . . ... 

Greenland Turbot· - Aleutian Islands 
. '' •~- ' 7' -t" 

Greenland Turbot- Bering Sea 19% 35%' 42% 4% "100% 
50%. 21% -6% 0 Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 23% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Fixed· Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleuti~ Islands '0% 100% · 0% 0% ·100% 
• i. ' : I ' ~ I • ,, 

Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands -
:I'Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 47% 46% ' 5% 1% 100% 

Pacific Ocean Perch·- Bering Sea' 27% 0% 70% 3o/; I 00% 
I !, *P·acific Ocean Perch - Central AI ( 1996 - 1997 only) 

* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern AI (1996 - 1997 otjly) 
., I' * Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI ( 1996 - 1997 only) 

I 

Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% ·o¼ '0% !Op%
·\ Other Rocldish - Bering Sea 50% '0% 50% 0% 100%:

"".'
68%' .;.-21%" Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 9%' 2% 100%:

Sable.fish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sable.fish (Fixed Gear) - Bering' 'sea 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 50% 50% 0% oo;.; 100% ,,

,i Sable.fish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea • 

SharpchiwNorthern Rocldish - Aleutian Islands 92% 8% 6% 0% loo
I Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 22% 0%' " 73% 501o 100% 

_i, -\ ~hortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
. ' . 

Othe.(Red Rocldish - Bering.Sea .. : - 69% ·-.8%. 23% 0% ' 100% 
'\. 

Yellowfin Sole - Berin Sea and Aleutian Islands 40%. 36% 23% 1% 100%'

· 

. 
 
 

I 

1 

,· 
 

¾

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97. 
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Mothership Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries 

Species by TAC Groupin~ 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr Total 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands - .- - -
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% JOO¾
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands - - - - -
Arrmvtooth Flounder - ?ering Sea and Aleutian Islands 45% 4% 32% 19% l00% 

Other Flatfish. - Bering :Sea and Aleutian Islands 35% 50% 10% 6% 100% 

Flathead. Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Island.s 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% L4%, 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) - BSAJ (1997 only) 54% 40% .4% 2% 100% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 29% 0% 71% 0% 100% 

*Pacific Ocean Perch- Central AI ( 1996 - 1997 only) - - - - -
*Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al ( l 996 - 1997 only) - . - - -
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) - - .- - -
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands . - - - -
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea - - - - -
Rock Sole - Bering S~ea and.Aleutian Islands 63% 31% 5% 1% 100% 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - - - - - ' 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea - - - - -
Shaipchin/Northem 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% 8% 46% 1% 100% 

Table 7.23: Quarterly catch distribution of catcher vessels , ualified for the mothersbip sector, 1995-97 

 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97. 
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Table 7424:. Quarterly catch" di.striblltion·of Catcher VeSselS 't:1 UalifieG.for· th1CCatcher/oroceSSorsector~ 1995~97 
' _'; · ·_ . ' · · · C/P sector CVs- All Target Fisheries 

Species by TAC Groupin~ " - . 1st Otr.. 2nd QtL 3rd Qti 4th Qtr . Total 
..'Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands · - ' -· - - ' -

' Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands - 91% '9% 0% 0% 100% : ,;J,.

% 

,
 

I 

r Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands - - - -
-

' f Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Isl~ds 46% ,·22% 20% 11% 100% 
L 28%! 49% '· .,· 6% 17%. Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands : · 100% 

; Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands i ·53%' 20%' . 18% 8% 100% 

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 90% 10% 0% 0% l00% 
80% : 'I 1-3.%;Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 4% 2%' 100% 

1 OtherSpecies - Bering.Sea and ·Aleutian Islands 62% .' - 18% ·- 12% 7% '100% 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islarids .. 82% '"0% "0% 18o/o-: 100% 
jl ., .:. - ~ - - i - . ~-i...J Pacific Cod (Jig Gear)- Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands " -

.. 82% 13% 5% : 1%J * Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CV) - BSAI ( 1997 only) 100% 
I 

Pacific Ocean Perch ~ Bering Sea 44% 0% 44% 11%" (00% 
'. i_ - ' . * Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AI (1996 - 1997 onJv) -

I , 
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern AI (1996 - 1997 only) · ioo¾ 1.10%' '0% 0% •:-100% 

-, .. 
~ *,Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 o~y) - -

Qther Rocldish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% ·0% ·0% - .Yoo
-

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 50% 33% - 17% 0% '100% 
-· 25%'' . 6%· ,, 3% Rock Sole -·Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands' - 66% 100% 
., :Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - - - -
. ' ' ' Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea - - - - -

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands - 33% 67% 0%" 0% 100% 
-Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea - - J - ' -

j ., ' Sharpchin/Northem-Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% ·--0%'' ' 0% 1003/o
, 

Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 14% 0% 86%· ·0% 100% 
., ' -- ' ... '. ,. l r • ~.:. 'Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands - -

Ofher Red Rockfish - Bering Sea·· . 80% . '0% -106%

Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands _ 41%., .36%~. _ .- 17%" · .. 5% 100% 
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97. · · 

A second option in this category would sub-divide the sideboard caps based on whether a vessel's catch was 
mostly pollack during the "A" season. If a vessel had harvested mostly pollock, its Pacific cod sideboard cap 
prior to March l would be accounted for separately from catcher vessels that harvested mostly non-pollack 
groundfish during that time of the year. The intent of this alternative is to prevent catcher vessels that 
historically harvested mostly pollack 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 is 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 proces~ors that year . .Using different qualifying y~rs, 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 $e years 1995-96, relative t~ the curre11t catcher vessel - catcher/processor split, they . 
will receive a smaller perceQtage of the TAC in this calculation. The opposite would of cou~se be true. If AFA 
catcher vessels had harvested more of the Pacific cod, relative to the catcher/processors during 1995-96, they · 
wouldhavea largersideboard cap during the January through Febru~ry time period. 

T a bl e 7.25 : P 3Cl 'fi lC CO d catc h es b. iv. AFA catc h er vesse s prior tM o arc hi , o fh t eyears 1995-97 
•· Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) Non-Pollock Target Fisheries . 
CV CV to CV to MS CV to CP Total Catch . Inshore IN/MS 

Majority Catch (metric tons) 3,2?1 205 - 78 3,544 
• Pollock: % of TAC - based on 1.01% 0.06% - 0.02% 1.10%

ll 1 TAC 
vessels 

.% ofTAC-b.,t5ed on 1.10% 0.0?% -., 0.03% 1.20%
catch 

Majority Catch (metric tons) 14,953 - - - 14,953 
Non- % of TAC - based on 4.62% - 4.62%.

pollack: 
9 vessels % ofTAC-based·on 5.05% - - - 5.05% 

catch 

.. All Fisheries 
Majority C¥l,tch (metric fons) 11,404 1,756 1,019_ 1,190 15,369 
Pollock: % of TAC'- based on 3.53% 0.54% 0,32% 0.37% 4.75% 

111 TAC
vessels 

% of TAC-based on 3.85% 0.59% 0.34% 0.40% 5.19% 
catch . 

Majority Catch·(metric tons) 15,156 · - - - 15,156 
Non- % of TAC _:based on 4.69% .• - 4,69%

pollack: 
. 9 vessels • . % of TAC-based on 5_.12%. - - 5.12% 

; 
catch 

 

 

I 

:·· 

Note:% ofT AC -~ased on TAC means the percentage of the Pacific cod TAC that each group of catcher vessels would 
be allowed to harvest prior to0March l. This percentage is calcµlated using J'AC as the denominator. The row titled 
% of TAC - based on catch used total Pacific cod catch as the denominator. · . 
Source:ADF&Gfishtickets, NORP AC observer data, and historic TA Cs from NMFS web page for the years 1995-97. 

The third category would apply sideboard caps to AF A catcher vessels during specific time~ of theyear and/or 
to ~ertain sectors. The Council's intent is that only catch taken di.iring a symmetrical period µi whicp the caps 
apply would be induded·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 inch.1.ded'in the caps. Option 
one would limit the catcher vessels to historic catch levels only when the "normal'' pollack season is open. Two 
methods of defining the nonnal pollack fishery were provided. · The first is based' on the 1998 open access 
fishery dates (Table 7.26), and the second isbased on the 1999 open access dates as modified by Steller sea 
lion concerns. The dates based on the 1999 seasons are not included>i~ tabular form. Currently the dates for 
the "B" and "C" seasons are still being developed for 1999. Under these options the AF A catcher vessels 
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._ ,.... 

would no longer.1be'bound by the'caps during predefit).e<himes ofthi:: ye~. 1 Ess~ritially/tn~/~b~ld'n~t hav~ • ~ 
caps when pollock1was ciosed.· Persons proposin.g°this 

~e.
altemafi~e··atgued thai"siri~e1'tiie .side~oards ~ere.··:· 

designedibprotect the non-polloclc'fleet from effe~ts oftooperatives. Cwhen the p~liock ~s~ery i_s ciose~· -~-
there are-not'cooperative idipacts. ·Everyone·~ould be fishing in the ·open access modeand ·notint:~ould be 
able to employ fishing strategies afforded bycc;,operativesthat·wouldgivethem ao··actvantage oyer the rest of -
the fleet. · .>·- -· · • .. : {-~·,· '·· · ' ·, :· r,_•. :i · •"r ,...-.> ,•_. • -,_.. ·• J. • •· ' -

Table.7.26.. :.1998 BSAI pollockseaso~dates - · . -
.. ...,,:,. ' ;;r - I \ 

Area - · i. : . 1 <;)pened - ·· 1• - Closed.. Da):'S Open Sector 
; . ' ' " ! .

Dates the 1998 Directed PollockFishecy-Was,.Open. 
.• 

Aleutian-islands ·· 01/26/98
. I.' 

Aleutian Islands ~,V26/98 
' ., i 

01/26/98Bering Sea 
. .. .. . - -· 

Bering Sea 01/26/98 
.. 

Bering Sea 09/01/98
I 

-··-· 

Beri~g·sea 09/01(98 

.. _,, \.' •· 

· · ' 02/23/98 -:.-·- · ·:·. '. --:2s- · · ·· ·-Offshore 
1 .. ' q . '.•.·· 

.·,• l ' 

·. • Inshore46_: 03/1}!.9~ _.: - - ••••.• .,. I 

·' .• £.\_ ,", 

: ·· oii2019s 25 Offshore 
.,,-~.-... -~·· ...... --------·· 

i -02/26/98 

'1 ., 

:31 < · ' :i• - , .: Inshorei 

48 · ., 1 '.'. ,J.'.. Offshor~
I 10/19/98 

Ittt • " \• 
l58 ... I 10/29/98 

l 

I 
. .- _ 

BS/AI,, , Ol/Oli98 
I 

.... .. .. . . . ,4· --~ •-· - ' BS/AI'· 09/01(98" 

l _ i.,. •. ., 1 

' - -- 1998 Pollock AllowanceS-easo~~ Dates 
' 

04/15/98--.. ' . . ... ., 
l 11/01/98 ' 

.. J 
' ........ ' 104 '. 

1 ,,
' Both ,61 

1 · 

. i 
~ i 

-- l 
' 

~. ·

Source: N}4FS Alask~Reg~?n W~b S~te -
. . I 

· ·· ,. .. ,, ,·· ., . , ··; 1 
II 

If the~ •1999 fishing-seasons were' used as the-~dard for when-the sideboard cap~ -~p~ly, 
~er,e:is

i~.niay1create ..
opporturuti~f~L\!~Ss~l.§.Jo iQ.~r~e,their harvests ofa species like Pacific cod..Given

1
that cur;rentlr,._'

a period between theAl and A2 pollack seasons when pollack fishing is ·closed•for the :inshore an~ -
1 • • ~' 

catcher/processor-sect.ors. AF Acatcher vessels ~uld harvest Pacific·cod·during those times·~d· n~t have_ th~ 
harvests count towards their sideboard cap. Th.is ·may give thesevessels anadvantage over thi(open access 
fleet during those seasons.. Pollock vessels.could mov_e into ~atific ~d be~~n pollodt"s·tasons; but ?acific ..,-
cod boats could'not move· intopollock i( clos~'~i;lier ~ expect~ of pollocl~)le~t•s ~art,., ·

~ 

Members of the 
• 

non-poUock 
• -~ ·1··-~-

fleets 
'"' 

coc;l
may still

'·"•, 

percet~e 
• r·' · 

·because
Af1 • · ·, t,• i, 

the 
· ,.,,,f! · 

an A. ~eet wi~ou! re.!}trictfons_ C,.1;1~~· se~ific, iimes• .
ofthe:y~~~3:thrfat.,,.~ -.~. ·:· · ·t·· · ··, .i.•·. ·.·,.,(,.., '· .· .. ·,:• . ·,.- ·, ·

.
: -
, 
..:

.· ;
...
-:..
,:• 

 1 

:
 . 
1

-:

A second option W!)UI~ allow .~tch~r ves~e~s ...~ti~epver t? the mo~ers_hip s~~tor; to op,~r~~~outs_i~e·qf th~.. ..  , 
BSAI gr~un¥,s~ ,'~Rs ,·prior, to Fe~~~'; _I.1 lfp:fer .~e cur:re~t St¢~l~r sea lif:>n • protectjo1r pieasures the ~,
mothership 
catcher 

., 
sector··g(the 

vessels 
f' 

'delivering 
~ • ,,. :· ,. •l' . 

polfock 
. .• -

fishery not open 
. . . . 

do~s 
' t .. ~ - ; I 

until February.I. 'fl¥~exemption.would ~lJo:-,v ~e : •

for
to mollierships_to be unconstrained 

t .,} ' 

by 
.. • 

sideboards 
..... ... • • 

F~~rl!~~
between 

. 

the 
I • 

January 
• II ~ 

20tp opening 
.. 

1 , 

date fishing w_i~·-t;~~l gea~in_ tl?,e, BSAJ api~e J.:start of)h1tpoll9ck se~so9 .. )t is ;$lawn, if, ... , 
they w?til~.e~ce~dth~~i:traditio~al. harve~ in01:1?,~r fis~~~ri~s ,1,mder this e1<.,emp~io~. Howe.ver, the opportunity: 1. 

to do so \vould. b~ ~va.ifabl~. Afte~ f'.ebrµarr , !li~Y ~o~ld b~. constraipep b_ythei.r side~OB;[.d cap~ .. : 'Tue c~p .._  ·. 
would be calculated based 'on their historic ·catch after February 1 .. Exch1ding the i:;atch qf sideboa1;d species . .-
that occurred p~o~ t~ February l., :.~11·~educe~e,~ount .of~~ sp~i~~ that~ul_d ~e ·ha~~~tcid_~~th~ ·~aps ~" t
apply.· However, it is likely that tlie catcher vessels could harvest more of these species during the period prior 

. 
•Ji 
••'. 

, 
:.

l.

1..•:' 
;t_.. , 

a1-,._ J. \ ,J ,' • 1 • , ~ • ..., f • 
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to February I, 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 pollack fleet to the non-pollock fleet if the mandatory closed 
time between the A I 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, it is not possible to predict the behavior of vessels that will be fishing under a cooperative. It may 
b·e true that allowing AF A catcher vessels to operate outside of the sideboard caps, when the pollack 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 pollack catch history would 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 inaccµrate. 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 pollack history may have been operating in other 
_fisheries, like Pacific cod or crab, during a part of the year when pollack was open. Therefore, they would take 
catch from their directed fisheries, which they accumulated while pollack was open, into a cooperative. 
Counting only harvests made in the non-pollack target fisheries would result in these vessels contributing an 
even larger portion of the catch history to the overall sideboard caps, relative to the ?ther AF A catcher vessels. 

7.5. l.3 Level at Whicl:i 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 AF A 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 ofthe•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 BSA! pollack under the AF A. Each of these companies would be allowed 
to fo\111a 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. It is the same 
logic that has lead members of industry to push for a Vessel Bycatch Accounting (VBA) program. Controlling 
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the actions of a small group is easier than controlling· the actions ofa large group.' In' a large grmip (i.e., the 
sector level), it is likely that vessels would rush to harvest the cap; to insure they'liarvest their share: Whereas, 
members of a smaller group might be more likely to reach an agreement regarding how the cap should be 

' distributed, while operating under anopen access rate for the sideboard caps. ,. ·. '· . . 
, .J • • • .- •· I , : ; \~ •~•.-'. . .· •• •'. ) • J 1 

A third option, that was not included in the Council's list of alternatives; ·would b,ttd mornto'r the cap across 
all sectors. One sideboard cap'would be set for the entire fleet ofAF A catcher vessels, andonce the'cap is 
reached they would all· be required to stop fishing .. This option would be easiest for NMFS'to fi!onifor,~but is 
perhaps the least acceptable to the AF A fleet. · Chapter 9 contains additfonal discussion on the· issues of 
monitoring limits at the cooperative level. 

• ' ') ~' 

7.5.1.4 Nature of Catcher Vessel Restrictions . 
' • i, . ( I . ' <' 

' :,_., I ·' : · .. ·..
. 

: , . ' .,
. .t;

' \.-: 1 • '•' 

Catcher vessel sideboard caps will be expressed as a percentage of the TAC f~r each .GOAand 'BSA! 
1• groundfish species or species group . .-Once the TACs are set iii'given yeai-;•each catcheiv'essel's percentage 

of the total will be multiplied by the TAC to determine the metric tons 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'maximinn ai-nourit of ~6n~pollcick groundfish those vess~lii'will be aUow_ed tci haryest, as a gr~up, 
under the sideboard caps.· . .- ' ' ·· ' · " 0 

• 

'. • 'l 

3 
7.5 .2 , Management Actions Resulting from Reaching the Gr~undfish Haniest Caps .' ' · .

' . _._..._ ). 

· The issue of what fisheries close ~hen a cap is reached was discussed under ilie catclie;/processor sideboard 
· section. That same issue also needs to be 'decided for catcher vessels. Recall thatthei~ are two optiotis. The 

first option would close the non-pollock groundfish fisheries when tlie cap is reached. The·sJcond·option would 
close all groimdfish fisheries '(including pollock) for AF A catcher. vessels. fli.·deiailed discussiori' 6fcurrent 
fishery management practices was included at the end of Chapter 6. . ' ' " 

, . "J ' , .- ,-,~. i." ', • I 

'Deciding which fisheries close whe~a cap is reached m~y very well depend on which fisheries' were'included 
in the numerator when calculating the cap. If only the catch of species taken during non-poll,ock fisheries are 
used to calculate the cap, the burden on industry woiil<l'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 sideboards· cap history from non-pollock target fisheries; and all fisheries 
were closed.when a·cap was reached; they V:,ould not have enough squid to harvest their pollock allocation. 
However; the Council could take this into account and exempt certain species froin th~ cap, much like~ done 
for the CDQ groups withsqilidl If the cap 

of
only closed the non:pollock targets, these ves·sels would beallowed 

to harvest about their historic average sideboard species (assuming·bycatch levels in the poilock fisiibry 
remained constant), and be more likely' to harvest their p·ollock allocations: · · · · ' · · · ' · · -
. , , ,. . - . _ ... ' ; . . ., . . . ·. r. . : , . . . . . . J 

Catcher vessels are allowed to harvest gro':'Ild~sh in both the B~AI and GOA. under AF A. Be~use, they can 
· fish both areas the problem-is slightly'more complex' than it was· for the cafclier/processors. However, if we 
-assume that reaching a'cap'in tlie BSA! would not close botli theBSAI'and GOA fisheries,' or 0se versa, ·then 
the probiem'is basically the same as discussed for catcher/processors" When a capisreached in.the BSA.I
fisheries in which that species is harvested will be dosed. The same' would be true in ·the GOA.' R;f.ching a 
GOA sideboard cap would close fisheries in'the'G~lf' · .,- · · : · · ,'" · · 1 •· •,. : · 

, 

1'. · , , ' i' ._,. ' 

~-' . f. 
H,, J,. 

•:i 

'' ,., ; i 
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7.5.2.1 PSC Limits. 

The VBA Committee was requested by the Council, during their December 1998 meeting, to develop PSC 
sideboard caps for the AF A 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 applied an 
appropriate, yet unspecified, fraction of the VIP rates to determine the caps. A task for the Committee would 
have been to determine the appropriate fraction to apply. 

After reviewing this task, the VBA Committee discussed the issue and included the following recommendation 
in their minutes from the January 7-8th meeting. 

"In December, the Council tasked the VBA Committee with developing options for PSC caps for co-op 
vessels in non-pollockjisheries. The Committee reviewedthis issue, and felt that ii 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 to determine PSC caps, a belter option would be based on catch history ratios 
(like suggested for the VBApoo/ limits)." 

Based on the Committee recommendation, the historic catch ratios would be multiplied by the available PSC 
caps to deterrninetheamountofeach PSC species the vessels would be allowed to take into aco-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 AF A members 
are included in the pilot program. However, it is important to note that under a VBA program the PSC lintits 
'.would be vessel or "pool" specific allocations and not caps. l 

'-~ 

:upon •·. receiving the Committee's advice, the Council revised their alternative for developing PSC caps. The
,·

'new 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 

":1 

PSC in the BSA! trawl fisheries was allocated lietween several target fishery groups during the years 1995-97. 
The most important of these groupings for catcher vessels were the Atka mackerel/pollack/other groundfish, 

, Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, and nick 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. AF A catcher vessels 
had very limited or no PSC bycatch in the target fisheries that were excluded from this list (rockfish and 
Greenland turbot/arrowtooth/sablefish). 

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 anoverall cap or at the individual 
'- target fishery level. If the caps are managed at the target fishery level; then reaching the PSC cap in the Pacific 

cod fishery will shut down the AF A catcher vessel from targeting Pacific cod. However, if the caps are 
managed in total, then AF A 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 allocation 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 tliat could be used 
by non-AF A vessels in the Pacific cod fishery. · 

r, -i,,•. t ".( ;~~ •• ~,_ },;,, ·•· • 

It is also important to note that using target fishery catch history to determine PSC allocations resuits in the 
same percentage of each ;pscspecies being included in the.cap.For exam.pie, based onthe information 
pre:Serited·inTable 7:27,the1AFAcatcher vesselswould be capped at 49 percent oftbe halibut andcrab PSC 
species allotted to .the Pacific cod target'fishery. · " ' · · ·· · · 'r ' 1 · · - · .,

.. . 
,Table 7 .2 7 :· :Percent' offuture. PSC caps based·ori· catch history ratios of AF A. c~tcher vessels to' ·a11 
vessels, for the years 1995-97, by PSC tar2:et fisherv definition · · · · · '· ·' · ·. · 

AF A Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries 
; 

,-, ,. ,., · ·· -,. CV Inshore . CV to CVtoMS CVtbCP AllAFACVs 
PSC Target Categories· '· ' · ·' -92 Vessels ' IN/Ms· ' 7Vessels· .. , Veisels ··• 120 Vessels 

• . . • , 1 · 14Vessels · - . . ' ' - ... ; -.. , ' 

, · · · : ·Percent of Future Year's PSC i\lloc'ation,-· ' ; i. · · · ·, · 

Atkamackerel/Pollock/OtherGroundfish 2 32% 7%'- 1.' ••· ; 2% 3% · ,,. .. , "44% 
-~ellowfin Sole 10% l¾ 0% 1% 12% 
Pacific Cod1 ' -- '38% 4%· · ···,I% -~-Sfo , · ·49% 
Rock sole/Other flatfish , 13% • · 0·2% : · ,. 1% .,, 1% ' ··11% 

, Future Year's Halibut Allocation (mtl-based on1999 1PSCs andthePerceritazes Above '· · ,,. 
Atkamackerel/Pollock/OtherGround.fish2 ,. ·so:o. 11.5,•' · -·· 5.0·- ·· '1.5 .. · · ·,•'·Ho.o 

':YellowfinSole· - ,: ., 100.5 10.5' 0.0.. !0.5 :r, .. ',f21.5 
Pacific Cod1 589.0 ·· '62;0 · 1 - -15:5 , · · , 77.5 · · 744.0 
Rock sole/Other flatfish l03.5 16.0 8.0 8;0 135.5 
Source: NMFS-Blend data for the years 1995--97 for.·denoininatOf"t ariaFishtickets and NORP AeObsCrverdata I 995-97
for the numerator. _· ., '. · :'. , · ; , . : ·:. ·, _ . ~ '· ; -. _ ·.; • . , , . · , ! , • 

( .· ·:--·~··:,Note~: .. -, :··:,, · : _.,,. 
l) on,y1997 data were used for tlie Pacific cod fishery. 

_; · 
. . :i , , · ·' ! _ , , , •'-'', : : ,. . ·. • · : 

2).Estim~t~s for the ma~k~r~VP~ll_ocJ«Other Groun9fish c~tegory_qo not reflectthC? 9hanges.thathave occurred.
inthepollockfisheryfor 1999. · r, •.: ·: i .•.. ,. '.,:• 

Alb

Reaching 
• 

a PSC cap will ~ither dose a,targetfishery, 
will

. . -4~ ' f ' ~· ... ,i.J 

will
' • • 

or.a_specific 
·• .. 

fishing 
.. .. •. 

a,rea. I;or ex;unple, rea,ching a red; 
king ~rab cap not close a target fis~e_ry, ,but c,lose Zone ,~ or Zone 2 

+ 

~~~er t~ trawl gear; 
. 

.. M¥1~emenr 
of~e AFA catcher;,vessel~s 

red
PS_C i,sexpect~d to b~ tr~ted in ~~·same w::i-y. __ Once th_e J\FA .c~tch_er-vessels� 

reach: their Zon1r r king c,rab_ cap, -~ey will ,be requ_ire.cl to stop tra"'.ling in~ide Zone 1',but.they wiHnot be I
req~~r~,to st~p ~~hin_g~ o,~er areas. . , , :,· . 1. _ ·_ ·, : , .. • • , , 1 i· ,,, 

. f" I·• 1 /

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, arid. 7_.29, and focus on· the pollock and Pacific ,cod '.fisheries; 
re_ipectively._Each,~~the'AFAW?,_d_Non~Af ~ cau,:Jier ves_se_ls J:h~t~ap _obserye{_h~ul~·in the:BsAI from 19.95~,~ 
9'{ fere ~eluded ~, this calcula~on. , Obs~rv_ed ~~tch i~ ~et~c t,o~s_. (or e¥h ves.s~I.by -~rget fishery,. ru:e . 
reported, IP,the far ngh~ hand column. Th;it catc~ dqes not r~pr~e~t a:vessf?fs.tl:Jtal cat~h for the year, 1t 1s 
simply the aI11p~(~fobserve~ 9~t5h ~en:~ ~e-~r~et ps~~IY, (pol.lpck or ~acifi_c ~od). }'o.mask th,e identity, 
of the vessels with the largest harvests, their actual amounts have been replaced with a. floor" amount (e:g;, . 
vessels that:cf'.ught ~ore than>3.0,000mt).'... Th~-_rates·in-the tabkswer:e C?alc~lated l?Y di,vicfuigthePSC:catsh
amounts bythe target catch. Separate table~ (9r ~~ poll!)ck·and Padific cod.fishe*s lup,:e _be,en included. The; 
bottom 

, I -
three rows 

' 
of 

. 
each 

'.It·.·., 
table 

' 
swnmarize 

' .. , • I 

the overall 
• , .• '" -

difference 
-- • ... • • 

between 
'.. • • • 

all 
• 

AF
• . •• 

A 
-·. 

catcher 
••. -

vessels and all non-
AFA catcher vessels. · 

i_. ..... ~.:!•1-5·:. : ~ •. . ~ .. . 
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T a bl e 7 . 28 : PSC b ,vc.atc b ratios . . m t h e po II oc k tar2et; · fiti 1s enes;, '• 199597, . 

. . . - -~- .. "'" - .,,.. .... ..~ 

fj•• ,·. "' - .• t _. ~ r 

~~~j 

Vessel Halibut Herring C. 001lio C. Bairdi -Red Kini! . Chinook Other Salmon Tar_get 

A"fA-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 0.00020 0.00055 0.00040 0.00000 0.00000 0.03411 0.01307 2,526 

AFA- lOl 0.00023 0.00060 .0.00000 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 2,218 

AFA - 103 . 0.00015 0.00566 0.00000 0.00000 0.00090 o.~3509 0.21888 224· 

AFA-104 0.00030 0.00101 0.0S829 0.12470 0.00000 0.01794 0.05303 6,411 

AFA- t05 0.00028 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 .0.07?52 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 0.07621 0.12794 10,319 

AFA·- 109 0.00009 0.00062 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.08133 0.01094 831 

AFA- ll 0.00034 0.00007 0.02223 0.02712 0.00000 · 0.03810 0.03184 5,177 

AFA- 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 o_.0S102 0.12684 8,126 

·: AFA- 112 0.00075 0.00061 0.00042 0.00067 0.00092 0.06505 · 0.06352 18,418 

. 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 -0~06009 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 0.03319 0.04905 9,023 

'AFA-117 0.00018 0.00066 0.02569 0.01858 0.00000 0.04950 0.17780 7,992 

AFA- 118 0.00009 0.00016 0.00000 0.000~9 O.OOOQO0.05758 . 0.01543 1,685 

AFA- 12
•·· 

AFA- 13 . r . 

0.00036 

0.00022 

0.00051 

· 0.00029 

0.00032 0.00000 0.00000 0.05949 0.31093 

0.00000 0.00152 0.00000 0.03594 0.04934 

6,243 ., 

5,578 

. A.FA• 14 0.00073 0.00319 0.00459 0.01778 0.00000 0.01888 · 0.02017 20,917 .jill, 

AFA-15 0:00011 0.00240 0.00387 0.00000 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 0.04720 . 0.01067 5,636 

.'AFt:,..- 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 9.05951 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 o.qoooo0.00000 0.12591 0.21056 874 

AFA-22 0.00036 0.00008 0.Q0000 0.()0000 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 0.00126 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 · 0.000()8 .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 q.00068 0.00640 0.04273 0.03617 0.00006 Q.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 0,00024 0.01096 0.01280 0.00000 0:03536 . - 0.01024 16,534 

AFA- 31 0.00019 0.00056 0.00010 0.00000 0.00006 0.0S313 _0.12S39 10,208 

AFA-32 0.00008 0.00081 0.00000 0.00129 0.00000 0.0770Q 0.02681 29,789 

;~A-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 ;0:01594 7,528'. 

'·l.

... 

f 
. '· 
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'.; ..... 

ITable_7~28 continued 
· 8,448': ~A -)6 ~ 0.00033 __' 0.00104 · 0.06448 . '0.00 I89 · 0.02757 -0.05086 - ~•~ · 0'.11338 · 
14,522AFA -Tl ' 0.00009 0 00013 ' O 00000 0.04483 . 0:00000 0.03364 'I' 0.03568 

AFA - 38 0.00005 0.00062 ; 0.00016 10:000 l 9 i -0'.00000 0.07809 .. 0.07232 6,205 ' 
•.:i; Cofr , ·0_04146AFA - 39 0.00020 0.00023 · 0.02102 o.06249 ci'ooooo · o.osi4o 

• I , .... I 

• · 1:os1 !AFA- '4 '0.00022 0.00068 0.01785 'oJ.l8594 0.00000 0.04322 0.14239 
I < 

- 5 585' :AFA- 40 1' - Cl.°00019 0.00038 (•o'.153'g9 '6.00124 , 10.00000 0.00932 .. 0.00786 
>36,ooo' 1AFA- 41 0.00008 ··o.00092 0.02759 0.00000 . 10.00000 . 0~03031 0.01277 

' I ~ f~ '. J 
. 2,672 
. !6 128 

AFA - 42 0;00024 · 0.00122 . 0.00037 O.oooo·o 0_'00000 · 0.03593 1.05120 

AFA - 43 0.00024 ''c>:00010 0.01664 Q_02418 0:00000 0.05581 ·0_04242 
,' ' '921

AFA-44 0.00002 . o:ooo'i3 '"0.00000 0.00109 0.00109 . 0.06848 . 0.19864 
\' . 

AFA:45 · 0.00031 0.00060 · 0;03009 i:1.00379 0.00000 0.02542 0.05084 · ·s,547 
,.--. : - t ,1 

AFA-46 '0.00018 '0.00018 . 0.00000 ' 0.06328 . (\f66ooo' 0.06961 0.03074 ': 8,231 
,, I 

1,802 
I 

' 6.00023 · o.ocio96'·0:00921 0.00008 b~ooooo·0~01936 0.02934 
AFA-47 0.00131 o.001s1 · o:1347i o.ooooci '0:60000 '0.13293 0.18786 

2s)18 IAFA- 48 
, ' 'ji' ' 
'1 14. l 10. ' 1AFA-.49 t'' , 0.00023 '0.0007 l •O.oo·ooo0.00()00 'o'.00000 •o:04400 0.11944 

....... 
• I s:324 ,AFA-5 0.00005 ·0.00021 0.00000 0.00000 :0:00000 0.06938 · 0.01596 

AFA ~ 50 0.00002 0.00274 ·0.00004 o·.ooooo' '"'0.000000.10915 - {;{)3)1992 25,769 

AFA - 51 ' '• 6.00005 ·0:00033 '0.00000 0.60000 . 6 .. 00000 '·0~09165 l . ~ ·-0.13920 4,407 
I I' f ":

7,232 ,AFA- 52 :.: 0.00016 ·o.00·106 '0.00041 0.00000· -0.00000 ·o.ofii22 '· 0.13374 
?- I. ,', 

0.00314 15 0.00000 · 0_0421& : 6,7~7-

AFK-54 0:00776 0.00002 0.00000 0.00000' o.Obooo0.01216 ~, 0.15316 
AFA- 53· 0.00012 'a.boo 0.00044· '0.05473 

~8. • I~ 
7,637. ':AfA.:55 0.00006 0.00317 10.0QQ()(l 0.04462 0:00000 0.01559 ' o:02oss 

.. • I • 

·- .. 5,987 AFA - 56 0.00029 i:{00299 0.00000 0.000 l7 '0.00000 0.07874 0.05595 
,~ .... ,,. ! {' 

1 4,395AFA-57 0.00010 0.00044 0.00250 ci.Ho'o2i0.00000 0.03761 0.09916 
' , 1 

19,228AFA ~58 i 0.00012 o.ooo'21 0.0006·8 o.0001·so.obo36 0.01911 0.02378 
. t, 

466AFA- 59 ', ! 0.00025 0.00041 o·.00000 o.ooooo'' 0.00000 0.049.73 0.27866 ., \~- ' r 

6,00,1.; .AFA-6 .. 0.00011 0:00011 '0.0006·10.00600 0:00000 O.Oil47 '0.92181 
. '• ,., ,; . ! ,- '; 

622AFA- 60 0.00015 0.00098 0.00000 0.00000J 0.00000 0.23079 . ·. - o.~3883 .. 
AFA- 61 0.00025 0.00084 0:01755 o'.ti6j4 J 0:00000 O.Oi332 ' ' '0.10502 H,69? 

,.,. f ,. I f 

AFA - 62 0.00008 0.00085 0.00110 0:000~55 0.00000 0.03496 0~09908 l,813 ~: 

AFA-63 0.00050 0.00099 0:16460 ,. o.oiss9 t 0.06405o:·160451 0;1:iss21 6,345. 
'' 5,377,AFA - 64 0.00022 o.ooos4ifobooo'o.oi754'- 0.00000 0:04528'. 0.05505 

): . ' i-
AFA- 65 .··0.00029 0.00000 o:ooo'oo 1 o.110si 0:19893o~o'OO(Oo' 0:00006 ! .18_!. 

;,•0.02497 >30,000 , 

AFA- 67 t. 0.00003 0.00024 o.ooci'oo 0.0000()' I 0.00000 0:0608] o:oi635 
AFA- 66 :0.00010 0.00143 0.00008° 0:60000 0!000000.04014 

4,449 
I\ 

108AFA !..68' 0~00003 o.Ooo346:00000,0.00000 . 0.00000 '0.13927 
~ ·, 

0.13927
C,

A.FA '.:69 0.00088 o.o·ooo§6.00000 0.0060'0 ·, o".oo'ooo· 0.05666 
(" 

0.08998 300 . I 

AFA'-1 0.00023 0.00057' 0:05395' 0.00546 0.000·00' 0.02329 ().09941 22.483 ' :,.!t• . 
AFA: 70 0~00297 0:00000 o:o 0.00066 ~ 6.ooo'c\o o.0'319~ 0.106411064 94 

A.FA- 71·' 0.00040 0;00073. o:034320.00000 I • 0.00000 0.46908 0.24026 .. 87 I 
Ji 

AFA-72 0.00004 0.00101 0:00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.08214 ,, . . '0.06194 19,432 . I 

AFA-73 0.00013 0.00005': 0.00000 I 0,()0000, 0.0480(}' ,, 0.11294Q_{}()0QQ ., 
,3?4 .:I 

17,475 I 'AFA'.: 74 · 0.00003 0.00033 · fbbooo 0.00000 : o:ooocioo.04444 0.02540 
,,: ,:(ij 1230 436 .. '.AFA'-75 · · 0.00009 0.00074·" 0.00000" 0.00000 ,, 0.00000 0.04355; 
I~ • ' ' ; j, ,, ' I 

AFA--76 0.0000 l 0.00000' 0:00000' 0.00000 o.oo'ooo' 0.01510; . , 0.00000 . 331 , If,,)r 

' 6,900 ' IAFA-77 · 0.00021 0.00056 0~060'14' o.oi648 1 
• 0.00000 0.06614' 0.03623 

,!1il'. • 

AFA-~78 · 0.00007 0.00102 1 0.00187 0.000()0' Ii 0.0000()' 0,04)72; :, ,0.055911 ( 1,,6631 _ I 
AFA- 79 0.00008 o'.00079, o'.00011 · o.000·1s1 • 0.00000 o.04942' , ' o ..q~s34 2q,4~5- . ,

"('. 
2,041AFA-8 , 0:00029 0~00062 o.oocioo·' 0.24356'' 0.01456 0.05256" 0.00049 

J

i~·u ;,·~ - ,,,_ ~-.: • • 

H:\S 1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd 130 . January 2000 



,,,_,. ·t 

T a bl 7 28 PSC b ,vcatc h ratios mt h e po loc k ,tar2:et,fi1shenes,. 1995 -97 e : . 
Vessel Halibut Herrine: . 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 0,000~0 0.00055_ 0.00040 0.00000 0.00000 0.03411 0.01307 2,526 

AFA-101 0.00023 0.00060 0.00000 ' 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 2,218 

AFA - 103 0.00015 0.00566 0:00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.33509 0.21888 224 

AFA-104 0.0003~ 0.00101 0.05829 0.12470 0.00000 0,01794 0.05303 6,411 

AFA-105 0.00028 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 0,00010 0.02766 0.00000 0.07621 0.12794 10,319 

-AFA- 109 0.00009 . 0.00062 0.Q0000 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 

.AFA-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)26 

AFA- 112 0.00075 0.00061 0.00042 0.00067 0.00092 0.06505 o.06352 18,418 

AFA-113 0.00181 0.00000 6.03897 6.03897 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 l l 

AFA-114 0.00020 . 0,00066 O.OOQ29 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 0.03319 0.04905 9,023 

-AFA-117 0;00018 0.00066 0.02569 0.01858 0.00000 0.04050 0.17780 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 0.04934 5,578 

AFA- 14 0.00073 0.00319 0.00459 0.01778 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 ·'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 ·. 0.01067 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-22 0.00036 O.OOQ08 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 0.00126 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 0,00006 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 0.00024 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 0.03-135 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 0.01594 7,528. 

..-

'/.. 
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Table 7.28 continued 
AFA - 36 , . "' 0.00033 0.00104 0.06448 0.00189 0:02757 .· ~0.05086. · 0.11338 . : 8,448. - ~ ---... . 
MA - 37, 0.00009. · 0.00013 o·.ooOOO 0~04483 : 0.00000 0.03364' 0.03568 · . · · 4;522 

0.00005 .. 0.00062 0.00016 . 0.000l9 · ·. 0.00000· 0.07809 . ' 'i 0.07232 , · - : 6,205 'AFA-38 
0.00020 0.00023 · 0.02702 · · 0.06249 0.00000'· .. 0.05240. ·,,' l AFA-39 0.04746 · · 1,011 

• AFA-4 · 0.00022 · o.ooo6s ·,o:011s5 ·o.oss94 0,00000 • 0:04322 . I 0.14239 · 7,051 

AfA-40 0.00019: 0.00038 0.15389 •, 0.00124 . 0:00000 0.00932 ' ··. 0.00786 _5.~85 

1 0.00008 : 0.00092 : 0.02759 0.00000 ·· ,0:00006 0:03031 · · 0.01277 '>30,000
' AFA- 41 

' . • : AFA - 42· · 0.00024 o.0012v·, .0.00037 0.00000 . · -0.00000 0_03593 - -.•> t.05120 · . · 2'.672 
.

', AFA-43'.·~ 0.00024· o.00010 1:0.01664 o.024i8·· 1··0.ooooo'.'o.05581· ·-·1 0.04242 · 6,128 

, AFA- 44'. 0.00002 0.00013 · 0,00000 1·0.00109 0.00109. o:06848 ''.l' 0.19864 921 

AFA • 45: • : . · 0.00037 0.00060 0.03009- -0.00379 0.00000 C>."02542 't: 0.05084 ' 5;5~7 
, . AFA - 46 - 0.00018 0.00018 0.00000 0.00328 .. 0.00000 o.o696t': · .r. 0.03014 - s:2)1 

· AFA- 47 1 0.00137. 0.00187. <0.13471 0.00000 0.00000 o·.13293'., ! . '0.18786 ·; 1,892 
AFA-48, 0.00023 0.00096 0.00927.'··:o.00008 :·o.00000 0.01936 .:· ., 0.02934 '25,218 
AFA- 49 · 0.00023 :. 0.00071: 0.00000 , 0;00000 10.00000 0,04400' - : ; 0.11944 ' • 14;liO 
AFA- 5 0.00005 '0.00021 -0;00000 " 0.00000 , ' '0'.00000 0.069j8 f.: · 0.01596 ' . · 5,324 

: AFA - 50 0.00002 · ·0.00214 0,00004 0.00000: - '0.00000· o:109is : "' o.o1992 · · 2s,7?9 
· : AFA- 51 , , 0.00005 0,00033 0.00000. · 0.00000 ·0.00000 b.09165 -.~••.;•0.13920 ~_,407 

· APA- 52 0.00016 0:00106 . -0;0004i 1• 0.00000 ·:, 0;00000 0.01422 · ·-' 0.13374 ! . · 7,232
-ARA - 53 · 0.00012 0.00314 --o.0001s: . ·0.00044 ·· 0.00000 · :o.os41j i .• -:· : 0.0421s ; · - 6,1s1 

. AFA- 54 · 'i. 0,00776 · 0.00002 --0.00000 ; · 0.00000~: o:01276 O.ObOOO ?r'. ' 0.15316 ' . '. . 78 

. AFA- 55 - ' 0.00006 . 0.00317 -· 0.00000. 0.04462 - 0:00000 '. 0:01559 ,··1- • 0.02058 l. 7,637 

: AFA- 56 ;. \. ~ 0.00029 ·.0.00299:· 0.00000 ·0.00017 · 0.00000 ·1 0.07874·,.;., 0.05595 s:987 

, ·: AFA - 57 . , , 0.00010 · -0.00044 , 0.00250 0.00023 . ·., 0.00000 ' 0.03761 0.09916 4~395 
• AFA- 58 · :. i 0.00012 . 0.00021 · :0.00068- ·o·.0001s >\0.00036 ·0.01911- 0.02378 •. · 19;i2s 
: ; AFA- 59 0.00025 0.00041 · •0.00000 -.-0.00000 ·. ·0.00000 .. 0.04973 0.27866 - · '466 

1 . _ AFA- 6 ' 0.00011 0.00071· 0.00067 . 0.00000· · 0.00000 ~·0.02147 . ' .. 0.021_81 . '.61007. ' 
AFA-60: , 0.0001s : 0.0009s 0.00000 - 0.00000, ·0;00000, :=o.ho1,- 0.23883 '. ,622 

r AFA"·61 '· , 0.0002s 0.00084 o.011ss, ·0.12634: 0.00000 · 0_01332 '0.10502 ·11.692 

. AFA-62 ;• 0.00008 0.00085•r 0.00110 0.00055' O.QOO()()'•'Q;()34% 0.09908 1,813
/ : 

- . AfA-63 0.00050 0.00099 0.16460 0.1604s . • o.08s21 -~·o.0·1ss9 · o.o64os 6,34_s 

AFA-64 0.00022 ·o.ooos·4 ·: 0.00000 -··0.01154 · · 0.00000-- · 0_04s2s' ; · · o.05505 s,377 

' AFA-65 0.00029 0.00000 10.00000 · 0.00000 · 0.00000• -oj1osi'\ o.19893 • 1s1 

AFA-66 0.00010" 0.00143. 0.00008 0.00000 0.00000-~ 0.04014 '0.02497 >30,000 

AFA-67 '· . 0.00003'. o·.00024 .,:0.00000 -·0.00000 ':,o:ooooo··:\.0~06081 . ·,. 0.02635 4 449 
. '•' 

AFA.-68 0.00003 • 'O.OOQ34 ·0.00000· o.ooboo' · : 0.00000·-·;10;13921 ' · 0.13927 ··: 10s 

AFA-69 '0.00088' 0:00009. ,, 0:00000·. 0.00000' · 0.00000 :.0!05666 · - . 0.08998 · · ~'-30
AFA-7 · 0.00023. ,0.00057·' :0~05395 ··0:00546~ C:i:02329':,.r 'Q_O.OOOO·--• ·: 0.09941 22.483

AFA-70 0.00297. ·, 0:00000 .-·o.Oi064 . o:oobOO 0.00000. · f03192 · '0.10641 94 
: AFA.:71 •. l'. ,. 0.00040- 0.00073 o:oJ432" 0.00000 0.00000 .. 0.46908. ~•• .;o.24026 ·. 87 

> AFA- 72 : 'I:·• 0.00004 0.00101 0.00000··~ 0.00000 ·6,00000- :0.08214 • ··o.o6t94 19.~32 
I • • '•354' AFA - 73 0.00013 : 0.00005 0'.00000-: 0.00000 .. ~ . 0.00000 · . 0.04800 "• 0.11294 

. AF,!\ - 74 · · ' . , • 0.00003 • 0.00038 0.00000 - 0.00000 0.00000: - 0;04444 · '0.0254 17,415 
AF.A,;,.75 1 0.00009 0.00074 0.00000 0'.00000 . 0~00000 ' 0}>4355 ·0.11230 _ . 436 

• AFA:. 76 : . ·o.oooor ,'a 0.00000- ·0:00000 0.00000 :L{U.>oooo : h.01s10 · · · 0.00000
' AFA- 77 :0.00021 ·o.00056 0.00014 0.01648 '; 0.00000'- ·o.06614- .. 0.03623 6,900 

AFA-:: 78 . ·. ·. ;0.00007 . 0.00102 , 0.00187 0,00000 - _..0,00000, .'0.04172 ·- . l.66°3 ·9.oss91 -
. • • ·, .., . I •• • •, '), 

: AFA-79 ·•. .0.00008: 0.00079 -0.00011 - 0;00015 0;00000' ·0.04942 ,\ 0.02834 26,475, 

· /\FA-8 ~•,0.00029 '.0.00062 0.00000 : 0.24356 ' .~ ·0~014Si. · 0.05256: 0.00049 2:041' 

? 
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-".'.Table 7.28 continued ...r...,t,·:.,,-~--;~~r.t~ ~,~:4~c'~--

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 0.0J4b0 0.00000 0.04011 0.00811 2,487 

AFA-86 0.00049 0.00105 0:-12315 0.00000 0.00000 ·0.01114 0.15087 8,655 

AFA.a87 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 ·o.oooos,0.00258 0.00116 0.001,16 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 ],]99 

. AFA-97 0.00004 0.00002 0.00000 0.00398 0.00000 0.01621 0.01390 1,298 

APA- 98 0.00049 0.00061 0.00007 0.00022 0.00000 0.04257 0.06018 13,459 

AFA-99 0.00015 0.0001 l 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.04440 0.02537 788 

Non -AFA-3 · 0.00006 0.0008f 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 OJ)OOOO 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 .a6 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 

AFACVAvg. 0.00023 0.00123 0.01507 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 0.01511 0.01025 0.00099 0.04615 0.05640 1,034,485. 

AFACP Av.e: 0.00027 0.00073 0:16879 0.05790 0,00344 0.01868 ·0.03592 . 957,688 

Non-AF A CP Avg 0,00255 0.00034 2.80699 1.94940 0.0355 0.02569 0.01199 79,359 

AH CPs 0.00044 -0.00070 0.36196 0.19640 0.00579 0.01920 0.03416 1.037 047 
Source: Obseived_ hauls in the Norpac Observer data base, 1995-97 

Notes: 

1) A bolded number meansthat vessel was above the fleet average. 

2) H~mng and halibut rates are PSC (mt)/ Target (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/farget (mt) 
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' Table 7.29; PSC bvcatch ratios in the Pacific cod tare:et fishenes, 1995-97 

- 315 

A.FA- 10 ().03212 0,00000 . 0.00000 ·0.000~0 0.00000 0:03678 · · . · 0.00525 
AFA-1 o.ornoo ._o00000 o.78297 1.2s1s2 0.00000· o.6,4669. 0.00000 

, .. 190 

~ . 513' AFA - 100 tl.03348 0.00000 i 0.05655 0.3600 l . -0.00000 0.12629 0.00000 

. 149AFA-101 1 
'. 

0.02149 0.00000 ,0.47235 . ~4~05024 · 0.00900 0.02011 · ·:· 0.05384 
- · 1.778 AFA - 102 , 0.00981 0.0000(? 002740 �.Q656l, 0.00000 0.0~479·,·,_ .,0.00056 

400.' 

AFi-105 0.01465 opoooo o.3I747 .o..01.ss1 .-0.0.9000, 0JH996 . , .. 0.00000 

l'..FA·-104 , ~.02452 O.<)OQOO. 0.25891 4.23448 O.OyOOO;0.08823 :; .. 0.00000 
, , 1,655 i 

, 212':AFA- 106 0.08034 (1.00003 l4. l04 l5 13.73087 . _0 0Q000. 0.00000 ;,: 0.00000 

·47,AFA -107 .. , 0.01931 0.00000 , .0.00000 }lOOOOO · .0.00000 ., 0.00000 0:00000 
800AFA -,108 0.02032 0.00000 0.64164 · l.05426 (l.OQOOO(t08495 , .. · 0.00000,, 

A.FA· 109 0.03338 O.00QO0 0,0-0000 Q_.:11939 0.00000 Q.00000 .. •' 0.00000 340 

742·AFA • 11 0.0:,501 0.00000 2.30l47 o.59580 0.01616 , 0.00404 0.00135 
597.,AFA'-' 110 . o.02648 o.poooo t.76514 1.11104 0.00000 0.00010 • o.12s24 

C 836 IAFA-111 . , 0.01963 0.00044 .0.9351,2 L04lf0 . 0.00000 0.05J96 ,0.00000 
, L726 , 

:

I

 

' 

 

AFA • 113 , 0.01392 0.00000 0.10889 0.58803 0.00000 · 0,00471 · 0.00000 
AFA-112 . . 0.04972 Q.00000 0,69945 0.84677 0.Q5077 0.06443 �- 0.00058 

-637 

AFA-114 , . Q.06811 0.00000 3:68078 0.00000 0.00000 , 0.QOO00 , . 0:00000 29. 
; ,, 

!>1.000AFA-115 .. OJ)4089 o.009oi .J..73462 2.11919 .o.oQ285 0.2441s .. 0.00095 
820 AFA,· 116 0.04231 ~.~9007 0.7573~ 2.51259 ,0.00000 · 0;l 7275 ..." 0.00000 

· · 157 
,, 57 

AFA- ll7 0.02581 0.00000 0.04455 0.13365 0.00000 · 0.q5092 ' c ·0 00000. 
·AFA-118 0.02005 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 -~9.00000 0.00000 · · 0.00000 

AFA- 13 0.03211 0 00~00 0.5256,6 L301C'i4 ,0.06250 0.00387 . . 0.00000 775 

APA· 14 0.0229s 0.00000 g.t4676 1,3048? 0.00000 0.05055 • ,, ,:,0.00000 - >2,000 
' 

A.FA- 15 9.01957 o.ooqoo3.75~04 1.0449? 0.00000 0.00000 , . · 0;00000 1.436 
'' , .169· AF~-16 .o.o4_906 0.00000. 0.00000 0.00009 : Q.0OOQO 0:00000 . -.. ·. 0.00000 

. ·200AFA- 17 0.00027 0,00000,, 0)~693 0,12693 0.00000 Q.03505 ·' 0;00000 
· · 729 

AfA"· 19 . 0.02440 0.00000, . Q.83678 0.37337 0.00000 0.00l'fr.: ~· c o:QQQ()Q 578 
' 

AFA- 18 . 0.02412 0.00000,, 0.01518 ~.11216 , 0.00137 ,o.o1647 ; '/ . 0.00000 

·
, I 

989 ,AFA-2 0.02806 0.00000 0,95651 0 06116 0.00000 0.03200 0.00101 . ,. 
AFA-·20 0,000 lI 0.00421 , - 0 <Jo00Q 0.00000 0.00000 1.30525 0.32631 6 

80 
AFk-22 0.02106 0.00900 0.0000() 0.5498i 0.00000. 0.00000 OJl0liOO 375 

A.FA.:'23 .. · - 0:01569 0.00000 0.008'21 - ~0.31110 0.:00000 0.00267·' · 0.00261 

AFA-·21 .0.01471 0,00000 0.00000, 0.00000,. 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 

h ' 375 
i 'i i• 

A.FA- 24 · o.'04151 0.00000 0.35985 · uwosj •0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 191 
... " 1 ', ' " ~ .. ' ·"'' 

AFA-25 0,01578 0.00000 0.28541 0.08748 0.00000 0.01242 0.00000 1.050 

AFA-27 0.01678 0.00000 2.31278 0,35902 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 486 
" 'i ,C, 1 r~ 

AFA- 28 0.01880 0.00000 1.02669 0:19289 0.00()00 0.13529 0.0.~000 474 
AFA-29 0.02934' 0.00000 ' 2.01:369 2.8602i•, 0.00052 0.09157 0,00000 1,917 

A.FA- 3 0.02912 0.00002 1.72415 0.34193 0.00000 0.00952 0.03983 1,155 

AFA- 30 0.08759 0.00000 11.93368 1.67153 0.00000 0.15884 0,00000 434 
AFA- 31 0.01422 0.00000 0.54516 0.76346 0.00000 0.28710 0.00-000 78 
AFA-32 0.06447 0.00000 0.53415 11.64255 0.00000 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 5.45 l 94 12.95646 0.00000 0.19886 0.00000 357 

Vessel ,. Halibut ,Herring . C, opilio C. Bairdi Red King Chinook Other Salmon .. Target 
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Table 7.29 continued 
AFA- 35 0.06143 0.00003- 0.22886 0.03081 0.00000 0.02641 0.00000 227 

AFA-36 0.01667 0.00000 2.10134 1.17788 0.00000 0.15494 0.00099 1,009 

.AFA-37 .o:os2860.00003 0.00000 0.06467 0.00000 0.12892 .0.00000 233 

· AFA-38 0.02798 0.00000 2.07291 2.11725 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 738 

AFA • 39 0 .. 02114 0.00000 0.89655 0.53641 0.00000 0,02170 0.00000 1,307 

AFA-4 0.06068 0.00000 1.54228 J.86447 0.00000 0.00000 0,00000 398 

AFA-40 0:00485 0.00000 0.00000 0.12933 0.00000 0.02677 0,00000 1,225 

AFA-41 0.04047 0.00000 0.00000 4.58215 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 7 

AFA-43 0.02421 0.00000. 0.27751 0.71346 0.00000 0.01908 0.00000 891 

AFA-44 0,02395 0.00000 0.00000 2.37172 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 85 

AFA-45 0.02528 0.00000 2.91803 1.57814 0.00000 0.15334 0.00000 327 

AFA-46 0.06319 0.00000 .-0.20360 3.20219 0.00000 -0.131:21 0.00000 249 

AF~ -47 0.02536 0.00900 0.60546 0.23854 0.00000 0.00101 .Q.00051 1,978 

AFA- 48 ·0.10328 0.00000 0.82115 l.37942 0.00000 0,13945 0:00102 982 

AFA-49 0.01986 0,00000 0.39322 0.14422 0.00000 0.00739 0.01222 327 

. AFA-5 0;01471 0.00000 0.06948 2.55531 0.00000 0.36625 0.00000 198 

, AFA-S0 0.02774 0.00000 0.30356 8.96878 0.00000 0,05897 0.00000 373 

. AFA-52 · :0.02458 0.00000 0.98974 Q.?0787 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 764 

AFA-53 0.02278 0.00000 0.35713 0.'13$74 0.00000 0.01584 0.00000 442 

AFA-54 0.03861 0.00000 0.08129 0.94114 0.00000 0.00581 0.00000 172 

AFA- S5 0.02257 ,0.00000 0.00000 2.62561 0.00000 0.25727 0.00000 396 

AFA- S6 , 0.04479 0.00000 0.11734 0.96071 0.12275 0.17837 '· 0.00000 399 

'AFA • 57 0.04334 0.00000 1.18174 1.71718 0.00000 0.66879 0.00000 558 

AFA-58 ·0:02238 0.00000 0.2690,3 0.43682 0.01077 0.05612 0.00067 1,485 

. AFA- 59 ·0.02089 0.00000 1.15877 0.21511 0.00000 0.05293 0.00000 741 

AFA-6 0.0283!i' 0.00029 0.08755 ·0.05942 ·0.00000 0.01082 0.05547 739 

AFA-60 0.00952 0.00003 0.84910 0.01416 0.00000 0:02023 0.00506 989 

AFA- 6l 0.03511 0.00000 0.00000 0.17047 0.03008 0.1002~ · 0.00000 100 

AFA-62 . 0.01802 0.00000 0.00447 0.13996 0.00000 0.00894 0.00000 447 

AFA-63 0.00514 0.00000 0.00000 0.19829 0.05263 0.00000 0.00000 1,538 

AFA-64 0.02911 0.00010 0.32994 0.22833 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 635 

·. AFA-66 0.02041 0.00000 7.22967 2.09241 0.00000 1.27084 ·0.00000 22 

AFA-67 0.01529 0.00000 0.42704 0.07415 0,00000 0.00182 0.00000 550 

AFA-69 0.02913 0,00000 0.00000 0.28025 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 121 

AFA-7 0.01764 0.00039 l.78677 0.21503 0.00000 0.04306 0.00000 
\ . 

828 

AFA-72 0.04379 0.00001 0.20379 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 290 

AFA- 73 0.04065 0.00000 0.92212 1.60295 0,00000 0.01713 0.00000 234 

AFA-76 0.01084 0.00000 0,00000 0.71824 0.00000 0,63234 0.00000 85 

AFA-77 0.07102 0.00000 . 2.37053 0.79046 0.00000 0.01543 0.00000 259 

. AFA-78 0.04645 0,00000 0.00000 3.03838 0.00000 · 0.00000 0.00000 39 

AFA-79 0.04020 0.00006 0.18802 0.42714 0.00000 0.03196 0.00564 532 

. AFA-8 0.01012 0.00000 0.01236 0.18596 0.00000 0.02162 0,00000 324. 

AFA-80 0.04203 0.00000 0.56997 0.91308 0.01656 0.01656 0.00000 60 
AFA-81 0.07361 0.00000 0.33378 0.29002 0.00000 0.00282 0.00564 354 

· AFA-82 0.0j863 0.00000 3.68395 0.90967 0.00000 ().13448 0,00000 552 

·;· 

-~ 
·.I, 

; 

,;: .,. 

~ .... 
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Table 7.29 continued 

AF A - 83 ' 0.03237 0.00004 0.25815 '0.12011 ·o.oo 163 o.06832 0.00000 615 
' AFA - 84 0.01915 0:00000 ·0:80612 1.07810 :0.60642 0.00042 .. 0.00000 >2,000 

AFA- 85 · 0.01950 0.00000 ·o.os13s·o.44086 0.00000 o'.20880· 0.00000 '· 439 

AFA-86 · ·0.03078 0.00000' 'l.17787 1~62270 0.00000 0.10675.1 · ,.'0.11420 ' 01L033 

AFA-87 0;04381 0.00000' l ;67037 6:00052 0:60000 0.00284 · ·0;00000 ' 352 
-•AFA-88 -o.o 71 1375o.oooi -0.11266 1.54780 0.00000 0.01437' .•. -6.00000 489 

AFA·- 89 · · 0.03487 0.00000 1 0.28545 0~151 ll 0,00000 0.12557 I 
r, 5460.00000 

AFA-9 . 0.01851 0.00000! 0.01996 1.00447 0:00006 o.6i397 • '6.00000 soi: 
· AFA-90 . '0.02364 0.00000 4.75925 -1.55468 0;00000 0~63316 I ; ~ . 0.00000 • r 154.

I , 

AFA- 91 •·0.03120 0.00000 l.45560 i:20568 0.00000 0.159fl .,,, :o.00000 ' 505 
AFA- 92 ·. 0.02493 0:00000· o:67740 1~12075 0:00000 0:00680·' • -· io.00000 .588.: . - 8AFA-93 ' . 0.00000 0:00000 - 0,00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000il - 0:00000 

I . 
: AFA-95 0~03355 0;()0000 3:82972 :t1512s 0.00000 0.11605; 0:08495 . 760 

AFA-96 ·0.02409 0.'00000 0.29432 0.27129 0.00000 0.00200 . -: 0.02197 501 
I

' AFA-97 '' i :0:02051 0.00000 0.53552 0.73298 0.00000 0:28618 · ·o:2J1ss · ' 188 
1AFA ~ 98 .'0.01970 0.00000 . 0,03963 0.04294 0.00824 0.00996: r,, 0:00088 >2,000 

AfA.,99 0;02799 0.00000 - 0.00000 0.05758 0.00000 0.00288'' ·" · -•0:00000 ' 347 , . 
Non- AFA -3 , - 0.01673 0.00000 0.16980 6.00006 o.oociooo.os261- '' · 0?00000 278 
Non- AFA-8 ,0.03433 0.00000 2.00975 2.3674j 0:00000 0.00000 .•:o'.00000 105 

' Non=AFA-2 0.03117 0.00000 1,' 1.91231 0.36856 ,0:00000 0.00000' 0.00000 105 
Non-AFA-4 0.00915 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 1 0.00000 '. 0.00000 45 
Non-AFA-5 - ·0.01251 0.00000 · 2.94668- 0.58600· 0.00217; 0.03593. ·. ···0:00217 462 
Non~AFA-6 0.01600 0.00000 0. 79i76 · 0.66763 0.00000 O.i3374 -:0.00000 . '704 

AFAAvg. 0.02765 0.00002 ' 1.04475 1.01042; 0~004981 o.06583 -·,:·0.00668 65,655 

Non-AFA AVf!.. 1-•0'.01705 0.00000 •' 1.39923 o.60452 0.00059 o.01:is2- ·0.00059 ;1;699 

. All Vessels Avf!.:-:•o:·02739 0.00002 • L0.5369 .f05867 0.00487 0.06604 • ·0.00653 67)54 
1-AF_A_C_P_A_v_g-. __ -O.-O~i9_9_4.~0-.1-l-7_-~3--·.,.'-:-.--..0'!"',0_7_13.....,.-,::-0.-?!_1_9_7_0_.0_,0_0-44_:_o_•_-g4'!"''0_4_6--2.-43-6-.9-'J-,0!'!" __ ~..,~:-~f .. 

Non-AFA CP Avt?. 0.04144 0.00008 . ll.44726 9.32298. 0:12210 0.10537 .'0.02346 16,753 

All CPs Ave:. :-- o:oi420.00029 .• 5.25799 5.30488 0.06274 0.11223:·. - -0.01403 40.226 . 

7--13

Source:Observed hauls in the Norpac Observer data base, 1995-97.,
I ' ~ • 

Notes: 
' \ i, • I , ~ ' ~ • 

: 
\ 

1 ·.:: ... , 

1) :,\bolded number means that vesse~wasabove;:the fleet•av_erage. 

 - .. 1 

, ; __ • · ., ·. i, 
-I 

• _., ··' · 
2) :Herringand halib_ut rates are ~.!;iC {mt) / Target (mt): Crab and salmon are PSC {animals}/ ;farget (mt) '. . ~. 

I ' (, ,) ' \ ~ \ -~; . •I

I . , ;') l' h '': ·' 
;,. ... • J :_ ,. , I ,._ 

'"' ,·,.i(· ;t\),U.· 
~.. ,l

I 

.... 
. 

. ~ . .I•. 
'' ,. ............. 

(; : .-. 

,. 
•• '!.~. .... .. , ' ~ ~ . .

,,·" . '. '_. f. . . .. ' 

,.
.. ; 

. 
: ·..,. .~- 1· t, , I.' ......,. • . .1

.• ' I) t,f.' ~- ! • • •· 

' .. • ,. ~.... 1 ;' • ,: : 

' 
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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 in a pelagic mode, based on -1999 TA Cs, 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 harvest~ where no more than 20 crab were caught 
reducesthe 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 absolure minimum amount ofbycatch 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 

AFA Vessels 
1997 Observed Catch 

All 20 Crabs2 Pela_gicGear3 
Estimatesof PSC Needs1 

20 Crabs2 Pelagic Gear3 
Po_llock (mt) 307,440 305,826 289,843 529,243 529,243 
Chinook Salmon 21,730 21,433 21,005 24,315 24,694, 

Other Salmon 25,110 : 25,199 23,183 29,938 29,600. 

. Herring (mt) 506 506 490 651 657 
Halibut (mt) 109 90 4_8 106 60 

Red King Crab -141 27 15 56 
.C. opilio " 9,998 145 1,552 .123 1,810 

C.batrdi,. 3,505 l 61 344 122 2,212 
Source: NMFS Observer Data from the Years 1995-97 
l) Estimates of PSC needs in future yearswere calculated based on the portion of the 1999 TA Cs· that 
~ould be harvested by catcher vessels in the pollack target fishery, multiplied by the average PSC bycatch 
fates in the pollock target fishery from 1995-97. · 
2) Onlyobservations that had less than 20 crabs in a haul were included 

· 3) Only observations were pelagic gear was ~sed are included (for definition of pelagic gear see Chapter 
6). ' ' ' ' 

f • 

The estimates above are based on assigning each haul to a specific _target fishery, and then selecting only hauls 
where pollack was the target fishery. NMFSassigns 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 l:,ycatch needs in the pelagic poilock 'fishery,because pollack is a 
relatively clean fisliery 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 ~esult from both target methods. A sample of over 20,000 haul.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 Vessel PSC hycatch in the :aSAl pollack· fisheries 'from 1'995-:9f 
when a per haul tan et:c'alculation is usecrinstead of a weeklvar!!!re2ation · • · · ' · · ' : · ·· · 

' ,: · '. '··20 c'rabs 1 • •• • ' •• Pelagic be~ ., ' . ·.,
AFACatcher Ji ·' .. :1 ··~~· ~:: • : • • .. • ... '~""' 

- . y essels . • . Target by Haul 3 . 11:arget by W~k 4 - Target by Haul _. Tar~et by Week ·

Chinook Salmori , ! · · ''40,046 ··40, 152 3'9)198, ·· • •· 39 994 

Other Salmon ·· '·· · 33:150 ··· · 33,293' · '32,992 :, · :33:
I 

Herring (mt) 1,105 1,280 1,102 1,276 
Halibut (mt) , . . 150 , 144 66 - _·. _. . 61 

.• ." ··-·· - -- ··-

Red King ~rab· . -~ .~0 ' 10 ., . · - 1 j l 

C.opilto , ,•.:•:J65 :. 212 _________ 39~---- ;. __409_

C. bairdi . _ · · - 181 , -.;•- 141 97' ·.. 163

 ,, . , .. 

' 

4' 
• I 

. ,,. ~-~ •--11-

.. ~_•-·:· 

• :•. 

I
. Jr 

- - 'l
 

\ 

· 

13

..

·-

 
Source: NMFS ObserverData from the Years 1995-97 ·• · ~, ' ,·,. · ·, _,: 

l) Only obseryai:i~~.sthat had·~~~ than20 crabs_in'a ~aul were included. : , _ ~- ....1 

2}Only observations where pelagic gear was use~ are included (f9r definition of_p~lagic gear seeChaple~ , 
6). . . ·~- . ! • : ' . .,_ ' ! 

3)Target fisheries were determined for each haul that was sampled for species composition in the Observer · 
database. · , - . · i '., ... 

. . ' 
4) Target fish~ries were determined at the vessel level for weekly l:\ggregations in each zone fis~ed. ,

-Note: A matched pairs t-test ·revealed no signifidnt difference between eac~ )argeting method at a 
significance level _of_ l 0%, at1d a similar test yieldedthe same results when the two methods were.compared . ' 
for PSC bvcatch of AF A catcher processors. ~·: - ' • 

. .. . .
· · ,; · : 

.. , ' 
' l :·--~ .• •........ ·-....!· -~.•1-c - •. -~•·. 

Ji,' . .
' ; !i ~ II : 

.., ' 
' . ,". ii~ ' :.a-. ~. !7.6. GOA Sideboards 

~ > • (. ~ ... • 

are
I i • 'I ~ ~ • ., • ' • • • •• -, • ' •' • ~ • I • • ' • ,~ ' ' 

Sideboard al_temativ'esfor the GOA slightly different from those developed for the BS/ AI. The Council was ., ; 
clear that th1e sideboards are caps and not allocations~ and stated that target catch of 'non-flatfish species . 
avail8:bie to AF A catch~r vessels sho1,1lq be l~te~_ to ~e a:verage catcµ. by ta_rg~ spec~~~. ,bf1S¢on ,~verage, 
catch history.during ilie years 19~5797;, Staff has assumed that this calc;ulation is equ.i,val.~~ to divi.~g.th~ -
AFA catche_r vessel's tbtal'harv~t ofthose spicies' bythe to~ hafy'eSt of all vessel~· .. ,Th_e res~Iting percentage. ' 

· 1· . • · • t.. • · I - · ~~- • • .. · _ · • 
is the portion ofth~ TA,C ~tAF/ti.

t • 

c~tcher 
• 

v,~ssels could ~arvest up to under~ ~id~board ~p., Arsubopti9n · 
also • exi_sts . to . release • the • sideooanf • caps, • I by ' qu_arter; 

l 
in proportion to when the catclp1sed to ~~rµiine the

sideboards·was·harvested: - · - - - .. - . . 
. 

. 
I ..,J. 

-
• • 

. 
..j •• ~ - • 

. .•... 
..... ~

-,
• t· ,I,~ ". ' • • J~t•.lt. •' .,·,·~· ·,·~--: .. :,' :• •

• • - . \ . . • ; •·.• . ~ , ~-... • . "'i 
7.6'.1 Deep and Shallow 

.,.. 
WaterFlatfish Sideboard Caps. 

::.;: .. I" • • • ~ • ... .. • • • 

_1.:, . . ) -·• I,. 

r . . L."".i,t.i . ~-- • ·, . '• . 

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 AF A catcher vessels to approximately their traditional levels. This assumes that the ratio of halibut bycatch 
to flatfishtarget catch remains fairly consistent in future years. It also assumes that the non-AF A catcher 
vessels are willing to allow some increases inAF A catcher vessel catch of flatfish species. if the ratio of halibut 
to target catch decreases. Discussions with members of industry indicated trus was not a serious problem, 
because there is a portion of the fl~tfish TAC left on the table most years. 

The alternative 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 AF A catcher vessels. and so long as PSC caps are. managed at 

I .,./•·•• 
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· the target fishery level, setting specific deep and slpllow water flatfish caps may be unnecessary. If AF A 
· vessel PSC caps are managed by NMFS in aggregate and not at the target fisµery level, then limiting catch in 

the deep and shallow water flatfish complexes this way may raise some concern. AF A catcher vessels might 
. have the opportunity to shift halibut from other GOA target fisheries, Pacific cod or pollock for example, for 

use in the flatfish targets, and thus ex_pand 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 AF A 
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 is noted 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 BSA!. Converting the resulting shallow water flatfish 
numbers to a percentage could be accomplished by dividing our estimate by the shallow water PSC allocations. 
A similar calculation could be made for the deep water complex. These Ps·c 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 1:32: Historic grbundfisli andhalibut PSC cat~hinformation from catcher'v~sse.ls in ~he 1995~97 . 
GOA d d .hall' . t fi -fi h fi I h . . . . . . . .., . . ' eep an s ow wa er at IS 1S enes -'l . .. ' 

Row 
.. ....., .. .•;;· • 1-" '' 

Historic Catch Classes . ,, 
a '' 1 , c 

•• 1..1, f
'• I, 

DeeP. water flats :l, 
; ; I 

~haHow water -flats , 
I , ~ , , , , t # 1 .., •, •, ~ . . ,, . .. ··AnCatcher Vessel's Histo·ric Harvests '. 

l ..,. \ ,, Total Ground.fish Catch in·ilieTarget Fishery (mt) ' •.1' 8,074 ., ,.. 26,603 

2 
l ... l , r"? • 1, f • •, ---
Total Target Catch in the Target Fishery (mt) . . 3,071

-• 

,,;.1 f-
.,, :,,-11,704_ 

.:._,3 :Percent ofTarget'Species Caught'·. " 
,, 

. 38¾/ 
·• .,. ~ '+ . . .44::ot' ' 

4 ·• 

.. . 

Total AmountofReported Halibut Bycatch (mt) 
... 

, .. · · 553 " .. ·1,888 

5 -
.. ., ~·;L, ' . ' ' Total)~.ep'ort~d ·Halih~t _Mortali~ (mt) . 

I, 

.. r 

313 . 
' 

. . '. .[," 

f 
I~ ,-vi 1,245,,

' 

6·'-,. '.1999 Halibut Discard Mortality ~tes 66% ... ' 7lo/o 
.. I -· '' .AFA Catcher Vessel's Historic Harvests 

...·-
- .i ;' . \' 

7 Target Catch in Target Fishery from 1995-97 (mt) 2,329 5,551 

Estimated Annual Halibut Mortality Cap 92 212 

Percent of each 1999PSC Complex 2 10% 20% 

' 

·. 

Sources: 1995-97 MvfFS Blend data for target catchinfonnation, and 1995-97 NMFS PSC data sets (e.g. G095HALX) 
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 tlle 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-option to allocate the caps by quarter has also been included in the list of alternatives. Halibut PSC for 
ilie two' flatfish complexes would be apportioned according to when the target catch was harvested. Table 7. 3 3 
lists ilie proportion of deep and shallow water flatfish that was caught by quarter. Multiplying the estimated 
annual halibut mortality cap for the AF A catcher vessels (92 mt in the deep water flatfish fishery and 212 mt 
in ilie shallow water flatfish fishery), by these percentages of quarterly target catch will yield ilie 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 1st Otr 2nd Qtr 3rd 0tr 4th Qtr Total 

Percent of Catch (in Non-pollock Targ_et Fisheries only) by Quarter 

DeepWater Flatfish 11% 67% 18% 4% 100% 

Shallow Water Flatfish 2S% 26% 23% 23% 100% 

10 62 17 4 

59 55 49 49 

Estimated Halibut PSC Caps by Quarter (mt) 
Deep Water Flatfish 92 

Shallow Water Flatfish 212 
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97. 

q,,,' ._ 
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7.6.2 Groundfish Sideboard Caps 

The Council has proposed that the target catch of each GOA groundfish species available to AF A 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 AF A catcher vessels. Pollock is also included as a sideboard species for the GOA, because 
the AF A 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 infonnation in the first table is 
divided by the information in the second. 

Table 7.34: Catch of 2:roundfish species bv all vessels in the GOA, 1995-97 

TAC Species Groupings 

Atka Mackerel,- CG ( 1995 - 1996) 

Atka Mackerel - GOA ( 1997) 

. Atka Mackerel - WG (1995 - 1996) 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 

Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 

Northern Rockfish - CG 

Northern Rockfish - EG 

Northern Rock.fish - WG 

Other Species - GOA 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - CG 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - CG 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - EG 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - WG 

! Pacific Cod (Offshore) - WG 

Pelagic Shelf Rock:fish - CG 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) -

Pelagic Shelf Rock:fish - EG 

. Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - WG 

Pollock - Chirikof District 

Pollock - EG 

Pollock - Kodiak 

Pollock - Shumagin District 

Pacific Ocean Perch - CG 

' Pacific Ocean Perch - EG 

Pacific Ocean Perch - WG 

CG 

Total Harvest of All 
GOA Vessels 

379 

329 

1,906 

48,384 

2,965 

5,890 

6,503 
1,450 

123 
5,661 

191 

1,845 

11,48 I 

83 

343 

13,300 

126,966 

9,730 

2,803 

16 

59,436 

6,724 

1,765 

4,244 

1,375 

384 

58,289 

9,896 

64,191 

80,839 

14,451 

4,947 

4,241 
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Table 7.34 continued . , I . ') 

Rex Sole - Central Gulf I ,. · ,] 1,267 

Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 542 
Rex Sole - Western Gulf I ! , I 1,452 

Slope Rockfish -CG 

S lop:e Rockfis~ ,-· EG 

. \ 

I•, 

• I 

' 

., 
· 2,440 

, . 
. 993 

Slope Rockfish - WG 117 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - C.G 4,788 

Sablefish(Trawl Gear} - Southeast 190 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - WG ' 125 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - W Yakutat. 685 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 21,286 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 85 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 1,214 

Shortraker / Rougheye - CG 3,089 

Shortraker / Rougheye - EG 1,910 ' 

Shortraker / Rougheye - WG 414 

Thorn head - GOA 3,428 

-; 

I ~ I 

1 

; :_. 

• ., 

·_~ I 
., '

',! 

• r 

I• 

.. , '•' I l ,.. 

\, 

'. 1 . ' 

. < ·,' ,. , 

'• 

''. 

'' 

I'' 
- !] . 

,, 

'" 

I . 

.' \ .. • ~ • : l 

January 2000 

_1-i .... , 

· 

., 
J 

Source: NMFS AKR 1995-97 Blend data. 

, ' 

' 
I 

' '

' L 
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Table 7.35: Catch of eroundfish soec1es by AFA catcher vessels in the GOA, 1995--97 
· Species by TAC Grouping . CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to to CP Total Catch .. 

(80 Vessels). {9 Vessels) (7 Vessels) (6 Vessels) (102 Vessels) 

: Atka Mackerel - CG . ( 1995 - l 996) 7 2 - l 10 

Atka Mackerel - GOA (1997) 

Atka Mackerel - WG ( l 995 - 1996) 227 15 6 248 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 7,02& 55 J66 435 • ·7,684 

Arrowtooth Flounqer - Eastern Gulf 103 23 3 129 

Arrowtooth Flounder- Western Gulf 107 3 111 

· Deep Water Flatfi~h- Central Gulf 3,023 f43 26 3,192 

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 88 6 14 108 

Deep Water Flatfish- Western Gulf . -: 

· Flathead Sole - Central Gulf I, 139 I 17 125 J,282 

Flathead Sole- Eastern Gulf 36 I 6 43 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 90 12 1 103 

· N orthem Rockfish - CG 1,432 28 4 1,464 

·N orthem Rockfish - EG 5 5 

Northern Rockfish - WG 2 2 

·• Other Species - GOA 1,656 2 -II 93 1,762 

Pacific Cod(Inshore) - CG 27,1,48 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 Roc}dish - CG 438 l 6. 445 

Pelagic ShelfRockfish (Nearshore) - CG 1 l 

Pelagic ShelfRockfish - EG 1 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 - Shurnagin District 57J62 316 2,720 91 60,289 

. Pacific Ocean Perch - CG _ ~.560 -7 199 IO'i'. 3,873 

· Pacific Ocean Perch - EG 7 1 146 154 

Paci:fi~ Ocean Perch - WO 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 

SlopeRockfish - CG 17 3 20 

Slope Rockfish - EG 

MS CV 

_ 
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Ta~le 7.3~ c~ntinued 
Slope Rockfish - WO ·_ , ' : .,:• .' . ' ~ 

s·ablefish (Trawl Gear)-~·,co . . - -- .. - ·­ -627 31 :15 .-673· 
S,abiefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast 

. Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - WG -

s·abltfish.(Trawl Gear) - W Y~tat 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Central ·Gulf 
, • I r 

Shallow Water Flatfish- Eastern Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish- WesternGulf . . 
S~ortraker / Rough.eye - CG 

. ,·.r . 
. S~ortraker I Rougheye - EG 
. Shortraker / Rougheye - WG -
. Thomyhead - GOA '°'. 

4 

10 
7,079 

12 
338 

182 

7 
1 

183 

I._--

,I1 

' . 

! • ' . ' ·-1 1 .) ~ ~ ~ . 
. , 4, 

.• t ~ ~ - . '") ••t· I •. 

11 21 
HH- r· .. :· 240 7,421 

' ... ! '--
. ,I 36 8 .- . 50,:

.. I 
I• 

~8. 32 ,, 388
; -·· ':3 ,''., 3 188 

1.. 2 '• Ii 20 ·, _.. ,, I 
\Ii.; ... ' L 

I .. '. 
6 14 203 

. ...~ - . 
. ,. ,. ' 

 

 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets andNORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 
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Table 7.36: Percent-of future years TAC' me I u d ed in t he s1deboar d caps 

Speciesby TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV to IN/MS CV to MS CV to 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 Mackerel - GOA ( 1997) - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - WG ( 1995 - 1996) 11.91% - 0.79% 0.31% 13.01% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 14.53% 0.11% 0.34% 0.90% 15.88% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern ·Gulf 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% 2.20% 0.40o/~ 49.09% -
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf . 6.07% - 0.41% 0.97% 7.45% 

Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 20.12% - 0.30% 2.21% 22.65% 

Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 18.85% 0.52% 3.14% - 22.51% 
' Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 4.88% - 0.65% 0.05% 5.58% 

' ' 

Northern Rockfish- CG 12.47% - 0.24% 0.03% 12.74% 

' Northern Rockfish - EG 6.03% - - - 6.02% 

Northern Rock.fish - 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% 3.23% 3.97% 7.58% 
' 
· Pacific Cod (Inshore) - "EG · 9.81% - - 0.18% 9.99% 

· Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG - - - -. -
16.34% - 3.54% ,0.57% •·Pacific Cod (Inshore) - WG 20.45% 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) -WG 0;19% 1.62% 7,84% 9.65% -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - CG 24.82% - 0.06% 0.34% '25.22% 

0.02% . Pelagic ShelfRockfish (Nearshore) - CG - - 0.02% 

Pelagic Shelf Roclcfish - EG 0.07% 1.38% - - 1.45% 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - WG 0.52% - - - 0.52% 

. Pollock- Chirikof District 51.25% ·0.02% 0.07% 0.26% 51.60% 

Pollock- EG 41.31% - 10.4.8% 1.68% 53.47% 

. Pollock • Kodiak 47.81% 0.01% 4.60% 1.03% 53.45% 

Pollock - Shumagin District 70.71% 0.39% 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% 3.11% 

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 Gulf 0.96% - - - 0.96% 
Slope Rocldish - CG 0.70% - 0.12% - 0.82% 
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Table 7.36 continued 

Slope _Roc~fish - EG .. _ 
I •· I , ,. ,· 

,.. 
L 

I 

. 

Slope Rockfish ~ WG ' · _ -., 
\I f 

Sablefish'(Trawl-Gear)' - CG ·J"' l 0°/c 0.65'.¼ ·o.31% 14:06% - ~- 0 ' 
Sablefish (Trawl Gea~) - SE o.?3ro 0.53% 

Sabiefish (Trawl Gea~) -: WG 3.20% 3.2,0% . 
• ~ ' • ' L ~ 

Sablefish(Trawl Gear).~ W. Yakutat 1.46% 1.61% 3.0?% 

Sh~lowWaterFlatfish 7 ¢entral Gui~ 33.26% 0.47% 1.13%: ', 3~J6% . 
Shallow Water Fla~sh - EasternGu~f 14.12% 9.41% 35)9_%: .. , 58.82% ...., . :J 1 

Shallow Water Flatfish-:- Western Gulf 27.84% ) 1 , • 1.48% ; 2.64% 31-.96% 
f t~· r ~~ , ' ; 

I Shortraker / Rougheye - CG 5.89% 0.10% ..0.-}Q¾ 6.09% 
;, . f. \" . 

..Shortraker / Rougheye - EG 0.37% 0.10% "' 0.58% -.\.05% 
' I • . •• I 

Sho1r~~r,/ Rougheye - WG _1: , 0.24% 0:24% 

Thomyhead.~ GOA, 5.34% . ·'r .... 0.18% 0.41% 5.93% 
' . ' ,f 

. 
h 

~ " 

' ·' 
. \ '.j, 

. '· 

Source: .,, , 1. 

!)-Numerator- ADF&G Fishtic~e.ts·and NORP AC Observer da~ 1995-97 
2)Denominator: N1v1FSAKR Blend data, 1995-97. 
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A sub-option under consideration by the Council would apportion the sideboard caps by the quarter of year 
in which the catch history used tocalculate 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 AF A 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 ;:i single quarter wiU 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: Quarterlv catch distribution of all AFA catcher vessels 
Species byTAC Grouping 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr ~th Otr Total 

ci 

.· Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska ( 1997) 
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf ( 1995 through 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf ' 
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 

• Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 
: Northern RocJdish- Central Gulf 

N orthem Rocldish - Eastem Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Western.Gulf 
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastem Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rock:fish - Central Gulf 

Pelagic ShelfRockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rocldish - Westem Gulf 

Pollock - Chirikof District 
Pollock -Eastern Gulf 
Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock - Shumagin District 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 

80% 

-
6% 

11% 
9% 

65% 
11% 
0% 

-
16% 
0% 

81% 
3% 
0% 

100% 
20% 

82% 
99% 
78% 

-
99% 
97% 

5% 
0% 
0% 

100% 

33% 
100% 

19% 
24% 

0% 

0% 
-

57% 
27% 
17% 
3% 

71% 

6% 

-
36%·. 

2% 
,0% 

2% 

0% 
0% 

36% 

3% 
1% 
0% 

-
1% 

0% 
0% 
0% 
5% 
0% 

19% 

'0% 
23% 
16% 
2% 

20% 0% 

- -
37% 0% 
42% 20% 
55% 19% 

27% 5% 
16% 2% 
64% 31% 

- -
32% 16% 
34% 63% 
17% 2% 

93% 3% 
-

100%" 0% 
0% 0% 

26% 19% 

2°io 13% 
0% 0% 

21% 0% 

- -
0% 0% 
3% 0% 

93% 1% 
100% 0% 
95% 0% 
0% 0% 

47% 1% 
0% 0% 

30% 27% 
47% 12% 
98% 0% 

100% 
.;. 

100% 
100% 

1003/
100% 
100% 
100% 

-
100% 
100% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

100% 
100% 
100% 

-
100% 

100% 
100% 
100% 

100% 
100% 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
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. '. .. .. -~ ;:, 't_  Table 7.37 continued 
Pacific Ocean 'Gulf.,Perch -•Easte'rn 2% .. 1 1% ' 97% 0% ""100% 

. • ·j' 

Pacific Ocean Perch ;. Western Gulf' a%'· ,\o~. -9~%: . J% 100% 
_.·', i ,.I • 

Rex Sole - Central Gulf 9% 29% 49% 12% 100% 

Rex Sole -. Eastern Gulf 1% . .- ·,. 6% . 40% .' · ;53% !00% 
• • • I• r - " ' ._. 

R,.~;xSol_e -; W.estern Gulf ._ 87%. 0%· ·7% '· 7% 100% 

Slope Rock:fish- Central Gulf . · :.. 30% , . ·· ·20% -·· 35% ··.. 1s% ioo
. :...--. Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 

Slope Rockfish -Western Gulf -
Sablefish (Trawl-Gear) - GentralGulf • - 3% -i1<x;-:-- _· ·1%68% -100% 
. . . . . ·• !' :. ) ',, ...... 

0% - ·100% .... ;0% .. 100% Sable:fish (-Trawl Gear)' .;. Southeast ·· · - --0% 
' .... :I .. . 

Sablefish (Tr~wl Oea;)-Weste~ Gulf ·­ 75%. 0%. 25% . 0%. 100% 
0% ,·. 0% .. · 8lo/~··· 19%, 1100%·Sa~_le~sh(Trawl Gear) : Western Yakutat .. 

,. :. j 28%' , 2~ro. , 23% .. 24%; iOO¾: ShallowWater Flatfish - Central Gulf ._.
Sh~llow Water Flatfish- Easte~ Gulf .: · ' · 10% · 193/o· . 67%' 4% 100% •

.. I · t · ' ': , 51%" ShallowWater Flatfish - Western Gulf · · 45% "3% 1~ 100% •
: - ! ' ... 

Short~er'/Rougheye -CentrarGulf .: .: 5% -'40% ' 5$%;· 0% 100% 
1 ,, ' · •. r • \Ii . l .. l •. 

. 5% '63% ·•s% Shortraker / Rougheye -'Eastern Gulf · ' 26% 100% . 
. • • • ' • , A 

1 

S,hortraker / Rougheye -·Western Gulf 0% ., 0% 100% 0% 100% 
_.49%Thornyheacl-Gulfof Alaska . . ! 8% M% 1% [00% 

' 

,. 

. 

% 

 
 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets aniiNORPAC Observer data, 1995.97 
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Table 7.38: Ouarterlv Catch of Catcher Vessels Inshore in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97) 

Species by TAC Grouping 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr Total 

Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (I 995 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% 

ArrO\vt:ooth 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 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 
\ Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 21% 34% 26% 20% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 81% 3% 3% 14% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf - - - - -
Pacific Cod (Inshore)· - Eastern 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 5% 0% 93% 1% 100% 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 0% 0% JOO% 0% !00% 

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% 983/o 0% 100% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 43% 0% 57% 0% 100% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf 0% 0% 95% 5% 100% 

Rex Sole - Central Gulf 11% 24% 52% 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 - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 4% 27% 68% 1% 100% 
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Table 7.38 continued 
$ablefish (Trawl Gear).: Southeast . ,. .:. 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf 75% .. •. 0% . -25% ·' · 0% 100%.

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 0% 0% · 60%·. ·. 40% , 100% 

Shallow Water Flatfish -'·Central Gulf 29%" 24% 23% ·. 24% · 100% 

ShallowWater Flatfish·- -Eastern Gulf 31% 15% ·383/o . 15% 100% 
ShallowWa,ter Flatfish - •Western Gulf 37% 59%. .3% · ,:_,.l % ·-100%

Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 6% 39% · 56% •. 0% ·'100% 

Shortraker / Rougheye -·Eastern Gulf 67% 0% . 17% ·. ·l7% 100% 

Shortraker / Rougheye -.Western Gulf 0% 0%. 100% · ·O¾ 100% 

Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska 9% 52% 37% 2% · 100% 

 

i 

 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 
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Soecies by TAC Groupin_g · 1st Otr 2nd-Otr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr Total 

Atka Mackerel - Central ·Gulf ( 1995 through· 1996) 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

·Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) - - - - -
'" 

Atka Macke~el -Western Gulf-(1995 through 1996) - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 0% 100% ·0% 0% 100% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - EasternGulf - - - - -
, Arrowtooth Flounder- Westem·Gulf 0% 0% 100% , 0% 100% 

DeepWater Flatfish - Central Gulf - - - ' - -; 

· .. Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
D~ep Water Flatfish-_ Western Gulf ..; - - - -

· Flathead Sole·- Central Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0% 100%

Flathead Sole ;. Eastern Gulf · - - - -
,, Flathead Sole - Western Gulf · - - - -

' 
-

. Northern Rockfish- Central Gulf - - . - - -
·-Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - - - - -

Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
, Other Species ~ Gulf of Alaska 0% 100% 0% .0% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - _Central Gulf - - - -: -
· Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 78% 22% 0% 0% 100% 

. Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf . - - - - -
Pacific Cod (Offshore)-_Eastem Gulf - - - - -
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf - - - ' -: -
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - W~stem Gulf_ 0% 0% 100%. 

-, 0% 100% 

Pelagic ShelfRockfish- Central Gulf - - - - -
. Pelagic ShelfRockfish (Neatshore) - Central Gulf - - .,. - -
-Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - EastemGulf - - - --
Pelagic ShelfRockfish - Western-Gulf - - - '--
Pollock - Chirikof District -100% 0% 0% 0% 100%

Pollock - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
: 

Pollock -: Kodiak 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 

· Pollock - 'Shumagin District 0% 0% 100% 0% 100% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
•Pacific Ocean Perch- W~tern Gulf - - -- -

. Rex Sole - Central Gulf 0%' 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf - - - "" -
·• Rex Sole - Western Gulf - - - - -
, Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish- Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear)-- Central Gulf - - - - -

Table 7.39: Quarterlv Catch-of Catcher Vessels Inshore/ Mothershios in the Gulfof Alaska(1995-97) 

:r ,.
\ 

. 
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• ' r ..Table·7.39 continued. 
S11blefish,(Trawl Gear) - Southeast : .• - ' ' 

Sablefish '(Trawl Gear) - Western ·Gulf 
·Sablefisb(Trawl Gear)- Western Yakutat 
Shallow Water Flatfish- CentralGulf . •·11' 

Shailow Water Flatfish '.. Eastern'Gtilf 
Shallow Water Flatfish-Western Gulf 

. )
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 
Sl;lortraker/ Rougheye - Eastern Gulf 

·Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf 
I • 

Thomyhead- Gulf of Alaska 

.,. •• • .f: } ,,h 

.: :_ .. ~ •.... _ - .r ... 

• t.J 

~ • '-t !' .._ 'l . L ti• .. , 

· ·: roo¾·· 0% ~ ,..0% 100
: ' . 1::~ ' t·. '!,

• -' .1 ... ,1•, t.-JU_. !., . t·~·~ ~ t ., 
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Source:ADF&G Fishtickets and NORP AC Observer data~ 1995-97 
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' Table.7A0: Ouarterlv Catch of Catcher Vessels to Motherships in the Gulf of Alaska 0995-97) 

Species bv TAC Groupm2 .1st Qtr 2nd Otr 3rd Otr 4th ·Qtr Total
.. · · Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf ( 1995 through 1996) 

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997).. 
Atka Mackerel - Weste:i:n Gulf ( 199'5 thro4gh 1996) 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 1%. 75% 5% 18% 100% 

; Arrowtooth Flounder,- Eastern Gulf 4% 96% 0% -0% 100% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 33% . 0% 0% 67% 100% 

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 0% 94% 6% orc,100% 

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 
,.,; Deep Water Flatfis~ - Western Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Central _Gulf 0% 25% 75% 0% 100% 

Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 92% 0% ·0% 8%· 100% 

Northern Rockfish. ~ Central Gulf 0% ,0% 100% 0% 100% 

Northern Roc.kfish - Eastern Gulf 
., · Northern Rocldish - Western Gulf 

Other Species - Gulf of AlasRa 20% 70% 0% 10% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Jns_hore) - Central Gulf· 98% 1% 0% 1% 100% 

Pac.ific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 100% 0% 0% ,0% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 94% 0% 6% 1% 100% 

Pelagic ShelfRockfish - Central Gulf 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0% JOO% 0% 0% 100% 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfis~ ;. Western Gulf 

Pollock - Chinkof District 39% 61% 0% 0% 100% 

Pollock - Eastern Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0% '100% 

Pollock - Kodiak -~' .. 3% 48% 27% 22% 100%• 
Pollock ~ Shumagin District 52% 15% 6% 27% 100% 

0% 14% 86% 0% , 100% Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf 

. Rex Sole - Central Gulf 0% 50% 50% 0% 100% 

Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 0% 100% 0% 0% 100% 

Rex Sole - Western Gulf 

. Slope Rockfish - Cen~al Gulf 0% 0% 0% 100% 100% 

· Slope Rocldish - Eastern Gulf 

Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf_ 

· Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 0% 28% 72% 0% 100% 
.... 'I". 
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Table 7.40 continued 
- ~ � ... _ �• 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast . ? '' 1 • · · 
I • • • - • •. ,.. • • 

- _' -~:"'~!:·--~~ ·. 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf . ~~ •: _p_·~ 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 
I . 

. .. -·· f " 
-~ '..I' 1.•) ·1 -··;,.... .: 

Sh_allowWater Flatfish - Central Gulf : '·t': ' · ,; ·18%. ·,. !45% :·. '34%'i. - : . 4% 100%: 
I 

Shallow Water Flatfish - EastenfGulf · 1 0% . 1005-· -.0%;· -0% · 100%: 

S!J..allowWater Flatfish - Western Gulf · - 89% . ·o¾ . .-, 0% II% -·100%: 

Shortrakrr / Rougheye - Central Gulf , ., '' 0% l '100% · · 0% ,, '·0% •· 100%: 

Sho11faker !_Rougheye - Eastern Gulf , · • ·, 50% '50%: · · ··0%--· ·0% 100% : 

~hortrak~r/ Rougheye - Western Gulf · 
' 

... ' :.,; - ..... - ·.. ' 

Thomvhead - Gulf of Alaska 0% 0% 100% i 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 -: . . . ~-.- : . ...·-i· ." .... •. J • : ... - ~- Ai 
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Table 7.41: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels to Catcher Processors in the Gulf of Alaska I 1995-97) 

Species by TAC GroupiM: 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr Total 

Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf ( 1995 through 1996) 100% 0% . 0% 0% 100% 

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska ( 1997) - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 0% 54% 22% 24% 100% 
100%,Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% 0% 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf - - - - -

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 0% 72% 20% 8% !00% 

Deep Wa~er Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% 05 100% 

. Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 0% 52¾ 29% 19% 100% 

Flathead s·ole - Eastern Gulf 0% 0%· 100% 0% 100% 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

· Northern Rock.fish - Central Gulf 0% 0% 100% 0% 100% 

Northern Rock:fish - Eastern Qulf - - - - -

Northern Rockfish -Western Gulf - - - - -

Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 10% 72% 13% 5% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 0% 36% 11% 53% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 100% 0% 0% 0% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% 0% 100% 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf lOO¾ 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 Gulf - - - - -
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0% 0% 100% . 0% 100% 

Pelagic Shelf Rock.fish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Pollock - Chirikof 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% 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% 69% 25% 6% 100% 

Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf · 0% 0% 100% 0% 1005 

Rex Sole - Western Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rocldish - Eastern Gulf - - - - -
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 0% 19% 75% 6% 100%
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Table 7.41 ,continued · ) . '· . - , ... ; ..
'i' '..

Sab.Jefi~h(Tra~l Gear):~ Southeast Q.% 0% 100%· .• ' ·0% 100% 

Sablefis~ (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf .' - . , .. 
I' ;-

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 0% 't 0% fOO¾· · 0% 100% 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf - . ·3% · C -38% · ·43% 17% 100% 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern-Gulf · 3% . 0% 97%:. 0% 100% 
' 

Shallow Water Flatfish- Western Gulf. 100% 0% 0%'--··. 0% 100% 

Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 0% ·--67%. -33% ~. 0% 100% 

Shortraker / Rougheye - Eastern.Gulf 0% 0% ·,160% 0% 100% 

Shortraker / Rougheye - WesternGulf (. \. -
Thomyhead - Alaska 0% 7% • - 93% ,· 0% 100% Gulf of 
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 

f -:· ... 

' ' 
To ~horn ~e sideboard_ caps apply is also add[ess~d for the Gulf of Alaska. The sideb()ard caps could apply 
to either aU AFA catcher ':'~sels e1~gible under Section 208, or just the vessels_ that ~articipate ~ ~.cooperative. 
The Council selected the option that the caps apply to all eligible catcher vessels. These are the same options· 
that were qiscussed iri the BSAI sideboard cap section, so those comments willnot be repeit~d her~.'Howe:;~er,. 
it is important to remember that vessels will only be 'allowed to contribute their catch history to a'sideboard sap, 
if they are.'subject to thecap. · ' ·' '· 1 , · .. • - • ·' :~



8.0 PROCESSING LIMITS ON SPECIES OTHER THAN BSAI POLLOCK 

' Chapter 8 examines the impacts oflimiting processing of GOA groundfish, BSAI crab, and BSA! non-pollack 
groundfish by processors eligible to participate in pollack 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 AF A. 

The AF A requires the Council to submit measures by July 1999 to "protect processors not eligible to 
participate in the directed pollack fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives 
in the directed pollack fishery." These processors are collectively referred to as "non-AF A processors." Inthe 

, November 1998, December 1998, and February 1999 Council meetings, representatives of non-AF A 
processors expressed concern about spillover effects of the AF A, and offered several suggestions for mitigating 
those potential impacts. 

Specific language about processing restrictions for the 20 AF A-eligible catcher processors is found in 
§21 l(b)(3) and §21 l(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 (I) or (3) of section 
206(b); and 
(B) processing any species of crab harvested in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Management Area. 

(4) GULF OF ALASKA-The catcher/processors eligible under paragraphs (I) through (~0) of 
section 208(e) are hereby prohibited 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 Gulfof Alaska groundfish; 
or 
(C) processing any pollack in the Gulf of Alaska (other than as bycatch in non-pollock 
groundfish fisheries) or processing, in the aggregate, a total of more than I O percent of the cod 
harvested from Areas 610, 620, and 640 of the Gulfof Alaska under the fishery management 
plan for Gulf of Alaska groundfish. 

Section 21 l(c) includes specific language discussing processing limits for BSAI crab for APA-eligible 
motherships and inshore processors: 

(2) BERING SEA CRAB AND GROUNDFISH. · 
(A) Effective January I, 2000, the owners of the motherships eligible under section 208{d) and 
the shoreside processors eligible under section 208(f) that receive pollack from the directed 
pollack 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 suchowriers 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 proc~sses fish. A.hy ~~tit/in whi~h IO per~;nt ·or more·of.the intere~t is1 owned or 
controlled by another individual or entity shall be considered to be the same entity as the other __ 
ind.ivioualor entity for thepurpose~ of thissubp-aragraph. ' . , - ' 

! ; •,I·: .~ "! : • ! I "S. . • ~ .... ~. ' I . . ,I • •• . 

,,. ' 
Other sections of ·the AF A provide fuiditiorial directives to the Council;paraphrased b~low: -

• • I ~- , 0 • . j ~. ' : • • ' < • • ' • •;. • ~ _. ' f • I, I • • • • • .• . . • :•, J ' f I 'I' " 

l. '' -'The'Couricil cannot ;lter the list of eligible processors. unless the TAC inc~eases or ~_ligibie'plant' 
is lost. · ' · 

an
2. By July l 999 the Council must recommend measures to "protect processors not eligible to participate. 

inthe"(BSAI)directed pollock :fishery from' ad\ierse effects:oft:h~ AFAor;:fishery coope!~tives .. .'; ___ '
....,.. ·. The Council must have place byJanuary·20,00 ·measures to prevent AFA motherships and shoreside 

• · processors from 
• 

processing, 
i -

in aggregate, 
• 

a greater 
• 

percentage 
• 

of the 
· 

total catch 
~ " 

of 
• 

BSAI 
· '· • 

crab 
I 

thari 
. , "

· 
-

they processed in 1995-1997 (on average)·. · ·-· · 1 1 • · • · • ' "; -- - ·, ·- ' • · 

itI

4. ' · - . The Council must submit measu~es to esui.blish excessive share 'caps harVesting prb~essilig
all groundfish and crab in the BSA!, though under no time certain. · -· ' · - ' · ' .. ·' 

for and of, 

5. The Council can develpp any other measures it deems necessary (at any time) to protect otl).er fisheries 
and participants under its jurisdiction from adverse .impacts ca-iised by the ·AJA.or :co-ops in tlie 
directed pollack :fishery. 

i_ 'I" 

' 
f' 

· · 
, ~ 

· 
'• ti 

· 
. I

· 

• ~ ' - : ' . ' ~ . • ... . ' • 't . . . • ... ' ~ - ,. • • • .. • ~ 

Non-AF A processors have testified to the Council that tl!eir basic concern is that AFApro~essors Vli_llhave 
a competitive advantage that may allow them to use economic a.pdoperational le~erage' to·increase their 
positions in processing other species.-In'effect resources ~ormally.spent ehsuringAFAprocessors their share 
of the BSAI pollock fishery, may now be freed up to gain processing shares of other fisheries. 

' : ' 'I ' .• • • ' f • '. : '_; 
J '. • .... "" ' - ~ • ' •. ' • • 

In response the Council has chosen to include the concept of AFA processing limits for all groundfish in the 
GOA,'allg;oundfish 'other than pollock in the BSAI~ and all crab in the'.BSAI. ,The limits would.apply to all 
AF A processors and would be based onthe processing shares o( AF A processors duririg theyear~ 1995, 1996, 
and 1997, or alternatively just 19~6 and 1997. · - -- · · · ' · '· 

• • , • .-) " I ~' •• 

. . . . -- . . . . , ~. . ' . 

There are three levels at'which processing limits could be applied for 
. 

each species: 
.. . -. 

• I 1. ' . 'Single overall. limit"for ail AFA-~ligible proc~sso~ :· . ' 
.. • I •.• •

2. : 1 Secto; limits:"'Oi:tshore," Mothership·an~ Gatclier processors 
._ ., ' .· l ,., . _.·3_· · .·•1ndividuailimits · · ~ ' 

Within each level there are at ~east three layers of facilities that could be included and thus restricted by the 
limits:. - - -' -_ ·· · -_' - - '. . . - ·. - . __ · -... ,\·· _-_· ___ , . ., -. ' · /.,"-,,;·11

1. All plants and vessels that are AF A-eligible , _ ... , _ . _. . . , 
2. All facilities owned by companies that Af A.:~[igibl~ plants anivessels own ·. · ·
3 .' All faciiities ~sociated with entities that combine facilities thro~g!ia JO percent ownership 

link.1 • ·_J ., ·- •• •• - ·'- ·!•.: ~ _.... •: -, - . . - - . 
.. ·• • ,. \,,, r 

- .. ,· 
. •."'1 •••. • • .. ·,. .,- • . 

'For purposesofthls analysis,this langu;geof§21 I(c)(2)(B):defining ~rititfe~i~call;d "the· 10%-0wnership Rule". 
The10%0wnershipRulewillbeappiiedasfollows:·'' . I • ·-·· '·;· , .. : ·'.'. .,i, •• 

company
, p; 

has
f 

percent 
• • • , 

or 
• 

more 
' ., 

ownership 
., , 

stake 
'• 

iil 
, • •. o 

processing
I I j . 

a a 
·••I 1 •.,,• I 

If 10 an AFA-eligible facility, then all other 
processing -facilities in which thatcompany has a Io· percent ownershipWiilalsobeconsideredpart of the 
AFA-entity.For purposesof the analysis, the lease of a facility will be considered ownership oftha,tfacility. 

J ~ ~ .r- . \ •, • • 
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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·on1y AF A-eligible facilities within 

those companies. 

The analysis first considers the perspectives of both non-AF A processors and AF A processms 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. FoUowing the list 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. I Perspectives on the Need and Objectives for Processing Limits . . 
· 8.1.1 Perspectives of Non-AF A Processors 

Processors that have not participated in the BSAI poUock fisheries in the past wiU 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 poUock fisheries to obtain a competitive advantage in non-poUock 
fisheries, and thus increase their. processing share of non-pollock fisheries. Here is a summary of views 
expressed by non-AF A processors: . 

Inshore processors \vill 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 to non-AF A -, 
processors. 

• AF A processors operating in cooperatives wjll be relatively certain of taking deliveries of a fixed 
amount of pollock, regardless of unforeseen events such as processing plant breakdowns or adverse 
weather conditions. 
Because of their relatively certain flows ofpollock, AF_A processors operating with cooperatives will 
be able to pace their pollock processing to 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, AF A processors will have more of their own profits 
that could be invested in machinery and facilities that can take advantage ofnon-pollock fisheries. 

• Higher profits and more certain cash flows from pollock wiU enable AF A processors to offer higher 
prices to catcher vessels for delivery ofnon-pollock species. · · 
The relative certainty of ·cash flow and potentially higher profits of AF A processors make it more 
likely that AF A 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 AF A processors to expand their share of other crab and non-pollock groundfish 
in the BSAI .and all groundfish in the GOA, AF A 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 simply limit noncpollock processing by facilities that will be allowed to participate 
in cooperatives. Companies that own these facilities could easiiy evade the restrictions by expanding 
processing at their other facilities. · 
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·. It is also not enough to set proc:essing limits on aU facilities ·owned by AF Acompanies, because AF A · 
companies could evade the restrictions by hiding their ownership of other ·nori-pollock processing 
facilities under different company names. The restrictions on non-pollock processing must be applied 
to all companies in which AF A processors have a significant level of ownership or control. 
The appropriate level of ownership by which to measure AFA affiliation is"! 0·percent. · ·Ownership 
levels less than IO percent do not indicate' significant o\i.nership or control: · · .. , 

-,, r , 

.....·. 
' ~-'

., 
',J ., ' ,.,

8.1,2- Perspectives ofAFA Processors 
,. 

AFA processors express the· view that:· 

1Declines in the overall pollock TAC have eroded the profitability of existing ii1v~stm~rits in:pollock 
processing equipment and pollock processing facilities. 
Restrictions ·placed on the pollock fisheries to protect the habitat of Steller sea lions further reduce the 
ability of pol!ock processors to profitably utilize their existing' equipment antl'facilities. ' · · 

• Several owners of AF A-eligible facilities, in an effort to diversify their interests, have made significant 
investments in non-pollock processing lines, plants, and vessels in recent yea:rs.· Some came on !in~ 
in 1998 before the AFA. Under the proposed limits much of the potential earning power of these 

·. investments would be eroded. ' · · ·• · ·. 
• -Other-owners of AFA--eligible facilities, particularly those that miy have 'aninterest in selling their 

. facilities, have expressed the concern iha:t-the processing limits, as proposed, severely restrict tlie 
. niarket value of their pollockprocessing plants. Thisconcern stems· from the.language in theact that · 
would include all facilities that are related to AF A processors by minor amounts of common ownership 
under the processing restriction. Owners interested in selling their facilities, perhaps to CDQ groups, 

' are concerned that a literal interpretation of the AFA:would mean that ifa CDQ organization, for 
example, purchased an' AF A processing facility, all other processing fa~ilities in which the CDQ 

1 · , organization has-an interest would be limited by the processing restriction. Restri~tions \v~uld be 
imposed even though there may be no direct link between the organization's pollock interests ·and it~ 

, ! . 1·1 . - . 
,. , non-pollock"intetests. · ·' ' · 

• Without the ability to operate with pollock cooperatives,' ihe value of existing' pollock ·investments 
would continue to decline and pollock processors would be susceptible to takeover by.the very firms 
that are callinffor AFA processing limits. . · ' ·. '. · : · · · · ' '. ·' ··•· · ·: ·. ' 

· Even with the ability to' operate with pollock 'cooperatives, at least ohe_large AF A processing entity 
is available for sale, indicating that future profitability ~f AF A processors may be lower than other 
opportunities outside the fish processing industry. . . · 
Given these considerations; pollack processors oelieve the AF A is necessary to ~iisure the continued 

· viability of the pollack processing industry, and does not rrierit the imposition of punitive restrictions . 
. '' ' • . ·. . ' '». . . ~--· , .. ' 

• •• A • ' I • ' °J,,,.•. , ' • ''.
8.13 Perspectives of Non°AF A Processors Who May Be Harmed By Process mg Lumts. · 

! ., '' 

The language in §21l(c)(2)(A) regarding the 10 percent ownershi1'llinkak; _is of consiclerable concern to 
processors that are not directly involved in the pollock fishery, but which may be linked to AF~ processors by 
this rule .. The language is also a concern of CDQ organizations that are actively'looking for investments in 
pollock processing facilities.' Many CDQ organizations have 'already made in~estments in oilier non-pollock 
processing facilities., If the language in the 10% Ownership R~le is used in the coiiteict of processing limits, 
then ,many non-pollock processors willbe restricted· even· though. they h~ve. no direct pollock. processing 
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 pollack production process. Most investments in pollack processing capacity were made 

. asswning a race for fish would exist throughout the expected life cycle of the investment. Cooperatives help 
eliminate the.race for fish and allow pollack processors to utilize resources !fl0re efficiently and generate higher 
profits. 

· Though the existence ofhigher-than-expected profits generally induces additional investment in the form ofnew 
entrants, the AF A prohibits new entry into the pollack 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 expanding pollack 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 pattern will 
emerge among pollack processors, rather that the former. 

ln any case, at some point, additional investments in pollack 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 .pollack operatioi:is so that their existing facilities can be used for 
processing of other species. Therefore, at some point it is .likely that AF A processors, if unconstrained, will 
invest additional capital arid time into the processing of species other than pollock. · This underscores the 
primary concern of proponents of processing limits for AF A processors. 

8.1.s•· Effect of Design of Processing Limits 
' . 

,. 
'·· 

Impacts of non-pollack processing limitswill vary depending on how they are configured. In general the limits 
,?! ,, .. will create two classes of processors for every species, with potentially very different. impacts on each. For 

species other than pollock in the BSAI the two processor classes will be: 

1. Non-AF A processors, which in aggregate will be guaranteed a minimum 'percentage of the processing 
of all crab and groundfish species other than BSAI pollack 

2. AF A processors, which in aggregate will be limited to a maximum percentage, but not guaranteed 
that percentage, of the processing of all crab and groundfish species other than BSAI poliock 

. For non-AF A processors the limits may ease competition from AF A processors for species other than pollack 
in the BSAI, and in the short run, lead to increased pronts. However, the unexpected profits will likely inspire 
additional investment, either from within the class or from new entries into the processing business, the latter 
beil)g particularly important because, unlike.AF A processors, entry in the non-AF A class is not restricted. 
New entrants will erode the profitability of existing plants until no further "excess profits" are being made in 
this sector. · 

For AF Aprocessors the limits on processing do not represent a guaranteed percentage of the processing of a 
given species. AF A processors will face the prospect of being forced to end processing because of other AF A 
processors, but must also worry that non-AF A 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 pollack inthe AF A processing class, and.increase investments that accelerate 
processing, but do little to add value per unit of fish. The effect of intensified price competition would likely 
reduce net revenues for BSAI pollack 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 unc!er this'man~gement scenan8. If they 
did rise, they would only increase to a point that reflects their competitive value, in the long run. 

• • • I '.. ' ' r, .I, • J : ' ,, , 

Processing limits may also have unintended consequences which result primarily fro~ th.e factthat ownership 
interests in the ci-ab. and grouridfish processmg :industry are very interrwinecf: ·lt'is' ciften very' difficult to 
distinguish between ohe company and another in terms of ownership. Many'8lthe o0ner~ of AFA-eligible 
facilities have interests in other facilities that are not AF A-eligible. Similarly, many owners of facilities that 
are not AF A-eligible have ownership stakes in AF A-eligible facilities. Therefore, it is very likely that AF A 
processors will be either too narrowly defined to 'effectiveiy' limit AFA processors. or too broadly defined, 

which will impose limits on· companies that: may have'little or no interest in pollock proces_~iJ,lg:· . : , 

,·..,_8.1.6 . Objective·s and Effectiveness of Processing Limits· 
'Pl 

From the preceding discussion it is clear'that the ccincepfof processing limits wi·u be coi:tfr~vefsial. ·To provide~ 
a consistent framework for qualitatively judging the effectiveness cif the different options, ihis section develops 
a set of ten objectives based on the perspectives of the four groups directly affected . 

..., , ..
From,the perspective of non-AF A processors, processing limits should oe imposed t~ preve'rit AF A processors ' 
from increasing their historical share of the processing of non-pollack species as a result of their'ability to rorm 
cooperatives in the B.SAIpollack fisheries. This perspective may be translated into three objectives: . . -

• -\ ~ • , i --:: 1 :·1 , ' • , r ',.. , • ,- '.'
.' ;., 

Objective I: Processing limits should iimif AFA processing .cif non-polloi:k' species to levels 
achieved before AF A. · 

Objective 2: Processing limits should include all processing interests' of AFA ~6~panies. 

Objective 3: .. ' Ptocessing'limits should prevent 'AFA companies from evac!iii'g the'iiinit/through 
. · , c· subsidiaries ·or holding companies'.· : • ... :. ' · . '· c, . ' · · . 

. ,,J ! ~-:· -·.· ,4. 

If processing limits must be imposed under AFA, then AFA processors' perspectives lead to the following three 
objectives:1·_, ,· . ·· · >'- --1· •• ,,.· .' .. , .:: ' •• -~ 1 • ~--· .-_ 1•• ··-i..' 

•• ' , .1 '~- . :; . . ) 

, :Objective 4: _; ,Processing limits should allow:A.FA' processors to'hlaximize tlieir'ability 't~realize 
, , profits in the pollack' processing industry·.-, · r, · ' · · • ·• 

Objective ... 5: Processing limits should allow AFA processors to utilize non-pollack processing 
· ; capacity improvements completed before AF A. · · · '. · d ' - · · · · · · · · · 

· ... · Objective 6: · Processing limits should·n6t-liri1it the marketvalue oftheiri\FA~ligible fa'cilities. ' 
,, ... , .. '•!,'; . .'),~:, ~·1,/' r·· .1, !,:·· ',.· ...t'-. 

Inaddition, non-pollock prcicessors indirectly linked to AFA processois are likely to view the AFA pr~cessing , 
limits with the following objective:·· ' · · '· · · '' · ·• · · ·' ' • ' •' · · • · · · · 

Objective 7: Processing limits should not restrict non-pollack processors that will not benefit 
directly from the AF A.: t · . , ' · ' 

! ,. ) 

Finally; NMFS will have certain objectives relating to its ability to implement th~ limits and to reduce the 
expense of implementation; monitoring, and ·enforcement, such as the following':" ' ·· . · ·. . · 7 · . :. 

' ... •- • • •• ·' ,.., ) ' ~ ',_ • , - -- : \ • •• '1 •• ' ~ " ' 

'Objective 8: Processing limits should 'not substantially increase· paperwork r~9~i:~ments 'on · 
• ,· •f' processors·. i · ; · 1 :·,._'. •"-· 

• ' l t" •
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Objective 9: Processing limits should be easy and inexpensive to set annually. 

Objective l 0: Processing limits should be easy and inexpensive to monitor and enforce. 

The ten objectives are used to evaluate qualitatively the processing limits. 

8.2 Structure of the Pollock Processing Industry as it Relates to Processing Limits 

As noted earlier, ownership of crab and ground.fish 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 pollack processing industry and discusses how ownership may be defined in terms of the 
processing limits. It examines ownership of each of the AF A-eligible facilities and other facilities that may be 
related through o~ership. 

8.2.l The 10% Ownership Rule 

The AFA defines ownership linkages 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 I 0% Ownership Rule is applied in this analysis as follows: 

·, If a company has a IOpercent or more ownership stake in an AF A-eligible processing facility, then- · 
all other processing facilities in which that company has at least l Opercent ownership will also be 

(,: considered part of the AF A entity. In the analysis, lease of a facility is considered the same as 
ownership. 

In identifying AF A entities and linkages, the Council needs to be aware that verifiably a_ccurate and complete 
· ownership information is not currently available from any source. Therefore, only approximate levels can be 
. identified for applying processing limits. 

Federal and state processing permits 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 AF A entities and linkages. Actual implementation and 
monitoring will depend upon more accurate and complete information on ownership. Presumably, NMFS or 
MARAD will requirdull disclosure,of ownership information to determine and monitor processing limits. 

8.2.1.1 CDQ Organizations 

CDQ organizations and companies are treated· no differently from non-CDQ companies for purposes of 
defining AFA entities. Thus ifa 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 ownership also are considered part ofthe AFA entity. · 
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8.2. l 2 Catcher Vessels ·, 

The 10% Ownership Rule is applied ·only to links·betv,,een'processing facilities. Links between processors 
solely through ownership of a catcher vessel are not considered links in terms of the l 0% Ownership Rule. For 
example, two individuals may own a group of5 catcher.vessels in a 50750 partnership. On·e of the individu'als .­
owns an AF A-eligible pollock processing facility, and the other OVl"TlSa crab processing plant. Both facilities 
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 considered part of a single AFA-entity. In its final decision 
the Council can change this interpretation. · 1r ·;, ... • • ' - ·' • · • · 

~ ! '• ~ j I... r ;, ; .'r • 4 , ' ~ 

. 
.)"'" ., • I ' • .._ ... , j ,•t •' • "' ,•-' l.l

•·. . \ s J_ ,. ' . ' ,--: • I,,; r -'" I •
T -1._ 1..J .. ,,,, .·~ " . '-,, ' 

: • ·... f",;. ·••••• '-1•, 

. ' . 
8.2.1.3 Control .i. ) -· 

In providing the basis for the l 0% Ownership Rule, the AF A includes not only ownership; but also the concept 
, of control. This analysis focuses on ownership rather than control for two primary reasons: · 

· 

' \ •' ~! 

1. Control is very difficult to define and does not lend itself to quantifiable measures. 
r, ~. ,,,, .. , , I • .: 1 .. '\ : .-. 

2 '. An ownership ·share of aslow as l O percent in ·a· processing company may imply control of the :. 
· " company. By associating all-companies linked by 10percent (or more) ownership levels, it is' likely 

that all persons that have a coriti-oll~g interest in an AFA companY~arealso incltlded. 1
• •• , 

Control is not a focus of this analysis. However, if the Council wants to~cohsider control moreclosely; 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. O"wnership information often is a>matter of public record, b~tother 
influences and 1controls,may not be evident. Such influence may be exerted:through joint manage~ent 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 majority of the stock,. Officers of privately held'.or closely held corporations mhy-be somewhat ~ore limited · ' 
in their level ofcontrol, although they would be anticipated t�-have considerable influence on the ccirpoiation!s, 
activities. The analysis assumes that links between processors exist when acorporate,officer of an Af A.:.1 

eligible processor is a corporate officer or director for another processor, or when a corporate officer of an 
AF A-,eligible processor has·afleast a 10 percent"ownership ui'another processor. . c ; . ' - ' . :..~ _-: : , ,. 1 , -

~· ' ... -, .: ' ,' ·,·,J 

Contractual obligations·can also enable an individual or firm to exert control over~ processor. For example, ' . 
industry representatives discussed possible loans made to individuals cir orgariiz.ations by larger companies that' · 
require-the_ individuals or organizations to·sell all their harvest or product to the larger.companies. Marketmg··•·J 
agreements betweenfirnis Iriay have similar requirements. Another example of possible control is a loan made"• ' 
to an individual to purchase a vessel with,tenns of the loan sucli•that:the 1lender actually control~:the""vessel. 
Although interviews mentioned these examples, no·corroborating infonnationcouid be found to support these · ; 
statements. Therefore, influence or control through potential contractual terms and obligations are not treated 
as links in terms of the 10% Ownership Rule. :,., ·. · '·,.. · ' ' · · ' ' 

For many individuals, working in the fishing or processing industry offshore-Alaska' is a family tradition ~f ·: 
several generations." Siblings and spouses are often active participants' in.th.e'businesses· and shark in. the···/. 
business decisions. Long-standing friendships ·and,family' ties'have"also evolved:over 'the years, andth~se•
relationships are often used to start or finance new vessels or· expand the 'current business.· The analysis ", -· 
conducted for this section identified instances in which owners, officers, and directors of AF A-eligible 

H:\Sl221\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal.wpd 'January'2000 ° 1 .-t 

1 



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 AF A-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 this interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule and include links 
between family members. 

8.2.2 Basis for Ownership Patterns 

The ownership of AF A-eligible processing plants and vessels is based on federal pennit data from NMFS and 
intent-to-operate data from ADF&G, corporate license data from the states ofWashington 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 not 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 interest in 
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 detailed information. Attempts were 
,., r, . , -

,\llade 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 . 

'' 

8.2.3 AF A-Eligible Pollock Processing Plants and Vessels 

Table 8.2 lists pollack processing plants and vessels that are AF A-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 pollack processing industry. 
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Table 8.1 Persons Contacted 
.. , ~I:' 

Name ' Company '· '' 
f • "•• I 

Mike Atterberry. Alaska Ocean Seafood LLP 
Bill Atkinson .. ' 

. .Alaska Fp:mtier Company , ·. . 
Dave· Benson Tyson Seafoods Group (now Trident) l 

Alec Brindle Wards Cove Packing 

John Bundy Glacier Fish Company 

Doug Christensen Arctic Storm, Inc. 

Mike Coleman · Yak/Yak Holdings ,, ,. •, 

Barry Collier. Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. " • 
Craig Cross , , : · , , Alaska Trawl Fisheries, Inc. t ' 

Robert Czeisler Phoenix Processor Limited· Partnership 

Matt Doherty Ocean Peace, Inc. 
< ,i' 

Bart Eaton Trident Seafoods, Inc. 
Jessie Gharrett NMFS 

•. 1.· 

Jay'G}nte~.' NMFS ,, 
Don Goodfellow 

' ' -

Westward Se~oods~ Inc. . . ', 
Glen·Hai~t . _ ''' J\1ask~ DeIJa~e~t· ~f;f=omm~nityand ~egiorutlAff~irs· , '.' · 

John Henderschedt ... YDFDA ,, ' . . . 
Mike Hyde American Seafoods Co. 

John Iani , Unise_a.,Inc. , . · ·< 

John Lepore. NMFS · . 
Terry Leitzell Northern Victor Partnership . · · ( ,·, 

Dave Little - , Clipper Seafoods , )_ ... 

Mariuz Mazurek TCW/Oak Tree Capital Management 

John Moeller APICDA · - ·_.,\, .. 

Judy Nelson 

Barry Ohai 
Brent Paine : .. 1 

BBEDC 
"' I • ' t .~ + 

Aleutian Spray Fisheries 
'United CatCher Boat$.~,i , .• 

.. I .. ':"' ' 

Joe Plesha Trident Seafoods, Inc. 

Joe Sullivan Mundt, MacGregor 

Cory Swasand Aleutian Spray Fisheries 

Ame Thomson Alaska Crab Coalition 
Dick Tremaine CBSFA 
Doug Wells Baranof Seafoods 

John Winther Ocean Prowler, LLC 
Rob Wurm Alaskan Leader Fisheries, 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. 

·•c: · ·1 
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Table 8.2 APA-Eligible Pollock Processing Plants and Vessels 

Vessel Name/ 
Company Plant Location Sector 
Alaska Ocean Seafood LLP Alaska Ocean CP 
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. 
American Seafoods Co. 

Northern Eagle 
Northern Hawk 

CP 
CP 

American Seafoods Co. Northern_ Jaeger CP 
American Seafoods Co. Ocean Rover CP 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 

Pacific Explorer 
Pacific Navigator 

CP 
CP 

American Seafoods Co. Pacific Scout CP 
American Seafoods Co. Rebecca Ann CP 
American Seafoods Co. Victoria Ann CP 
Arctic Storm, Inc. 
Arctic Stonn, Inc. 

Arctic Fjord 
Arctic Storm 

CP 
CP 

Northern Victor Partnership Northern Victor INS 
Norton Sound EDC Northern Glacier CP 
Norton Sound EDC Pacific Glacier CP 
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. King Cove INS 
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. Golden Alaska MS 
Phoenix Processor Limited Partnership Ocean Phoenix MS 
Supreme Alaska Seafoods Excellence MS 
Trident Seafoods Corporation Akutan INS 
Trident Seafoods Corporation Sand Point INS 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 

American Enterprise 
Island Enterprise 
Kodiak Enterprise 

CP 
CP 
CP 

Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) Seattle Enterprise CP 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) US. Enterprise CP 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Unisea Inc 

Arctic Enterprise 
Dutch Harbor 

INS 
INS 

Westward Seafoods Inc Dutch Harbor INS 
Yak/Y ok Holdings Highland Light CP .... 

·' 

Sector definitions: 
CP = Catcher processor 
MS = Mothership 
INS = Shore plant or inshore floating processor 
Source: NFMS pennit and blend data files, ADFG intent-to-operate files 
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8.2.4 Organization Charts for AFA-E_ntities 

The organizational structure focuses on AF A entities as groups of finns .or individuals with some common 
threads of ownership and control. The AF A entity can include individuals, companies, and other organizations. 
It even may consistofa parent organization that owns 100 percent ofone or more companies that control AF A­
eligible plants or vessels. In other instances, the AFA entity may consist of a parent organization with 
subsidiaries that control AF A-eligible plants ·or vessels. At the AFA entity level of aggregation, 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 this· definition does not yet exist, since the Council has not yet acted on_'processor sideboards .. 

Figures 8.1 - 8.12 depict ownership or control linkages that exist for AFA-eligible processing plants and 
processing vessels, as well as linkages between the companies that own thes~ plants and vessels .. These links 
are presented at the entity level. Each overall structure is identified by the largest ~ompany cirthe £inn with 
majority ownership in the others. The AF A entities described in this section include: 

' 
Alaska Ocean 
Alaska Trawl 
Aleutian Spray 
American Seafoods 

• M~rubeni 
Maruha 
Nichiro Corporation 
Nippon Suisan Kaisha, Ltd. 
Trident Seafoods ·' 

• Tyson Seafoods Group, Inc. 
Unification Church 
Yardon Knot HoldingsNardann Knot Holdings 

In addition to these entities, two CDQ groups (Bristol Bay Economic Development Corporation and Norton 
Sound Economic Development Corporation) have ownership interests in AF A-eligible processing facilities. 
Organization charts for these two entities are presented in Section 8.2.5 with infonnation for all CDQ groups. 

In the organizational charts, links that could be corroborateg from several sources are shown with solid black 
lines. Linksfor which infonnation could not be confinned, or for which conflicting infonnation was found, 
are shown with dashed lines. Information _on these ·potential links is presented in notes fo·r each chart. 
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Figure 8.1 Organizationai Chart fot Alaska Ocean 

ALASKA OCEAN 

Nichirei Food Inc. 

Hoko Fishing Co. Ltd. 
100%_ VesselAlaska Ocean Seafood LP � 

Alaska Ocean 
Hoko America Ltd. 

Alaska Ocean Corp. 

- '. 
• 

-Notes: Companies rioted above are listed as partners in State ofWashington Corporate records . 

Sources: lngens Database ofAlaska Corporation records; State ofWashington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, In· c. 
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Figure 82 Organizational.Chart for Alaska Trawl 

ALASKA TRAWL 
h •'!-,1-•• ••· 

--, 

Daerim Fishery Co. Ltd. - 100"--......%--- � Alaska Trawl Corporation � 
Vessel 

Endurance 

.--. - t. ._,, 

J.. "\ ·... t -., 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc. 
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Starbound 
Limaed Partnership 

100% Vessel 
Starbound 

J 
' " 

.J~,-. . -

.. ' 
:J.-· ' ·~- -· 

Vessel .ALEUTIAN SPRAY 100 ¾Pengwin,_ Inc: · 
Hgriz.on 

(Formerly Pengwin) 
(Managing Partner) 

'_,.., i 

~ .. .... - ~ '--i"': • ' 

, I 

',t" ... 

-------- Galaxy Fisheries, 100% . .: - Vessel 
.GalaxyLLC 

--. ~-

• ' f • Figure 8.3 Organizational Chart for Aleutian Spray - ' . 

I . 

Note: .....~--Galaxy'Fisharies, LLC.-owns the moratorium permit:for-ttie Northern E~;ir~ . .....,; "' ~ - ' . . . 
. . I . . . 

Sources: lngans Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstr_eet, ll)o .. ;,

and industry representative discussions. 

, 

t- ...__ .•- . . ~ ' 

.~ ,_ 
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Figure. 8. 4 Organizational Chart fot American Seafoods 

AFA Eligible C::afoher/Processors
American American Dynasty 

Seafoods Co. ·American Triurnph 
Katie Ann 

Northern Eagle 
Northern Hawk 

Northern Ja:ege·r 
Ocean Rover 

AFA lneligi61e Vessels 
Amerfcan American Empress 

Seafoods Co. Browns Point 
ctuistina Ann 
Elizabeth Ann 

Pacific Expiorer 
Pacific Navigator 

Pacific Scout · 
Rebecca Ann 
Victoria Ann 

lguigue u,s. Vessels 
Arica Fish .Co. Arica 
Ave Phoenix Pacific Pearl 

Beagle.Enterprises --~'------- Beagle 
Cape Hom Fisheries Cape Hom 

Unimak LLC Unirnak Enterprise . 

I-"-~~-~~ Vessels Formerly owned by. Emerald .Sea 
Company Vessels . 

Swan Fisheries Inc. Saga Sea 
Sea Catcher Fisheries ---- Heather Sea 

Sea Hawk Pacific Seafoods -- Claymore Sea 

Company Vessel 
American ChalTlpion LLP -· ·-··-·-· American Chan'ipion 

. . . . ' 

Notes: An Individual In American Seafood management has ownership or managerhent interest lh the group of boats mahagedby lq~ique iJ.S. The 
vessels. form·erly owned by Emerald Sea are owned by owners of American Seafoods, but are currently operating In Ru.ssia. Their u,s. processing 
and fishing histories remain within the American Seafoods entity. The American Champion is no longer documented in the U.S. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska corporation records; state of Washington Corporation records; Duh a~d Bradstreet, Inc. 
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Figure 8.5 Organizational Chart for Marube~i 

MARUBENI 70% � 

Sitka Soun·d Plants 

Seafoods Division 

Subsidiary 

North Pacific 
Processors,Jnc. 

Subsidiary 

Alaska Pacific 

Sitka 
Yakutat 

Plants 
Kodiak 

Cordova 
Togiak 

Plants 
KodiakSeafoods Division 

Note: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: Ing ens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Oun and Bradstre~t, Inc. 
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Figure 8.6 Organizational Chart for Maruha 

Marubeni 
f:f/• ----­

r------"'60a.:'¾.:..•""'or'--_•~-A.lyeska Seafoods, Inc . .,..---:~---­
· 16% 

Wards Cove 
Packing Co. 

.·' 

.......·,_: ....;.1..:;.;00'--'''¾.:../_..,.. Alask~ Fisheries Inc.Western .. i 
Plant 

. Kodiak 
r •• 

100% .. Westwa1 Seafoods MARUHA 

Alaskan Command LLC 
Pacific Knight LCC. 

I 
( 

Lease Supreme Alaska 

. l ' ~ I .

Affiliates/Subsidiaries 
Resurrection Bay Plants 

Seafoods GO¾� Seward 
Wards cove 

Processing Co 100¾� P !ants 
E. C. Phillips and Ketchikan 

Son, Inc. (Craig 
Fisheries) 

·' .L 

100% Plants 
Excursion Inlet 

Larson Bay 

' ' 

r· p ...... , 

. '· 

Notes: 
1) State of Alaska corporate records indicate Maruha owns 76% of Alyeska and Wards Cove Packing Co. owns 22% of Alyeska. Dun and Bradstreet 
reports state that Maruha owns 60% and Wards Cova owns 43°1.. 
2) Dun and Bradstreet report dated August 11, 1SSB indicates 6%of Alyeska capital stock is owned by Marubeni Corporation and 1% by Western 
Alaska Fisheries Inc. · · 
3) Dun and Bradstreet reported that Maruha had majority ownership in Alaskan Command. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corpora~ion records; State of Washington Corporation records; Oun and Bradstreet, Inc. 

L-•• 
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Figure 8.7 Organizational Chart for Nichiro Corporation 

Subsidiary
/1110011 Vessel

Golden Alaska --­ Golden Alaska
Seafoods, hio. 

PlantsNICHIRO· 100% Peter Pan 100o/o King Cove
CORPORATION �~Seafoods,------i hie. --1'---- Valdez 

ownership and 
Management 

· (see note) Seven Seas Fishing --- Vessel 
Company Blue Wave 

+ 10D% 

Stellar Seafoods, Vessel 
Inc. Stellar Sea 

Ne>tas: 
1) State of Alaska corporation records for Seven Seas Fishing.Company show Barry Collier, President of Peter Pan Seafoods with 76% of 
capital stock. 
2) Peter Pan seafoods has 10% and Nlchlro Corporation has 16%. _ 
sources: lngens Datal:lase of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and .Bradstreet, Inc. 
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Figure 8.8 Organizational Chaz:t for Nippon Suisan Kaisha, ½td;.,

Plant 
D~tch Harbor,

~.-r ... t-,-~ ,,.,. 

·NJPPON'SUISAN 
- ~ 

-- - 00-¼----Unisea Inc.10- ��KAISHA, LTD. 
25% or through : Vessel 

management Unisea 
Omnisea 

' • JDutch Harbor 
Seafoods Ltd. 

I 
I 

Through management I 
and/or ownership (?) : 

I.. 
VesselBaranof Fisheries 

BaranofLimited Partnership 

Vessel
Courageous Seafoods 

.Courageous
U,:ni~ed Partnership 

. . •. ,.~

 

.. . . 
Notes: 'r. _ _ , . . _ 
1) State of Alaska corporation rea:irds 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 Baranof and Courageous Partnerships. Mr. Pace was 
a previous president of Unlsea, Inc. · 
3) Aaron Gilman and Bert Gilman started Universal Seafoods In 1874 and later sold that business to NSK. The Gilmans are both 
listed as partners In the Baranof and Courageous Partnerships. 

Sources: lngens Database or Alaska Corporation records; state of Washington Corporation re·cords; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc, 
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Figure 8.9 Organizatior1alChait for Trident Seafoods 

Plants 
Akutan 
St Paul 

Sand Point 

Vessels 
Independence 

Bountiful 
Alaska Packer 

Sea Alaska 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State ofWashington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc. 
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Figure 8.10 Organizational Chart for Tyson Seafoods Group, Inc. 

---

··' ' 

TYSON SEAFOODS 
GROUP, INC. 

Vessels 
American Enterprise" 

Arcti_c Enterprise . 
Bering Enterprise · 
Glacier Enterprise 

Harvester Enterprise 
Island Enterprise" 
Kodiak Enterprise" 

Northern Enterprise 
Royal Enterprise 

Seattle Enterprise" 
"" U;S; Enterprise* 

WesternEnterprise 

Plants 
Kodiak 

Notes: . 
1) An asterics indicates AFA eligible catcher/processors. 
2) Tyson has recently solct several catcher processors that operated as Tyson vessels between 1995-1997. The vessels listed above were still owned 
by Tyson as of March 20, 1999. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc. 
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Figure 8.11 Organizational Chart.for Umfication Church 

UNIFICATION CHURCH 

l ,. .. 
True World Group, Inc . . 

I 
1100% 1100% 

U.S. Marine Corporation International Seafoods of Alaska 

! Either 51% or 61% 
depending on source 

Ocean Peace, Inc. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporatio~ records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc. 
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. Figure 8.12 Organizational Chart for Yardon Knot HoldingsNardann Knot Holdings 

Highland Light Seafoods LLC Vessels 
Highland Light 

Westward Wind 

YARDON KNOT HOLDINGS/ 
YARARM KNOT HOLDINGS 

.. ·-- .•. t ~ 

.____ .;..__ Yardarm Knot Fisheries --- Vessel 
Yardarm Knot 

Ncites: Yardon Knot Holdings and Yardarm Knot Holdings were-both reported In the data bases and have slmllar ownership structure. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc.; Discussions with 
~~~~~~ i 
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8.2.5 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 
AF A-eligible processors. Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association may be associated 
with an AFA-eligible processor under the I 0% 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 Islands Community Development Association 

APICDA 
Nole· Sunk, but APICOA 

(AleutianRPribilof Islands Community relains its rights 

Development Association) 

100% 

Far West Leader Golden Dawn LLC False Pass Puffin Inc. Rebecca 
B. 

Kayudx' Dev. 

APICDA Joint Venture, Inc. (AJV) 

Ocean Logic LLC 
Ocean Prowler 

(longliner) 
LLC ProwlerLLC 

(longliner)

!~' 
Atka Pride Seafoods, Inc. 

Nelson Lagoon 
Stor~ge 

Gear 

Olympic Monarch 

APICOA Vessels, Inc. (AVI) 

1~ 
AP#1 AP#2 AP#3 FN Stardust FN Bonanza 

Notes: AJV is a 100% owner of AVI, which purchases fishing vessels which are leased to fishermen from various southwestern Alaska villages; ·a 
60% 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 25% owner of Golden Dawn, LLC which is a vessel engaged in poUock 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' tongline processing vessel; a 25% owner of Prowler, LLC which 
owns a 115' longline processing vessel; and a 50¾ 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 Organizational Chart for J:3!'j_stglBay Economic·Development Corporation 

.. -.., 
20o/• 

-
45% 

-.Northern 

4&% 
Arctic 

50% 

• ·1 

100o/o I 

Arctic Fjord {C Corp.) Arctic Storm Inc.

I FN Arctic Fjord I FN Arctic Storm 

; 

Bristol Mariner LLC 

Crab Catcher 
Ncrihtin Ma,;na, LLC } Vessels 

Cascade LLC 

. 

Surf Clam, Inc. (C Corp.)
BBEDC 

(Bristol Bay Economic 
Development Corporation) 

Bristol Leader LLC --- Alaskan Leader Plant......---·--------.... Fisheries, Inc. Kodiak................... .......... . -.... I. . Alaskan Leader 
Partnership 

Alaska Seafood Management Corp. FN Alaskan Leader 

Bristol Bay Permit BrokerageI 
(C Corp.) 

\... ..<.. 

Notes·: Arctic Fjord Is 20% o wned by five partners. There Is also the Arctic Storm Mgmt.·Co. which manages both the FN Arctic Fjord and the FN Ardlc 
Storm. The FN Arctic Storm Is currently owned 50% by Oyang (Korean Corp) and 50% by same five partners. BB Permit Brokerage and AK Seafood Mgmt 
Corp are now defunct. Pollock partner: Arctic Storm (previously Oceantrawl). State of Alaska records indicate th•t 42% of Bristol Leader LLC Is owned by a 
group of slK p•rsons, each with 7o/. ownership. Who also control the majority of ownership In the Alaskan Leader Partnership.and Alaska Leader Fisheries. 
Arctic FjoTd Inc and Arctic Storm Inc have 3 multlple owners. At laast.one pa,son owns more than 10% ownership In both companies. Common ownership 
Is approximately 80% for the Arc.tic Fjord and over 40% for the Arctic Storm. • 

Sources: Information Within the box was prepared by Glen Haight, DCRA.Munlclpal and Regional Assistance Division, received February 19, 1999.; Other 
Information Is from the Slate of Alaska corporation records and discussions with Industry representatives. 
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.. Figure 8.15 Organizational Chart for Central Bering Sea Fisherinari;s Association 

CBSFA 
(Ce_ntralBeringSea Fisherman's ~~sociatiori) , : .- ' .,. .. . .,_ 

+ le ..... 

. ' . 
.• 

-ir-1-·· 

' } 
...:~ . .,. l, . 

: ..., 

•, . . . : ' l ·- :-V'' l. .. 

!"\ ... 

CBSFC 
(Central Bering Sea Fisherman's Company} 

! 

Vessel 
20% 

Zolotoi 

-"'.S:, 

t ·-:-- l 

Prepared by: ·Glen Haight, DCRA Municipal and Regional Assistance Division, received February 19: 1999. 

... -~ ... - . -

\. 

·' 
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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 L.onglining, Inc. 

50% 45% 

Silver Spray, LLC Kokopelli, LLC 

FN Silver Spray FN Ocean Harvester 

Notes; The FN Silver Spray is a crabber. The FN Ocean Harvester is a long liner. Pollock partners: Westward and Tyson 

Prepared: Glenn Haight, DCRA Municipal & Regional Assistance Division, received Februray 19, 1999. 
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Figure 8.17 Organizational Chart for Norton_ Sound Economic Developm~nt Corporation 

NSEDC (Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation) 50% Glacier Fish Company (LLC) 

J; 
F/T Pacific Glacier 

F/T Northern Glacier 
Norton Sound Fish Company (NSF_C) 

FfT Northern Sound> 

•·.1 ~... 

·tI l 
Norton Sound Vessel Management Company (LLC) 

Norton sound Seafood 
Products {C Corp 

I Golovln Bay Tender Vessel 

Leases ---------------~----. Norton Bay Tender Vessel 

[ RSW Barge (Name unknown) 
'---

,, . 
J - ). _,. .._ - • 

Notes: NSFC is owned 49% by NSEDC and 51% by GFC. NSFC oWnli the FN 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 products. GFC owns the 201' Northern Glacier and the 276' 
Pacific Glacier and an interest in the FN Norton Soudn. GFC is 50% owned by NSEDC, the other 60¾ owners are Seattle based individuals (6% John 
Bundy, 45% Erick Brevik). Pollock partner: GFC. 

Sources: Olen Haight, DCRA Municipal and Reigonal Assistance !)ivision,.received February 19, 1999., 
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Figure 8 .18 Organizational Chart for Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association 

YDFDA 
(Yukon Delta Fisheries Development Association) 

100% 

Ocean Logic LLC 

33.3% 

Yukon Delta Fi~heries, Ilic. (C Corp} 

100% 

Lisa Marie, LLC 

FN Lisa Marie 

lmarplgnaak Fisheries, LLC 

.......,· 

Notes: Lisa Marie, LLC, is 1 00% owner of the FN Lisa Marie whioh fishes for pollock. lmarpignaak Fisheries, Ll.C is in the process of purchasing 4 
small vessels (for training purposes) from Yukon Delta Fisheries, Inc. Pollock partner: Golt:1en Alaska Seafo?ds. 

Prepared by: Glen Haight, DCRA M1.11iicipal and Regional Assistance Division, received February 1S, 19SS. 
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8.2.6 Summary of the Ownership Interests of AFA Processors 

Table 8.3 summa.rizes ownership interests of AFA processors in companies and entities developed in the 
organization charts. These will be used in the estimates of processing limits. 

. . 
Table 8.3 Specification of AFA Companies and Entities for the Analysis of Processing Limits 

Entity 
,. 

Company 
Vessel Name or 
Ulcation of Plant 

ID AFA 
Qualified 

· AFA AFA 
Company EnCity ~ector 

· Alaska Ocean LLP 
Alaska Trawl Fisheries 

Alaska Ocean LLP 
Alaska Trawl Fisheries 

Alaska Ocean 
Endurance 

P3794 
P3360 

/' 
l. 

✓ { CP 
. 1 ·······... T CP 

..

Aleutian Spray Fisheries 
...................... . ....

Aleutian Spray Fisheries 

Aleutian Spray Fisheries 

.............. ,. 

Starbound 

Gala:ry 

P3414 

F0192 

,[ -l ✓ CP 
.f .f CP 

.... 
American Seafoo~s Co. 

Spra'(fi~h.e.ri.~S.f e.1:~Jrillf PJ~y~~1:11:1 ..a.ri:!.°.l! 
American Seafoods Co. American Dynasty 

Pl301 
P3681 . 1············· 

{ 
f 

..f 
. ...[.. 

, IN'S •.' 
CP

American Seafoods Co. American Empress P2722 { ..f .[ CP 

AmericanSeafoods Co. American Triumph P4D55 ..f ,[ .f CP 

American Seafoods Co. Browns Point P2722 .[ ,[ ..f CP 

American Seafoods Co. Chn·stina Ann P2850 .f .f ..f CP 

American Seafoods Co. Elizabeth Ann P2722 { { .f ' CP 
American Seafoods Co. Katie Ann Pl996 .f ..[ .f CP 

American Seafoods Co. Northern Eagle 

American Seafoods Co. Northern Hawk 

P326 I 
P4063 

..f 

.f 
.f 
,[ 

,[ 
.f 

CP 
CP ~ 

American Seafoods Co. Northern Jaeger P3896 .f ,[ .f CP 
American Seafoods Co. Ocean Rowr P3442 .f ;f .f CP 

American Seafoods Co. Pacific Explorer P3416 ✓ .f .f CP 
AmericanSeafoods Co. Pacific Navigator 
American Seafoods Co. Pacific Scout 

P2799 
P3383 

{ 

..f 
..f 
,f 

{ 
{ 

CP 
CP 

American Seafoods Co. Rebecca Ann P2838 ,[ ,[ .f CP 

American Seafoods Co. Victoria Ann P2839 ✓ ..f .f 'CP 

American Champion LLP American Champion F9692' ,f { IN'S -
Seahawk Pacific Seafoods Claymore Sea P3362 ✓ <::P 
Seacatcher Fisheries, Inc. Heather Sea P3664" { CP 

Swan Fisheries, Inc. Saga S~a P4056 ..f CP 

Arica Fish Co. Ltd. Arica P3694 Probable . · CP 
Cape Hom Fisheries Cape Hom P21 IO Probable . CP 
Ave Phoenix Pacific.Pearl P0276 Probable . CP 

Rebecca Irene, Inc. Rebecca Irene Pl6l0 ' Probable . CP 

Unimak Fisheries LLC Unimak E~terprise P3369 Probable CP 

Bristol Bay EDC . 
l?.1!.11.gl1::..~~tl!.1J)ris~5..~L..P....... Beagle ... .'' ... 
Arctic Storm, Inc. Arctic Fjord 

Arctic Storm, Inc. Arctic Stonn 

P0528 
.. ·······························""·'·· 

P3396 ✓ 
.[ P2943 

Probable· IN'S
"" ........., ..,,.... ...............,,._. 

..f ..f CP 

..f ✓ CP 

. ' Bristol Leader LLC Ni,w Star/ P349I .f · CP 
Bristol Leader 

Alaskan Leader LLP Alaskan Leader P4598. ' Probable CP 

Maruha Corp. 
-----. ,,,--,- . Alaskan Leader LLP ..................., ...,, 

Alyeska Seafoods, Inc. 
Kodiak' 
Dutch Harbor 

Fl99J 
·····························'"··· 

{F0753 
.....·✓ Probable INS 

,r·················INS

Westward Seafoods, Inc. Dutch Harbor Fl366 ✓ ✓ ,f IN'S 
Supreme Alaska Seafoods Excellence M41l1 .[ .[ ..f MS 
Pacific Knight LLC Pacific Knight P2783 ,[ ✓ CP
Alaskan Command LLC Alaskan Command P339I .f CP 
Wards Cove Packing Co. Excursion Inlet F0274 ./ rNS 
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-: ..., 

Vessel Name or 
Entity Company ID Entitv. SectorLocation of Plant Qualified Company 
Maruha Corp. (cont.) WardsCove Packing Co. Ketchikan FO110 .f INS 

Wards Cove PackingCo. Ketchikan F2I85 ./ INS 
Western Alaska Fisheries Kodiak F0320 .f INS 
Wards Cove PackingCo. Larsen Bay F0266 ./ INS 
Wards Cove PackingCo. Seward F 1379 ./ INS 
Wards CovePacking Co. Seward F2354 .f INS 

Nichiro Corp. Peter Pan Seafoods,Inc. King Cove F0l42 .f .f .f INS 
PeterPanSeafoods,Inc. GoldenAlaska Ml607 ./ .f I MS 
Peter Pan Seafoods,lnc. Valdez FJ04J -I .f INS 
Peter PanSeafoods,Inc. Blue Wave Fl636 -I -I MS 

........Peter_Pan_Seafoods,_.Ir.c StellarSea.................... M5362 .f -I....... MS
Nippon_S_u-is_a_n_K_a_i_sh-aUnisea,Inc. DutchHarbor F'iiso , ................... ~r--·.......... ............... .. INS,-- ................ 

Unisea, Inc. St. Paul F0188 I .f lNS 
Unisea, Inc. Omnisea FJ066 ;{ MS 
BaranofFisheries Baranof · PI248 Probable CP 

............................................. .............. .......................... ........ ......... .Courage()usSeafoods Courag_e_<Jus J~!2-:?.§...----····· ~!~.~a9l~ gf....
NorthernVictorLLP Northern Victor LLP Northern Victor FI 319 -I -I ../ INS 

Norto~·s;;·;;dEDC ,V~nh~;,;·o,acier P0661 1 ··· (............. ........................... I ··cp·"Norton SoundEDC 
Norton SoundEDC Pacific Glacier P3357 { .f -I CP 
Norton SowidEDC Norton Sound P5294 I .f CP 
NortonSoundEDC Nome. Fl809 .f .f INS 
Norton Sound EDC ,Unalakleet F2290 I ✓ INS 

---·······--.........................~!?.~~.~... Unknown............... ____:~J2.89 .f ✓ INS~2~~.gpc __
r.h..~11:~~.~.r.~':~~.~l?E'.LLP PhoenixProcessorLP OceanPhoenix M3703 ... -I ,r--- Ms·✓ .......... ............ ..

. Trident Seafoods Corp. Trident SeafoodsCorp. ~~· .......... .. -I ..... ................ F0939. .['...................., INS 

Trident SeafoodsCorp. Sand Point F0940 .f .f ../ INS 
Trident SeafoodsCorp. Bountiful P0278 -I .f CP 
Trident SeafoodsCorp. South Naknek F0942 { .f INS 
Trident SeafoodsCorp. St. Paul F1927 { ✓ INS 
Trident SeafoodsCorp. Alaska Pc,cker F0944 .f .f MS 

. Trident Seaf~ Corp. Independence M3259 { -I MS 

..............- .................Trident SeafoodsCory.....Sea Ala.ska F0945 { .f MS
TysonSeafoodsGroup TysonSeafoodsGroup .... ......... _._"l ..[ ·····c'P·A;;;,:;:~~~·&t;ryri;~·P2760_ { ............... .............................. ...

TysonSeafoodsC'.rr9up IslandEnterprise P3870 ../ .f I CP 
Tyson SeafoodsGroup KodiakEttterprise P3671 { -I .f CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup SeattleErrterpri.se P3245 -I { .f CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup U.S.Enterprise P3004 { -I f CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup Arctic Enterprise MSJ14 { ../ -I INS . 
TysonSeafoodsGroup BeringEnterprise P3003 { -I CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup GlacierEnterprise F9720 .f .f CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup Harve.ste,-Enterprise P2732 ../ .f CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup NorthernEnterpn:Se F9113 I -I CP 
Tyson SeafoodsGroup Royal Enterprise F9723 I ✓ CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup WesternEnterprise F9716 I I CP 
TysonSeafoodsGroup Kodiak F0222 I I INS 

·v;k!Y·~k-H-ol-d-in_g_s·-~T~:~~~~~~~up ·-#r:l~~~i'iigh·;·.................~!~!:✓ ~ . . ~ ....._..,~;-....
Yak/Yok Holdings WestwardWind F9115 -I .f CP 
Yak/Yok Holdings YardarmKnot M3116 -I -I MS 

AFA AFA AFA

... 
"""

 

--··· 

.. 
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8.3 Identification of Ten Options 

Processing limits may be applied for each species or species"group at three ge~eral levels: 

t,' . ' ' 

1. Single overall limit for.all AF A entities combined. 
2. Sector limits for inshore, offshore catcher processors, and motherships. 
3. ln'!_ividual_limits for an_ AFA facility, compapy, entity, etc. 

' .. 
Jn·addition, each level has three layers of AFA eligibility: 

1. Eligible plants and vessels . 
2. Companies that own such plants or vessels·· · • · · · 
3. Entities that combine 'eligible companies through 10% ownership · 

1 • ' ' -

These nine combinations were analyzed along with a tenth ~ption that applies individual company processing 
limits, btit includes only AFA-eligible facilities within those companies. 

' , " 

Here are the ten options described in full: 
,, 

' . 
Option 1 Overall Limits Applied to All AFA-eligible Facilities. -·A single·'overall processing limit 

. would be set for each species. Only AFA processing fae1lities would be included. Once the 
, 

overall limit is reached, ii~additional processing of the limited speci~s ~Yany included facility 
would be allowed. · · · '. 

' I • ,; • l 
Option 2 Overall Limits Applied to All Facilities within AFA_ Companies. A single overall 

proce~sing limit would be set for each species. All processing facilities owned by companies 
that own AF A facilities would be included under the limits. Once the overall limit is reached, 
no additional processing of the limited species by· any included facility::,vould be allowed. 

Option 3 Over.all Limits Applied.to All Facilities within AFA Entities,' A single overall processing 
.limit would be set for e'ach 

. 
species. AFA entities would be defi~ed as an umbrella 

. ' . . ; ' '.
organization under which all processing facilities that are ·associated ajth AFA facilities by 
the 10% Ownership Rule are included under the limits'. · Once the overall limit is reached, no 
additional processing ofihe limited species by any included fa~ility inany of the entities would 
be allowed. 

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 all AF A catcher processors, (2) motherships, ~hich would include 
all AF A 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 calculation of the sector limits. 
Once asector's limit for a particular species is reached, no additional processing of that 
species by any AFA fa~ility _included inthe sect~r. wo~ld be allowed. ·· , ,. 

Option 5 Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilitie_s "'.ithin AFA_ Coinj>imies .... Sector level 
processing limits for each species· would be imposed upon all facilities in AFA companies as 
defined by direct ownership of AF A facilities. Three sectors would be defined on the basis 
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'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 ground:fish 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 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 is reached, no additional 
processing of the limited species by any facility owned by an AFA company included in the 
sector would be allowed. 

Option 6 S.ector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities within AFA Entities. Sector-level processing 
Ii/nits for each species would be imposed upon all facilities in AFA. ~ntities, as defined by the 
l 0% 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 ground:fish 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 ground:fish 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 is reached, no additional processing of the limited 
species by any facility associated with an AFA entity included in the sector would be allowed'. 

Option 7 Individual Plant and Vessel Limits. An individual facility level processing l~t would be 
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. Orice a facility's limit for a species 
is reached, that plant or vessel would not ~e allowed to process_ additional amounts. of the 
species. 

Option 8 Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities. Processing limits would 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 AFA facilities . would not be . 

included in the calculation 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 facilities within the company could continue processing the species. . . 

Option 9 Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities. Processing limits would 
be issued to each company that owns AFA plants or vessels. The historical processing of all 
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 
species. 
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Option 10 Ind_ividual Entity Limits Applied t9 All Entity Facilities,. 
!, ' : 

.. imposed on each AFA entity. The historical processing all facilities within the entity would 
• ' . ' ; I•' , . 

of
Processing limits would be 

"·. ',,, ; . ', 

, ' . be included in the entity's processing fonit. The entity as ·a group could decide how the 
' ,· pioces,sing of each species is.allocated a.ming its faciiities. Orn;eaneniiiy's limit for a given 

~ . ' '.'species is . re~~~ed, no facilit); witb,in the 'entity ~ou\p, prq~ess,_.ad~itional <1mounts of that 

species. · .. "_. . 1_ '!f..· ,,

8.4 
,' . 

'1, 

' . . . . .,. ,, ! . ' . . • . •. . . ' ' ·.. ; . -

The following assumptions and issues unde,Pin the specification. of options above and the analysis, and need 
",, ·!• ' ' '" '• . . ' ' ' .. - . . . ,. ', .. , . ' ' 

to be· carefully considered by the Council. 

I. Processing limits will not constitute an allocation. 
':::_,;• , 'r . . . . . • . .•. , . - ; .. 

2. Fi;heries with ·;~ocessing limits. 
'. ;,;Y., ,. ! .

, 1:~, ' • ·, ' I '1' · ,' , : _I• 1 I 

Crab Fisheries in the BSAI: If crab fisheries are included, the analysis assumes that limits will be 
,,,,-'., ~pedes-specdjc but not.area-spe~ific, i.e., there, 'Yill be processinl!: limits pli ~lu: ~ing Crab, Brown 

King Crab, Red King Crab, Bairdi Crab, and Opilio Crab, but not by area. . . • 
,. ' .• ~,. .!., ( : .• . .. ~· - _.,,\·.·~-

/ ~ . ·. . . . . . . ' ' . .. _. '" : ' '~. -.. 
Groundfish o_ther ,, .than polio ck in the BSAI: Non-pollock BS.AIgroundfish limits will be applied to 

' .. , •' ' . , '. ' . 
fiv~ ~pecies gro_'!PS foi-,t!Je ·entire BSAJ

' ' 

rather than by.specifip species 
' 

for specific, a,r~a;s: Pacific Cod, 
Atka Mackerel, Flatfish; Rockfish, and Other Groundfish without reference to area . 

•i_1 I ' : . . , ',;_ :, ':,• ' , • ,, • • . · . · 1· . ·; 

• • • , I • •. • • , ., • ": •. • " , ,. • 

All groundfish in the GOA: GOA groundfish limits _will be applied to six species grqups for the entire 
GOA· rather than by specific species and area Pollock, Pacific Cod,. Atka Ma~kerel, Flatfish, 
Rockfish, and Other Groundfish. Processing limits in the GOAare in addition to the potentially more ,· 
re;iri~tive language inthe AFAregarding 

A!
Area 63,0and pollock ~d Pacific cod pro~~ssing. They will .. 

 ) . not ~upefsede the Lang'u.11ge iii_tlie A u'nless' thi't is the specifiq ,in.te?t ofCotm~i), '· 

L, ' . ' : · .. ' 

. .

, .• • I -· ,r . , ' 

3. ' Calculation 'of processing limits. 
I'' •"' (1

. . .,
• l 

. The following general formula will be used to calculate processing limits for each limited fishery: 
f~~. • , >; ':: , • · I, . . , 1 . t . , ' . : • l 

l, _. 1 . , .'"I ~ ~ , • -· , ,;.' . 

· Historical Processing of Limited Processors ·c . ·y ·TAC ( GHL , C b) AF. A p · L" · - · , ·. . . ·_ . ... · - x urrent ear . or ior ra = rocessrng urut 

....... , ... Hist9ncalProcessmgof AllProcesso,rs ... ;. .. 1 _- . • ·.'. ~··,, .•i•i .
1 

,, ., . . ·. I. , .. , , • _), , , 1 • 

,"f),e ~alysis ass~es _that all· AFA_ eligible.facilities will participate iri cooperatives.: 
,!' ' ~ rj'·•.::1 

. , ' 
0 

• j ·, ;' ~: • ..;; ~ ' • 

4. Years included in processing history. 

.. , - ·1995, 1996, ~d 1997. Thde ye;r~· ~er~ indicated in the AFA. 
'•·· f ' ' 

1996, 1_997only. 1These years were proposed by the Co_uncil as 31) _alternative. 
- . ... 

'I•,· 

;r , ' 

5. .Trea~ent ofnon-pollock processing histori~s of the nine removed catcher processors.: 

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 overall 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 processors listed in section 208 of AFA are 
included in the overall, sector, ·or individual catcher processors' limits, depending on options chosen. 
The AF A prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSA1 crab (none did anyway during 1995-
1997), any GOA pollock, any gn:iundfish ~ GOA Area 630, or more th~ 10% of the Pacific cod in 
Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, non-AF A catcher processors included within AF A companies or 
entities 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 l) AF A and shore 
plants that qualify under §208(f)(lj(Bl. . 

It appears that two processing facilities, the Ocean Peac~, 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 AF A were included to allow these facilities 

· to continue to process pollock in directed fisheries as part of the allocations in §206 of the AF A, but 
that it was riot intended.that they would be limited unless they participated in cooperatives. Because 
it is ·not anticipated that these facilities will participate in cooperatives, their processing histories 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 catcher processors and motherships specified in the AF A, and the shore plants and floaters thaf, 
processed 2,000 or more tons of pollock in 1996 and I 997, are assumed to participate in cooperatives. 
Therefore, their processing 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? ·1ngeneral, for all 
options presented, the Council will need to decide whether processing limits would be applied 

·when facilit_ies/companies do not participate in co-ops. 

9. Use of I0% Ownership Rule in the determination of AF A entities. 

The analysis treats th~ownership of each individual in a family separately. The Council may wish to 
treat the ownership of currently married individuals and the minor children as 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, this analysis focuses more _on ownership. 

I0. Fixed processing limits. or adjustable limits to account for changes mownership patterns or the 
participation of AF A-eligible facilities in cooperatives. · · 

For example, a non-AF A processing company purchases anAF A-eligible facility. 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-AF 
a

A plants would be added into the AF A processing total for.that species. Once 
_a.processing lini°it for given species is reached, then the new owner will hav;to cease processing that 

! . • ' < • ' ' • ,.· • ' • • ..,,. ; ,. '.} • • ' • 

species at all of its facilities. If processing limits are fixed, then the ne'Y owner's proces_sing history 
from its original plants would not be included in the processing limit calculallon, but the current 
processing of its original no_n-AF /\ plants would count toward the limits .. In this example, a closure 
could result before any of the facilities has proces~ed its historical percentage of the species .. 

. . ',, ' . . . ~- ' ,, - • . . j ,_ ·• ·,, • --~ t ~ .J ' 
11. . yess~ls th~t are not el~giblt: under~~ Crab _and/or Groundfish_ Lic_ens_e !-,intitation Program (LLP). 

; . , I . ,J , l • . • • !_ 

, The analysis, u_s_es all.catch and processin_g' of ~ll ve~selt apd process!1zg fac.i)itierthat particjpated in 
1995-1997, 
. . \ 

and does 
. 

not 
. · 

verify 
· • - ) 

whether 
, 

all 
, 
catcher 
• 

. 
, • • 

processors 
' 

.
' I • 

would 
• , , ,., 

qualify 
. • 

for 
, , 

a license 
f " -. 

under the 
LLP. It is not believed that there were significant numbers . of unqualified vess.e]s participating in those 

,: •. . . . . ' ' . ., ' . . . . - ... ~ .•- ' ...... -· 
years. · 

f. - ,. . , , . \,

' • • \ • • I • • ' 

12. ·Processing totals of vessels or plants that have been destroyed oi- replaced." " 

Since,.! 995, there have been _sever.al vessel~._or plants that,l~ave b~en destr9yed o_rreplaced. In some 
_o_fthose cases, catc~ and pr_o<,essin~_histqrie~ ~a,ve been transferred;to new owners who ha';'~ _b\'ilt new 
.vessels or processing facilities to replace the o.Id. It is possible tha,t AF A c_ompanies or members of 

: _AF A entities own the _catch _and pro~essing hisf~ries of some of th.7,: d~str9yed. or repla~e~· facilities. 
' T\ie apal}'.sis_ asswp.~_s_ piat th~catc.h _and procef~ing histories of such destrnyed 9r replac~d/apilities 

will be included in the calculation of AF A processing limits. However,,it should Re noted that it is 
possible that some of the lost or destroyed vessels inay not.be eligible for.licenses under the' C~ab LLP. 

, '. I ,1. .. • . • • ' J • 

Because of the difficulties in documenting destroyed or 'replaced vessels, the analysis includes 
processing of all facilities that participated in the fish~ries.between 1995 and 19~7. ,; 

. . ,.... . . . .... - . . . .. - . ~ 

13. Processing totals - of vessels 
' . that have been removed from . , . . U.S. documentation ... . .. - . .. - ~... ~ ' 

• ,_.,: ' ' '.• >s ' • • ' ; I ' '. . ;" -., l·"" -. • '• , • • 

his possible that some vessels that are no Ionger,U.S.-documen~d fishing vessels(in addition to the 
nine vessels removed in the AFA) m.ay contribute to the AFA processinglimits .. In some cases, the 

'pro':'es~ing hlstorie~ of fhose vessels may tie ;)!ffiCi~nt to qu~ify replacem.:~nt ves,se.ls ~der'the LLP, 
arid it is possible that the owners of those fjshing histories have already,built replacement vessels. 
Because of the diffic.;ities of confirming current U.s·: documentation.of all v~ssels, the· an:alysis 
includes the catch and processing of'all vessels that participated Ill the fi~heries between I995 and 
1997. If the Council chooses to exclude these vessels, then processing histories of all vessels.that have 
given up their documentation should be r~~oved from both th~-nurrierat6r and the denominato/of the ·

. c~lculatiol) for_ calculating limits_. _ _, • ,-, • ,. ,, ,.,: • 
1 1 

I ' ' ' ~'. , C • , ; j. ' ' . . j I '. ' , .. ' ,, . . . . . .,·· ! ' ' !! ' •• J
14. Interactions of processing limits with lmc.roved Retention and Improved Utilization (IRJU). 

. ' ., 

... If 
) 

a processing limit is reached for a sp~~ies tl,lat 
0 

. . ' . . ' . ~ 

is ca~ght as bycatch inother fisheries, will processing 
of the other species be limited as well? As 'an example, assume that a processing l~·i for Padfic cod 
is reached, _but the pro~7ssing limit for flatfi,sh has yet to b~attained. Bycatch of Pacific co_dis.almost 
unavoidable in flatfish fisheries, and therefore it is likely that additional .Pacific <,od will be caught or 
delivered to flatfish processors. If those processorstannot process additional'Pacific cod, and they 

. cannot discard the Pacifi~ 1cod bec?Luse of IRIU, then in effect they cannot proces_s additio.nal flatfish 
• , ,,· f , •• , •• , •. , ·, /, • • I _ _ • , • < , 

(must refuse delivery). , . ,
..J ~ , • • ,-

• · . ., • , " , ., 
• . ' ' _ • , • 1•. , , , , , . ,I / • ., I. , • · 

. . . ' .: . ' ' 
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15. 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? 

16. 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 imposing 
processing limits that would allow the processing of bycatch amounts of a limited species after a 
predetermined threshold is reached. · 

17. 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 AF A-related. If a company or entity has at least one AF A eligible facility, 
that company or entity is defined as an AFA company or entity. 

18. NMFS verification procedures. 

NMFS 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 IO 
percent ownership level. Ifa company, corporation, or partnership 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 10percent share of the processor. The 
affidavits will indicate all other processing facilities in which the company, partnership, or individual 
has at least a IOpercent ownership share. After defining AF A 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. 

AF A-eligible inshore floating processors, if they participate in pollack cooperatives, must declare as 
part of the inshore sector, and may not process crab·or 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 

This section presents the results of the analysis of the ten options. It quantifies the _limits as. they pertain to 
various levels and layers within levels, and qualitatively !15S~sses_ tl)e ~fficacy of the. option.-in meeting the 
objectives previously described. 

8.5.1 Option l: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Facilities 

A single overall processing limit would be set foieach specie; and would encompass all AF A facilities. Once 
the overall limit is reached. no additional processing of the limited 

0
species by any AF A facility would be 

allowed. Under this option, only AF A facilities would be limited. 1fa company ~wns an AFA facility and a 
non-AFA facility, only.the AFA facility would be affected by the processing limits .. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher . processors listed in §208 . of the AF A.are included 
in the overall processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from.processing any BSAI crab, any 
pollack in the GOA, any gro~dfish in Area 630 ofth~ GOA, and mqre tJianl0 perc~nt ofthe._Pacific cod in 
Areas 610, 620, and 

l 
640. However, 

• 
other 

-
processors included.within_· 

. 
the AFA pro_ cessing limits will be 

allowed to process the 20 catcher processors' historical portions o,fGOA groundfisµ·species. (The 20 catcher 
processors .listed in §208 of th~AF A did not pra<,~ss any ci:ab d1:1ring tli~historica_l processing period .. ) 

•1 r. 

A qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of this option in meeting the l 0 objectives introduced m 
Subsection 8.1.5 is given in Table 8.5 along with an assessment for the other options. The ta\)le 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. Tlie ratings _are 111-ade _from,th~ analyst's presumpti;n of.the ~ttitudes of 
the stated interest group, but do not necessarily reflect the actual judgement of the group. 

. . ' . - . . 
'. 

i"j 

. I': 

I ' 

. ,. 

.,-. 
:, . .I 
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Table 8.4 shows estimates of overall processing limits for AF A 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. Oetion 1: Overall Limit Aeelied to All AF A Facilities, 1995-1997 and 1996-1997 

Percent of Total Processing 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 

1995-1997 

1996-1997 

Atka 
Mackerel 

13.64 

13.04 

Flatfish 

33.57 

33.73 

Other Species 

22.78 

23.48 

Pacific Cod 

37.95 

38.75 

Rockfish 

19.23 

18.74 

., 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 

Atka 
Mackerel 

1995-1997 14.23 

1996-1997 . 9.94 

Crab 

Bairdi 

1995-1997 56.47 

1996-1997 61.09 

Flatfish 

7.88 

6.66 

Blue King 

18.63 

16.61 

Other Species 

4.58 

4.55 

Brown King 

55.77 

55.08 

Pacific Cod 

3183 

35.55 

Opiiio 

19.03 

19.70 

Pollock 

47.45 

46.73 

. Red King 

55.21 

57.43 

Rockfish 

9.25 

8.11 

~ .. 
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Table 8.5 Summarv of the Qualitative Analvsis of Processing Limits 

- -

Individual Limits 
Option Option Option 

Overall Limits Sector Limits 
Option Option Option Option 

1 2 3 
Option Option Option 

7 8 9 104 5 6 
Facility Company IAFA/Co. Entit:}·Facility ·Company . EntityFacility Compan~• Entity 

-
..Objectives. from. the.Perspective .of Proponents .of Processing. Limits ....................... · - .................. .................................................................. ·................................... · .' ................... ....... . 

l. How does U1e option rate in tenns oflimiting Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good 
AF A processing of species other than BSAI : 
pollack to the levels achieved prior to the I • 

...........Passage of the AFA? ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 
2. How does the option rate in tenns of including Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good .Poor Fair Poor Good 

..........~.1 ........... ............................................ ·······················: : .......... ; ....... ···············"· ......................~.P.f~~~~~.~~~.!~~:r.7.~~~.~[.~~-~?.~P.~:~1 ; ............................................................. .. , ................ . 
3. How does the option rate in tenns of preventing Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good 

AFA companies from evading the limits • ' . .., 
through subsidiitri.es or holding companies? -

.. Objectfres. from. the.Perspecth·e.of AF A.Processors . ........................................................................................................................... ..................····················-··························•··············· . 
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 pollack processing 
industrv? -

·······• Ut.t••· � OH ��� t ................. ��� --&f,01000100 ��� 01a .. , .............. � 00010 �•······•• ��� 0 ··········•• ���••··· ......................... ,• •••••••• �� 0 �������� ............... 10000 ��� 00 � 0 ��� 0 �� 00 � r, �� 0 �•···••·•• �� ,11 �0 It I+• ••·····•• � 1141i01111 .. , •••••••••••• , •• ������� 0 �� 0 �� 0 ��� o, ������ 0 � 0011 I •10 0 0 ! ���� Of L 

S. How does the option rate in tenns of allowing Fair Fair Poor .Fair Poor Poor Fair Fair Good Fair 
AFA proi;essors to.be able to utilize non- - 1 

pollack processing capacity improvements , . . ~ , , 

..........completedprior to passaae_of the AFA? ....................................................................... : ..................... : ... ;; ......... : ........... ..;·.. :. .................................................................... , ............................. 
6. How does the option rate in tenns of its effect Good Fair Poor Fair Fair ·Poor Good · Fair Good .Poor 

on the market value of AFA facilities? ' · 

.. Objecth·es_ from_ the.Perspecti\"e.ofNon-pollockProcessors Linked to_AFA.ProcesSors.................................................................................................................. :-: .--- ....................... 
7. How does the option rate in· tenns of restricting Good Good Poor . . Good Good Poor - Good Good Goo"d ·Poor 

non-pollockprocessorsthat ,vill not benefit .. 
directly from the AFA? • 

..Objecth·es.from. the.Perspective.of NMFS .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 
8. How does the option rate in tenns of the Good Fair Poor Good Fair Poor Good Fair Good Poor 

..........Paperwork Reduction.Act? · ............................... ~· ......................................... ............ .... .. ..................................................................................................... ' . .-... : .............. ....... :.- : ...... :.: : .... .-.-, 
9. HowdoestheoptionrateintennsoftheNMFS Good Fair, Poor Good .:Fair-, ~-Poor. •Good ·.Fair· ... Good. Poor 

..........~~j-~\~).'.~9.. .. : .............................................................................. ...................... ~.................. '. : ........ : ...... ~7-~7,~}.~~.~-~~.~.~.~.~:.}~t!~?. ···································: : ......... ·.:· ..... .: ............. ; .................. 
10. How does the option rate in tenns of the NMFS Good Fair Fair Good Poor Poor Fair Fair Fair fair 

ability to manage the limits in-season? . : . 

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

...........

Notes: 
1/ The objectives are given a presumed rating relative to the other options from the perspective of the interest group shown. A fair ra~(lig implies that lhere are worse options 
and better options. . ~ _ ,, 
2/ The column headed "AFA/Co." is for the option that imposes individual processing limits oi1tlteAFA facilitiesin a company, but does not limit non-AF A facilitiesin the 

· · company. -·. ~ · · -~ · · 
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8.5 .2 Option 2: Overall Limits Applied to All Facilities in AF A Companies 

A single overall processing limit would be set for each species and would encompass all of the processing 
facilities of companies that have a direct majority ownership stake in AF A 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, regardJess 
of whether each individual's or company's relative shares are identical In this section, companies that own 
AF A facilities are referred to as AF A companies. Once the overall limit is reached, no additional processing 
of the limited species by any facility ovmed by aµy A.FA company would be allowed. The 10% Ownership 
Rule would not be applied under this option, and only those facilities that are within the AF A companies would 
be limited. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AF A are included 
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AF A prohibits those 20 ·vessels from processing any 
BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any ground.fish in Area 630 of the GOA,.and more than 10percent 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.) 

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 AF A companies for 1995-1997 and 1996-
1997. The effectiveness of the processing limits is shoVill in Table 8.5. 

Table 8.6 Option 2: Overall Limit Applied to All Facilities within AFA Companies, 1995-1997 and 1996-
1997. 

Percent of TotaJ Processing 

Bering Sea AleutianIslands Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish Other Species Pacific Cod Rockfish 
Mackerel 

1995-l 997 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 Flatfish Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish 
Mackerel 

1995-1997 16.86 21.87 8.48 44.31 58.27 25.03 

1996-1997 10.07 21.00 
•• ••••oc•••••••••••••~• .. ••••••••••~u,, 

8.82 48.11 
••••• •• 

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 

1996-1997 61:09 74.52 55 79 62.64 70.04 
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8.5 .3 Option 3: Overall Limi~s Ai:iplicd to ~J Facilities ,inAf1-,-·§~tities .. 

~s 
of

section discusses~ singl~.overall proce,ssin~ limit that would be.s~t for each specjes and wo.uld !!ncompass 
all the processing facilities of AF A entities, as defined by the l 0% Ownership Rule. Once the overall limit 
is reached,; no additional pro~ssing of the limited :species· by~y fa~iJity a~sociated ~it;hanyAf.~e_ntitywoul~-
be allowed: . : . . ·:, . . - .· . · . _ . . : , ,. .. . - . .. . . 

Th.eGOA gro~ndfish pro~essing histories of.the 20 catcher:pr~ce~§OTS listed in §298 of the AfA~are.included
in the catcher-processor .sectQr: processing ·limits.The AF A prohibits those 20 vessrls from proc~ssing any 
BSAI crab, any pollack in the.GOA, any ground.fish in Area 630 of theGO;\, and more than 10 percent of the 
Pacific codin Areas 6fo,620, and 640. Ho~ever, other non-AF A catcher process~rs'includ~d within AFA 
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits 
for crab. and GOA ground.fish species .. •(The 20 c~tcher Pra<::essors liste~ in §208 of ~~.AF A di~ not .Process 
any cr8;b during 

• 
the hisiorica(processing 

' 
period,) 

• • 
. : • 

, 
· ., .... 

, 
, 

• 
~-. 

I 
. . .. . _- ., . ~ ,.-, : 

" 

. I . • ' . • - : . , • • • .·. I . .: 
Tables 8. 7 ~d Tab.le ~.8 show e:nima~ qf ovt;rall P.rocessing limits for AFA entities for each species ~oup. 
The entities are based on the organizational analysis from Section 8.2, and therefore .the estimates should be. 
vi~ed as ~lytical estimates rather than -~t'limits. ·Th~tibles .pr~vide r~ges or'~$,timated lizl:uts fo~·_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 11documented". Higher estimates ·of the limits. ~re shown in 
rows labeled "possible.". The higher estimates were deri\'.ed by adding to the documented totals, the processing 
volumes

. 

of other facilities 
• 'I 

that 
/· ~ 

considered 
additional information· and.verification 

' • 

may 
• 

be 
has 

• 

been 
' 

part:e>f.an 
gathered. 

• • 

AFA entity 
•. j 

·once .finalrules are.detennined. and 
As before, the qualitativ~_.analysis 

• ~ • • • - • 

of 
I 

the 
• 

efficacy 
• 

i 
of thisoption is shown in Table 8.5. · · · ·· · · · · · 

l. 

Table 8.7 0ption-3: ·Overall Limit Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1995.:1997 

Percent of Total Processing· -
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish • ·· · 

Atka Flatfish Other Species Pacific Cod Rockfish 
Mackerel 

Documented 13.94 38.48 28.34 44.36 27.68 
• r ! 

Possible 15.01 ' 54.26 · 39.07 51.09 43.53 
••••••••-••••••••·•••••••••••••• .. ssss,m,,.,,,,,, •••• .. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••-•••••••••••••••M•• .. ••••••••••••••···•···••• .............. ••••--•"'•'•••••••••• ··••••••••••••••••••••••-••••U••••••••••••••••--• • Y« •-••• ·-
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock . . 
,,. 

Rockfish 
Mackerel 

Documented : . · 17 .21 , ,28. 72 · :; '17.40 50.56 .. 66.93 29.39 
Possible 19.48 32.37 20.93 51.27 -67.10 37.20 ........................................................................................................ .. .................................................... ..............................·-~- ···-·· ····· .. 

Crab 
•• 

, 
J .' ·.I •'· 

Bairdi Blue King Brown King Opilio Red King 
Documented 65.38 74.05 59.93 61.67 69.37 
Possible 66.90 74.56 59.93 63.31 70.20 
Notes: ;·' · 

. 1/ Total do~ented percentages include facilities for which.theanalysis lias documented lirtkages at the 10percent 
level. , ~- ·. 1 

2/· ·Total possible percentages include·ail docwneilted linkagesaswell as facilities that may be linked, depending on.'
the application of the l O percent rule or further investigation. 
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Table 8.8 Option 3: Overall Limit Applied to All Facilities Within AF A Entities, 1996 and 1997 

Percent of TotaJ Processing 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish Other Pacific Cod Rockfish 
Mackerel Species 

Documented 13 .18 35.95 27.73 43.91 ·24.97 

Possible 13. 92 · 52.51 39.24 50 61 41.15 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish Other ·Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish 
Mackerel Species 

Documented 10.13 29.35 19.19 . 54.49 - 65.44 31.17 

Possible l l .36 32.23 22.90 54.72 65.57 39.41 

Crab· 

Bairdi Blue King Brown King Opilio Red King 
Documented 61.83 74.52 55.79 62.64 70.04 

Possible 62.40 . 74.90 55.79 64.41 70.92 

Notes: 
1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which tl1e 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 . 

L 8.5.4 . Option 4: Sector-Level Processing Limits Applied to All AF A Facilities 

Sector-level processing limits would be imposed for each species upon all AF A facilities as defined in the AF A 
aggregated across the offshore, mothership, and shoreside processors. Once the sector limitis reached, no 
additio,nal processing of the limited species by any AF A facility would be allowed. 

The GOA ground.fish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AF A are included 
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prnhibits those 20 vessels from processing any 
BSAI crab, any pollack in the GOA, any ground.fish in Area 630 of the GOA, arid more than 10 percent of the 
Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other noh-AF A catcher processors included within AF A 
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits 

- for crab and GOA ground.fish species. (The 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AF A 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 ai:-e baseq on the p~ocessing hi5.t9ri~s of 4fA facilities du$g the year:§ i~Q5•._1996, and l J97• .. '"(~ble 
8:-10shows estimates of sector level processinglimits for AFA facilities for each·species group:·1:fased on the· 
processinghistories of AF A facilitiesduring·the y~~s t'996. and 1997. The efficacy-ofthis option is evaluated -
in Table 8.5. • .._ 
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 •, .. 
;, 

. ..,. 

.... 

· Catcher Inshore ....''."' 
Species by Area · Processors Processors Motherships 

t·. l.J,,,' • • '.i-i.
B~ring Sea Aleutian tsiands G~oundfish 

.;.. . 0 
l l-'J\*a Mackerel , , ,-, I 12.81 .... , 0.23 , 13.~~,.
. ' . ' . :. -

25.41 . , • - 7.86 ~:33.7Flatfish : ,_,I! 0.46 
~ · lj 

Other Species · 9.31 13.39 0.78 23.48 

PacificCod • 11. 73 25 .41 1.61 38.75 
Rockfish . .;, ··.·. 9.32 ,_. 8.51 .0.91 .18.75 

••••-••~•••••••••••••••••••••••• .. ••••••••••••••n•••••••••• .. ••••" ••••••••••••••~ .. • .. •••••: .......... ,. ..'\ •• .. ••••••••••••••• .. ••••••••••~•:•~••••~.,:':.•••••••••-••••• .... •••••••••••••• .. ••••••••••••-~~ ••••~•• .. •••• .............. • .... ,, .................... •"•••••••'"•• •• -~.t •. 

I•\Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 
• Atka'Mackerel- ·· · 0.27 '9.67 

Flatfish · .. , :!ti A_.~4- i.~2. , ... , .. . :o • -
Other Species 0.89 3.66 4.56 · 

2.42' ..,i · ..:33_10 i. 'O.OJ ·;:' 35.55: .Pacific-Cod.,: • · .. i:' ( -'• ,·1' 
' ~ r ·: • • . . 

0.96. .• 45.68 ·"0.09 · ' 46.72Pollock 
Rocldish 6.87 1.24 8.11 .................................................., ....... ,,,,,.- ,,, .. ,,,,,, _, .. ,, ............ ........,, ......... __ 

•• I - ,._ • ~-. 
·\,,..Crab J ; • ~ •• ( •. I.~ •• -,i,,,· · .. . ·1:·.. . . . . ' ·.. 

Bairdi 56.47 56.47 

BlueKing · 1 ' • .. • ... 1 .. :."·.:.:· ,.• ·-18.63. ,_.,· ·- •. 18.63 
' ..:.i-,:,__ 

I J •·. •• • ""' - -~~~· _-•••• .!_.55.11 < ,• ;:;,, ,. '55.77BrownKing , 
·. '~ 1 · 19.03' ... ... : ~f 9'.03 ,Opilio 

55.21 ..Red King . >. ·• ,,.. .... ,· ,.' •.• -~5.21 

·~·. 9.94 

6.66 

.a.S"""ec'""-t'"o.;;.;rs;___;.·.:..· 

.

H:\S1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal.wpd 200. ···1 I • •, : • _' ,J • • . •• !~iµuy:2000 :;r
1 .••. 



Table 8.10 Option4: Sector-Level Limits Applied to AFA Facilities. 1996 and 1997 

Species by Area 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel 
Flatfish 
Other Species 
Pacific Cod 
Rock:fish 
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 

Atka Mackerel 
Flatfish 
Other Species 
Pacific Cod 
Pollock 
Rockfish 

Crab 
Bairdi 
Blue King 

Brown King 

Opilio 
Red King 

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 
Catcher Inshore . 

Processors Processors Motherships Total 

12.81 0.23 0 13.04 
25.41 7.86 0.46 33.73 

9.31 13.39 0.78 23.48 

11.73 25.41 1.61 38.75 

9.32 8.51 0.91 18.74 

0.27 9.67 9.94 

4.64 2.02 0 6.66 

0.89 3.66 4.55 
2.42 33.10 0.03 35.55 

0.96 45.68 0.09 46.73. 

6.87 1.24 8.11 

6l.09 61.09 
16.61 ~ 16.61 

55.08 55.08 

19.70 19.70 
57.~3 57.43 
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8.5.5 Option 5:- Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Faci_lities in AFA Companies 

Sector-level processing limits would be imposed for each species upon all facilities in AF A companies as . 
defined by direct ownership of AF A facilities. Sectors would be defined on the basis of the existing 
ins~ore/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 m'ore 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 inore 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 
year, and 'all catcher processors of any gear type less than 125 feet LOA that process less than 125 t~ns per 
week'(round weight). Once the sector-limit is reached, no additional processing of the limited species by any 
AF A 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 majority of ownership 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 a4clitional processing of the l_imit_ed species by any facility owned by an AFA company 
included in the sector 'would be allowed. , . 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AF A are included 
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AF A 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 IOpercent of the 
Pacific cod in Areas 610,620, and 640. However, other non-AF A 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 AF A did not process 
any crab during the historical processing period.) · 

Table 8.11 shows estimates of sector level processing limits for AF A companies for each species group. The 
estimates are based onthe processing histories of all facilities in AF A companies during the years 1995, 1996, 
and 1997, and the assumptions delineated above. Table 8.12 shows similar information for 1996-1997. 

H:\S1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal.wpd 202 : January 2000 



Table 8. l l Option 5: Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Companies, 1995-1997 

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 

Catcher Inshore 
Sl!ecies b:y Area Processors Processors Mothershi(!S Total 

Bering Sea Aleutian lslands Groundfish 

Atka Mackerel 12.95 0.23 0 13.17 
I 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 1.12 24.72 
••••••••u••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• """""" ··························,T"T,TTr•••••••• ••••HOO••• ··············--------··········· 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 

Atka Mackerel 0.30 9.76 10.07 

Flatfish 9.09 l 1.91 0 21.00 

Other Species I.96 6.86 0 8.82 

Pacific Cod 2.84 44.03 1.25 48.11 

Pollock 1.05 54.9 0.09 56.04 

Rockfish .......•........................... • »a>,H<T,•••••••••••••u•u•• - nn•·,annn'""' • 

20.27 5.00 0 25.27 
""""'""'°""""""u••••••••• •••••••••••••••••ao• .. ''"'"''''oc,,,, 

Crab 
Bairdi 3.31 58.91 2.94 65. 15 

Blue King 2.79 34.54 36.7 l 74.05 
~ 

Bro\.\<11King., 3.56 56.37 0 59.93 

Opilio,, 4.44 30.48 26.76 61.67 

Red King 0.65 61.43 7,30 69.37 -, 
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T~ble, 8.121 Option 5: Sector_-Level, Lirr,µt~ Appl_jed to.Al~ Faciliti~sWithin, AFA Companie~. 1996 and· 
·199 7 -- -- - . · - · . . · 

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors ·, 
Catcher Inshore 

Specie~~by Area ·- -Processo-rs - Pioce·ssoh - Motherships Total. 

Beri~g ,Sea Aleutiap Islands i ..~ 

Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel 12.95 0.23 0 13.17 

Flatfish .. 
~ I 

,-27.37 7.87 0.56 35)9 ,. ...- -

Oth~r Sp~cies j2.11 13.41 1.04 26.56 

Pacific Cod , 1'4.81 -25.49 3.20 .4~.50 

Rockfish ...................
. 15.08 8.52 . ••1t12 .. - i4.72.. ...........,,............ ................................................................................................"...,... ,.......... ········ 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel 0.30 9.76 10.'07 

Flatfish 9.09 11.91 0 21.00 

Other Species 
' ' 

J· '8.821.96 6.86 0 
; ! 

Pacific God . 2.84 44.03 1.25 48.l l 

Pollock 1.05 54.90 0:09 56'.04.

Reddish ....................... ............................................_ ........
20.27 5 0 25.27 

.................. '••··-·---··---·-""""'"'"''''"'"'" ··········-···········•·•·······-···············-··-----,······-··----·-······•·····-···-···--
Crab 
Bairdi ,. 

, \· r 
0 61.09 0 61_.09 

Blue King . ,.., 
0 35.31 39.21 74.52 

l _-1, 

BrowiiKing ,; \ 

Opilio 

0 55.79 0 55.79 
' ' . _..,...-4.22 31.56 . 26:86 ··• ~ 62.64

Red King 0.69 61.76 7.59 70.04 

-········•·········
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8.5.6 Option 6: Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Entities 

Sector-level processing limits would be applied for each species to all facilities in AF A 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 AF A-eligible facility included 
in the sector would be allowed. All processing facilities associated with an AF A entity would be affected 
by the limit. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in §208 of the AF A are 
included in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from 
processing any BSAI crab, any pollack 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 AF A did not process any crab during the historical processing period.) 

Tables lU3 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 or'an AF A 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 AF A entity once final rules are determined and additional information and verification has been 
gath~red. 
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Table 8. 13 Option 6: Sector-Level Limits Applied to.All Facilities Within AFA Entities, l 995-1997 

Species by Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 
• Area AF/\.Links .·.. ___ __;~ ____ ,_._·_, __ ~--..:.....:..-------

·Catcher ... . : Inshore · · · 
Processors •Processors Mothersh1ps •Total 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel documented 12.95 0.23 0 13.18 

0.23 0 13.92.... pgs.5.ible . . .. 13.69 ......................... 

Flatfish · '· documented 27.41' 7.94 · . ~-'0.60··· 35,65 
0 60 ·,9.15 52.52 .........................p()s:s.iQI~:. .. ?!.. ............................................ .1?: ... , ... .·13:·73;;.. · · 1.20Other Species documented 12.80 27.73 

.ossibl~~. ' 23.35 14.69 . ),20. 39.24P...................... ,,·j_43 ... 
Pacific Cod, documented 14.99 25.49 -~. 

43.91 

... p<>ss_ib,le •21 .49· 25.69· -3..43 50.6 l 
, ... 

Rockfish documented 15.16 8.53 l.28 24.97 

. possible 30.33 9.54 1.28 41.15 

_Gulfof Alaska Groundfish , j • ~j ll 

Atka Mackerel documented 0.30 ·9.82 · ·10.12 
• ... t • 
I , ~ •- -,.,_9.82 11.36 ..::P.<?s.:s.i.~I~·. ... '.} ·.?'1:'.... .. '... .. ........... .,oc •• , •• 

,, .·:·t'2 IFlatfish. documented . 9.09·, ·· 19.05 - 29.35 

20.29 · 1.21· · 32.23 ...P<?S~i~I~ ................................ ................... •,,,n•---,.,,.,-, ,, •...:.: '. 19}~: '.:: : •• ••. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••noc 

·,. ;_,0.13·0th.er Species documented · I .96 , 17.10 19.19 
Q'_131•·,·3.23• ' 19:54 22.90· .............pos5.ii:>l~' ,, ••••• ,,, .. ccoc, •• 

Pacific Cod documented 2.84 50.35 1.30 54.49 

2.98 50.44 1.30 54 72 .... pCl~~ilJI~.. .......................... ,,cc ....... . 

Pollock documented I.OS 64.30 0.09 65.44 

l.18 64.31 0.09 65.48...... PCJ.~.~ible_ ...... , . ....... , ......................... ............................__.......... .. , ....... . 

Rockfisb documented 20,27 10.64 0.26 31.17 

possible 28.14 11.01 0.26 39.41 

Crab 
Bainli documented 3.31 59.13 2.94 65.38 

4.83 59.13 2.94 66.90...._p()ss,ii:>}~ ................. .........,... ...... .., "'""""""""""'"'"'"""········ 

BlueKing documented 2.79 34.54 36.71 74.05 
3.31 34.54 36.71 74.56 ..p<:>~~~.~le......................... ........ •••••••'"••••rn•. .. . . • '' 

Brown King documented 3.56 56.37 (j 59.93 

59.93p9s~~?..l.(?.................... . . }:?.. .................... .. .........?...................56.37 ..........9.··········-· 
Opilio documented 4.44 30.48 26.76 61.67 

63.31 . ......................... .................................................................................. ??:!?.....p()ss.ilJJ(?. ?:9.~ 3.~:~~ ............ 
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 docwnented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the application of the l 0 percent rule or further investigation. 

• H:\S 1221'.J)OC\SecRevew\afaeal. wpd 206 January 2000. •. 1 r 



Table 8.14 Option6 Sector:-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1996and 1997 
Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 

Catcher Inshore 
Speciesby Area AFA Links . Processors Motherships Processors Total 
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel· documented 12.95 0 . 0.23 13.18 

----~p.ossible .... - .................. .. 0........................ ...............................................

.......

... ..

......

...

....··...... .·····

~.......
· 

........ 

.......

-........... 13 69 .................................................. 0,23· !.?.:~~ . 
Flatfish documented 27.41 0.60 7.94 35.95 

................................................... ................................. 42.77· 0.60 ................................ ?..~.:?..1-.·possible.. ...................................... .........9.15.................................... 
Other Species documented 12.80 1.20 · 13..73 27.73 

-- .....................~ossible .................................~?..:.~.?....................................1.:.~~-·-····•- ........!.~.:.~.?........._........................~.?.:.~.~........_..... 
Pacific Cod documented 14.99 3.43 25.49 43.91 

..............· .................. · possible................................ .............. ........................................................................................ ......?!.:~.~ ·--······~·:.~~ ?5 .69 ?..Q:.?..1- . 
Ro(?kfish documented 15.16 1.28 8.53 24.97 

possible 30.33 1.28 9.54 41.15 
· Gulfof Alaska Groundfish 
AtkaMackerel documented 0.30 9.82 10.13 

9.82 11.36---~p_o_ss_ib_l_e _____ }.:.?.~ .. -................... .......................................................___.................... . 

Flatfish· documented 9.09 1.21 19.05 29.35 
10.73- l.21 20.29 32.23........... P.~~s~~J~....................................................... ..... .. 

Other Species documented l.96. 0.13 17.10 19.19 

-
_ ... ,. 

. 
· ,,. 

..................................................... ............................................... ..!.~.:?..~ ~.~.:.~~··.possible.........................}.:?..~ 9..:~.................................. .....1 ............................
Pacific Cod documented 2.84 J.30 50.35 54.49 

Possible ..................... ............................................ .............................. ... ...................................................····-·· 2..:?~ · 1..30 __ ?.g:~~·---······--?..~.:.?.. 
Pollock documented· 1.05 0.09 64.30 65.44 -·-

...........................................possible... . ................ ..... ...................................65.57· ......... } .. J~.......... . .2.:.9.~ ~'!:.~.!.. 
Roc1dish. documented 20.27 0.26 10.64 31.17 

possible 28.14 0.26 ll.01 39.41 
Crab 
Bairdi documented 0 O 61.83 61.83 

................................. 0.5~.............. . ...... ........................................................~9 .possible...................................... ....................9. ~.~.:~.3··· ~~... .........
Blue King documented O 39.21 35.31 74.52 

possible · . 0;38 39.21 35.31 74.90Br~wnKing documenteci" . 0 ..... ~· .. .................................0:- --5§:19············ 55·:·1§ . 

............... possible ...... . ........................... .... . _ ...... 5_5_. .. ?s 19.................................... -.. ............ _. . ..... 0........................... ................-9 ............... 7_9_··-····.. ... ..... ....... .. ........... .. 
Opilfo .documented 4.22 26.86 31.56 62.64 

31.56..................................................._·possible..................................5.98··· ................... · ......??:.~?.................... 
61.76Red King documented.· 0.69 7.59 . 

64.41 
70.04 ..._. 

possible 1.58 7.59 61.70 70.92 

Notes: 
ll Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis· has documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. · 
2/ Total possible percentages include all documt:nted 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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8.5.7 _ Option 7: ·Individuru Processing I;in}its Appli(;.d to Each AFA Facility _ _.:: . 

Individuar processing limits for each species would be imposed· upon· each AF A eligible facility. Once the 
individ!lal facility reaches afunit for a particular species, no additional processing of the limited species by ~t 
facility in the sector would be allowed. The limits would not constitute anallocatign, and_:-;vouid not guarantee 
that a facility could process a specified percentage of the TAC. As with other sideboard alternativeS;l', ~e~ision 
has ro be made as to whether the limit would apply in the event a facility does not participate in a co-op. 

. ' 

The ciqA groundfish p~oc~ssing histories,ofthe 20 catcher processors listed in §208 oftlje AF A are included 
in the catcher-processo'r sector processing limits. The AF A 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. The Council should make a decision regarding the ability of thes_e 
catcher processors to shift historical processing from Area 630 to other areas for purposes ofthe'processing 
limits. (The 20 catchers listed in §208 of the AFA did not process any crab during the-historical processing 
period.) 

· Tabl~s 8-15-8.20 show e~timates·of individuai processing limits for AF A facilities for each species group and 
two time_periods. Actual plant identities have been hidden for reasons of confidentiality: 

'' 
, . 

,:~ '-

! '. 

'' !l f' ' \

; . ,; " 

' . . ' 
,) 

. ' ' 

I •I • 
. ' 

' ..., 
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Table 8.15 Option 7: Individual Plant and Vessel Limits for Bering Sea Aleutian Island Groundfish, 19(}5-
1997 

AFA Plant 
Number Sector Percent of Total Processing. 

Atka 
Mackerel Flatfish OtherSeecies Pacific Cod Rockfish 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

io 
I l 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

CP 
INS 
INS 
MS 
CP 
INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
INS 
CP 
CP 
INS 
INS 
CP 
CP 

. MS 
INS 
CP 

. CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
MS 
INS 

0 
0.03 

0 
0 

1.77 
0.06 

0 
I.37 
1.37 

0 
2.62 

0 
0 

1.37 
0.11 
0.01 
1.37 

0 
0 

0.03 

1.40 
0.72 

0.01 
0 

1 .37 
0 

0.02 

0.14 
3.93 
0.25 
0.56 
0.02 
0.69 
0.12 
0.70 
3.10 
2.50 
0.70 
1.98 
0.03 
0.03 
3.37 
0.19 
0.16 
0.73 
0.06 
0.04 
1.97 
6;08 
1.02 
1.78 
0.04 
0.01 
0.07 
0.07 
2.62 
0.07 
0.50 

0.41 
2.75 
0.69 
035 
0.65 
3.09 
0.66 
0.91 
0.89, 
0.37 
0.68 
0.27 
0.09 
0.04 
0.88 
0.76 
0.79 
0.66 
0.05 
0. I 8 
1.61 
0.82. 
0.67 
0.69 
0.08 
0.01 
0.14 
0.10 
0.74 
0.10 
2.66 

· 

0.85 
3.76 
2.24 
0,88 
0.12 
7.66 
1.14 
0.91 
0.94 
0.18 
0.94 
0.14 
0.12 
0.03 
0.97 
1.46 
2.63 
0.87 
0.09 
0.35 
3 .21 
0.39 
1.75 
0.26 
0.06 
0.01 
0.95 
0, 15 
0.95 
0.12 
3.82 

0.17 
1.35 
1.15 
057 
0.09 
2.54 
0.20 
0.52 
1.05 
0.49 
0.58 
0.45 
0.03 
0.01 
L20 
1.37 
0.42 
0.53 
0.03 
0.07 
0.89 
1.17 
0 79 
1.57 
0.05 

0 
0.15 
0.04 
0.83 
0.07 
0.85 

Total 13.64 33.57 22.78 37.95 19.23 

Note: The processing of thenine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AF A has been redistributed 
· to the remaining seven facilities owned by An?erican Seafoods 
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·• .. A.FA Phmt 
Number Sector . 

p t 
ercen 

f T ta1p · 
o o rocessmg 

·i. .. ·· 

---

Atka Other 
Mackerel· -Flatfish Species : Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish 

I \ _- cp· 0 0 0 ,,, . 0.03 J 

2 ;-, 

3 
INS-··. 
INS_·· 

2.98'. ' 
():'_I. 

0.06 

0.02 
' ., 

· · 

0.33 

0.01 

0.56 

0.20 

•; 3.26 
_:,r, 1.70 

,. 
' 

0.04 

0 

4 MS".' 0 
• C I 

~-.. 0.01 0.08 ~· 

5 

6 

,..•. cp' 

INS_ • 0.06 0.02 
•• 

0.89 
- .. 

0.82 , 0.04 

7 CP -..:.·.,·: 
8 CP' · 0.03 , 0.77 '!. - 0.10 I 0.21 ~ 0.14 

j 
0.43 

9 CP: •I o.o:f 0.79 0.10 0.21 .. 0.11 
t • 0.43 

t ., ;, I 

10 CP ~ - I 
lL CP 0.77 0.10 0.45 -0.13 :·, 0.43 

Ii'. ., CP: ;· 0 ,; 0 ,. 0.04 

13 INS •I 1.17-. J 1.04 1.24 : 14.86 27.12 0.60 
14 . I CP _:· .. 'J 0 0 

,, 
0 - (t05 r' 

15 
16 
17 _ ' 

CP'! . 
IN~ 
INS, 

· ., 
' 
, 

0.03 -. ·' 
0.34' ).i' 

i;.,.i'.d 

0.96 ..... 

0.77 

0.12 

0.67 

f' 

; ..~ 

0.10 

0.01 

1.18 

' i..-0.21 
• I 

.. ' 0.31 

12.21 

.. ~0.05 

'0.40 
.. 5.68 

, . 0.43 

0.01 

0.22 

18 i CP· · 0.03 '· 0.77 " 0.10 0.21 . 0.05 0.43 

19 ,. ; . , CP· ·­ •• I'•• 

20 · ''J 
21 • ,· 1 

22 

23 ·l 

24 ·, 

MS 
INS 

CP:-,·. 
CP1.. I•.., 
CR , 

4.57 

0.03 

0.08 

.·,, 
t 

,-. ,
J • • 

0 

0.06 

0.77 

0.10 

0.24 

0.10 

<:o 0.34 

·, 
.... 1_ 

0 
0.38 

0.21 

0.34 

-' 0.01 . 
.. 2.3 ..., 

..·o.os ,.~ 
0.04 ~'.--

' 

0.03 

0.43 

5.22 

25 .. CP . : J -
. 

26 

27 

I.• CP 
r 

cf:. 0.27.-. 
., -

-0.01-

,, 

'0.01 0.23 

\. 

·0.05· -

28 CP. · -- 0 ..o ... . ••· .....o 0.08 

29 
30 

CP. 

MS 

,. 0.03 0.77 

0 

· ·0.10,.:..:· ... 
.....'' ·,; t 

,0.21 

o· 
0;16 

·0.02 

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 9.25 

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AF A has been 
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods 

•1 I ··.. l 
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Table8.17 Oetion 7: IndividualPlant and Vessel Limits for Crab,1995-1997 

AFA Plant Percent of Total Processing 
Number Sector 

Bairdi Blue King Brown King O(!ilio Red King 
l CP 
2 INS 12. 14 . 1.68 7.72 2.55 12.45 
3 INS 
4 MS 
5 CP 
6 
7 

INS 
CP 

16.65 2.92 0.67 2.24 14.09 

8 CP 
9 

IO 
CP 
CP 

11 CP 
12 CP 
13 INS 
14 CP 
15 CP 
l6 
17 

INS 
INS 14.06 2.15 5.07 13.05 

18 CP 
19 CP 
20 
21 

MS 
INS 6.03 4.92 16.75 3.36 7.50 

22 CP 
23 CP 
24 
25 

CP 
CP 

26 CP 
27 CP 
28 CP 
29 CP 
30 
31 

MS 
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 AF A has been
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities ov.med by American Seafoods. 
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Table 8.18 Option 7: Individual Plant <l;l!d•Vessel LimitsBering Se~l.'Aleutian"IslandGround.fish;.1996 and 
., .~.... . ~. ... ..-~1997 - ..... ~ ~ ..... - ' ~ -, - -

AFA Plant -Percent of Total Processing:· __,~-· -- Number Sector 
Atka 

Mackerel Flatfish Other:Seecies Pacific Cod . Rockfish 

Total 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

,',· 15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

--. ' 30 
. 31 

CP 
INS 
INS 
.MS 
CP 
INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
INS 
CP 
CP 
INS 
INS 
CP 
CP 
MS 
INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 

· MS 
INS 

0 
0.03 
0.01 

0 
2.11 
0.03-

0 
l.29 
l.29 

0 
2.49 

0 

1.29 
0.10 
o·.01 
1.29 

0 
0 

0.02 

1.29 
o:46 

0.01 
0 

1.29 
0 

0.02 
: 13;04 

0.1 
4.12 
0.25 
0.33 
0.02 
0.84 
0.13 
0.70 
3,22 
2.45 
0.69 
2.05 
0.03 
0.03 
3-.61 
0.18 
0.19 
0.70 
0.08 
0.04 
1.85 
6.34 
1.03 
1.70 
0.04 

0.07 
0.06 
2.38 
0,09; 
0.41 

33.73 

0.36 
292 
0.86 
0.49 
0.86 
3.77 
0.59 
0.99 
0.75 
0.27 
0.66 
0.30 
0.08 
0.05 
0.90 
0.91 
0.84 
0.64 
0:0~. 
0.17 
1.52 
0.73 
0.62 
0.57 
0. JO 

O.t6 
0.08 
0.63 
0'.12 . 

2.49 
23:48 ' 

0.93 
3.72 
2.33 
l.l 7 
0.13, . 

8:52 
1.44 
0.8'2 
0.90 
0.14 
0.86 
0.14 
0.12 
0.02 
0.95

•; 

1.70 
2.82 
0.8~ 
0.09 
0.32 
2.61 

·0_39 
1.73, 
0.15 
0.06_ 

-
l _,· 

1.14 
0.07 
0.9~ 
0.13 
3.58 

38.75 

II 

! 

' 

0.18 
I.SO 
1.12 
0.83 
0.11 
2.67 
0.24 
0.47 
0.96 
0.61 
0.52 
0.57 
0.04 
0.02 
1.29 
1.37 
0.45 
0.48 
0.05 
0.03 
0.75 
1.49 
0.75 
0.56 
0.07 

0.16 
0.04 
0.75 
o·.os 
0.62 

18,75: 
-

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AF A has been 
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods 
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Table 8. 19 Oetion 7: Individual Plantand Vessel Limits Gulf of Alaska Groundfish, l 996 and 1997 

AFA Plant 
Number Sector 

Percent of Total· Processing 

Atka Other 
Mackerel Flatfish S~ecies Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish 

l CP 0 0 0 0.05 
2 INS 3.79 0.05 0.43 0.51 1.23 0.04 
3 INS 0 0.01 0.01 0: 13 2.14 0 
4 MS 0 0.02 · 0.05 
5 CP 
6 INS 0 0.03 0.02 0.65 0.41 0.06 
7 CP 
8 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.12 0.05 
9 CP 0.04 0.60 0 06 0.28 0.06 0.05 

. IO CP 
11 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.65 0.18 0 05 
12 CP 0 0 0 06 
13 INS 0.16 1.09 1.48 17.39 30.32 0.82 
14 CP 
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 6.25 0.25 
18 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05 
19 CP 
20 MS. 0 0 Ol 0.02 
21 INS 5.43 0.04 0.08 0.11 1.76 0.01 
22 CP 
23 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05 
24 CP 0.02 0.07 0.48 0.06 0.02 6.44 
25 CP 
26 CP 
27 CP 0.38 0.02 0.02 -0.08 0.08 
28 CP 
29 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 . 0.23 0.05 
30 MS 0 0 .. 0.02 
31 INS 0.17 0.04 0.54· ·" f.; 0.37 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 ,;vere removed from the fishery according to AFA has been 
, redistributed to the remaining sevenfacilities owned by American Seafoods.· 
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• • , ~- . , • • , .1 ;- , " . . .. t ,;• ' 

-Table 820 ·Option-7: ·Individual Plant and·Vessel Limits for 
I" 

Crab, 
, 

1996 and 1997 
AFA Plant 

Number-- Sector 

' 

1 ' 
. _ . . 

:-1 · • · · ~-, 
___._ Percent.of.Total Processing ~t

. Bairdi Blue King .Brown King 

~ 13.35 
t · ·.-. cp· 

~- ;,: ':: 
"'\ 

13.67 · 

. .... - ........... ..,. ............ ...... 
- f1 -~'':: 

2.52 t 1 I 9.68 2.91 
- {,If• 

4 -MS 
5 CP - :·• 

.-, 6 .. ,)NS 13.09 2.80 L04 1.68- ... 14. 76 
1 ·cp 
8 • , CP 
9 CP 

IO·,·. CP ; : • - 1. ~ • 

:·I 

11 CP 
1 l 

12 ,, ~CP 
r1.u '• 

' . 13 ~- INS 
14 __,._1.:CP 

.. 'I.', ... 
~\ . 1 l 

15 .. CP 
J ( ,. f1- l, .) ~ . _,\.' . ' 

16 , _.INS ,, ,, '' 
17 ; 0 INS 18.45 1.43 5.34 ': :13.52 
18 ~ 1 CP 

J 
19 CP 

.. 
<J. 

20 : r .MS ·"'· 
21 -:. INS 

l ,• ·..i 
22 CP 

9.13 •r, 

'-' 
3.12 16.16 3.22 '• r 7.58 

' r -

23 ... CP ·-;\ 24 , CP I ' • l 

25 CP 
26 CP 
27 ,CP 

• I 

28 CP 
29 CP r , , 

.. ·, ... _ 
',, 

• r -

30 MS 
31 INS .6.75 6.75 .. , 28.20 6.55 1 8.21 

. . I 

· ·Total 61;09- .. 16.61 .· ---.·ss.os· ·19:10·· ... 57.43 

t•f 

~oi~?in~proces~ing ,oftlte nine faqiliti_es that were remoxedfrOJ? ~ershery, ~ccofcting i~,AF.A ha;;be~n:
redistributed to the remainingsev_e~facilities owned by~ff}C~ Seafc:,ods.,"•'. . . ·. '. "'" :_.~:. · : -,1 

'\.~ 'J . 1 ' . .,. • ' -~:; 

H:\S1221\DQC\SecRevew\afaeal.wpd 214· ·~ January2000' 



8.5 .8 Option 8: Individual Processing Limits Applied to the AF A Facilities Within Each AF A Company 

Individual processing limits for each species would be imposed upon all AF A companies. However, unlike the 
previous option, only the AF A-eligible facilities within each company would be included. Once the company's 
limit for a species 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 AF A 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 ~arne 
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 AF A-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 AF A Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian Islands 
Groundfish, 1995-1997 

Company Number Percent of Total Processing 

Atka Other 
Mackerel Flatfish Seecies Pacific Cod Rockfish 

Company l 0.01 0.07 0.14 0.95 0.15 

Company 2 0 0.12. 0.66 1.14 0.20 

Company 3 10.86 12.26 5.43 7.32 5.51 

Company 4 0 0.21 0.5 I l.0l 0.21 

Company 5 · 1,17 0.02 0.65 0.12 0.09 

Company 6 0 0.25 0.69 2.24 1.15 
Company 7 0.83 2.10 1.62 l.91 3.03 

Company 8 6.08 0.82 0.39 1.17 

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 0.97 2.98 0.49 
Company 12 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 0.57 
Company 13 0.03 1.97 1.6 l 3 .21 

f 
0.89 

Company 14 0.06 0.72 3.18 7.78 . 2.57 

Company 15 0.03 3.93 2.75 3.76 l.35 

Company 16 0 4.48 0.64 0.32 0.94 

Total 13.64 33.57 22.78 37.95 1923 

H:\S 1221 \DOC\SecRevew\afaeaLwpd 2l5 January 2000 



. Table 8 .22 · Option.8 :,Individual-Company Limits Applied to AF A Fadlities forGulfof Al~ka -
Ground.fish, 19 9 5 -I 997 

'' Perce~t or'TotalPro~ess'.ing 

·Atka Flat .Other '. ''Pacific 
. .

fish·. . Species' ,,; ··cod. --·Company Number - Mackerel ·Pollock Rockfish -
) . 

Company.I 0:21 . 0.01 0.01 0.23 .o.·os,
·r.~ . I • 

Co~pany 2 -
• • I . t . . .. • t ' . 
Company'3 ,-, 0.19 __5.41- _· 9'.,67 ( 1.70 0,70 

;. 1~--
,,_ . 0 .0. Company4.: 0 0.11

!• 

Company 5 ' ·'-
Company 6 0 0.02 0.01 0.20 1.70 0 

0.22· . 0.36 .. . - , 0.65,, • . 0.41 · 0.49.'. . .' ·' r I' 5.23 r' Company 7..· 
Company 8 -i 

Company 9 0 0~02 

Company 10 3.78 0.06 0.52 0.35 4.88 0.05 _ 

0.96 0.67 1.18 12.21 5.69 . - 0.22 Company 11 
Company 12 o. 0.01. - 0.08 

··--0~03Company)3 4.57 0.06 0.24 0.38 2.30 

Company 14 .·L33 1.10 1.26 15.75 27.94 0.64 

_Company~15 _ 2'.98 · _ 0,0_6 0.33.' . 0.56 3.26 - 0.04, -

Company 16 0'''- 0 0.04 

Total 14.23 4.58 ' 31.83 47.45

•• • 

 

Table 8.23 Option 8:'· Individual Company Limits Applied to A.FA Facilities for Crab, 1995-1997

Company Number 'I Percent ofTotal Processing 
( (" \_.• ,_I 

Brown 
'""; l 

. ' 

Bairdi 
( f' 

· Blue King · · · ·1 King Opilio Red King. 
Company l I) 

Company 2 
Company 3 0.07 

(, ·o. 
Company4 ' d.23 
Company 5 ' i. . 1' •• :-

Company 6 I 

Comp.any.7 ; 

Compary 8 l' -. 
Comp.any,9 .. -·l . 

CompanylO 7.59, ·6.96 · ~ 30:63 · • · 5.82 - .. . ~ 8. IQ 
' • I 

Company l l . ]4 06 2.15 - -0 ·-· .. 5.07 
~ 

13.05 

Company L2 
Company 13 6.03 4.92 16.75 3.36 7.50 
Company 14 16.65 2.92 0.67 2.24 14.09 
Company 15 I 2.14 1.68 7.72 2.55 12.45 

Company 16 
Total 56.47 18.63 55.77 19.10 56.44 
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Table 8.24 Option 8: Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities fur Beting Sea Aleutian 
Islands Groundfish. 1996 and 1997 

Company Number Percent of Total Processing 

Atka· Other Pacific 
Mackerel Flatfish . SEecies Cod Rockfish 

Company 1 . 0,01 0.07 0.16 · 1.14 0.16 

Company2 0 0.13 0.59 1.44 0.24 

Company3 10.23 12.34 5.18 7.02 5.22 

Company4 0 0.16 0.44 1.00 0.22 

Company 5 2.11 0.02 0.86 0.13 0.ll 

Company6 0.01 0.25 0.86 2.33 1.12 

Company? 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 0.41 2.49 3.58 0.62 
..•. <" 

Company 11 0.01 0.22 1.01 3.14 0.48 

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 0.03 0.87 ·3.85 8.64 2.70 

Company 15 0.03 4.12 2.92 3.72 1.50 
....... 

Company 16 0 4.50 0.57 0.29 1.19 
. ,; 

·Total 13.04 33.73 23.48 38.75 18.75 

' '.1· --,,' ' 
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Table 8;25. 'Option ·lndividuaiCompany Liinits Applied·to AFA Fac!l~ticis f~rCf.'-:1.lf of ~aska·:·, , 
Groundfish.J 996 and 1997 · · · · · · · ' ·• ' 

, . Percent of Total Processing 
~ ..... --· 

: - 'Atka Flat. Other Pacific 
~om~anl'. Number Mackerel fish . SP:ecies. Cod .Pollock .....Rockfisb--

, . I ,.
Company 1 0.38 , 0.02 0.02 0.08 0;08·

' 
Company 2 
Company3 ..'.}_,. 0;26 4.19 . :0_39 2.34 0.75 .- .. 035·,:; 

J.,;,_':Comp31_1y4. - 0 0 0 0.05 

Company 5 - ' 

Company 6 0 -0.01 '• 

) 

. 0.01 0.13 2.14 ~ It •. o. • •,
.. 

Company7 ·, - 0.03. 0.14 0.49 0.33 0.61 ..,6.45.-~-- -' 
Company 8 . ,·... 
Company9 ,. 0 0 0.02 , •, 

I J 
Company 10 0.17 0.04 0.54 0.37 2.98 t,i. 0.05 ".,.,,,. 
Company 11 0.09' 0.68 1.09 13.68 6.26 o.is ,. .. •.! 

. \ \·_ •• J, I, 

Company 12 0 0.02 0.05 -
·, ·._ 0 01i'

Company 13 5.43 · 0.04 0.08 0.11 l.76 . . 

Company 14 0.17 . 1.13 ' ·-'. •' 1.50 18.04 30.73 'o.&s
Company 15 3.79. 0.05 · 0.43 0.51 1.23 0.04. ·... 

, 
Company 16 ::. 0 . ' 0 0.06 a. . 

I•Total· 9.94 6.66 4.56 35.55 46.72 . 8.11'. 

 

··L, 

..~...

;. \ .. •' 

Table 8.26 Option 8: Individual Comean~ Limits Aeeliedto AF A Facilities for Crab, 1996 and 1997 

Company Number Percent of Total Processing 
Brown 

Bairdi Blue King King O[!ilio Red King 
Company l. 
Company 2 
<;ompany 3 
Company 4 -
Company 5 
Company 6 
Company 7 .;. 

Company 8 
Company 9 
Company 10 6.75 "6.15 28.20 6.55 8.21 
Company 11 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 2.52 9.68 2.91 13.35 

Compan~ 16 
Total 61.09 16.61 55.08 19.70 57.43 

8.5.9 Ontion 9: Individual Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Companies 

·1' r.-.,
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8.5.9 Individual Limits Applied to All Facilities withina 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 limit 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 . AF A 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 §2,08 of the AF A are included 
in the individual company processing limits. The AF A prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSA! 
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 AF A 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.AU Company Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian 
Islands Groundfisli, I 995-1997 

C~mpany Number Percent of Total Processing 
Atka Other 

Mackerel Flatfish S~ecies Pacific Cod Rockfish 
Company 1 

. ,-: 

Company2 
0.01 0.65 

6.08 
0.32 
0.82 

1.12 
0.39 

0.23. 

1.17 
Company 3 10.86 12.26 5.43 7.32 5.51 

Company4 0 - 0.30 2.23 2.40 0.23 
Company 5 1.77 0.02 0.65 0.12 0.09 
Company 6 0 0.25 0.69 2.24 1.15 
Company? 1.12 4.59 2.81 2.79 9.49 
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 
C~mpany 12 0 0.56 · 0.35 0.88 0.57 
Company 13 0.03 1.97 1.61 .3.21 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 
Comeanl'. 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 
Groundfish, 

Option 9: 
1995-1997 

Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for Gulf ofAlaska' 

,' l 

Com[!an:r Number 
Company l 

Company 2 
Company 3 

Company4 

;

Atka 
Mackerel 

0.19 

Percent of Total Processing . 
Other ,Pacific •-. 

Flatfish S~cies. Cod Pollock 
, 0.27 ·. 0.01 . 0.02 0.23 . ' 

5.41 0.67 1.70 0.70 

0 0 0.03 0.11 

Rockfish 
·_0_05 

.. 
,,,-2.9~ , 

,') 

•:'. 

Company 5 

Company 6 

Company 7 

Company 8 

Company 9 
Company 10 
Company 11 

Company 12 

Company 13· 

Company 14 

Company 15 

Comean:;r 16 

Total 

,,. 

. J 

0 

2.97 

3.78 

0.96 

4.57 

1.40 

2.98 

16.86 

0.02 .·,,. 

14.I 8 
'.. 

0 
· 0.06 

0.68 
0 

6.06 

1.12 
1 0.06 

0 

21.87 

:0.01· .. 

4.04 

.. -
0.52 
1.37 

·0.24 · 

1.27 
0.33 

8.48 

0.20 
11.08 

0 
0.35 

13.24 

0.01 

0.38 

16.74 
0.56 

0 

44.31 

· 

· 

•· 

1:70 
11.29 

. 0.02 
4.88 

5.70 

0.08 

2.30 

27.96 
3.26 

0.04 

58.27 

: 0 

20.98. 

0.05 

0.24 

0.03 

0.65 
0.04 

25.03 

Table 8.29 Oetion 9: "Individual Company Limits Aeetied to AllComeany Facilities for Crab, 1995-1997 

Company Number Percent of Total Processing 
Brown 

Bairdi Blue King King Oeilio Red King 
.. 

Company 1 4.06 6.33 1.38 

Company 2 . 2.79 3.56 0.72 

Company 3 . . ;, 0.07 -, 
' .

Company 4, 1.23 

Company 5 
'·'· Company 6 .-

Company 7 218 ,- 2.30 0.39 

Company 8, 
Company 9 

Company IO 7.59 6.96 30.63 5.82 8.10 

Company 11 14 06 21 21 ., 14.38 16.09 

Company 12 ~ I " 
Company 13 6.03 · .4.92 16.75 3.36 7.50 ·-

Company 14 16.95 28.89 1.19 19.73 · · 20.59 

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 Ground.fish, 1996 and 1997 

.. 

Company Number. 

Atka 

Percent of Total Processing 
Other Pacific 

Mackerel Flatfish Species Cod 
0.07 0.23 1.36 

Rockfish 
0.17 Company l 0.01 

Company 2 0 0.14 0.59 1.52 0.24 

Company 3 10.23 12.34 5.18 7 02 5.22 

. Company 4 0 0.27 2.13 2.59 0.25 
Company 5 2.11 0.02 0.86 0.13 0.11 
Company 6 0.01 0.25 0.86 2.33 1.12 
Company_? 0.70 3.85 2.76 2.63 7.79 

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 0.41 2.49 3.58 0.62 

Company 11 0.01 0.22 1.02 3.21 0.48 
Company 12 0 0.33 0.49 1.17 0.83 
Company 13 0.02 J.85 1.52 2.61 0.75 . 

Company 14 0.03 0.99 4.07 10.83 2.90 

Company 15 0.03 4.12 · 2.94 3.72 1.50 

Company 16 0 4.50 0.57_ 0.29 1.19 

Total 13.17 35.79 26:56 43.50 24.72 

•'!. 

,. Table 8.31 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for Gulf of 
?; Alaska Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 

Company Number Percentof Total Processing 
Atka Flat Other Pacific Rock 

Mackerel fish S(!ecies Cod Pollock fish 
Company 1 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 ··o 0.01 0.05 0.05 
Company 5 
Company 6 0 0.01 0.01 0.13 2.14 0 
Company 7 0.16 14.47 4.69 11.62 9.92 23.60 
Company 8 
Company 9 0 0 0.02 
Company 10 0;17 0.04 0.54 .0.37 2.98 0.05 
Company 11 0.09 0.68 us 14.28: 6.26 026 
Company 12 0 0.02 0.05 
Company 13 5.43 0.04 0.08 0.11 1.76 0.01 
Company 14 0.17 1.13 1.50 18.67 30 73 0.88 
Company 15 3.79 0.05 0.43 0.5 l 1.23 0.05 
Comeany 16 0 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 Ap~l~:d_;o.All ~o.i:np~Y. F~~Ut\esf_or,Crab,·!9?Q~~­
. 1997·· -· 

I f'}.•t'"-' "' ... ,a 

__ ___ ______ Company Number· __: ·., . ~:_· ... ~ _______ •_·-_-_·P_e_r_ce_n_t_o_f_T_o_talP_roc_es....;..;..si_n...,g _ 
. -··,' .. 

...... . .. Brown-
. Bairdi' .. , BlueKing Kini( ·Opilio- Red King: 

. l •. 

...Company 1 -.. .·• ., .. 
Company2 ,,....,.·.~ ~ 

Comp~y3 ... - ... 0.53 : 

~ 

' .,. 'f· 
L. • 

Company4 . •. 9.13 3.12 - 16.16 3.22 
'' ..I ·., 

Company5 ,. . 
• r ~--

Company 6 . '•. ' .. 
Company7 ;' .. J 
Company8 • ( 0.77, -i• I . , . 

18.45 ..Company 9 ,i 22.74 14.94 16.5~,.-· ~ 
Company 10 'l .. . 

... - ... . ~ I "'~ • .., 

ComP.any11 • u ·;-1-" 

Company 12 :. '-~ 
•' 

' : 
13.09 . 29.53 .. i; 1.65 19.13 2,0.48. , '."'... ! I·•' ' 

Company l3 2.19 ~ .. Q.4~ .. ;. 
Comp~y 14 •. , r­ 13.67 : +-> 12.37 9.78 9.30 14,55 
Company 15 6.15 i· 6.15 28.20 6.55 . ·s.i1

• ~-

· 
.\. ,. ., . l 

I• '. ·····-...--- . ..·:·Companyl6- - • . !. 6.'1T .. · r.4s_-
..10.04 ~··Totai · 61.09 74.52' 55.79 ·-· 62.64 

·, ··-:.:.}· 

~ .f"' :: '.~• . • -•• :.1:. ·~ ..~ ~:.:"' . .· .· . .: . . 

\ ' , ·.-.. "i•. .. ,• r- ' . 
•.S. .. 

., 
t .. ;.,_.1 J.• 

·1 ,;J,- :1-- 1, , .. 

.,. 
• I .. .....- .. -- ..... .._ J 

•.• 

.
-• •.~r•, • I ,_, 

.... : : ·.·! ...........
-

. 
.

:;,,. 

; 

..,' i. . I I•• I~ 

,} ... 

.. ... . 
••• , f ·' , ... ,I • 

'1, 1, \' 

' ' ,.' 

I. . J • 

- "\ I 
.., 

/' t., t 
;._.-. ;. i .. I , .. I ,t• I, 

• kf r '1 • 
J'
' .. 

. ..--•·...... 
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8.5.10 Option 10: Individual Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Entities 

Individual processing limits are applied to each AF A entity for each species: asdefined by the I 0% 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 AF A are included 
in the.individual entity processing limits. The AF A prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSA! 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 AF A '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 AF A entity and are shown in the rows labeled "documented". Higher estimates of 
the limits are shown inrows 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 AF A entity once final rules 
are determined·and additional information and verification have been gathered .. 
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Table 8.33 Option 10: Individual Limits Applied to All Facilities 
0 • • • 0 • ·•• ',/" 0 • • ,_;. I • • /,•r I, • 

Within AFA Entities for Bering Sea 
Aleutian Island Groundfish, 1995-19.9-7. 

i ,~~ 

~ . '- ' - , Percent Total Processing: 
_ · ,a Atka ... Other , ·.· ·.. 

- AFA Links Mackerel·· •Flatfishi · ,Species -Pacific Cod •Rockfish 
Entity 1 documented· 0 0.12 0.66 L 19 0.20 

··.... -• :., .. ·O,'.. . 0)2 9:.§?.:....... .r('0.20:·__.... possible·-·. .. ... •·, · ·: .... ... ·:J).9 
Entity.2 , , · documented :,.. 0.06 ... , . 3.09 ·_.' 4.99 ,. '. 7.41 ;i ; ·:: ~2.84 

1 ..........~.'.....'.:....... ....... : .......... :..:.........:P~~~~~~~.: .. '· ..9.::9.f~ ..:.:.~~.. ..'...................?:.i}.1 ............'·........J:9.?·· ; ~4:?..?. ' ~'.84 
Entity 3·' 1 . · documented. 0.01 .., . 0.65 '-0.32' . 1.12 · · 0:23 

. 'possible . . ·. 0.01 ·, ·o:65 ·0.32 r12 j 1'0.23 
.i,rdocum~nt~d '' ·• 10.86 13.32 · · ·6.37 8.64 ·6.15 

EntitY,5. .... ..,·:; .. '.'~~:!~~-. ~::~;;~t~~/·,ll.9~2~:~~ '",l~.:~; 26:~:-.. 
. ·r;• . ::. p~s-~ibl~· , .. . 0 '. . . 0.30 •·'_. ·2.23 2.40'"· 0.23;

E~tfty6................._.........................-documented . . 1.77 . 0.02 . .0.65. ..... ... 6jj9 ..... .. oji.................. 
• .i •. •t . , .., • r. · J1.i 

.........possible . lJ?._ .... . P:9'.t...... 0.65 .............-g,P 0.09............ 
Enti!Y-7• documented 0:0,3; . 3..94 2.78' · · 3.84 l.36· 

..:.'.. ·......... ·..... 0,0~ ,3.99 . :.....3.56 ,, . . · 5:08.·.... : ..... Possible.1. . . . }_.~o,
················-·············· ' 
Entity 8 documented·· 0.01 r - · 0.21 •. · .. , 0.98 3.02. · 0.49: 

0.01 0.21 0.98 3.02 0.49possi~.I~...... . ············•····· 

Entity 9 documented 0 4.51 1.32 0.79 0.94 
4.69 3.33 3.35 0.95 ... .......................... ••• 

Entity 10 documented 0 0.25 0.69 2.24 1.15 
0 0.25 0.69 2.24 1.15 

........................................................ ......pq~sible 0 ••••••• '' ,uuuuu.,,h<·H·•-,,..,.,,..,. cccc•••••••• 

................................ .Pqs..s.i.~.1~ 
Entity 11 documented 1.12 4.59 2.8 l 2.79 9.49 

1.12 4.59 2.81 2.79 9.49 .... PC>~~~~l.ie................ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• CCC ••C•••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •• •• •••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Entity 12 documented 0.06 0.82 3.38 9.52 2.77 
0.06 0.82 3.38 9.52 2.77....PQS,~i~}~..... ..................... ....................................................................... ,, 

Entity 13 documented 6.08 0.82 0.39 1.17 
6.08 0.82 0.39 1.17p('s,s,i~le ...,,,,, ................................................. . .... , ...................................................······················· 

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 

of

Notes: 
1/ Total docwnented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10percent 
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 AF A Entities fo~Gu~f of Alaska 
Groundfish, 1995-1997 · 

Entity Number . Percent of Total Processing 

Atka Other Pacific 
AF A Links Mackerel Flatfish Species Cod Pollock Rockfish 

Entity 1 ··documented. 

·-------··················possible ..........................................---------
Entity 2 documented 8:70 6.98 9.66 6.98 15.86 4.44 

6.98 9.66 6.98 15.86 4.44 ························································---... Possible 8.70 .... 

Entity 3'. documented 0.27 0.01 0,02 0.23 0.05 
possible 0.27 O.Ol 0.02 0.23 0.05 

Entity 4 documented 0. I 9 5.41 0.67 1.70 0.70 2.98 
8.98 2.08 2.39 0.87 10.62· ......................................................................possible ................................... ...... . .. 2.46 ... . .......................................... ·······························. 

Entity 5 documented 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.1 I 

0.00 0.00 0.03 O.ll.........................................................................................__ POS_si_bl_e ..................................
Entity 6 documented 

___ _eossible ~---·---................................................. 
Entity 7 documented 2.98 0.06 0.33 0.56 3.26 0.04 

......................•·-----~po_s_si_bl_e_. _ 7.:.?.~ QJ.Q _........................... !:.9~.:... ............ __ __ ..... 0_5_7 ___3.~.2_6 0_.1_5_
Entity 8 documented 0.96 0.68 1.37 13.24 5.10 0.24· 

.... . ...................................................... P~.~~i~;~ ........................., 0.96 .......Q.:.?~ 1.37 ?..:.?.9 9:.?~:.~13.21· ............ .. . ................... 
Entity 9 documented 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.00 

possible ...................... 0.03 __ 1.38 __ 0_.0_0 0.0_4__ 0.07 
Entity 10 documented. 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.20 l.70 0.00 

_____ .................... possible............... 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.20 ...... J . 0.00.-.?.-9............... 
Entity 11 documented 2.97 . 14.18. 4.04 l 1.08 l l.29 20.98 

--,,---~--- ............- ........ possible 2;97 14.18" 4.04 ......... U._0_8 __ 1_1._29 __ ... .........J.9..:.?..?. 
Entity 12 documented 1.40 1.12 1.27 16.74 27.96 0.65 

possi_bl_e .................. _ I.40 1.12 l.27 i6.74 27.96 0.65
-~··························· ·································•·............ 

Entity 13 · documented 

possible 
························ 

Entity 14 documented: 0.00 .0.01 .0.08 

possible , 0.00· 0.01 0.08 

Totai Documented 17.21 28.72 17.40 50.56 66.93 · 29.39 
Total Possible 19.48. 32.37 20.93 51.27 67.10 37.20 

Notes: 
1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. 
2/ Total pos~ible.percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the applicatioll'ofthe 10 percent rule or further investig~tion: 
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Table 8.35 · 'Option lO: Individual Limits Applied ioAll Facilities-WithirfAFA Entitie's for Crab; 1995-· · 
I 997 , > 

Percent of Total Processing 
Brown 

AFA Links Bairdi• · Blue King King Opilio Red King 
Entity I documented 2.79• •:·.3,56 0.72 

... . ................................................ . ... Pos~iW~ .......2.?.?.i:..~ ·}~.:.?:~:........... ~_Z~·--· 
Entity 2 documented lT.85: I 1.88 .,. , "47.38 9.18 ' 1'5.60 

I 1.88 : . ~•:·47.38 9.18 15.60 . possi~~~..... ......~?:85 --
Entity 3 documented , '· 4.06 6.33 · 1.38 

,· 
1_ •• ..: possible 4.06 6.33 1.38 

• 1 I Entity 4 \ ' documented ' 0.07 

.possible 0.07 

Entity 5 ' 1 documented . ' - l.23 

J.23 ........... .. .. ~:' ' .. : P9.~.~.i~l~ ............... ,..,. ... 

Entity 6 documented 

.........P()~S~~le 
Entity 7 14.27 9.27. . ,--, 7.80 documented 8.96 1 14.09 

lS.79 9.79 · 7.80 10.60 14.91 ......1,0~~~~1e 
Ent_ity 8 14:06 2L21· 14.38 : .. i6.()9\. documented 

14.06 21.21 14.38 16.09 
........ .........P.Cl_ssi~le 

Entity 9 1.: .. 1• >' documented 

possi,~_1.~. 
Entity 10 documented 

·······p()S~i~I~ ····•----............. 
.... l I Entity 11 documented 2.18 .· 2.30 0:39 

218. 2.30 0.39 
......... ., ..... , .. · ,.. . . . pc.,5.~il)l,~ . . ............. -.-"" ...................... ,-••·········"·............... . 

Entity 12 I. '. documented ':" 16.95 · 28.&9-; /'. l.i9 19.73 '20-59 

16.95. I 28,89 ' • 1.19 possible 19.73 20.59 

Entity 13 documented 
·1 . p()ssi_~.1~ .... 

Entity 14 I. documented 

possible. 
,. 

Total Documented · 65.38 74.05 59.93 61.67 ·~ 69.37 
66.90.' , Total Possible 74.56 59.93 63.31~., ;'" 70'.20' 

Notes: 

1/. Totaldocumented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10percent 
level. i. : , 

2/ Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as ,veil as facilities that'may be linked, depending 
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation, · ·,, · · 

ori 

..,
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Table 8.36 Option 10: Individual Limits Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities for Bering Sea 
AJeutian Island GroW1dfish, 1996 and 1997 

Entity 

. AFA Links 

Percent of Total Processing 
Atka 

Mackerel 
Other 

Flatfish Species Pacific Cod Rock.fish 
Entity l 

Entity 2 

mooccrn •• •• '"•••"•••••"'" 

Entity 3 

Entity 4 

Entity 5 

Entity 6 

Entity 7 

Entity 8 

Entity 9 

··········............. . 

Entity 10 

•••••••• •-•,,.,u ... ,.,. .. 

Entity 11 

Entity 12 

..........
Entity 13 

Entity 14 

Total Documented 
Total Possible 

documented 0 

Possible...... .................... ................. ........ 0 
documented 0.04 

0.04 P2~.si~I~............. 
documented 0.01 

possible 0.01 

documented 10.23 
10.97 ......................... .possible ..... 

documented 0 
0 ......... ... possible. ,,-,--·•··· 

documented 2.11 
2.11 p~~.sible ................... . 

documented 0.03 

.. pC1ssi9I~ 0.04 
documented 0.01 

....,possible... ........... . ....... 0.'.9.L. ..... . 
documented 0 

0 ..... possible ........... . ", .. .,,,.......... . ..

documented 0.01 
0.01 .. ... ........ p()~§i~l~ 

documented 0 70 
0.70 .........P~ssib.J~.. 

documented 0.03 
0:03. ................ . ..... P<:'§~i~~i;:. 

documented 

.............Po..ssib]e 
documented 0 
possible 0 

13.18 
13.92 

0.14 0.59 1.52 0.24 
0.14 0.59 1.52 0.24............ ,.... . , ............................. 

2.46 4.58 6.42 1.58 
2.46 4.58 6.42 1.58 

·····················'"•"·"""" ··························· 
0.07 0.23 1.36 0.17 
0.07 0.23 1.36 0.17 

12.38 5.85 7.15 5.30 
28.73 14.50 10.03 21.42

············-·---··

0.27 2.13 2.59 0.25 
0.27 2. [3 2.59 0.25........................ ............................................... , ___ "···········••-•····-
0.02 0.86 0.13 0.11 
0.02 0.86 0.13 0.11

................................. .,,,,. ..................., ......, .............. ,,,, .. ,, ..., ...., ... 

4.13 2.97 3.84 1.52 
4.17 3.87 5.21 1.56 

,, ... .,, ................ 

0.22 1.02 3.21 0.48 
1.02 3.21 0.48.... 9..}~. .. •---- ............., .... . 

4.50 0.59 0.34 l.l9 
4.67 2.54 · 2.80 1.20 .., ....................................................,. ................., 

0.25 0.86 2.33 1.12 
0.25 0.86 2.33 1.12 
3.85 2.76 2.63 7.79 
3.85 2.76 2.63 7.79 

····--,. ..........., ..,, ........................,,, 

0.99· 4.07 10.83 2.90 
0.99 4.07 10.83 2.90 
6.34 0.73 0.39 1.49 
6.34 0,73 · 0.39 l.49 

0.33 0.49 1.17 0.83 
0.33 0.49 1.17 0.83 

35.95 27.73 43.91 24.97 
52.51 39.24 50.61 41.15 

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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.... . • • ' ... ~ ', - ,;.... i . • .. ' • . ~ .. ~. ~ j 

Table 837 Option ·l 0: Individual LimitsAppliedto All Facilities 
t 

Within 
' 

AF 
• 

A Entities 
'. 

for Gulf 
. 
of

•• 
Alaska 

- ·., 

Groundfish, ,1996 and 1997 

_Entity Percent of Total Processing 

Atka Other Pacific 
AFA Links - Mackerel Flatfish Species Cod· Pollock ·-Rockfish 

Entity l docurn~nted 
,'"...;pc,ssi~le' .. ' Entity 2 documented 5.66 8.43 10.99 6.86 14.17 5.96 

\ ' .. 
5.66 8.43. 10.99 6.86 14J7 5,96, _.. ......'. ... .....,,,, .......................P_<:issih.~i;:.: . 

Entity 3 · documented - 0.38 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.08 

possible .,. 0.38 ·- 0 02. 0.02 0.08 ,0.08 

~ntity 4 , documented~ 0.26 I 4, 19 0.39 2.34 0,75 0)5 

1:49 7.02 1.55 2.57 0.89 g'.42,. p_i:i5.sih.l~_ ··••>o••··············"'"'.. ,, ................ . 

~ 

Entity 5 · , . , documented ·., O 0.01 0.05 0.05 

0 0.01' 0.05 0.05 ...................................................................·......possible · ........ - ...... " ............... , .., .............. 

Entity 6 · documented 

... ·possible 
Entity 7 documented 3.79' 0.05 0.43 0.51 1.23 0.05 

' 3:79~ 0.06 0.98 0.51 1.23 0.12 
·' 

.......:-·-· ............ ___ .... ................... ..................... . ........, .. 

_... P9S.S.it>le .... ....... ........... --·•··-· 

Entity 8 . documented 0.09· 0.68 1.15 14.28 6.26 0.26 · 
,, 

' . . possible · .. 0.09 0.68 1.15 14.28 6.26 0.26 
....... doc~~~t~ . _,. Entity 9 ., 0 - ' 0 0.06 

~i ! 
! 

0.04 2.00 0 0.06 0.10. 
c,, .. ......P.<?§S.i~le....................... - .. ............ , ........... ..........• .............. ............................... .. . •••••••••••••••••••••••••u• , .... ......... ··········---··· ···························"· 

0.01 . 0.01 0.13 2.14 .,, 0Entity 10 documented ·O,, -
\ 0 0.01 0.01 0.13 2.14 

. ... , ...........,,,, ., ......................,. ..., .., ............... :. '. po~s i_~.1~.- ....... ....... . 

Entity 11 ; · documented; 0.16 . 14.47 , 4.69'. . , 11.62 9.92 23.60 

0.'16 14.47 4.69 · 11.62 9.92 23.60 _______ · ............. pC>ssiQJe 
Entity 12 · · , documented , 0.17 1.13 . 1·.50 · 18.67 30.73 I 0.88 

0.-17 1.13 1.50 -, 18.67 30.73 0.88 ................ ...............P.'?~si~I~ 
•'._ l'I J, 

Entity 13 documented 
- --.. .·..possible .............. . -

······•··· ............... ·······- ···································· 
Entity. 14 · docwnented 0 0.02 0.05 .. ' 

.. 0 0.02 0_05'.... · possible 

Total Documented 10.13 29.35 19.19 54.49 65.44 3L17 
''' 

Total Pos'sible 1L36. 32.23 22.90 54.72 65.57 . 39.,41, 

0 

Notes: ., _ t. 1 ·. 

1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for ~vhich 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 lO percent rule or further investigation. 
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T~ble 8.38 Option 10: Individual Lirni~ Appliedto All FacilttiesWithin AFA Entities for Crab. 1996 and 
1997 

Entity .Percent of Total Processing 
Brown 

AFA Links. Bairdi Blue King King· · Opilio Red King 
Entity I 0.53 documente:d 

0.53 ---················· ....·...........·._ ...........__possible ................_._......................................·----~ 
Entity 2 · documented 16.62 9.87 44.36 9.77 15.80

................................................._ possible· ..................................... 1.?..:.?.~ ?..-.~.?. ~~:~.? ......................... ...................... ....................... ___ 9_.......................7_7 ~.:.~.~~.. - .... .. ..
Entity 3 . documented 6. 77 1.48 

possible -. 6.77 1.48 

Entity 4 documented 

................................................................................Po~sible 
Entity 5 documented · 0.77 

--- .......... -... ----················· possible ............. ..................... ...............................................................__ ............~.:.?..?. 
Entity 6 documented 

................................... ........ ··············---········ ................................. .POSsible ·····-·· ::: ~ .................................. -................................. ...............................................
Entity 7 documented 13.67 · 12.37 9.78 9.30 14.55. 

·······-·············•............ ----- ............. ............... possible ........ J~.:.!.?. ~.'.?.~ 11.07l~:~~.................. ......................... ................... 15 .44 
Entity 8 documented 18.45 22.74 14.94 16.54 
' ' 18.45 22.74 14.94 16.54 .~..................................................................possible .... 
Entity 9 documented 

..........................................................___ possible ............................................-.......... ....................... -................................ · • ................................. -............................. .- .-.... 
Entity 10 documented 

__ ....................... _ ........._possible....... 
Entity .l l 2.19 0.42documented 

2.19 0.42 ...................................................................__ __._p_o_ss_ib_l~e- , ...................................... . 

Entity 12 documented 13.09 29.53 1.65 19.13 20.48 

19.13 20.48 ...............................................................possible................... . ~.?..:513.0~ .......... ~........................... ~.65 
Entity 13 documented 

··•··•····- __ P.!:?.~.~.i.~.1~, ... ...................................................... : ................................. .............. ~........ i. __ : .................................. _

Entity 14 documented "' 
JJOSsible 

61.83 74.52 Total Documented 55.79 62.64 70.04 
62.40 74.90 Total Possible 55.79 64.41' 70.92 

...........

......... 

Notes: 
1/ Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis hasdocumentedlinkages at the 10 percent 
level. · · · · 
2/ Total possible percentagesinclude all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the app_licatfonof the IOpercent 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 
. impdsition of processing limits on' AFA processors. The over~ll conclusio°ns about eff~ctiveness _ofµi'e \0 

.... options in meeting the objectives are shown in Table 8.39 (the same as Table 8'5-introduced in Section 8:5.1). 
Firs!, effectiveness_ of_the,levels at which _the processing.limits are. imposed (overall limits, sector limits, or 
individual limits) is considered, followed by a comparison of effectiveness brought about by defining AF A 
processors at. the facility, company, or entity level.. Then some ·observations are pre§<;nted rega_r_ding_the 

. interpretation of the· 10% Ownership Rule. - The final ·subsection p~~~des_,; more generalized summary and 
conclusion from the analysis of processing limits. 

"' ~ . .

. 'l. 

,. 
' . ' .

, l f' '· 

; '' 

.. I' (,

- ) . ,

1' ,: 

,· ., ' 

. , I t ' . 
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T" d.39 Summar}' of the Qualitative Analvsis of Processing Limits 
Overall Limits. Sector Limits lndh'idual Lim.its 

Option _Option . Option Opiio~ Option Option Option Option Opti~n Option 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Facllity · Company· Entity Facility · Company Entitv Facility Company AFA/Co. . Entity 

__ Objecth·es. from -the.Perspectlre of Proponents-of Processing_ Limits .............. ·-·········--... · ......................................................... · ........................... ............................................................_ .. 
1. How does the option rate in terms of limiting Poor · Fair ~ood Poor Fair Good Poor Fair Poor Good. 

AF A processing of species other than BSAI 
pollock to the levels !).chieved prior to the 
passage of the AFA? · · . ·. · · · · · 

, , ,,,,, • h•••11, ,.,. H�� •••u•••u, •11nu••••••••••••.. ••••••••••••••••• .................. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••"•••••••••11n •••••••• •••••••••••• • •• ......... .................... ,,,on••••••••••• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••• .. ••• .. • .......................................... . 
2. How does the option rate interms of including · Poor Fair . Good Poor Fair . Good . Poor · Fair Poor . Good 

.......... allprocessing interests. or AFA .companies? ................................................. · .. ·.•. ·................................ • ............................ ."......... .-.............. · ....... · ............................ .-.: ................ ; ......... ... 
3. How does the option rate in terms of preventing Poor Fair · Good · Po~r Fair. Good ·Poor Fair Poor Good 

AFA companies from evading the limits 
through subsidiaries or holding companies? 

.. Objectives. from·the _Perspecth·e_ofAFA Processon ............·······-·····················-····--············ ······-· ........................................................................... ............................................................ . 

••�-

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

·····. · 

.....  
 

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

4. How does the option rate in tenns of allowing Good. • Good · Good Goo1 Good Good Poor Good Good Good 
AFA processors to maximize their ability to· 
realize profits in the pollack processing 
industrv? . 

••••uu••••••• .. •••••'•••• ... •••••••• .. •"u••••••••••• .••lt*h••ll•• .. lilili �• ........ _•1�•••~• ••., .. •••••••••••••• .. •• .. ••••••••- ......... ,.•n•••••••U•••• ...... ••••••• .. ••~••••••••• .. ••• ......... ••••••••• .. ••••••t �•••••• •••••••••••• .. • .. •••••• .... •••••••••••• ...... ••••••••••n•11••••n ........... ._,..lo

). How does the option rate in tenns of allowing. Fair Fair Poor Fair Poor Poor F~ir fair Good Fair· 
:11

AFA processors to be able to utilize non-
potlock processing capacity improvements 

..., ....... ..e~~!!l:~~ ~~~P.~~.~~tP.!.i.?.~.~!? .. .~f.)E;~ ..............¥..1?.... .. ................. , .... ....~ ................_.: .............................................................................................-............................................;,; ; .
6. How does the op\ion rate in terms of its effect · Good Fair Poor Fair Fair Poor Good Fair Good . Poor 

on the market value of AFA facilities? 
. ~ . 

..Objecth·es. from.the_Perspecth·e of Non.a.pollock. . .......................Processors Linked .to.AFA_Processors ......................................_ : ........ ........ .. ···············--····················· ·-··--····------·· 
7. How does the option rate in tenns of restricting Good Good Poor Good Good Poor Good Good Good Poor 

non-pollock processors that will not benefit 
directly from the AFA? 

..Objecti~~s. from_ the. Perspecth·e of NMFS . · ........... _ · ...................... ....................... .......................................................................................... _ · ........................··········---······························ 
8. Ho,\•does ~~ option rate in terms oftJie Good . Fair Poor Good Fair Poor Good Fair Good Poor ·

........~~P.:~~~r.~.~~.~~-~.~~~~~~~~?.: .............................: .. ~ .......................................' : ..... ~ ............................................................................................................................................
9. How does the option rate in tenns of the NMFS Good Fair Poor . G~ Fair Poor Good Fair Good . Poor 

ability to detennine and set thelimits? · .
•••n•u•••••••u•1 • ••••••• .... •••••t•• .. •••••• .. •••••••••••••••••• • .. ••••••••••••••••••n•••. •••••••••••••••••••11••••••••••••••••••••• .• .. ••• .. ••••n•••••• •••••••••••••�-11-�•H-�� -111•.. •••• .. ••••••••HHI�•••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••. • .. ••••••••••••••••• .. ••••••••••H••.... •• .. •••••r111� 1n•••••••-�•. •••• 

I 0. How does the option rate in terms of.the NMFS Good Fair Fair Good Poor Poor Fair Fair Fair Fair 
abiliLv to manage the limits in-season? . 

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

Notes: 
I/ ll1e objectives are gi\•en a presumed rating relative to the other options from t11e perspective ofthe interest group shown. A fair rating implies tbat there are worse options 
~~~~~ . . . 

2/ The cohunn headed "AFA/Co." is for the option that imposes indi~idual processing limits on the AFA facilities in a company, but does not limit non-AFA racilities i!l the 
company: 
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•,--

8.6.1 Effectiveness of Limits: A Comparison of Overall, Sector, and Individual Limits 

----. 

: , ''._ ; I . \ , : ' , : ', ; 
I 

Processor caps were included in the AF A to help protect the inarket share of the nort-AF A processors. While 
the AFA was being drafted, non-AF A processors expressed concerns that processors wiili the exclusive rights·, 
to process pollock could use profits from that fish~ry to increase their market share inoth~r fisheries. Th~ non- . 

. • ! ...,, • ' 

AF A processors would then be disadvantaged because they would be operating in a market that had a one way 
gate. AF A processors could increase their market share of crab, for example, but the non-AF A processors 

l - • . ; 

could not process any pollack from the directed fishery. , : · . · . ' · 
' . - . . 

'i 
' 

I 

i 
I:.

From the perspective ofnon-AF A processors, there do not appear to be significant differences if the processing 
limits are implemented as overall 

a
limits, sector limits, or individual limits. However, the level at which.the 

limits are applied.will make significa:nt difference to AF A processors and to NMFS. ' . . . 
~ ~ ·. .. . . - - ; .) l . : . - . : 

' . ' 
If overall or sector-level limits are imposed; AF A processors will continue to compete· against other AF A_ 
processors to attract fishermen to deliver crab and groundfish other than BSAI pollock. AF A processors will 
compete aga:inst other AFA processors to get their share of inputs (raw fish) befo;e the AF A limit is reached, 
and will. also need to compete against all non-AF A processors, who will not be restricted_ in any way except 
that they are precluded from processing pollbck. Individual processing.limits may reduce price competition 
among AF A proc~ssors. -Although individual limits will not constitute an allocation'and individual AF A 
processors will face continued competitiori from non-AF A processors, AF A processors will hot need to compete 
with other AF A process.ors. Non-AF A proce~sors ·would stin'be allowed to :erode the AF A processor's ~hare 
of these fisheries. So from·a harvesters perspective, for th~ most part there is still a competitive market.for 
their fish, even if the-caps are set at the plant le~el. The harvestors inay expericence difficulties: making 
deliveries towards the end of the year if several of the AF A processors reach-their-individual cap and can no·· 
longer accept de!iveries from catcher vessels. :This will reduce marketing oportunuties for catcher vessels and · 
may lead to lower prices, all.other things being equal. , . . . 

• • 1 . I - : . ." . 
,., I"· 

. I' 
·-· 1 

 

' - 1 
I• 
I: 

. 1•·,

i • 

I 

rngenerai, individual processing limits will allow AFA processors mar~ flexihility ~ with overall or se6tor­
level limits t9 allocate their processing capacities and other resources,, and 

It
allow them to realize more of ihe, 

potentiai ben,efits of the. AF A, within their historical processing shares, shou.ld be noted however, that ,•
individual pr,ocessing limits implemented'at the AFA facility level could be less_ than-optimal for AFA 

1

companies that have multiple AF A processing facilities. In such cases; AFA companies inay not be able to 
achieve the same level of processing efficiency that might be possible if individual limits are imposed at the • 
company leve_L ' • •. ·. _ . . . . ' 

Annual ifupl~mentation and in-season enforceme!)t of overall processing liiruts appear to be less burdensome 
to NMFS, thah sector-lev_el or ~di~idual-lev_el limits. With overall or_s~ctor lev'el process,ing limits, it is likely 
that NMFS will have to enforce at least twotypes of closures in order to enforce· the processing limits and to 
stilrallow. the processing of limited species asbycatch. The two types of closure would.be: 

·' . . . . ' ·, ; • ·- . : ,: _, • l'._ j . (., 
, I . - . . . . . - .- - . 

A directed processing closure when ·the AFA proces_sing total reaches a pre-determined percentage of 
the processing limits. A closure of directed 'processing ·wi°II 'all9w AFA .processors to. retain and 
process limited species when they are delivered· as bycatch. · · . · 

I ·• • •· • : • • •• • -~ •.' 

,.._ :'..: ,,;: 

2. .. A closure_ to all processing w_hen the full processing limit is 'reached. ·. ,_, 
' . ~ • r 1. • , ' • • 

' ; ; • '. . "': ' . . ; ~. . . :. ' ' I': .. . ' . . • • l . 
If proces~ing limits are imposed at the sector level; NM.FS may -~ave the additional bu'rc!en of determining 
which processing facilities belong to ~hich sector.· This addiiiorial burden wi)loccur if sector,level limits 'are 
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• .' •f . 'I, 

l •' . •: t 

J, 

imposed on AFA companies or on AFA entities, If sector-level limits are imposed only on AFA-eligible 
facilities, then the sector definitions are predetermined. 

If processing.limits are imposed 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
~eason pr<?ce_ss involving fines and sanctions for those processors that exceed their limits. 

In conclusion, itappears that if processing limits are imposed, relative to other options, individual processing 
limits offer as _much protection to non-AF A processors and may not be any more costly to implement and 
enforce, Individual processing limits may also allow AFA 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-AF A processors to attact catcher vessels to deliver their non-pollack 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 fro~ the fishing grounds. 

'I 
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8.6.2 •' •Effectiveness of Limits: Comparisons of AFA Entities, AFACompanies,'and AFA ·Facilities.· 
. :·, : ~ . .,. • :·. '· , i•· l '.. · :1 • ' • · ,.. j . .1 

Processing limits applied to AF A facilities will be restrictive, but less restrictive than limits applied .to 
companies ot'.entities. If processing limits_are'.applied·to facilities, either as a'group or individually'. AFA 
participating cooperatives would not be able to 'increas_e their shares of processing of'crab and groundfish 
species under the jurisdiction of the NP FMC. AF A fucilities'wotild, however, be able tc, increase their relative 
processing' shares of species managed solely by the Staie ofAlaska, such a,;;salmon', herring, and other 
shellfish. Additionally, limiting the processing cif AfA facilities would riot constrain the ability of the owners 
of the facilities to use AF A profits to increase their non-pollock processing sl\ares at other facilities in which 
theAFAownersrnayhaveaninterest. ' : ·. . ': .. •. . . ' · .. . ' , ... · ' ' .• , ' . 
1-- • ' . • '. ' >·· 

Processing limits applied to AFA 8ompanies rather'than'to AFA facilities ~II be~ore ~ffeciive in li~iting tl,~ 
ability of owners of AFA facilities to m~rease their shares of n6n~pollock processing. 'The effectiveness :of 
processing limits on AFA companies depends largely on the abilityt6 define AFAcompanies. Tµe analysi~ 
defines AFA companies on aconceptual basis thafcombines all of the pro~essing facilities that have roughly 
the same ownership structure. Under iliis definition; non-AFA' f~cilities owned by AF A companies·. or by 
subsidiaries of AFA companies are included in the processing limits. Thus if an AFA owner wishes to ihc;ease· 
its shares of crab or groundfish other thanBSAI pollock; 'it would have to·do so as· a minority· partner. The 
processing limits would not place a constraint on AF A companies wishing to increase 'their processing shares 
of halibut or of species managed solely by the State of Alaska, such as salmon, herring, and other shellfish. 

Processing limits applied to AF A entities as defined by the 10% Ownership Rule would appear to be more 
effective than limits imposed on AF A companies. With the 10%Ownership Rule it will be much more difficult 
for AF A owners to use profits resulting from the AF A to illvest in greater processing capacity. If AF A owners 
wish to make new capital investments in non-pollock processing, they could make investments in salmon and 
herring fisheries or make investments at levels less than 10 percent of the capital value of the processors in 
which they are investing. Inaddition, because of the limits AFA processors would bring, existing owners may 
not welcome new investment associated with AF A profits. 

Imposing processing limits on AF A entities will have some unintended and perhaps dracortian consequences. 
Processing lirrtits imposed on AF A entities •Nill create sigrtificantly more paperwork for NMFS and the 
processing industry than the other options. This additional burden wili be time-consuming and expensive, and 
may be viewed by many as a sigrtificant intrusion of government into private affairs of industry. Additionally, 
if limits are imposed on AF A entities, AF A owners will be prevented from investments in crab and groundfish 
processing capacity, and may choose mstead 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 could result. · 

Imposing processing limits on entities will also create other urtintended consequences by limitmg the activities 
of processors that may not be able to experience any of the benefits of the AF A. These consequences are 
perhaps most easiiy 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 longlmer. Partners of Alaskan Leader Fisheries, which owns 2 other non-AF A processing 
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 AF A entity and therefore be constrained by the processing lirrtits. Furthermore, there do not appear 
to be any other linkages between the Arctic Fjord and the Bristol Leader or Alaskan Leader Fisheries. 

• r • • .. 
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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 Bristol Leader and Alaskan 
Leader Fisheries will realize higher processing shares of crab and groundfish inthe North Pacific as a result 
of the AFA. Therefore, it could be argued that the Bristol Leader aridAlaskan Leader Fisheries should not 
be included i;:ithe processing limits. On the other hand, it is 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 Bristol 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 AF A owners, it may restrict 
and potentially harm other processors that are unlikely to actually benefit from the AF A. In addition, limits 
on AF A entities could lead to increased investments in salmon and herring processing. Finally, the paperwork 
and enforcement if limits are applied to AF A entities will be more burdensome and expensive for both NMFS 
and the industry. Therefore, it is uncertain whether the additional protection gained by applying processing 
limits to AF A entities outweighs the negative impacts. 

Given the possibility of ambiguous results if processing limits are applied to AF A 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 ·BsAI, or examine other options for defining AF A entities. 

8.6.3 Alternative Interpretations of the 10% Ownership Rule. 

This .subsection reexamines the literal interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule as used in the analysis of. 
processing limits and suggests.alternative ways in which the 10%.Ownership Rule could be applied if the 

.z;_ Council chooses. ,; 

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 thelanguage in the AF A to address its mandates. 
Therefore, the Council has the authority to interpret or adapt the 10% Ownership Rule as necessary to achieve 
the ob)ectives for which the processing limits 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 lO 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 Be Similarly, Processor Band Processor Care linked through Harry, with 
his 80 percent interest in Processor B and IOpercent interest in Processor C. Because A is linked to B and B 
is linked to C, all three processors are defined as a single entity. 
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Figure 8.I9Literal'Interpretat~on of the 10% Ownership Rule· 
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Another way to interpret the 10%0~ership Rule would-use amultiplicative measure ofowriership~: In this 
case the-shares·ofthe common owners are'multiplied together. Figure °S.20 shows how.the situation fr~m 
Figure.8.19 would be interpreted under a multiplicative interpretation.· Joe's ownership share·m Processor A 
is multiplied by Joe's share in Processor B. If the result is greater than 10 percent, then the Processor A is 
linked to Processor B. This 'interpretation measures '.thej,ercentage" o{AF A interest in affiliatea ptocels~rs. 
In this case it can be said that Processor A has a IO percent ownership interest in Processor B. The l.~ 
between Processor B.and Processor Chas di.fferent'impltcatioO:s:, ·Even though Harryowns·t'Ope~cerit'of 
Processor C, the ProcessorB as a whole o:wns only 8 percent:·of Processor C.· In this iriterpretatiori of the 
I 0% Ownership Rule, Processor Bis not linked to Processor C. An additional advantage of the triultiplicativd 
interpretation of the I 0% Ownership Rule is that it provides a means by which to measure linkages that involve 
partnerships or more thanone ·person. · , • --· -, : w • ~- • • ; ' · ·' • • ·- • ;::; • 

Figure ~ .20 ~ultipli~ativ~ Interpretation ,of the 10% Owne;~~p Rule .
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It is also possible to interpret tbe I 0% Ownership Rule as implying tbat tbe direct AF A interest in a processor 
must exceed IO percent in order for 2 processors to be considered linked. In other words, tbe link must involve 
an ownerof an AF A facility. Under this interpretation, Processors Aand B would be linked in either the literal 
interpretation or the multiplicative interpretation of the I 0% Ownership Rule, but Processor C would not be 
linked to the entity because Processor. C has no direct AFA ownership. · 

Regardless of the interpretation of the I 0% Ownership Rule, there still may be unintended consequences of its 
application. Analyzing and documenting these impacts is not possible, however, an example oftbese impacts 
is provided. Assume tbat tbe relationship between Harry and Joe began in I 990 when Processor B was 
constructed, and tbat Joe and Bill purchased Processor A in 1995. After 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 AF A 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 AF A. 

Based on the discussion in this section it may be possible to craft an alternative meansto restrict processors 
associated with the AF A facilities from increasing their shares of crab and groundfish species ·as a result of 
profits associated with AF A, without placing overly restrictive limits on processors tbat are only indirectly, 
linked to the AFA. Although Chapter 8 does not specifically address any other definitions of the: 
I 0% Ownership Rule, there may be sufficient information in the analysis of theorganization 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 AF A instructs the Council to examine alternatives that would protect processors tbat will not be able to 
participate in pollock cooperatives from adverse effects resulting from the AF A. This chapter has examined 
the concept of imposing limits on the amounts of crab and groundfish otber than pollack that AF A processors 
can process, as a means of protecting non-AF A processors. 

Application of economic theory leads to tbe conclusion that pollack processors may be able to generate higher­
than-expected profits from pollack processing because of the AF A. AF A 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 tban investments 
outside of fish processing. Because many other opportunities for investment exist, the stock market, for 
example, it is not certain that pollack processors will invest additional amounts into the processing of crab and 
other groundfish. If the processors do choose to invest in 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 witbout placing potentially harsh restrictions on processors that do not appear to be able to 
benefit directly from the AF A, and without imposing burdensome paperwork and enforcement costs on NMFS 
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and on the industry as a whole This conclusion'applies whether the processing limits ate ovei-aU limitS: sector 
limits or individual limits. · ' , ·. · .o-:t- 1 • · : ' , ' • 

.. ~. ,,\: 

If the Council chooses to fulfi!l.its·mandate to proiect non-AF Aprocessors b{ impo~ing processing limits bn' 
crab and groundfish other than pollock, it appears that establishing iimits mi individual AFA'bompanies ~ii 
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 AFA, the 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 differ little from traditional open access management of the pollock 
fishery. 

However, ~ement of.the inshore co-ops authorized by the AFA pose a significantly more complex.task 
beca,use, 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 scheduling considerations is provided below. · 

9.1 Sources and.Adequacy of Historic Data on Groundfish and PSC Catch by Vessel 

ADF&G fish ticket data provide information, by vessel and species, 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 reliab_le for species delivered but not purchased. They are not reliable for PSC catch or for groundfish 
discarded at sea. 

Groundfish catcher-vessel logbooks, required for all catcher vessels over 60 ft LOA, document skippers' 
reports of groundfish and PSCat-seadiscards. They do not document retained species weights. Catcher vessel 
logbook data are not in electronic form. Logbooks are archived with NMFS Enforcement. 

Processor Weekly Production Reports provide no information on catcher vessel deliveries. They report 
aggregate landing amounts for a week. . 

Observer 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. Insome fisheries, where the observer has 
no opportunity to sample on a haul by h.iul basis, the species composition is determined for the delivery as a . 
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 sou_rce ·of groundfish and PSC catch for catcher vessels suitable for 
determining q~ota allocations· based on actual harvested amounts does not exist Basillg 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 existing observer data are likely needed 
to determine if using individual CV observer data would yield acceptable results. Accommodation for 30% 

·covered vessels would h_ave 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 Requirements' .. NMFS,believes "that a'verified database bf 1995-97 catcher 
vessel pollock landings must be developed from AD F &G fish ticket data, similar to the ·process for detennining 
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' anaiogous to IFQ quota share and NMFS 
_;,,ould inform'each catcher vessel owner of the official poUock quota share-attributed io'facli AFA-listed 
catcher vessel. The·co-op quota share.of each individual inshore catcher vessel could be listed on each vessel's 
Alaska groundfish fishery'permit .. An inshore co-op' s annual pollock allocation Would be cal6ulated ruiihesum 
of each participating ·catcher vessel's co-op pollock quota share, ·niultiplied by the ·annual'inshore pollock 
allocation: 1 , ..... . ',,,:> ,·~. l .. ·--,'l ,,. ... 'r-?.':' 

1 

Given the potential inaccuracies in the fish ticket data, and the allocative nature of the AF A inshore co-ops, 
NMFS further believes that vessel owners should be provided the opportunity to appeal the inshore co-'op 
pollock "quota.share" attributed to their,vesseh{the vessel owner has information to indicate the fish ticket· 
data upon which the vessels quota shore was derived is wrong or incomplete,. Therefore, a mechanism ·for· 
administrating such appeals must be established. The AF A inshore co-op quota share hppeals proce;s coJld. 
be similar or identical to the existing IFQ appeals proceaure set out at 50 CFR679.43 ··o:,:-:;·, · ·. ,, ·' : 
L .-• ; - ·i ·c · . , : 

The process for developing the database on which to derive·vessel-specific historic iioilpollock 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 nonpollock groundfish landings is not as paramount given these 
data would be used to establish harvest limitations; not allocaticms!i ;,_- , • ; '< ·, · • · 

' ... , 

The development·of prohibited species catch estimates for AF Neligilile ·pollock catcher vessels delivering w · 
inshore processors would be difficult without some widespread assumptions and extrapolations from limited'­
observer data (see above discussion on adequacy of historical catch data). 

(1 ·, '. .... ,! : -~; j., ·•.J✓-~~.' 

•9.2 _ New Permitting Requirements.·•:,:· -:,., - \ . 
- , '.' '· ••• ,I '·: ' " ,·' 

To implement the provisions of the AFA, NMFS will need to establish a series of new permit requirements. 
To fulfill the statutory requirements of the AF A, this action would establish new permit ietjuireine~ts for AF A 
catcher/processors, AF A catcher vessels, AFA motherships, AFA inshore processors, and AFA inshore 
cooperatives. Any vessel used to engage in directed fishing for a non-CDQ allocation ofpollock in the BSA!, 
and any processor that receives pollock harvested in a·non~CDQ'directed pollock fishery in.the BSAI would 

1 

be required to· maintain a valid AFA permit on board the vessel or at the plant location at all times that non: 
CDQ pollock is;harvested or processed. These new AFA permits would not exerilpt'a vessel operator, vessel 
owner, or pollock processor from any.other applicable'permit or licensing requirements required by State cir 
Federal, regulations. However, vessels fishing for BSA! pollack-under the CDQ program and p"rocessors ' 
processing pollock harvested under the CDQ program would not be required to have AF A permits. · · 

The'owner of a vessel or processor could apply for an AF Apermit at any time during the duration of the AF A. 
Once issued, AF A vessel _and processor permits would be-valid for thti'duration· of the AF A:and would expire·: 
on December 31, 2004. AFA vessel and processor permits could not be used on'or transferrea to any vessel'· 
or processor that is not listed on the permit. However, AFA permits could behmended to reflec'i any change .. 
in the ownership of the~vessel or processor. ; Iil contrast to vessel and processor permits, AFA inshore 
cooperative permits would be valid only for the fishing year for which they are issued,.but 'would lierenewable ,:, 
on an annual basis. ; '. :'. •r· " 1 , · . )1 ... • 
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AF A pennit applications. NMFS will create application forms for all AF A pennits that will be available upon 
request froin the NMFS, Alaska Region, and also will be .available for downloading on the NMFS Alaska 
Region home page (http://www.fakr.noaa.gov). AF A vessel and processor permits w_ould be issued to the 
current owner of a qualifying vessel or processor if he/she submits to the Regional Administrator a completed 
AF A permit ·application that is subsequently approved. NMFS also will establish anappeals process under 
which applicants could appeal the denial of an AF A pennit or AF A pennit endorsement.. Tue appeals process 
for AF A pennits would be similar to the process currently in place for the individual fishing quota (IFQ) 
program and license limitation program (LLP) appeals. 

AF A catcher/processor pennits. Under the AF A, the statutory list of qualified catcher/processors took effect 
on January 1, 1999 and NMFS has already issued AF A catcher/processor permits to the owners ofall qualified 
catcher/processors. Currently pennitted AFA catcher/processors would likely be issued new AF A pennits that 
would be valid for the duration of the AFA. AF A catcher/processor pennits will be reissued automatically and 
the owners of AF A catcher/processors would not be required to re-submit AF A permit applications. Two 
categories of AFA catcher/processor permits would be issued: Vessels listed by name in section 208(e)(I) 
through (20) of the AF A would be issued unrestricted AFA catcher/processor permits. Vessels qualifying for 
AFA catcher/processor pennits under section 208(e)(21) would be issued restricted AFA catcher/processor 
pennits, and would be limited in the aggregate to not niore than 0.5 percent of the catcher/processor sector 
TAC allocation. 

AFA catcher vessel permits. Under the AFA, a catcher vessel would qualify to fish for BSA! pollock if it is 
listed by name in the AFA, or, if its history of participation in the BSAI pollock fishery meets certain criteria 
set out in the AF A. AF A catcher vessel permits would be endorsed to authorize fishing for pollock for delivery 
to AF A catcher/processors, AF A inshore processors, or AF A motherships. An applicant for an AFA catcher ,· 
vessel permit would be required to indicate the sector endorsement(s) that the.vessel qualifies for. NMFS will 
establish an official AFA record that includes the relevant catch histories of all potentiitlly qualifying vessels , 
and will verify all claims of endorsement qualificatio~ against the official AFA record. · 

Members of industry have requested that a preliminary list of the AFA eligible catcher vessels be made 
available 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 deiiveries inshore, to inshore and 
motherships, to motherships only, and to catcher/processors are treated separately. 
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Table 9.l: Preliminarv List of AFA Elil!ible Catcher-Vesseisin the·Josbore Sector , ... ' , • ', - r . ~. . ; 
.~F&G Name- " •, · 
579.34 AJ 55153 · DONAPAULITA , , 48173 .. OCEANHOPE3-. ·· ~-
69765 ALASKA , ... -DAWN . 14767 El.lZABE1HF '. 64667 . STORM. . OCEAN .
38989 ALASKA ROSE ' - .,. 325'54:. ··ENDURANCif . - . ' . 51073;, ENTERPRISE'. OCEAN . 
57321 ALASKAN COMMAND · 54653 .'•EXCALIBURIF .. ~- • ., 50759'; ..PACIFIC • · ENlERPRISE·~ :.
48215 .;~EBARAN • 33112·.EXODUS·"" -·· "··,. 54543' PACIFIC'KNIGHT·1·.....,•·:_ 
40749 ALSEA ·, .. , 53247 .. :f/VWE~TW~L .•·r, , 54,645 PAqIFICMONARCH ,:r;-. ,. 
00039 AMERiCANEAGLE 55111 FIERC~Af+EG~CE IJ 61450. PAClflC,P~CE . ·J:'! 
0002 9 ANITA J 32473 FL YlNG CLOUD · i.. ' 61792 PACIFICRAM 
51092 ARCTICl 40309 GOLD RUSH 00047 PACIFIC VlKING. 
55923 ARCTICill : . 356~7 ;GOLD~ DAWN • • :.• _; 57149' PEGASUS .. 
57440 ARCTICIV,. 32817 GOLDENPISCES ' - 09200· ' PEG<lYJO .. ~ I ,, :. ·· ;. 
64105 ARc.Tic'-vi • 3766o~ . oREATP.AcIFrc· 12668 , PERSEVERANCE .•. -
oii12 · ARCTIC WIND , ~13'129lJ.N~MAR· · · · , , ... 37036 : : ,1 aj·s.EipON ~ , •• 

45978 ARCTIJRUS 39230 HALFMOON BAY ' · 33744 PREDATOR . .. - ·' . . . . 
38547 ARGOSY - ' 47795 IIlCKORYWIND•· '··: ' 00006 , PROGRESS ':. : ·J . 

56153 ·,AURIGA · · • 62922 '·LADYJOANNE. · •. i :· 56395 RAVEN··-:. . -• ,,.;J.~ 
56154. AURORA , ~ 56119 1LESL~LE.E ·· .. ; J _._ 40840. , )~.OYALAMERICAN ,. • 
40638 BER.ING ROSE . 70221 LISAMARIE . i • 00046 ROYALATI.ANTIC 
62892· BLUEFox·· 4 i520' ''LisA MELINDA • • · 35957 SEA.WOLF .. ' · 
591.19 cAITLIN ANN , , . 30332 · LoNEsTAR·. - -· •_, 00071 ..,. ·-sE"mA"WN· ·· 
61432 CAPEKIWANDA 60650 MAJESTY 59476 SEEKER ,'. · _.. _·:·-1 

57634 CARAVELLE 49617 MARATI-ION 00012 STARFISH 
,.6?906: . CHELSEA K , . 00055 ... MARCY_J. . . -34931- STARLITE 

54648 '1COLLIERBROS. . ,, 66196 ... MESSIAH ·, ' ,, ..... , 39191:··STAR.WARD.:. , . . -
39056 . 'COi..UMBiA ,,.. 59123·• _, MISSBERDIE >, .••. •. 39860 I STORM PETREL 
53843 COMMODORE: 38431' ,· · STAR 1 MORNING · · ' 35S27 .· BAY .SUNSET ,') • , 
56676 .,DEFENDER;,... 56164, ~AMY.••,',';· I 140250\.'· 1 .TOPAZ.:;,\,,''•".·,·,.~' ·•, 
60655 ~ ,Dt;:S~ATION ,. ,: ~q~~C ~Tl>Jl _ 0096.1_ , ..•9.QQOS:.. _-~G. . , .. · ·..-1! •. .
to8668 DOMINATOR" • 36808 NW ENTERPRISE .- 36045, .. VDGNG EXPLORER . , 
55199 DONALILIANA '. 48171 ·1 OCEANHOPE •' •> 34919 • wALTER N . ' ' ....... ·-.
51672 DONAMARmA· , .. • ' :;.~·. , · - : ;. ' t;~..· · • .... · · , ' :i '···· ~ 

ADF&G Nrune , : · ,.,· . . ADF&G · Name . : ,, 

·-··'·· 
. ·,•. •; 

T a bl e 9 2 : P reumnaryr . I/1st · o . f · AFAEli11?1 "ble C · a t c h er V esse 0I s-m ' . b th the1ns 1 
0 h orean .. ' d M ot iiers h"IP Sectors·

... I'.,.'
 

ADF&G Name· ' '' ADF&G.'. Name I ADF&G Name· :,

00045 ALYES~ .t ... u ~- ,,~t~ 06440,r , ;M.l\RK'l. .... •...a,..I • • ,' 00033-- PACIFIC FURY .''. 
00028 AMBER DAWN 
24255 AMERICANBEAUTY 

-, 00200. NORDIC FURY . ' 
00032 OCEANLEADER 

5882J. • TRAVELER .. 
39946 .. VANGUARD

31672 MARGARET LYN 03404 OCEANIC 22294 WESlERN DAWN 
12110 MAR-GUN 06931 PACIFIC CHALLENGER 

.. 

T a bl e 9 .. 3 Pre r umnary . L'1st o fAFA El' 121'ble C a t c h er Vesse I s m . the M 0 th ers hi LP S ec t or 
ADF&G 
50570 

Name ADF&G Name AflF&G Name 
ALEUTIAN CHALLENGER 68858 MISTYDAWN 55512 POPADOII 

33697 CALIF HORIZON 38294 PACIFIC ALLIANCE 38342 VESlERAALEN 
61372 FIERCE SEA 

T a bl e 9 4 . . Pre I' 1mmarv . L. ·1st o f AFA Er U!J "bl e C a t c h er V esse I s m . th e C a t c h er IProcessor sector 
ADF&G Name ADF&G Name ADF&G Name 
62152 ANIBRICANCHALLENGER 32858 NEAHKAHNIE ,40969 SEA STORM 
59687 .FORUM STAR 00101 OCEANHARVESTER 54654 TRACY ANNE 
41021 MUIR :MILACH 

•• •· • • I •• > 
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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 AF A permit. An AF A catcher vessel would be prohibited from retaining any BSAI crab species unless 
the catcher vessel's AF A pennitcontains an endorsement for that crab species. AF A 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 alternative in Chapter 11.0. Applicants for AFA catcher vessel permits would be 
required to indicate on the permit application which AF A 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 BSAI crab fishery; the operator of an AF A catcher vessel would have to have a valid LLP 
license for that crab fishery as well as an AFA catcher vessel permit containing an endorsemenffor that crab 
fishery. 

AF A Mothership permits. Under the AFA, three motherships are authorized by name to process pollack 
harvested in the BSAI directed pollack 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 pollack 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 l(c)(2)(A) of the AFA, imposes crab processing restrictions on the owners of AF A mothership and 
AFA inshore that receive pollack from a fishery cooperative. These processing limitsextend not just to the 
AFA processing facility itself, but to any other crab processing facility which shares a 10 percent or more 
common ownership with the AFA mothership or AF A inshore processor. To implement the crab processing. 
restrictions , contained in section 2ll(c)2)(A) ofthe AFA, NMFS would require that applicants for AFA 
inothership and AFA inshore processor permits disclose on their permit' application the names of any crab 
processors in which·the owners of the AF A mothership or AFA inshore processor share a IOpercent 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 processor permit but would be denied an endorsement authorizing the processor to receive and process 
pollack harvested by a fishery cooperative. 

• 

AF A inshore processor permits. Under the AF A, inshore processors are authorized to receive and process 
BSAI pollack 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 pollack harvested in the inshore 
directed pollack fishery during both 1996 and 1997. ·An applicant would receive·a restricted AFA inshore· 
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 pollack during both 1996 and 1997. A restricted AF A inshore processor permit 
would prohibit the inshore processing facility from processing more than 2,000 metric tons round-weight of 
BSAI pollack in any one year. 

The owner ofan AFA inshore processor wishing to process pollock,harvested by a fishery cooperative also 
would be required to _have a cooperative processing endorsement on the AF A inshore processing permit. The 
requirements for a AF A inshore processor cooperative processing endorsement would be the same as those 
listed for AF A motherships above. 
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.The ,Council ,also recommendecUhat each AF A inshore processor be restricted to·operating in the s~gle 
geog~phic location in which)t operated in I 996 or 1997 when processing pollock harvested 'in ihe BSA! 

:ro
.directed pollock fishery as-set out in the options for single geographic location requirements in Chapter 4.0 .. 

imple.r,nent (\tis restriction, land-based shoreside processors .would be restricted to operating in the last 
physical location in which the facility.processed BSA! pollock during I 9Q6-l 997 qualifying period. Statfonary 
floating processors \VOuld be restricted to operating in a location within Alaska·state waters that is within 5 
nautical miles of.the last position in \Vhich the floating inshore processor processed BSA! pollock during the 
1996-1997 q~<!l\fying periocl. , , • , •· · 

Inshore co~~~~ati~e fishing permits:_To implement the statutory requirements of the· AFA to grant'allocations 
of pollock. to inshore c9operatives, an. inshore' catcher ,.vessel cooperative fonned- · for the purpose of 
coop~rativ_ely managing directed fishing for pollack would be issued anAF A 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 is necessary so that NMFS and the Council can 
review cooperative agreements and make interim allocations ofpollock TAC to cooperatives on anarum'al basis 
at the December Co1111cil meeting. . .': :· ' . ,, 

,, 
Aspart of the.application for an inshore cooperative fishing permit, an inshore cooperative would be required 
to certify that: (I) Toe·coop_erative contract.was signed by the owners ofat least 80 percent of.the qualified 
catchei vessels that delivered pollack to the cooperative's designated AFA inshore processor, (2) each catcher 
yessel _in the cooperative delivered more BSAI pollock to the designated ·AFA inshore p'rocessor-than to any 
other AFA inshore processor during the year prior.to the year in which the cooperative fishing permit ,viii be 
in, effect, and (3) each member vessel is a qualified AFA catcher vessel, is otherwise-eligible- to fish· f~r 
g;o~dfish m-the BSAI, iµid has no permit sanctions or other type:of sanctions against it that would prevent 
it from fi~hing for groundfjsh in the BSA!. A catcher vessel that is'ineligible to harvest BSA! pollock.during 
the yea~ _in. which tl,e cooperative fishing permit .will be in• effect due,to permit sanctions, lack. of an-AF A 
permit, lack.of LLP permit, or-lack of other required permit; could not.become-a member-of an•inshore 
c'oop~rati~e-that receives.an in~hore cooperative fishing permit. A cooperative fishing permit could·be amended 
to add or sul)tract a qualified catcher vessel upon submission ofa revised application that is'received·by the 
NMFS_Alaska Region prio_r to the December 1deadline and that is subsequently approved by the Regional 
Administrator. 

Inshore cooperative fishing permits would be valid for one calendar year only, but could be renewed on an 
annual basis afte~ submi~sip~ of a new application that is received.by'NMFS prior to the application deadline : 
and_that is subs~quently approved by the Regionai AdministratoL · . ' , 

,,(. 

Replacement vessel~ and pra'cessors. In the event of the actual tota1•,foss or constructive total loss of iui AFA: 
catche~_vessel, AFA moth_ership, or AFAcatcher/processor, the owner of such vessel would be able to replace, 
the vessel ~i~h a replacementyessel that would be eligible in the same ffi!U111er as the original vessel after 
submission of a,napplication for flOAFA replacement vessel that is subsequently approved by NMFS. The ·a 
AFA contains detailed re_strictions _on r~placement vessels and processors that are set out in Appendix I,-'.

"•' . - . . ' . . . .. .. . ·:1. 

9.3 Options for the allocation ofpollock TAC to inshore cooperatives 
' .,' ( 

9.3.1 Compensation for offshore catch history,. 

AFA,
', ... i 

Under the eligible inshore catcher vessels \viii be allowed to form cooperatives in 2000. The allocation· · 
of pollack 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 AF A 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 wit\t histories split between the mothership sector and the inshore sector are 
able to fish both histories pursuant to the AF A. However, catcher vessels which made deliveries to both the 
inshore sector and the catcher vessel to catcher/processor sector lose the catch history that wasdelivered to the 
catcher/processor sector. This occurs because the AF A does not specifically create a mechanism for these 
catcher vessels to obtain credit for that catch history. The AF A states in section 210(b)(4) that "any contract 
implementing a fishery cooperative under paragraph (/) which has been entered into by the owner of a 
qualified catcher vessel eligible under section 208(a) that harvesled po/lock for processing by 
catcher/processors or motherships in the directed po/lock fishery during 1995, 1996, and 1997 shall, to the 
extent practicable, provide fair and equitable /er ms 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 AF A states that both the catch delivered to catcher/processors and motherships would be eligible for 
compensation, the AF A 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 minimumrequirements: 
to be part of the mothership sector. 

Section 21 0(b )(I) 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 ifa 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 I997. That catcher vessel is not eligible under the AF A 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 I997, 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 
catcher 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(/) 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 21 0(b )( I )(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 (and catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily · 
participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate·percentage of the directed.fishing allowance 
unde_r Section 206(b)(J) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will be in effect thatis 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 po/lock.fishery for processing by 
the inshore component, together- with the amount harvested·'bv such vessels for processing by 
caicher/processors in the offshore component during J995,-1996 and 1997, relative to the aggregate total 
amount of po/lock harvested in the directed po/lock.fishery for processing by the inshore component together 
with the aggregate total amount harvested by all catcher vessels (exclui:ling 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 :voluniarily participate' pursuant to paragraph (2)) from 
harvesting in the aggregate in excess of such percentage of such directed fishing allowance. " 

This modification would allow a catcher vessel with catch history based on deliveries·to catcher/processors, 
that is otherwise lost under the AF A, to bring that catch history into a cooperative while sharing the burden 
among all members of the inshore cooperative/cooperatives. 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 AF A 
catcher vessels from the inshore sector. The four vessels making the most deliveries accounted for 35,783 mt 
of the catch, or about 53 percent of the total. 

A total of 1,126,275 mt ofpollock 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 result 
inthe total amount of pollock catch in the inshore quota pool, ifvessels'are compensated.for their deliveries 
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 required to make. . ' 

Six sub-options setting minimum pollack delivery levels, below which 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 I 0.5 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 tci catcher/processors. Note that the 
adj'-!stment 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, titled <250 mt, shows the compensation required ifno minimum catch 
histories. were iI[lposed. · • · · 
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Table 9.5: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollock deliveries to catcher/processors 
from 1995 -97 break pomts are based on total ca t c h.

' 
Pollock to C!Ps Number of 

Vessels 
· Pollock Catch Avg Nessel Cum. Total 

Inshore
Adjustment

~5,000 mt 3 31,745 10,582 31,745 -2.74%

3,000 - 4,999 mt 

2,000 - 2,999 mt 

1,000 - 1,999 mt 

5 lS,279 3,656 50,024 -4.25%

2 Conf. Conf. Conf. Conf.

3 Conf. Conf. 58,727 -4.96%

500- 999 mt 3 2,109 703 60,835 -5.12%

250 - 499 mt 11 3,831 348 65,148 -5.47%

<250 mt 15 1,400 93 66,764 -5.60%

. . 

The next two tables impose inshore catch history ceilings of 2,000 mt and 3,000 mt on the compensation 
calculation. The C.ouncil 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 ce~ling would not be compensated 
for their deliveries to catcher/processors. Including these options gives the Council the flexibility to 
compensate only the catcher vessels they feel have small amounts of inshore deliveries . 

Table 9.6: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollack deliveries to catcher/processors. 
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 to 2,999 mt 0 21,199 -1.85% 

1,000 to 1,999 mt 1 Conf. Conf. 

500 to 999 mt 3 24,647 -2.14% 

250 to 499 mt l Conf. Conf. 

<250 mt 2 25,200 -2.19% 
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Table 9;7: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollock deliveries.to catcher/processors 
and landed less than 3,000 mt to the inshore sector from 1995-97, based·on total catch. • · · · 

- - -- --

--

Cwn. Total . Inshore Adj~stmeqt Number of Vessels Pollock to C/Ps .;!_ 

.. .. 
Conf. . . Conf.~s.oo·omt l ,, .. I - -. ·- ~ -· ---·-.. 

...i- -1.85%21,19943,000 to 4,999 mt .. --·- . . . ' . --- -· ---
- Cort{' .. ' - !' Conf ! ..2,000 to 2,999 mt 1 .. .. .. . . . ..- - .. - .-.• - - .. •-

If ·z.., ~ 26,199 I \ -227%- -1,000 to 1,999 mt ; ' .... -·- -··-
28,3073· -2.45%?00 to 999 mt . ·' . .,. , .. . .. - . . -·• --

: 
I ·, Conf. - Conf. i250 fo 499 mt 1 .. - . " --- ·- . . ... ,, " .•..... l-

j --
I . ' ;28,860 I -2.50% .. 

I 2·<250'mt 
-• --- ·- •-. - I 

Note: 
mt: 

Information 
:.. -- · · 

in this~ble doe_snot change if the inshc;ire 
· - · · 

delivery 
· ·- · 

ceiling is changed 
· , · 

from 
•· 

3,000 
-

mt to 5,000 ! 

Table 9. 8 provides information on the compensati?I! qf ~tcher,ves~els if the break points, a_re base.d qnave~r 
annua_l pollack 

• , 
catch 

I 
from1995-97, instead 

f , , 
of 

, 
total harvests 

. • 
during 

,, 
that time period .. Thi~

• 
method 

I 
of 

• 
de~cribing 

_,(- , ,, 

catch history assigns the m,ajority(28) ·of the vessels ~othe< 25,0 mt.category. 
j 

None. of the vessels averaged 
5,000 
by

int'of pollock or moreduring the thre~ years, which may be due to the limited amount of catch d~livered 
the,theie ~essels to_catcher/processoi-s in 1997 ... Recall that.1;997 the sole qualifying catcher. 

, , ~ • , • l ', ........ 
~as 

• • 1 .,_. 
xea~

1 . 
f~r 

. 

vessels in the catcher/proces$or sector. · · 

• ' 0 '.. c 1 ~ .... ~• L •' j 

Table 9.8: Compensation for· inshore catcher vessels that had p9llockdeliveries to cat~!J,er/processors 
ti 1995 -97 b. ak pomts . . b d -, on average -. ca t c h . -. - . -· . are ase -- . ..
rom re - -

,.' -
Pollock to C/Ps Number of Vessels ' -

. ·'· i' 

Avg Nessel 
' ' '' . ' I • 

··-.Inshore AdJustment 

\~5,000 .mt . :- - 0 - .. 0 
-· 

-0.00%·· -- ·-

' ' ' ' _3,000 - 4,999mt - . 2 Conf. -- - •- Conf.· .-
' 
2,000, 2,999 mt - . 

., 
! 

-•-< r l - - - . . - C6nf. •.. 
'. .. 

-2.74% •· 

1,000 -J,999.mt ~- - 5 ..- -l,219 ---

' 
-4.25% ·• 

.. 
500:-999.mt. -

,. 

.. 3 . ~ 

! 

- -6?3 - -• 

', ... 
- .. .__ - .-4~73%-

l50 - 499 mt. '3 - ---
' 

404-
I •· 

~. -5.02%- '--·· 

<250 mt-. ' - "' ·28-- .. I 

· 86 - - - ~-5,60% 

9.4 Determine Inshore and Mothership Pollock Catch History Based on Best 2 of 3 Years 

The AF A 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 (c) of the Act, respectively. Those sections 
of the AF A do not require that all three years of catch history be used to determine the amount of pollack 
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 vesselsin the inshores~cior to use their best two years 
ofpc,llock catch history during the three yearqualification 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 tenns of who wins and loses, the winners are 
thosevessels with inconsistent catch histories, and the losers are the vessels that made approximately equal 
amountsof lan4ingseach year. The tails of the graphrepresent 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. . .· 

Impactsof Using Best 2 of 3 Years of Pollock Catch History 
on lndividual·lnshore Catcher Vessels 
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9.5 Schedule for Annual Specification of Pollock Co-op Allocations 

Based ori AF A references to annual cooperative arrangements, NMFS assumes that the duration of a fishery 
cooperative would be for a one-year period. Ideally, fishery cooperative agreements should be completed by · 
late September of each year to allow NMFS sufficient time to calculate poUock allocations based on 
participating catcher vessel inshore pollock "quota shares," provid~ the Council opportunity to ·review and 
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assess inshore pollock cooperative arrangements, and to annually specify separate inshore cooperative pollock 
allc;,cations in the interim specifications. The interim specifications also would include any non-pollo·ck harvest 
specifi9ations that would be applied at either the inshore sector or cooperative level: The interun specifications 
would b.e superseded by the,final·specifications for.fishing activity after the pollock roe season.· The-AFA 
provides for vessel·entry into a cooperative after a cooperative has been formed and before the-calendar year 
in which fishing under .the co-op would occur (section 21 O(b )(2)). Thisactivity would·essentially'change the 
cooperative's allocation ofpollock and harvest sideboard.limitations. Administrative processes should be 
_develoP.ed_toavoid havingto republish.inshore allocations ofpollock among different cooperatives pending 
such changes to co-op·specific participants .. ·. ,-. · ' . , · 

l .'. ~'. ~

9.6 Management oflnshore Catcher Vessel Co-ops 
 . .: 

The AF A authorizes the formation. o{pollock co~ops, within each of the three pollock industry sectors 
established by the AFA. Howeve~,.a fundamental differenci;, exists between the current offshore·co-ops and 
possible future inshore-sector co-ops. The catcher/processor, offshore catcher vessel, and potential mothership 
co-ops require no separate action or implementation by NMFS. NMFS will monitor and enforce sectoral 
pollack 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 bv different catcher/processors, offsh~re catcher vessels, and the mothership fleet are of no 
conseque~ce to, NMFS except as they contribute to each sector's catch inthe· aggregate. ' . . . 

< ' ' 

The in;hore catcher vessel co-operatives contemplated by the AF A pose an entirely different management 
issue. Section 2.1i'(b) of the AF A specifies that NMFS set-aside separate TAC allocations to each co-op upon 
formation of the co-op and manage each co-op's TAC allocation separately: 

. ' ' 

' 
(b)-CATCHER VESSELS ONSHORE.-

' .
(1) CATCHER VESSEL COOPERATIVF;S.-Effec/iv_e January 1, 2000; upon the filing of 

a contract ·implementi~g; fish~ry cooperative under subsection (a) which- · • · 
(A) is signed by the owners of 80 percent or more of the qualified catcher vessels that 

delivered pollockfor processing by a shoreside processor in the directed po/lock fishery in the year 
prio~ 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 
po/lock in the directed po/lock fishery only to such shoreside proces.sor during the ye~r in which the 
fishery cooperative will be in effect and that such shoreside processor has agreed to process such 
po/lock, the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher.vessels whosecowners 
voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of the 
directed fishing allowance under section 206(b)(I) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will 
be in effect that is equivalent to the aggregate total amount of po/lock harvested by such catcher 
vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph 
(2)) in the directed po/lock fishery for processing by the inshore component during 1995, 1996, 
and 1997 relative to the aggregate total amount of po/lock harvested in the directed po/lock fishery 
for 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)) from ., 
harvesting in aggregate in excess of such percentage of such directed fishing allowance. [emphasis 

.,idded] . . , 1.., ·. · , , · , 

· (2)VOLUNTARY PART/ClfATION~A,ny contract implementing a fishery.cooperative 
.under.paragraph (1) must pllow. t!Je ow11er~ oj,·o.t!ier, qualified catche~. vessels.to'.enter znto such 
con(ra~t aJ!,er .it i{ filed antj before fhe calender year in which fishing will begin under the same . 
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terms.and conditions as the owners of the qualified catcher vessels who entered into such contract 
upon filing. 

(3) QUALIFIED CAT:CHER VESSEL.-For the purposes ofthis subsection, a catcher vessel 
shall be considered a "qualified catcher vessel" if, during the year prior to the year in which the 
fishery cooperative will be in effect, it delivered more po/lock 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 po/lock 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 owner of such qualified catcher 
vessel. 

(5) 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 
po/lock harvested by such vessel from the directed fishing allowance under section 206(b)(J) (other 
than pollock reserved under paragraph (I) for a fishery cooperative) to any of the shoreside 
processors eligible under section 208(!). 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 po/lock apportioned under section 206(b)(J) in such calendar 
year other than the po/lock reserved under paragraph (1) for suchjishery cooperative. 

(6) TRANSFER OF COOPERATWE HARVEST-A contract implementing a fishery 
cooperative under paragraph (1) may, notwithstanding the other provisions of this subsection, 
provide for up to JO percent of the po/lock harvested under such cooperative to be processed by a 
shoreside processor eligible under section 208(!) other than the shoreside processor to which 
po/lock will be delivered under paragraph (!). 

,· 

Although the term "co-op" is used in the AF A, such a systerri is really closer to a voluntary IFQ 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 IFQ 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 section is to identify issues related to the 
management of inshore pollack co-ops. 

9.6.1 Database Development and Determination of Co-op Shares 

Section 211 (b} of the AF A specifies in statute a formula for determining the share of the BSAI inshore pollack 
TAC allocation . that each co-op would receive. Specifically, . each co-op would receive a TAC allocation 

· "equivalent to the aggregate total amount of pollack harvested by such catcher vessels ... in the directed pollack 
fishery for processing by the inshore component during 1995, 1996, and 1997 relative to the aggregate total 
amount of pollack harvested in the directed pollack fishery for processing by the inshore component during 
such years." 

To support the calculation of co-op pollack allocations, NMFS 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)(l); 
(b) establish processing histories for shoreside processors eligible under 208(f)(l); 
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(c) detenmne appropriate co-op membership for 2000;'' .,, · . 
(d) comply with Section 210 which requires that the North Pacific Fishery Management Council 
(Council) and Secretary of Commerce (Secretary}"'maklavailable to the public•'~ ... the amount of 
pollock and other fish to be harvested to each party to such contract ... ;,; and · · ' 
(e) maintain confidentiality of harvest records by distinguishing between the "owners" of confidential 
data; and those who·seek privileges based on those'data. · .,. · · 

Official Record. The process of building the Official Record·is anticipated to b 
0 

e similartci 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, I 996, 1997 and I 999 "fishing history". This will be compiled from 
Federal and State data· and will contain harvest, permit, vessel, and demographic irifoirnation about permit 
holders (including ','skippers") and vessefowners. The Official Record will be presumed to be accurate but 
could be successfully challenged with appropriate and sufficient evidence that the Official Record is incomplete 
or incorrect. NMFS ·would notify constituents of the summarized conten~ of the Offi~ial Record (e.g:, vessel 
characteristics and total pounds landed (by year and species) and afford them a finite opportunity to challenge 
NMFS "dataA':laims that rebut the Official Recotd but which are not accepted by NMFS would be denied in 
an Initial Administrative Detennination, 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 process for each inshore 
delivering vessel and shoreside processor. Vessel harvest histories would beestablished once, and would result 
in calculation of the fractional share of the inshore allocation· accrued to eacli catcher vessel. 

Remaining time in 1999 is insufficient for NMFS to establish the regulatory 'framework, including PRA 
requirements; to provide summaries; and for constituents to challenge the Officiaf Record prior to the start of 
fisheries in January 2000. In that case, NMFS might have to rely on the compiled Official Record without 
challenge for 2000 and defer that opportunity until the year 2000 for 2001 and future fisheries_. 

1 •: ·;·, -

The NMFS Record will consist of ( I) harvesrdata; (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: (I) State of Alaska Fish Tickets; (2) NMFS Weekly Product 
Reports and/or State of Alaska Commercial Operators Annual Reports; (3) NMFS Li cerise Limitation 
eligibility 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, NMFSmust be able to unequivocally identify 
participating people, processors, and vessels; and must maintain confidentiality of certain data. State ofAlaska 
data will have to be provided by the Commercial Fisheries Ehtry Commission; which can provide links among . 
State harvest, permit, vessel, and person data without disclosure of Social Security numbers which are 
confidential·under the Privacy Act. · · · 

Data Issues. Major data concerns include: ( 1)data accuracy and availability; (2) estimating discards and PSC; 
(3) basis for determining vessel pollack "quota shares;'? (4)'resolution of discrepancies between Fish Ticket 
and WPR harvest data sources; (5) time and staff resources required to process data and establish allocations 
and guideline harvest levels; and (6) confidentiality. Each-is· 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 2 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 
ground.fish is reported on other types of fish tickt=:ts in that area). She suggested that NMFS obtain a more 
recent set of State data (fish tickets, vessel and permit ownership, and person demographics) thanwas 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~ dat3;not yet in the system, one to two months for ground.fish 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 · ovm 
databases are available within approximately one week. 

Groundfish fish tickets for 1999 are the source of data to detennine cooperative membership for 2000. These 
are expected to be available to NMFS between one and.two months following the dates of landing. This 
~chedule 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 detennine the method and relative ease with which 
discards are calculated and allocated, 

First, are discarqs intended.to be part o(the individual vessel fishing histories; or at the co-op, sector, or TAC. 
•t 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 ground.fish discards based 
on the retained catch in directed fisheries; or based on retention at any time; based solely on pollack, or on all 
ground.fish species. PSC extrapolati<;ms might additionally depend on assignment of "target" fisheries. 

Fish tickets are primarily landing documents and information on discards therein is incomplete and unreliable. 
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 Processor Report (WPR) 
monitoring system uses observer-industry blended data to estimate ground.fish discards and PSC bycatch on 
a weekly basis and for the en~ire insh9re component. Results for the industry are extrapolated to individual 
processors on a p_rorated 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 pollack 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 WPRalthough extrapolation also is required. The issue of calculating and applying discards 

2 State qf Alaska Groundfish Coordinator, Gail Smith. March l 999. 
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in groundfish fisheries gets progressively more simple as the level of extrapolation ·and assignment of guideline 
harvest amounts is made at increasingly aggregated levels. · : ' • · 

· s;r · , :~ • ' 1 i ·: ·' • ~ 1 1• .- · ') . , .. • 

Basis for historical catch. For the purpose of determining• directed pollocli harvest histories for individual 
catcher vessels under section 21 0(b ){I), NMFS will have to consider the dates during which pollocli was open 
for "directed fishing" in Section 210 (b) as they relate todetermining vessel histories during 1995, 1996, and 
1997. In particular, NMFS will determine which deliveries made after close of a directed pollack fishery 
should be included in that directed fishery. For growidfish other tlian··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 directed fishery for tharspecies; or any catch or retained catch of that species 
at any time?" · · ~ ' 1 

• ·, 

., , ii , 
Data discrepancies. To avoid discrepancies between NMFS and fish ticket data: sources resulting 'from any' 
differences in product recovery rates, reporting compliance requirements, and reporting time frames, NMFS 
wiU use only fish·tickets to establish both individual vessel harvest histories and to determine the total catch 
of pollock for the entire inshore component for each year. Blend datais the only source of groundfish discard 
and PSC.data. As described above, extrapolating and apportioning discards and PSC is proble.matic. · 

' 

Time and staff resources. Time and staff resources are limited. The process for determining vessel harvest 
histories for° inshore pollack cooperatives •is not substantially different from that used:for implementing the 
Individual Fishing Quota Program (IFQ) and License Limitation Program {LLP). Much of the prograinming 
infrastructure to examine fish tickets in preparation for LLPcan be applied to AF A inshore co-ops witlilittle' 
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 AF A catcher vessel histoiiei 
later in 1999. Except for the problem of discard groundfish and PSC, there is no substantial differenbe in the' 
amount of time or work required to establish a harvest history for all retained groundfish species as cor,;pared' 
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 instances. This could delay 
establishment of vessel histories and determinations of cooperative harvests limitations fo·r hon-pollack species·. · 

Finally, 1999 deliveries by catcher vessels are needed to establish potential cooperative membership for 2000:: 
Even a small delay in availability oflate year 1999 fish tickets could delay final results and consequently; the 
establishment of co-op membership and allocations and guideline harvest levels for 2000 fisheries. 

·,·J '· 

A significant additional problem is that no staff or consultant resources have been identified to construct or · 
modify the Official Record for this project. Qualified persons are currently fully occupied oh oilier priority' 
tasks to support implementation of AF A, IFQ and IFQ/CDQ Cost Recovery, and LLP. implementation_ 

..' ) . . ' 
Confidentiality. As has occurred in other programs, without specific waivers from permit holders who signed 
fish,tickets, Alaska State confidentiality statutes may preclude NMFS' disclosure of vessel histories and 
subsequent review and opportunity for challenge of the Official: Record by current vessel owners, who are ' 
presumed to "own" the history. This occurs fairly often. · · · 

State statute at AS !6.05·.815(a)(5) prohibits the release of fish ticket data to other than the permit 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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pennit 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 pollack 
allocations and non-pollock and PSC harvest limitations aggregated to the co-op level. NMFS' determination 
on co-op allocations will not be available until late in the year after co-op participants have been identified. 
This 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 WOO inunediately after final 
Council action on an FMPamendment establishing an infrastructure for inshore co-ops. 

9.6.2 Annual Pollock Allocations 

The formula set out in section 210(b) of the AFA 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 ofpollock allocated to a co-op would 
be calculated by summing the pollock "quota share" listed on each participating catcher vessel's fishing pennit 
by the amount of pollack allocated to the inshore component. The resulting co-op pollock allocations would 
be specified annually. 

These annual specification ofco-op pollock allocations would be calculated and announced after determination 
ofT A Cs 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 pollack TAC under interim, followed by final, 
allocations and harvest limitations. · 

;, 

Co-op allocations would need to accommodate two types of harvest or share transfers. First, vessels joining 
co-ops after initial allocations are calculated and prior to the start ofa calendar year (section 21 0(b)(2)) would 
bring their pollack "shares" into the co-op. Accommodating this is a simple matter ofrecalculating the co-op's 
allocation/limitations. Section 21 0(b )(6) also authorizes a co-op to transferup to I 0% of its pollack allocation 
to a shoreside processor eligible under section 208(f) other than the primary shoreside processor to which 
pollack 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 pollack allocations would be 
specified accordingly. 

At present, the pollack fishery begins on January 20 of each year under interim TACs equal to the proposed 
first seasonal allowance ofpollock 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-op 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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' 9.6.3 Management of Catcher-Vessel Sideboards . 

Section 2 I I of the AF A states that "the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary 
such conservation and management measures as it determines necessary to protect other fisheries under i_is 
jurisdiction and the participants in those fisheries, including processors, from adverse impacts caused by this 
. Act or fishery cooperatives in the directed pollocl< fishery." With respect to catcher vessels, Section 
21 l(c)(I)(A) requires that , · 

By not later than July 1, 1999, the North Pacific Council shall recommend for app;oval by 
the Secretary conservation and management measures to-' · ' · · 

· .(A) prevent the catcher vessels eligible u·nder subsections {a), (b), and (c) of section 
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 clie directed 
po/lock fishery; [emphasis added} and 

io~ 

(BJprotect processors not eligible to participate in the directed po/lock fishery from adverse 
effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives in the directed po/lock fishery. If the North 
Pacific Council does not recommend such conservation andmi::magement measures by such date, 
or if the Secretary determines that such conservation and management measures recommended by 
the North Pacific Council are not adequate to fal.fill the purposes of this paragraph, the Secretary 

:may by regulation restrict or change the authority in section 21 O(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 fishery cooperative under section 21 O(b) may deliver 
po/lock. ,, 

Th~se "sideboard" requireme~ts are diff"er~nt in nature from the allocations of pollack TAC to inshore co-ops 
under Section.210 of the AFA. First, they are limits and not.allocations. The AFA makes no provisions to 
assure that s~ch 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 c\ltcher vessels and not to ,catch by individual vessels orc_o0ops. While the Council is•not limited to, 
considering sideboard provisions that would apply to the entire AF A catcher vessels fleet in aggregate, the AF A. 
clearly anticipates that such sideboards would be applied in the aggregate. 

. . '" 
The AF A also provides the authority to prohibit the formation of inshore fishery co-ops if catcher vessel · 
sideboard provisions.are not recommended by the Council by July 1, 1999, or if the Secretary of Commerce 
determines· the Council's recommegded sidebc:>ard provisions are inadequate to protect other fisheries. 

• . 'I 

9.6.3. I Monitoring Sideboards at the Aggregate Sector Level 

NMFS cu'rientiy is monitoring I 999 AF A sideboards in tha _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 I 999 ' 
specifications_ and are being managed through directed fishing closures. At the beginning of the fishing year, 
NMF,S closed a suite of BSA! fisheries to AF A-listed catcher/processors because the sideboard amounts for 
these fishetjes were determined to be inadequate to support a directed fishery. by the listed €/Ps. Several 
species sucfas ·Pacific cod, rock sole, and yellowfin sole remained open to AF A-listed catcher/processors. 
because the sideboard amounts for those species were adequate to support directed fishing: NMFS is . 
challenged to manage groundfish and PSC sideboard amounts in· these fisheries to. prevent the AF A-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 AF A-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, 
catch by observed vessels would be extrapolated to unobserved vessels fishing for the same species in the same 
area as is currently being done for au fisheries in which observer coverage is less than I 00 percent. 

9.6.3.2 Monitoring Sideboards 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 hav_e 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 pollock 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. I 00 
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 monitoring 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 ihe absence of an observer. · 

,, 
;i 

Additional complexities arise if vessels in a pollock co-op affiliated with a particular processor wish to deliver 
non-pollack 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 electroruc shoreside 
processor logbooks, be in place for all processors to which co-op members wish to deliver groundfish. 

9.6.4 Subdivision of Co-op Shares by Area and Season 

NMFS, through emergency rule, has recently implemented reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) to 
avoid the likelihood of the pollack 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 pollack TAC allocation into four separate seasonal allocations with separate catch limits inside a 
designated critical 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 pollack TAC allocation may be subdivided 
into between 8 and 12 separate catch limits based on area and season. 

Option I: 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 pollack 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. 
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Dueto the complexities of implementing this management program within the short time~fraine required by ihe 
,.AFA, NMFS is not proposing to implement a more complex system under-which each individual inshore 
cooperative would receive allocations of Pollock subdivided by each management area and season. Oile reason 
for this decision is thatNMFS is currently revising Steller sea lion management measures 
divide the Bering Sea Subarea pollock TAC into four seasons and two separate areas.

for 2000 that could 
However; a final rule 

to_irnplement Steller sea lion• protection measures has not yet been published and such measures, therefore, 
cannot be accommodated in this· AF A proposed rule. A second reason is that the complexities of mana.gmg 
individual cooperative TAC allocations and accounting for individual cooperative harvest overages and 
underages by season and area are beyond the scope of this proposed rule:· NMFS hasnot analyzed theobserver 
coverage levels and enforcement burdens such an option would entail. 

Option 2 (Preferred}: Managing co-op shares in the aggregate. Under the proposed rule; NMFS would manage 
the inshore cooperative and inshore non-<:ooperative allocations as two separate inshore fisheries: The various 
in;;hore cooperatives would be managed as a group for the purpose of making TAC apportionments by season 
and area and for the purpose of issuing directed fishing closures. NMFS would continue to announce directed 
. fishing clos.ures for each inshore fishery when the Regional Administrator determines that the TAC ailocated 
to that fishery for a particular season and area has been reached. Under 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 would determine the inshore cooperative directed fishing 
closures for each season ana area.. · r · · 

Under this option, each inshore cooperative would be guaranteed the opportunity to harvest its entire annual 
allocation of Bering Sea Subarea pollack but would not receive a specific guarantee of harvest levels for' any 
particular season or management area within the Bering SeaSubarea: Cooperatives wishing to further 
rationalize their annual operations to work ,_.,,th each other to prevent the activities of one cooperative from 
preempting the harvest plans of another cooperative within a specific season or area. · 

9.6.5 Data Collection and Verification 
,., 

To monitor pollock TAC allocations at the inshore co-op level, NMFS must have a reporting system that is 
able to discern poUock landings by individual catcher vessels. Sirnilar 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 avessel-by-vessel 
basis. lnteragency discussions are also underway regarding !l_Ossible merger of State' and Federal reporting 
reqJlirements for fish delivered by catcher vessels. A suitable system could oedeveloped by 2000; but would 
require significant revisions to the existing recordkeeping and reporting program. Serious reservations exist 
wheth_erimplementing regulations would be effective in time for the 2000 A seasrm pollock fishery and a target 
imple!llentation date for the 2000 B season likely is more reasonable: · 

. .,, .·' 
If the opportunity to form inshore co-ops is mandated 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 
consider¢ ifnon-pollock harvest limitations are monitored at the aggregate sector level. These changes would 
require separate logbook entries and WPRs for groundfish delivered by AF A-eligible vessels. NMFS notes, 
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.' 

.. ' 
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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 pollack at multiple locations, more that 
two observers could be required. 

Prior to the AF A, the inshore pollack 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 pollack 
TAC. Under the inshore cooperative system set out in the AF A, each inshore processor and its affiliated 
cooperative will be operating on its own proprietary pollack 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 pollack 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 pollack taken in non-pollack groundfish fisheries 
is not credited against the pollack 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 Management 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 AF A are quite 
similar to current allocations of pollack CDQ to individual CDQ groups. In both cases, an identified group 
is allocated a specific percentage of the pollack 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 pollack 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-eligible 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 AF A 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 ofNMFS to implement such a program .in time 
for the 2000 pollack A season. In the event NMFS is unable to do so, the management of the 2000 pollack 
fisheries would be similar to that experienced in I 999. 
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Current recordkeeping and observer coverage requirements for CDQ groups are contained in subpart C of50 
CFR 679. Key elements of the anticipated recordkeeping andmonitoring requirements for AF A catcher vessels 
dependent on whether or not harvest limitations are apportioned at the sector or co-op level are swnmarized 
below: · · -

,... . 

Species Monitoring andmanagei:nentstandards· 
Ailocation 

Allocated at level of multiple co-ops within a · Allocated at aggregate level ·of eligible 
sector catcher vessels within a sector 

Pollock Under section 210(b)(l), pollockmust be allocated · If coops are formed; pollock must be : -
to inshore co-ops if such co-ops_ are developed. m,omtored and managed at the co-op , 
Given that all pollock in a directed fishery must be level, triggering the associated 
retained under IR/IU, NMFS expects shoreside monitoring standards described in the 
landings of pollock to be representative of catch. At adjacent column. Even ~ough inshore . 
a minimum, processors would be required to ' 
maintain andsubmit separate logbook sheets and 

co-ops may not be formed in anv one 
year, the infrastructure ·must be - -

WPRs for co-op and non co-op deliveries of pollock developed in anticipation that co-ops will 
by AF A-eligible vessels. Ideally, these new exist. Thus, the additional 
reporting requirements would be subsumed under recordkeeping and reporting 
ne~ electronic shoreside logbook software being requirements necessary to monitor 
developed by NMFS that would provide for · · multiple co-op specific pollack 
documentation_ of v~ssel-specific deliveries.· allocations must be g_~veloped and 

implemented by regulation before the 
Co-ops members would be jointly and severally opportunity to form co.:0-ps is provided to 
responsible for controlling harvest activity so that the inshore sector. · 
pollack allocations are not exceeded. ' 

· 

I' 

\ (·, ...._-;, 
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Non- Establishment of co-op specific harvest limitations Establishment of nonpollock ground.fish 
of groundfish would require additional observer harvest limitations for either all AF A-pollock 
coverage and reporting requirements equivalent to eligible vessels or only for AF A-eligible groundfish 
themonitoring standards established for the vessels that choose to participate in a co-
MSCDQ program. These requirements would be as op would require new recordkeeping and 
follows based on current regulations governing the reporting requirements for any processor 
MSCDQprogram: who takes delivery of groundfish from 

these AF A-eligible vessels. 
Requirement for Co-ops: Each co-op would be 
required to submit co-op vessel catch reports for At a minimum, processors would be 
each vessels participating in the coop and fishing required to maintain and submit 
for groundfish. These reports would be submitted to separate logbook sheets and WPRs for 
NMFS within 7 days after delivery of catch and deliveries of ground.fish by AF A-eligible 
would document each co-ops harvesting activity vessels. Ideally, these new reporting 
relative to specified harvest limitations (See requirements would be subsumed under 
679.5(n)(2)). Co-ops members would be jointly and new electronic logbook software being 
severally responsible for controlling harvest activity developed by N1v1FSthat would provide 
so that harvest limitations are not exceeded. for documentation of vessel-specific 

deliveries. 
Requirements for sboreside processors: Any 
processor receiving ground.fish from AFA-eligible 
catcher vessels would be required to have an 
observer present at all 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.S(n)(l), and 
generally report the identity of the vessel and 
species specific landed weight and area of h.a.tVest. 
In ·addition, shoreside processors must notify the 
observer of the offloading schedule of each 
groundfish delivery at least I hour prior to 
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 observer to sort and store catch 
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 ground.fish. 
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Prohibited _'Requirements for sboreside processors: Delivery Observedbycatch rates from AF A 

species reports of prohibited species required, similar to 
CDQ reports required at 679.5(n) . 

. Requirements for trawlcatcher 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. _, 

Requirements for catcher vessels < 60 ft LOA: 
(A) Retain all salmon until they are delivered to a 
pr~cessor: (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. 

eli~ble vessels would be used to 
_extrapolate bycatch estimates for the 
AFA-eligible fleet based on new vessel~ 
specific deliver reports of gioundfish for 
that fleet. . . . · 

. ,•, 

9.7 Requirements for the Inshore Sector to Repay Federal Loan Under AF A 
I ' _ , •I • 

Section 207 of the American Fisheries Act lays out the parameters und~r :which the insho_resector must repay 
the $75 million Federal loan. The actual language from the AF A is . included. . below: . : 0

' ~ 

L 

(b) INSHORE FEE SYSTF.M.-Notwithstanding the requirements of section 304(d) or 312 of the Magnuson- : 
S'tevens Act (16 USC. !854(d) and /86/a), the Secretary shall establish afee for the repayment of such loan 
of?ligation which-

(}) shall be six-tenths (0. 6) of one cent for each pound round-weight of all pollack harvested 
from the directed.fishing allowance under section 206(b)(J); and' i . 1 

(2) shall begin with such pollack harvested 10n or after January 1, 2000, and continue ' 
without interruption until such loan obligation is folly repaid; and. ' 

(3) shall be collected in accordance :..Vtth section 312(d)(2)(C) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act 
(16 USC 186Ia(d)(2)(C)) and in accordance with such other conditions as the Secretary 
establishes, 

Repayment of the loan will commence in the year 2000, whether or not the inshore sector is operating under 
cooperatives. However, benefits derived from cooperatives were likelyenvisioned to help offset the cost ofloan 
payments. 

• J 
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10.0 ALTERNATIVES FOR THE MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT OF 
CATCHER/PROCESSORS AND MOTHERSHIPS 

On February 4, I 998, 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, 
NMFS 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 303 81). 
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 these equipment and operational 
requirements is in preparation. 

The at-sea scale regulations specify that vessels required to weigh total catch must have two types ofNMFS­
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. Inorder 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 oftest 
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
sea. 

Since July 1, 1998, 39 observer platform scales and 23 total catch weighing scales have been inspected 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 on a 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 I, 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- . 
inspections and 37 station inspections. The stations on 36 boats have been approved. 
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In that the AF A requires the listed catcher/processors to weigh•total catch and to carry two observers, the 
requirements are very similar to those for trawl catcher/processors that participate inCDQ fisheries. However, · 
the AF A does not require that the listed processors provide an observer sampling station, nor are the 3. listed 
motherships required to weigh total catch or carry two observers:· '. · ·· 

,L 

The number of vessels impacted by this action is swnm~zed in-Table ,IO. I j, 

' ' ' 
r • 

Table 10.1. Nwnber and type of vessels that may be impacted as a."result of this action. 
• • , • • • .. f , ~ • 1:,- ~ • -

. 
.... .,... ' 

Vessels without 
NMFS-approved 
s~ales or stat.ions~ . 

Vessels 'with 
NMFS-Approved 

•• 1 

_scales or ~~~ions*1 .. 

. ' ' 

Total 

AFA catcher/processors 8 . 
.. ..12 · ' 20 

AFA motherships 
.. .. . 

I '. 
. . 

2 .. 3 

Non_AFA trawl catcher/processors ~21 9 30 

• One of these vessels has an approved scale but does ~ot have an approved S<\IPPhng.statioa 

1•,.i I •·•·r • 

l 0.1 Altemati;es 
,·. 

for 
t 
Expanded 

, 
Scale 

• 
and 

·, • 
Sampling 

• _ 
Station 

• 
R~uirements 

1 • ot.J i 

Alternative 1. (Status Quo) Do not require AF A catcher/processors or mothershlps to weigh all catch, carry 
two observ~rs or provide anobserv~r sampling station. . , . . . . . : , . 

Alternative 2A. · Require AFA listed catcher/processors to weigh 'all catch; carry two obsenrers and provid~ 
an observer sampling station. Do not expand these requirements to include AFA listed motherships. 

I. . I ,, : •' ,·· I~~,;· I • f- '_), \. J,i ' ._-,.· 

Alternative 2B. (Preferred Alternative) 
and 

Require AFA listed catcher/processors and motherships to weigh all 
catch, carry two observers provide an observer- sampling station. . _; ·::. , ,.

I"~;•,". .' ~-

Both alternative 2A and 2B would require AF A-listed catcher/processors to weigh total catch. Alternative 2B 
would require AF A listcl ~otherships to weigh total catch aswell. Many of the AFA-listed prqcessors already 
have NMFS ap.proved scales, in most cases because.they plan to participate in CDQ fisheries during 1998 .. 

• ,.. • - - ' i _,j .... # 

. ' l .•.' . ,. ' ; I -

An approved observer sampling scale costs approxim~tely $7,000 arid anappr~ved total~atch weighing scale 
costs approximately $45,000. Past scale installations have, in many cases, required factory alterations, Most .. 
of these have' been done in ~~njuncticin with the i~tallation of~ ~bs~rver sampling station. lf a statio~ were_ 
not being installed at the _same time, the cost to r~configure the factory wh9.re needed and install a sc~le would 
range from Oto$ l0,000. ·. · •· · · . · ·. . . .. . . , 

Vessels that are required to w~igh total catch depend on the continuecfoperation of the scale. If the scale breaks , 
down and cannot be repaired, or if the scale is unable to p~s the daily 'iest, the ~essei must stop fishing an~d 
return to port.· Th.e magnitude of this impact would be a function of the frequency_ of scale breakdmvns that 
could not be repaired at sea. 'During pollack Al,there were 11 reported scale problem;, 8 o°rthese illected . 
the scales ability to weigh accurately, but o~y one could not be repaired at sea and w~ ·repaired in Dutch 
Harbor. If this breakdown rate continues, and a repair trip to Dutch Harbor lasts 3 days, the AF A vessels can 

, l . 
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expect to lose about 17 days per year. Both manufacturers have been responsive to problems as they develop 
and seem to be doing an excellent job of preventing problem reoccurrence. As boat operators learn how to 
operate and maintainthe 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 submission for 
the scales program, NMFSestimated 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. 

IO.2 Expanded Observer Coverage Requirements 

All AF A 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 

-AF A, 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 AF A catcher/processors $727,250/yr. 

The preferred alternative would require the AF A listed motherships to carry 2 observers throughout the fishing 
'year. 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 AF A motherships $46,250/yr. 

Impacts of the preferred alternative are summarized 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. 
t i I 

'· 

. 
Platform scale purchase ,, • f 

I .._: j 

. , 
Total-catch weighing scale purchase· 

r 

Cost per 
boat 

$'.7,000 , 

$45,000 

' 

' . 

0 

0 

AFAC/Ps··· 

with 
scales/stations 

. 
.. 
·r . 

--

.· 
AFAC/Ps 
without 

scales/stations 

' 
$56,000 ' 

. 
$360;000 · ' 

' APA 
'Mships 

$7,000, ) ·-

$45,000 

Scale installation $0 to ... 
$10,000 

0 'I $40,000 $5,000 

Observer Sampling station installation 

' . 
1:,9stfishing days due to scale failure ~ 

I' 

Time for daily scale test 

l . 
. Tim~for annual s~e inspection 

'"· 

Time for annual station inspection 

· 

$4,000 to 
$12,000 

.. 

0.75 days· 
lost per 
100 days 

.. ' 
0.75 

.hrs/day -
' 8 hrs/yr. ,. 

7 hrs/yr 

0 

: 

17 days/yr 

1208 hrs/yr. 

160 hrs/yr 

140 hrs/yr 

$72,000 

I 

•.-

' .. 

. 

'.~ 

$8,000 

I' 

l.5 days/yr 

,. 
191 hrs/yr ~ 

... 

• 24 hrs/yr .. 

21 hrs/yr 

. 

Cost of se9ond observer . 
.$250/day $727,250/yr . $46,250/yr . 

• I ' 

T ~ i, J 

.. ., I
: 

· l 0.3 Cost to NMFS 
v 

The State of Alasl<a,Division of Measurement Standards -has a· contract withNMF·s to· conduct scale 
inspections in Dutch Harbor and Seattle. Scale inspections are 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 AF A' catcher/processors that do not fish CDQ should 
increase 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 NMFSgains ex'perience 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. 

H:\S 1221 \D(?C\S ecRevew\afaea 1. v..'Pd 266 January 2000 



11.0 COUNCIL'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

At the June 1999 Council meeting in Kodiak, the Council identified their preferred alternatives for the AF A 
harvester sideboard provisions. Preferred alternatives for several other AF A related issues, such as the 
determination of inshore pollock catch histories, and clarification of definitions used in the AF A, 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 AF A itself, or were clarified 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 alternatives for groundfish processing sideboards. 
Groundfish processing sideboards will be considered by the Council in April 2000, along with alternatives for 
BSAI pollock excessive processing s~arecaps. 

Two general statements were issued by the Council regarding sideboard harvest·caps. The first was a 
statement that the Council requested NMFS to manage all 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 all sideboard calculations for groundfish, crab, and scallops be based on the best 
estimate oflanded 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. 

U. I Catcher/Processor Harvest Sideboards 

The Council preferred alternatives for catcher/processor sideboards differs from those in place for 1999. For 
1999 the catcher/processor sideboards were based on the total catch ofall 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 pollocktarget fisheries. 

Section 211 of the AF A required the Council to protect non-AF A vessels from adverse impacts resulting from 
BSAI pollack cooperatives. Several methods were considered to limitthe AF A 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 ofa ·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 thiit giving catch history credit for discarded fish would not set a good 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 AF A vessel's sideboard caps were reduced. They basically argued that the AF A fleet had lower discard 
rates than the non-AF A 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 l'l '. r shows a comparison 
of the discard rates of the AF A and non-AF A catcher/processor trawl fleets. The AF A catcher/pro~ssors have 
lo~er discard rates. for most of the species in which ,they will likely have. directed fisheries. · AF A. 
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 AF A sideboards, it is 
likely that discardswill not increase, and may decrease under this sideboard system. ' · · 11 

The catcher/processors will. still hav~ directed fisheries for species that they were targeting 'in the past, ·even 
though the amount they will be allowed to catch under a cap will be re,1foced. Table 11.l shows that the Padfic 
~od 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 mack~rel fisheries in the Aleutian Islands areaswill 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 not support a directed fishery. It is also likely that they will not have directed 
fisheries for.other species they harvested., but mostly•discarded in the years 1995-97. 

Table 11 I: Trawl Catcher/Processor Discard Rates in BS/ AI, 1995-97 
' ' ' .~ .,_ I 

Soecies -Area 

.. · Catcher/processors · '· 
·AFA Non-AFA 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian' Islands ~ 

Atka Mackerel -Western Aleutian Islands ' 

Arromooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands .. 
Greenland Turbot -Bering Sea 
Other Species··_ Bering Sea'ami Aleutian Islands 

Pacific Co·d (Tr.:iwl Gear, Catcher Processor Vessels): BSAI 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 
-. 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 
Pacific Ocean· Perch ~ Centrai Aleutian Islands 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 

Other Rockfisn - Aleutian Islands . .
Other Rock:fish - Bering Sea 

'• 
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . . 
Sablefish (f m~IGear) ~ Aleutian Islands 

·•.
Sable.fish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 

' Sharpchin/Northern Rcickfi~h- Aleutian Isl~ds 
~. .. . . , 

. •~ 
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Red Reddish - Bering Sea 

Yellowfin Sole - Berin12:Sea and Aleutian Islands 

I 3% 19% 
7&% . 13% 

5% ·17% 
-· '97% ".·. 90% 

74% 69% 
74%" 33% 

30% , 13% 
54% '18% 

•• 
190% ' 99% 
2&% 30% 

43% 15% 
87% 12% 

- 97% 18% 
62% 16% 
65% 18% .. 
82% ,, 55%' .. 
90% ,58% 

,.' 65% 53%,
• J .! - . 

61% 21%. 

)0% 9% 
. ' ' 92% 69% 

. . 
92% 70% 

44% 17% 
96%. 26% 
20% I 22% 

Source: NMFS Blend data for 1995-97. 

,_,.,, I 
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Reductions3 in net revenues to these vessels caused by changes in sideboard' caps cannot be detennined with 
the data currently available. However, given the discard rates of species taken as bycatch, therevenue 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-AF A vessels, 
in an overa_ltcontext. This assumes that the Non-AF A vessels would retain these "extra" fish at the same rate, 
or higher, than the AFA fleet would have. 

Several other alte~atives were considered by the Council to represent the catcher/processor fleets' historic 
participation in the BSAI groundfish fisheries. These alternatives are described in Chapter 6. 

I I . I. I 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 includes 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 millionex-vessel. Thisvalue upderestimates 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 is unlikely that all of these fish would be processed. Determining what 
proportion would be processed i~' difficult, especially given the structural changes in the pollack fishery; 
Therefore, an attempt to estimate first wholesale value will not be included .. 

Based on these cap levels, it is ljkely that NMFS wilJ only 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 .• 
<1;ctualdirected fishenes will not bedetennined until NMFS estimates the year 2000 sideboard amounts. Once 
that ~stimate is made, NMFSwili calculate bycatch needs for om.er fisheries, 'and if an adequate amount of a 
species is left over, a directed fishery for that remainder ran be opened. Fisheries will not be opened if the 
entire sideboard cap i,s expected to beharvested as bycatch in other directed·fisheries. 

3Note 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 tumed on 
market and operational decisions which we have more way of assessing. It seems "unlikely" that 100% of the fish 
voluntarily discarded historically,-would not be ''.retained", if the action so allowed. So the "potential" revenue loss is 
certainly less that the equivalent value of the (now) foregone bycatch of these species. It does not necessarily follow, 
however, that the reductions in "retainable" bycatch in the afa sector will translate into equival~nt "gains" in retained 
catch in the non•afa sector. This seems to be so because, t) tile 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: ,. Estimates of Catcher/Processor- Ground.fish Sideboards Resulting .fro'm the Couiicil's Pref~rred 
,-Alternative (Landed Catch/TAC).· ~

" . ' 

- ' EstimatedYears f995-97 _ . 
Ex~·Cap_(mt) 

., 
., Based on Vessel 

Available Total Landed Catch/ 

'1 Landed 
1999,' · :,·1999. Price Value($ 

Species/ Area TAC Groupini:!s TAC TAC ($/Lb)TAC Catch Catch TAC Millions) 

Atka ~acke,rel - CenJral Al* ·' $0,0510,360 1,191103,10_0 · -23,138. 22,543 ll.5% $0.14 

Atka Mackerel - East~rn Al . $0.05. $0.00 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI* 

55,200 803 ·, 177 0.3% 7,784 25 

94.557 9,636 8,991 20.0% 12,487 2,497 $0.05 $0.29 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 36,873 2,688 , 76:-, ,_0.2% 114,201. 237 ·. $0,04 '$0.02 

Other Flatfish - BSA1 92,428 1.2,607 3,243 3.5% 130,900 4,593 $0.09 $0.91 

J:lathead-Sole- BSA1 87,975 , 7,435 _ l,925 · 2.2% ·. 65,705 .. 1,438 -$0.13. '$0.40 

Greenland Turbot - AI 6,839 ' 33 . ·23 0.3% · 2,525 ,, 8 . $0.28 $0.00 

Greenland Turbot - BS . 16,911 :, 265 '· 121 ., 0.7% 5,126 '3T $0.28 $0.02 

Other Species·- BSAI , 65,925 5,599 553 . 0.8% 27,931 -~ 234 · '$0.03 $0.01 

51,450 · 17.205 12,424 24.1% 38,475 9,29j) $0.21 $4.30 

POP - Bering Sea , . . ·-: 5,760 91: 12 0.2% ;" 1,190 ·,.i $0.07 
P. Cod (C/Ps)-BSAI (97 only) 

,, $0.00 
; ·26,195 · .. 112 . · -3:·. -0.0% 3.561 .. $0.07 $0.'00 

POP - Eastern AI (96 & 97 only) 

POP - Central AI (96 & 97 only) 
,6,265 141 53 0.9% : 3,173 '·27 $0.07 $0,00 

' 12,440 356 126 .. 1.0% 5,753 ·58 $0.07 $0.01 
, . 

POP - Western Al {96 & 97 only) 
-1,924 n. 18 o.9% 583 . 5 $0:47Other Rockfish - AI ·· ' $0.0l 

, . I . 1,026 . ·• 47 '. 5 . 0.4% ' 314 . '-$0.47 $0.00 

Rock Sole - BSA! 

Other Rocldish - BS 
202,107 17,888 6,317, . . 3 .I% I02,000 3,188 $0.15 .. $1.03 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 1,135 0 · ,o, 0.0% 293 0 .. $1.77 · $0.00 

Sablefish (Trawl0Gear) - BS · 1 1,736' 9' .. g·• 6~4% ·569 3 '$t77 $0.01 

SharpchinfNorthem Rocldish-AI 13,254 l',034 83 0.6% :,3,913 . 25 $0,23 '$0.01 
. i' '• . 

Squid - BSAI ·,,_. ' · ,J,670 '877 73 fO¾ 1,675 · ' 33 $0.04 $0.00 

S hortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-AI 
. 

2,827 · ' · 75· 42 · U¾ 625 ·· 9 $0.23 $0.00 
~ 1-· • 1 J,_.$0.23-3,034 174 ·s· ·o:3%227 $0.00 • 

Yellowfin Sole - BSAI .. 527,000 '125.()10 ·100.192 . 19.0% 176,783 33,610 ;·.$0.08 
Other Red Rockfish - BS 

$5.78 

* Atka mackerel percentages defined in the AFA are included as opposed to the historic catch ratio 
Source: NivlFS Blend data 1995-97 for catch and 1997 P ACFIN reports for ex~vessel prices (the most recent year 
currentlv available. 

11.1.2 Management of Catcher/Processor Sideboards 

Though the final regulations have not yet beendrafted, it is likely that NMFS will manage the caps through 
directed fishery closures. NMFS will evaluate the cap amounts at the start of the fishing season to determine 
if adequate amounts of a species are available for a directed fishery. Should NMFS determine that sufficient" 
amou~ts are not available, t~~n t~e direc~e~ fis\1erie~ fo~ those species will closed for the entire year. °Ifa 
sufficient ~ount 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 sp

1
ecies will be closed. Directed fishery limits might lJe~nside;ed "hard'/: cap_s: in th~t when r:~ached 

they close a 1directe_d fish,:ry. Species caught as by_catch, aqd,?~t_part of.aAFA <;:atcher/processor,directed · 
fishery, will likely' be man,aged as "soft" caps, meaning that reaching a sideboard cap for a bycatdi species 

I • ,'f • 1 •

, . r 
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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. 

NMFS 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 bycatch in the pollock fishery is a 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 I 995-97. Our estimate of the catcher/processors' squid cap is 33 mt, based on I 999 
TA Cs. 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' pollock allocation would be harvested before 
they reach their squid cap. However, given the current 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 AF A 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 BSAI. 

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 thenon-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 I I, 19~9 Federal Register, the AF A catcher/processors will be capped at 
8.4 percent of the halibut P SC 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 IC. 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 AF A catcher/processors will be allowed to harvest in the non-pollocb 
target fisheries. If the overall trawl PSC caps are not reduced substantially in future years, these PSC bycatch 
amounts should allow the AF A catcher/processors to harvest their 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: 

The_ Council requested that NMFS manage the PSC sideboard caps to allow for directed fishing of 
non-potiock species such that the total PSC removals do not exceed the PSC caps. 

2. The listed vessels' PSC caps will not be apportioned by fi_shery and will 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. 

I I.I .4 Catcher/Processor Sideboard.Summary 

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-pollack fisheries 
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in I 999, they should have adequate amounts of PSC species in fitture years, so fotig as tlie overall j'SC caps · 
are not reduced by a significant amount. · , . "· , 

Grou.gdfish sideboard caps are based on landed catch in all target fisheries µnd~r the. Couricil'.s preferred· 
alternative. The:! 999groundfish sideboard caps were based on total catch in the non-pollock target fisheries, 
Using the 1999 TACs,·the reduction in sideboanJ caps would be 12,555 mt.:qf other flatfisli, 7,58Cl.mt.of · 
yellowfursole, 4,258 mt. of rocksole, and 829 mt. of Pacific cod. These reductions may result in NMFS not , 
opening directed fisheries for other flatfish and rock sole. , ' ' 

✓' ' ~ 1 

11,2 . £atcher Vessel Harvest Sideboards.· , · · 

Catcher -.:essels that.are AF A eligible are subject to ruuvest limits referredto in.this analysis as "sideboards". 
Sideboard limitshave been constructed based on the historic catch of AF Aeligible catcher vessels inthe BSAI ·· 
groundfish fisheries (excluding pollock which was allocated under the AFA),:GOA groundfish, BSAI crabC 
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 from the GOA 
sideboard provisions. ·:- ' ' 

l l.2,1 Crab Sideboards 

Crab Sideboards shall apply to all AF A vessels.regardless of whether. theyjoin a cooperative or not. . The 
Council considered exempting AFA eligible catcher vessels that'd.id notjoin·a cooperative froIT! the crab'•· 
side~o_ard,caps, but-ultimately-decided that they should apply to all AFA eligible catcher vessels.-This will' · 
ensure that vessels benefitting from the AF A will be restricted by sideooards. However the catcher ve~sels that,·, 
have smaller, pollock catch histories, 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 had not been bound by the-sideboards, ·, Several factors, including internal 
cooperative negotiations on pollock harvest amounts and the compensation for_pollock delivered to , 
catcher/processors would impact that decision. 

AFA sideboard provisions also prohibit,the sale, lease, transfer or stacking.of crab LbP licenses or 
endorsements by AF A-eligible catcher vessels. The Council intended this provision to limit the use of crab 
licenses earned on AF A catcher vessels, and provide additional protection forthe nonsAF A crab fleet. Without 
this restriction the AFA vessels would have had the opportunity to sell their license. package 'and obtain a 
groundfish only license. The crab portion of their old license, if sold to a non-AF A vessel, would then have 
been allowed to .. fish crab outside·ofthe sideboar1 restrictions. Allowing these types of transfers could have 
potentially increased effort in the crab fisheries contrary to the intent of the AFA. 

11.2.1.1 Bristol Bay Red King Crab. (BBRKC) · . , , 

AF A catcher vessels that hold a BBRKC endorsement shall be capped at their five-year (91-97, excluding 94-
95) weighted average share of that fishery. ]ne sideboard cap will be calculated by summing the AF A catcher ; 
vessel's total catch during the five qualifying years and dividing that amount by the total catch of BBRKC 
during those years. Based on ADf'&G fishticket data, the total amount of BBR.KC harvested by the AF A , 
vessels during the five qualifying years was about 4.8 million pounds. The total catch of all-vessels during, : 
those years was about 37.7 million pounds. The 41 qualified AFA catcher vessels would be capped'at'. 
approximately 12.8 percent of each future year's pre-season BER.KC GHL, based on these catch rates. 
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The GI-Il..forthe 1998 BBRKC fishery was 16.4 million pounds. If this GHL level was maintained in the 
future, the AFA fleet would be cappedat about 2.1 million pounds. At the $2.60 per pound reported by 
ADF&G (from ADF&G commercial fisheries web page, August 27, 1999) for the 1998 fishing season, that 
equates to about $5.5 million. 

ADF&G intends to manage the AF A 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 BBR.KC 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 poundsand $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.l.2 C. opilio Crab 

AFAeligible catcher vessels which are also LLPqualified for a Tanner crab endorsement may participate in 
the BSA! C.opilio crab fishery if they harvested opilio crab in more than 3 of the l O 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 
AF A 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 III to this document contains a 

· separate analysis titled "Economic Reliance on Crab by AF A Section208 Crossover Vessels: Implications for. 
Sideboards," which was prepared under contract to Dr. Scott Mandich of Washington State University. That : 
re~ort details the activities of vessels in the three major crab fisheries (opilio, bairdi; and Bristol Bay red king 
cr~b) over l O years ( 1988-97) with particular emphasis on the "crossover" vessels, i.e., those which are AFA 
qu~lified and also crab LLP qualified. The Council reviewed that infonnation and considered the participation 
patterns therein in structuring sideboards for all crab fisheries. 

·, 

11.2.1.3 C. bairdi Crab 

Sideboard restrictions onthe 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. lfeligible, these vessels will be allowed to participate in the fishery only after the 
baird.i rebuilding goal is reached. Preliminary data indicates that 21 vessels .would qualify to participate in the 
directed bairdi fishery based on their l 99 5 and 1996 history. These vessels will be capped at their aggregate 
historic catch levels based on the years 1995-96. Initial estimates indicate that the AF A catcher vessels would 
be limited to about 65 percent of the pre-season GHL once the fishery is rebuilt. The time frame for rebuildµtg 
this stock is difficult to predict. Howev~r the rebuilding plan outlined in Amendment11to the BSAIcrab 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, 19994). This time frame is after the current version of the AFA is scheduled 

4North Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC). 1999. A Rebuilding Plan for the Bering Sea C. bairdi Stock. 
Environmental Assessment/Regulatory Impact Review/Initial Regulatory Fle_xibility Analysis for proposed Amendment l l 
to the Fishery Management Plan for the Kingand 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 fishing for bairdi by any.vessels prior·to the expiration of · · 
the AF A on December 31, 2004. 

'c 

AFA catcher vessels which hold an LLP Tanner crab endorsement may retain bycatch ofbairdi, if retaining 
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 ..yere opened simultaneously. Such a provision will help 
reduce the amounts of bairdi crab that are discarded. ~ , i , , 

,·: 1' '· 

I 1.2.1.4 St. Matthew Blue King Crab 
, .. 1. 

" 
AF A vessels which hold a LLP endorsement for the St: Matthews king crab fishery, and had a landing in that 
fishery iµ 1995, 96 or 97, may participate in thatfishery under the AF A sideboard restrictions. Only one vessel 
participated in St. Matthew blue king crab.fishery in any of the three qualifying years. Because only one vessel· 
is qualified, the catch history of that vessel cannot be reported under current confidentiality requirements. 

11.2.1.5 Pribilof Red and Blue King Crab 

AF A catcher vessels which hold an LLP endorsement for the Pribilof king.crab fishery, and.had a landing in 
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 eligible vessels in the AFA 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 $42,000for AFA catcher . 
vessels, however, that revenue will be redistributed to _the Non-AF A crab vessels. ' 

11.2.1.6 Aleutian Islands Red and Brown King Crab 

An LLP and AF A 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 AF A vessels will be allowed to participate in these fisheries 
under the sideboard restrictions. 

11.2.2 Scallop Sideboards .' 

Measures restricting AF A 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 AF A catcher 
vessel that also participated in the scallop fishery to the 3.33 percent of the upper end of the statewide OHL. 
That percentage will be multiplied by the upper end of the state-wide guideline harve~t level, in futur~ years, 
to determine the actual amount of scallops it will be all~wed to h:i'rvest under~· cap. A projected 1,200,000 · 
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.pound GHL would result in the vessel being capped at 41,292. pounds. At an ex-vesselvalue of$5.50 per 
pound (I 998 average.from ADF&G web site), this equates to a cap of about $227,000 for the scallop vessel. 

' i 
11.2.3 Bering Sea aI).d Aleutian Islands Catcher Vessel Sideboards 

Separate groundfish sideboard structures were developed for the BSA! and GOA This section of the document 
will focus on the Council's preferred alternatives for the BSA!. Discussions of the GOA sideboard restrictions 
will follow in the next section.· 

11.2.3.1 BSA! Groundfish Sideboard Caps . 

BSAI sideboards shall be based on the AF A catcher vessel's catch hlstory from 1995-97 (except Pacific cod 
which will be based on 1997 only and POP whlch is based on 1996-97). Sideboards will include non-pollock 
catch hlstory in both the pollock and non-pollock target fisheries. The harvest will then be expressed as a ratio 
of the AF A vessels' catch to the total amount of TAC available those years. The resulting percentage-will be 
multiplied by the TAC's set in future years to determine the actual amount of each sideboard species that can 
be harvested under the caps. 

The Council recommends NMFS to determine the bycatch needs for the pollack and non-pollack fisheries and 
allow for directed fishlng of non-pollack target species such that the total catch of those species should not 
exceed the sideboard caps. A discussion of how NMFS intends to manage the caps was provided in the 
catcher/processor section· of this chapter: 

The Council intended that catcher vessel sideboard caps apply to all AF A vessels eligible under sections 
208(a)-(c) of the Act regardless ofparticipati_on 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 whlcli 
participate in a cooperative. However, the Council felt that based on the direction given in section 211 ( c)( I)(A) 
of the Act, whlch 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 Counci_l 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-AF A,eligible vessels. A discussion of thls issue in chapter 7 concludes· thls 
decision will likely have the greatest impact on catcher vessels that had smaller pollack 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 pollack hlstory and made at least 30 Pacific cod landings in the BSA! from 1995-97. However, 
under NMFS' proposed implementation· plan, vessels whlch 'opt out' of the BSA! pollack fishery entirely 
(i.e., do not apply for an AF A permit) would not be subject to the sideboards. Sideboard exemptions will be 
discussed in greater detail later in thls section and in the Regulatory Flexibility Act section of the document. 

Sideboard caps shall be applied at the AF A catcher vessel sector level (inshore delivery vessels, mothership 
delivery vessels, and catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors) in 2000. J:lowever, 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-cooperative agreement to monitor the subdivision of the caps at the 
cooperative level. ·NMFS shall also require each cooperative agreement to cpntain provisions that would limit 
its participants to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries. ' 
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, .Members of industry realized that NMFS is not in a positi(Jn to monitor sideboard caps at the cooperative level 
in the year 2000; but requested that information on the .cooperative level sideboards be published sothey 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 species for which· they will have 
directed fisheries, such as Pacific cod. 

\,;;t .-•: . 

. Sideboard caps will apply throughout the year,except for two specific exemptions'.; The first'exemptton' iifts 
the Pacific cod sideboard cap for vessels participating in the mothership sector. orr March I of each year. The 
second exemption applies to catcher vessels less than 125' LOA with less than l,700 mt. of annual average 
landed pollock catch history and at least 30 Pacific cod landings from 1995-97::These 'vessels shall beexempt 
from the catcher vessel trawl Pacific cod sideboard cap throughout the entire year in the BSAI. Catch history 

, Qf V!)SSelsthat are exempt from the sideboards will not be included when calculating the overall sideboard caps, 
andtheircatchwillnotaccrueagainstthecapwhendeterminingwhenthecap.' .; , h.. .·•' ·r,·,, 

l ,. ,/: . ,.J,, I 

Tables 11.3 thr~ugh.l 1.5b represent estimates of the catclier vessel sidelioards in termsofhistoric'landed catch 
from 1995-~7, the percentage oflanded catch relative to TAC;.an estimate of future sideboardsamounts based 
on the 1999 IT ACs, 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 
,llistory of.vessels landing less than 1;700 mt. pollock annually and the.catch of catcher''vessels delivering'to 
motherships after March I, have been excluded,· · :·. < ; · .i'· · · • .. , 

.) 

Ex-vessel value estimates reported in Table 11.5b indicate that ifthe'catcher vessels harvested, retained; and 
sold all of the sideboard caps they were projected to be issued in Table 11.5a, they would generate $ I7. 7 
million per year.• This estimate assumes that'the catcher,vessets:would,not have any discards and they could 
market.all, o(their catch., These assumptions are unlikely to occur. Therefore, the ex-vessel value estimates 
likely overstate the amount of revenue that will be generated from the sideboard species. · 1 :. , ·. 
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Table 1L3: Landed Catch ofNon-Exempt 1 AFA CatcherVessels in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
(1995-97) -

. 

Species by TAC Grouping 

· All Fisheries 

CV CV to CV to 
Inshore. IN/MS - MS CV to CP 

(90 CVs) (11 CVs) (IO CVs) . (7-CVs) 
All Vessels 
(lI8CVs) 

Atka Mackerel - Central Al 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI 

Arrowtooth Flounder·- BSAl 

Other Flatfish - BSAl 

Flathead Sole - BSAI 

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 

Greenland Turb_ot - Bering Sea 

Other Species - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 

*·P. Cod (Trawl CVs)-BSAI (97 only) 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 

* POP - Central AI (96-97 only) 

* POP - Eastern AI (96-97 only) 

*POP - Western Al (96-97 only) 

Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 

Rock ·Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 

Sharpchin/Northem Rockfish ~ Al 

Squid -,Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

Shonraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI 

Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 

Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 

15 2 - -
154 IO l 6 

- - - -

l,361 302 221 267 

4,344 481 47 283 

3,088 490 346 388 

4 - - 10 

609 23:_ 9 44 

1,209 254 144 260 

50 13 - 195 

36,040 3,820 2,618 5,242 

537 24• 16· ·9 

7 - - -
27 - - 3 

- - - -
l l - 4 

30 2 .1 6 
3,174 879 . 387 734 

64 1 - 4 

1 - - ' -
l 12 - 6 

1,339 53 20 14 

3 - - -
57 13 4 11 

31,295 4,283 994 935 

17 

171 

-
2,151 

5,155 

4,3·12 

14 

685 

1,867 

258 

47,721 

586 

7 

30 

-
6 

39 

5,174 

69 
l 

19 

1,426 

3 

85 

37,507 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data for inshore deliveries; National Marine Fisheries 
Service observer data for at-sea deliveries. 

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. 
1_ : The Pacific cod catch }µstory from 'vessels with less than l, 700 mt. of annual average landed pollack catch 
and at least 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-Exempt1 AFA Catcher.Vesselsinthe·B~ri°:g:S~a 
and Aleutian Islands (1995-97) . . ' 

All Fisheries '' 
· CV CVto CV to ! 
Inshore :IN/MS CV to MS CP Total Catch ·1 ·.:: 1·! ~ : ~ ) :J . 

. l 

· (90"CVs) ·(11 CVs) (10 Cvs) . (7 CVs) (118 CVs) 

Atkt-Mackerei - Central AI 

Species,by TAC Grouping-

0.01% · I .. 0.01% 
\ . 

0.28% t :l 0.02%· , .-. --· 0.01% ',0.31%Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
. . 

• I I,'' . - C ~ ' -Atka Mackerel - Western AI 
' 

3.69% r:- .·.0.82%; 0:'60%~· 0.72% r 5.83% 

Other Flatfish --BSAI • 

Arrowtooth Flopnder - BSAL 

4.70% . ·. 0.46% 1 0.11% ~JI0.31% ; ;· 5.58% . .... ~ ,.._ 

3;51% 0.56%: 0.39% 0.4-4% \.,.:4.90'%Flathead Sole :.. BSA! 
I 1 

0.06% -! - - - · 0.15% • ;;'0:21%Qreenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
' 

3.60% ,.0.14% 1 0.05%, ' 0.26% , ~4:05% 

Other Species ~.BSAI 

Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 

L83% .0.39%'. 0.22% l Q'.,39% 2.8°3% 
; 

0.01% - : , - . ._._ ,, ci.05% 0:063/, Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 
l 

I 4.00% 

· 

• ~ J>.Cod(Trawl CVs)-BSAI (97.only) 55.06% ~; 5.84% i _ • :,, 8.01%. t ·7Z:.9I°io 

Pacific Oceal} Perch - Bering Sea 9:32% 
.. 

0.42%; ,,:-,·o.2s% o.16% 10.-18% 

, ~ POP - Cen~ral AI (96-97 onJy) 0.11% ' - I 
I 

·0J1% 

·. *POP - Eastern AI (96-97 only) 0.43% ·· ·~' ·-<:b.05% · : -o.48% 
- l 

l " - ' , *POP - Western_AI(96-97 only) ' :i~• \1 ;...':_'" J l> r -;,_ /, ·" 

Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 0.05% 0.05% ', ,_ ·0.21¾ :· <'o.3i¾ 
' 

Other Roc:kfish - Bering Sea 2.92% , · 0.19% 0.10%' 0.58%: ~' '3.79% 

Rock-Sole - BSAI 1.57% :043'¾ 0.19% 0.36% 2.55% 
Sablefisb (Trawl Gear) - Al 5.64% 0.09% : _,. - · · ·· '• '• - I • 0.35% · 6.08% 

. o II 

. . .~ 

-Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.06% - l 
'. J' • •• • -:.. ' j ~-. ; ·~ 0:06% 

Sharpchin/No,rthemRockfish - AI 0'.01% I 0.09% : .. i:~~ ~· 0.05% ' 10:15%
' ' 

Squid - BSAI · , 36.49% ·l.44% ' c ;Q.54% .0.38% J ' ' 38.85% I 

i ' Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI 0.11 % ' - I 
; · 0.,11%. 

' 
Other Red Rocl9ish - Bering Sea l'.88% 0.43% l 0.13% '· 0'.36% ', l --'2.80%. 

Yellowfin Sole;, BSAI 5.94% . 0.81% 
I 

0.19% ; ·o.I&¾,:_ · 7.12%, 

~

S~~~ces:.Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket 'data for· inshore- deliveries; National· M~rine ; 
Fisheries Service observer data for deliveries at-sea. · · 1 , \ • • • ·- ,:,' ' • • ,. • "·: ! 
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period,. i;, · ,f: · ·· · ,·.J ( -., : 
1:; The Pacific cod catch history from vessels with less than 1,700 mt.· of annual average landed pollack cat~h . 
~d at least 30 BSAI Pacific cod landings from 1995-97 are excluded.from this table, because theyare e~e·mpt i 
from the Pacific cod sideboard cap. , ' , · . _, ~ - •: _: _\ 
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_. Table 11 .Sa:• Catcher Vessel Sideboard Estimates in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Based on 1999 
lTACs Published in the March 11, 1999 Federal Register. . . . 

I ·;;.: • 

..
Species by TAC Grouping 

. 

All Fisheries. 
CV CV to CV to 

Inshore IN/MS. CV to MS CP 
(90 CVs) (llCVs) (IO CVs) (7 CVs) 

All 
Fisheries 

(118 CVs) 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI 

Atka Mackerel· - EasternAl 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI 
Arrowtooth FloW1der ~ BSAI 

Other -Flatfish - BSAl 

Flathead Sole - BSAI 
Greenland Turbot·_ AI 

Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 

Other Species - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear)- BSAI 

"P. Cod (TrawlCVs)-BSAI (97 only) 

Pacific OceanPe~ch - BeringSea 

" POP- Central AI (96-97° only) 

" POP - Eastern AI (96-97 only) 

." POP - Western AI (96-97 only) 

.OtherRockfish - Aleutian·Islands 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 

Rock Sole - BSA! 

.Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 

Sharpchin/Northem Rocldish ~ AI 

Squid-BSAI 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rock:fish - Al 

OtherRed Rocldish - Bering Sea 
Yellowfin Sole - ~SAI 

. 
2 - - -

77 5 - 2 

- - - -
4,214 936 685 822 

6,152 602 144 406 
2,306 368 256 289 

2 - - 4 

185 7 3 13 

511 109 61 109 

8 - - 42 

21,184 2,247 1,539' 3,082 

l 11 5 3 2 
' 

4 - - -
..13 - l 

- - - -
0 0 - l 

9 l - 2 

1,601 439 194 367 

32 1 2:-
0 - - --

,. 

0 3 -·. 2 

611 24 9 6 

l - - -
4 1-· 0 l 

10,501 1,432 336 318 

2 

84 

.-
6,658 

. 7,304 

3,220 

6 

208 

790" 

50 
28,052 

121 

4 

14 

-
2 

-12 

2,601 

35 

0 

5 

651 

I 
' . 

6 
', 

12,587 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data for inshore deliveries~ National Marine Fisheries 
Service observer data for deliveries at-sea; 

,. Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire I 995-97 time period; 

,• 

.! 
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Table 11.Sb: C.atcher Vessel Sideboard Ex-vessel'Value ($ million) Estimates in the Beririg:Sea and 
Aleutian Islands Based on 1999 ITACs Published in the March 11, 1999 Federal Register;'and 01997 
PACFIN Ex-vessel Prices~: . . .. --- . - .. -- . - ... - . 

.•. ·-

- -

All Fisheries I • f 'I\-

" CV to: I CV to All+.... ,. I' .:..4. 
' ,. ~ i • •. •· CV Inshore IN/MS ,1 ': CV to MS ·: CP . ·- Fisheries 

..

SpeciesoyTACGrouping .. .: - - '(90CVs) (ll CVs) .• (fO CVsf .. (iC.Vs) . (i18 CVs) 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI $0.00 - , . . . - , · · $9:00 

$0~02 $0.00 · · -- . $0.00 ~ .. · $0.-02 Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
. ' . T 

Atka Mackerel -Western.Al 'l • I '"' _. -- ·' ... 
$0.33 $0;07 ·, $0.05 _, $Q._07 : . ~,.:$0.53Arro~ooth Fl~under - BSAI 

-·'.JI •..; ,: 't .• 

Other Flatfishi - BSAI ,. $1.22 $0.1,2 - $0.03 $9-98 . r $1.45 . .. ' 
Flathead Sole -; BSAI $0,64 $0.10 $0.71 $~._()8 · J0.89 

Greenland Tur\',ot - AI , $0.00 . · $0.00 ~l $0.90 . 

$0.11 $0.00 $0.00 1 $0:91 .L ·_$0)},Greenland t~rbot - Bering .Sea ..I 

$0._0I $0.00 . ~ t;n .: $0.0_2· ,, Sq;ClO •$0:00(~ther Specie~ ~ BSAI 
$0.00 - '. '. · - ·. , $0.01. - · , $0.02.'Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear).- BSAI 

! . -. •·' " -·~. , . ..., .. 
$9.81 $1.04 ., $0.71 $1.43 . r$Jr99, 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 

*P. Cod (Trawl CVs)-BSAJ (97 only) 

$0.02 $0.00 $0.00 ·$0~00,: .. $0.02 
.J ~ ,.:, . . ' • 

$0,00 . • $0.0Q l~ :POP - Central AI (96-97 only) ,. ' 

$0,90 - $Q.OO $0.00* POP - Eastern AI (96-97 only) 
I • . 

f POP - West~rn Al (96-97 only) 

Oilier Rock:fish- Aleutian Islands $0.00 $0.00 ~ ..r $0:00 \' , $0.00
1 . I I 

$0.01 $0.00, ; $0.00 . ..,$0.01 

Rock Sole - BSAI 
9th~:.~ockfisp -)3ering Se.a 

$0.52 $0.14 $0.0~ , $,()_.12 $0.84 .I I_,_ ! :\. -

$0.16 $0.01 . $0.0l .· $0.18 Sablefish(Trawl Gear) - AI - ! .. . 
ii ' ' - ... 

• -Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - B~ring Sea - - I '.i ' .• -. 

$0,00 $0.QO, - $0.00 _, · $0.00 ,Sharpchin/NorthernRocldi.sh - AI 
J 

Squid-BSAI $0.05 $0.00 $0.00 1 $0.00 .$.0.QS·:' ' . 
Sh~rtraker/Rougheye Rocldish - AI $0.00 - .. -· $0.00 · ., ... ,. ~ s. -

Other Red Rock:fish - Bering Sea $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 i,~9.00 • $0.00,.t' ~ _! ~ • ... ':., , • • • ~- .. 
' - $1.81 $0.2.5., $(>.'0{~. -. $0,05 · · ... , $2.16Yellowfm:Sole :-BSA!-::-· · -

$14.39 $1.01 $0.54 _.-, $1.77 , :., $17.71: i'otai 
Source: Alaska Department of Fish and.Game fish ticket datafor inshore deliveries;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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', 

11.2.3.2 BSAI PSC Sideboard Caps 

BSA! 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 _tothe yellowfin sole fishery, 4 percent of those allocations to the rock 
sole/other flatfish/flathead sole fisheries, and I 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 AF A catcher vessel fleet is not 
guaranteed any specific amount of PSC bycatch. Instead they are limited to a fraction of the overall trawl 
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 AF A vessels have attained their 
aggregate PSC sideboard cap. 

PSC sideboa~d caps will be implemented only for halibut and crab species. No PSC caps will be set for herring 
or the salmon species, since bycatch of those species occurs predominantly in the pollock fishery. Instead., AF A 
catcher vessels will be monitored as part of the overall trawl fleet under the herrin~ and salmon PSC caps. 

11.2.4 Gulf of Alaska Sideboard Caps 

Like the BSA! sideboard caps, the GOA caps will be based on aggregate landed groundfish catch of AF A 
catcher vessels between I 995-97 (I 997 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 TA Cs are set in December prior to the start of the next fishing season, to determine the actual 
harvest amounts that \vill be available to AF A catcher vessels restricted by sideboard caps. 

,,.· 

NMFS was requested to detennine the bycatch needs for pollack 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 allow for a directed fishery, 
and the remainder of the cap would be available 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, regardless 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 BSA! pollack landed 
catch history and 40 GOA groundfish landings from 1995-1997 shall be exempt from GOA groundfish 
sideboards. This exemption differs from the BSA! exemption in that it covers any directed fisheries. 

Sideboard caps will be applied at the AF A-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 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 I 995-97 harvest in other fisheries. 
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11.2.4.1 Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Sideboard Caps " . 
~: i ..

Groundfish sideboard caps in the GOA are based on the amount of groundfishJanded by AF A eligible catcher. 
,vessels in all ta;get fisheries and is expressed as _a ratio relative to the TAC tliat'was available those years. The 
pollock portion of the sideboards will be apportioned seasonally, based ori the percentage of the overall pollock 
TAC allocated to each quarter. Wlien a vessel is excluded from a cap through an exemption, their catch of 
species covered. under the exemption is, not included in the cap calculation, nor will its catch accrue toward the 

' cap t •. , ,_, ' ~ ' - ' ' 
._: • • l .:--: • •. , ' . ,. , • 

,. ..' 
' - ~ ·, 

Note that themunber of vessels listed in the column headingis less in the GOA than it was in the BSAI. 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 issued for the Western GOA, 
Cep.tral_GOA (including West Yakutat),,:~nd Southeast Outside areas. ,-; • , , 

,.. . ' 
The esti.Jnates of.catcher vessel sideboard caps in ~e GOA presented in Table 11.8a (Table I•l .8b reports-value 
estimates ),-provide insights into which species have adequate caps to supporfa directed fishery. It is expected 
that the directed fisheries should include pollock, Pacific cod, and shallow water,flaffish. Necessary amounts 
of Pacific Ocean Perch, various rockfish species, sablefish, and deep water flatfish may be available in some 
ai:eas, but NMFS. will need to make this determination prior to the·start offishing·each year . 

. ' • ·. j . ,._, ,, ' . 
Pollock sidebQard caps are to be subdivided on a seasonal basis .. The season'dates published in the March 11;· 
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 I), and 25 percent in both the C (opens September 
1) and D (opens five days after the C season closes) seasons. 

Ti , 

·, 
l ' • _,. ..,. \., ... 

' ~ ' 
, .

:, . , ' . 

' . ' . ' • , 

._ 'I 

\ 

' 
? I •'- '•' • 

·, . :,.• •·' ' 

.,· ...... ~ .. '
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Table 11.6: Landed Catch of All Eligible AFA Catcher Vessels in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97), by AFA 
CV Sector 
Speciesby TAC Grouping AF A CV Harvests 

CV CV to CV to CV to Total 
Inshore IN/MO MO CP 

Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (95-96) I 2 0 I 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 Gulf .0 23 2 25 

Arrowtooth Flounder- Western Gulf 69 2 l 0 72 

Deep WaterFlatfish - Central Gulf 628 531, 0 1,159 

. 14 Deep Wa~r Flatfish - ~em Gulf 6 20 
-Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 68 78 0 0 146 

Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 0 1 5 6 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 64 1 11 l 77 

Northern Rock:fish- Central Gulf 294 116 0 410 

Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 0 0 0 0 0 

Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf l I 

· Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 195 54 1 13 264 

Pacific Cod (Inshore)·- Central Gulf 3,638 2,039 945 l 6,623 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 37 314 '386 737 

0 0 6' Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 6 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 5,059 1,380 673 333 7,445 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - ~estern Gulf i3 109 527 648 

. Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 0 0 0 0 0 

Pelagic Shelf Rocldish - Eastern Gulf l 20 21 

Pelagic Shelf Rock:fish - 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 

PoUock - 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 I 146 149 
Pacific Ocan Perch - Western Gulf ~9 0 0 0 19 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 122 7l 0 193 

Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 0 8 8 16 

Rex Sole - Western Gulf 12 0 0 0 12 
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 7 2 0 9 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 84 84 0 16& 
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-Table 11.6 (Continued) ' .. , -..• 
.~J?ecies_by T 6-C.Q.rouping -

·AFA CV Harvests .. - . 
CV. . CV to._ CVto CV to Total 

i 
"Inshore IN/MO MO CP 

Sablefish (Trawl,Gear) ~ Western Gulf 

Sabtefish (Trawl Gear).:-Western Yakutat 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 

Shallow Water Flatfish~ Eastern Gulf 

Shallow \Vater Flatfish - Western Gulf 

Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 

Shortraker / Rougheye • Eastern Gulf·· 

Shortraker I Rougheye - Western Gulf 

Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska 

: ~ Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. 

- 3 0 0 0 3 ,. 
~~- 0 •·' 10 10. -·· 

544 L01S 5 8 L~33 
l,. ..'8. ' 0 30. 38' \'

' 303 I 11 5· 33 352 .' ·~. ' ' ,,.
43 6 0 49 

., -
4 2 IO 16. 

; -
. ' 0 0 0 0 0 

'· - '' ' ' 
20 ·24 0 ' 13 ' ·57. 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data; 
~ ' 

National ManneFisheries Service observer 
data . · . · 

,.., 

,. · · ' · 
. 

· 
, t 

· · : 
- ' 

•' . 
. 

Note: Excludes catchof GOA exempt' vessels 
' , I 

.,,' 
,. 

_, 

,. ' 

' . . 

I , 
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,' 
J ', 

L 
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Table U. 7: Percent of TAC Han:ested by All Eligible AF A Catcher Vessels in the Gulfof Alaska (1995-
97), b:v AFA Catcher Vessel Sector 

• < 

,. .. . . ~ ' . . 

Species by TAC Grouping AFA CVHarvests 

CV Inshore CV to IN/MO CVtoMO <:Vt.o <:P All Fisheries 

Atka Mackerel.,. Central Gulf (95-96) 

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 

Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (95-96) 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 

ArrowtoothFlounder - ea.stem Gulf 

Arro"'tooth Flounder - Western Gulf 

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastem•Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 

Flathead Sole -Western Gulf 

Northern Roc:kfish - Central Gulf 

Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 

Northern Rockfish- Western Gulf . 

Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 

Pacific Cod (Offs;hore) ~ Central Gulf 

Pacific Cod(Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 

Pelagic ShelfRockfish - Eastern Gulf 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 

Pollock - ChirikofDistrict 

Pollock - Eastern Gulf 

Pollock - Kodiak 

Pollock - Shumagin District 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 

Pacific Ocan Perch • Western Gulf 

Rex Sole - Central Gulf 

Rex Sole - Eastem Gulf 

Rex Sole - Western Gulf 

Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 

0.05% 

7.80% 

4.94% 

1.33% 

-
0.46% 

3.36% 

-
0.45% 

. 
1.07% 

2.20% 

-
0.05% 

0.50% 

2.98% 
. 

. 
8.90% 

-
-
-

0.04% 

11.60% 

25.45% 

I 1.66% 

58.18% 

2.51% 

0.03% 

0.51% 

0.74% 
. 

0.43%· 

0.32% 

1.92% 

0.23% 

-
1.40% 

-

0.10% - 0.03% 

-
0.32% - 0.13% 

0.73% - -
0.15% - 0.01% 

0.01% - -
2.84% - -
0.06%·· - 0.15% 

0.52% - -
0.01% - 0.07% 

0.02% 0.18% 0.02% 

0.87% - -
- . -

0.14% - 0.03% 

1.67% 0.77% . 

0.36% 3.07% 3.78% 

- - 0.78% 

2.43% 1.18% 0.59% 

0.20% 1.72% 8.34% 

0.03% - 0.63% 

- - . 
0.74% 0.03%. 0.25% 

9.56% - 1.41% 

5.88% 2.07% 0.23% 

· 3.48% 0.60% 0.12% 

4.41% . -
0.02% . 2.20% 

-
0.43% . -
0.13% - 0.13% 

-
0.09% - -
1.92% - -

- . 2.36%. 

2.77% 0.01% 0.02% 

0.23% . 0.83% 

0.18% 

7.80% 

5.39% 

2.06% .. 
0.16% 

0.47% 

6.20% 

1).21% 

0.97% 

0.08% 

1.29% 

3.07% 

-
0.05% 

0.67%· 

5.42% 

7.21% 

0.78% 

13.10% 

10.26% 

-
0.66% 

0.04% 

12.62% 

36.42% 

19.84% 

62.38% 

6.92% 

2.25%· 

0.51% 

l.17% 

0.26% 

0.43% 

0.41% 

3.84% 
0.23%. 

2.36% 
4.20%. 

1.06% 

.. 

· 

· 

· 
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Table 11.7 (Continued). ' AFA CV Harvests I 

All FisheriesSpeciesby_ TAC Grouping - CV Inshore CV to IN/MO CYtoMO CYto cp·..: _ 

&hallow )Vl_!ter flatfish:: Western.Gulf - 2.24% .. 0.08% 0.04% 0:24% ·2:60%

ShQrtr~er /_Rougheye_-Central Gulf·_ 

· Shortraker / Rol.igheye - EasternGulf 

' ___ .. J.27% 
.'., 0.26% 

'o:is¾ 
0.13% 

-
. -,.

-.
0.66% 

.. 1.45% 

'1.05%.. 
Shortraker I Rougheye- Western Gulf - '- . ' - - -

. :rhornyhead - Gulf of Alaska 

Source: Alaska-Department of Fish and Grune 

0.41% 

fish ticket data; 

0.50% 

National Ma

- -
rine Fish

0.27% 

eries Serviceobserve·r 

,,' .
1:18% 

data· 
.. ,.. 

. . * Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. '

Note:Excludes catch of GOAexempt vessels· 
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1, 
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Table U.Sa: Estimated Gulf of Alaska Sideboards (in mt) Based on 1999-TACs 
Speciesby TAC Grouping AF A CV Harvests 

CV Inshore CVtoINiMO CVtC>MO · CV.to CP All Fisheries 

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (I 997) 47 47 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 333 183 515 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 8 l ' 8 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 23 l 24 

DeepWater Flatfish - Central Gulf 92 78 170 

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 2 5 6 

Flathead Sole .:Central Gulf ' 23 26 49 
Flathead Sole - Eastern· Gulf ·o 1 2· 

· Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 21 0 4 0 26 

Northern Reddish - Central Gulf 91 36 12'1 

Other Species - Gulf of Alaska · 73 20 4 ,. 98 
. . 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf .. · 1,024 574 264 1,862 

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 12 105 130 248 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf - 1,633 446' 211· 108 2.404 . 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western G~ 4 -n 153 188 
Pelagic ShelfRockfish - Eastern Gulf 0 6 6 
Pollock• ChirikofDistrict .4,505 ; 287 . , 12 97 4,902 

Pollock - Eastern Gulf · 2,148 807 li9 3,074 

Pollock - Kodiak 3,559 1,795 632 70 6,055 

PolJock - Shwnagin District- 13,451 805 139 28 14,422 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf · · 170 298 468 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 1 l 88 90 

Pacific Ocan Perch - Western Gulf 9 9 
Rex Sole • Central Gulf 41 24 .. 64 
Rex Sole - Eastem Gulf 3 3 6 

Rex Sole - Western Gulf 5 5 

Slope Rockfish • Central Gulf 2 1 ·3 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 21 21 43 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf 1 1 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear)°-W Yakutat 6 6 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf· 181 359 l 3 544 

Shallow Water Flatfish -Eastern Gulf 3 ll 14 
Shallow Water Flatfish -. Western Qulf 101 4 2· 11 

•. 
117 

Shortraker / Ro·ugheye' • Central Gulf 12 2 14 
$hortraker / Rougheye • Eastern Gulf l l 3 ·5 

Thorny head - Gulf ~f Alaska 8 10 5 23 
·source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data: NMFS obsexverdata ; 

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. . 
Note: Excludes catch of GOA exempt vessels 
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Table 11.8b: VJllueEstimta~es _o(c~~~r V¢!,~-Si~f!!b~.it.rdi:(S::M;illi9ii).:...Based' oni999 Gulf.of Alasb,,
TA.Csand1997 PACFIN Ex-vessel Prices ... · - -Li;, ., · · r -·, ,, <, 

SpeciesbyTAC-Groupfug;,. ' CVImhore. GVit9.J:N/Ms' CY~MS_ Cyt9_cp.. Ml Vessels 

*AtkaMackerel:GOA (1997) $0.02 - -, 

A-rrowtooth - $0.03 , $0.01·Flounder C. Gulf 

ArrowtoothFIO!plder- E. Gulf - $0.00! 
Arrowtooth Flounder - W. Gulf , $0.00 . . $0.oo;· 

. ~P Water Flatfish - C. Gulf $0.03 '"'' $0.031 ,·r , 
Deep Water Flatfish - B. Gulf $0.00 

FlatheadSole - C.Gulf $0.01 so.or; 
Flathead Sole - E. Gulf $0.00~ 
FlatheadSole - W. Gulf 

•. 
' $0.0l $0.00, ' ..Northern Rockfish - C. Guf.f · $0.03 $0.011 
..,,.. • I Northern Rockfish - W. Gulf $0.00 

~er Species - 9()A $0.01 so.oo; 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - C. Gulf _ $0.47 . $0.27! 

facificCod(Offshore) -C. Gulf: $0.011 
I 

PacificCod(Insbo~e)- E.' Gulf . $0.01 . ,$0.00 I 
; - $0.2l ~Pacific Cod (Inshore) • W. Gulf . $0.76 

Pacific - w.Gulf $0.00 1Cod {Offshore) 
Pelagic ShelfRockfish- E. Gulf $0.00 j 
Pollock. Chirikof.District $0.99 -~ $0 .. 06 t 
Pollock- E. Gulf! · ·, · $0,47 ' $0.Ut',

l 

Pollock - Kodiak . · • $0.78 •. ~ iS0.40 1 
* - I ~ • 

., $0,18:Pollock - Shwnagin District 
,i. l.,. 

$2.97 . . 
Paci.ticOcean . ~ - $Q.Qj \Perch - C. Gulf $0.03 

~ific Ocean Pere}! - E. Gulf .$0.00 1 so.~ 
\I 

Pacific Ocan Perch- W. GuJf $0.00 

RexSole ~ C. Gulf $0.02 $0.01 ! 

Rex·Sole- E. Gulf so.oo1 
Rex Sole - W. Gulf $0,00 - I 
S~ope Rockfish - C. Gulf $0.00 $0.00 I 

~lefish (TrawlGear) - C. Gulf $0.08 SO.OS 
Sablefish {Trawl Gear) • W. Gulf $0.00 1,._.., - ~. 
Silbl~fish {Trawl Gear)- W. Yakutat 
Shallow Water Flatfish~ C. Gulf $0.09 $0.17 I 

Shallow Water Flatfish~,E. Gulf l $0.00 
' ,. " . 
Shallow Water Flatfish -W. Gulf $0.05 $0.00 ' 

S~ortraker / Rougb'eye - C. Gulf $0.00 $0.00 : 
Shortiaker / Rough~ye - E. Gulf $0.00 '; $0.00 ' 

I
Thomvhead - GOA $0.01 $0.0l , 

~ ·- ., .. · ,;:: :$0.02: 
· · - ; d • ·.t.:. ·•, •, $0.04 

-: ; $0.00,· .• _ · -$0.00 
$0.0Q 
$0.06 

I • & ~ ... 

$0.00 

$0.01 
• ". d·s;o'.oo" . $0:oo. 

$0.00 ·',JJ $0.00· . sifoi 
- "' · • :. •:. · J," · · $0;04 

,_ '1 4- • • ~- • ---~ $0.00 

- ·· •• .. so:oo·. ..: so.or: 
$0.12 __ •,,S0:00;.;;-_ $0.86 

SO.OS.: . ;) _$p;<~§;.,1.. $0.IJ:~ 
®.00 $0.00 . , ... __.~.9.01
$0.10 •.• ioj,r··:· $1.11 
. io:o r : . so·.o+ 

t . 't ... .•. $0.~9
- ' ,. $0;00 $0.00 

$0.00 $0.02 ,J ·' • $1.08
- $0:031 ; · ., - $0.68 

$0.14 $0.02 ~-• $L33 
$0,03 i· , ·$0.01 _ · ~. $3:18 

SO •. QO , : , $0.0Q. , •'';'.' $0.0} 

•;-, . I , .~0.01 .. · ,$O.0l"..,... .. ,
.$0.00-

, ... .1 
$0,03.. 

$0.00 so:o
$0;00
so:o

··$0.17 
~-•-• 1,fr~ jF \~- . .1-_•, -·$0.00

•, - · .• : $0.021 $0.02 
$0.00_· ,-_ $0:QQ·· ., · $0.26

• ,,. l $0.01 , $0.01 

$0.0!t $0_,?l. . ,-~~.p
-~~-~~-.---:~:9°. . ., S~-~ 
$0.00· $0.00 · $0.00

•.•. ; / $0:00' '... • $0.0
Total $6.68 SI.69 l $0:461 • l $0:31·'•'. ,. $9.32 

So~: ~F&G fish~~~t-~ta~~ati~! ~~e !isheries Servic: ~ _PA~FIN .~ta : 
.._ ...... "w • •, 1 f • # ! ·

2.?~etver~ta: 
Note: The catch of exempt vessels Was'excluded.· 

~9? Price 
~ 

-

; 
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l 1.2.4.2 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 deep5 and shallow 6-water PSC complexes. To calculate the halibut sideboard caps, 
first the overall trawl halibut allowances will be seasonally apportioned. Then the percentage of ground:fish 
landed by the AFA fleet relative to the TAC, for the deep and shallow-water complexes seperately, v,,illbe 
multiplied by the seasonal apportionment ofhal1but 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 (fable l l .9). The shallow-water cap would be set at 34 percent of 
the seasonal halibut apportionments, if pollack is included in the calculation. Because pollack is not an AF A 
species in the Gulf, including those landings in the calculation maybe appropriate. Had pollack been excluded, 
the shallow-water halibut cap would be approximately half ( 16percent) of the original estimate. Reducing the 
halibut cap by half would likely leave little halibut available for the directed fisheries other than poll~ck in the 
shallow-water PSC complex. According to information presented in Table 11.8b, pollack accounts for about 
two-thirds of the overall sideboard value, $_6.27million. The remaining species account for the other $3.05 
million. 

A~ent 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 
andnot allocations to the AF A fleet. 

SDeep-water species complex is comprised ofsablefish, all rockfish targets, deep-water flatfish. rex sole. and arro\.\tooth 
· flounder. 

6Shallow-water species complex is comprised of pollack. 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.-1'999 
aooo rf 10nmen ts 

·complex. 
,. 

Jan 20 - Mar 31 
,,,' 

Apr I-Jul 3. Jui f- Sep 30 • Oct l - Dec 31 . Total 

.. 
Overall Ti-awl Apportionment . 

Deep 

Shallow 

Total 
i•• I 

' 
100 

500 

600. 

.. ..·~ ' ' 
. -. I ~ I300 400-· . ' 

400 
100 200 

..,_L~~I l ~ 400 r ' ' 600 ' 40(:i' 

1,000* 1 

'•· 
1,000* 

2,000 .. 
.. , " 

'. Estimated AF A Sideboard Caps ., ' . 
~ 

De~P. 

Shallow ~. 
Total 

. 

' ·7 

170 

177. 

'H I ., • ~ j. 
.. ' ' .-2i I 28 

( .,, ,,, .... 
82*

' 
34 68· . 

' 
11·• 55. \ 96 ' - 82 ,' ' 

". 

.. 

70* 
,. 

340*. 

, 410* 

* Assumes that the 400 mt of halibut in the 4th quarter is equally ruvided between the deep and shallow~wa~er 
complexes. · 
Note: The AFA vessels 

• 
were 

. 
capped at 7 percent of the deep-water complex trawl apportionment

I 
and 34 percent of the 

shallow-:-';Vater complex trawl apportionment. , · .f'.··, '}, • · ·

11.2.5 Swnmary of Catcher Vessel Sideboards 

The sideboard caps designed by the Council should effectively limit any adverse impacts caused by 
cooperatives on non-AF A vessels, as mandated by the Act. This was the overarching purpose of developing 
sideboard restrictions for the catcher/processors and catcher vessels in the AF A fleet In general the non-AF A 
vessels were concerned that allowmg the AF A pollack fleet to change their harvest strategies in the BSA! 
pollack 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 avai1ab le to the AF A 
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, ctiscard 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 AF A 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 \,.1.llbe 
most impacted in tenns of overall sideboard amounts. Yet many of the species with high discard rates were 
not taken in directed fisheries by the AF A fleet, or at least the directed fisheries were minimal. Therefore it 
is doubtful NMFS would have opened ctirected fisheries for those species even had total catch been used to 
determine the sideboards, since they would need to be set aside for bycatch in other directed fisheries. 

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 1throvi it back. · Still there will be reductions in the amounts 
of species taken in directed fisheries that AF A vessels may harvest. Reductions in directed fisheries amounts 
of fish aparticular sector can harvest may lead to reduced reveni'i'es, if prices are not affected, by allowing the 
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other vessels to harvest the AF A fleet's catch histoiy that was discarded at-sea. This _will likely result in a 
redistributioriofrevenue among members of the AFA and Non-AF A fleets. 

It is difficult to determine 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 vesse)s ha~e primarily fished the poUock and Pacific cod fisheries in the past and they will 
continue to have access to the BSAI pollock fisheiy and about 73 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod catcher 
vessel trawl allocation. They also will be allowed to harvest about JOpercent of the GOA Pacific cod (slightly 
higher or lower depending on the area) and)3 to 62 percent of the GOA pollock (again depending on the area). 
Those catcher vessels that had limited l!11l0unts of catch histoiy in pollock were exempted from Pacific cod 
sideboard restrictions in the BSAI, and Pacific cod, pollock, and other GOA directed fisheries they participated. 
AF A 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 pollack fisheiy, where buyers and sellers share market power, and may 
exploit economic efficiencies riot 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). 

The Council decision to exempt certain vessels from the sideboards is not expected to result in the AF A vessels 
·:(both exempt and non-exempt) exceeding the overall catch historically accounted for by these vessels. The 
requirements for the exemptions result in a small number of vessels being exempt, and these vessels were 
traditionally involved to a greater extent in non-pollock fisheries than in the pollock fisheries. Finally, the 
Council's recommended exemptions are also responding to Section 2,13 of the Act, which allows management 
actions to mitigate adverse impacts on owners of fewer than three vessels. Without such exemptions these 
vessels would likely be adversely impacted to the extent they may not be able to harvest their historical share 
of the non-pollock species. 

11:3 Non-Sideboard Decisions 

The Council al"so sel_ected preferred alternatives for several non-sideboard iss·ues. Included in this suite of 
decisions are compensation measures for determining pollock caich histoiy for inshore catcher· vessels, 
conformance measures with 'inshore-Offshore 3·amendment package, and clarification of the single geographic 
location definition for inshore processors. 

11.3. l Compensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels in the flollock Fisheiy 

Two 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 bringthis catc~ history 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. Prel\minary estimates indicate that the catcher vessels that do not meet this 
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. landing requirement, i.e.· receiving.no compensation, would have theirpoHock ailcicatii:m red~ced by about five 
percent. . . ' ' 1

1i l ~ f; .' ' ,' . U -, ,-· ,c·, . <' ') l ·• ~- . ' 

· The second compensation measure allows inshore catcher vessels i6 us.e there best~o·years 6fpoliock' catch 
history, from 1995-97, to determine theit percentage of.the inshore quota.· The oest two years·would be
determined after any compensation froin deliveries made to catcher/proce~sors in a year was added 'into that 
years inshore delivery total. · •Summing a· catche'r vessel's best'. two 'years generates the ·nuineiator for 
.determining avessel's·percentage of the· insliore quotil!' _The denominator is'calculated by stinfuiing thebest 
two years of catch· history for all inshore· catchervessels,' whether they are AFKqualified or not. Once this 

. calculation is done, any portion of the inshore cat~h history not assigned.to the_Af A~essels would go into the 
"open access" portion of the inshore pollack fishery;- Preliminary estimates indicate that !',boui 0:4 percent of 
the inshore-allocation would default to the "open access" pool using this niethod_:Tlie Figure IO.'! in chapter 
IO shows the distribution of"winners"·and "iosers'c by ~slllg the best two oft!J-ee year foimula' .. , .... · ••J 

l l. 3 .2 AFA and InshorecOffshore 3 Cohfohnarice Measures · : · • · ;· ! -··

I .,-

Several amendments were passed to make the AF A'aiid Iilshore-Offshore 3-programs con;istent_r Ingeneral, 
these amendments are minor decisions in that they are required or th'ey are technical in nature.· · ,. r._ · · 

• I., ~~,' ;t . I ,.' i -' • 

The BSAI poU;ck,aUocati~n percentages where changea to those ·mluidated by the Act. AFA defined those 
allocations to'be 50 percent to the inshore•sectilr, 40 pe'.cent to the catcher/processor sector, and 10 percen; 
to the mothership sector, after accounting for bycatch needs in other directed fisheries and the l Op'ercent CDQ 
allocation. Other activities were primarily to achieve consistency in definitions co_ntained in the AF A and those 
in the Magtius6n°Stevens Act or existing·regulatioti: - · - · · · · · ·" · · · 

\_.; 1.\ ,. I • , ,!1 

The original·Inshore-Offshore directed fishing definitions applied ·equally in l:ioth. the BS Al and the GOA.' The 
AFA definitions; however, ·specifically apply only to Inshore-Offshore fish harvested in theBSAI: Therefore 
the Council voted to apply the same directed fishing hari-est definitions to pollocli in thk BSA! and GOA; as' 
was used in the original Inshore-Offshore program .. The substantive effect of this alternative would apply only 
to pollack harvests; riot Pacific cod, because 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· 
pollack regardless of from which area it was harvested. 

. . ' - _,_ .. -~... t .. 

The "shoreside processor" definition should apply to the processing of "groundfish," as that term is defined 
in the Magnuson°Stevens Act, and groundfish implementing regulations. This 1decision' should resol've a 
technical inconsistency between the· 1-O'definitiolis used by the AFA for the.BSA! and those used ·by the· 
Federal groundfish,regulations for'the GOA. This decision also·v;.ould facilitate single 1-0 definitions' that 
would be consistent in both areas. ' · ' 

The AF A definition of "shoreside processor" is' slightly-differentfroin the cine used in 'the Federal gr~un'dfish 
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·refei'to' 
"groundfish'.' in two places: The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (at section· 
3) defines:'fish" as including all fonns,ofmarine animal and plant life other than marine mammals and birds. 
"Groundfish;" on the other hand is defined in the regulations as· including only tho~e·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 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 AF A 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 pollack 
fishery. Thisis consistent with historic Inshore-Offshore requirements that limited inshore floating processors 
to a single geographic location each year in the BSAI. 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 pollack at the same plants that they used to process pollack 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 
pollack 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 3 I, 200 I 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 (1/0) allocations of the BSAI and GOA pollock TAC and GOA 
·Pacific cod TAC were originally established under Amendments 18/23 · (VO I) to the BSA! and GOA FMPs, 
respectively, for 1993-95. The allocations were extended by the Council in Amendments 38/40 (VO2) to the 
respective FMPs fot 1996-98. In June 1998, the Council recommended another extension of the GOA 
allocations under Amendment 51 (VO3). All three amendment packages contained "sunset" provisi<ins,­
requiring the Co~cil 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 EAIRIR!IRFAs for GOA Amendments 23, 40; and 51 are included here by reference. 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 allocation_s is 
incorporated into this EA/RIR/IRFA because of the interrelatedness ofthese 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 ~~d in the 
GOA and pollack in the BSAI. Though not necessarily a problem at that time in the BSAI, 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 ofpollock and Pacific cod in the GOA and pollock in the BSA! 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 overcapitalization in North Pacific groundfish fisheries beginning in 1992. 

f ; ;,. ' 

Two other management actions (BSAI pollock allocations and vessel replacement restrictions) in the. now 
withdrawn draft ENRIR/IRFA for Amendment 62/62 have also been incorporated into the current 
ENRIR/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 ;ulocations in the _Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands FMP to conform with 

-those allocations mandated by the AF A. At the same nieeting, upon advice by rMFS 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 replacement requirements to conform .with the AF A in the rulernaking associated 
with this ~endment package, -, , ,.. · t, ··" , .. , -: -· 7 , 

' ;.'· • ,l -...~ . ' -

,. , l ,-

11.4 Other AFA Requirements 
;, .'·-• (' 

To accurately monitor the removals ofpollock arid nonspollock species by members ofcooperatives,-NMFS 
will be implementing the scale and observer requirements mandated for catcher/processors by the AF A:' These 
requirements will be:implemented via regulation based on directionfroni Congress, since the Council took no 
formal action. Two observers will be requ_ired to be onboard a catcher/proc_essor at all times while groimdfish 
is being harvested, 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 AF A catcher/processors. Currently it is 
unkno)"ll if adequate numbers of observers with this specialized training are available.• NMFS certified scales 
were required for weighing fish.:onboard AFA catcher/processors that harvest CDQ•pollock beginning on 
January 1; I Q99.The remaining AF A catcher processors will be required to use NMFS certified scales starting 
on January I, 2000: · · / .. .- , · · ,. ' '· 

',. ; 

NMFS also intends to implement the inshore pollack cooperatives forthe.yeai-.2000 according to the structure 
prescribed in the AF A; which ties harvest vessels to deliver to specific processing plants. This' issue is still 
being-reviewed by the Council. Further discussion of pollock cooperative structure alternatives is contained 
in Chapter .l2, and in Appendix IV .. , . , ·" , _ : , •. 

. ,, .. 
I 

·l.,.' ~! ' ' • J'': . 

Another issue for which a Council decision is pending is that of processor sideboards. For year 2000; NMFS 
intends to implement crab processing sideboards as directed by the AF A. Chapter 8 contains a detailed 
description of that mandate, as well as alternatives for crab and·groundfish processing sideboards, which may 
be approved by the Council at a latter date. . : , , , . .. . . , 

·:-.,_. 

The C_ouncil also provided. direction on the contents of cooperati:Ve" agreements :and· when they" are icibe· 
submitted. The direction given by the Council is as follows: . -

I) 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: 
to be a post- season performance-review. 

• ' ,! ! . - •1 ... 

2) . Cooperative agreements, regardless _of duration, l)IUSt be subrnittedto the Council:by' December'!, of 
the year prior to the start of fishing.•· -, ·, n · 

,
. 1:. ,·, 

.. 
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3) Prohibit cooperative agreements from requiring cooperative vessels to deliver species other than BSAI 
pollock to their AF A processor. 

4) Cooperative agreements shall require the disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics. 

l 1.5 Final Motion as Passed by the Council (including actions thru December l 999) 

Previous sections described the Council's Preferred alternatives. The actual motiori as passed is included here 
for reference. 

Council Actions on American Fisheries Act Issues 

General: (I) 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 

Ground.fish: 
I. 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 original 29 vessels) in the pollock and non-pollock fisheries in 1995, 
96, and 97 (for Pacific cod, l 997 only; for POP in the Aleutians, l 996 and 1997). 

2. 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 species should 
not exceed the caps. 

PSCCaps: 
I. Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be established on the basis of percentage of PSC 

removals in the non-pollock groundfish fisheries in l 995, 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 ':"hole package and returned to the Council for further action. 

Catcher Vessel Sideboards 

BSA! Ground.fish Sideboards 

I. Shall be based on vessel catch between 1995-97. (1997 for P. cod) 
2. Shall be based on non-pollock catch in pollock and non-poBock targets, as a ratio of the AFA 

vessels' catch to TAC. 
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3. . NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for poUock and non-poUockfisheries,and allow for 
directed fishing for non-po Hock target species such that the total catch of those species should 
not exceed the caps. 

4. S_haH apply _to_all AF A eligible ".:essels regardless of participation in a co:..op: ·. 
5. Shall apply at the AF A 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 agreementto 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 P.~icipants to their collective I995-97rharvest in other fisheries. 
6. Shall be applied throughout the year, except: 

a. Mothership sector qualified AFA vessels' (21 vessels) CV trawl P. cod sideboards 
shall be lifted March 1; · 

b. Vessels with less than I700 mt of annual average landed BSAI pollock catch history 
an~with at least 3Q BSAI f. cod landings from 1995-1997, shall be exempt from the 
catcher vessel tr~wl P. cod sideboard cap. .J 

BSAI PSC Side.board Caps 

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 AF A CP sector). 

2. Attairuµent by the entire fleet of any P SC cap in .any target fishery will close directed fishing 
to fll;trawly~ssels, even if the AFA vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap. 

~-,· PSC_species limited to crab and halibut , 
I • 

· 

. ' ... 
GOA Groundfish Sideboards - ..• l]: . . ~ . ' . ' .' ' 

- • i~ • 
i ' 

1. Shall be based on vessel landed groundfish catch betweenJ 995-97. 
2. Shall be based on non-pollock landedgroundfish catch in non-pollock targets as a ratio of the 

AF A vessels' catch to TAC. 

( 
3. 

, ' -
_Shall be based on the landed pollack catch in the pollack target as a ratio of the AF A vessels' 
catch t~ TAC, and shall be apportioned seasonally. _ 

4.' NMFS will detefllli!le the bycatch needs_ for-pollock and non-pollack fisheries and allow for 
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should 
not exceed. the caps. · 

5. Shall apply to all AF A vessels. 
6. Shall apply at the APA-eligible catcher vessel sector level in 2000. However, NMFS shall 

. publish tpe proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in 
· 'each co-op, and e'ncourage the fonnation of an inter-co-,op agreement to' monitor the,suo­

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 other · 
fisheries. 

7. 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 landings from 1995-
1997, shall be exemp~ from.GOA groundfish sideboards. 

,i• .. , .... ,, 

' I 
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GOA PSC Sideboards Caps 

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, 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 APA vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap. 

3. Shall be apportioned seasonally. 

Scallop Sideboards 

I. 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. Crab Sideboards shall apply to all AF A vessels. 

B. BristolBay Red King Crab (BBRKC) 

1. These AFA vessels that hold a BBRKC endorsement shall be capped at their 5-year (9!-97, 
excluding 94-95) weighted average share. These vessels shall be managed in the aggregate. 

2. · This share of future catch shall apply to the pre-season BBRKC GHL. 

C. Opilio - AF A LLP Alternative 9 Tanner crab endorsed vessels may participate in the opilio fishery 
if they harvested opilio in more th'.1113 of 10 years (88-97). · 

D. Bairdi 

I. AF A qualified vessels that receive an LLP endorsement are excluded from participating in the 
directed bair'di fishery, ,xcept as follows: If and when the bairdi rebuilding goal is reached, 
the only AF A vessels allowed to participate would be those with catch history in 1995 oi-96. 
These vessels would be capped at their aggregate historic catch_ for 1995-96. 

2. If there is a BBRKC fishery where bairdi bycatch is allowed, the AF A Tanner crab endorsed· 
vessels may retain bycatch bairdi. 

E. AF A 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 
years the fishery was open may participate in those fisheries. 

F. Prohibit the sale, lease, transfer or stacking of crab LLP licenses or endorsements by AF A-eligible 
catcher vessels. 
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Non-Sideboard decisions 

i·, 
Compensation in.Shoreside Sector'C,'o'-Ops '· . .' . 
I. 'Provide ~ompensation ~ovessels with offshore history greater~ 499 t6ns(~~ per Table) 0.5) 
2. Utilize the hest 2 of 3 years to determine the share of the inshore pollock allocafon each vessel brings 

. ~ >· . ' . . 
to a co-op. · 

AFA Conformance Measures (Amendments 62162) ' - .: ' 

Action 1, Alternative 2 Change the current inshore,/offshore directed pollock allocati.ons in the BSAI FMP to 
confom1 with those allocations mandatea bf the American Fisheries Act o:r 1998. 

Action 2, Alternative 2 Extend 
• 

the sunset date of the current p~llock and Pa~ific ·~od allo~aticins in 
to

·. . . • • . • - .... l - - , •. • ' 
the GOA 

,1. ·;, ··FMP conform with the date mandated for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands area in 
the.American Fisheries Act of 1998. ·, •· ' ' · · " · · 

• !~, 

Action 3, Alternative I No action. Do not change vessel replacement restrictions in the BSA! FMP. 

Additionally:
' 

I. Conforming the definitions of directed pollack harvest in the GOAiµic\ BSAI so that they are 
the same. · · · 

2. Substituting the term "ground.fish" for "fish" in the AFA defuption of"shoreside processor.". 
3:· · Applying the inshore/offshore restrictions only to directed fishing for pollack inthe BSAI and 

.GOA, and directed fishing for P:cod in the GOA. However, 
ot

for th; puqiose of GOA catch· 
accounting, all' p~ocessors will be categorized "inshore" "off~hore." ., . . . 

. . • i . ' ' - '. '' : i ' . - '-. . 
Clarify that "shoreside processor" for purposes of Section 208(f) of the AF A means' only the physical facility 
or vessel which processed pollock in the qualifying y~ars I 996 and I 997 ,' and not the e~tiie corporate entity , 
which owns or controls that facility or vessel. 

Single Geographic Location .• ,1,. : ·t : \':.:/· ' . "· . J' 

Restrict floating inshore processors to operatµ,g in a single geJg;:aphic location iri' state water~ of the 
BSAI during a fishiing year in whicn"they process pollock from the diiecte<j BSA! polloc)d,shery (i.e., 
can change location from year tci'year; but not in-season). . . . ' ' . :.. . . ' • 

. ·, .•, ,.
AFA Processor Sideboards for Crab 

·, ,'_•II 

I. Adopt a single aggregate processing cap that would applyto all p_rocessing (acilit.ie.s, o"'.l'ed by,inshore 
or mothership sector AFA entities if they receive pollack frorh a cooperative. , : . , · 

,, ' ' . ' 

A. NMFS ~ill determine which processing facilities a~e owned by inshore·~, moth:er~hi~ AFA .~ 
entities using the "limited 10% rule" · : · · · ' ·. · · · .. 

B. Owners of inshore or mothership AFA pollack facilities that process crab under the Council's 
,, . jurisdiction would ·be. required to· identiff.io NMFS as part' of their processing pe~ii° 

requirements any processing facilities in which the owner has I 0% or more interest using the 
limited I0% rule. 

., 
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2. A processing facility is any plant or US docum~nted vessel that processes crab under the jurisdiction 
of the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. 

3. Only the limited I 0% rule will be used in determining AF A entities for purposes of the historic 
processing cap. 

· 4. AFA catcher processors would not be subject to additional processing sideboards. 

5. 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 AF A entities at the start of the fishing year. 

A. !fan inshore or mothership AFA entity sells a crab processing faciljty to a non-AF A 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 mothers hip AF A entity buys a non-AF A 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 detennined based on the percentage of the catch 
processed by inshore or mothership AF A entities. 

C. There would be no cap for undeveloped species or species without a current GHL. 
D. The cap would apply year around. 

AFA Processor Sideboards for Groundfish 

· Action by the Council ongroundfish processing 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 

I. Cooperative agreements may be one to six years in duration, but must be review ann_ually by the 
Council if they are more than one year induration. TheCouncil's intent ,yas that this was considered 
to be a post- season perfonnance review. 

2. Cooperative agreements, regardless of duration, must be submitted to the Council by December I, of 
the year prior to the start of fishing. 

3. Prohibit cooperative agreements from.requiring cooperative vessels to deliver sp·ecies other than BSA! 
pollack to their AF A processor. · 

· 4. Cooperative agreements shall requirfithe disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics, 
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' •. , . ' j • ' • • ' • i 
iz.o CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LAW ' ' 

'. 

12.1 Regulatory Impact Review - Summary of Analysis in Chapters 4 through 1,1... 
' ,,'.Jl·.. . ··;' • .. ·.• J • .. ·_;~_ .• - ~ _,', . ,. _., -·· 

,.

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires the preparation ofa Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) 
for all regulatory actions that either implement a n~w FMP or significantly alter an existing plan or regulations. 

'f 
The RIR is intended to 

> 

provide a 
l 

review 
• · · ' 

of 
'· ~ 
the 

· 

changes 
' 

in net 
,, 

and 
• 

distributional 
· • ' • 

benefits 
' 

to society associated 
with prop~sed regulatory actio,:,., as well as.a re,view of\J1e,prob!~ms and policy ~bjectives prompting th~'­
action: The_ j:i"urpose is to epsure ,tha!-th,e re8!11atory agency cop.s2e.r~ _all ~vailable (reasi:mable) alternatives 
so that pubhc welfare can be enhanced mthe most effictent_and, c~~t-effecttve ~ay. The .~R._address_~s many 
of the items in the regulatory philosophy and principle of Executive Order 12866. E.O. 12866 requires that 
the Office of Management and Budget (0MB) review proposed-regulatory programs that are considered to be 
sigirificant. A'significant' reiulatory a~tion is one that is likely't,t . ··-: ' . ':,, ~ . 

. ....-.~ ' \ ·• ; . !. ,, -- '' ~ '. ' .•• .., __ - •. ' 

. , , ; . ' I l · . ' ' ' ~·' . 
I. 

~1· . ~ ... - . • ; 

Have an annual effect on the economy, of$ i 00 million or more, or adversely affect in a material way 
the"econoriiy, a ;~ctor of the economy, producti~ty, c~mpetition,jobs: the environment, public health 

. or safety, o~State," !~~a( or-tribal governments or communities. , ,,:.: 

• , . ' '' ,. -~·1 . . ,-· , ' - . t 

2 .. Create a serio~s inconsistency or o~,erwise, 0terf~re ~th.,an act[.on tal<~n,or,planned by another 

agency. !. .{, ,·_, 1 ~. , . 

,l 

_'. • ., -: ~,: · _ , , , _ · r · , • i•! . T .. 1
3. Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the rights 

and obligations ofrecipients thereof, or ~. , _: . · -, c "' , l · : . 

4. Raise novel .legal or policy issues arising out o.f legal manda,tes, the Presiden(s proritie_s, or J:he. -, 
' I ,' 

principles set forth 
, •) • , • 0 , - ' • '~. • - • 

in this Executive" Order:.·: ... , ·. :, , ,, . · _ . . . . ... , .. _. '. .; 0 
1 •• , ••• 

A statement of the problem and need for action relative to the proposed actions is containe~ /:1Cha(lter I, whjch . 
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 BSAI pollock fisheries, while protecting.other fishing 
fleets that aie" not AFA "members in the other groundfish, s~lop, and crab fisheries ;;,;der .the C~uncil's 
jurisdiction. The ill'ectM fislieiies ar~ described in Chapwr i and the· description of the tle;t, a'.nd impacts of 
the proposed alternatives were detailed in Chapters 4 through 11 .. Chapter 11 is a description of tlieCouncil's 
pr_eferredalternatives, _ . , . . , ,,,, . ... _-, ,,., :,' -

12.I.I Qualitative Summary of Impacts 

• : ._;,. ••,, • •,• 1,' 

Estimating the magnitude of change in net National benefits was not attempted in this amenclment package, 
because data necessary to make that calculation were not available. Cost information, includi~g fixed and 
variable operating cost sta,tistics, is a 

, 1 
crucial element of 

. 
an 
; 

effective 
•• 
net 
, 

benefit analysis. 
.. . 

Cost in£:onnation 
' ' 

for 
the BSAI and GOA groi.mdfish and crab harvesting and processing sectors are currently not available to the 
analysts. Therefore, it will not be possible to complete a quantitative cost/benefit analysis of the various AF A 
sideboard alternatives, nor derive comparative net benefit conclusions about the several competing alternatives. 

I•\ •·,.,:•;,,• ••\·-~:-: ' 

The total economic value of the fishery may increase as a result of the provisions of the AFA which allow 
pollack to be harvested under cooperatives. However, in general actions proposed within this amendment 
package are designed to limit the catch of AF A 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 

,l .. > ', ·.t,,; r:,..'_-
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attributable to competitive efficiencies made possible by, for example, cooperative provisions of AF A. Overall 
the catch of non-pollock species by AF A. vessels may be somewhat reduced by these amendments, because the 

· gr~undfish sidebocirds' are based on landed catch history and the crab sideboards are more restrictive than the 
,c~rrent LLP program in most cases. Yet give~ !he open access nature of these fisheries and the. i,apacity that 
exists in.other fleets, any harvest forgone by the.AF A fleet will almost certainly be harvested by members· of 
the non-AF A fleets. · Differences· among the alternatives for effecting sideboards do have the potential for 
distributional gains and losses; primarily these are trade-offs between the AF A and non-AF A vessels. While 

· relative operating costs and other factors would affect the "net" results of such trade-offs, the basis intent of. 
the sideboards is to maintain the status quo, in terms of the distributioq of harvest between AFA and non-AF A 
vessels, and therefor; inter-sectoral "net". impacts would be expected to tend towards neutral. 

-Sideboard ·restrictions imposed by the Council's proposed action will likely-cause some re-distributional 
impacts among the fleets, b,ut the changes in net benefits to the US economy would not be expected to change 
by$ J00 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' action, as this term is 
defined, under E.O. 12866. 

' ' 

That is, while none of the proposed sideboards result in economic chang~s which approach the $100 million 
annual impact threshold (separately or in combination), several do directly affect in a material way "a sector 
of the eccmomy", '.'productivity", and "competition" (each identified as a criterion of concern in the,E.O.). 

None is expected to (to the best of a·ur knowledge) create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with 
an action taken or 'planned "iiy another agency; nor (based on the foregoing analY,sis contained in Chapters 4 
through 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 arising out of legal mandates, the President's priorities, or the principles set forth in this 
E~ecutive Order. · · 

After careful revie'>V, the suite of proposed AF A-sideboard actions has-been determined to be significant, as 
this term is defined in the Executive Order. 

Not,vithstanding this finding (and, while it is not possible to quantitatively 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 actio!15, which include proposed actions allowing the pollack fleets 
to.form cooperatives. This is further substantiated by adherence to the requirements and directives provided 
in the AF A, as recently pass by the U.S. Congress and signed by the President. 

12.2 Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) 

12.2.1 Introduction 

As described in Chapter l, the AF A 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 pollack 
fisheries. Many of the participants in these non-AF A fisheries, as well as particip~ts in the AF A fisheries to 
be· regulated by the sideboard measures, are small, independently owned businesses. In certain cases the AF A · 
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 activities· Illthevarious fisheries, the Council devel<:iped a 'con~itlefable r?Dg~ of a\tematj~es toeff~~t 
"that intent. 'As described and°options·win ha{e differing 

' 
indetail in Chapters 6 and 7, the different'alternatives 

' ' 

impacts· tothe
• • - • . • • ,.. I •' ~ .. •. ' '. • ,. - • ·• ', 

participants 'in ~e fisheries. One purpose of this !RF A is_ ,to.~sc_~b~ th~differential ii:tpac~ 
to small entities resulting from the Council's final decisio'ns cin liarvester sideboar&s frcim June l 999 (processor 
sideb~ards a~e the' subject of the analyses inChapter 8, b~i the Council has postp'c/ned a decision -~n proce~~or 
-~ideboards). . . ' . ' ' . . ;ts . ' . . . ; . :•.. .. . .. ' • . ' ·.' L ; ' 

.• . • ~.' -.••,·~•1 :·;.-:ir• ,; __ .r,.,,:_' ..
1 

· ' · · ·. · ' •· ·, • •_ • . ~ , , • •· ( · r• ' 'n • , , • . , r --

'In addition to sideboard·measures'the AFA prescribes certain·meashres· related to the.BSA! pollock·fisheries, 
' includini the iist of vessels eligible tci particip~te in those fi_shen,es. _Whil~ve_~~eleligibility is one of the_ items 
explicitly outside the'Council's·purview under th~ AFA;-tliere are nevertheless implementing reguiatioris 
pursuant to this action which will affect certain small entities in the fisheries. These are discussed as part of 

: th. ,!RF. A'. . , ; ' r • , . . , . : . . . . . : . • : , ,.., : i ~ .,,:.i , ~ • , • : . '. ·; .• : ' •. '· : ; • , • • . :,• i . 
IB . . . • . 

, -~ ! , (, / f ' , > I• J • .d' • : ] f - , "\ 1 r ' I- • 

• • • · • . • . ' '." , · . , • • • • .• ,, , · • , · I ·,' will;• . , l ' . I j 

Finally, the AF A sp'ecifies the ·structure under which· inshore pollock cooperatives" _be formed. This 
stmcture· is the subject or conside~able debate andis subject to possiblci changd b~ the C~uncil. In Fe~h!ary 
1999 the Council requested development of an analysis of"the economic and policy'issu'es ~sociated with the 
formation of processor/catcher vessel (and mothership/catcher .vessel) cooperatives under the AF A, including 
thealterilative~ ·outlined in the mdependent catcher vess~l p~oposal with a P!i.i~ report to the C9uricirm 
·June of l 999 and a fi.iiai report in October 1999" .. During'siaff discussions ii becanie apparent that this· issue 

1
was inteiW/ined with both implemeritation issues related tocc,:-op structure and with hfuidatoiy cori;ider~tions 
under the Regulatory Flexibility Act (RF A). A contract has been initiated with economists from the University 
'ofWashlrigton ando·regon State University to explore the~e iss~es'. Thatinformation,"along w.ith_a reJiew_.of 
legal issues associated with ·co-op fonnation, will be reviewed by ihe Council~ late 1999. and couid-~esult'i.n 
actions which change"the co-op AFA'
analy~is• of these .issue's related to

stru~ture frorri that described in the This Chapter contains 'an illitial 
co-cip structure, and ·the more ·detailed contratt'analysis is attached ~ 

Appe~ciix IV. Barring further action by the C~uncil, theco-ops Will be iinplemente'd asprescribedpy the 
. ' ' 

AF/ 
. . 

12.2.2 Statement of Problem 
-~, , • - 'I . \ I 

. ,i,.,,·_ V-,•• ,,t, J,, •·t .,, 

Several years following "Americanization"ofthe commercial Bering Sea Pollock fishery in US EEZ waters, 
a problem of over capitalization materialized in the form of excessive fishing capacity. This was associated-

I/ ' J 
with expansion of 

, 

domestic 
• , , 

fishing 
• f 

effort, 
I - • 

due 
• , 

in 
• 

part, 
, • 

to an open 
1 " 

access fishery 
• • • ' 

'maiiagement 
/ • 

policy. 
•' •. 

·The, 
' ! ~ 

ensuing "ra'ce for fisli"'fostered economic ·inefficiencies in botl;-thii fishing sector ~p~difically and the nation· 
generally iri terms of optimal operational pr~ctices andrcisoui~e• utilizatiori, respectively'. '. . _.· : ,_ . ·,i' 

_ ~ •. '., '' ,(f_' •·· '' ,!/ ,·,. ·• •, '."t1,.;.~r ,·_ ·· .-.. ' · ).: 

t-. .. .., ,..., .• _ •••• ~ ·,,·1..·••:;<"• · -1 ..... ,,, ••• ;.•~, 

To address the problems and allocat1on cotifhc~· m this fishery, Congr~ss pa~sed _the Am~i:is_an F)sheries Act 
in October 1998, which included specific allocations of polloc{Ii'i\:rv'esiiii.[land processing'by industry sect~;;: 
and limitations on the participants in these sectors, as 'Y<?ll'1-'lthe ahth_orify £~f~nfi fis,~~ry coop,ratives. The 
potential operational advantages associated with these ineasilres'could' impact' other,· non-pollock·harvesters 
and processors. The Act mandates the Council to enact measures to protect those ha_rvest~r~ _a!)d processors, 
by placing limits (sideboards) on the activities of the AF A-eligible harvesters and processors. These sideboard 

measures ar~ 1,~~ focus of this amendment pac~e. '" : ,c . .-, ! , ,l , , ,. 

,r··, .~, ,:- "'.°:<:.~:~":-"·~•'-·•··'.c:r 

IZ-.2.3 Objective Stateineni"of Proposed· Actiori'and itsLegaCB~is 
' ' • 

1 1 
''. -· ' . ' . ' . 

I _,r .· ·".,,, 
• ~· _~· '·' • _ • • , • -~ :.:-. ,--.. • •,';;: ··_ i-, ,-,.. .. • • i . ,. , . · , •. j 

With regard to commercial fishing vessels operating in thedirecteo p·911ock fishery in_t!).eBSAI, the American,. 
Fisli~ries Act of 1998 establishes the legal b,,;is for achieving the objecti~e· 

1
ofre'Jucing ·excessive fishing·, 

capacity and irianageriient regulatory conditions th:it co-uld. contribute to the creation ofa.n environment capable 

d 

1-.: t · :, ' . ' ~ l _, 't ' l !
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of fostering operational inefficiencies in this fishery (Division C, Title II of P.L. 105°277); inch1ding co-op 
formation and development of sideboard measures; Mitigation.of potential adverse impacts to non-AF A 
fishermen and processors is mandated by the Act. · 

12.2.4 Description of each Action (non-mutually exclusive alternatives) 

The following actions implemented under authority of the AF A attempt to meet the objectives described above. 

(I) reduce harvest capacity through a vessel buyout program (AF A, Section 207), 
(2) revise allocation of sector specific directed fishing allowances (AF A, Section 206), 
(3) restrict legal eligibility to specific vessels and processors that may participate in the BSA!• 

and commercial pollack fishery . (AFA, Section 208 - eligibles, Section 209 - ineligible . vessels), 

(4) develop provisions for the establishment of fishery cooperatives (AFA, Section 210) among 
participants in specific harvest allocation sectors (AF A Section 206), that are eligible to 
operate in the BSA! commercial pollack fishery through cooperative association in the follow 

.-, cooperative groupings: . 
a. Offshore catcher processor cooperative; 
b. Offshore catcher processor - catcher vessel cooperative, 
c. Mothership - catcher vessel cooperative, and 
d: Shoreside processor - caicher vessel cooperatives. 

(5) Establish sideboard measures which restrict the activities of AF A-eligible vessels in non-
• ' • ' l . 

pollock fisheries: 

. The primary focus of this amendment package is item 5above (sideboard restrictions on AF A-eligible entities), 
:·and to a more limited extent, item 4 (co-op structure). The full list of alternatives and options is contained in 
·chapter I'. 

12.2.5 Reasonirig for, and focus of, an IRFA 

To ensure a broad consideration of impacts and alternatives, this IRF A 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 RF A 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 RF A compliance. 

In determining the scope, or 'universe', of the entities to be considered in an IRF A, NMFS generally includes 
only those entities, both large and small, that can reasonably be expected to be directly or indirectly affected 
by the proposed action. If the effects of the rule fall primarily on a distinct segment, or portion thereof, of the 
industry (e.g., user group, gear type, geographic area), ·that segment would be considered the univers~ for the 
purpose of this analysis. 

12.2.6 Requirement to Prepare an IRF A 

The RF A 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 RF A recognizes that the size of a business, unit of government, or nonprofit 
organization frequently has a bearing on its ability to comply with. a federal regulation. Major goals_ of the 
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RF A are: (I) to increase' agency awareness and understanding of the impact of their regulations on small 
business, (2) to require that agend.ls conimunicate and expiain their"findings to the public, and (3) to enco~rage 
agenci~s to use flexibility and to provide regulatory relief to s~all ~~tities.'· The.RFA emphasi~es predicting 
iinpacts on small entities as a group distin~t from other entities and on the.consideration of alternatives that may 
minimize the impacts while still achieving the';tated obj~ctive bfthe action, . . ' . . . . . 

. · _ .... , .. , - r ·. · ·:..,,- - , ~.: ~-, ,, - . ; ·. ;r·,. . · .': • '. 
On March 29, 1996, President Clinton signed the Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act. 
Among other things, the new law amended the RF A to allow judicial.review of aI!.agency's compliance with 
the RF A. The 1996 'amendments. also updated .tht?. req~irerri~!lts for. i fma!'regtdatory flexibility analysis, 
including ,i'description• of the steps an agency mustiake' to minimize .the significant economic impact on small 
entities.' Finally, ilie {996 amendments'expand~d the authority of the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
Business Administratio·~ (SBA) to li1idmicus briefs in ~ourt pr~~ciings ~volving .iiiiagency's violation of 
theRFA. 

. ' ' 

The central 
I . 

focus 
.• 

of 
' 

the 
, 

IRFA 
' 

should 
" 

lie·on the 
- -

qualitative 
' 

economic 
I 

iinpacts 
., ' 

ofa·regulatiori 
' '. ' • 

on small entities 
and ori the alternatives that might minimize the unpacts and still'a:ccomplish thestatutory objectives. The level 
of detail and sophistication of the analysis should reflect the significance of the impa~t~n s~ll entities. Under 
5 U.S.C., Section 603(b) of the RFA, each IRFA is required to acl<liess: · · • 

•. r. •'·, ,. ,•• 

• A description of the reasons why action by the agency is being consid;;ed; 
• • ' '• •_; • •., •-•• > ,.,i,• '' , •· I, I ii 

• . ' A succinct siatemeht ~{the obj~cti{es of, and the legal b~is 'f~r, the piopo;ed mle: 

• A description of and, where feasible, an estimate of the number of sm'!ll entities to rruch th~ proposed,-
•·rule will apply (including a· profile of the mdustry divided into industry segments, if appropriate); 

• ' ' 1 ~ • • • (., ' ' . •• ' • ' 

I , ... 

• A description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requirements the 
proposed rule, including an estiinate of the classes of s;nall entities thi\t will be subject to the­
requirement and the type of professional skills necessary foi-preparaiion of the· report or record; · · · 

of

. . ' 'An'identification, to the extentpra~ticable, ofaU r~levan! Federai ;,;l;s·tl!at may dupli~te, o~~ilap or 
conflic(witli the proposed rule; ' 0

' ' ' ' . . • '·' • • . ' ' • • 

1 • •;,: ,, ' . , , . • , • • , 'I •• I ~ j ' ' , ''·• 

, . _. , . _ . .. - _ .. , , - • . , ,. ,.. -_· J,. • .' _ ; r , 
• A description of any significant alternatives to theproposed rule thatacc_omplis~tl:ie.stated opjec;tives .. 

of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and any other applicable· ·statutes~ and" that would minimize any 
significant economic ,iinpact of the proposed rule _i:,n sm'!ll en~jties. , Consistent with the stated, 

'. objectives ofapplicable statutes, the ~ysis shall discuss signi~cant alternatives, such !is: ' d ~ 
'i ! \ \: ,,_,. •·., 

t· ' r.i Th~
0 

establishment of differu:ig compliance ~r reporting requirements. or tiroetable·s that -cii.k
, - .. ·"mt~ account the resources'1vailable t6 small entities; . ,._. ; . - . . . . ' . 

,_J . ,! . ' ' • f ~' •• ~ ... J. ' 

1 ,r
~ 

. 

2. The clarification, consolidation, or si.inplification of compliance and rep9.rting requirements 
under the rule for such small entities; · • 

. . . . ... .· ' . , l 
3.' The use of performance rather ,than design standards;· 

.• • : J: · 
di,. 

,I • . , • ·., 

., ;., - !

'' 
'' 4. An 

• • • 'l ', • ' .. . • ' '' ., ·. · .. , i •-y ·• 

exemption from coverage of the rule, or any part thereof, for such small 
I 

entities. 
, ' • • 

,, i ! .. : ' ' . '·,,.' . . ' ·- ; 
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12.2.7 What is a Small Entity? 

The RFA recognizes and defines three kinds of small entities: (I) small businesses, (2) small non-profit 
organizations, and (3) and small government jurisdictions. 

Small businesses. 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 dominate 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, partnership, 
limited liability company, corporation, joint venture, associatic:,n. trust.or cooperative, except that where the 
form is a joint venture there can be no more than 49 percent participation by foreign business entities in the 
joint venture." · · · 

The SBAhas 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 a small business if it is independently owned 
and operated and not dominant in its field of operation (including its affiliates) and ifit has combined annual 
receipts not in excess of$ 3 million for all 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 smaUbusinesses if it employs l 00 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, previousrelationships with or ties to another concern, and 
contractual relationships, in determining 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 
couhts the receipts or employees 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. 160 I), Native Hawaiian 

· Organizations, or Community Development Corporations authorized by 42 U.S.C. 9805 are 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 (I) A person is an affiliate of a concern if the person owns 
or 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 minority h~ldings is large as 
compared with any other stock holding, each such perso11 is presumed to be an affiliate of the concern. 

' •; ,I • ,°,., I I • .._4 • • .• i '·. ' .. .-

Affiliation may be based on common management or joint venture arrangements. 'Affiliation anse~ 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 inaybeaffiliates. A cont~ctor and supcontractor.are 'treated as j~iiit 
: venturers if the ostensible subcontractor will perform primary and· vital requirements of a ·contract o~ if the 
. prime contractor is uriusually'reliaiitupon the ·ostensible ~ubcontractor." All requ\rements.ofthe contract are 
· considered in'reviewiiig such relationship, incluaing contract management, technical responsibilities, and the 
percentag'eofsubcontractedwork.-··.' ,.. · ,,. '· _.:._·_. ··: · ,., 

' ' '; . " : ' 

. Small organizations.-The RFA defines "small organizations" as ~Y nonprofit enterprise that is independently 
owned and operated and is not dominant 'in 'its field. · · · · · · 

. ' . J. 

Small governmental jurisdictions. The RF A defines small governmental jurisdictions as governments of cities, 
counties, towns, townships, villages, school . districts, or special districts with populations ofless than50,000. ·., ,.. ; . ., . . . - . 

' ...' 
Description of Fleet, Fishery;& Industry Directly and Reasonably Indirectly ImpS:-cied by
Proposed Action ,, .. ' " · ; :_-- , · • 

 
',·_, 'i ' .. 

1 

. 

: ;· ! 

12.2.8.1 Inshore Processors ' 
f. 

Four of the 8. inshore processors operating in the BSA! pollo~k fishery are either wholly·o~ed ~~b;idiaries 
or close affiliates of Japanese multi-national·coiporations. Due ti, their affiliation-with large foreign entities 
with.more than500 employees worldwide, none of these processors is asmall eniity. Of the remaining 4 
inshore processors, 3 are owned by U.S. companies that employ more than 500 persons in all their affiliated 
operations, and therefore cannot be considered small entities. The remaining inshore processor has been 
identified as closely affiliated with its 5 delivering catcher-boats and the 'gross annual teceipts of the affiliated 
entities, taken together (the processor and its 5 affiliated catcher 0boats ), excee_d the $3inillioti criterion 'for fi~li 
harvesting operations.· Therefore, none ofthe inshore processors inthe·BS_AI' pollo~R fishery appear to ~eet 
the RF A criteria for small entities. ' ,,, ·· · · .:· ·' 

.,-

12.2.8.2 Pollock Catcher Boats 

The AFA identifies 120 catcher boats which are eligible td liarvest BSAI· poliock (Tm-the offshore deli;e,Y 
sector, 92 in the inshore sector, 7 in the mothership sector/and 14 which are eligible inboth th~inshore ~d 
mothership sectors). This corresponds closely to the I I 9 _catcher boats adtive' in theBSAI poll9ck target" 
fisheries which were identified in the inshore/offsho(e3 analysis:' Ovvnership iiiformati~n from that analysis 
indicated that, of the ·91 catcher boats that op"erated exclusively· or partly in the inshore sector, the available 
ownership data identify 26 vessels owned, in whole or in part, by inshore processors. These 26 vessels may 
be considered tobe affiliated with their respective inshore processor o,vners and'i:anh~t therefore be considered 
small entities because none of the inshore processors in the BSA! pollack fishery, themselves, are small entities 
for RF A purposes. An additional 5 catcher boats have been identified as closely affiliated with an inshore 
floating processor., These 5 catcher boats, taken together with their affiliated processor; exceed the $3 million . 
criterion for fish harvesting operations and are therefore not belie~~d to.be srhali entities. · · 

f-- ,'. . ' 

Furthermore, an additional 20 catcher boats have ov.nership affiliations ·with other catcher boats o; catcher 
processors. The gross annual receipts of each of these groups of affiliated catcher boats is believed to exceed 
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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-I 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 I 06 appear to be "eligible" under AFA criteria 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 bo_ats 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 
earlier). The number of catcher vessels which will be permitted to participate in future Bering Sea pollock 
target fisheries is _restricted io a slightly smaller total by provisions of the AF A. 

12.2.8.3 Affected Small Entities 

Jlstablishment of inshore fishery cooperatives among predetermined groups of catcher vessels and a 
~orresponding shoreside processor will establish distinct sets of entities, large and small, and their potential for 
inter-related economic affects resulting from such affiliation. 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 ~ntities impacU:d; by establishing sh~reside)roce~sor-cat~her. y~ssel 
·· ·cooperatives under AF A· · · · ' · ·. · · 

- . 
. \' ~ 

Cooperative. Large_ , Large Stt1all . Neighboring Neighboring, · Small
Delivery_ .. Entity Entity's Entity: . Small S:µiall , Non-profit· 
Processor ,... . ,coop Catc4er .Independent Government Government •Org. i 

' ' 
Vessels . , ~tcher .. }uri_sclicti<>_nsJurisdiction, ' , ,1 

~ ..,.~ 
Vess~ls_ -'. Economi~ly (NQT ._,., . , •.. . 

.I 
(Pi:eCo-9p) lmpac~- Econ.omically

~ . . , · E~tity) : Impacted)·. 

Peter Pan 3 I<in~.~ove 

,Trident· · · .. 2~ 4 b • 7e_ • 28 .. ' Sand Point Akutan* 
1---. -I --'.-• -..,..----+----,1----, .---,.--t_-_ , ..,,.., __ -,,,...--,-~--+----· _.--t-. ,:---. ,_---,-+------:---I 

Alyeska... 1e .2 b , 4c, 1 · Unalaska 

Unisea ' l · 
., 

l b , o• 12 " 

-Westward. · , 3 ~ , 2~ ·' 3 "' 

Tyson .I° 0 b , 6°__ 0 , NIA ... :, ~· 
Northern Victor 

,.:. ' . .' J'4 b .• 2• r •'NIA
' 

TOTAL 
Large Entity 8 14 , 23 0 ? 

·.Small Entity ... O· 0 0 . 48 3 ? 

... .... "' 

? 

Source: Includes information-provided by the Independent Catcher Vessels Association. January, 199?. 
• Floating·processor with no direct neighboring community iinpact.· · · · · · · · · ' · · • 

.. t • .... 

b 

• Catcher vessels majority owned by corresponding shoreside processor 
Catcher vessels linked to corresponding shoreside processor via partial ownership. 

d 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. 

 

e Thesecompanies are subsidiaries of one larger corporation and therefor(: could be'considered as one single "shoreside 
processor". 
* CDQcommunity claiming no direct economic impact associated with neighboring sho_reside 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 ~e directly impacted by the 
·establishmentof AFA cooperativeswithin the inshore component of the BSAI directed pollockfishery. The 
significanceof these impacts on small independentcatcher vessel businesses will depend primarily on the 
contractual relation.ship 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 nwnber 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 exploit its position as the sole- purchaser of poHock 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 AF A. This could be partially offset by the transfer allowance established under AF A 
Section 210(b)(6) forup to IOpercentofpollock harvested under such cooperative to be processed by another 
eligible shoreside processor as defined under Section 208(f) of the AFA. Until empirical data become 
available, likely after cooperatives have been in operation for two or more years, these questions cannot be 
definitively addressed. · · 

Communities and groups. 

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 
AF A cooperatives by the establishment ofa stable long-term supply of pollock to their neighboring shore-based 
processing plant. Such economic stability is expected to translate positively to these three neighboring 
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 AF A fishery cooperatives 
would have on small non-profit organizations that may be present inthese neighboring communities. For these 
reasons, fishery cooperatives are not expected to create adverse economic impacts on a·substantial number of 
small entities categorized as small government jurisdictions or small non-profit organizations. · .. 

The community of Akutan is not identified as a small community that would be impacted by this AF A fishery 
cooperatives. This determination is based on materials provided in l 995 to the North Pacific Fishery 
Management Council, NMFS, and the State of Alaska by the Aleutian Pribiloflsland Community Deyelopment 
Association on behalf of Akutan. The Council, State of Alaska, and NMFS, agreed these materials sufficiently 
documented no significant impacts were accrued by the comm~ity of Akutan from the presence of the 
neighboring Trident Seafood processing facility. This claim of no significant economic linkage between the 
Jrident facility and the community of Akutan directly resulted in a 1996 regulaiory change that included 
Akutan as an eligible participant in the CDQ program. · · 

12.2.9 Discussion of the Potential Negative Effects of AFA Inshore Cooperatives on Independent Catcher 
Vessel Owners 

In the absence of sufficient corrective measures, potential will exist for adverse econo_mic impacts to be 
incurred by independent catcher vessels participating in an AF A inshore cooperative. As currently designed 
under AF A, an 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 or'the inshore co-op. The shoreside 
processor is anindependent 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 cooperatives, which require catcher vessels to deliver to a single shoreside processor, can create 
an economic environment that reduces price competiti<>n 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 I 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-vessel market 
demand were reduced. Offsetting this incentive for processors to exploit their.co-op catcher vessels may be 
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.. 

the potential need to 
catcher vesse!s·to 

, ' ' ' 

move 
-

renegotiate 
,' • 

co-op 
• >' 

tenns annually and provisions of the Council's sideboards which allow 
I • 

between processor co-ops, 
•. 

from year-to-year, 
,, • • 'i 

ifthey 
' 

so 
1.J 

desir~. 
r , ! .. 

/': • ! , A:• 1' 0 ..i J :: '• " • -., '- - - j ;~ ' t ~ ' ~ • 

- C • S ; ' - • • < e j ' ... 0 • ·- • 

Potential exist for significant negative impact on small independent catcher vessels if larger ves,sel choose no't 
to fish in co-op and compete in the open-access directed pollock fishery, 11tiswould 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 pollack 
allocation from other co-op members) is greater than the perceived expense associated withharvesting an 
equivalent amoW1t in the open access fishery. lf tho_se catc_her ,\'.i?SSel operators who choose not to participate 
in their designated coopera1!ve happen t~ possess harves(capacities that ~esignificantly larger than other 
catcher 

• 

vessel 
• 

that 
'• 

have 
•· 

substantial 
, 

catch histories, 
•• '., 

but, 
• 

for'one reason or another; choose not to enter int a co~ 
op, then in ariopen,access setting, o~ an initial' trip by trip basis, 

', • 

the 
• 

larger 
• 

:vess~ls 
' 

could 
+ ' .• -r 

out compete 
)j. 

the 
I 

smaller hldep~~dent catcher v~ssels.'This·c;uld further pe_n'alizethe indepl?ndent catcher vess~l:owners.that 
choose not to jo'in ·their de.signated.AF A_cooper·ative.·J11erefore; even with ·the opi:j9n to·fishin the open ac~ess 
fishery as' analternative to'joining' a:co-op' ~at is .~ound, to a jo"":-pr:ice processor; 0eipen access ,option ha,; 
significant economic risk dueto thefr potential inal:iilityto compete with the larger:catcher vessels on a trip by 
trip basis asa result of a difference inha'rv6st capacities .. If sliould also be not~d that many of thelargest 
~atcher vessels in thisfishery arewholly-ownedby the very inshoi~"processors_which willbe negotiating co-op 
agreements with the s~all independenfv:e~sel ~pe~ato~s. 11tis~vould negativ~ly impact the ccimpetiti;e p~sition 
of the smaller U1dependent CV, because there.would ~xist a low~r quantity of pollock a_v~lable "?,,the open 
acces~ fish~ry. The effect ofreduced pollack haryest opportunity in the open access,fishery \Yould be. a result 
•. ,. " ........ ii,. ' ' ' ·l, . ' - . 

from_ the existe.nce of ~ther catcher cooprer~~iv~s 'h~ving memberships of catcher vessels 
j 

.that-retain 
. 

legally 
defensible catch allocations: created under the AF A act~on·and thus com;spondingly reduced the open access 
""p;ol''of ava.ilable p~llock. "Thee is ·noa}ri;ri means _of qu'.antitatively predicting if this outcome will emerge; 
muc~· less· hpw signifi~arit it 'might be;'·~~ it doe~., . _Hov,;e~er~' it'.µ-iay require '.that the ·counc_il monitor· this
potentially overtime, fo assure that unanti~ipat,ed adverse impacts on small enti.ties do not result . · 

~ , ~ , . '. l , : . ' , • .:: • . -, ' , ~ . 

~ ~ 

_ , , ,. , • " • - l ' 

l 2.2. l O Potential. Actions to Minimize Negative Impacts of Existing AF A 'Inshore Co:Op Structure 

In the context of an RFA analysis, a fish h~rve;tin~ c~nc'erri 'i~ a s~tr ~ntit/ if it h~ aimual receipts 
excess of $3 million or it is not dominant in its field (defined in 13 CFR part 121, Standard. Industrial Code 
categorizations). Previous sections of this chapter addressed the.issue of defining a small entity specifically. 
An individual' c~tcher vessel oper~ting .in the· 'ope~ access· directed pollock fishery would typically meet' this 
criteria.' Generally, speakin'g, a fishery cooperative hlso is a ~m~ll entity if it ~eeis this,same c_rit~ri~-;
However, in the case of AF A coopyrative(both criteria wo~ld be exce.eded an~ therefore an AF A cooperative · 
would not be considered a small business concern (and all'co:op participants' could lose their 'small entity.' 
status for RFA purposes). ~·- . . . _, - ' . - , . _ . • . . 

' ·,, ~ 1 ~ • " • • • ·.• " • - -·

noim 

 

For-AF A participruits, m~mbership in a co~perative could m'~dify th~ir previo~s small entity ca;egorization ~to 
what becomes a large entity (the' co-op) 'due to their collective organized affiliation, _as defined by the S~ali' 
Business· Administration'. An AF A fishery coope.11!,~ive, andits co).lec.(ive m~mbership, is expecte1 to h<;1ve gr;ss , . 
annual reven~ues in excess of $3 million and will be dominant in its fi,eld:. . - · • 

_·,.t;.. 

f ' • ' '~ ' I ' .~ ' • , '.. ; 

Therefore, once becoming 
• 

a co-op 
• > 

member, a catcher vessel may no longer hold the '.'small busmess entiti' -. 
status m tlie context of anInitial Regulatory Flex,ibility ~aly~is .. H?wever, the A.FAallows catcher Jes~els, 
to e!)tei-'and exit a cooperative.' As a result, the type of cooperative they leave and/or enter.~ill impacts their 
economic viability. It is in thiscontext that .:arious types i:lfisherycooperati~es .are reV1ewed for their ab~lity 
to\ninimize the negative imp~cts on small entities asso~\ated wiJh,·this·AF A action associated 1W:itl:ins~o_re 
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 AF A inshore co-op membership is required to inciuded not only the designated catcher vessels but the 
AF A identified individual inshore processor as well, then the possibility of biased pricing practices between 
processor and catcher vessels may stillexist 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 2 JO(d) of the 
AF A. Legal clarification is required fadetermine the extent to which NPFMC authority would exist, if at all, 
to revise the AFA as granted under Section 213(c) to ~Bow for such revision. 

Under this situation, asswning 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 pai;tial ownership. °The co-op processor member could adjust elf-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 ofJune 25, 1934 authorizing 
the association's legal existence. Forexample, ifnot mutually agr~cl 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 ~d 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 AF A to sell their designated catch allocation(s) to a corresponding specific processor, then the potential for 
biased pricing exists. · 

,' 

12.2.10.2 Establishment of Independent Catcher Vessel Cooperatives in the Inshore Sector 

Members of the lndepe~de~t ·c~tcher, Vessel Association (ICVA) operate boats in the BSA! directed pollack 
fishery. ICVA repi-es·eniatives 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 pollack landings to the 
onshore processor associated with their fishery cooperative membership as defined under ti!~_AFA. ICVA has 
expressed concern about the negative economic impact on inshore catcher vessels that could' result from such 
potential constraints on the competitive ex-vessel p_rice of pollack landed and sold within the current AFA 
inshore cooperative design. 

At its February 1999 meeting in Anchorage, the Council heard public testimony from independent catcher 
: vessel owriers recommending CoW1cil 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 eliminate ihe 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 ~atch of pollack established under the AFA. The objective could be realized with the proposed 
establishment of gre,:iterf]exib\lity among catcher vessels to land and sell their po Bock to a shoreside processor 
offering the highest a~ail~ble ex-vessel market price. 
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The economic implications of this action on independent catcher vessels would be j:,o.sit,ve. It would also allow 
them to both retain the exclusive harvesting privileged_associated with their co-op' s_coll,ective pollack allocation 

• as ,· . • .. ' ·' ' ' ' 'J . ' 

as well provide for their ability to accept the highest ex-vessel price.for su~h pollack 
1 . •• 

landiJ:igs 
•• ' 

as 
' 

offered 
• 

by 
aneligible sh~reside processor. Conversely, this optio~ co~!d r~s'~lt p unsta!Jle suppl~()[ pollo,ck t6shoreside 
processors that,· during certain 

• 
time periods, 

~ 
are 

, .. 
uhable 

' 
to match 

,. . ' 
ex-vessel 

•• . 1. 
price 

' 
offers 

. 
made by 

' 
other 

. 
shoreside 

; . 

processors. · This coulq occur when various value-added prod\lcts with different profit margins ( e.g. surirni 
versus fillets) 

', 

are being proi:luc~.for 
. '' • . . 

cli:(forent 
• , , 

i:nad,ets 
\ • 

by 
. ' 

,d,iffe~ent 
.. l , 

shore.side 
~ 

pro~essor 
! • 

~d 
• 

thus 
•, , 

erabling thei~ 
' \~ , 

offering a significant price differential to independent catcher vessels. Access to.this price differential (selling 
• • ,( . •,.. 'I • • '. . ~ ~, I • • . , • •. ~ 

to different plants at different times) would benefit independent catcher vessel bufcould impose direct negative 
economic impacts on shoreside pr~essors and indirect ~~g~tive /mpacts on srnal)_entities, depen4ent on such 
processors: Based on SBA definitioriof small entities; sh6ieside processors are riot considered likely candidates 

' ' • ' .. . ..• t· . . . . ' . . . ' . 
A' 

! • .. ')' ·" ' .., ' • , . ' • '' . 

for consideration under the RF with regard to negative· impacts oftliis Jllltigating measure. However,: an 
undetermined'riitinl>er ot''shore-based smaii 'entities wb~ld b~· ilidir~ctly'imp_acte,d by negative :econ?mic 
coriseque'nces of this action. Therefore, consideration cif establishing' independent cai:cheryessel cooperatives 
asa measure mitigating againJt ~egatiye impacts of the current.AFA legislatioii, to~om~ <l~g~ee beco~es a 
tra'.de-off·lietweeri reducing direct affect incurred oy such ·caiche~_vessels while'uicre;fsJig'fhe potential for ·~r . • . ·•,,i .· '·· , ,.~.,re.·-··.-··( 
indirect affects incurred by shore-based small entities; shoreside processors notwithsta!)ding. . . ' 

i • 

. • i ' " • • • ,' I !.J" -~ • • '.' • I '1 . •• .' . • • • ••-: ' ', J f, ,.J •·". • 

. 

~r. . 

Potentially significant economic and institutionai efficiencies could liefurther'achi~ved if insliore ~atchervessel 
' .. '. • '-:" . ••, ·'· '''l ·: ,, •• ..• ~--·- q . '". ' ·. ,, 

operators were allowed'fo 'establish cooperatives comprised.of memberships which;tl)eY choose. themselves .. 
This is in1contrast to the existmifinshore Af A co~op'.'structure requiring' co-op_'milmbership stijctly as 'a 
function ·of historical landings to a given processor Establislunerit,of more efficiehi long-term cooperative. 
relationships would exist among members. if they are based' orl coniin~nly ~har~ci'.objectiv~s· a{weli 

1
~ ~~' 

economic efficibncies of scale create by ousiness affiliation d~c,sioils Sales to 'a'specific p~oces sor is a less . 
,, . l 

than optimal index of commonality in operational objectives among a sub-set of inshore catcher vessels 
Freedom to establish group membership through independent choice is an important design c,haracteristic for, 
establishing fishery cooperatives with permanence in a free-market sy~tem. The long-term viability of co-ops 
has traditionally proven most successful when. they are naturally 
commitment and loyalty based on their inheren't coinmoilalities· such as

organized_ among members, who share 
business focus, institutional structure, . 

operational philosophy, geographic relatio\iship, or cultural orientation. 'Such fact~rs should be given due 
consideration wlieil managers ~e~k to foster the development of inshore pollack fishery cooperati~~s that will 
realize long-term'beiiefits'io both the fishery participants specifi,cally, ahd to the natio~.ll\ general. .. 

j ' • I 1 l ,-,I~ ~. ·- . . . : ,, ,,. . . . . _. _. .· ' ' ? • . . . . .• l. . . 

! , , , I ' 

The current AFA co:.Op structure does not allow a catcher vessel to change its cooperative affiliation fro1:11 year •
to year and retain its harvest allocation concurrently. To change co-op membership (and e~:vessel buyer 
affiliation), the catcher vessel must fish in the open~access fishery for one year.(AF A Section 21 0(b)(5)). For . 
this open-access year;the AFA does· not allow th'e ·vessel to retain its harvest privilege of pollack "quota share;, .. 
It must·comp'ete for its shari:of pollack in the race scenario' of the ·open-access fishery. Should tli.e'v~ssel . 
owner choose to join an AF A co-op thefollowI~g year and s~H to the co-op, s ,designated ~~~r:~ide pr~cessor, . 
the harvest privilege for the catcher vessel would be reauthorized. This open-access 'transition year requirement 
creates economic and resource inefficiencies associated wiili the'catcher vessel's harvest allocation amou~t. 
It is probable that this same amount of pollack would be harvested over iishorte; time peri~d in the open-a~~ess' . 
fishery than if harvested un'i:ler'a'co-op arrangement. As a result, 'opebc~ccess poll~_ck harvests would generally. 
vield 

. . ! . 

_, 
lower recovery· 

. 
rates 

. 

and 
' 

create conditions 
, . 

for less 
' 

than 
. 

optimal 
' 

market 
. ' 

prices due.to 
·; . ' 

the 
, • 

surge 
' '" 

in supply. 
~ "' ' 

. I, . . •, 

Furthermore, per unit operating costs would likely be higher for the open-access operation than what could be 
expected under a more flexible inshore cooperative structure. Generally speaking'. the transition y~ar constra~t · 
imposed by the AFA on inshore catcher vessel owners who seek to shift their vessel's membership between 

r. 

'. •I", < '• ' .. 1 
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AF A co-ops, will create the potential for more, rather than less, inefficiencies in the inshore component of the 
BSAI directed pollock fishery:'· . . 

··'D!e preceding discussion regarding 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 in.Appendix IV. Additional _analyses ar~ 
being prepared for Council review in April 2000. At that time the Council may take action to alter the co-op 
structure rule~ for 200 I and beyond. . . 

12.2.11 Evaluation of Sideboard measures as Approved by the Council 

12.2.11.1 Objectives of the Sideboards 

· The Af A mandates establishment of sideboard provisions to protect non-BSAI-pollock ~arvesters and 
. processors from the potential impacts resulting from the AF A allocations of BSAI pollack and the ability to 
create pollock fishery co-ops. In certain cases the AF A was very explicit regarding the nature of the sideboard 
provisions, but in general left a great deal oflatitude 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 carrying out Congress' intent. The basic purpose of .the 
proposed measures is to maintain the 'status quo' - i.e., to maintain essentially the current distribution of 
groundfish and crab catch (and processing) among competing user groups. More specifically, the intent of the 
meas~res is to prevent AF A pollack participants from increasing their share of the harv~st and processing of 
non-pollock species under Council jurisdiction. 
" . 
;;!."' 
12.2.11.2 Number and Description of Small Entities Affected 

~ . ' 

.The number of entities affected by the sideboard provisions is not one 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 woulq be 
directly and indirectly impacted by the sideboard restrictions in nons~ollock fisheries. · 

Directlv affected vessels. plants. and companies 

The entities directly affected by the sideboard limits are a very well defined group asdefined by the AFA. 
Harvesters and processors eligible for the BSAI pollock fisheries, and which may form pollock cooperatives, 
are either named specifically in the AF A 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 participatipg in the pollack 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 
deli_v'erthat sector's ail~cation (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 landing/processing history necessary for eligibility. For catcher vessels that is >250 mt delivered onshore 
in l 996, or 1997, or 1998 through September I, or >40 mt for vessels under 60'. We estimate there are 113 
catcher vessels eligible in the mothership and inshore categories (92 for inshore delivery, 7 for mothership 
delivery, and 14 which qualify for both), and anadditional 7 vessels which deliver to the offshore sector. A 
shoreside processor must have processed >2,000 metric tons in both 1996 and 1_997 to be eligible, except that 
procdsors who did less than 2,000 mt in both 1996 and 1997 would also be eligible, but restricted from 
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~ I ~ . · · . • . - . I ' - . ' ' ,. "' . ' - - ' ' "" -, . • . " ' . ' . ' · ' 

processing more thin-2,000 int in any future year under the A:i:t. We estimate_'that eight plants, owned by.7 
companies fall und.er these definitions. > · · ... · · ' · ·' ' 

Ba:sed on information 'from section "I2'.2. 8; aswell asfrom infonnation' conw.~ed• iifAmen<liilen~.5j/5 j (ilie 
• inshor~/offshore 3 analysis) itappears'thatthe only directly affected entitie~-~hich \vo~ld be classified ,;,,'<'s;;;all 
entities' would be a sub~et of the· 113catcher vessels' described' above .. Essentially this wo;,ld b~tlie 
approximately 50 'catcher vessels that'i1re pred6minately irici~pl.ndently o~eci, ··ard~scrib~ct'tmrli~r")·11e 
remaining entities, including catcher/processors, motherships, shore plants, fuid catcher vessels owned by larger 
companies would exceed the criteriaJor defining small entities. 

• . - ; ,''!' \ 

Indirectly impacted entities ' . : ' J 

Depending on the specific sideboard alternatives chosen, a number of small, coastal communities in Alaska 
~could bt:"impacted by'the proposed 'actions - secti,on 12-_?.8 identified 3spec\fic ~~mmunities)~idebo~(d 
· limitations may indirectly impact coastal communities in whichyessels'are homeported; oj-to which theyqeliver 
fisli for processing, and could·6e'eit4.er. positive orpe~ative d~petidirig on the_~pecifit~Iternatives chosen .. ,µP 

1 
t~ 60 ~?~~ti~sl~PP~ to ~ee~ the _d,efini;ion, ~f,s~a!l, ~1tity tor purpos~ 1f th~, I~ A. ., 1 • 

Iridirectly impacted ehtities are a considerati~n relative to th_e proposed acti61_1(sl,1s_hice,it is'w,ese yes~el; tli~t 
.tlie'sideboard measures are·intended to protect. These·arevessels which part!Cipate in fisheriesother.than 
BSA! pollack and would be expected 

the
to benefit from the proposbd sideboaid' m&fu~re;, .to the e,ctent 

1
sideboard measures are restrictive·to approximately 50 AFA vessels classified as small entities.' 

"" •. • ' • I '• _. ' ,' •. , 
0~,to 

.the 
llie 

extent less restrictive sideboard measures approved, these vessels would be 'negatively impacted', relative 
• ' 

to 
more restrictive sideboard measures. Essentially, sideboard measures were intended to protect the nonsAFA 
vessels, many of which are smallentities O the nature ofthos·e sid~board meas~~~s represents a tradeoffbetween 
AFA and non-AFA vessels. Taking BSAI and GOA groundfish and crab fisheries into account, there are as 
many as ·1;360· additional· catcher vessels which would !il<ely quitlify ;,_.; 'small &ntities 'and ,i,6.ich\~o~ld be 
titd!fectly 
•· ; ·' 

unpacted 
~) 

(protected 
..... '. 

to varymg 
._,... _., 

degrees) 
'·':, 

by the 
•i 

proposed 
.. ,• ''. 

measures·. 
-· • :..' 

This 
·,: 

mcludes 
·;_,,, 

both 
. 

'fixed 
·_j __ 

gear 
.• 

1
and-trawl fishing vessels, 'ranging frorn 30' to over 100'in len~;'m~y of which irf mdependently 0~7d an4' 
operated. .i:, • .. ' .. ,(:~,, 1I' ~ ', . '' , ·, ·., '·. ,, •• •• ' . ., • _,.,, •·o 

1 ' '12.2.11.3 Impacts of Approved Sideboard Measures 

'_ - •• ,, _· .-,.!·1 ·,,,.,._ ... '· •.. ,- ..Ji' 
Wlule the sideboards are generally designed to preserve the status quo distribution of harvest in the fisheries,. 
the Council considered and kalyzed a wide range of alte'mativ~s and 

an~
options to effect such sideboards .. The~e.' 

are listed iliChaptef l; detailedand'analyzea in Chapters 4 through's, ~,re,summ~rized in Clµtpter.11 w~ic~ '. 
describes the Council's final'Preferred A)teritative The scope and nature of the propo~~d sidebo,ar_d.-measures 
is intended to maintain'status quo catch and processing distributions 'of gro\mdfish and crab between AFA mid. 
non-AF A ciperations.1 Thesmall entities directly affected (lirhite'dj' by'the pt5pd~eda~tion~ ,;,o~ld iikely"be' 

· , ., . ·• , c - , ' -. , l 

better off without sideboard restrictions'in non~pollock fisheries,'but the Act does not allow for that alternative 
1 , , • • 

(indeed the sideboards are legislated and 'mitigation' of the effects of these sideboards would counter the ".erv 
intent of the Act). On average, these entities should be no \vorse'off with

1
the.sideboard iimits, ass~mingih;t' 

they 
• 

are structured 
, 

to allow 
· 

catch 
. 

up to the amounts 
· 

previously 
, , ! • · • I • · " l ,·•- l1 · ·'' • ,. , i.' I 

enjoyed, Among the proposed sideboard , 
altemati vesand options there are certainly some that are more restrictive than othe~s: an"d some of thc,se co~ld .. 
be expected to create significantinipacts relative to other o'ptions wliich could be chosen: F;r'e~ple the u·se' 

• . . • f . ' • j, _ , ,-, ' • ,._ ' 

oflanded catch only (as opposed to total catch) will generally reduce ~e amount of.the sideboard limit 
.1, ' 

for 
, , 

each 
_ f • , 

. 
, . , ., • · , , ·• 1 - ' ,, ' I - ' • • 

species, although for catcher vessels. (the only small entitie~ involved).t~is red,ktionJ~ f!Ofas significa,it as for, 
, .• _l ,,.J •~ ·,).J ,:(·' ·, I,·' . ., ,,->, t,.,. ,,,J ., ._ .. ., : 
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the catcher/processor sector. Reductions in the level of the sideboard limit for AF A ,vessels will be offset, as 
small entities in the non-AF A sector will realize that amount of gain in the amount ofharvest 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 th_em access to certain crab 
fisheries altogether. In this case, the differences among the options are very significant, and in fact could 
impact some catcher vessels disproportionately. For catcher vessels which are AF A-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 to compete with other 
vessels for a relatively smaller quota apportionment. In the.case of AF A 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 small entities). 

More restrictive sideboard measures will generally create greater impacts to the directly affected entities (AF A 
vessels), which would be offset by greater benefits to the indirectly affected entities (the non-AF A vessels being 
protected). The proposed measures themselves are designed to protect one group of small entities from the 
impacts of a separate Congressional action - the Act itself Within the suite of alternative sideboard measures 
there are a· range of potential impacts to the directly affected small entities. In its qeliberations, the Council 
recognized that c_ertain choices from among those alternatives would serve to reduce impacts to those small 
entities relative to other options available. 

12.2.11.4 Measures to Mitigate Impacts of Sideboard Measures 

l'Exarnples of decision areas which could result in significant impacts were summarized above. The Council's 
:final Preferred Alternative generally serves to maintain the status quo and keep in place the current catch 
'\listributions between AFA and non-AF A 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 AF A. In order to mitigate unintended impacts to certain 
participants in these fisheries, the Council included an exemption to the basic sidebol).J"d limit - that is, AF A 
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 di_d enough pollock to 
qualify under the AF A. Without the exemption these vessels would have been disproportionately and 
negatively impacted by the sideboard limits. As structured they will be able to enjoy th~ benefits of the pollack 
fishery co-ops as well as continue their unrestricted involvement in other fisheries. 

. ' 

 

Ingeneral the Council enacted similar restrictions for the crab fisheries, with some important differences which 
further restrict the AFA vessels' participation, but which also include sol)le mitigating meas~res for small 
entities in that sector. For Bristol Bay Red King Crab (BBRKC), the Council's Preferred Alternative restricts 
the AF A eligible vessels to an aggregate amount based on historical participation, much as with groundfish. 
However, the Council included a wider range of years to define that participation (1991 through I 997 as 
opposed to only 1995 through 1997) which included year_s of larger harv_est 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 AF A vessels which actually had the majority of their 
income from fisheries other than pollock - specifically there were three AF A vessels identified in the analyses 
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aftci
..,. • ' • ·,. • • • : • ·., - ' ' •• 1 

which had significant long-term participation in the opilio crab fisheries·. Subjecting these vessels _to' an 
aggregate sideboard iimit (shared with the other AFA vessels) ;,.,Olild ha~e resulted indispr'oportionate .. and 
negative impacts to those vessels - essentially they would lose their ability to continue their historical fishing 

'practices: To mitigate this isJue, .the Co~ncil 'chose a comi:iTO(!llSe whii:h generally-restricted AFA vessels' 
participation_ in opilio, but ai!owedt)!o_se ·with.a high' dependence to c9qiinue .. Specific,ally the Council 
Preferred Alternative only allow~ 

they
AF A vessels to'fish opilio if they fished opilio in at least four years b·etween 

· I 988 and I 997; however, if d6 qualify they may fish uru;estrict~ alo~g with9th~r crab: vessels. The result 
of that action is that'5 cifthe 39 potential'crossover' vess~ls (mostly smalf entities)will be allowed to cont~ue 

. ' .. . ' .. : ' J ·. • . '. ' ' • " 

intheopiliofishery; :·. ,, .,, :is_. 1 _,._.1

·12.2. 12 Vessels ex'cluded from the polfock fisheries 
, I . , ·' " . . . , 

, . " . ':"if i 1 
I t ,, I ,,"'., • ~ -, (. · • • · • 

Through analysis of the eligibility requirements, combined with testimony to the Council from affected 
individuals, it has become ~pparent that at least two (possibly )hree) vessels.with hi~tory in the BSAI pollack 
fisheries have been exclude_d from future participatipn i~ that fi~~ery by the eligibility requireme!1!5 .contained 
in the AF A. While these vessels have historical participation, they did not participate in the recent ( 1996/ 1997) 
period required by the Act., While these vessels do not comprise ~ 'substantiai number'. of small entities 

, 

to 
, _ 1. l · , \' 1 , '. • , • I\'I ' • • • • 

.(relative the total,which qualify'_un,df~ _the inore general license limitation or ,the toqu number 9f AFA-
eligible vessels), the exclusion could be ~xpected to have a _significant,.negative_ impact on their operations, to 
tlie extent that pollock fishing in.the BSA.Ihistorically contributed a large 

• ' 

porticii{ 
_- , , 

oft.heir 
•' , 

total fisheries income. 
1 t.,i t , • I · · ·. , • 

12.2.12. l Measures to Mitigate Impacts of this Exclusion , . 

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 abo~e, while of concern to the Council, is not a'.nissue for, whicli:ihe Council ca,; 
ey_aluaie or C?nsidermitigating alternatives Oniy' Co~gress, through ~en\lment to the AFA, could effect_s·u,~h 
a change: 'Therefore; 

as
the exclusion is not being analyzed as part of the Council's decision; rath_er it is _being 

mentioned part of an'overall package, comprised of both Council actions'anct. Congressional mandates, which 
will.be implemented 

,wiU
through a regulatory' package being promulgated hy NMf.S. A pote~ti~lly compen;ating 

· . · • • 1 < • ' , • , , .' , , l 

factor is that iji_ey not be subject to sidebo~rd r~strictions in other_ fisheries, and can therefore attemp_t 
~ 

to 
make up lost reven\ies by increasing participation in _other fisheries. Other mitigating alternatives are beyond 
the'purview of the CouiiciL · · · . . . " ' ' , ' . ". . , . .. . . , - , .. 

-· ',:. .-,; . . L,. . . . . ·~ . , ;•. \.-, . , , . - 1 •• 

12.2.13 .·, · Re~'rdkeepingartd ~eporting require~~nts (RRR). " •· ' J 

' -, . '' "I·:·.:·:··- - ,'.' .. t ... • '. ·•' ·' ,, ; ;'•· •: ·,q- •. :. ' ',··, 

Additional recordi<'eeping and repo~ing require01ents would be expected a result of the creation 
as

of _several 
inshore cooperatives that each independently utilize its own unique quantity of pollock catch an aggregate 
of the individual all~cation of its member _catcher vessel~. !he ne,~ recordkeeping ,l}'!d reporting.~equirements 
would be required to be submitted to NMFS by the fishery cooperativ~ management,,pot by1each,individual 
catcher vessel operating as'~ codperatiy~ rhe~ber. ,Therefore, this additional. ~ec:onikeeping andreporting 
requirement would not adversely impact small entities. _Inshore AFA cooperatives would not qualify as small 
entities as defined by the Small Bu.siness Administration. ' . . . ·. . ' . . . : . 

,~ I ,:_, ' ,. • '• . - ' ' . ,, ' 

as

. . . 
, • • , , ' l ,• • , 'I , • , : I • 

Tlie proposed sideboard measures are not expected to require additronal recordkeeprng or reporting for the 
small entities identified; 'rather, the' burden of ac6ciundng'°for ·the· sideboard limits will fall to NMFS. 
Participation in pollock co-ops may necessitate additional paperwork bu~dens for these entities within the . 
stiuctuie' of tlie co:op agree'ments. in teims of catch and tiycatch· allocations and .accounting for those_, 
allocations; however, such particip~t{on w~uld be voluntary "?d is outside the scope of the sideboard 
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proVJsJOns. Processor sideboard.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 IRF A, nor have decisions been made yet with regard to processor sideboards. 

12.2.14 Relevant Federal Rules 

This action is authorized by the AFA in conjunction with the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and 
Management Act as amend_ed in l 996. 

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 AF A fishery cooperatives. 
However, as currently designed, independent catcher vessels could be expected overall to be worse off under 
the AF A cooperative structure thancompared with their experience under the open-access fishery of recent 
years. The primary benefit to catcher vessel participation as an AF A 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 thanone potential buyer. 
Furthermore, the potential catch would likely be reduced for independent 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. pollack fis_hery will occur in 
the amouriequal to the reserved catch allocations granted byNMFS 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 prerucably 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, manyoperators 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, ar~ a blend ofbeing 
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 RF A, with regard to _issues of inshore co-op structures. 
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l. ., " . ,.. . . 12.2.15.2, - - Sideboard measures y,,., . ' 

Sideboard limits are 'established to limit the amo'unt ofnon-BSAI pollack whi~h cari~e harv~ted by Af'A­
eligible vessels. Generally these limits freeze in place the current distributic;m of catch between AF A and non­
AF A vessels. More restrictive sideboard options considered would negatively impa'ctthe small entities involved 
in the AF A fleet, relative to other options, though it is uncertain whether such differences would be significant. 
More lenient sideboard options would generally benefit the AFA fleet, though it would be 'at some "expense to 
the remaining (non-AF A) fleet, many of whom are also small entities hfesserice,'the degree'ofsideboard limits 
represents a trade-off in impacts to two sectors of small entities, as is the case with '.- . . most allocation-based 

' ' . ' . 
management actions. ,. · '- ' 

~ 

-. · t I ' 
While the differences in sideboard options likely are not significant, particularly given themitigating measures 
included, they do affect a substantial number of small entities. In combination with the co-op structure issu_es 
described in this section, it is· impossible to make a finding ofnon~significarice with regard· to 'the collective 
actions in_ this amendment package ,. · ·· : · · '' · , , _ _ · 

_1~ 
•• .,J, • 

12:3.. · Section 303(a)(9) -Fisheries Impact Statement_ 
I 

. . . . . r . , . . . 
This section of the Magnuson-Stevens Act requires that any management measure submitted by the Council 
take into.account potential impacts on the" participants in .the fisheries, as wei{ as

on
participants _in adjacent 

fisheries. Chapters 6, 7, 8, arid II detailed' the expected impacts of.the alternatives the particip~ts (AF A. 
eligible vessels and conversely, thenon-AF A ~essels): The AF A established the pollack limited harvesting and 
processing entities, the allocations among the sectors, and the provisions for development of cooperatives: The 
AF A also established provisions for the development of sideboards, which are in fact designed to address 
impacts to other fisheries participants, and the focus 'c::,f this ·a,;,endment package is <in'fbese_ very sidebo~ds; 
i.e., the whole scope of the proposed measures is ti:,'initigate impacts on other fisheries whicli may arise as a. 
result of the Act itself. The very nature of the sideboards is to preserve the status quo, tliereby.minimizing the 
impacts of the Act arid fishery cooperativ~s on the non'-AF A fleets. Th~ development of these sideboard 
measures, based on the analyses in the preceding chapters, i_s not expected to hive significant impacts on other -
fisheries, other-than t6 protect their share of various fisheries resources. Basing the sideboard provisions ·on 
landed catch will increase the protection afforded to'other fleets.· Management of these citps shoulct' ~llow the . 
AFA fleet to still conduct directed fisheriesfor species which th~y'targeted during the years I995,9_';7,though 
perhaps at somewhaneduced levels. ' · · · · 

'J '. 
12.4 Section 303(b)(6) - Limited Entry Considerations 

. , 
\ ' . . . . ' .. . . 

The AF A.prescribed a limited entry program for the BSA! pollock harvest and processing sectors by namirig , 
the specific catcher processors, catcher vessels, motherships: and 'shoreside pre>cess;rs w\rich ar~ eligible:_ . 
Nothing in this proposed amendment package addresses 

• 

or attempts 
• \ · _ • 

to revise 
' 

thatprescribed 
" l 

set 
, 

of players. 
, ~ 

The sideboard measures are intended to limit harvest and processing by the AF A-eligible participants in non­
po!lock fisheries, and with the exception of alternatives in the crab sideboards, do n~t prcip.ose tci further limit 
entry in these fisheries. The notable exception is ·contained within certain altemati~es which would prohibit 
AFA vessels from continuing to fisli in certain crab fisheries;. where they are c,theryvi~~ ,qualified 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 I998 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 

_, I ' : I 
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those are also AF A-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, AF A 
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 AF A sideboards. This action reduced the number of vessels eligible to participate in the fishery by 
about 35 when compared to the LLP program. In bairdi, no fishing will be al_lowed unless and until the 
biomass is rebuilt. 

A separate analysis was prepared which will be incorporated as part of the overall AF A 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 AF A vessels 
which could be most directly impacted. That analysis is included as Appendix III to this document. 

12.5 National Standards 

The following National Standards contained within the Magnuson-Stevens Act are addressed, where relevant 
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 I • Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while achieving, on 
~ i:ontinuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery. The Council's preferred alternative ~ould not impact 
National Standard l. 

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) carried out in such a manner that no particular, individual, corporation, or other entity 
acquires an excessive share of such privileges 

Specific limited entry and allocative measures were prescribed by the AFA, but those are not the focus of this 
amendment package. Allocation ofpollock 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 fishenes. This exclusion is bas~ on AF A, LLP, and 
participation history in the crab fisheries, not on any criteria of stat~ residency. 

National Standard 5 - Conservatic,~ and management measures shall, where practicable, consider efficiency 
in the utilization of fishery resources, except that no such measure shall have economic allocation as its sole 
purpose. The Council's preferred alternatives provided protections for non-AF A fishing fl,eets as J:llalldated 
by the AF A. Within that system, efficient operations (both AF A and non-AF A) should continue to compete 
for the non-AF A species. ' · · 

National Standard 6 - Conservati_on and management measures shall take into account and allow for variations 
among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fishery resources, and catches. 

The passage of the AF A precludes most of the fishing fleet from future participation in the BSAI. pollack 
fisheries. Conversely, the sideboard provisions developed by the Council are designed to limit the AFA vessels 
and processors in terms of what they can do in the non-pollack fisheries. 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 ex.it fisheries and decrease th'e ability to respond to 
variations and contingencies among fisheries, such as quota changes, price changes, and market fluctuations. 

Nationai Standard 7 - Conservation and management measures shall, where practicable, minimize costs arid 
avoid unnecessary duplication. 

Primary costs associated with the proposed measures ( other than opportunity costs discussed ab~ve) ·will f~II 
on the NMFS as additional 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 significaiit 
Chapter 9 addresses these issues in som~ detail. 

National Standard 8 - Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation 
requirements of this Act (including the prevention ofoverfishing 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 communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize advers·e impacts on such 
communities. 

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 th_e vessels directly affected are homeported or 
deliver catch to those communities for processing · No attempt has been made to q~antify those impacts as they 
are generally expected to be along the lines of statu·s quo - i.e., the provisions are designed to maintain ·the 
current distributions of catch by species among the _various fisheries participants. 

' ' 
National Standard 9 - Conservation and management measures shall, to the ·extent practicable, (A) minimize 
bycatch, and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot . be avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch. . 
Sideboard caps were calculated based on landed catch history of the AF A fleet. The Council selected this 
option because they did not wish to give cat~h history credit for discarded fish. The extent to which the 'discard 
rates of the fleets vary by species 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 pollack fisheries have historicaUy 
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 any negative impacts on the safety of life 
at sea. 
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