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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 altematives for sideboard provisions (including the PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES), a -
summary of the status of stocks for all species, and a discussion of potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives. None of the alternatives under consideration is expected to result in significant impacts relative
to NEPA considerations. :

Chapter 4

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

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

Chapter 5

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

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

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

. Chapter 6

~ The Act specifies in section 21 1(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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(4) exceeding the percentage of the harvest available in the offshore component of any Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery (other than the pollock fishery) that is equivalent to the total
-harvest by such catcher/processors and the caicher/processors listed in section 209 in the fishery
in 1995,.1996, and ]997 relative to the total amount avazlable to be harvesied by the offshore.

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

" (B) exceeding the percentage of the prohibited spec:es ava:lable in the oﬁ&hore componen! of any.
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery (other than the pollock fishery) that 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 1995, 1996, and 1997 relative fo the total,
amount of prohibited species available to be harvested by the oﬁ}hore component in the ﬁsheij in
1995, 1996 and 1997, and- . ., o e 1 , ,.1.~,_ . :

. (F) ﬁshmg for Atka mackerel in rhe eastem area of the Bermg Sea and Aleunan Islands and ﬁom

exceeding the following percentages of the dz rected harvest avazlable inthe Bering Sea and Aleutian *

Islands Atka mackerel fishery— .. = .. .-y L ) : S
(i) 11.5 percent in the central area; cmd ol T S :

(i) 20 percent in the western area.”

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

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

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

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

amendment package.

. T Lt - -
3 ; 3

Chapier 6 pi‘ovides an ahalyéis of the catcher/pfoceséorAsideboard caps. Sideboard caps set the maximum .

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

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

pollock targct fisheries, depending on how the Council structures this program

\ '~£"'

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

the nine ineligible catcher/processors . After deciding which vessel’shistory to include, the Council then had .
to dcc1de whether to base the history on either their non-pollock target fishery catch or their,catch in all target -,

ﬁshenes These decisions yield the numerator for calculating- the percentages of future TACs. The

devominator for the caleulation could use either total historic catch or the TAC available these years. Table
I provides a summary of the estimated future sideboard caps under these alternatives. Only species which are

- expected to have adequate cap amounts for a directed fishery are included in the table. Atka mackerel is °

* constant as those caps are prescribed in the AFA

BRI I TR

xiv -

O



el BRI S Y

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

- _ : Non-Pollock  All Targets  Non-Pollock  All Targets 29
Fishery " (TACorcatch)  Targets 20 20 Targets 29
| Yéllowfin sole | TAC - 19.7% 200% . 233% 3%
|  Caich 23.8% 24.1% 28.1% 28.6%
Range (36,839 - 53,482 mt)
Pacific cod TAC T 128% 17.4% 263% - 33.4%
Catch 137% 18.7% 28.2% 35.9%
Range (5,369 15,069 mi)
Atka mackerel W. Al TAC 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 200% -
Catch 120.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%
Range (4,590 mt)
Atka rackerel C. Al . TAC 11.5% [1.5% 11.5% 11.5% _ .
Catch 11.5% 11.5% 11.5% 11.5%
"Range _ _ (2,190 mt)
ﬁ‘ B - u
-[.Other flatfish TAC  11.0% 11.4% 13.1% 13.6%
., . Catch 16.5% 17.0% 19.7% 20.4%
Range (8,362 - 15,508 mt)
Rock sole . TAC 5.1% 6.0% 7.3% . 8.9%
Catch 6.0% 7.2% 87% - 10.6%
Range (4,335 - 9.010 mt)

Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97

The Councﬂ also considered a sub-option that would divide the sideboard caps by the quarter of the year in
which the qualifying harvest was made. This would prevent catcher/processors from dramatically altering their
. temporal harvest patterns, to take advantage of market conditions. For example, members of industry stated
in public testimony that some flatfish species are difficult to market and their prices drop once a certain amount
of product reaches the market. Quarterly apportionments were suggested as a method to limit the amount of
fish the AFA catcher/processors can market early in the year.

PSC-sideboard caps are also being developed. These caps are based on the amount of PSC that was harvested -
by AFA catcher/processors from 1995-97.- Tabie 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 Bycatch] Harvested hy the AFA Catcher Processors in the BSAI from 1995-97,
and Estimated Future PSC Caps Based on 1999 Apportionments : : :

- Non-pollock Targets Pollock Targets Al Target Fisheries
AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Species ‘20CPs. . 29CPs - 20 CPs 29CPs |. 20CPs_ 29 CPs
! R Percent of Future PSC Appomonments
Halibut Mortality 5.60%  8.42% 220% ' U341%|  7.82%- 11.82%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) ' 12:68% 14.02%|  1.01% - 226% 13.68% 16.28%)
C. bairdi (Zone 2)° T420% T OS02% 0% 041 432% T T543%
Red King Crab (Zone )| 0.63% 0.65%| .. 070% , . 174%|  1.33% " 39%
Herring o 057% . T 120%|  1936%  21.85%| 19.94% 23.05%|
C. opilio CLT40% © 0 .1356% . .098% . 2.13%| . 1238%.  ..15.69%
Chinook Salmon ~ ~ |~ 1.39% 2.84%| o, 17.10% > 2124%| 18.48% 24.09%]'
Estlmates of Future Caps Based on 1999 Trawl PSC Apportionments
Hallbut Mortality (mt) |~ = 206 309 82 .-+ 125 288 434}
C. bairdi (Zone 1y 93000 7 102,000 7 7,000- 16,000) © 100,000 " 118,000],
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 77000 . 93000( - 2000 . 8000 79000 101,000(
Red King Crab (Zone 1) 1,200 1300' 1,400 3,400 2,600 4,700
Herring (mt) 10 .. o200 . w3260 .. 368 . 336 . 388)|.
C. opilio - £ 496,000 590,000 43,000 93,0000 539,000 /683,000
Chinook Salmon "~ wa " o/ 11,800~ 13800 11,300 13,800]'

and BSSO7HALX) -~ -

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

STl

Source: National Marine Fisheries Semce AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX BS%HALX

!

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

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

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

poliock ﬁshery ina pelagu: mode, especlally gwen the structural changes in the fishery brought on by steller
sea lion concerns. However, some reductions may be p0551ble gwen hlStOI‘lC PSC bycatch levels in the pollock

ﬁshery when non- pelagw trawl gear was allowed

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

L

(3

dJscarded groundfish catch. The Council’s ; Preferred Alternatives for catcher/processor sideboards, as approved '
in June 1999, are detaxled in Chapter 11 and in'a later sectlon of tlus Executlve Summary o

Chapter 7

To mitigate the impact of AFA on the non-pollock fisheries, section 211(c) mandates that “by not later than
July I, 1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary conservation and

e
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management measures 10 - (4) prevent the-catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (¢} of
. ‘section 208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed poliock
fishery”. This chapter describes the options selected by the Council for constructing catcher vessel sideboards.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Crab -

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

The first option would prevent AFA catcher vessels from participating in any BSAI crab fishery. A total of -
102 species/area endorsements affiliated with 43 yessels would consequently be eliminated if the Council |
selected this alternative, and adopted measures to prevent their transfer to owners of non-AFA vessels. The'
bulk of these endorsements are for the BSAI Tanner and Bristol Bay red king crab fisheries. Option 2 would
prohibit AFA catcher vessels from fishing C. bairdi or C. opilio, resulting in the vessels forfeiting the rights
touse 42 BSAI Tanner endorsements. A sub-option allowing vessels which made landings in 1995, 1996, and;, -
1997 to continue their participation in the crab fisheries would exempt 10 vessels from options 1 and 2, and
reduce the number of forfeited endorsements by 23 and 10, respectively. A third option would allow AFA
crossovers to fish C..opilio only if the vessel fished C. opilio in 1996 or 1997, Of the 42 vessels with LLP
endorsements for BSAI Tanner crab, only 7 have the requisite participation to qualify under this option.
Option 4 would disallow crossovers at the endorsement level, allowing the Council the flexibility to replicate
the restrictions of any of the other options as well as variations thereof. A fifth option would prohibit fishing

- in any crab fishery except for Bristol Bay red king crab, reducing the number of eligible crab endorsements
by 61. :

As an alternative or adjunct to the above restrictions, a sixth option would limit the crab harvest of AFA
catchér vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest based on their percentage of the total catch in 1995, 1996,
and 1997. By itself, this option would allow AFA vessels to fish any of their crab LLP endorsements, subject
. toacap based on historical averages. Traditional levels of harvest would allow AFA catcher vessels to take
up to 10 percent of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, 2 percent of the C. opilio fishery, | 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 potentla( disclosure problems
for analysis and enforcement should the sub-option be adopted.

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



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

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

affected by the chosen duration of the sideboard caps relative to the effective duration of cooperatives.
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Sideboards for scallops are to be based on an AFA catcher vessel’s traditional catch. Two options were |
considered as.qualifying time periods. The first is the years-1996 and 1997, the second option is for 1997,
alone. Sideboards will be apportioned according to the percentage of statewide catch, or. altematwely asa
percentage of the PSC cap to limit scallop harvests according to crab bycatch.

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

limited to 1997. Based on the owner’s estimated landings and statewade catch as the denominator, the Forum
Star caught 3.95 percent of the 1996 and 1997 harvests and- 7.63 percent of the 1997 catch. . Based on
projected annual statewide scallop harvests of 860,000 pounds the Forum Star’s catch could be h]mted 10
either 34,000 pounds or 65,600 pounds for each of the two optrons respecuvely .
. N AW i . RN 4
" Apportioning srdeboards asa percentage of PSC caps 1S not as strarghtforward since the GHL and some crab
bycatch limits are set separately according to species and area, making it difficult to predict when and for what
reasons a fishery will close. Additionally, bycatch information is not repérted at the vessel level.” Adoption
of this sub-option could have highly variable results dependmg on: the locatlons of the Forum Star s ﬁshmg

actrvrty and the’ spatlal concentration of its bycatch S L . a S
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Groundﬁsh sideboards for the various species are to be setas a percentage of future TACs 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 requirements of two sectors ovetlap s6 that some:
vessels are eligible for both the catcher vessel inshore as well as the catcher vessel to mothership sectors: For
purposes of analysis, these vessels were grouped into a fourth sector since it is unknown how qualifying '
individuals: will choose to operate. Of the 120 catcher'vessels eligible under the Act, 92 meet the criteria for -
delivering to the inshore sector, 7 are qualified for delivering to mot.hershlps 14 can deliver to both the mshore
and mothershjp sectors, and 7 can deliver to catcher/processors - .

Various options revolve around the detemunatlon ‘of traditional catch for both the numerator and- the
denominator-of the percentage calculation. ; There are two basé:periods considered,: one for the years 1992~
through 1997, and a more recent option spanning only 1995 through 1997. Problems associated with eitHer

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

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

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

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

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

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

] Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore | CVto IN/MS [CVtoMS| CVitoCP | All AFACVs
92 Vessels | 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels 120 Vessels
. All targets / Total catch

Percent of TAC ' - 73.58% 7.80%  2.46% 9.15% ~ 92.99%
Estimates of available cap (mt)- 30,606 3,244 1,023 3,806 38,679

' , ' Non-pollock targets / Total catch
Percent of TAC o 66.26% 6.20%  2.03% 7.88% 82.37%
~ |Estimates of available cap (mt) - 25,281 2,400 815 2,537 31,433
. N on-pollock targets / TAC ) *
Percent of TAC ' 63.65% 5.96% 1.95% 7.57%. 79.13%
- | Estimates of available cap (mt) 26475 2,479 811 -~ 3,149 32914

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

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

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

Another sub-option applies the above sideboard limits separately to three classes of AFA catcher vessels
depending on their pollock catch averaged over 1995 through 1997 (vessels that caught less than 5,000 mt,
3,000 mt, or 1,000 mt, respectively). Assuming that vessels with lesser pollock catches and proportionately '
higher catches of other species would be a disadvantaged minonty in any cooperative where the main
bargaining chip is total pollock catch, this sub-option could level the playing field. Operating under a separate
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éap.could allow these vessels to retain a more representative share of their traditional groundfish catch. The
resulting estimates show that for the inshore sector, 16 vessels with less than 1,000 mt of annual pollock catch

would be allowed to harvest about 7.5 percent of the Pacific cod cap, 40 vessels with less than 3,000 mt of

pollock catch 27.5 percent, and 57 inshore vessels with < 5,000 mt of pollock hlstory 54 percent It is unknown
if the vessels in these categories would be better off under the sub-caps S e |
There are six alternatlves that could govem the temporal assrgnment of groundﬁsh sideboards, and a number,
of these are also subject to sub-options which identify partlcular sectors. The first is to simply apply the
sideboards throughout the entire year. Under this scenario, AFA catcher vessels would have no opportunity
to harvest at levels above their traditional catch histories. Alteratively, a second option stipulates that the caps
be apportioned quarterly or semi-annually accordmg to the times of year they were earned. Quarterly divisions
of catch history may be important for flatfish species if pricés are strongly influenced by the quantlty of product
reaching the market. - :
A third'option would subdivide the Pacific cod cap among vessels that had, on average, fished a majority of'
pollock during the “A” seasons of 1995 through 1997, and vessels which traditionally targeted other:
groundfish. The Pacific cod cap would be split according to each group’s collective share and applied only,
prior to March 1 of each year, thus reapportioning some of this species to vessels which traditionally targeted'
groundfish other than pollock. Sub-dividing the Pacific cod cap in this way would likely benefit the nine-
catcher vessels that harvested a greater proportion of catch in the non-pollock fisheries prior to March 1. They
would have access to 4 - 5 times. as much Pacrﬁc cod as the other 111 vessels during the early part of the year. '
i L
A fourth option would make groundﬁsh srdeboards effectlve only during “normal” pollock.seasons, deﬁned,
either by 1998 open access dates or 1999 season dates modified by Stellar sea lion concerns, which are still

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

warranting special protection during the off seasons for pollock than there were hlstorlcally The sideboard
caps would be based on amounts harvested when the pollock season was open. This option may allow the AFA
catcher vessels to harvest amounts of groundﬁsh n excess of t.he:r traditional catch. =

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

exceed their traditional catch in other groundﬁsh 11kely exrsts durmg thrs time wmdow there 1s insufficient data

on which to base rehably estlmated catch rates. 7
The sixth option would exempt each catcher vessel sector from sideboard caps for the number of days in excess
of five that a particular sector’s poﬂock season is closed dunng the month of February. Should the closurée

length between the Stellar sea lion modified | pallock sedson’s increase beyond five days in F ebruary, t}us option’

would allow the AFA pollock fleet to compete with the non-AFA fleet for non-pollock Specres Agam the’
potentral would a.nse for the AFA ﬂeet to exceed 1ts tradrtlonal catch of srdeboard specres

The Council also consrdered and finally. adopted, an optlon whrch exempts certain vcssels from groundﬁsh
sideboards in both the GOA and BSAI. These exemptions are based -on a combination of BSAI pollock”
thresholds and partrmpatlon thresholds in those other ﬁshenes These are detaﬂed in Chapter 11_
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Proposed alternatives for the enforcement a.nd monitoring of sideboards include optlons to do so by vessél class’
and sector or by individual cooperative.. While logistical considerations dictate a preference for the- former

applying caps on an-almost fleet-wide bamsﬂmay frustrate the efforts of cooperatives to fish rationally since’
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they would have to compete against each other for an overall cap.. On the other hand, there are confidentiality
issues that would have to be addressed if the sideboards were applied at the cooperative fevel. Once the
sideboards are reached for a particular species, determining which fisheries close as a result will likely depend
on the method employed for determining the caps. For example, if the sideboards are based only on AFA
. catcher vessel’s non-pollock catch, then groundfish closures subsequent to attamment of the caps will likely
prevent AFA vessels from harvestmg the1r pollock allocation. . 7
PSC.for the BSAI fisheries wﬂl be allocated based on historic groundﬁsh catch ratios. Groundfish catch ratios
were suggested as the preferred method of allocating PSC caps because the Council was attempting to develop
a system that would not reward vessels if they had high bycatch levels in past years.

_ The historic groundfish catch ratios will be applied to all PSC species, so AFA catcher vessels would be
~‘capped at 49 percent of hahbut and crab species allocated to the Pacific cod target fishery. Estimated
percentages for each PSC target fishery grouping and an estimate of the future halibut allocations are provided
n Table 4 below. .

- Table 4: Percent of future BSAI PSC caps based on catch history ratios of AFA catcher vessels to all

. vessels, for the years 1995-97 by PSC target fishery definition
AFA Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries

" IPSC Target Categories CV Inshore |[CV to INMS|CV o MS | CVto CP | All AFA CVs
_ - 92 Vessels | 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 120 Vessels
Percent of Future Year’s PSC Allocation
Atka mackerel/Poliock/Other Groundfish? ' 32% % 2% 3% 44%)
Yellowfin Sole 10% 1% 0% 1% 12%],
Pacific Cod' 38% 4% 1% 5% 49%|
Rock sole/Other flatfish - 13% 2% 1% 1% 17%
Future Year’s Halibut Allocation (mt) based on 1999 PSCs and the Percentages Above

‘[Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Groundfish? 80.0 175 5.0 7.5 110.0f
Yellowfin Sole ' 100.5 10.5 0.0 10.5 1205
Pacific Cod' 589.0 62.0 15.5 77.5 744.0
Rock sole/Other flatfish 103.5 16.0 8.0 3.0]- 135.5

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

". for the numerator,

Notes:

1) Only 1997 data were used for the Pacific cod ﬁshery

* 2) Estimates for the Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Groundfish category do not reflect the changes that have occurred
in the pollock ﬁshery for 1999.

GOA’*’(_}roundﬁsh- :

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



PSC in the Gulf of Alaska would be allocated as sideboard caps only for flatfish, based on the alternatives in
this analysis. The deep and shailow 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 AFA catcher vessels to harvest more flatfish than their historical average
if they are able to use the entire PSC cap and reduce:theit ratio of halibut to target catch. This was not
. considered to be a problem by some members of industry, because traditionally a portion of the flatfish TACs
in the Gulf goes unharvested. However, the Council also cons:dered lmutmg GOA flatfish based on. the
historical harvests of these species.. = . . F . .o v P _ .
Initial estimates indicate that the catcher vessel s:deboard caps wou]d cqual about 10 percent of the hahbut
allocated to the deep water complex, and about 20 percent of the ‘shallow water complex allocation. These
rates equate to abott 92 and 212 mt of halibut in those fisheries, respectively.. Releasing the halibut cap by
quarter, in proportion to the AFA vessel’s historic catch,.would- result in about 1.1 percent of thé deep water
complex halibut allocation being released in the first quarter, 67 percent in the second quarter; 18 percent in.
the third quarter, and four percent in the final quarter. Distribution of the shallow water complex halibut cap
would be approximately equal across all four quarters of the year . .
The Council’s Preferred Alternatives for catcher vessel srdeboards as approved n J une 1999 are detalled in‘
Chapter | l and in a later sectlon of this Executlve Summary at '

P
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Chapter § examines the impacts of i nnposmg limits on processing of groundfish in the GOA, crab i 1n the BSAIL .
and non-pollock groundfish in the BSAIL The limits would affect processors eligible to participate in pollock
cooperatives authorized by the American Fisheries Act (AFA). The analysis presented in Chapter 8 éxamines”
the language in the AFA, analyzes the Current structure of the industry, and develops 10, specific options for,
lmplementmg processing limits._ The analysis then calculates estimates of the limits based on the structure of
the industry and the different options as specified. The analysis ends by drawing conclusrons rega.rdmg the
eﬁ'cctweness of the optlons m ﬁlIﬁng thc mandates of the AF At . . , S

\ B TH

-

The AFA stlpulatcs that the COI.ll'lCll shall submit measures by July of 1999 to “protect processors not ehg1ble
to participate in the directed pollock fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives
in the directed pollock fishery.” The AFA provides specific’ gurdelmes for crab processing limits and provldes
the basis of the 10% Ownership Rule (below) which define$'AFA entities.” =~ . B e

If a company has a 10 percent or more ownershlp stake in an AFA-ehglble processing fac111ty then ail other

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

entity. For purposes of the analysis, the lease of a facility will be considered ownership of that facility.
. N - 1] "':.:':r.;.:....a‘ I F] ."' '
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The analysis of ownership develops prganization charts for the 15 entities that were found to.encompass all
of the processing facilities that, according the to AFA, will be eligible to process pollock in directed fisheries.
The analysis used a literal interpretation of.the 10% Ownership Rule to develop the entities. Organization
charts for several entities that are not associated with AFA facilities are also provided, including charts for four,
of the six CDQ organizations. Currently, two of the CDQ organizations, Bristol Bay Economic Development- »
Corporation and Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation, have ownership interests in AFA facilities °
and are mcluded in the 15 AFA entities. The table below.summarizes the findings of the organizational
analysrs of AFA facilities, companies, and entities. :
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Summary of Eligible Facilities, Companies, and‘Entities under the AFA

: _ T otal .
Entities Companies | Facilities Processors Motherships  Facilities '

AFA Facilities
' Facih'ties in AFA Companies

15 - 18 9 - 21 E "33
62

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

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

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

. 5/ The table includes the entity that comprises the only catcher processor eligible from §208(e)(2 1) of the AFA and
the only shore plant eligible from §208(£){1)(B) of the AFA

Processing limits could be apphed in a number of dlfferent ways. The analys1s 1dent1ﬁes three levels at which
. processing limits could be applied: |

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

s
H

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

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

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

“Option 1: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Facilities
Option 2: Overall Processing Limits Aﬁﬁlied to All Facilities in AFA Companies
Option 3: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Entities

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

Option 5: Sector-Level Processing Limits Applied to Ail Facilities in AFA Companies
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Option 6: Sector-Level Processmg Limits Applled to All Facilities in AFA Entities - , ;' ok

Opuon 7: Indlv1dual Processmg Limits Apphed to Each AF A Fac:I 1ty s
Option 8: Individual Processing Limits Applied to All AF A Compames L c
!

Optlon 9: Indmdual Processmg Lumts Applled to the AF AF acllltles w1thln Each AF A Company '

Optlon 10 lndlwdual Processmg Limits Apphed to All AF A Entmes

. R . .
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The table below shows the TAC percentages’ ‘that would be alIowed under the processmg 11m1t optlons The
table is based on processing hlstones from 1995 through 1997

Summ% of Proeessm% Limit OEtlons Based on Proeessmﬁ Histories from 1995 throuﬁlnx 1997 * . °

Percent of Total Processmg - Lt
Bermg Sea and Aleutlan Islands Groundfish fj' . ,
e ' Atka Y " Flatfish - Other’ Paclﬁc Cod Rockfsh o
. Mackerel S Species . : ' ot
Limits on AFA Facilities only 13.04 - 3373 123,48 38. 75 ' 18 74
Limits on AFA Companies 13.93 36.82 f? 26. 0’9‘ - 42,19 25.99"™
Limits on AFA Entities 1501  54.26 39, 07 51.09 43.53
T e b. T . % L, .
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish _ :
Atka Flatfish _'Otherl ; Pacific Cod: " Pollock Rockfish
Mackerel Species’ '
Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly'.  9.94 . 666, 455, = 3555 . 4673 +8I1L- "
Limits on AFA Companies 16.86 . 21.87 '8.48 4431 58.27 25.03
Limits on AFA Entities . 19.48 3237 02093+ 5127, 6710 37.20

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab _ . ’ : . ¢
\ Bairdi " Blue King Brown King Opilio “''Red King
Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly ~ 61.09  16.61 5508 19.7 57.43. |
Limits on AFA Companies '~  65.15° 7405 59 93 6167 6937

€

Notes: N ;" L . )

i- Total processmg lmuts for each specxes do not change regardless of whether lnmts are applled as overa.ll
processmg within AFA compames or to mclude all processmg w1tlun AFA entmes then the lmuts increase
accordingly. - il R

2. All limits include the processing history of the nine catcher processors listed in §209 ofthe AFA. |

3. Entities limits include all documented lmkages as well as facilities that would possibly be linked to AFA -
entities, depending on the application of the 10 percent rule and further investigation.

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

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

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

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

- If overall or sector-level Iimits are ifnposed, AFA 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 AFA
processors will face continued competition from ponFAF A processors, AFA processors will not need to compete
with other AFA 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 potcntla.l beneﬁts of the AF A :
Wnth overall or sector level processing limits, it is likely that NMFS will have to devise means to close "directed
processing” while allowing AFA processors to continue to process bycatch amounts of limited species. If
processing limits are imposed on individual processors, NMFS may be able to shift some of the monitoring
burden onto the processors themselves and make enforcement a post-season process involving fines and
sanctions for those processors that exceed their limits. ‘

_Comparison of Limits Applied to AFA Facilities, AFA Companies, and AFA Entities |
Processing limits applied to AFA facilities will be restrictive, but not as restrictive as limits applied to.
" companies or entities. If limits are applied only to AFA facilities owners would not be constrained from using
AFA profits to increase their non-pollock processing shares at other facilities in which they may have ag;j
interest.

~ Processing limits applied to AFA companies rather than to AFA facilities will be more effective in limiting the

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

Imposing processing limits on AFA entities will have some unintended and negative consequences. Processing
limits imposed on AF A entities will create significantly more paperwork for NMFS and the processing industry
than the other options. This additional burden will be time-consuming and expensive, and may be viewed by
‘many as a significant intrusion of government into 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 AFA. These consequences are perhaps most easily understood
from the perspective of non-pollock processing companies that have become equity partners with CDQ-
organizations that, in perhaps unrelated actions, have also invested in AFA facilities.



Coenclusion

. i .

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

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

would allow AFA processors to réalize more of the bénefits of the AFA. Crab processing stdeboards will be
implemented for year 2000 as prescribed by the AFA- (and as recommended by the Council in October 1999,
with minor variations). The Council did not take action on groundfish processing sideboards in 1999, given
the possibility of ambiguous results if processing limits are applied to AFA entities. To fulfill its mandate to
protect non-AFA processors, the Council is continuing to study processor sideboards along with excessivé
share caps for BSAI pollock processing, and-is scheduled to take action on these issues in-April 2000: Future
actions on groundfish processing sideboards (or crab) ‘would - be unplemented by follow up regulatory
amendment. - S T : S
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Chagter 9

This chapter discusses several implementation issues which will likely be eritical 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 pomts of con51deratlon mclude o e E e C A -
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* Irnplementat:on of catcher vessel cooperanves w11] be 51gmﬁcantly more complex than the single offshore co-
op in 1999, for pollock allocations and pamCularly for sideboard limits. : SRR

* Monitoring pollock catch based on directed fishing allocations will require a different management approach -

essentially, for catcher vessel inshore deliveries, that means any catch occumng dunng the open season will
i +

be con31deredasd:rected harvest. -~ = o oo,
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. Allocatl_on of. pollock to specific co-ops based on catch;history_of participating vessels will reqhire

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

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

- !

¥ 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 groindfish sidéboards are managed in aggregate across co-ops.
Discards: llkely cannot. be mcluded PSC limits should be based’ propomonal to groundﬁsh catch.

1 '

*Although eﬂ'orts are ongomg 10 address conﬁdenttahty concems,- mdmdual catch ‘mstones from State 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 extrcmcly.diﬂicult-for NMES to
manage at the co-op level through traditional in-season managerment techniques. ‘Responsibility for in-season
management and closure will likely be bomne by the co-ops themselves. - Additionally, sideboard management
at the co-op level, particularly for PSC specncs will require the same type of monitoring and observer coveragc
levels that are associated w1th the mulu- specnes CDQ program SO : . R IAYE

i - - . - - . . © o
i ' LI a [ . : .-._, vl
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This chapter also addressed the following issues: .
AFA Catcher Vessel Lists

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

Compensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels

A number of catcher vessels qualified under AFA to deliver to the inshore sector have accrued significant
amounts of their historical pollock catch from deliveries to offshore sectors. Since AFA does not preclude
inshore sector catcher vessels from entering into the mothership sector, vessels meeting the eligibility criteria
can make use of their offshore pollock histories to the extent that these were delivered to motherships.
However, there is no mechanism that allows these same vessels to likewise bring their pollock history delivered
to catcher/processors into the cooperative pool, despite language in the Act calling for “fair and equitable™
consideratton of such landings. Industry has presented a change to Section 210(b)(1)(B) that would allow each
inshore cooperative’s pollock pool to increase by the amount of pollock history that member catcher vessels
had delivered to catcher/processors. Increasing the aggregate pool of pollock effectively compensates members
_ with a substantial share of their harvest to catcher/processors by taxing the rest of the cooperative. However,

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

A total of 66,764 mt of pollock were delivered to catcher/processors by 42 inshore sector catcher vessels. -
‘Applying the compensation formula fleet-wide across all inshore catcher vessels would yield an adjustment of*
5.6 percent of each vessels catch history. There is 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. .
An option that would exclude a vessel from being compensated for deliveries to catcher/processors, based on’
their inshore catch history, was also included in this chapter. If the option that only compensated catcher
vessels with less than 2,000 mt of inshore catch was selected, only 12 vessels would be included and the total

adjustment would be just over 2 percent.

Using Best 2 of 3 Years to Determine Pollock Catch History

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

. AFA Loan Repayment A

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 pollock harvested. A payment rate of 0.6 cents per pound was established under the AFA.

: - xxvii



Chapter 10 - S SR . C.

This ‘chapter contains additional information regarding monitoring of mothership and catcher processor : O
alIocations and sideboards, inclading scale and observer requu'ements and assocrated costs. '

1 -
VoL . . v -

Chapterll -

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

K -
1,04 JLAE oV H

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

Pacific cod sndeboard caps were estunated to be 9,290 mt., yellowﬁn sole 33 610 mt., central Aleutian Islands
Atkamackerel 1,191 mt., western Aleutian Islands Atka mackerel 2,497 mt., other flatfish 4,593 mt., rock sole
3,188 mt., and flat head sole 1,438 mt., based on 1999 TACs. -These estimates, particularly for flatfish
species, are reduced over those in place for 1999. Therefore, it is possible that using landed catch may reduce
- the caps on some species to a'level that will not allow for a d1rected ﬁshery in 2000 even though directed
fisheries were allowed under the 1999 sideboard caps.® I R O

l"' '*t.' : * 1 R

PSC caps for the AFA catcher/processor ﬂeet w:ll 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 . opzlro 14 0 percent of the (" bmm’: in zone L, and 5. 0 percent of the C.
bairdi in zone 1. A - ' . : .

-

Catcher Vessel Sideboards

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

calculation of the sideboards for those species. : ' T -

Crab sideboards were developed at the_ species/area level, and different qualification criteria were defined for .
each fishery. The AFA vessels were also prohibited froth selling, leasing, transferring, or stacking crab LLP - '
licenses. A summary of the crab sideboard restrictions are provided mthe table below. ‘These restrictions mll
apply to all catcher vessels eligible to join cooperatives. '



mu*w’“"‘;s ‘*-“{f HEA -%‘»f_,. 1t
" Fishery | Qualification Criteria - #of Qualified  %of
' : ' Vessels GHL
Bristol Bay réd king crab Capped at their weighted avérage catch , 4l ) 12.8
from years 91, 92, 93, 96, and 97 : o0
C. opilio © Must have fished C, opilio in at least four s ' n/a
. ' § years from 1988-97. .
C bairdi* " Must have fished C. bairdi in 1995 or 96 21 6.5 %
St. Matthew blue king crab ~ Made landing in this fishery in 95, 96,0r 97 1 Conf, ‘
Prib. red & blue king crab Made landing in this fishery in 95, _96;or 97 4 | 12%
Al fed & brown king crab Made landing in at least one of the last two 0  a
years the fishery was open

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

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

. at its percentage of the overall scallop harvest in 1997. That percentage (estimated to be 3.33 percent) will be
applied to the upper end of the state-vndc GHL. At a projected GHL of 860,000 pounds the cap would be
41,292 pounds.

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

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

PSC caps will be based on the ratio of fanded catch in each non-pollock target fishery to the TAC, and will be

- applied only to halibut and crab PSC species. The cap shall not be subdivided among catcher vessel sectors.
Preliminary estimates indicate that the AFA catcher vessels will be allowed to harvest up to 34 percent of the
halibut and crab PSC caps allotted to the Pacific cod fishery, 7 percent of the apportionment to the yellowfin
sole fishery, 4 percent of the apportlonment to the rock sole/other ﬂatﬁsh/ﬂatbead sole fishery, and 1 percent
on the apportionment to the Atka mackerel/other groundfish fisheries.

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

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

this equals approxjmately 410 mt. of halibut.

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

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

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

The AFA mandated that catcherfprocessors carry two observers and use NMFS certxﬁed scales to welgh ﬁsh
Those requ:rements were included in this.package.” This package also includes a discussion of the items the

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

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

.' - P
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This ¢hapter addressés'the proposed actions’ consistency w:th other applicable law mcludmg E.O 12866,

Regulatory Flexibility Act, Magnuson-Stevens Act, and National Standards. Because the basic intént of the ‘

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

industry sectors, it does not appear that such actions would be inconsistent with 2 any of the apphcable Jaws. -

However, among the alternatives there are those that woulcl have differential impacts:relative to both the

directly affected entities (AFA harvesters and processors) and indirectly affected entities (non-AFA barvesters’

and processors). Certain alternatives and options for sideboards would likely be considered tohave 51gn1ﬁcant
tmpacts on small entlttes (under the Regulatory Flextbﬂrty Act) relatlve to other alternatlves

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

entmes mcludmg exemptlous from the mdeboard restnctlons for certam catcher vessels mvoived

. ) . . o . N
o P otr v
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The Councrl’s Preferred Alternative represents a trade-off between Jmpacts to dlrectly affected entities and
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGRbUND :

[.1 Purpose and Need for Action

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

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

.of this amendment package. Additionally, the AFA provides for the formation of co-ops in the inshore ands
.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. = . ' . %

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 AFA-eligible harvesters and processors, or at least to those
participating in pollock co-ops. Following review of an initial analysis prepared by Council staff, the Council
finalized that list of alternatives and options for a formal analysis to be reviewed at the April 1999 meeting,
with final action scheduled for June 1999. While the AFA contains specific provisions for the calculation and -
application of sideboards in some cases, it allows the Council to enact measures as it deems necessary to
protect other fisheries, including measures which go beyond the provisions contained in the Act. As such, the
list of alternatives includes those listed by the AFA as well as additional alternatives submitted by industry and |
approved by the Council for analysis. The full list of alternatives considered and approved is shown below.

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

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

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

CATCI-[ERPROCESSORSIDEBOARDS L f T

For the year 2000° and beyond the Councrl uutiated an analysis for the 20 + 9 vessels llsted in the AF A of their
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 and the catch in

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

either all catch or only catch in the non-pollock target fisheries (for elther the 20 or 29 vessels) in the caps set

for 2000 and beyond B o : | L N
Sub-ogtxons g T R a S
1. The caps would close both the pollock and non-pollock groundﬁsh ﬁshenes when reached
2. Thecapswouldclose only the non-pollock groundﬁsh fisheries when reached (only pelag1e pollock
ﬁshenes would remam open) g o e

TR

Include a review of vessel spec:ﬁe PSC rates in addition to average PSC bycatch ratio for the 20 +9 AFA
catcher/processors relative to non‘AF A vessels _ _ . :
Addto Table 6.9 a fourth column which 1llustrates a retrospectlve analysis of PSC needs of the 20 + 9 AF A
catcher/prooessors usmg a performance-based pelagnc deﬁmtnon o ANt
Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC'sideboar'd for co-op pools“in pollock, on a-pro-rata basis, -
based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps. (Note: The chinook bycatch option was includediin
the AP minutes only under catcher vessel sideboards. For con515tency, staff hasalso mcluded this option under
the catcher/processor sideboard section). : o

" PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE " &

—
PR

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

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

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

, Pacific cod, 1997 only; for PQOP in the Aleuhans 1996 and 1997).

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

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

exceed the caps.
PSCCaps: ~ 7 ' : . Lo e
‘ 1.~ Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be estabhshed on the basis of percentage of PSC removals
L in the non-pollock groundﬁsh fisheries in 1995 96, and 97. |

"2, NMFS will allow for directed ﬁshmg of non-pollock spec:es such that the total PSC removals do|’
" 'not exceed the PSC cap. ) - il

Yo

=
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| -3 The listed vessels” PSC caps will not be. apportloned and w11[ be managed under open access
. ‘ season apportionment closures.

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

CATCHER VESSEL CRAB SIDEBOARDS

E Participation in a co-op is deﬁned as ANY useofa vessel s catch history by aco-op, whether by direct harvest,
"lease, sale, or stacking of quota

Initiate analysis of the following options to rmtlgate impact of p0551ble splllover effects of AFA 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 (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 fishenes only (excludes brown and blue king crab)
" Sub-options: ‘ N
S N Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of bairdi in red king crab would be restncted to bycatch
. of bairdi in'the red king crab fishery (apphed to #2 & #4 above). ,
‘ w b. Only Section 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op (applies to #1-5 above and #6 below). . &
ST Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three years (1995 96, and 97)
(applies to #1 and #2 above).
d. Prohibit any vessel participating in an AFA co-op from lease, transfer, or sale of any license '
limitation program (LLP) permit.
- Duration sub-options;
a..  Permanent, based on participation in a co-op.
b. Only for year vessel is involved in co-op.
c. Duration of AFA
6. Measuires that would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their:
Option a, Aggregate traditional harvest including a restriction to the percentage of crab harvest in
_ all species bétween 1995, ‘96, and ‘97. '
Option b. Average catch hlstory 1995, ‘96, and ‘97 on a specnes—by-spemes and vessel- by-vessel
' . basis,
‘Optionc. No sale lease, or stacking of vessel catch hlstory m any crab fishery
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ' " . .1 =" ]

PR

A. Crab Sideboards shall apply to all AFA vessels.

' . - +

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

I, These AFA vessels that hold 2 BBRKC endorsement shall bé capped at their 5-year (91-97;
o excludmg 94-95) Wexghted 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— AFALLP Altematwe 9 Tanner crab endorsed vessels may participate in the opilio ﬁshery if’ thc}
harvested opilio in more than 3 of 10 years (88-97). .

D. Bairdi _ _ o T S

1. AFA qualified vessels that receive an. LLP endorsement are excluded from partxmpatmg in the i
directed bairdi ﬁshery, except as follows If and when the bairdi rebuilding goal 1§’ reached, the
only AFA vessels allowed to part1c1pate would be those with catch history in 1995 or 96 These '
vessels would be capped at thelr aggregate hlStOl’lC catch for 1995 96.

e

L

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

E. AFALLP Alternative 9 -\}essels 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 landmg in the last two years the fishery

- was' open may parhc:pate in.those fisheries. -

F. Proh1b1t the sale, lease, transfer or stacking of crab LLP licenses or endorsements by AF A-ehglble catcher
vessels. L . B

Additionally, a committee will be formed to workout implemeﬁtation issues relatmg to crab sideboards. This

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

meeting to be held in August. .o .

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

. o Cy 1
A

e e

l.- Partrc:panon in a co-op is defined as any use of a vessel’s catch hlstory by a- co-op, whether by direct
" harvest, lease, sale or stackmg of quota
2. Measures that would restnct pollock co-0p vessels to thelr aggregate tradmonaj harvest in the scallop
fishery in the years:

Option a. 1996 and “97.
Option b. 1997 only
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, Sub-ogtmn :
‘'a. Basedon percentage of sr.atemde catch

b. Based on percentage of PSC cap.

- PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

1. Participation in a co-op is deﬁned as any use of a vessel’s catch hlStOl'y by a co-op, whether by djrect
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-w1de gu;delme harvest level established each

L vear,

CATCHER VESSEL GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS

BSAl

Participation in a co-0p 8 deﬁned as ANY use of a vessel’s catch hlstory by a co-op, whether by direct harvest,
lease sale, or stacking of quota. .

. : ‘ To Whom Restrictions 1 N \

Restrictions should apply to all non-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 sub-sideboard cap for catcher vessels with average pollock landings from 1995-97, whxch
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 durmg the same time periods as the normal open access pollock -
- fishery : _

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

b., Use 1999 sea lion modified season dates.

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

4. Limut ﬁsh_il_lg to the season (or quarter . or half year) in Whiéh the catch history was eamed.

5. At all times during the fishing year. -

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

- that these same vessels collectively harvested hlstonca,lly (1995 96 97) pnor to March l
B L L

- L - Apply ‘and ronitor by vessél class and sector - w _
2. ©  Apply and monitor by iidividual co-op:- . ¢ - '. Sl

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

theAseason and those that did not) . e -

Nature of CV Restrictions * =~ =\ _ e

Absolute harvest amounts expressed in perceni:a.ge of TAC in metric tons.

- Determination of “Traditional Harvest Level” <" " e

]

5. The definition of “traditional” in non-pollock fisheries wrll be determined by catch hlstory
a. On basis of percentage of groundfish harvest in non—pollock fisheries by species by ﬁshery

b. On basis of percentage of total groundfish harvest by species by fishery.
c. On basis of percent of TAC in non-pollock fishery by species by fishery. =~ - v, -
Option A: Apply one time frame equally to all groundfish targets . B L

Sub-option 1: Use average catch history in the years 1995, 96, and 97.

Sub-option 2: Use catch hlstory based on years 1992 97 B
Pollock: Initiate qualitative discussion on abrhty for Secretary to use thc best 2 out of 3 years to deterrmne
overall denominator for totai pollock pool and numerator for each co-op. me :

oo

%

Determination of “Aggregate

Option A: Apply and monitor by the vessel class and sector.
Option B: Apply and monitor by individua! co-op. -
. - . . .- Compemsation: . . e Dty

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

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

a clause replacing language in §210(b)(1) to add an option for. detenmnmg catch I’ustory for catcher vessels
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1995, 1996, 1997+ T :

As provided by Section 2 13(c)(3) of AFA, the AP recommends the following change to Section - 210(b)(1)(B) -

‘to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to catcher processors that is otherwise lost
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under AFA, to bnng that catch history to the inshore sector cooperatwe 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)(1) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The analysis should breakout the 42 vessels by:

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

sector. )

Mangement of Non-Pollock fisheries

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

Assioning PSC Caps for Co-op Catcher Vessels in Non-Pollock Fisheriés

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

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

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

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

- k2 PSC and non-pollock groundfish caps would apply to all ﬁshenes 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 estabhshmg chinock PSC sxdeboard for co-op pools andfor sectors in pollock, on a
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chmook bycatch caps.

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewiafaca. wpd | 7 . January 2000



GOA . . .. . S . R l ’ . A_'»:. ‘. e T AN

1. Apply the following sideboards to AFA .Section 208 eligible catcher vessels. |
Sub-cptlo Apphes only to vessels partnclpatmg in a co-op B

1 : . Toh

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

7. Vessel catch history consrsts of the years 1995 \‘96 and ‘97 PR RS T
Sub-option:  Fishery is released seasonally by quarter proportronally tc when caught dunngh

quahfymg years R . .
- ‘ " ‘ EERTIE \ . . .

4. Gulfof Alaska ﬂatfish 51deb0ards 16 be hahbut bycatch driven. I-hstonc target catch should be mult1pl1ed
by the average halibut bycatch rate and current mortality rate, to determine the halibut mortality available

to AFA vessels: These amounts should be separated between deepwater and shallcw water complexes

' n

5. Guif of Alaska groundﬁsh target ﬁshenes Target catch of each groundﬁsh spemes available to AFA
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, basecl on the average catch
history. _ wo T T

I
|

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES® - et

" |BSAI Groundfish Sideboards , o .

-

- . . v |)‘ i ;' f
1. Shall be based on vessel catch between 1995-97

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

* directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those spec1es should not
exceed the caps. -

Shall apply to all AFA eligible vessels regardless of paruclpatlon n a co-op.

5. Shall apply atthe AFA CV sector level in 2000—However NMFS shail publish the proportion of|.
the cap represented by the aggregate catch hustory of the vessels in each co-op, and facilitate the
formation of an mterco-op agreement to monitor the subdivision of the caps at the co-op level.
NMFS shall require ¢ach co-op agreement to contain provisions that would hrmt 1ts participants

LY

to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries. ~ '_ L "h e _'ﬂ .
6. . Shall be applied throughout the year, except: ~ AR
T a Motherslup sector qualified AFA vessels’ (21 vessels) CV trawl P. cod sideboards shall
be lifted March 1; ‘
" b. . Vessels <125' with less than 1700 mt of annual ayverage landed poilock catch history and,-
made at least 30 P: cod landings in the BSAI from 1995-1997, shall be exempt from the

catcher vessel trawl P. cod sideboard cap.

-
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BSAI PSC Sideboard Caps R | <

Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-pollock target to the PSC cap for that target, and
shall represent an aggregate cap (as with the AFA CP sector).

Attainment by the entire flest of any PSC cap in any target fishery will close directed ﬁshing to
all trawl vessels, even if the AFA vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap

PSC species limited to crab and halibut. :

GOA Groundfish Sideboards

Shall be based on vessel landed groundfish catch between 1995-97. |
Shall be based on non-potlock landed groundfish catch in non-pollock targets as a ratio of the AFA|
vessels’ catch to TAC.

Shall be 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.

NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non- poliock fisheries and allow for
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those specxes should not

‘exceed the caps.

Shall apply to all AFA vessels.

Shall apply at the AFA-eligible catcher vessel sector level in 2000. However, NMFS shall publish
the proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op, |,
and encourage the formation of an inter-co-op agreement to monitor the sub-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. ”

Shall be applied throughout the year except vessels with less than 1700 mt of annual average *
pollock landed catch history and which made at least 40 groundfish landmgs from the GOA from
1995-1997, shall be exempt from GOA groundﬁsh sxdcboards

" |GOA PSC Sideboards Caps

Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-pollock target to the PSC cap for that target, and
shall represent an aggregate cap, sub-divided into deep and shallow water flats.

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

Shall be apporuoned seasonally.

PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS (Crab and Groundfish)

’ (F o review in April 1999) an analys:s be initiated examining options to mitigate potcntxal adverse impacts from
AF A on non-pollock processors including: :

- L.

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

2. Measures to restrict pollock processor activity in non-pollock fisheries to no more than h.lStOl'lC levels

mcludmg options using years 1995, 96 and 97.

_H:\S1221\DOC\SecRevew'\afaca.wpd ' SR ‘ January 2000 -




In order to further the analysis mandated by the AFA: S N L T

I Analys:s should evaluate unpacts at both the facility and corporate level throughout the BSAI and GOA
2. Crab sideboard limits should include all Council altematwes ’

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

before any protectwe measures are u’np]emented

! .
- . . . ottt

NOAA GC has provided an opinion that the Council is restricted under the Act from allowing additional

pollock processors except when the TAC increase by 10 pércent over’ 1997 levels, or one'of the processors
. suffers a total or constructive loss (Section 208(f)(2)) The drscussron prov1ded by NOAA GC w1ll be included
in the a.mendment package S

A

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Crab Processing Sideboards[

] b
1. Adopt a single aggregate processmg cap that would apply toall processmg fac111t1es owned by inshore or
mothershlp sector AF A entities if they recewe pollock from a cooperatwe LV

J ‘J-\.

1

A. NMFS will determine whlch processmg fac:htles are owned by mshore or mothershjp AF A entities

using the “limited 10% rule”
"B. ‘Owhers of mshore or mothershlp AFA pollock fac1ht1es that process crab under the Councﬂ s
""" jurisdiction would be required to ldentlfy to NMFS as part. of their processmg permit reqquements
any processing fac111t1es in which the owner has 10% or more interest using the lumted 10% rule.

t

2. A processing facility is any plant or US documented vessel that processes crab under the jurisdietion of

the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. .
3. Only the timited 10% rule will be used ip..dete‘rrr'u_ning AF Aepti.ties for'purpo'ses of the historic’; processing
" cap. T L e - ,

4. “AFA catcher processors would not bé subject to additional processing sideboar g

oy

e

processing history of US documented processing: -vessels and processmg plants owned by inshore and
mothership AFA entities at the start of the fishing year. S e .

RS
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A. If an inshore or mothership AFA entity sells a crab processing facility to a non-AFA entity, or if
a processing vessel is no longer US documented, the 1995-1997 average processing history of that
plant or vessel is removed from the historic processing cap. Likewise, if an inshore or mothership
AFA entity buys a non-AFA processing plant or US documented vessel, then the 1995-1997
average processing history of that plant or vessel is added to the historic processing cap.

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

et
B

s D. The cap would apply year around.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Groundfish Processing Sideboards_)

|Single Geographic Location

e

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

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

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

BSAI Pollock Allocations
Alternative 1: No action.

Altemaﬁve 2; Change the current inshore/oﬁ"sho're directed pollock allocations in the Bering
‘ Sea/Aleutian Islands FMP to conform with those allocations mandated by the Amencan
" Fisheries Act of 1998. (Preferred)

L4
£ .

GOA Pollo_ck Allocations Sunset Date.

Alternative 1: No ac_tion.‘
" Alternative 2: Extend the sunset date of the current pollock and Pacific cod allocations in the GOA FMP
o to conform with the date mandated for the Bering Sea/Aleutlan Islands area in the
American Fisheries Act of 1998, (Preferred)
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Reglacement Vessels in the BSAI Directed Pollock Frshene o B i

Alternatlvel _ Noactlon. : - S ST T VR

Alternative 2:~' ; _Change restrictions in the BSAI FMP to conform with replacement requirements for '

. .. . eligible vessels under the American Fisheries Act of 1998. (Preferred).

OTHER AFA ACTIONS ‘rom June or October 1999

- *. - -

Whlle not part of the overall rulemakmg assomated with this Amendment package the followmg additional

recommendations of the Council are mcluded here for reference and comtext. - .-

A

Compensation in Shoreside Sector Co-ogs

r....r . : R

" Provide compensation to vessels with offshore history greater than 499 tons (as per Table 10.5).

(u) Unhze the best 2 of 3 years to determme the share of the inshore pollock al]oca.non each vessel brings to .

J aco-op v e . S

re

Lo

1999 Co-op Agreements

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

W
~

-

1. The effectiveness of pollock co-ops in reducing bycatch (all species). - - - - .

2. The effectiveness of management measures to protect other fisheries from adverse 1mpacts caused by the
AFA or pollock co-ops.

3. A discussion:of how transfers within co-ops may affect issues 1 and 2 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 an individual vessel

level to help the co-op and the Council realize the publxc drsclosure requlrements for such mfonnatlon §

: envnsronedeectlon 210(a)(l)(A)ofthe AFA o R Yo

-

. L < PO S
Confidential Catch&Bvcatch ' R '

- As described in the NMFS’ January 28, 1999, discussion paper, the Ceurlcil réquests. NMFS ,t'e"begin 0

- develop the regulatory infrastructure to provide disclosure of:
1. Vessel identification.

2. Harvest amounts:by speeles mcludmg prohibited species and harvest rates of spec1es
Further, the Councd mltlated an analysis to consider use of a dua] form of ﬁsh nekets to be used by NMFS and
ADF &G that would not fall under the State of Alaska’s confidentiality regulatlons

The Councnl requests that ADF&G initiate efforts to change AS 16.05.815 to allow for the release of

conﬁdent:al data as provrded by Sectlon 210(a)(1)(B) and Section 21 l(d) of the AFA,
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The Council urges NMFS to make testing of its new system to capture catch delivery information from
_ shoreline operation a top priority. for implementation this summer. The Council will. write a letter to the
~ Secretary of Commerce highlighting the need for NMFS to budget additional staff and resources to improve
. our catch and bycatch reporting systems in order to aid the Council’s ability to comply with the bycatch
" reduction mandates that were included in the Magnuson-Stevens Act.

l Co-op Discussion Paper

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

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

" Performance Report on 1999 Cooperatives

The Council requests that cooperatives annuallyl must prepare a report containing the information fisted below
for the Council. A preliminary report covering activities through November I by December 1, with a final
report by January 30%.

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

those allacations.
2. . Actual catch and bycatch in pollock by vessel and sndeboarded fisheries by whatever method is
i used to determine those sideboards. ‘ ‘ -
3 Method used to monitor fisheries in which cooperative vessels partxclpated
4. Actions taken by cooperatives to enforce vessel or aggregate catches that exceed allowed catch and

. bycatch in pollock and all sideboarded fisheries.

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

1.3 Organization of the Document

.. This document is structured as follows: Chapter 2 provides a summary of the current status of groundfish,
* herring, halibut, and crab stocks in both the BSAI and the GOA. Chapter 3 contains the Environmental
Assessment (EA) which discusses the proposed actions with regard to potential biological impacts and NEPA
compliance. Chapter 4 discusses the definitions of ‘inshore component’ and “offshore component” under the
AFA and the Magnuson-Stevens Act, and how those definitions affect the implementation of AFA sideboard
provisions, as well as implementation of the sector allocations. Council decision points are raised in that
discussion, including the issue of ‘single geographic location’ as it relates to processor sideboard altematives.

Chapter 5 prowdes a discussion of co-op agreements including required provisions of the AFA and four
specific alternatives raised by the Council which may require Council decisions or direction. Chapter 6 begins
‘ the analysis of the sideboard alternatives and is focused on the offshore (catcher processor) fleet. Chapter 7
deals with catcher vessel sideboards, and is further divided into two main sections - sideboard limits in crab
fisheries, and sideboard limits in groundfish fisheries. Chapter 8 is devoted to the processor sideboard
measures and includes several Council decision points in addition to the basic alternatives outlined by the
Council in February. Foremost among these decision points is the issue of plant vs company vs sector level
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application of sideboard caps, and the issue of defining the ‘entity” to which a particular sideboard appliés (in

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

deferred to Apnl 2000 with regard to groundﬁsh processmg R . P S

'I

Chapter Oisa srgmﬁcant discussion of momtonng ancl lmplementatlon issues related to the formaxlon of co- ops
and the application of sideboard limits.. This Chapter discusses the regulatory infrastructure necessary for co-:

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

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

requirements. - o , - . - i .

Chapter 11 details the Council’s recommeodations and provides a summary analysis of the PREF ERRED

ALTERNATIVES identified by the Council. Most of the Council’s preferred alternatives and options are
addressed elsewhere in the document, while some are explicitly addressed in Chapter 11. Because the list of
alternatives and optlons is lengthy and complex, they are brought together and evaluated collectwely an Chapter
Il . ‘ ' ‘ o i RS TR - -?"'Id.. L

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

*i

and other information sources. ~ .o Comalte

HAS[22 \DOC\SecRevew\afaea, wpd 14 ‘ ‘ D « L January 2000




wougn TS N

2.0 STATUS OF STOCKS AND UNIQUE MANAGEMENT ASPECTS

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

n3

21 BSAI Commercial Groundfish Stocks

Pollock -

" Three stocks of pollock inhabit the BSAl area: the castern Benng _
- -Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Aleutian Basin stock. Exploitation E:astern Bering Sea Pollock

Abundance and Recnuitm ent Trends

s

and abundance of these stocks are very different. The eastern
- Bering Sea pollock stock increased to a peak in 1983, and has
since declined and stabilized at about the Bmsy level. The 1999
projected exploitable biomass is 7,040,000 mt. An F g, harvest
- strategy (F=0.30) resulted in an ABC for 1999 of 992,000 mt,
* based on Model 2. Assuming median recruitment, the adjacent
time series of eastern Bering Sea pollock spawning biomass and
" ABCs are projected by Model | based on an F ., harvest strategy
(Ianelli et al. 1998) Biomass is expected to increase w1th
recruitment of a strong 1996 year-class.

RUCIY U) Sinuoey | ey

Age 3+ Biomass. In Millon xit
-] N -~ - L

The Aleutian Islands pollock stock is considerably smaller than the — - —

- ; . . ; . . rojected biomass and ABC (mf) of
castern Bering Sea and Aleutian Basin stock. Biomass in the Aleutian | castern Bering Sea pollock (Model 1),
area as estimated by the bottom trawl survey has declined drastically | based on F40% harvest strategy. -

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

. harvest strategy based on natural mortality (F=0.75M) resulted in an | Year Biomass ABC
" ABC for 1999 of 23,800 mt. However for 1999, the Council|ay  Larvooo 1913000
“recommended that no directed fishing for poilock occur in the Al area 2001 2,260,000 1,287,000

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

. given current low abundance and the i xmportance of pollock as prey for
steller sea lions.

The Aleutian Basin pollock stock is at low levels. Biomass in the Aleutian Basm area Is estunated by the
hydroacoustic survey in the Bogoslof area. Biomass in the Bogoslof area declined from 2,400,000 mt in 1988
to onty 54,000 mt in 1994, An increase.was observed in 1995, and the projected 1999 exploitable biomass is
403,000 mt. This stock has historically contributed to the Donut Hole fishery, which provided catches of 1.0
to 1.4 million mt during the 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

- allocated the pollock TAC 35% inshore and 65% offshore, with a catcher vessel operational area established
for the pollock “B’ season. Additionally, 7.5% of the pollock TAC was allocated to the community development '
~ program of Western Alaska. These allocations were extended under Amendment 38. The Community
Development quota was increased to 10% of the pollock TAC beginning in 1999 under the American Fisheries
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Act. The American Fishertes Act also changed the pollock allocation to 50% catcher vessel$ delivering inshore,

40% to catcher processors oﬁ‘shore and 10% to catcher vessels dehvermg to rnothershlps
4 DT . B .

The pollock ﬁshery has been affected by ma.nagement measures desrgned to protect Steller sea lions. In 1990 '

roe-stripping of pollock was prohibited, and the Bering Sea pollock fishery was divided into roe and non-roe

fishing seasons. Beginning in 1998, 100% retention was réquired. for pollock. In December 1998, NMFS.
issued a biological opinion that the pollock fishery jeopardized the recovery of Steller sea lions. In response,’
the Council took emergency action to prohibit pollock fishing within 10 nautical miles of numerous rookeries:

and haulouts, reduce the catch of pollock within critical habitat areas, prohibit pollock ﬁshmg in the Aleutlan
Isla.nds area, and create four pollock seasons in the Bering Sea to spread out effort overtime, - = . ' *

- Measures have also been implemented to reduce bycatch in the pollock ﬁshery. Bycatch limits for chum
salmon (42,000), chinook salmon (48,009)i, and herring (196) trigger hotspot area closures that affect the
pollock fisheries in partlcular Regulations were recently adopted to prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear. for

directed pollock fishing to reduce bycatch of halibut and crabs. The bycatch hn'ut for chmook salmon w1lI be .
1ncrementally reduced to only 29,000 salmon by the -year 2003 T e i

e _‘\(

Pamﬁccod_‘ v o i ST T Lot

The BSAI Pactfic cod stock increased to high levels in the mid -‘ o toh S
1990's, then declined. The 1999 exploitable biomass was | -. Eastem Bermg S“’a Pacific Cod

.. Ahundance and Recmmnent Trends

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

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

o L e Projected age 3+ bi d ABC
regulations allow seasonal apportionment of the Pacific cod .TAC o;?:c.ﬁc :og: in me'i;“é‘fr““ (mt)
allocated to vessels usmg ‘hook-and-line or pot'gear. Seasonal| .

Year . Blomass ) 'ABC'

apportionments. will -be divided among trimesters and established{ oo - 1213000 197.000
“through the annual specifications process. Any unused TAC from the | 2000 1,072,000 164,000
. : . 2001 1.021,000 152,000
Jig gear quota will become available to fixed gear on September 15. | 350, 1019.000 ¢ 145000

B R R IV B R SO
Flatfish. - Do T S

. . . Lote st e, ._L,‘ . . ! L T . Ll A',_‘,‘-:,‘-_:_f'

Flatfish species comprise a large proportion of groundﬁsh

ERREH

exploitable biomass in the BSAI Dominant species include ‘l’;‘fgh Spe‘“ﬁ'“'a“"“s (““) for BSAI fltfish fisheries,
vellowfin sole and rock sole. Other abundant or : '
commercially important BSAI flatfish species include Exploitable
arrowtooth flounder,: flathead sole, Alaska plaice; and (Species ~ . - : Biomass "' “ABC .  TAC
Greenland turbot. Biomass of most BSAI flatfish stocks is [YSiowfin sole 3,180,000 - 212,000 207,580 .

Jatively high and has increased as'a result of good |[CCXS0IS, . 2320000 309,000 " 120 G00. |
relanively igh and has increased as' 2 result of. Bo0d |ymowtooth - 819,000°  140,000° | 134,354
recruitment” and low "exploitation. For many flatfish |flatheadsole © - 636,000 ' 77300 - -77.300.
species, recruitment in more recent years has been low; jother flatfish J* - 618,000 .:154,000 . . 154,000

) . Greenland turbet 177,000 14,200 9,000

HAS122 1\DOC\SecRevewhafaea. wpd 6t - : vsd ot % T January 2000




BSAl Rocksole

Abundarce and Recryttment Tesnts
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BSAl Arrowtootn Flounder

Adundance and Recruliment Trends
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Atka Mackerel

consequently, ‘stock declines are
expected in coming years. Fisheries
have been unable to fully harvest the
exploitable biomass of any of the flatfish
species or complexes due to halibut
and crab bycatch limits and
conservative quotas. The current catch
specifications for BSAI flatfish stocks
ts summarized in the adjacent table.

Unlike biomass of other flatfish
species in the BSAI, biomass of
Greenland turbot is at low levels and
declining. Biomass has declined due-
to poor year classes from 1981-
1997. Catch has also declined from
a peak of 57,000 mt in 1981 to only
about 9,000 mt in [998. Biomass is

BSA! Yalawfin Sale

Abundenca ard Recrutmant Trends

RSA: Gresniand Tuwroot
Abundoncw and Racrutrment Trends.

Nline, 00 2

BaBHH B
L A R A A ™

_ projected to continue declining due to poor recruitment, Greenland turbot
were harvested almost exclusively (>90%) by trawl gear until the early
1990's when longlines became the dominant gear type for this species.
No halibut bycatch has been apportioned for a directed trawl fishery since

1996, effectively prohibiting this gear type from targeting turbot.
r o~ e X

Atka ﬁlackerel_ are found in quantity along the Aleutian Islands,

and to a lesser extent in the western Guif 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 dechined. Catches
increased from 15,000 mt in 1989 to 104,000 in 1996. The
projected 1999 BSAI exploitable biomass is 595,000 mt, with an
_ ABC of 73,300 mt. The most recent assessment suggests that this
stock will continue to decline in the near term. Atka mackerel in
the Gulf of Alaska are essentially from the same stock as the BSAIL
No rehable estimate of biomass exists for GOA Atka mackerel, but

"

Aleutians Atka Mackerz!
Abundance and Recruitment Trends

SUOfIE v KRRy T oy

] i F
7ore 81 84 85 87 8 91 @ 95 9r 9%

- the population is clearly significantly smaller than found in the

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

Amendment 34 established a gear allocation for Atka mackerel, beginning in 1998 A total of 1% of the
Eastern Aleutian Islands/Bering Sea subarea TAC is allocated to jig gear. Once the jig fleet takes its 1%
allocation, their allocation will increase to 2% for future years.
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Management measures have also been taken to reduce the impacts of an Atka mackerel fishery on Steller sea
1101‘15 Atka mackerel are an important prey for Steller sea lions. In June 1998, ‘the Council adopted regulations
to disperse the Atka mackerel fishery, both temporally and spatially, to reduce localized depletions of Atka’
‘ mackerel The TAC will now be equally split into two seasons, and the amount taken within sea lion cnt:calf

- habltatwﬂl be limited. T TR

I.

PaciﬁcOceanPcrch- ‘ - SR o ‘

i Lo v

Pacific ocean perch are the dorninant species of red rockfish in - Sacific 'bcean Perehl B
the north Pacific, and are caught primarily along the Aleutian . Stock Synthesis Age 9+ Biomass - - .
Islands, and to a lesser extent in the eastern 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 early 1980's has boosted the Al perch exploitable -
biomass from the early 1980's though the Ilate-'1990%. -
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 Alentian-Islands area is, .- - ' Yo emE T :
pro;ected to remain stable in commg years. .o L . i

eutians

O’therRockﬁsh 7 l o ‘:‘ . ,,._f-:; Cod

“Numerous spec1es of rockﬁsh mhablt the BSAI and are managed by SpECleS complex.” Shortrakcr and
rougheye rockfish are managed as one unit in the Aleutian Islands. The projected 1999 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 rockfish.” The projected 1999 exploitabie
biomass of other red rockfish is 11,600 mt, with an ABC of 267 mt. The “other rockfish” complex is
composed of thornyheads and other Sebastes species. The 1999 ABCs for “other rockfish” are 369 mt in the
eastern Bering Sea and 685 mt in the Aleutlan Isla.nds area. Abundance trends for these spec1es are not
avadable : : ‘ ' , A e : -

Amendment 53 allocated the AI shortraker/rougheye TAC between trawl and ﬁxed gear ﬁshenes Thnrty"
percent of the TAC is allocated to fixed gear and 70% to vessels using trawl gear S L

Jf ¢ ".‘“ . ) i . i--. -

2:2 _GOA Commerc:al Groundﬁsh Stocks' R : R

Walley_ePollock L B BRI R ".-.l

[ i

Pollock in the Gulf of Aldska (GOA) are managed asa smgle stock | Aff,";'if; ’:ﬂ::fu:ﬁ';';?.ﬁfn i

that is separate from the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island pollock - -as. . - . a3

WUy g oby

stocks. For 1999, exploitable biomass (age 3+) in the GOA was |¢ > Blomass . 10
projected at 738,000 mt. Catch specifications were the following: £ | . : 2s
ABC=100,920 mt (includes Western Central and Eastern Gulf ¥ ;] AR DV
ABC), TAC=100,920 mt. Pollock are of medium- relative £ 1] R T 10
.abundance and are harvested at 100% of ABC. The 1994  year-class : :: Lol I E !El ol ::

is forecast to be above average and has been observed pnmanlym 7o ® 8 & ® % o3 s s om

Year
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Shehkof Strait. Preliminary information suggests weak year-c!asses in £995 and 1996, and a moderate 1997
year-class. Under these recruitment scenarios of year class strength, the spawner biomass is expected to decline
though 2003,

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

Pacific Cod

~ Pacific cod, also known as grey cod, are moderately fast-growing and short-lived fish. The 1999 exploitable

biomass {age 3+) was projected to be 648,000 mt. The 1999 specifications were: ABC = 84,400 mt and TAC
=67,835. The difference between TAC and ABC was that some TAC was set aside as the guideline harvest
level for State of Alaska pot and jig fisheries. Pacific cod are of medium relative abundance and are fully
exploited. The stock is projected to decline as a result of poor year-classes produced from 1990-1994.
Preliminary indications of the 1995 year class indicate it may be above average, however.

The Pacific cod stock is exploited by a multiple-gear fishery, | mmpmpﬁoogs
ce and Recruitrnent Tren

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% mn the Western Area and Kodiak and
Chignik subareas of the Central area for [999. The state GHLs are 5; . HH
allowed to ramp up to 25% of thé federal quota when area guideline | “'n o © w » ® o 2 x ® ©
harvest levels are achieved. For trawl fisheries in the EEZ, cod : Year .

harvests have been constrained by halibut bycatch limits. ‘

e P o=
[ D B -

&
(suonnw)

Blomass [MiHllons mt)
Juswyniaey ¢ o8y -

"S5 3EBREE

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

caught

Flatfish
The flatfish assemblage has been divided into - several — ,
categories for management purposes. Catch limits for Cateh specifications (mt) for GOA flatfish fisheries,
1999,

ﬂatﬁsh are specified separately for flathead sole, rex sole, . . ,
arrowtooth flounder, the déep water flatfish complex |Species Biomass ABC TAC

{ ‘ plex |Species ) \
(Dover sole, Greenland turbot, and deep-sea sole), and {deepwater flats 78,000 6,050 16,050
the shatlow water flatfish complex (rock sole, yellowfin ;;’;Jigifwam fats. 3’@‘888 42‘128‘ 189’;38
sole, Alaska plaice, and other flatfish). Summary |g..tcad sole 206,000 26110 9.040
information for the flatfish assemblages is provided inthe |arrowtooth 2,127,000 .217,110 35,000
adjacent table.
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Far and away the dominant flatfish species in the Gulf of Alaska is |-
arrowtooth flounder. Arrowtooth flounder biomass in the GOA
appear to be at peak levels, but is lightly exploited. Arrowtooth
. flounder are presently of limited economic importance. Little to no
effort.is directed at catching this species, although commercial
interest is growing. Prior:to 1996, they frequently .served as
“ballast” against allowable retainable bycatch of other species.. ..

. 1 r
b e . N

Blomass (MilloNs me]
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h

N
a

=
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-
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GULF OF ALASKA ARROWTOOTH

- . Abundance and Recruitment Trends '

Biomass
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' . Year =
Rockfish - A
At least 30 rockfish species of the genus Sebastes
inhabit the Gulf. Since 1988, rockfish have been | Rockfish assemblages in the Gulf of Alaska. -

_divided inlo tbree management assemblages based on ' Pelagle “ Demersal
thew habitat and_'chstnbutlon: slope, pelagic shelf,- Slope g ls: Shelf % “Shelf

and demersal shelf rockfish.- In 1991, the slope | Rockiish ' Rockfish ‘Rockfish- -
assemblage was divided'into- three management | Pacific O Ocean Perch - . -Dusky . .. Canary °
subgroups: Pacific. ocean . perch- :(POP),  |.Shortraker/Rougheye |, .Widow ' « .. China
shortraker/fougheye rockfish, and all other species of . 'g:hf:er?ckﬁsh : - Yellowail .'CQEE’III’;; &
slope rockfish. In 1993, a fourth management” | _paequin ‘Rosethorn -
subgroup, northern rockfish, was also created. In - sharpchin Tiger
1997, black rockfish and blue rockfish were removed | - redstripe - Yelloweye -
from the pelagic shelf complex, and designated for .

" ‘management by the State -of ‘Alaska. In 1998, a . : .
prohibition on trawling in the Guif of Alaska east-of

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

~ -

Outside portion of the Eastern Area. Summary mformatton for the*slope pelaglc shelf, and demersal shelf

rockfish assemblages is provided below

oL

Slopej_Rgc.Lﬁsh_: The prim‘ary‘co_rmnercial rockfish 's'pecies in'the
Gulf of Alaska is Pacific Ocean Perch (commonly referied to by its

acronym POP). For 1999, exploitable biomass was projected to be -
242,300 mt. Catch' specifications for 1999 were the following: '35
ABC = 13,120 mt,. TAC = 12,590 mt. POP are at medium |2
abundance afier. reaching a fow point in the mid 1980's. A é
rebuilding plan for POP was implemented in 1995, and the stock |a

was considered rebuilt in 1997 Relatively strong recent year-
classes appear to have contributed to increased abundance.

g ...

g

g 8

=

GLLF OF ALASKA POP
Abundance and Recruitment Trend

77 79081 W 65 97 89 o1 W 95 07 99
Year

e &8 8

g 8-

{s0001}
WswlinIaey z 96y

8

"lg

Pelagzc Shelf. Rockﬁsh =The' pelaglc shelf rockﬁsh (PSR) assemblage n the Gulf mcludes three species: dusky
rockfish, widow rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish. This assemblage was separatéd from slope rockﬁsh in 1988,

=

’ s Ta

The PSR exploitable biomass for 19991 is prOJected at 54 220 mt. Catch Spec1ficat10ns were ABC 4,880 and -

TAC = 4,880.

Demersal 5heif Roclg‘ish - The demersal shelf rockﬁshes (DSR) assemblage is compnsed of séven species of

PN

bt

LT

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

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

s

Thornvhead Rockfish

The thornyhead rockfish assemblage consists of two species: GLLF OF ALASHA THORNYHEADS
shortspine and longspine thornyheads. The current assessment for Abundance and Recraftment Trends
thomyheads is based on a size-based, age-structured model. The
1999 estimate of exploitable biomass for thornyheads is 53,216
mt, Assuming average recruitment when fished at the F, rate,

thornyheads are expected to decline. For 1999, the ABC was E”' i ”E “ |
specified at 1,990 mt. The abundance of this complex is relatively . "I“E i I 1
high and recent harvests have been between 50-90% of the ABC. T TS 85 85 B B M W KT ®
Due to the long-lived nature of this species, the overall harvest | : Year

rate recommendation is low at about 4% of the total age 5+

biomass.

8
g
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8
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Sablefish

" “The sablefish resource of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and

Gulf of Alaska are considered one stock. However, the resource is ] mmmnm“
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 1,340 mt. i i LEAREdddlalile
In the Aleutians, projected 1999 biomass is 26,000 mt with ABC nEEmsERNL®ER
specified at [,860 mt. The GOA ABC was set at 12,700 mt. i

Biomass of the sablefish stock off Alaska is projected to decline

somewhat in coming years. :

BgEgs
(suonw)
wIwynIsy g aby
R I

Blomass (10005 mt}
SLLENE
g

. It is important to note that the TAC for sablefish is apportioned among gear types. In the Benng Sea, 50% of
the sablefish is allocated to trawl gear, and 50% to fixed gear. In the Aleutians region, 25% is allocated to
trawl gear, and 75% to fixed gear. Longlined pots are a legal gear type for sablefish in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands, but not in the Gulf of Alaska. Sablefish in the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska is
allocated 30% to hook-and- line gear and 20% to trawl gear. In the Eastern Gulf of Alaska, the sablefish TAC
is allocated 95% to hook-an-line gear and 5% to trawl gear. The fixed gear apportionment of the sablefish
TAC is managed under the IFQ program, which began in 1995. Twenty percent of the fixed gear allocation
is reserved for use by CDQ participants. Important state water sablefish fisheries occur in Chatham Strait,
Clarence Strait, Prince William Sound, and the Aleutians. .
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2.3 ‘Pacific Halibut Stock

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

i

The dlrected halibut longline fishery is p'rosecuted under the

halibut/sablefish individual fishing quota (IFQ) program, which '

began in 1995. The Pacific halibut stock is managed by the International Pacific Halibut Comm:ssmn (IPHC)
who sets the annual catch SpeClﬁcatlonS The 1999 total [IFQ TAC for all areas (2Cto 4E) was estabhshed at
58.39 nulllon pounds. : o .

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

2.4 Pacific Hemng Stock

Pacific hemng ﬁshenes are managed by the State of Alaska ° A,,Buﬂfﬁffim}:“iﬁ:,,gﬁ |
Fisheries occur in specific areas of the Bering Seaand Gulf of - L
Alaska when fish come inshore to spawn. In the Bering Sea, - |-:
catches peaked dramatically in 1970 at more than 108,000 mt,: .
then declined to about 19,000 mt in 1977. Since then, catches
have risen steadily to about 35,000 mt per year. In the Gulf of
Alaska, catches peaked at over 100,000 mt in' 1936. Following :
years of reduced catches in the late 1960's, hemng catches have.
increased in recent years. C

Herring are also taken incidental to groundfish trawl fisheries, [
particularly in the pollock fishery. In the Bering Sea, the herring
PSC limit for trawl gear is determined each year as part of the TAC 2
specification process. Bycatch of herring is limited to 1% of thei| Wi Winter .
estimated eastern Bering'Sea adult biomass, and the limit is further | . . .

apportioned by-target fishery. ' If a fishery reaches its herring | - B
apportionment, then that fishery is prohibited from fishing in |
specified Herring Savings Areas. These Herring Savings Areas are

depicted in the adjacent ﬁgure ' - g =
) i 1 . L

115w 170W 185W RS

_Bering Sea

Summer A

Gulf of Alaska
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25 Major Bermg Sea Crab Stocks

Bristol Bav Red Kma Crab

After declining abundance throughout the 1960s and reaching a Bristol Bay Red King Crab

Abundance and Cateh

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 N e ]
closure of the Bristol Bay fishery in 1983. In 1984, the stock mow o m e mwwsw
showed some recovery and a limited fishery was reestablished.
Between 1984 and 1993, the fishery continued at levels considerably below those of the late 1970's,
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s there was little sign of a large year-class in this stock. Because the abundance
of female crab was below threshold, the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery was closed in 1994 and 1993, as was
the fishery for Tanner crab in Zone | east of 163° West longitude. The fishery reopened in 1996, and catches
Jhave increased to 16.4 million pounds in 1998. A large year-class (presumably the 1990 year-class) is entering
the fishery, and should provide stable catches for the next couple of years.

"4 SUOLERN U] Y2ED

PSC limjts for Zone 1 red king crah,

Crab abundance affects groundfish fisheries because bottom

trawl fisheries in specific areas are closed when prohibited |Crab Abundance * PSC Limit
- species catch (PSC) limits of C. bairdi Tanner crab, C. 0pilio |y, treshold or 14.5 million tbs ' 35,000

_crab, and red king crab are taken. Amendment 37 established |  of effective spawning biomass (ESB) - :

. stairstep procedure for determining PSC limits for red king A"‘;‘S’en‘fﬂ"l?o‘:’lfs* ‘;‘f‘g’s“é"w 100,000
crab taken in Zone | trawl fisheries: PSC limits are based on | abave 55 miltion tbs of ESB
abundance of Bristol Bay red king crab as shown in the T
© adjacent table. Given NMFS and ADF&G's 1998 abundance estimate for Bristol Bay red king crab, a Zone
1 PSC hmlt 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
poliock fisheries. . :

200,000

Bering Sea

et Agni 1 -June 13

Several areas have been closed to trawling to reduce potential adverse
impacts on crab and other resources.  The Pribilof Islands Conservation
Area 1s closed to all trawling year-round to protect blue king crabs.

Pribitof lsdands ﬁ:
Consarvation Aren

.

Y -

Fishing is prohibited with non-pelagic trawling in the Red King Crab
gt A~ 7" GulfofAlaska Savings Area (162° to 164° W, 56° to 57° N) year-round. This area
o e == e is known to have high densities of adult red king crab. To allow some

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

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

Bering Sea Tanner Crab -
Abundaneeandcm:h T

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

. to over 36 million pounds in 1980. The 1980 peak catch was
followed by a collapse resulting in low landings (<0.5 million
Ibs) from [981-1985, and finally no fishery i1 1986 and 1987.
The fishery reopened in 1988, and landings increased to over 60 ..
million pounds in [990. A decline followed and the ﬁshery has, -
beén closed since 1996. B ,

885883

T e suopp a yyeD

This stock is currently at very low abundance. The 1998 .
estimates of legal males and large females 'are the lowest in the history of the NMFS borr.om trawl survey:
Based on overfishing definitions adopted under Amendment 7, the bairdi stock is below the established”
minimum stock size threshold, and consequently has been declared “overfished”. A rebuilding plan has been
adopted by the Council. .Although-the near-term outlook for this stock is'bleak, some 31gns of recm:tment are

begmnmg to appear in the NMFS survey data g,
R . - S
For groundﬁsh trawl fishenes separate Tanner (C Amendment 41 PSC limits adopted for bairdi Tanner crab.
bairdi)- crab PSC.limits are set_for Zone | and Zon¢ 2. {zene ° Abundance PSC Limit
These limits may be further allocated among the ; g 3 ...0 50 il e : Sosofas dm S
: : : one , million crabs . 0.5% of abundance . .

pollock/mackerel/other species, Pacific cod, rock sole, 50270 million crabs | 750000
turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth, rockfish, and yellowﬁn sole | .- 270400 million crabs . . 850,000 .. '
fisheries. When a:fishery. exceeds its PSC limit in one [ - - 5 Oover 400 million “’abs'f 1000, 000-.
zone, trawling is closed for that zone for the remainder of | Zéne 2 "0-175 miltion Grabs v : “1.2% of abundance

" imi irdi 1 T 0 175-290 million crabs - + 2,100,000
the year.“Under Ameudment 41, PSC ‘llrruts for balrd:l m k . 290400 milion cabe 530000
Zones | and 2 are based on total abundance of bairdi. | .. *  §yer 400 million crabs - - 3,000,000

crab as indicated by the NMFS trawl survey. Based on ‘
1998 abundance (156.5 million crabs), the PSC limit for. C. bairdi'in. 1999 was 750, 000 crabs in Zone 1 and’
1,878,000 crab in Zone 2. Note that in 1998, the Council adopted a provision to reduce bairdi.crab bycatch._
by an additional 50,000 crab as part of the regulatlon prohlbrtmg the use of bottom trawl gear for pollock |
fisheries. . PR \ ,

SnowCrab‘ 4 T ' : W Tt

Catch of Bering Sea snow crab (C oprlao) mcreased from under | rrulllon pounds in 1974 to gver 3 15 rmlhon b
pounds in 1992.: The 1992 peak catch was followed by reduced landings through 1996. The stock quickly f
_rebounded with good recruitment, however, ‘and landings mcreased to 250 mllhon pounds in 1998. The'1999
_fishery opens on January 1§ with a guideline harvest [evel of 196 -+ - e e e
million pouids. The abundance of this stock:has peaked, and is -~ ?e. - ' :
expected to decline rapidly in the coming year or two. The stow | |7 -
crab stock is below the established minimum stock size threshold, ~:|
.and consequently has been declared “overfished”. A rebuilding ..
plan has been adopted by the Council. Based on length frequency
data from the NMFS trawl survey, there-does not appear to be
any significant level of recruitment forthcoming.

. Bering Sea Snow Crab .
. Ahundlncc nnd Cu!ch
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Under Amendment 40, . PSC limits of snow crab (C. opilio) for

_groundfish trawl fisheries are based on total abundance of opilio crab

as indicated by the NMFS survey. The snow crab PSC cap is set at

0.1133% of the Bering Sea snow crab abundance index, with a

: ‘ ™ minimum PSC of 4.5 'million snow crab and a maximum of 13

newntone a®c S 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 1998 survey

indicated a total population of 3.23 billion crabs. Therefore the 1999

' snow crab PSC limit was established at 4,500,000 crabs. Note that

in 1998, the Council adopted a provision to reduce snow crab bycatch by an additional 150,000 crab as part
of the regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl gear for pollock fisheries.

26 Alaska Scallops

Weathervane scallops have been the targét of a very small fishery [
since the late 1960's. The overall magnitude of the weathervane Weathervane Scallop

~ scallop resource off Alaska is thought to be very limited based on o Alasica Landings
survey and fishery information. Although Amendment 6

* establishes OY at-0 to 1.24 million pounds’ of shucked meats, Frsoo
catches are constpained by crab bycatch limits. Recent landings- | ém'
have been in the order of 800,000 pounds. g -

(=]

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

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

new entry into the scallop fishery while a more comprehensive

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

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

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

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

An enwronmental assessment (EA) as descnbed by the Natlonal Enwronmental POlle Act (NEPA) of 1969
is used to determine whether the action considered will result in significant irapact 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 ai'fectmg the human
enwronment an environmental unpact statement (EIS) must be prepared

The enwronmenta.l unpacts generally assoc:ated wtth fishery management actions are effects resultmg from
(1) harvest of fiski 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 environinent as a result of fishing practices, e.g.,
effects of gear use and fish processing discards; and (3) entanglement/entrapment of non-target organlsms in
active or inactive fishing gear. :

CIR
b

An analysis of the effects of groundfish ﬁshmg on the ecosystem, social, and economic env1ronment 18
eontamed in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on the Groundfish Total Allowable Catch
Specifications and Prohibiteéd Species Catch Limits (NMFS 1998a). Descriptions of the affected environment:

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

temperature and nutrient regimes at 3.1.4, currents at 3.1.5, groundfish and their management at 3.3, marine-
mammals at 3.4, seabirds at 3.5, benthic infauna and epifauna at 3.6, prohibited species at'3.7, and the.
socioeconomic environment at 3.10. Additionally, the status of each target species category, biomass estimates,
and acceptable biological catch specifications are presented both in summary and in detail in the annual GOA
and BSAI stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) reports. The projections for fishing year 1999 are
contained in the 1998 SAFE reports (NPFMC 1998a; 1998b.) . Chaptcr 2 of tlus document summarizes: the
current status for the ma_;or spemes in both the BSAI and GOA . L

This Environmental Assessment tiers oﬂ' the SEIS (N MEFS 1998a) which analyzed the effects of groundfish-' :

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

NMFS notes that in a July 8, 1999, order, amended on July 13; 1999, the court in Greenpeace, et al., v. NMFS..
etal.. Civ-No. 98-0492 (W.D. Wash.) held that the SEIS did not adequately address aspects of the GOA and-
BSAI 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 preparirig a programmatic SEIS for the.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

‘ﬁ\-

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

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

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

successfully form cooperatives in 2000, we anticipate a significantly greater temporal dispersion of the®

~ fishery, especially during the summer and fall months as the Olympic-style race for fish is eliminated. The-

st

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 summer®
months and will wish to delay pollock operations until late summer, after the salmon fishing seasons are

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

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

formation of cooperatives in the inshore sector is expected to provide for a more natural dispersion of

inshore pollock operations over time and space as the different inshore operations pursue different business

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

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

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

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

-

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

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

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

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

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

3.1 Food-web I.nteractlons

Lot

The marine food-web of North Pacific marine fishes are complek (Livingston and .Gbiney 1_983).7 Numerous-

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

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

The Bering Sea ecosystem has been changing throughout its recorded history. Changes are recorded primarily
in terms of large and sometimes sudden population fluctuations (National Research Council 1996). The eastern

Bering Sea fish assemblage probably became pollock-dominated in the late 1960s and early 1970s, and a

similar shift probably occurred in the western Bering Sea as well.
Decisions related to how much and what combinations of fish are harvested each year are made during annual
total allowable catch (TAC) determinations. Impacts associated with harvest quotas are evaluated in separate
NEPA, documents, most recently in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a) and the 1999 TAC EA (NMFS 1998b). This
EA assesses the implementation of AFA pollock allocations and cooperatives and considers rules affecting
allocation of the harvest. These rules do not directly impact or change total allowable harvest levels

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

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

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

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

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

j' .

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

woas

33 SC&blI‘dS
i
As stated in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a page 562 through 573), information voids for various aspects of seablrd
ecology make it difficult to predict impacts of fishery management on seabirds. Lacking are diet and foraging
ecology information for most seabird species during autumn, winter, and early spring; the seasons of greatest
activity by the pollock trawl fishery. Also lacking are oceanographic and food-web information relative to
- seabird diet and foraging.

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

-Seabird popula.tions usually are limited by their food supply to a much greater degree than by other factors¥
I the management measures employed cause a change in forage abundance or availability they could cause

alarge-scale, long-term changes in seabird populations. Not enough information exists, however, to estimate

‘whether changes in seabird forage abundance or availability will occur as a result of these proposed:
management measures. Whether the proposed management measures will have a positive, negative, or even
measurable impact on seabird populations cannot be estimated from information currently available.

Food consumption by seabirds depends not only on forage stocks in their feeding areas, but also on the
availability of stocks to the birds. All seabirds forage on concentrations of prey, which are created by prey
schooling behavior or by physical processes in the water column. Different seabirds species require different
foraging conditions and have different strategies for adapting to changes. When conditions are not suitable for
foraging, even a large stock of prey may be unavailable to birds. Relationships between forage availability and -
stock sizes are virtually unknown at present. For instance, fishery independent physical factors (such as
strength of upwellings) may influence both forage production and its availability to seabirds; other factors that
make prey available to birds (such as schooling behavior) may partially be determined by stock sizes: and still
other factors (such as water column ‘stratification) may vary independently of stocks. Neither the no action
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 (lanternfishes), Bathylagidae (deep-sca smelts), Ammodytidae

(Pacific sand lance), Trichodontidae (Pacific sand fish), Pholidae (gunnels), Stichaeidae (pricklebacks,
warbonnets, eeclblennys, cockcombs, and shannys), Gonostomatidae (bristlemouths, Lightfishes, and

H:AS1221\DOC\SecRevewiafaea. wpd ' 29 ‘ January 2000



anglemouths), and the Order. Euphausiacea (krill). Only the species included in the new forage fish catégory
estabhshed in 1998 in amendments 36 and 39 to the BSAI and GOA FMPs are dlscussed in tlus section.. O
Bycatch amounts of some of the forage spemes have been recorded in BSAI and GOA groundﬁsh fisheries in
previous years. Smelts have been recorded more regularly than some of the other groups, and no reporting
previous to 1998 has been done for species such as Euphausiacea and Gonostomatidae. Forage species catch-
"under status quo management is estimated in Tables 4-25 through 4-35 of the SEIS (NMFS 1998a) Datain -
rows under the target fishery heading “Pelagic Pollock™ and “Bottom Pollock™ are applicable to the proposed”
management measures. The proposed action to prohibit use of nonpelagic trawl gear in the BSAI directed  ~™
pollock fishery (FMP.amendment 57) may result in a slight increase in the “Pelagic Pollock” catch proportional
to the rediction in “Bottom Pollock™ catch of pollock. - Based on information in Tables 4-25 and 4-35 of the
SEIS indicating no differerices in forage species catch in the pelagic and bottom trawl pollock fisheries, and
given that 98.5 percent of the pollock catch-in the directed fishery already is taken with pelagic trawl gear * "~ -
(NMFS '1999f), NMFS does not anticipate changes in the catch of forage species resulting from any spatial ' -
or temporal change i m the pollock fishenes resultmg from this actlon or any of its a.ltematrves

35 Target Spec:les

The proposed action and alternatives to it would result in similar relative impacts to target species as the status

quo fisheries. That is, sea lion protecttve measures that will be implemented under a separate action will

generally dictate when and where pollock harvests may occur and the same amount of total harvest will occur

from the same management areas. Likewise, the same species of fish will be harvested at the exploitation levels

determined in the TAC setting process and the sex ratio and size of fish harvested would be similar. However,

under fishery co-ops promoted under the preferred altemative, the spatial and temporal locations from which :

fish are harvested are expected to more closely reflect the biomass distribution .of pollock. This effect a O
assumedly reflects a positive influence on how fisheries are conducted relative to potential impacts on Bering "

Sea pollock. Similar but less predictable effects may occur for other species harvested by AFA vessels to the

extent that fishery co-ops-are able to promote a more rationalized approach to the harvest of sideboard species
~ for which directed fishing by AFA vessels would be atithorized. Given that sideboard amounts of non Bering
pollock are not allocations, but rather harvest limits that must be competed for with non AFA vessels, the
benefits accrumg from AF Al sideboard limits in ratronallzmg non pollock target ﬁshenes lrkely w111 be lrmrted

LJ

3.6 Flshmg Gear Impacts

The otter trawl is the pnnc:pal gear used in the drrected pollock ﬁshenes in the GOA and BSAI Amendment

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

of pollock to nonpelagic trawl gear.- Pelagic trawls may, however, be fished on the bottom and, in some cases, - -~
may come in 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 pollock fishery alone is enough to comprise a measurable reduction of impacts that have-
accrued from other fisheries that will continue to use bottom trawl geari.e. the Pa.cxﬁc cod, rock sole yellowfm

-

. sole, and Atka maekerel fisheries.. ..o .o L . : T =
"g W "\ ' .- - -”-' Y "_:.f‘.'n. e L ) LI il S
The proposed action or alternatives to the proposed action are not expected. to result 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 Prohtbited Species

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

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

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

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

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

3.8 Impacts to Marine Habitat

An assessment of impacts to habitat described as Essentral Fish Habitat (EFH) is required in the intenm ﬁnal-r_-.

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

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

* ’ g

1) a descnptlon of the proposed action; ‘

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

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

4) proposed mitigation, if applicable.

Amendment 55 tothe Gulf of Alaska Groundfish, Amendment 55 to the Groundﬁsh in the Bering Sea/Aleutian
Islands Area, Amendment 8 to the Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Crab, and Amendment 5 to the Scallop
Fisheries Off Alaska Fishery Management Plans contain descriptions of EFH for the subject fishery
management areas. The fishery management plan species with EFH descriptions associated with this proposed
action are: arrowtooth flounder, Alaska plaice, dusky rockfish, flathead sole, Pacific cod, Pacific ocean perch,
rock sole, dover sole, rex sole, sablefish, Atka mackerel, shortraker rockfish, rougheye rockfish; skates,
sculpins, sharks, octopus, squid, thornyhead rockfish, yellow-eye rockfish, walleye pollock, yellowfin sole, and
' forage fish {eulachon, capelin, sand lance, sand fish, Myctophids, euphausiids, phohds stichaeids). :

The proposed action is a complex of regulatory changes affecting dlstnbutron patterns of harvest among
- existing users. Descriptions of the action are in section 1, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 of this document. The
complex of actions does not directly change the total amount of fish harvested or the species of groundfish
harvested or taken as bycatch. To the extent fishing for pollock is conducted under fishery co-ops authorized
_under the AFA, fishing effort could be further dispersed in time and space relative to the status quo fishery.
Therefore, it is this federal agency’s view that this action is not expected to have an adverse impact on habitat

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewiafaca wpd 31 _ ' January 2000



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 O
not see a need for additional management measures directed: toward m:tlgatmg marine habltat unpacts in

connection w1th this action. - -* ) . s -_: , e -

3.9 Endangered Speeres Act Consrderatlons ST DRI LT 1_ L
. ' ' i - .

The Endangered Specres Actof 1973 as amended ( 6 US.C: 1531 et seq; ESA) prowdes for the conservanon o

of endangered and threatened species of fish, wildlife, and plants.~The program is administered jointly by thes

NMFS for most marine mammal species, marine and anadromous fish species, and marine plants specres and )

by the USFWS for bird specres and terrestrial and freshwater wﬂd.hfe a.nd plant species. ... .. s

The desigpation of an ESA listed species is. based ot the brologrcal heaJth of that specres .The status
determination is either threatened or endangered. - Threatened species are those likely to become endangered -
in the foreseeable future [16 U.S.C. § 1532(20)]. Endangered species are those in danger of becoming extinct :
throughout all or a significant portion of their range [16 U.S.C. § 1532(20)]. Species can be listed as
endangered without first being listed as threatened. The Secretary of Commerce, acting through NMFS; is
authorized to list marine fish, plants, and mammals (except. for walrus and sea otter) and anadromous fish !
species. . The Secretary of the Intérior, acting through the USFWS, is-authorized to'list walrus and sea otter,

seabirds, terrestrial plants and wildlife, and freshwater fish and plant species.-

In addition to listing species under the ESA, the critical habitat of a newly listed species must be designated .
concurrent with its listing to the "maximum extent prudent and determinable” [16 U.S.C. § 1533(b)(1)(A}].
The ESA defines critical habitat as those specific areas that are essential to thé conservation of a listed species’
and that may be in fieed of special consideration. Federal agencies aré prohibited from undertaking actions that + - O
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 cntrcal habrtat desrgnatrons ' L :

Federal agencres;have an aﬂirmatrve mandate to.con;erve'listed species (Rohlf 1989)." One assurance of this
is Federal actions, activities or authorizations (hereafter referred to as Federal action) must be in compliance -
with the provisions of the ESA. Section 7 of the Act provides a mechanism for consultation by the Federal
action agency with the appropriate expert agency (NMFS or USFWS). Informal consultations, resulting in
letters of concurrence, are conducted for Federal actions that have no advefse affects on the listed species.
~ Formal consultations, resulting in biological opinions,‘are conducted for Féderal actions-that may have an
adverse affect on the listed species. Through the biological opinion, a determination is made as to whether the -
proposed action poses "jeopardy" or "no jéopardy" of extinction to the listed species.. If the determination is -
that the action proposed (or ongoing) will cause jeopardy, reasonable and prudent altermatives may be
suggested which, if implemented, would modify the action to no longer pose the jeopardy of extinction to the
listed species. - These reasonable and prudent alteratives must be incorporated into the Federal action if itiis"
to proceed.| A biological opinion with the conclusion of no jeopardy may contain a series of management. -
measures intended to further reduce the negative impacts to the listed species. These management alternatives
are advisory to the action agency [50 C.F.R. § 402.24(j)]. Ifa likelihood exists of any taking' occurring during
premulgation of the action, an incidental take statement may be appended to a biological opinion to provide
. . : oo : T : a3,

. RN

Tl Lo r DU . S S

e

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

statement 1s not the equivalent of a pemut to take.

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

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

" eleven Pac:ﬁc salmon three seabirds, and one albatross.

Table 3.1 Spec1es currently listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA and occumng in the GOA
-~ and/or BSAI groundfish management areas.

it e Sekeh . £

Northern Right Whale ‘ . Balaena glacialis - Endangered

Bowhead Whale ! : " " Balaena mysticetus Endangered

Sei Whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered

Blue Whale S Balaenoptera musculus Endangered

Fin Whale _ Balaenoptera physalus Endangered

Humpback Whale : Megaptera novaeangliae . Endangered

Sperm Whale ' Physeter macrocephalus Endangered

Snake River Sockeye Salmon Onchorynchus nerka Endangered

Short-tailed Albatross . Phoebastria albatrus Endangered

Steller Sea Lion ' _ Eumetopias jubatus Endangered and

: ‘ ‘ Threatened *

.Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha’ Threatened

_ Snake River Spting/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 Onchorynchus tshawytscha - Threatened =
" Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook Onchorynchus tshawytscha -+ Endangered = - ¥
Salmon . ' . :

Upper Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Endangered

Snake River Basin Steethead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Lower Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Upper Willamette River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Middle Columnbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened

Spectacled Eider o - Somateria fishcheri -~ Threatened

Steller’s Eider ' Polysticta stelleri Threatened

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

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

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

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

3. USDI Fish and Wildlife Semce March 19; 1999 Biological Opuuon Activities Considered: Hook and-

line groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Bermg Sea/Aleutian Islands Areas on short—taﬂed

albatrosses (USFWS 1999) ‘ S
The proposed actlon and altematwes to lt being consrdered for 1mplementatlon of the Amerlcan Flshenes Act
regulations are not expected to have impacts on endangered or threatened marine mammal or bird species in
ways that have not already been considered in the previous Section 7 consultations. Notwithstanding this
determination, NMFS has initiated consultation to evaluate the effects of the proposed TAC specifications for
the 2000 BSAI and GOA fisheries on listed species and critical habitat. This consultation will analyze the
BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries, other than the BSAI Atka mackerel ﬁshery and the BSAI 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 will be completed prior to
December 31, 1999, A’ separate but related consultatron on the impacts of the Alaska groundﬁsh fisheries on
listed salmomd was initiated in response to the 2000. TAC specification- process and also will be concluded
prior to the start of the 2000 pollock fisheries. Any mﬂuence of the AFA and assocrated pollock co- ops on .
listed salmon species will be consrdered as part of that consultation. !

+ -
Y .

NMFS also has taken steps to initiate a comprehensiveeonSultation under section 7 of the ESA on the
groundfish fisheries inthe BSAI and GOA that will evaluate the cumulative effects of the fisheries over a nulti-
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 mdmdual and cumnulative impacts of all activities relating to
the groundfish fisheries authorized and managed under the FMPs and all amendments thereto, to deterrmne
whether the cumulative impacts of the groundfish ﬁshenes are hkely to jeopardize the continied existence of .
listed species, including Steller sea lions, or adversely rnodify critical habitat. Generally, the Programmatic
Groundfish Fisheries: Consultation will be prepared in, coordination with a comprehenswe programmatic -
supplemental Envrronmental Impact Statement that mll address actmtres authonzed and managed under the..
groundfish ﬁshery ma.nagement plans and amendments thereto, and that addresses the conduct of the GOA and»
BSAI groundfish fisheries and the FMPs as a whole. The schedule for completion of the Programmatle
Groundfish Fisheries Consultation will correspond to the schedule for the issuance of the programmatic SEIS
as the information, evaluations, and conclusions that are required for both documents will be similar in many:
respects. . T . e a g
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3.10 Marine Mamm'al Protection Act Considerations

Under the Marine Mammal Protection Act, commercial fisheries are classified according to current and
historical data on whether or not the fishery interacts with marine mammals. Two groups, takers and non-
takers, are initially identified. For takers, further classification then proceeds on the basis of which marine
mammal stocks interact with a given fishery. Fisheries that interact with a strategic stock at a level of take
which has a potentially significant impact on that stock would be placed in Category . Fisheries that interact
with a strategic stock and whose level of take has an insignificant impact on that stock, or interacts with a non-
strategic stock at a level of take which has a significant impact on that stock are placed in Category II. A
fishery that interacts only with non-strategic stocks and whose level of take has an 1n51gmﬁcant impact on the
stocks is placed in Category II1.

Specics listed under the Endangered Species Act present in the management area were listed above. Marine
mammals not listed 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
{Phocoenvides dalli), harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), Pacific white-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus
obliquidens), and the beaked whales (e.g., Berardius bairdii and Mesoplodon spp.)] as well as pinnipeds
[Pacific harbor seal (Phoca vitulina), northem fur seal (Callorhinus ursinus), Pacific walrus (Odobenus
rosmarus), spotted seal (Phoca largha), bearded seal (Erignathus barbatus), ringed sea (Phoca hispida) and
ringed seal (Phoca fasciata)], and the sea otter (Ernhydra lutris).

Take of the above listed marine mammals in traw! fisheries has been monttored through observer programs.
The subject fisheries (Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl, and Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl).
are classified as Category III. Steller sealion, 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
10 1990 (Hill etal 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 (Hall 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 ‘Mana}gen'_lcnt Act o - DO : “

P . - - R T .
I TR TN ' e Ty l_\‘ . . Lo b

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 meamng of section 30(c)(1) of the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations.

3.12 EFH Impacts Analysis

The area included in this action includes EFH for all managed species in the BSAI. EFH for these species at
each life stage, to the extent that it is understood, is described and identified in four FMP amendments which
were approved January 20, 1999. These are: Amendment 55 to the FMP for the Groundfish Fishery of the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands; Arnendment 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 Fishenes 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 Implement Steller Sea Lion - |

Protection Measures for.the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI and the GOA (NMFS 1999¢). The effects of other
 groundfish ﬁshenes on EFH were examined in the EFH assessment in the EA for the 2000 Groundfish Total
Allowable Catch Specaﬁcatxons Implemented Under the Authority of the Fishery Management Plans for the
Groundﬁsh Fishery of the Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands Area and Groundfish Fishery of the Gulf of Alaska
Area (NMFS 1 999d). Because fishing for pollock under AFA-endorsed fishing cooperatives would promote
. dispersion of fishing effort in time and space; EFH impacts could actually be reduced relative to the status quo
_ fishery. Given this premise, nothing in this rule is expected to change in a. negatwe manner the effects of
fishing on EFH in ways not con31dered In previous assessments. N :

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

on the participation of such vessels in other groundfish and crab fisheries. Pollock mps and AF A groundfish

and crab harvest sndeboards and restrictions could change the conduct of these™fisheries in a-manner that

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

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

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

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

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

313 - Conclusions Co S o b

' . 1- ) i T
For the reasons dxscussed above, unplementatnon of the regulatlons to implement the Amencan Flshenes Act
would not sngmﬁeantly affect the quality of the human-environment. .Therefore, the- preparation of an
environmental unpact statement is not requ:red by section 102(2)(C) of NEPA orits lmplementmg regulauons

This Envu'onmental Assessment adopts the dlSCUSSlOn and analyses in the SEIS {N MFS l998a) and
incorporates by reference the 1999 Groundfish Total Allowable Catch Specification EA(NMES 1998b), the -
draft 2000 Groundfish total allowable Catch Specifications EA (NMFS 1999d), the Emergency Rule to
Implement Reasonable and Prudent Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures in the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI
and GOA EA (NMFS 1999a), and Revised Final Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives for the Pollock fisheries
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska with supporting Documents (NMFS 1999¢ and

nistrator for Fisheries, NOAA . . - Dq,t’e i o . e

by s o s . . . . '
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4.0 DEFINITIONS OF INSHORE, OFFSHORE, AND SINGLE GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

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

4.1 Issues

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

2. Differences in the definitions raise éertain policy choices in synchronizing the 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 BSAIl and GOA tnshore-offshore fisheries. If no, then no further
consideration needs to be given to this issue. Staff recommends consistency which raises the following issues
for resolution:

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

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

Staff preference is yes. This decision would resolve any potential confusion about the applicability of the
BSAI “inshore” and “offshore” (I-0) definitions in the GOA and vice versa. This decision also would facilitate
single I-O definitions that would be consistent in both areas.

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

.
f ’

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

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

o “groundfish” in two places.

b
A

-

Effect. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (at section 3) defines “fish” as
including all forms of marine animal and plant life other than marine mamrhals and birds. “Groundfish;” on
the other hand is defined in the regulations as including only those fishi for which harvest limits are annually
specified pursuant to 50 CFR 679.20(a). Hence, a processor that processes onl}r salmon and crab harvested,
in the BSAI, for example, would be a'“shoreside processor” iinder the AFA but not under the regulatrons at.
50 CFR part 679, The effect of choosing the staff preference would be to prevent the provisions of the AFA
from applying to salmon and crab harvested in the BSAI, for example. The AFA section 208(f) provisions,
would be unaffected because pollock is both a “fish” under the MSA and a “groundfish™ under the Federal
regulations. Consistent application of the term shoresrde processot’ would enhance consrstent apphcatron
of the I—O provrsrons

- . “ "
Tead 1 . ' i

vt & " -

.+ Decision point 4: Should the “inshore” and “offshore” definitions appiy to all fishing for “grounjdﬁs_h” or
to directed fishing for pollock in the BSAI, directed fishing for pollock or Pacific cod in the GOA, or both?

Staff preference is to have the definitions apply only to pollock harvested in a directed f;shery for pollock
in the BSAI or the GOA, or Pacific cod harvested in a directed fishery for Pacrﬁc cod in the GOA. This
decision would resolve a technical point of confusion abbut whether the 1-0 provrs1ons apply t6 all groundfish
harvests including incidental catch amounts or to only directed fishing for the I-O species. Another potential
source of confusion stems from having the I-O definitions apply comprehensively to all groundfish, but only
to directed fishing harvests of pollock (or P: cod in the GOA) that are delwered to roatmg processors msrde
State waters. .

Need. * As explained below, this issue stems from an attempt to resolve a problem of accountmg for mcrdental
catches of pollock in the BSAI to either the “inshore™ allocation or'the “offshore” allocation. The agency
solution was proposed in the proposed rule for I-O 3 which was drafted before the AFA was srgned into law,
The AFA drafters provided redundant solutions to this problem, first, by adoptmg the agency proposal touse
the term “‘groundfish” in the I-O definition, and second, by providing for an “incidental catch allowance.” The
latter.solution obviated the need for the former solution but it was retained in the AF A anyway. } :
et 2 o, AR T PP o

Effect. The effect of the staff preferencé would be to restore the original I-Q definition lanéuage which makes
the I-O provisions apply only to directed fishing harvests of pollock in the BSAI and the GOA, and directed
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ﬁshmg harvests of Pacific cod in the GOA. Also, this decision would restore consistency of applymg the
“inshore” definition among all categories of the mshore component.

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

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

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

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

4.3 Background Discussion

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

An argument frequentl'y 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 vesset’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-
vear period 1995-1998. The Council again relied on these definitions when it acted in June 1998, to adopt
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" Amendments 51/51 to re-authiorize a revised inshore-offshore allocation policy for 1999- 2001.- In Oétober
1998, however, the AFA superceded Amendmient 51 to the BSAT groundfish FMP with a différent inshote-
offshore policy and different definition for “inshore” and “offshore” components. Amendment 51 to the GOA .
groundfish FMP was subsequently approved and unplemented by regulatlons pubhshed ] anua:y 25 1999 (64
FR 3653) whjch leads to 1ssue l above ' .

[N

Deﬁmtlonleferences T PP S i

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

“Inshore component in the BSAL” (applicable through December 3 1, 2004) means the followmg
. categories that process groundfish harvesied in the BSAL - . :
(1} Shoreside processors mcludmg those el grble under secnon 20809 of z‘he Amerzcan F rsherres
Act;and = . .
(2) Vessels less thcm 125 f1 (38 Im) LOA that process less’ than 126 mi per week in round-wez ght
equivalents of an aggregate amount of pollock and Pacific cod. -
By contrast, the inshore component definition currently in effect for the GOA pollock and Pacific cod fisheries,
~also at 50 CFR 679.2, is based on Amendment 51 to the GOA groundfish FMP which was approved by the
Alaska Reglona! Admxmstrator NMFS on December 15 1998, and reads as follows

3 N

Inshore componen! in the GOA (apphcable through December 31, 2001 ) means the fol!owmg three
categarzes of the U.S.-groundfish fishery thaf process groundﬁsh harvested in fhe B&AJ or Ihe GOA
. (1} Shoreside processing operations, -7
(2) Vessels less than 125 ft (38.1 m) LOA that process no more tkan I 26 mt per week i in round—
weight equivalents of an aggregate amount of pollock and Pacific cod; and .
' (3) Vessels that process pollock or Paczﬁc cod, harvested in a directed. ﬁshery for those speczes
“ata smgle geographzc Zocanon in Alaska State warers during a ﬁshzng year. . e s -

1

)

| baf - A

Also, the current deﬁmtlons of “offshore component as they appear in regulations at’ 50 CFR.679.2;are
slightly different. Again, the definition for “offshore component in the BSAI” 1s based on the AFA definition
of the term1 and “offshore component in the GOA” Is based on the approved Amendment 51 for the GOA
groundﬁsh FMP.. . .

\ 5! vl !

. “Offshore component in.the BSAI " (applzcable through December 31 2004) means all vessels not -
zncluded inthe deﬁmtron of mshore component in the B.SAI that process groundﬁsh m rhe BSAI ’

- o~
Wty

Ojﬁ"hore component in rhe GOA” (applzcable thraugh December 31, 2001) means aH vessels not™'
included in the deﬁmm)n of ¢ mshore componem in rhe G OA that process grouna’ﬁsh in the BSAI or
GOA.. R S e :

. ¥
+ , )
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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 AFA definitions or in the inshore-offshore proposed rule for
Amendments 51/51, but are now necessary due to other differences between the respective definitions.

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

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

»  “Single geographic location” (SGL) inshore processors arc handled differently. The SGL provisions appiy
only to processor vessels operating inside State of Alaska (State) waters (0 to 3 miles offshore). For the
BSAI the AFA refers to SGL processors indirectly in the definition by reference to section 208(f). This
section of the AFA is not effective until January 1, 2000, and includes SGL processor vessels
parenthetically as shoreside processors for purposes of linuting entry into the BSAI pollock 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 AFA and two for the GOA consistent with approved
Amendment 51. This multiplicity of definitions could confound enforcement or produce other unintended
effects. A single definition of “inshore component” and of “offshore component” that could be applied
consistently to the BSAI and GOA would obwviate the need for two definitions “in the BSAI” and two “in the
GOA.”

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

1. Sunset dates.

(a) Make no change. The inshore-offshore provisions in the BS Al under section 2 13(a) of the AFA would
be in effect through December 31, 2004, and those in the GOA under approved Amendment 51 would be in
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effect through December 31, 2001. Tlus alternative would prevent a common deﬁmtton for mshore
component” and “offshore component” in both areas. R :

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

(c) Supercede sect:on 21 3(a) of the AFA to make the inshore-offshore provisions in the BSAI to match the
duration of those in the GOA. This would result in the inshore-offshore deﬁmtlons for both areas bemg
effective through December 31, 2001 St :

- Y "

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

would not ha.ve to take the forrn of 2 “sunset date in regulatlons
2. Apphcatlon of mshore-oﬂ'shore definitions to BSAI and-GOA "areas.

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

'

4 ‘ ' {

(b) Change the GOA deﬁ:utaons to match the BSAI deﬁmtlons by deleting “the BSAI or” from the GOA
inshore and offshore deﬁmttons Agam, the substantive effent would apply only to pol]ock harvests as above.
Preferred .

.t
A w

(c) Supercede the AFA definitions of “inshore component” and “offshore component” in section 205 to
match the GOA definitions by adding the phrase “or the GOA" 1o both definitions.

~

3. “Shoreside processor’ defimtron part 1. ‘
g

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Finally, the' term presents potential confusion in conjunction with the SGL category which is limited only-to
pollock or Pacific cod harvested in directed fisheries those species. The result is a definition of “inshore
component in the GOA” that applies broadly. to all groundﬁsh harvésted in the BSAI or GOA, but one part of
the definition pertaining to SGL processor vessels is limited to directed fishery harvests of mshore-offshore
speeles This mternal inconsistency 1s potenually nusleadmg and confoundmg in its-application. * "

.

5. F loatmg Processors.

(a) Makeé no change. This alternative would reference floating processors indirectly as included in the
* definition of “inshore component in the BSAI” while explicitly including ﬂoat.ing processors in the definition
of “inshore component in the GOA.” . ‘ : - : '

(b) Eliminate or change restrictions-on floating processors. Current implementing regulations require a
processor vessel operating inside State waters to be at the same geographic location whenever it processes
pollock harvested in a directed fishery for that species in the BSAI or pollock and Pacific cod harvested in a
directed fishety for those species in the GOA. Further, regulations at sec. 679. 7(a)(7) prohibit a floating
processor from operating under the “inshore component in the BSAI” and the “inshoré componént in the GOA”
definitions during the same fishing year. Elimination of these restrictions would allow such processor vessels
to move to different locations within State waters to process inshore-offshore species: Alternatively, such,
vessels could be limited to operating in State waters adjacent to eithér the BSAI or GOA but not both during
the same fishing year. In this event, a processor vessel wouId not necessanly be limited to processmg pollock
or GOA Pac:ﬁc cod wherever it was Iocated

Lo, o
© Aa

Includ'mg State water processing vessels in the original inshore definition was designed to recognize that, like’
processing plants physically situated on shore, catcher vessels delivering to processor vessels operating in State

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

was when it processed directed fishery harvests of the inshore-offshore species. - : o
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Arguably, provisions of the AFA now make the SGL restrictions unnecessary. These provisions include
specified inshote-offshore allocations, the expressed authority to form co-operatives with catcher vessels, and
the processor limitations at AFA section 208(f). Together, these provisions suggest that each inshore
processing plant and SGL processor vessel will likely have a predetermined amount of the inshore pollock
allocation on which to operate during a fishing year. Any processor within the inshore component would have
little opportunity to “preempt” another plant in the 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 changé. . This alternative would make no change to the term “shoreside processor,” in the AFA
implementing regulations, with respect to (i) the corporate identity of the shoreside processor or (ii) the physical
location of the processing plant. :

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

(i) . specify that “shoreside processor” means the physical plant on shore where fish processing is
conducted and not only the corporate identity of the shoreside processor, and
(il " limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AFA sec. 208(f) to receive pollock harvested in the

BSAl only at the same physical location at which that shoreside processor plant existed during the :

quahfymg years of 1996 and 1997.

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

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

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

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

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

For this reason, the terms “shoreside processor” and “person” may be sufficiently vague to warrant
enhancement of the definition in the AFA implementing regulations. The Council could determine that only
the actual physical or constructive total loss of a processing plant, would be sufficient grounds to allow the
entry of an otherwise unqualified shoreside processor into the inshore component. In this event, the AFA

“shoreside processor” defimnition drafted for the AFA implementing regulations would specify that, -

notwithstanding use of the term “person,” the term “shoreside processor” means a physical processing plant
for purposes of sec. 208(£)(2). On the other hand, the Council could determine to leave this term vague and
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- to deal with the issue as the need arises. The bractrcal effect of clarifying the term “shoreside processm "to
mean physical plant as opposed to the corporate owner of the plant is that petitions to the Council under AFA
sec. 208(f)(2) would arise only in'the évent-of actual or constructive'total loss of the- physical plant of a
qualified shoreside processor. Not clarifying the term may open the Council to petltlons under sec. 208(0(2)
based on arguments that the corporate owner of a pIa.nt suffered constructlve total loss.” )

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

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

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

Y 1

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

The AFA stipulates that co-op contracts must be filed with the Council and the Secretary not less than 30 days
prior to the start of fishing. While the AFA does not elaborate on the specific review role of the Counctil, it
does stipulate that certain prov:snons 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 companjes involved)

*List of the vessels involved .

*Amount of pollock 10 be harvested by each party to the co-op

* Amount of otber 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 ail pollock
harvested/processed, and for 1999, the co-op agreements for catcher vessels delivering to catcher/processors
included restrictions to limit their participation in non-pollock fisheries to ‘traditional” levels.

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

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

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

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

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

5. Methods of monitoring and enforcement.

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

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

pertaming to the development and review of fishery co-op agreements outlined by the AFA. As expressed at
the December 1998 meeting, these include: :
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*Limiting co-op agreements to 1-6 years
*Prohibitnig linkages of membership in co-ops to delivery of non-pollock specres
*Requiring disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics

*Requmng contracts be submrtted by December 1 (as apposed to 30 days pnor to the start of ﬁshmg
stated in the AFA)

L

] r * .. . . . .
\ “ .- . i L . [

Itis unclear whether these requirements could be implemented via regulations, or sirnpl§ conveyed to'the
industry as the intent and expectation of the Council. The four issues outlined above do not lend themselves
to quantitative analysis; rather, they appear to be policy issues for which the Council needs to express direction.
Disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics is already listed in the AFA as a requirement for co-op vessels (and
it allows the Councit and SOC to make such information available to the public in a manner they deem
appropriate). Details of these provxsrons are being considered within the broader development of a discussion
paper already tasked by the Courieil™- to examine disclosure of catch and bycatch pursuant to Section 211(d)
of the AFA as it relates to satisfying bycatch reduction provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. This i issue
is being considered wrthm the context of State and Federal data conﬁdentralrty rules wh1ch are bemg addressed
on-a parallel track. : " ‘ P

! : I ' Tat ' I

L '

Limiting duration of cd-op z_tgreement ‘ o
The Councrl s option included lumtmg the duration of ¢ co-op agreements to a specrﬁed time period, from one
to six years, with six years representing the full duration of the AFA. At present, it appears that most co-ops
envision an annual agreement, or an agreement that is valid until superceded or altered. An annual agreement
has the advantage, from the Council’s perspective, to allow for an explicit review each year by the Couréil
prior to the start of fishing under such agreement. - In the event of longer-term agreéments, the Council may
want to consider the degree to which such agreéments could be altered internally, without coming up for formal
feview 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. If co-ops are limited to one year duration, and must be revised or renewed
each year, it may reduce the irkehhood and magmtude of changes in CO-Op pamcrpatlon ‘)
A

4 '

This questron seems to be pnmarily a pohcy call on the part of the Council and will hmge upon the Councnl s
desire to monitor the details of co-op agréements and potential changes within the co-ops As such, the Council

will likely benefit more from the perspectives of co-op participants than from any attempt at formal analy31s
] .

Prohjbiting linkages of rhembershig to deliveg of non-pollock specres _ L o

This proposal would prohibit the co-6p from requiring dellvery of non-pollock species as a condmon of
membership'in the pollock co-op. This may be moot in that it will be the vessel’s decision whether to Joina
co-op, and the plants themselves will not likely be part of those negotiations, although-as currently enwsroned
the vessels will be required to deliver to a specific processor. The purpose of thls proposal appears to be to
ensure the catcher vessels latitude in their markets for non-pollock species.

Require contracts to be submitted by December |

In order to allow ample opportunity to review co-op agreements pnor to the start of fishing under such
agreements;.the Council is considering a requirement that co-op agreements be submitted to the Council and
Secretary of Commerce by December | of the year preceding fishing under the co-op (as opposed to 30 days
prior). This would allow the Council to review and discuss the co-op provisions during their annual December

HAS1221\DOCSecRevew\afaea. wpd 50 Loon " Janvary 2000



meeting. Under the current 30-day requirement the Council has little time, and no Council meeting forum to
review and discuss the co-op agreements. Given the additional complexities expected with regard to the
formation of catcher vessel co-ops, this additional time will have obvious advantages for the Council, as well
as allow time for any necessary industry responses to Council concemns.

<
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- 6. 0 AFA CATCHER!PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS .

f 6 1 [ntroductlon

-

o . . R Pt
N

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 AFA was not enacted until
October 1998, interim groundfish specifications and an emergency rule (forthcoming} are used to implement
the catcher/processor restrictions in 1999. Follow-on plan and regulatory amendments are needed for 2000
and beyond and they are the main subject of thus chapter of the document.

6.2 American Fisheries Act Provisions

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

(A) Non-pollock groundfish harvests by the 20 listed catcher processors cannot exceed the percentage
of the harvest available that is equivalent to the total harvest by the 29 listed catcher processors in [995-
1997 relative to the total amount available for harvest in those years.

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

(C) Atka mackerel harvests are limited to 1 1.5% in the central Aleutians and 20% in the western Aleutians.

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

6.3 Emergency Actions for 1999

In response to the above provisions, the Council recommended various protections at its November meeting
as shown 1n a table in the action mema. These were implemented by NMFS on January 4, 1999, with
publication of interim 1999 harvest specifications for BSAI groundfish. A second emergency rule was
published to authorize in-season authority to limit harvest of non-pollock groundfish by listed
catcher/processors. Table 6.1 (which is Table 3 of the interim specifications) lists the ratios of total catch to
available TAC for each species in accordance with the not-to-exceed formulation in the AFA. These ratios are
applied to the ITAC to calculate harvest limits for the 20 listed catcher processors. ITAC is essentially §5%
of the TAC for each non-pollock species or complex. The remaining 15% is divided equally between the
groundfish reserve and the CDQ allocation. Amounts of fish may be made available to any species from the
non-specific reserve during the year so long as overfishing does not result.

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

first is for Atka mackerel, for which the percentage is specified explicitly in the AFA (see paragraph (C)
above). If their three-year history had been used instead, the percentages would have been reversed, allowing
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the 20 vessels about 22% and 10% respectively, in the central and western Aleutians. Secondly, management
of a fishery may have changed during 1995-1997. For Pacific cod, the industry and Council agreed to use
solely 1997 as the base year because separate catcher-processor and catcher vessel allocations were made
beginning in 1997, as noted in footnote 6 to the table. A similar problem exists in the BSAI Pacific ocean
perch fishery where area percentages are based only on 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 altematives for 2000 and beyond, all based on 1995-1997. Principle
variations among the altermatives arise from (1) using the catch histories of just the 20 eligible
catcher/processors versus all 29 listed catcher/processors (20 eligible and 9 ineligible), (2) basing the caps on
catch in just non-pollock target groundfish fisheries versus including catches in the pollock target fisheries, and
(3) using the total harvest versus the total available TAC. Items (1) and (2) affect the numerator in
determining the percentage of a species that will fished by the 20 catcher processors, and item (3) affects the

. denominator, as will be shown below. - Catch histories for 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 AFA, harvest vessels
delivering to a processor, CDQ operations, or any catch in the GOA .

6.4.1 Choosing Catch Histories for the Numerator

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

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

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

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

(g 4
s
! f

The Council selected two options for con51deratlon 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, the yellowfin sole TAC summed over 1995-97 was
527,000 mt. The total harvest was 437,138 mt, limited by halibut bycatch. The 20 AFA-ligible vessels
caught 103,996 mt of yellowfin sole in the yellowfin sole target fisheries in 1995-97, Thus, the sideboard
expressed as a percentage of the year 2000 yellowfin sole TAC, based solely on their 20-vessel catch history
in the target fishery, would be 19.7% based on TAC versus 23.8% based on acthal harvest. The difference
in percentages is 4.1%. The general decreases. in percentage caused by using the larger values of TAC ih the
denominator rather than the actual catches, are shown in Table 6.7. . - ; . e

- 1

6.43. . Probable Directed Fisheries

[ Il

Table 6.8 is a snapshot for spécies 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 TACs
in the NMFS specifications notice for 1999. Three species, yellowfin sole, other flatfish, ‘and rock sole, are:
based on 1995-1997 data. Pacific codis based on 1957. Atka mackerel is based on the percentages prescribed
in AFA. The ranges of percentages and tonnages show the impacts of using different combinations of values
for the numerator and denominator that result from the options being considered by the Council. Values for
fisheries where the percentagc is generally very small are available in tables 65and 6.6. ¢

b . t .
. N - -
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Interim Historical Catch Ratio, 1999 Aggregate Catch Limits, and 1999 Catch Limits for

Table 6.1:

Vessels Listed Under Section 208 of the American Fisheries Act'
1995 - 1997 1999 ITAC 1999
Target species’ - Area Total | Available | Ratio® | availableto | harvest
catch TAC trawl C/Ps [imut*
Atka mackerel® Eastern AU/BS - - - - -
Central Al - - 0.115 19,040 2,190
Westermn Al - - (.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 35,000 2,927
Greenland turbot Al 31 6,839 0.005 4,208 19
’ BSAI 168 16911 0.010 8,543 85
Other species BSAI 3,551 65,925 0.054 21,930 1,181
Pacific cod trawi® BSAI 13,547 51,450 0.263 41,948 11,045
Pacific cod perch’ BSAl 58 5,760 0.010 1,190 I2
Central Al 95 6,195 0.015 2,933 45
Eastern Al 112 6,265 0.018 2,610 47
Western Al 356 12,440 0.029 4,743 136
Other rockfish Al : 93 1,924 0.049 582 29
BS 39 1,026 0.038 314 12
Rock sole BSAI 14,753 202,107 0.073 85,000 6,205
Sablefish trawl® Al 1 1,135 | 0.00} 293 0
| BS 8 1,736 0.005 553 3
Sharpchin/Northern Al 1,034 13,254 | 0.078 3,596 280
Squid BSAI 7 3,670 0.002 1,675 3
Shortraker/Rougheye | Al 68 2,827 | 0.024 314 8
Other red rockfish BS 75 3,034 | 0.025 227 6
Yellowfin sole BSAI 123,003 527,000 0.233 187,000 | 43,646

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

 For further definitions of target species see Table 1.

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

* The 1999 harvest limit for listed catcher/processors is calculated by multiplying the historic catch ratio by the 1999
proposed ITAC available to traw] catcher/processors.

*In section 21 1(b)}2)(C) of the AFA, catcher/processors listed in paragraphs 1-20 of section 208(e) are prohibited from
harvesting Atka mackerel in excess of 1 1.5 percent of the available TAC in the Central Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea
subarea.

® For Pacific cod, 47 percent of the [TAC is allocated to trawl, and of that 50 percent is availablie for catcher/processors.
Separate catcher/processor and catchesr/vessel allocations became effective in 1997, therefore only data from 1997 was used
to caleulate the historic ratio.

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

825 percent of the Sablefish [TAC 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 Prucessors (Ehgnble and Inellglble) in the Bermg Sea and

Aleutian Islands (1995-97)

. Non-Poliock Targets Pollock Targets All Target Fisheries
B | . AFA CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests _
Species by TAC Grouping 20CPs ~29CPs| 20CPs- 29CPs| 20CPs 25 CPs
 |Atka Mackerel - Central Al 8,305 23,132] 5 6] 8310 23,138
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 458 601 ., 201 202 659 803
Atka Mackerel - Western Al 535 9491 ' 146 535 9,636
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 371 - 787 910 ' 1901 " 1,280 2,688
Other Flatfish - BSAI 10202 12,145 297 T 462 10499 12,607
Flathead Sole - BSAI 1,914 - 3,008 2878 . 4408] 4791 7435
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 29, 31 20 2 307, 33
Greenland Turbot - - Bering Sea 1t 168 71 . 9 182 265
Other Species -BSAI ' " .. 2,237 3,551 1,205 - 2,048] 3442 5599
Pacific Cod (Fixed-Gear) - BSAI ‘ - l' 436 ' 0 436
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 16,450 32,487 8,072 13,263| 24,522 45,750|
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAIl 6,573 13,544 2399 3,661 8973 17,205
Pollock (Offshore) - Aleutian Islands ° 68 307 53,2057 63,760 53,273 64,067|
Pollock (Offshore) - Bogoslof - . ‘ 532 - ' 532 532 532
Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea 17,082 23,161 1,101,738 1,408,322| 1,118,320 1,431,483
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian [slands|. 414 613( 29 47 444 661
Pacific OCean Perch - Bering Sea 18 58 28 33 46 91
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al :. 26 .. 95 9 16 34 112
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 35 112 29 29 64 141
Pacific Ocean Perch - Westerri A 163 - 356 \ | 163 7 356
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 74 95 2 2 776 97
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 31 39 3 8 34 a7
Rock Sole - BSAI 10,229 14,749 1,978 31390 12207 17,888
Sablefish (Traw] Gear) - Al 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea . .6 . -8 0 o - 6 9
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 336 1,034 0 1 336 1,034
Squid - BSAI 4 7 810 871 814 877
ShortrakerfRougheye Rockfish - AI 60 68 6 7 66 75
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 69 75 97 . 99 166 174|.
[Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 103,996 123,003 1,206 2,007 . 105,203 125,010
Grand Total 179,795 263,180 1,175.713. 1,505,068 1,355,508 1,768,247
Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97. !
Note: Excludes CDQ harvesis
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Table 6.3: Percent of TAC Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and Ineligible)
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands (1995-97)

Non-Pollock | Pollock Target All Target
Target Fisheries Fisheries Fisheries

‘ : AFA CP Harvests| AFA CP Harvests| AFA CP Harvests
Species by TAC Grouping 20CPs 29CPs|20CPs 29CPs|20CPs 29 CPs
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 8.06% 2244% 0.00% 0.01%| 8.06% 22.44%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.83% 1.09%| 036% 037% 1.19% 145%
[Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 0.57% 10.04%| 0.00% 0.15%| 0.57% 10.19%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 1.01% 2.13%| 2.47% 5.16%)] -3.47% . 7.29%
Other Flatfish - BSAI . 11.04% 13.14%; 0.32% 0.50%| 11.36% 13.64%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 2.18% 3.44%| 3.27% 5.01%| 545% 845%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 042% 045%| 0.02% 0.03%] 044% 048%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 0.66% 1.00%| 0.42% 057% 1.08% 1.56%
Other Species - BSAI 339% 5.39%| 1.83% 3.11%| 5.22% 849%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00% 0.11%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.11%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 638% 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 031% 1.01% 048% 057%| 080% 157%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands 0.41% 154% 0.14% 0.26%| 0.56% 1.80%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 056% 1.79%| 047% 0.47%] 1.02% 225%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 1.31% 2.86%| 0.00% 0.00%| 131% 2.86%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ‘ 3.86% 4.92% 0.12% 0.12%| 3.97% 5.03%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea T 3.02% 3.83%| 033% 0.76%] 335% 459%
Rock Sole - BSAI . : 5.06% 7.30% 098% 1.55%| 6.04% 8.85%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0.02% 0.04%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.02% 0.04%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.35% 047%| 0.00%- 0.03%| 0.35% 049%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands | 2.54% 7.80%{ 0.00% 0.01%; 2.54% 7.80%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0.10% 0.19%] 22.07% 23.72%} 22.17% 23.91%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands| 2.11% 2.42% 0.21% 024%| 2.32% 2.66%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 227% 247% 3.19% 3.28%| 5.46% 5.74%
[Yellowfin Sole - BSAI , 19.73% 23.34%| 023% 0.38%; 19.96% 23.72%

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97.
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests ‘ '
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Table 6.4:" Percent of Catch Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Ehglble and

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

4 Non-Pollock Target; Pollock Target All Targct
- "' Fisheries Fishenes Fisheries

g TR ¢t | AFA CP Harvests | AFA CP Harvests| AFA CP Harvests
Specms by TAC Grouping = ™ 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs. 29 CPs|20.CPs 29 CPs
Atka Mackerel - Central' Aleutian Islands’ "7.99% 22.26%| 0.00% 0.01%| 8.00% 22.27%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.78% 1.02%} - 0.34% 034%] 1.12% 1.3’/"%
Atka Mackerel - Western' Aleutian’ ]slands : 0.60% 10.65%| 0.00% 0.16%| 0.60% 10.86%
Aitowtooth Flounder - BSAI* V1.09% 231% 2.67% 5.59%| 3.76% ° 7.90%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 16.54% 19.69% 048% 0.75%| 17.02% 20.44%
Flathead Sole - BSAI - 3.65% S5.77%| 5.48% 8.40%| 9.13% 14.17%
Greenland Turbot - Aleufian Islands CU0%1% 0.66%|  0.04% 0.04%| 0.65% 0.70%
Greenland Turbot - Beririg Sea 0.68% 1.03% 044% 0.59% L11% 1.62%
Other Species - BSAI .~ 7 L 326% S5.08% 1.76% 2.99%| 5.02% 8.17%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 10.00% 0.11%| 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  011%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI - 7.06% 13.94%| 3.46% 5.69% 10.52% 19.64%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI '13 71% 28.24% 5.00% 7.63%| 18.71% 35.87%
Pacific Ocean-Perch - Aleutian Islands, - 4.02% 596%  029% 0.46%| 431%  6.42%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea T 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% [:96%
Pacific Ocean Perch < Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.57% 1'8$1%| 047% 0.47%|" 1.04%° 229%
Pacific Ocean Pérch - Western Aleutian Islands | © 1:20% 2.61% 0.00% 0.00%| 1.20% 2.61%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 9.62% 1226%| 029% 029%| 9.91% 12.55%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea T521% 661%  058% 1.31%]| 5.79%  7.92%
Rock Sole - BSAI ) '6.04% 8.71%| 1.17% 185%| 7.21% 10.56%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutiari Islands © | "*0.13% 0.32%| 002% 0.02%| 0.15% 034%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea’ S121%  1.64%|  0.01% 009%| 122% 1.73%
Sharpchin/Northém Rockfish - Aleutian Islands|  2.69%  8.25%] 0.00% 0.01%| 2.69% 826%
Squid Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands- 0.14% 0.25%| 30.20% 32.46%| 30.34% 32.71%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish- Aleuuan Islaids| +2.35% - 2.69%| - 0.23% 0.27%| 2.58%  2.96%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea - 9.03% 9.80%| 12.69% 13.02%| 21.72% 22.82%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI ‘ 23.79% 28.14%| . 0.28% 0.46%| 24.07% 28 60%
Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97. : ‘ ‘
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests
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Table 6.5: Percent of TAC Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and
Ineligible) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995-97), Reordered to Show Trends in Options

by Catch History .
) Non-Pollock | Non-Pollock All
Species by TAC Grouping Targets |All Targets | Targets. | Targets
. 20 20 29 29
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 8.06% 8.06% 22.44% 22.44%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.83% 1.19% 1.09% 1.45%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 057%  057%  10.04% 10.19%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 1.01% 3.47% 2.13%  7.29%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 11.04% 11.36% 13.14% 13.64%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 2218%  5.45% 3.44%  8.45%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 042%  0.44% 0.45%  0.48%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 0.66% 1.08% 1.00%  1.56%
Other Species - BSAI 3.39% 5.22% 53%% 8.49%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00% 0.00% 0.11% 0.11%
Pacific Cod (Traw! Gear, CPs) - BSAF 12.78% 17.44% 2632% 33.44%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 031% 0.80% 1.01% 1.57%
* |Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Isiands® 0.41% 0.56% 1.54%  1.80%
[Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.56% 1.02% 1.79%  2.25%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 131% 1.31% C286% 2.86%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 3.86% 3.97% 492% 5.03%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 3.02% 3.35% 383% 4.59%
Rock Sole - BSAI 5.06% 6.04% 730% 8.85%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0.02% 0.02% 0.04% 0.04%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.35% 0.35% 047%  0.49%)
Sharpchin/Norfhern Rockfish - Aleutian [slands | 2.54% 2.54% 7.80% 7.80%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands . 0.10% 22.17%. 0.19% 23.91%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 2.11% 2.32% 242% 2.66%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 2.27% 5.46%. 247%  5.74%
'Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 19.73% 19.96% 23.34% 23.72%

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

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

catcher vessels that year,

3Cf:nual_, Eastern, and Western Aleutian Islands POP percentages are based only on 1996 and 1997 catch

and TACs, because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area.
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Table 6.6: Percent of Catch Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Ellglble -
and Inehglble) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1 995—97) Reordered to Show Trends

in Options by Catch History, e

-10.56%

Non-PoIlock All Non Pollock LA

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

' S - 20 | 20 29 _|-.29 |
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands - - 7.99%  8.00% - 2226% 2227%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands ™ 0:78% L12% - L02% T 137%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands** 0.60% "0.60% * 10.69% 10.86%]°
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI - 1.0S%  3.76% 231% 7.90%
Other Flatfish - BSAI S 16:54%  17.02% 19.69% * ’20 44%) -
Flathead Sole - BSAI 3.65%  9.13% 577% ° 14.17%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 0.61%  0.65% 0.66% * 0.70%] -
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea « 0.68%  1.11% 1:03% ™ *1.62%
Other Species - BSAI - 326%  5.02%  5.18%  8.17%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI ' ! 000%  0.00% 0.11% 0 1%L
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI* A 3% 18.71% C 2824% F35'87%]|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 038%  098% - 1.34% 7 1.93%f
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands® | 0.45%  061%" " 1.67% '~ 1.96%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands’ | 0.57% - 1:.04% C181% - 2.29%|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands |~ 1.20%  1120% ~ ~2:61% " 2.61%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 9.62%  991%  12.26% - 12:55%' )
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea S21%  579%  661% T.92%
Rock Sole - BSAT " 6.04%  7.21% 8.71%
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0.13%  0.15% - 0.32% 0.34%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 1.21%  1.22% 1.64%  LT3%]|
Sharpctiin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 269%  269%  825% " B26%|
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands * - 0.14% 3034% ' " 025%° 32.71%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands 235% 2558% 2.69%° - 2.'96%' -
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 1T 903%  21.72% 9.80% * 22.82% _

 {Yellowfin Sole - BSAI R 23.79% . 24.07% _ 28.14%.

28.60%]

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

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

vessels that year.

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

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

Options by Catch History

i

) Non-Pollock| All  [Non-Pollock

Species by TAC Grouping Targets Targets Targets Targets
20 20 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 Mackere! - 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%  -233%  -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 - BSAI 0.13%  0.20% 021%  0.32%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 0.00%!
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI® -093% -1.27% . -192% -2.43%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 007% -0.18% 0.23% -0.36%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands’ -0.04%  -0.05% -0.13%  -0.16%)|

:|Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands -0.01%  -0.02% -0.02%  -0.04%)
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 0.11% 0.11% 0.25% 0.25%

-|Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 576% -594% - -7.34% -7.52%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea -2.19% -2.44% -2.78%  -3.33% o
Rock Sole - BSAI -098% -1.17% -1.41%  -1.71%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands -0.1i1%  -0.13% -0.28%  -0.30%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea -0.86% -0.87% A17%  -1.24%|
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands -0.15% -0.15% -0.45%  -0.46%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands -0.04% -8.17% -0.06% -8.80%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands -0.24% -0.26%  -027% -0.30%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea -6.76% -16.26% -7.33% -17.08%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI -4.06%  4.11% 4.80%  -4.88%

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

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

vessels that year.

"Central, Eastern, and Western Aleutian Istands POP percentages are based only on 1996 and 1997
catches, because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area.

HAS122 NDOC\SecRevewiafaea wpd

6l

January 2600



Table 6.8: Percentage of future TAC available to 20 AFA catcher processors under various
sideboard options forsix possible directed fisheries. Tonnage' range is derived by usmg the .
range of poss1ble percentages multiplied by the 1999 TACs.

o "' Non-Pollock Al Targets Non-Pollock All Targets -
Fishery * (TAC or catch) ~ Targets 20 20 Targets 29 29 's
Yellowfin sole ' -TAC 19.7% 200 233 237

e Catch . 238 241 - 2%l . 286 |

, " Ramge . (36,839 -53,482 mi) |
Pacific cod > TAC 128 17.4 263 T 334

bae o Catch. - 1137 18.7 282 0 359

Rangé : (5,369 L 15,069 mt) o !
Atka mackerel WAI .TAC. 200 20.0 200 .. 200 |
) Catch 120.0 20.0 - 200 200 -

‘ , Rangé g @59my - - |
Atka mackerel CAI. TAC, .., -115 . -ALS.. LS. 115

Lo ' Catch 115 115 1.5 11.5

. AL - T . Al '

| Range t | o (2190my) -

[ A o+ . s R — - i . -
Other flatfish TAC 1.0 11.4 13.1 136
: ' Catch 16.5 17.0 19.7 204
Range: .o (8,362 - 15,508 mt)
Rocksole =~ TAC 5160 13 89
© Catch 6.0 72 37 10.6
‘..~.(. _ oo P . . - p
Rapge ) (4,335 - 9 010 mt)
a - ; n
QME:_S B } . R . 7‘ ) 4 T .. A Sy

The Council also requested that information on the discard rates of AFA catcher processors be included in the
analysis. Those rates {discards divided by total catch) for the 29 listed catcher/processors are included in Table
6.9. Harvests from the CDQ fishery are not included in these estimates. Discard rates are generally lower for
the Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot, Pacific cod, pollock, sablefish, and yellowﬁn sole species, when
compared to other species in the Table.
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Table 6.9; AFA Catcher/Processors (all 29) D:scard Rates in BS/AI, 1955-97

: Targets Fisheries
Species --Area All Non-pollock
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands . 3% 3%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 78% - T1%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 7% 3%
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 Istands 90% 94yl
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 [slands : 65% : 65%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands _ 82% - 81%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea. 90% 89%
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 65% 60%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 61% 60%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea ‘ 10% 6%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Isla.nds 92% 92%
Squid - Benng Sea and Aleutian Islands - 92%. 89%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 44% 40%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea . 96% 93%
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 20% 19%
All Fisheries : 9% 29%

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

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

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

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

e b

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

Quartcr of the year
TAC Species Groups 1#Qtr. ¢ 27 Qtr. 3™ Qtr. 4‘”Qir Grand Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 81.70% +1830% 0.00% - 0.00% 100.00%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 66.48% 3341% 0.11% 0.00% 100.00%
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 0.00% 100.00% -0.00% ° 0.00% 100.00%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 32.66% 11.60% 41.24% .14.51%] . 100.00%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 42.10% 40.82% ,12.95% 4.12% 100.00%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 41.52% ° 9. 31% 35.14% . 14.02%|  100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian [slands 2537% 74.63% 0.00% 0.00%[  100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 6.22% 60.47% 2627% 7.04%;  100.00%
Other Species - BSAI 40.31% 27.21% 2531% ° 7.17%| 100.00%
Pacific Cod'(Trawl Gear) - BSAI 57.82% 19.63% 17.84% 4.71% 100.00%
Pacific Cod (Traw! Gear, CPs) - BSAI 7595%.. 12.83% 6.35% ' -4.87%} - 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 10.86% , 89.14% . 0.00% : 0.00%)  100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 62.29% 3.17%. 11.22% 23.32% 100.00%
Pacific Occan Perch-Central Al 93.73%  6.27% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 99.16%  0.02% 0.00%  0.82%| . 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 82.57% '17.43% 0:00% 0.00%|  100.00%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea ! 78.37% 14.80% 6.74%  0.10% 100.00%
Rock Sole - BSAI . 4720% 42.99%: 8.63% 1.17% 100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 1528% 84.72% - 0.00%  0.00%}. -100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.88% 99.12% , 0.00% 0.00%| . 100.00%
Sharpchn/Nor&em Rockfish - AJ 7248%  27.52% . 0.00%. 0.00%|  100.00%
Squid - BSAI 9157%  030% 5.42%  2.71%)| ...100.00%]
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 9.30% 90.70%  0.00% 0.00%) 100.00%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 95.28%  '3.99% 0.47% 0.26%} - 100.00%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI : 35.75%  46.50%  9.26% . 8.49% 100.00%
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. S A
L4
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r the 29 listed AFA Catcher/Processors

Table 6.11: . Distribution of BSAI catch by Quarter fo

Quarter of the year
TAC Species Groups Q. 24Qtr. 3“Qtr. 4" Qtr.| Grand Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 7091%  29.09% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 72.35% 27.55% 0.09% 0.00% 100.00%
Atka Mackere! - Western Al 16.19% 83.81% 0.00% 0.00% 160.00%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 3247% 10.14% 46.25% 11.14% 100.00%
Other Flatfish - BSAI .3690% 43.06% 1627% 3.77% 100.00%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 36.96% 9.49% 41.73% 11.82%| 100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 30.56% 69.44% 0.00% 0.00%|  100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 673% 60.19% 2742% 5.66% 100.00%
Other Species - BSAI 3854% 2625% 2850% 6.71%|  100.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 62.96% 19.02% 1441% 3.60% 100.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 78.55% 10.18%- 6.28% 4.99% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 1097% 89.03% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 66.21% 11.14% 659% 16.06% 160.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al 8838% 11.62% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 78.04% 21.58% 0.00% 0.37% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al 11.20% 88.80% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
. 1Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 85.81% 14.19% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 75.28% 1836% 6.18% 0.18% 100.00%
Rock Sole - BSAI 45.49% 3883% 14.63% 1.05% 100.00%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 62.96% 37.04% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 3.09% 94.83% 207% 0.01% 100.00%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 5250% 4750% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Squid - BSAI 91.82% 057% 5.02% = 2.59% 100.00%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 13.87% 86.13% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%|
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 93.41% 442% 064% 1.33% 100.00%|
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 30.76%  4831% 11.20%  9.73% 100.00%
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. ‘
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6.5 AFA'Catcher/Processcr PSC Caps for 2000 and Beyond -

The same methodology used to dctemune groundﬁsh sxdeboards is used to estimate PSC bycatch levels for .
2000 and beyond. Again, this approach is based on 1993-1997 and does not include catches made in CDQ
“fisheries, bycatch from catcher vessels dehvenng ﬁsh bycatch harvested by non-AFA catcher/processors or
bycatch harvested in the GOA ' .
- " .

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

There at least two way"s that PSC caps could be apportioned among the AFA catcher/processors. One method
would be to determine the entire amount of PSC for each species and let the catcher/processors decide how to
apportion it among fisheries.” Recall that trawl PSC bycatch is currently divided among the Pacific cdd,:
rockfish, .pollock/Atka mackerel/other groundfish, rock sole/other flatfish, Greenland turbot/arrowtooth.
flounder/sablefish, and yellowfin sole fisheries. Under this option the Council identifies a given percentage of
the trawl halibut PSC cap for the AFA catcher/processors and lets them decide in ‘which fisheries to use the
PSC. There may be advantages/disadvantages in‘allowing the catcher/processors to choose which fisheries to
use their PSC. .The second method -would apportion the PSC by target fishefy. ' For example, thé|
catchcr/processors would be allocated a percentage of the PSC allocated to the yeIlowﬁn sole ﬁshery

. 4 n [} . 1
Estunates of PSC harvests are prowded based on whether the catch was made by the 20 eligible or 29 listed
AFA catcher/processors. They also are calculated based on whether the harvest occurred in the pollock ot
non-pollock target fisheries. Table 6,12 lists the bycatch of PSC species taken by the AFA catcher/processors. |
- Only herring, halibut, C. bairdi Zone 1, C, bairdi Zone 2, other Tanner crab, red king crab zone 1, chinook
salmon, and other salmon (primarily chum) are included. The otlier 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 1595-97 does not track
well with the target fishery caps established for 1999,

NMFS excludcd chinook and other salmon when they developed PSC bycatch caps for the AFA catcher/
processors in 1999. NMFS justified excluding chinook salmon because regulations under § 679 2 1(e)(7)(vii)
and (viii) do not provide for fishery specific management of salmon bycatch limits. However, the Council and
Advisory Panel have both expressed concerns over excluding chinook salmon from the PSC caps, especially
given the Council’s recent action to step-down the overall chinook cap from 48,000 to 29.000 fish between
1999 and 2003. The Council’s motion which outlined the scope of this analysis specified that only chinook
bycatch occurring in the pollock target fisheries would count towards the overall cap. Because of these
changes, an option has been included in this analysis that would allow the Council to divide the chinook cap
by either AFA sector or cooperative, based on their share of the pollock TAC.

Since the chinook cap applies only to the pollock fleets, and the cap would be divided among the pollock

industry relative to their allocation of pollock, any chinook savings achieved by a sector/cooperative will result
in overall chinook savings in the pollock fishery. This means that everyone must harvest 100 percent of their
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individual caps for the fleet to harvest the entire cap. However, this does not automatically mean that chinook
bycatch will be less than the 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 means the inshore sector would be allowed to harvest up to 50 percent of the chinook bycatch cap
(24,000 fish), motherships 10 percent (4,800 fish), and the catcher/processor sector 40 percent (19,200 fish).
If the inshore sector only harvested 20,000 fish, the catcher/processors and mothership sectors would still only
be allowed to catch their cap, which is 24,000 chinook. Therefore, the remaining 4,000 fish must g0
unharvested in the pollock fishery.

Tables 6.12 and 6.13 report the total amount of each PSC species harvested and the percent of that PSC
species harvested as a percentage of the total bycatch cap, respectively, by the AFA catcher processors from
1995-97. Tables 6.14 and 6.15 then report the same information broken down by PSC target groups. This
more specific breakdown may be useful if consideration is given to apportioning PSC by fishery.

Table 6.12; PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors in the BSAI from 1995-97

Non-pollock Pollock Targets All Target
Targets Reported Catch Fisheries
AFA CPs - AFACPs | AFA CPs
PSC Species 20 CPs 29 CPs | 20 CPs 29 CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs
Halibut Montality 634 952 251 387 886 1,338
C. baird! (Zone 1) . 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 (Zone 1) | 2,963 3,008{ 3,335 8,240 6,297 11,338
Herring 30 62 945 1,122 1,024 1,184
C. opilio 1,603,406 1,906,083 ( 137,828 300,024 1,741,234 2,206,106
Chinook - 1,893 3,879 23,319 28,974 25,212 32,853
0. Salmon 79 222 51,926 60,391 52,006 60;613 '

.Sources: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS9SHALX, BS96HALX, and
BS97THALX) _
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Table 6.13; Percent of PSC Bycatch Harvested by the AFA Catcher Processors in the BSAI from 1995—

h

97
Non-pollock Targets PoIIock Targets All Target F:shenes
AFA CPs AFACPs 'AFA CPs
PSC Species 20CPs .. 29CPs| 20CPs + 29.CPs| 200CPs.: - .29CPs
Halibut Mortality - 5.60% 8.42%|  2.22% " 3.41%| 782% " " 11.82%
C: bajrdi (Zone 1) 1268% " 14.02% 101% . 226%| " .13.68% “16_28%'
C. bairdi Zone2) |’ '. 420% - 502%,{ L 012% - 041%| 432%. . 5.43%
RedegCrab (Zone' )} ..0.63% 1. L 0.65%) 1 070% 1 174% 1‘33%., P 2.39%|
Herring 0.57% 120%  1936%  21.85%| ~1994% 1 3305%
C. opilio | 140% . 1356%  .0.98% 2,13% 12.38% , - 15.69%
Chinook . 139%,,: 284% . 17.10% - 21.24%| ., 18.48% . - 24.09%
O: Salmon. . - . .0.04%- C0.11%]  24.64% - 28.66%| :'24.68% - 28.76%

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data' (File Names BS9SHALX, BS96HALX, and

BS9THALX)
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Table 6.14: * BS/AI PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995-97 in each PSC Target
Grouping ] . :

Non-Pollock Targets Pollock Targets - |All Target Fisheries
AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Target Species 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs .29 CPs| 20 CPs 29 CPs
Pacific Cod Tons of Groundfish 20,060 47.838| - - | 20060 47838
' Halibut Mortality 84 219 - - 84 219
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 2,973 24,940% - - 2,973 24,940
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 7774 18304) - - 7774 18304
Red King Crab (Zone 1) - - - - - -
Herring . 2 15 - - 2 I5
C. opilio 5687 21,917 - - 5687 21917
Chinook , 1,561 3,517 - g 1,561 3,517
jO. Salmon 32 120 - .- 32 120
Rockfish " ITons of Groundfish L136  L136f - - . 1,136 1,136
' [Halibut Mortatity 1 1| - oy 1 1
C. bairdi (Zone 1) . - - - - - -
C. bairdi (Zone 2) - - - - - -
. {Red King Crab (Zone 1) - - - - T -
Herring : - - | - - - -
. opilio - - - - - -
Chinook 6 6| P 6 6
0. Salmon - - - - - -
Pollock/ Tons of Groundfish 9:955 35,878 1,175,718 1,505,074 |1,185,673 1,540,953
Atka Mackerel/ Halibut Mortality 3 17 251 387 254 403
Other Groundfish C. bairdi (Zone 1) 70 70 27,712 620771 27,782 62,147
' C. bairdi (Zone2) . - - 9,617 33,352 9,617 33352
Red King Crab (Zone 1){ - - 3,335 8240 3,335 8,240
Herring 0 of. 995 1,122 995 1,122
C. opilio ‘ - -] 137,828 300,024 | 137,828 300,024
Chinook 316 346 | 23319 28,974 23635 29320
0. Salmon 47. 541 51926 60,391| 51973 60,445
Rock sole/ " (Tons of Groundfish 3,640 6,192 - - 3,640 6,192
Other Flatfish [Halibut Mortality: 38 64 - - 38 64|
' C. bairdi (Zone 1) 52,494 56,936 - - | 52494 56,936}
C. bairdi (Zone 2) - 258 5976 . . 258 5,976
Red King Crab (Zone 1) 1,370 1,370 - -1 1370 1,370
Herring - 0 - - - 0
C. opilio 6,283 14,406 - - 6,283 14,406
Chinook 1 I - - | 1
_Salmon - N . - .
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Table 6.14 continueéd |

_ |Greenland Turbot/ _ [Tons of Groundfish . 118 183 |... .- . s . us oos3l
Arrowtooth Floiirider/ Halibut Méntality + -« - '~ 5~ 32 - - 5 32
Sablefish - C. bairdi (Zone 1), a4l sS4 e 54 . 54
s L [Cobairdi Zone 7). <L T - A R .

Red King Crab (Zone l) o < - - - - -

' [Herring - e - .

1 ¢ opitio . 1492 -+ 13es| ' . 1,492 1,565

t {Chinook - S T o - - -

: 0. Salmon’ T - R : - h.

. " {Yellowfin Sole ' Tons of Groundfish - * | 144,887 171461 - 1 | 144,887 171 461
" HalibutMonality | ' 504 618 : - 504 618

| bairdi Zone 1y |7 | 293042 303,729 - * | 293,042 303,729

~! [C bairdi(Zone2). .| 331986 382,566) .. .- -} 331,986 382,566

; . [RedKing Crab (Zone 1) -~ 1,593 1720| ' .- - 1593 © 1,729
! [Herring Pt 28 46 - . 28 46

o || 1,589,944 1.868,195 ) - 1,589,944 1,868,195

' [Chinook - e 9 ‘9 S ol 9 9

0. Salmon” . - ) R - 49

Source: National Manne Fisheries Semce AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX BS96HALX, and

BS97HALX) -

-

_Note: The tons of groundﬁsh field mcludes both target and bycatch species, singe NMFS does not break that
_ information out in these data sets, '

Lo [ T
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Table6.15: BS/AIPSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995-97 i each PSC Target

Grouping : , :
Non-Pollock Pollock Targets | All Target Fisheries
Targets
, AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Target Species 20CPs 29 CPs |20 CPs 29CPs| 20CPs 29 CPs
Pacific Cod Halibut Mortality 1.73%  4.53%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 1.73% 4.53%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.49%  4.10%{ 0.00% 0.00%| 049% 4.10%
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 1.09%  2.56%] 0.00% 0.00%}| 1.09% 2.56%
Red King Crab (Zone 1) 0.00%  0.00%)| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%]
Herring. 291% 22.98%| 0.00% 0.00%] 2.91% 22.98%
C. opilio 0.04%  0.16%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.04% 0.16%
Chinook 1.14%  2.58%] 0.00% 0.00%| 1.14% 2.58%
0. Salmon 0.02%  0.07%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.02%  0.07%
Rockfish Halibut Mortality 0.33%  0.33%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 033% 0.33%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%
Red King Crab (Zone 1) 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%
Herring 0.00%  0.00%)] 0.00% 0.00%| 000% 0.00%
C. opilio 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%
Chinook 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% . 0.00%| 000% 0.00%
: _ 0. Salmon 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% 0.00%] 0.00%  0.00%
Pollock/ Halibut Mortality 0.22%  1.24%]|18.82% 28.96%| 19.04% 30.20%
Atka Mackerel/ C. bairdi (Zoné )] 0.04%  0.04%}14.25% 31.93%| 14.29% 31.97%
Other Groundfish _ {C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.00%  0.00%| 0.52%  180%| 052% 1.80%
* [Red King Crab (Zone 1)| 0.00%  0.00%]| 4.94%  -12.21%] 4.94% 12.21%
Herring 0.00%  0.00%{23.80% 26.85%| 23.80% 26.85%
C. opilio 0.00%  0.00%| 0.98% 2.13%| 0.98% 2.13%
Chinook 0.23%  0.25%]17.09% 21.23%| 17.32% 21.48%
0. Salmon 0.03%  0.03%[31.05% 36.11%| 31.08% 36.14%
Rock sole/ Halibut Mortality - 1.73%  2.90%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 1.73%  2.90%
Other Flatfish C. bairdi (Zone 1) 4.39%  4.76%] 0.00% 0.00%| 439% 4.76%
~ - C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.02%  0.43%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.02% 0.43%
Red King Crab (Zone 1)| 0.51%  0.51%] 0.00% 0.00%| 051% 0.51%
Herring 1 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%
|c. opilio 0.04%  0.10%| 0.00% 0.00%| 004% 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 ' SRR . : : R . .
Greenland Turbot/ . {Halibut Mortality [ 4.03% . 27.01%. 0.00%. ... 0.00%| ..4.03%. 27.01% : ;
Arrowtooth Flounder/[C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.00% ° 0.00%] 0.00% 0.00%| . 0.00%  0.00%| |
Sablefish C. bairdi (Zone2) | 000% " '0.00%)| 0.00% 0.00%| : 0.00%  0.00%
Lo ed King Crab (Zone 1)] 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%| i 0.00%  0.00%|.
- [Herring " | 0.00% - 0.00%] 0.00% -- _0.00% 000%" 0.00%|
_ ' [C. opilia ‘ 0.01% * 001%| 0.00% ' 0.00% 001% 0.01%|
T Chinook S 0.00%  0.00% 0.00%"' 000% £ 0.00%  0.00%|
|0, salmon 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% = 0.00%| (000% 000%|
Yellowfin Sole ' [Halibut Mortality ' {20.15% 24.73% 0.00% 000% 20.15% 24.73%
"+ ¢ |Clbairdi(Zone 1) T [39.00% 40.43%} 0.00% 0.00%| 39.00% 40.43%
IC. bairdi (Zone 2) 805% 9.27%)| 0.00% 0.00%| ' 8.05%  9.27%
_ Red King Crab (Zone D 1.45% 1.':?7'% 0.00% 0.00%| 145% 1.57%|
Lo Herring -~ ~- C3.18%  5.32%)| 0.00% 0.00%] - 3.18%" - 5.32%]
C. opilio Cin3i% 13.29%) 0.00% C 0.00% 1131% 13.29%]
Chinook “].0.01% 0.01%)| 0.00% 1/0.00%] 10.01% 001%
' ’lo. Salmon 0.00% 0.03%|0.00%  0.00% 0.00% 003% !

Sources Nauonal Marine F:shenes Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX, BS96HALX, and
BS97HALX) for the numerator 'and trawl bycatch monahty tables (1995 97) from the NMFS AKR web page for the

denominator. i o
R : ' . LY

Amcndment 57 to the BSAI Fishery Management Plan placed a prohibition on the use of bottom trawl gﬁa,l1
for harvesting pollock . The following discussion of fishing gear and target definitions is taken from that
amendment _ ; - B _ . N

Pollock fisheries have been defined in different ways, and understandmg these dcﬁmtxons 1s 1mportant for‘
evaluating a proposal to ban non-pelagic trawling in directed pollock fisheries. To reduce confusion, standard
definitions are show in the adjacent box. Deﬁmng what exact[y is non-pelagic trawlmg for pollock will depend

on the distinction between gear and targels.

e

—
. ' . P -— Fr - -
©ottn : I

Regulation on Trawl Performance Standard (679.7.14);

It ts unlawful for any personto .. use a vessel ta participate in a directed fishery for pollock with trawl gea.f and have on‘board the vass-el atany
particular time, 20 or more crab of any spccus thathavea w1dt.h of more than .5, inches (38 mm) at the widest dl.menslon when directed fishing |
for pollock wn.h nonpe[n.g:c lrawl gcar is closed. ) .

\ " S . o ,‘-,'- ! 4
. . 1

Gear is deﬁned n regulatlons the definition of a pelagic trawl is relatively complex whereas non- pelaglc} B
trawls are all other trawls not mecfing the pelagic trawl definition. Regulations that define pelagic trawl gear

are listed in the accompanying table. Note that a performance based standard for pelagic trawls kicks in when
non-pelagic trawling is prohibited due to PSC attainment. When the pollock fishery nears its allocation of
halibut PSC, NMFS closes that fishery to non-pelagic gear. This occurred in the Bering Sea on September 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 57.
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Definition - of 'belagic and non-pelagic trawl gear.
(§ 672.2 Parts 5and 7)

(5) Non-pelagic rawl means a trawl other than a pelagic trawl;

(8 .

(@] Pelaglc trawl means a trawl that:

€] Has no discs, bobbins. or rollers:

(i) Has no chafe protection gear attached to the foot rope or fishing line:

{iii) Except for the small mesh allowed under paragraph {7X¢) of this
definition: .

{A) Has no mesh tied to the fishing line, head rope, and breast lines with
less than 20 inches (50,8 cra) between knots, and has no stretched
mesh size of less than 60 inches (152.4 cm} afi from all points on the
fishing line, head rope. and breast lines and extending past the
fishing circle for a distance equal to or greater than ane half the
vessel's length overall; or

(B} Has no parallel lines spaced closer than 64 inches (162.6 cm), from
all pbims on the fishing line, head rope. and breast lines and
extending aft to a section of mesh. with no stretched mesh size of
less than 60 inches (152.4 em), extending aft for & distance equal to
or greater than one half the vessel's LOA:

{iv) Has no stretched mesh size less than 15 inches (38.1 am) aft of the
mesh described in paragraph (7)iii) of this definition for a distance
equal to or greater than one half the vessel's length everall,

) Contains no configuration intended to reduce the stretched mesh
sizes described in paragraphs (7Xiii) and (iv) of this definition.

(vi}  Has no fiotation other than floats capabie of providing up to 200
pounds (907 kg) of bueyancy to woomod.ne the uze of a
net-sounder device;

(vi) Has no more than one fishing line and one foot rope for a total of ne
more than two weighted lines on the bottom of the trawl between the
wing hip and the fishing circle;

(visi) Has no metallic component except for carmestars (¢.g., hammerloeks
or swivels) or net-sounder device aft of the fishing circle and forward
of any mesh greater than 5.5 inches {14.0 ¢m) stretched measure;

{1} May have small mesh within 32 feet (9.8 m) of the center af the head

- rope as needed for attaching instrumentation (e.g.. net-sounder

" device); and

?‘ {x) May have weights en the wing tips.

'
P

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
bycatchin pollock fisheries. Unfortunately, the target
defirutions are less' useful for regulating how
fishermen fish their gear. For example, to achieve a
midwater only fishery, vessels targeting pollock
would have to catch > 95% pollock. A vessel that
took a majority of pollock, but less than 95% would

- be in violation of any regulation that mandated mid-

water trawling based on target definitions. This
would be impossible to regulate.

Because of these difficulties, the management action
of Amendment 16a and Amendment 57 is to prohibit
the use of non-pelagic gear when engaged in a pollock
target fishery. While this still uses target fishery
definitions to define direct pollock fishery (dominant
species), it doesn’t require fishermen to catch 95%
pollock. One needs to recognize though, that pelagic
gear can still be fished on the bottom.

Staff was requested to estimate the amount of PSC that would have been needed to conduct the 1995-97
pollock fisheries using only pelagic gear. To make these estimates, sampled hauls from the NORPAC Observer
data base were queried for the years 1995-97. Those hauls were then used to calculate a ratio of PSC bycatch
to target catch. Two separate ratios were calculated for 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 formula was used
to determine targets as NMFS uses in the Blend data, however, the catch was not aggregated by week. Results
using the two methods could be very different, although no comparison of the two was conducted. The method
used here would apply bycatch to different targets if a vessel was using a “topping off” strategy duning a week.

The ratio of PSC to target catch was then multiplied by the catcher/processor’s total pollock harvest 1o estimate
PSC requirements. These estimates should only serve as a rough estimate of future PSC requirements. There
are several factors that may be important when determining future PSC needs that were not accounted for in
this calculation. For example, the fishery will take place in different areas and at different times of the year
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under the new. AFA and Steller sea lion measures, These factors have been shown to impact PSC bycatch rates
of hallbut crab and salmon in past analyses o o ) S

r
'
I

' Table 6.16: . Estimates of Catcher/Pracessor PSC bycatch had they harvested all BSAI pol]ock usmg
elagac gear over the three year time period :

- . Estimates of réquired PSC bycatch in Change in Pollock Fishery PSC bycatch if | -
' - poIIock targets if only pelagic gear was [ estimates of required bycatch are used

* . permitted to be used in 1995-97.-  |instead of historic reported levéls, 1995-97 |

Based on when Based onwhen <20 | Basedonwhen | Basedonwhen <20

pelagic gear® was crabs were harvested |" - pelagic gear was | crabs were harvested

_used " in a haul’ used - . " in a haul
AFA CPs AFA CPs "AFACPs - - AFA CPs

-[PSC Species 20CPs " 29CPs -[20CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29CPs
Halibut Mortality| 111" * 159 "184 " 291 140 . 228]0 67 . 96|

C. bairdi 4,776 ;2,_965*‘ 1620 11201 32,553, -82,464| - -36,709 -94,309

RedKing Crab. | :1i3 & 485 - 27° 43 32220 8197]0 3308 - 8,197
|Herring 954" - 1,075 * 949 10820 - -4l 471" 46 -40
{C. opitio 14,678 36,700] 607 7727 -123,150 -263,324]  -137,221 -299,302| ,

Chinook 21,205 26,540| 21,487 27379} 2,114 . 2,434 -1832 -1,595

0. Salmon 45,582 51,415] 46,447 52,751 - -6344 - -8976/  -5.479 --7,640

a) Extrapolated NORPAC 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 dmdcd 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 abserved are included. The ratio of the
PSC species to total pollock catch in duected pollock fi shenes was multiplied by the total amount, of pollock harvested to determme
PSC estimates. .

¢) For the crab species, tlus method tends h underestunate the amount of crab that will 11kely be necessary to liarvest the
catcherlprocessor s allocation of pollock. . - . .
d) This estlmate is for both zone l and zone 2 combmcd '

[ . . 3 . : [

an, 1 o f

! NPFMC BSAI FMP Amendments 58, 41, 40, 35, and 21b are examples of analyses where PSC
bycatch rates were examined at different times within a vear.
January 2000
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Table6.17: Estimates of the percentage of trawl PSC bycatch that Catcher/Processors would be capped l
at based on their needs in the pollock target fishery.

Estimates of required % of trawl PSC | Change in the % of Future Years Traw!
bycatch in pollock targets if only pelagic | PSC Allocation (Est. % of PSC 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 gear® was | crabs were harvested ] was used vs. total | were harvested ina
used in 2 hau!® reported bycatch  [haul vs. total reported
bycatch
AFA CPs AFACPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Species 20CPs 29 CPs [20CPs 29CPs |20CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29 CPs
Halibut Mortality| 0.98%  1.40%| 1.62% 2.57"% -124%  -2.01%| -0.59%  -0.85%
C. bairdi 0.04% 0.12%] 0.01% 0.01%| -0.88% -195%] -099% -223%
Red King Crab 0.02% 0.10%] 0.01% 0.01%| -0.68% -1.64%| -0.69% -1.73%
Herring' 0.20% 0.23%]| 0.20% 0.23%| -0.80% -0.92%]. -090% -0.78%
C. opilio 0.11% 0.28%| 0.00% 0.01%| -0.88% -1.87% -098% -2.12%
Chinook 15.55%  19.46%| 15.75% 20.07%( -155% -1.78%| -1.34% -1.17%
0. Salmon 21.63%  24.40%| 22.04% 25.03%| -3.01% -426%; -2.60% -3.63%

a) Extrapolated NORPAC cbserved 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 poilock was
multiplied by these vessel total target pollock harvest to derive the estimate.

b) Extrapolated NORPAC observed haul data. Only hauls where less than 20 crab were observed are included. The ratio of the
PSC species to total pollock catch in directed potlock fisheries was multiplied by the total amount of pollock harvested to determine
PSC estimates.

¢) For the crab species, this method tends to underestimate the amount of crab that will likely be necessary to harvest the
catcher/processor’s ailacation of pollock.

d) This estimate is for both zone 1 and zone 2 combined.

The Council also requested that PSC bycatch rates by individual AFA catcher/processors and an average for
non-AFA catcher/processors be provided. Tables 6.18 through 6.20 show those data for the years 1995-97.
Separate tables are provided for the pollock, Pacific cod, and yellowfin sole target fisheries. It is important
to note that targets were defined on a haul-by-haul basis. The same catch percentages were used to define a
target, but instead of using weekly catch by gear and area, only the catch from individual hauls were used.
These data were dérived from the NORPAC observer files, and only non-CDQ hauls from the BSAI, where
a species composition breakdown was provided by the observer were included.

The tables contain information on the PSC bycatch rates and the amount of target species that was harvested
and observed. Rates that were above the average for the entire catcher/processor fleet are bolded in each of
these tables.

Vessels in the list were numbered in random order, but they are consistent throughout these tables. So vessel
“9-1" will be the same vessel in the pollock, Pacific cod, and yellowfin sole tables. Vessels that start with 9
(for example, 9-1)are the nine pollock ineligible AFA catchcr/processor and the vessels that start with 20 are
the 20 eligible catcher/processors. :

Comparing the reported rates of various catcher/processors in the fleet will provide a better understanding of
amount of groundfish these vessels harvested relative to their PSC bycatch amounts. The actual amount of
. observed PSC catch could be calculated by multiplying the rate by the amount of target catch. However it is
important to realize that such a calculation would underestimate that vessel’s total amount of PSC taken, by
the amount of PSC catch in unobserved hauls.
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Table 6.18: - -PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatch!target specues catch) in the pollock 1i shery from 1995-97, by
catcher/processor vessels - :
| " Vessel| Halibut Herring 'C. opilio (. bd:‘i-di ‘Red King Chinook Other Salmon Pollock
~ -79-1f 000012 ' 0.00064 ' 0.00102  0.00809 - 0.00004 ' 0.01624 ' 001355 22,819
92| 0.00050 000025 - 001775 000071 - - -  0.008%1 - - 002922 11,243 |
19-3] 0.00003  0.00077  0.00032 B - 0.00872’ 002948 24,093
94 0.00016 000042 0.19831  0.02303 _ 0.00526  0.00815. 0.01374 44,849 |
'9-5| 000007 0.00030 026908  0.00043 . 0.03640 0.04541 13,941
9-6| 000023 000036 - 006818 0.09533 - 0.04483 0.01780 15,806
- 9-7] 0.00019 0.00031, 0.00142 . 0.08657 . 0.00066. , 0.01883 001742 21,061,
© -+ 9.8 0.00027 000025 . 003037 003920 7 - 1002398 " © 0,02671 24,384
9.9 0.00002 0.00028 000939 0.00068 - 0.02087 001249 15,128
©20-1) 000037 0.00025 - 001657 T 000577 004669 | 33403
>'20-2f 0.00004 000001  0.00041 " 0.00539 - 000737 doooss | T 7.3,
© 203 0.00002 0,00030  0.00009  0.00052 - 000810 0.01598 43,825
' 204| 000005 060012 0.11400 S 001793 0.04174 10,838
20-5| 0.00010 0.00033 0.00429  0.00324 v T0.01963 ¢ 0.05250 67,871
. 20-6| 0.00001 0.00043 ~ - 0.00013 - 001345 . 000126 29,956 |
20-7| 0.00009 0.00086 0.00301  0.00788 : 0.02004 0.05771 45492 .
20-8| 0.00005 0.00040 0.00253  0.12075 0.00594 . 0.02816.  .0.00576 | - 12,639
20-9] 0.00004  0.00081 - - S 0.00048 * - 0100689 83171
20-10{ 0,00004 0.00043 000032  0.00136 - 0.04346 0.02500 38,805 |
+20-11} 0.00002. 0.00108  0.00033 - - 0.01080 0.07672 63,736 |
20-12| 0.00005 0.00466 0.02286  0.00169 - 001696  ~ 0.07934 | . 31387
20-13| 0.00012 0.00065 0.05901  0.00593 - 0.02101 0.03315 38,112
20-14] 000014 0.00017 ° 0.14497 e -1 003849 . .0.02682 33,669
20-15| 0.00006 0.00119  0.00144-- 0.00065 . 0.02875 | 0.06824 | 59345 ‘
20-16] 0.00012 “0.00045 ~ 0.00i05 0.001T6 - 001489 001923 | . 33,617
20-17 0.00027, 0.00035 0.00260  0.00025  0.00002  0.02644 0.01690 44,820
20-18] 000005 0.00020 . 0.00010  0.00045 - - - ~0,00901 T 001354 57,741
20-19{ 0.00009 0.00158 0.00099  0.00058 - 0.01363 0.04940 48,710,
20-20] 0.00015 0.00152 0.00022  0.00028 - 0.01615 0.04086 54,248
L AFA}10.00027 0,00073 . 0.16879 ' 0.05790  0:00344 ‘001868 0.03592° 957,688
NonAFA| 0.00255 000034  2.80699  1.94940  0.03555  0.02569 0.01199 793591
AlLCPs|_0.00044 0.00070 036196 0.19640 _ 0.00579 _ 001920 0.03416] __ 1037.047
AFACVs| 0.00023 0.00123 001507, 0.01026 0.00099 , 0.04617 005637 1,033,638
Non-AFA CVs| .0.00016 0.00027  0.05854. 0.00000 _ 0.00000  0.02242 009699 . 848|
AlLCVs | 000023 000123 001511 0.01025 _ 0.00099 - 0.04615 0.05640]  1.034.485
Source: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97 .
Notes: '
1) A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet’s average.
2) Herring and halibut rates are PSC (mu)./Target catch (mt). -Crab and salmon are PSC (ammals)/‘T arget
catch (mg). o ‘ :
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Table 6.19: PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatch/target species catch) in the Pacific cod fishery from 1995-97, by
catcher/processor vessels

Vessel Halibut Herring . Opilio Tanner Red King Chinook Sa(l);lh:r: 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 0.06000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 62
9-5 0.00004 0.00006 0.17224 0.060915 0.00000 0.01281] 0.00000 546
9-6 0.01266 0.00000 0.00000 0.93846  0.13980 0.03092 0.00000 3,064
9-7 0.01320 0.00347 1.97248 8.34954 0.00221 0.27484 0.10515 1,355
9-8 0.01458 0.00043 3.44880  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 0.60000 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 7.16894 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
20-10 0.00000 0.00093 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 113
20-11 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 15
20-12 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 561
20-13 0.03269 0.00000 0.31974 0.61217 0.00000 0.07771 0.00222 450
-|20-14 0.00932 0.00000 0.00000 0.00509  0.00000 0.14529 0.060255 2,512
20-15 0.06349 0.00000 0.00000  29,12436  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 21
20-16 0.01176 6,00057 0.21778 112165 0.00046 0.32874 0.00517 2,168
20-17 0.12232 0.00000 0.00000 0.0000¢ 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 0.000600 10.91216 0.00000  0.00000 0.26416 0.00000 21
20-20 0,03073 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.06000 0.00000 0.00000 8
AFA CPs 0.01197 0,00044 0.84046 2.43699 0.01994 0.11713 0.00713 23,473
Non-AFA CPs | 0.04144 0.00008  11.44726 9.32298  0.12270 0.10537 0.02346 16,753
All CPs 0.02424 0.00029 525799 530488 0.06274 0.11223 - 0.01403 40,226
AFA CVs 0.02765 0.60002 1.04475 1.07042  0.00498 0.06583 0.00668 65,655
Non-AFA CVs | 0.01705 0.00000 1.39%23 0.60452 -0.00059 0.07382 - 0.00059 1,699
All CVs 0.02739 0.00002 1.05369 1.05867 0.00487 0.06604 0.00653 67.354
Source: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years1995-97

Notes:

1) A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet’s average.
2) Herring 2nd halibut rates are PSC (mt)./Target catch (mt), Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target catch (mu).
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Table 6.20: PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatch/target species catch) in the yelluwﬁn sole fi shery from 199‘5—97

Source Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97
Notes: \

ya bolded number means r_hat vcsscl was above the catcherfprocessor ﬂee[ s average.
2) Hemng and halibut rates are PSC (mt)./T arget catch (mt) Crab and salmon are PSC (ammals)/T arget catch (mt).

1.

)

R e o

by catcher/processor vessels .. - . -

. L o Other _
Vessel: Halibut  Herring Opilio = Tamner Red King  Chinook Salmon| -Yellowfin
9-1 0.02249 " 000022 '30.21579 8.41740- 0.09530 ' 0.00000 - 0.00000|. 543
9.2 - {).0‘0‘069 0.00002  60.05706 830551 0.00000 0.00000 ° 0.00000 1,018
9.3 . 0.03302 0.00000  38.35211 468335 ' 0.13498  0.00000 ' 0.00000] 499
9-5 0.00000 0.00005 91.88153 034229  0.00000 ' 0.00000 ' 0.00000 237 ("
9-6 0.00607  0.00005  0.83059  3.01231" 0.00000 -10.00000 " 0.00000 267
9-7 . 0.02389  0.00031 .- 1278647~ 0.00000 0.03335 '0.00000 ' ° 3,00765|" 131
9-:8‘ .| 0.02015 000000 - 45.20464 22.11648  0.00000  0.00000 - 0.00000 116
9-9° 0.00346°  0.00140 126613 136635 001562 0.00000'  0.00287 7,990
20-2 0.00825 000007 543106 3.16128 ~ 0.01998  0.00000 - 0.00000 11,556
20-4 0.00115  0.00003  36.29686 - 7.29047 - 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 2,883
20-7 0.00304  0.00045 55.83229 18.95755  0.00000° 0.00000  0.00000]| 7,024
20-8 . 0.00855 © 0.00000  3.90634 243461  0.29519  0.00000 - 0.00000 572
20-10 0.00000  0.00000- " 0.00000  0.00000 * 0.00000° 0.00000 0.00000| 26
20-12 0.00121  0.00017 1276300  2.66505  0.01048 * '0.00000  0.00000 5,833
20:14 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000  0.00000 - 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 53
20-15 0.00252 ' 0.00001 2.51559  1.88193 " 0.03941 0.00000 0.00000 6,851
20-18 000000 * 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000  0.00000" (.00000 "~ 0.00000 67
20-19 - 000287 000002 521463 544358 0.05789 000000 000000 6589
20-20 - 0.00279  0.00002 832658 4.51906  ©.00000 0.00000  0.00000{ , 8,442
AFA | 000421 0.00028 14.72575° 534276 ' 0.02241  0.00000 0.00039 60,693
Non-AFA | 0.00516  0.00135  24.89908 10.26036  0.04874  0.00022 0.00270 127,237
ALCPS | 000485 000100 2161354 * 867212  0.04024 0.00015  0.00196| 187929’

1
1S

6.6 Reachmg caps w11] close whlch ﬁshenes

Once the groundfish and PSC caps are established, then a decision must be made regarding th§ closures that
occur when the caps are reached. This decision may be impacted by the method used to determine the caps.

For example, if only the catch in the non-pollock target fisheries is included in the cap, the Council may feet
it 1s appropnate to only close the non-pollock target fisheries upon attainment of the cap. After the closure in

this scenario, only the pelagic pollock fishery would remain open. The pelagic pollock fishéry would then close -'

once the AFA catcher/processors harvested thetr pollock quota.
Caps established for the 1999 fisheries were based on the 1995-97 catch history of all 29 listed AFA

catcher/processors in the non-pollock target fisheries. Once a species cap is reached by these vessels in 1999,
NMFS will close all but the pelagic pollock fishery for the 20 eligible AFA catcher/processors.
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Based on the 1999 groundfish caps, only the BSAI yellowfin sole, Pacific cod, and Atka mackerel fisheries will
likely be opened to directed fishing by the AFA catcher/processor fleet. The caps established for other
groundfish species were determined to be insufficient to open a fishery-for those species. So if similar caps
are set for 2000 and beyond, it is likely that the only EEZ fisheries off Alaska that the AFA catcher/processors
will be allowed to fish are those three and pollock. ,

6.6.1 Only non-pollock fishernes close

When a sideboard cap is reached under this alternative only the non-pollock target fisheries wili be closed to
directed fishing by the AFA catcher/processors. This option provides the fleet a greater opportunity to harvest
their entire cap of non-pollock groundfish. The risk associated with reaching a cap is much less if the pollock
fishery remains open when a sideboard cap is reached.

If the sideboard caps are based on the bycatch from non-pollock target fisheries, the AFA vessels will only be
able to harvest at their traditional levels in those fisheries. Any bycatch reductions in the pollock targets,
resulting from cleaner fishing under the co-op, would be forgone by the AFA catcher/processors. This may
diminish their incentives to reduce bycatch of a valuable species like Pacific cod in the pollock target fishery,
if they are well above the 95 percent pollock threshold for the pelagic fishery definition,

Allowing these vessels to count bycatch in all target fisheries towards their caps, but reaching the caps would
only close the non-pollock target fisheries, likely would not be much of an advantage in most fisheries. Pacific
cod may be one of the exceptions. About 50 percent of the Pacific cod harvested by these vessels was taken
in the poliock 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 pollock target fishery they may actually increase
the percentage of the cod TAC that they harvest. Given that bottom trawling for pollock is no longer legal, this
may not be as much of a problem in the future as it would have been in the past.

6.6.2  All fishing closes for the AFA catcher/processor fleet

Reaching a sideboard cap under this scenario would close both the pollock and non-pollock fisheries for the
AFA catcher/processors. Budgeting their caps under this scenario would be critical, since excessive bycatch
of any species could close the directed pollock fishery before their allocation is taken. This option may force
AFA members to forgo harvesting opportunities in the non-pollock target fisheries at the start of the season
to ensure they do not reach a cap before their pollock is harvested.

The management of bycatch under this scenario’ would be more difficult if the cap was based only on
participation in the non-pollock target fisheries. Given the historic catches reported in Table 6.2 it appears that
this would especially be true for the red rockfish, squid, POP, and other species groups. More bycatch of these
species was taken in the pollock fisheries than in the non-pollock targets. Therefore, unless the fleet was able
to reduce their bycatch of squid, they may be forced to forgo targeting non-pollock targets and stiil be unable
to harvest their entire pollock allocation. It is of course true that the Council may recommend that specific
species be exempted from the cap. Squid for example could be exempted, and therefore the catcher processor
fleet would be in less danger of being closed down because of an inadequate cap for that particular species.
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6.6.3 Descnpnon of Current Catch and Bycatch Management in the BSAI DR

Lo . o
“ o Faw 4 ‘

Included as AFA sideboard opt:ons are measures that would close pollock ﬁshmg to pollock cooperatwes_
whenever a sideboard species limit is reached. This approach would be a departure from current catch and
bycatch management practices in the North Pacific fisheries (CDQ fisheries'are a unique case as discussed
below). Two other options were considered by the Council to address this issue. At the 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 co-op sideboards could be managed as the open access fisheries described
below {as is the case*for the 1999 fishenes), whrch would more likely allow’ for ﬁJll harvest of the pollock

allocations. R N L . EREE o .
SRSCIC NI ¥ SO O 24 N # - B

An addmonal d.lSCUSSlOIl, specnﬁc to how the various pol[ock ﬁshenes are ma.naged 18 mcIuded n Chapter 9

For companson purposes; current management of the open access, [FQ and CDQ ﬁshenes is mcluded Lere.

" ey - ' A ||

OgenAccessF:shep__,r.-.- ' o L v a
e e T, St R I £

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 bycatchi reserve is not divided-up by dJrected
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) [ével established for éach directed fishery.

When'the bycatch reserve of that species is taken,-retention of that species is prohibitedrand further catch-6f
that species must be discarded until the Over Fishing Level (OFL) is reached. The only time an open access
fishery is shut down because of bycatch-is if thé OFL of the bycatch species is reached or the total PSC i3
taken. Figure 1 below provides a basic 1llustratlon of thls structure using BSAI Pac1ﬁc cod quotas as an
example. e - - SURETE "

t

Because the pollock fishery presently operates as a mid-water fishery, therg are no PSC species that cor'nplet'el);
¢lose the pollock fishery. A crab performance standard is used to determine whethér pollock fishing is pelagic
or non-pelagic. By regulation vessels can be fined if they exceed this standard. Certain hemng and chingok
savings aréas close when PSC caps for those species exceed established numbers however, the ﬁshery remams

open elsewhere. R L A

.- . . T
Lo , N [

Bycatch management of the halxbut and sableﬁsh [FQ fisheries is somewhat similar to the ¢ open access regtme

The IFQ holder must retain halibut and sablefish ‘as directed catch or bycatch untit the IFQ holder’s quota lS‘
reached. After reaching the individual quota amounts, all halibut and sablefish caught by the IFQ ho]der must
be dlscarded The amount of discards are limited only by the OFL ' : R
Halibut and sableﬁsh q'uota holders are not restricted‘in the amount of c‘od 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 prohubited and further catch of cod must be discarded. The only cod or other groundfish
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closure that could occur would be if the OFL were reached, or the halibut PSC cap were reached in the open
access ﬁshery : ‘

CDOQ Fisherv

In the MSCDQ program 10 % of the pollock TAC and 7.5% of all other species is allocated to the six CDQ
groups. Additionally, PSC amounts and specific area apportionments of halibut and sablefish are allocated
to the program. The CDQ groups can allocate their quotas of non-pollock species as either directed fishing

. quotas or as bycatch in other CDQ fisheries, However, any pollock taken as bycatch in non—pollock CDQ

fisheries is funded from the pollock bycatch reserve shared with the open access fisheries.

The CDQ groups can also élect to apportion their PSC and bycatch allocations to be used at specifié times of
the year. For instance, many CDQ groups delay or forego high-bycatch, low-value flatfish fisheries until after
the pollock fishery concludes so that the pollock fishery will not be closed down because of insufficient bycatch
or PSC allocations. In this case, other fisheries would close down as a result of reaching a particular groundfish
allocation, hence the ‘squid box’ issue alluded to in this discussion. CDQ fisheries are able to time their
fisheries to mitigate the squid box issue because they have a specific allocation, as opposed to a limit for a
particular species. '

This flexibility would not be available to pollock cooperatives if, as proposed, their sideboard perticipation in

‘non-pollock fisheries would be a limiting “cap” rather than a specified “quota.” And, unlike the MSCDQ quota

fisheries, the non-pollock fisheries rematn olympic fisheries for pollock cooperative participants. Even with -~
this bycatch flexibility, the MSCDQ program has experienced problems with PSC-and bycatch -allocations, '

such as the “squid box,” which constrain the harvest of some MSCDQ fisheries.
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Figure 6.1. Under the open access groundfish fisheries, NMFS sets aside a "reserve" of each species” TAC
at the beginning of the year to fund bycatch needs in the groundfish fisheries for other species. For example,
7.5% of the cod TAC is set aside for bycatch in other groundfish fishenies. Cod fishermen then fish on the
92.5% of the cod TAC that is available for directed fishing. Once that 92.5% is consumed, the directed fishery
for cod shuts down. Other fisheries that have cod as byeatch 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, and the OFL has not been exceeded. In short, non-pollock
groundfish fisheries are unrestricted by bycatch limits on other groundfish species, unless OFLs are reached.
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70 AFA CATCHER VESSEL SIDEBOARDS

To mitigate the impact of AFA on the non-pollock fisheries, section 2! 1(c) mandates that “by not later than
July 1, 1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary conservation and
management measures to - (A) prevent thé catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of
section 208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock
fishery”. This chapter describes the options selected by the Council for constructing sideboards, which are
harvest limits placed on AFA vessels for non-pollock species. Sideboard caps are expected to keep AFA

- catcher vessels from exceeding their traditional harvest levels in the non-pollock groundfish, crab, and scallop

fisheries, as well as pollock in the Gulf of Alaska.
7.1 Alternatives for Analysis

To develop sideboard restrictions, several options were identified at the December 1998 Council meeting.
Those alternatives were then revised by the Council in February 1999. Options for analysis were divided by
whether they applied to the non-groundfish or groundfish fisheries. Non-groundfish restrictions focused on
limiting AFA catcher vessel participation in the BSAI crab and scallop fisheries. Groundfish restrictions apply
to AFA catcher vessel activity in both the GOA and BSAI. The complete set of the altematives from the
February meeting is presented below: .

CRAB SIDEBOARDS

Pamcxpatlon ina co-op is deﬁned as ANY use of a vessel’s catch history by a co-op, whether by direct harvest,
~ lease, sale, or stackmg of quota. , -

Initiate analysis of the following options to mitigate impacts of possible spillover effects of AFA on other
fisheries: o

Options For Section 208 Vessels:

No crossover allowed into any crab fisherics. ,
. No Crossover allowed in the Tanner crab fishery only (opilio and bairdi).
No crossover allowed into opilio unless vessel fished opilio in 1996 or 1997.
No crossovers at the endorsement level.
Allow crossovers only into red king crab fisheries (excludes brown and blue kmg crab)

R

Sub-options:
a. Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of ba1rd1 in red king crab would be restricted to

bycatch of bairdi in the red king crab fishery (applied to #2 & #4 above).

b. Only Section 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op.(applies to #1-5 above and #6 below).

c. Allow cressovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three years (1995, 96, and 97).
(applics to #1 and #2 above).

d. Prohibit any vessel participating in an AFA co-op from lease, tra.nsfer ‘or sale of any hcense
limitation program (LLP) permit.
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Duration of sub-options:

a. Permanent based on participation in _co-op L i X
! b Only for year vessel is mvolved in co-0p -'.‘ R
Tc DuratJonofAFA ' g o CRed e
oo . AR L SR o Ty -
6.0 ¢ Measures whrch would- restrict peliock co4op ‘veésels"tc their: WwmL |
. .). , el - . . . © AL TN - . -“n . N * ’__,'L-'.'
Optiona. S Aggregate traditlonal harvest mcludmg a restrrctlon to the percentage of crab harvest
T - in each Species in 1995, 96, and 97. .
Option b, "~ "~ "Avéragé catch history 1995, 96, a.nd 97 on an each specres by each spemes and
: vessel-by-vessel basis.
Option c. No sale, lease, or stacking of vessel catch hrstory in any crab ﬁshery .
SCALLOP SI.'DEBOARDS _ ,
. . '." il A APIN I e
1. - Partrcrpatrcn ifi a co-0p is $ défined as any use of a vessei s catch hrstory by a co-op, whether by direct
harvest ‘lease, salc or stackmg of quota " - . ; I
. Lt oot 1 Coata ’ o v KR . N A
2. " Measures which- would restrict pol}ock co-op Vesséls to their aggregate tradrtlonal harvest in the
scallop fishery in the years:
Option a. 1996 and 97. | SRR
Option b. 1997 only . ‘ . .
R P P R T S L * "
Sub-options: T
.2 Based on percentage of statewide catch' .
""" b, ' Based on percentage of PSC cap! A ' B
GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS o . e
BSAI .
Ty, L L 'fr,, . B VA B

Participation in a co-op is deﬁned as ANY use of a vessel s catch hlstory by a co—op, whether by drrect harvest

)]

lease, sale, or stacking of guota.” I S ‘A
i ‘L L A
Wee AEF 76 Whom'do Res*tr'-ictir')rrlsj‘Jﬁii:\b;hv'J ‘ ' ‘
Restnctlons shouid apply to all non—po}lock FMP ﬁshenes A _ . o
N T : I AVRARE PR A U R XY
Sideboards apply toall Sectlo_n 208 elrglble'vessels. B N R
i . ""1 . N { ' “‘“ Y ey T e ] Loy .
:Sub optron B T e -
a. Applies to Section 208 vessels only if they join- a co- op ’ ’
b. - Create Sub-srdeboardcap for catcher vessels with average pollock landmgs m 1995 97 which
were less than: R
l. 1,000 mt
2. 3,000 mt
3. 5,000 mt
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When the CV Restrictions Should Apply

1. Harvest_levels should be restricted only during the same time periodé as the nomal open access
pollock fishery : '

Sub-options:
a. Use 1998 open access season dates by sector as a base reference

b. Use 1999 sea lion modified season dates.

2. Exempt those CVs that fish for motherships from BSAI groundfish sideboards prior to February 1
each year. . o '

Exempt each CV sector from BSAI groundfish sideboards for the number of days in excess of 5 that
gach CV sector's pollock season is closed by regulation during the month of February.

|3

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. AFA qualified-pollock catcher vessels,‘th‘at .during pollock A season historically had a majority of their

catch in pollock, would be limited prior to March 1 of each year to the collective share of the cod
fishery that these same vessels collectively harvested historically (1995, 96, 97) prior to March 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 AFA vessels that harvested mostly pollock
during the A season and those that did not).

Nature of CV Restrictions

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

Determination of *“Traditional Harvest Level”

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

1. On basis of percentage of groundfish harvest in non-pollock fisheries by species by fishery.
2. On basis of percentage of total groundfish harvest by species by fishery.
3. On basis of percent of TAC in non-pollock fishery by species by fishery.

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

Pollock: Initiate qualitative discussion on ability for Secretary to use the best 2 out of 3 years to determine
-overall denominator for total pollock pool and numerator for each co-op.
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. Determination of “Agsregate”

Optiori Ai  Apply and monitor by'the vessel class and sector.” -
Option B: Apply and monitor by individual co-op.

Com cnsation
. oo [ "“. T

Further address in a discussion paper, options for compensation to'inshcre catcher vessels‘with catch history
delivering to catcher processors that is no longer available to them under AFA. Additionally, examine inserting
-a clause replacing language in §210(b)(1) to add an option for determining catch history for catcher vessels
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1993, 1996, 1997.

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

to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to catcher processors; that is otherwise lost
under AFA, to bring that catch history to the mshore sector 000perat1ve whlle sharmg the burden a.mong all
members of the inshore sector. ' :

. the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners
voluntarzly parficipate pursuant to paragroph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of
© . the directed fi shmg allowance under Section 206(b)(1) in the year in whrch the fishery
cooperative will be'in effect that is equivalent fo the aggregate total amount of pollock
. harvested by such catcher vessels (and by such caicher véssels whose owners voluritarily
parficipate pursuant lo paragraph (2)) in the directed pollock fishery for processmg by the .
inshore component, together with the amount harvested by such vessels for pFocessing by
. catcher/processors in the offshore componént during 1995, 1 996 and 1997, relative to-thé
aggregate total amount of pollock harvested in the directed pollock fishery for processirig
by the inshore component together with the aggregate total amount harvested by all catcher
vessels fexcluding 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'arvesting -
in the aggregate in excess of Such perc:entage of such directed fishing allowance.”

u.‘ . i

The analys1s should breakout the 42 vcssels bv
- déliveries of 250 tons = * - Ce o T - ‘:
" deliveries of 500 tons . L o a
deliveries of over 1,000 tons
deliveries of over 2,000 mt
deliveries of over 3,000 mt
delivenes of over 5,000 mt . :
(Vessels that do not meet these harvest requnrements may-not bé chglble for compensatlon in the inshore
sector.) e

.

me A op

B , Py

Management of Non-Pollock fisheries v
Vessels limited to target fishing for non-pollock species during those times when the open access target fishery
for the non-pollock species is open.
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Assioning PSC Cgﬁs for Co-op Catcher Vessels in Non-Pollock Fisheries

Determine PSC caps based on catch history ratios (1995, 1996; and 1997) rather than VIP rates.

a. A review of vessel specific PSC rates for eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels.
b: Average bycatch rates of eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels.
c. A retrospective analysis of PSC needs for eligible vessels using a performance-based pelagic
pollock definition. -
L. PSC and non-pollock groundfish caps would apply to all fisheries as true caps (i.¢., when reached
these vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species). .
2. The caps would only close the non-pollock target fisheries.

Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op pools and/or sectors in pollock, ona -
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps.

GOA

1. _ Ai:ply the following sideboards to AFA Section 208 eligible catcher vessels.
Sub-option: Applies only to vessels participating in a co-op.

g Any non- polfock catch limitations for AFA Section 208 vessels are aggregate caps not quotas or

allocations. :

h. Vessel catch history consists of the years 1995, 96 and 97. : .

Sub-option: Fishery 1s released seasonally by quarter proportlonally to when caught
during qualifving years.

4. Gulf of Alaska flatfish sideboards to be halibut bycatch driven. Historic target catch should be
multiplied by the average halibut bycatch rate and- current mortality rate to determine the halibut
mortality available to AFA vessels. These amounts should be separated between despwater and
shallow water complexes.

5. Gulf of Alaska groundfish target fishery: Tar'gét catch of each groundfish species available to AFA
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target spe<:1es based on the average
.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 of a vessel’s catch history in a pollock cooperative, whether by direct harvest,
lease, sale, or stacking of quota. The use of a vessel’s catch history applies to both the direct allocation of
pollock and the sideboard caps set for the non-pollock fisheries.
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73 CrabSideboards - <0 T 5Ll

The AFA requires the Council to devélop sideboards for catcher vessels that are licensed to participate in the
BSAI crab fisheries under LLP. Recommendations for restricting the fleet are required to be submitted to the
Secretary of Commerce, for all three catcher vessel categories, by July 1,.1999.. Currently only the catcher
vessels that deliver to catcher/processors are operating under crab sideboard restrictions. Those were mandated
by the AFA because that group of catcher vessels was allowed to form a cooperative in 1999. The crab
restrictions placed on catcher vessels delivering BSAI pollock to catcher/processors ‘are listed in section
211(c)(2)(C). That section of the AFA states that “catcher vessels eligible under section 208(b) are hereby
prohibited from participating in a directed fishéry for any species of crab in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands Management Area unless the 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”. Staffinterpreted the word “species” in that section of the AFA to mean either king or Tanner crab.
Based on that assumption, three of the seven catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors wete requiréd
to give up their rights to fish Tanner crab (C. opilio and C. bairdi) in 1999. When developing sideboards for
all catcher vessels, the Council may choose to either retain or modify section 211(c)2)(C) of the AFA
Therefore., all catcher vessel sectors have been included in this section of the analysis. '

7.3.1 Options to Mithgate AFA Splllover Impacts on the Crab F 1shenes S

¢

Several options to mitigate impacts of the AFA on BSAI crab ﬁshenes were identified by the Council. A

complete list of those alternatives was presented in the previous section of this analysis. Options ranged from:

excluding AFA catcher vessels from harvesting any BSAI crab, to limiting the vessels as a group to their
traditional harvest levels in all BSAI crab fisheries. In between these two options are alternatives that would

limit the AFA catcher vessels either at or below. their historic pamc1pat10n levels, in spemﬁc BSAI crab’

fisheries. -, e Lot C P Cte

Two of the options would not allow AFA vessels to use specific LLP endorsements on their crab license. The

first of these options would limit BSAI Tanner.crab endorsements held by AFA vessels. The second covers

allspecies/area-endorsements, and would allow: the Councd to restnct the use- of any ‘or*all specxes
endorsements held by AFA catcher vessels.: .- o ‘ o S T

Both of the alternatives that would restrict the use of specific endorsements include a suboption that Wduld 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 fisheries.: The option
restricting vessels to their historic catch levels would have a similar impact if applied to C. bairdi and C. opilio
separately. Vessels that only harvested bycatch amounts of C. bairdi in the past, would be capped at thelr
historic catch level (i.e., their bycatch of C. bairdi} in the future. : :

As drafied, the options listed in sections 7.3.1.1 through-7.3.1.5 would not allow AFA catchéer véssels'to

participate in specific crab fisheries, meaning that recent participation in those fisheries would not ehsure their’

right to future participation. The alternatives in section .7.3:1.6 'would allow AFA catcher vesséls that hold
LLP rights to participate in BSAI crab fisheries up to their histonc levels of participation. C

Two options were considered to determine historic participation. The first would set a harvest cap for the entire
fleet equal to the percentage of crab harvested in all species between 1995-97. The second option would use
the same years to determine catch history levels, but the caps would be placed at the LLP endorsement level
for each vessel. In other words, the caps would be monitored at the vessel level for each crab fishery.
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Recall that in section 208(b) of the AFA, catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors were allowed to
retain their rights to fish Tanner crab if they made landings of that species during 1997. None of the seven
. vessels met that requirement, so they were not allowed to fish Tanner crab in 1999. However, they will be
issued a Tanner crab endorsement accordmg to the current LLP rules. That endorsement cannot be fished on
board an AFA vessel, but it could be fished if transferred to'a non-AFA vessel. This same issue will also'come
into play for each of the other catcher vessel sectors. Transferring and applying the LLP licenseto a non-AFA.
vessel would activate the license so it could fish any crab species for which it held endorsements, without being
limited by sideboard caps. For this reason, the Council also considered a sub-option that would restrict any
vessel participating in a cooperative from leasing, transferring, or selling any LLP hcense. That restriction
would keep the license from being fished more aggressively, but would also limit the ticense holder’s business
options. This is especially true if the caps apply regardless of whethier a vessel jons a cooperative. The
Council could also decide to issue inactive licenses/endorsements to AFA vessels, or simply not issue the
licenses. Not issuing the licenses/endorsements would keep them from being transferred from a AFA vessel
and becoming active, and thereby would limit effort in the crab fishery. But not issuing the license would
certainly reduce the value of the license package that the AFA vessels qualified for under the LLP.

7.3.1.1 Allow No Crossovers into any BSAI Crab Species

This option would restrict AFA catcher vesséls from participating in any BSAI crab fishery. Given the current

list of AFA and-crab LLP qualified vessels, the 102 endorsements presented in Table 7.1 could not be fished.’
The number of vessels participating n the BSAI Tanner crab fishery would be reduced by 42, if the

endorsements were not issued or they could not be transferred. If the licenses were issued and could be

transferred to a non-AFA vessel, the reduction in licenses would be between zero and 42. The actual number!
would depend on how many of these licenses were transferred away from AFA eligible catcher vessels. The

same is true for each of the other crab species/area combinations listed in the table. A maximum of nine

endorsements from the Saint Matthew and Pribilof fisheries would be impacted, as would one endorsement for

Adak red king crab, and 41 endorsements for Bristol Bay red king crab. g

Table 7.1. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels

AFA Catcher Vessels by Delivery Mode
Species/Area Endorsement | CV 1o Inshore ) CV to Inshore/MS | CVto MS JCV to CP| Total
. BSAI Tanner 32 .6 BT 3 Y}
Dutch Harbor Brown 0 0 0 0 0
St. Matthew Blue 3 4 0 2 9
Pribilof Blue/Red 8 1 0 0 - 9
. Adak Brown - 0 0. 0 0 0
Adak Red 0 0 0 1 I
Bristol Bay Red 31 "6 1 3 4]
Total Number of Endorsements| 74 17 2 9 102
Number of Vessels 33 6 1 3 43

Source: Council LLP data set derived from ADF&G Fishtickets.
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73.1. 2 Allow No Crossovers into the (’ bazrdz or (. opzl:o Frshenes o ' : U ' ‘

R i bobe, e 0 o . — "~ d

AFA catcher vessels ‘would not be allowed to fish a BSAI Tanner crab endorsement under thls alternatlve
From Table 7.1 we see that42 endorsements for Tanner crab would either not be issued or their use would be
restricted. However, any of the AFA vessels which leld LLP endorsements fora king crab ﬁshery would be
allowed to continue fishing for those specres Dependmg on the optlon selected they may be llrruted to thelr
historical ‘catch levels 1 e

Alternatives dlscussed n sect10ns 7.3.1.1'and7;3:1'2 also contain a suboption that r reqmres a vessel 1 have
fished in each year 1995,.1996, and 1997 to rétain it§ ¢rossover rights. - Applymg this’ requrrement would
reduce-the number of endorsements the AFA vessels would retain. The estunated numbers’ ‘of endorsements
that would.be retained are listed in Table 7.2, The bottom line of Table*7.2 'shows that only 10 of the" 43
vessels made BSAI crab landings in all three years. Nine of the 10 vessels were in the inshore sector, and the
ténth vessel is in-the catcher vessel delivering to the catcher/processor sector. Note that this suboptron is less
restrictive than the previous; i.¢., 33 vessels would lose their lidense as opposed to 43~ *'~*

\ .. . L y LE '.-.

Table 7.2. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels that made crab landings each year 1995, 1996,
and 1997

v e T T AFK Catcher Vessel’s by Delivery Mode
' -Species/Area Endorsemerit  |CV 16 Inshore | CVito Inshore/MS.| CV to MS | CV to CP].. Total .
. BSAITammer . Lt o9 L s.0 cbeo00} 10 10
:D Harbor. Brown. " S R N
siMatt Blue <© 0|t Pt o i e AT ) g
Pnb Blue/Red b2 g e O 0~ RV
Adak Brown 0 e 0 e 0 .0 0
Adak Red 0 0 0 0.0,
_Bristol BayRed - - 8 R s e 9"
t Total Number of Endorsements 20- -0 0 L3 23 - |4
'NumberofVessels L R S - - 0 Tl'. 10~ l

S?urce -Council LLP data set derived from ADF&G F tshtwkets _
o ; ‘ ! T L
7:3.1.3 Al]ow No Crossovers into the C. opilio, FJShery Unless the-Vessel F1shed for (“ opzlm in- 1996 or
1997& o ; . e Y

. ] : i, ' - i\ 1 i
Implementatlon of this optron would requrre aménding the crab LLP, or lssumg an AFA penmt which would
override a vessel s right .to fish (. opilio under a LLP Tanner crab endorscment. Recall that a smgle
endorsement is issued under the LLP whlch allows a vessel to participate in both the C. opilio and C: bairdi

ﬁshenes Thrs optlon is-at a finer resolutlon than the LLP endorsement level!

ADF&G Frshtrcket data mdrcates that only seven of the AF A vessels witha Tanner crab endorsernent would -
quahfy to fish both C. opilio and C. bairdi under this option, the remaining 35 vessels would lose their ¢
opilio harvest privileges. Six of the vessels fished C. opilio in 1996 and three of the vessels fished C. opilio
in 1997, so only two of the vessels fished . opilio in both 1996 and 1997. The 35 AFA catcher vessels that
lose their C. opilio harvest rights would be limited to fishing for C. bairdi with their Tanner crab endorsement
in future years.
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7.3.1.4 Allow No Crossovers at the Endorsement Level.

As written this option could have the same result as any of the other options which limit crossovers, depending
on how it is implemented. The Council could apply this option 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 resuilt
 as the no crossover into the 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 red king crab fisheries.
This option providés the Council the flexibility to restrict crossovers for any crab LLP species/arca
endorsement combination. Recall that Table 7.1 shows the number of species/area endorsements held by AFA
catcher vessets that could be lost under this option.

7.3.1.5 Allow Crossovers into the Red King Crab Fisheries Only

- AFA vessels would only be allowed to fish the BSAI red king crab fisheries. In total, AFA catcher vessels
would be issued one endorsement for the Adak red king crab an_d the 4] endorsements for Bristol Bay red king
crab. Tanner crab, blue king crab, and brown kiog crab endorsements for these vessels would either not be
issued or their use would be restricted when attached to an AFA vessel.

73.1.6 l'{estrict Cooperative to their Aggregate Traditional Harvest Based on their Percentage of the Harvest -
in 1995, 1996, and 1997 '

The final option would allow AFA vessels to fish their endorsements, but they would be capped at their average
1995-97 harvest levels. Caps would be calculated by dmdmg AFA 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 select this option in conjunction with any of the no
crossover provisions discussed above. Forexample, a preferred alternative could be developed that would only
allow AFA vessels to crossover into red king crab fisheries, and they would be limited to their historic
' part1c1pat10n in those fisheries.

ADF&G has expressed ¢oncerns over their ability to manage these fleet wide caps. Therefore, the viability
of this option may require assurance from ADF&G that in-season management and enforcement of the caps
are possible.

Estimates of the GHL percentages that AFA vessels would be allocated in future years are shown1in Table 7.3.
AF A vessels have historically harvested relatively more of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery than any other
~ fishery reported in Table 7.3 However substantial amounts of Tanner crab were also harvested by AFA
vessels.
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Table 7.3 Percent of catch accounted for by AFA vessels (1995-97), and estimates of futirre catch ceps

Species . [ Number |  AFA. (AFA , AFA Vessel’s | | Estimated
Ve TR of Vessels " Vessel’s . Vessel 5. ' Future I-Iarvest g ,Avg. Future |
R ‘Catch (Lbs) Percentage ofr Based on. 1998 .. Catch per-
: 7 ) oL 1995 97 | ."l"ota_J' Cal;eb.( GHLs . Vessel .
C bairdil . | i 420 363 3907 10 38% o R n/a ©© " nfa
R . : d o, R Lo ot
. C. opilio. 429 4389 214 18%; v 3500000 s o 83,000
St. Matt. Blue King 9 68,518 C0éw | 2dpdo | 2.500
Prib, Red/Blue King 9 ©45.843 7 ST LT% T 14000 “1,500
Bristol B. Red King 41 |+ .1,777416 |+ - 102%.f -7 41,700,000 | < 41,000
“All Specids ¢ | U C 43| Tes4a381) T 2a% | . Us.337.000 | .réz,QQo

Source! ADF&G crab ﬁshtrcket data for 1995-97, R L N R . ;
Note: The percentages for C. opilio and the Tanner crab totals are both hsted as l 8%. Tlus 1s 51mply due to
,roundmg, the actual Tanner crab percentage would be slightly larger had more decimal places been iricluded.
- ST
A second option would apply caps to individual vessels. The results of those calculatlons cannot be presented
here, because the information is considered confidential by the State of Alaska. However, from.the tabies
'above itis possnble to deterrrune both the number of vessels anolved and the aggregate cap for the entire sector.
For ekxample, from Table 7.1 we know that 41 vessels could harvest Bristol Bay,red king crab; and Table 7.3
indicates they would be allowed to harvest 10.2 percent of the GHL. If the GHL were 16.4 million pounds,
as it was in 1998, then that would equate to an AFA vessel cap of approximately 1.7 million pounds. With that
type of” Lnformatron it may not be necessary to have individual catch records to make an informed decision.
However before thls a.lternatwe could be enforced the md1v1dual caps would likely need to be made public.
R _ iy
It is also noted that the C. opilic and C. bairdi caps will be managed separately under a sideboard cap. There
is no option to allow those caps to be combined into a single Tanner crab sideboard. This would have allowed
vessels to carry over any unused cap from the C. oprlza into the C. bairdi fishery, and that is not the intent of

the Couneil.

LS
)

7.3.2 To Whom the Restrictions Would Apply . e a

Two optlons are belng con51dered regardmg to whom srdebo{ard caps apply 'The ﬁrst optlon would apply the®
caps to all catcher vessels that dre eligible to join a cooperative under section 208 of the AFA. Catcher vessel
owners that decided not to participate in a cooperative, would still be subject to the sideboard caps (for their
AFA vessels)! All six crab sideboard options listed above also contain a suboption that would apply these caps
to eligible AFA catcher vessels only if they joined a cooperative. Participation in a cooperative means any use
of a vessel’s catch history in a pollock cooperative, whether by direct harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota.
If vessel owners choose not to join a cooperative, under this suboption, they would not be bound by the

sideboard regulations.

»
f_l '

- Several members of industry have expressed concern that some vessels qualify for the cooperative with

relatively small amounts of pollock history. If the owners of these vessels choose not to enter the cooperative,
and are still bound by the sideboards applied to the AFA group of vessels, they could be placed in a difficult
situation. They would not receive much benefit from the cooperative because of their limited pollock catch
January 20007
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history and their participation in the crab fisheries would be limited. They would also be required to compete
against other AFA catcher vessels with substantial pollock catch histories for sideboard caps. Being bound
by the sideboards may force these vessels to join the cooperative in order to have some bargaining power for

. the non-pollock caps they are competing to catch.

An option is also being considered that would allow vessels to decide whether to join a cooperative each year,
for the duration of the AFA, or permanently. If vessel owners are not bound by the sideboard caps when they
are not in a cooperative, and they can choose to join a cooperative each year, they will likely decide whether
to join the cooperative based on the relative catch lumts in the poIIock and non-pollock fisheries and the prices
for t.hosc species.

7.3.3  Duration of the Crab Sideboards

Crab sideboards could be implemented for one of three periods. First they could be permanent and extend
beyond the December 31, 2004 of AFA. Inactive licenses (or endorsements), issued to AFA vessels could
never be fished on an AFA vessel, but could be sold to a non-AFA vessel so long as the AFA vessel was able
to obtain an appropriate replacement license for participation in the groundﬁsh fisheries.

Second, sideboards could last as long as the AFA, which will sunset on December 31, 2004, unless extended
by the Council

Third sideboards could apply only-during the years a vessel participates in a cooperative. Vessels could decide
annually to join a cooperative, or be free of sideboard restrictions. A vessel is considered to bave participated
in a cooperative if its quota is used by a cooperative. Giving vessels an annual choice would likely increase
the difficulty of managing the fisheries, because the sideboard caps may be revisited each year It would,
however, increase flexibility to respond to fluctuations in relative TAC S or prices. -

" 74 Scallop Sideboards

Sideboards must be establi;hed for scallops also. The F/V FORUM STAR is the only listed offshore pollock

catcher boat that fished for'scallops in recent history and it will need to be restricted to its traditional harvest

levels. That restriction could to be written into the permit issued to this vessel under the license limitation

program adopted by the Council in February 1999. .

In February 1999, the Council adoptcd finat altemnatives for defining “traditional harvest level” for fisheries
under the American Fisheries Act. For scallop, that was to restrict pollock co-op vessels to their traditional

- harvest in the scallop fishery in the years 1996.and 1997, or 1997 only. .Sub-options being considered would

limit the F/V Forum Star’s catch based on a percentage of the statewide catch, or based on a percentage of
the crab bycatch limits. Specifically, the Council’s motion included analysis of the following:

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

L2 Measures which would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest in the

scallop fishery in the years:

Option a. 1996 and 97.
Option b. 1997 only
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T Sb-optlons RS
T - Basod on percentage of statewide catch” _ . co ‘
“. S b Based on-percéntage of PSC cap e ’ R : ‘ " “"fj <

; A A I A -7 - N o 4
Suboption A is a straightforward way to determine trachtloual harvest levels. The F/V Forum Star did not fish.
for. scallops in 1996, but landed apprommately 60,000 pounds of scallops in' 1997 (Jim Chase, owner, personal
. commumcatlon 2/8/99). [rote'that an attempt was made to get actual data released from CFEC, but we'were
" ‘unablé to conitact both perrmt holders (the vessel captams) to'sign ‘release waivers: SO éstimated landmgs from
- the vessel dwner were used instead] Total statewide catches of scallaps in Alaska.’ were 732,424 pounds in
1996, and 786,043 pounds in 1997. Using these data, the average harvest for this vessel undér Suboption’ A
would be as follows: o
Option a = 30,000 pounds, equating to 3.95% of the 1996 and‘1 997 harvest
Option b 60 000 pounds equanng to 7 63% of the 1997 harvest _

[ KR L [

[

‘-Implementmg suboption A would be more strarghtfonvard If harvests from thrs ‘véssel ‘were lirnited to
. poundage:Due'to crab bycatch limits, inseason ad]usiments and-othier factors, harvests for the coming season
are difficult to project. However, ctches in thé last few years have incréased from about 730,000 pounds to
810,000 pounds Given proposed changes to crab bycatch limits in the Bering Sea, annual harvests for coming
_yéars have been projected'to-be about 860,000 pounds'(ste breakeven analysis for Amendment 4 1o the scallop
FMP, February 1999). So, using the percentage harvests under option a and b, the F/V/ Forum Star could'be
limited to the scaHOp catch l:sted below: ‘ 7 .
T, S ) ~t S R R : Y : : T [
N Optlon a =34,000 pounds;, ‘based on pro;ected future statewrde catch of 860,000’ pounds
- Optxon b 65 600 p0unds based on pro_;ected future statewrde catch of 860 000 pounds

l
N3

Suboption B was proposed to Iimit hawests of scallops based on crab bycatch lumts but this is problematical
for the scallop fishery. For each registration area, the state establishes a guideline harvest level (GHL), and
in some areas, crab bycatch limits for king crab, Tanner crab, and snow crab (i the Bering Sea). It'is
unknown at the beginning of the fishing season whether or not the GHL for the registration area will be taken,

or whether the fishery will be cut short due to reaching the crab-bycatéh limits. Table 74 provrdes ‘the PSC
bycatch limits from the-1998 - scallop fishery! Vessel’ specrﬁc bycatch mformatlon is conﬁdentral and
unavailable. Nevertheless, this Suboption could potentnally allow a wide range of p0551b111t1es for this vessel.

For example, if the vessel fished in Area D and E in 1997, it would have néarly no- “bycatch history™,

alternatwely, if the vessel fished in the Bering Sea, it could potentially have developed a disproportionately
large* bycatch history”. Note that about 67% of the crab bycatch limits are apportloned to the Benng Sea
registration area.''Suboption B appears to reward the véssel if i 1t ﬁshed in the Bering Séa (or had hlgh bycatch
lévels in other areas) and would penalize the vessel if 1t did not ﬁsh n the Bermg Sea (or had low bw:atoh

elsewhere) =~ o0 J. e D bt
R P AP S ':‘r.‘l!'.-_ ORI N
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Table 7.4: Weathervane scallop regiétratiun areas, seasons, GHL's (pounds, shucked), and crab bycatch
limits established for the 1998 scallop fishery, by area

Crab Bgcatch lelt
: TGHL . Fishing king = Tanner Snow
Area (pounds) Season . crab  crab crab
D - District 16 0 - 35,000 July 1 -Feb 15 n/a nfa nfa
D - Yakutat 0 - 250,000 July 1 -Feb 15 n/a nfa wa
E - Eastern PWS ¢ - 20,000 July 1 - Feb 15 na 500 n/a
~ Western PWS exploratory July 1 -Feb 15 . Wa 130 n/a
H - Cook Inlet (Kamishak) 0 -20,000 Aug 15-Qct 31 - C 60 24,992 n/a
Cook Inlet (Quter area) combinedJan [ - Dec 31 ' 98 2,170 n/a
K - Kodiak (Shelikof) 0 - 360,000 July I - Feb 15 196 33,500 n/a
Kodiak {(Northeast) combinedJuly | - Feb 15 21 46,500 n/a
M - AK Peninsula {0 - 200,000 July | - Feb 13 200 48,500 na
O - Dutch Harbor ¢ - 110,000 July | - Feb I5 10 10,700 n/a
Q - Bering Sea 0 - 400,000 July 1 - Feb 15 500 215,000 -130,000
R - Adak 0 -75,000 July I -Feb 15 . 50 10,000 n/a

75  Groundfish Sideboards

Three classes of AFA catcher vessels are defined by whether they deliver to catcher processors, motherships,
or the inshore sector. For this analysis, a fourth class has been created, consisting of catcher vessels that can
deliver to both the inshore and mothership sectors. Because it is uncertain whether they would be required to
-deliver their non-pollock sideboard caps to the same sector which they delwer their pollock allocation, they have
"Heen treated separately in the tables.

__;I'his section contains summary tables for many of the alternatives being considered. Additional tables in
‘Appendix II contain detailed, reference information from which the summary tables were created.

Catcher vessels that-deliver to catcher processors formed a cooperative in 1999, and their cooperative
agreement restricted them, as a group, from exceeding their historic catch levels in fisheries other than pollock.
Formal recommendations that would implement effort limits for all AFA catcher vessels must be submutted
to the SOC by July 1, 1999, so the regulations can be in place for the- 2000 fishing season. Language in the
AFA mandating these limits (Section 211(c)(1)(A)) statés that the Council shall recommend measures for
approval by the SOC that “prevent the catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section
208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries under
the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock target
fishery”. This portion of the document will estimate the non-pollock groundfish harvest caps that AFA catcher
vessels will be allowed to harvest in fisture years.

7.5.1 Determination of Traditional Non-pollock Groundfish Harvest Levels in the BS/AIL

Determining the level of catch at which these vessels will be capped in future years requires answering some
general questions. The questions include what years should be included in the base period, should the
denominator be based on catch or TAC, should catch from all target fisheries or just non-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 quesnons will determine
the historical levels of non-pollock groundﬂsh catch for the- AFA catcher vessels.
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BSY/Al CatchData -~ "+ « . ' - - . ' B R S
Hiétorical catch data for the catcher vessel cIasses wrll be presented in the followmg sections. ADF&G
fishtickets were used todetermine a vessel s catch mstory when deliveries were made to shorebased processors
and floating processors that operate An State waters. F1sht1ekets are required for all catch delivered ‘to
processors operating in State waters. Discards that occur at-sea are often not : reported on fishtickets; nor are
‘they required. Because the timé frame for determining sideboard caps runs through 1997, and the Improved
Retention/Improved Utilization (IR/IU) program did not go into place until 1998 the portion of. BSAI Pacific
cod and pollock that was discarded at-sea is likely underestimated for some vessels dehvermg catch’inshore:
Data for catcher vessels that delivered to catcher processors and motherships operating in Federal waters were
derived from the NORPAC observer database. Delivéries that were made na CDQ ﬁshery were not mcluded
from either source C Cor P RPN

The NORPAC data base provides haul-by-haul catch records for the catcher vessels that deliver at-sea. When
the haul is sampled by the observer, a detailed catch composition is included in the database. Howevet, when
the observer is unable to sample a haul, the total weight of that catch is recorded with po Species information
provided. NORPAC records from catcher vessel deliveries to catcher processors and mothership from 1993-
97, indicate that about 55 percent of the total catch was sampled. The remaining 45 percent of the’ catch data
had no mformatlon on the spec:es that were harvested but dxd report an estimate of the total welght of ﬁsh
caught‘_f e e vl . IR T | .
Cls S e O T BELY P S
To provide estimates of a vessel 8 catch history at the species level, an assumption regardmg the’ unobserved
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 NORPAC. For this analysis, the following methodology was used to
estinate the speeres cornposrtton for unobserved hauls

. N

I) A flag was.added to the data showmg 1f the pollock fishéry was open. Differences in season dates

between the BS and Al were accounted for when the flag was added.
2) . - - Observed catches by species were then summed for each catcher vessel based on whether the pollock
.~ fishery was openorclosed. - - « - Lo o : . -
3) . . The catch of each species (by catcher vessel and if pollock was open) was then chwded by the vessel’s

+ 1. total catch to determine the perceritage of each specres that cateher vessel harvested durmg the tlmesl

. of year when pol]oek was open or closed: r

4) . Those'percentages were then multlphed by its"catch from unobservered hauls (agam separated based

" on:whether potlock was open or closed). The results are estimates of catch for the unobserved hauls.
5)..~ . Some vessels were never observed. For thosé vessels, a percentage was “caléulated’ based on the
. -harvests of all observed catcher vessels-on that-day. Those percentages for-each speCles were then
applied to the unobserved hauls that day. - : ek a !

This methodology for determining edch vessel’s catch by species will provide estimates’ that do not track’
exactly with the actual landings. However when the pollock fishery was open, almost 96 percent of all sampled
catch was pollock, and over 93 percent of all catch from 1995-97 occurred whén the pollock fishery was open.
When the pollock fisherics were closed, only 30 percent of the catch was poliock: This percenitage seems high, -
but that is because two vessels had observer reports of over 90 percent pollock whén-the pollock fishery was
closed. Applying a vessel’s own observed history helps correct for this problem. Overall when the pollock!
fishery was closed, the methodology employed estimated that about 25 percent’of the unsampled catch’ was -
pollock. Pacific cod accounted for the largest portion of catch, when this method was used, at just over 55
percent.
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For purposes.of this analysis, the numbers resulting from extrapolating observed catch to unobserved hauls
may provide Teasonablé estimates of each vessel’s catch history for poilock. Estimates of the amounts of
bycatch that ocourred by species and the amounts of other target species harvested are likely less accurate than
the estimates for pollock. Unfortunately, the sideboard caps rely on our estimates of non-pollock harvest.

Discard Rates

The Council also requested that information on catcher vessel discard rates be included in the analysis. It is
not possible to determine discard rates for individual catcher vessels. Therefore, discard rates for all catcher
vessels are reported here. The data were derived from the 1995-97 NMFS Blend data sets. Harvests made

by catcher/processors were excluded. Separate tables have been included for the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands *

(Table 7.5) and the Guif of Alaska (Table 7.6).

Table 7.5: Discard Rates of Trawl Catcher Vessels in the BS/AIL 1995-97

Target Fisheries
Species - Area All Non-Pollock
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 63% Lo
Atka Mackere] - Eastern Al 20% 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 93% 99%|
Other Flatfish - BSAI . 40% 42%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 87% - 93%
Greenland Turbot - Al 90% 100%
‘|Greenland Turbot - BS 31% 20%
Other Species - BSAI 91% 92%
Pacific Cod (All Trawl Gear - 95&96) - BS/Al 13% 8%
Pacific Cod (Traw! CV - 97) - BS/AI 6% 4%
Pollock (Inshore) - Al 1%. 0%
Pollock (Offshore) - Al 0% -
Pollock (Inshore) - BS 5% 92%
Pollack (Offshore) - BS 2% 92%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Al 4% -
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 42% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al 17% -
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 10% 100%
Other Rockfish - Al . 100%. 100%
Otber Rockfish - BS 71% 55%
Rock Sole - BSAI 92% - 92%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 100% -
Sablefish (Traw] Gear) - BS 17% 6%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 099% 100%
Squid - BSAI 53% 74%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 39% -
Other Red Rockiish - BS 84% 92%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 6% . 6%
Grand Total 7% 36%
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Table 7.6: D:scard Rates of Trawl Catcher Vessels in the Gulf of Alaska, 199597 -

68%| -

el

9%

65%| ©

R L7 P
oav
2%| ..

1wl

88%|

64%' -

12%|(.

i - Target Fishertes .
Speciés - Area - " All " Non-Pollock|
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 9% 99%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Guif (1995 through 1996) 100% 100%, -
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 99% 100%
Atka Mackerel. - Western Guif . (1995 through 1996) ~ . 64%.. S 100%)
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf - 70% "

Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 9% T 96%|
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf ~ ~ 95% . 100%
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 1%

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf - 13% P 3%
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf o 100% 777 100%)|
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf . 18% 18%
Flathead Sole - Eastern Galf =, S 0%

Flathead Sole Western Gulf : 78% “ 95%
Northern Rockﬁsh Central Gulf 11% . “11%)
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Guif. 70% 70%
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf ‘ 100% 100%
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska - : 67%

Pacific Cod (Inshore) Central Guif ' 10% 10%|"
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Guif | 1%

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 4% 1

Pacific Cod (Iushore) - Westem_Gulf 2%

Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 2% 2%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf ~ 17%

Pelagic Sheil'_f.Rockflsh (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 21% 21%} .
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf ‘ 17% C17%
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 96% 98%
Pollock - Chirikof District ' 9%/

Pollock - Eastern Gulf ﬁ 2% 78%)
Poliock - Kodiak’ f 12%

Pollock - Shuragin District 4% 7%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf ' 12% 12%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 12% o 1%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf 56% ‘ "‘55%
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 19% 19%
Rex Sole - Eaé%ern Gulf 12%

- {Rex Sole - Westem Gulf 96% 99%|.
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf . - 88% o 88%
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf - o 1% . 7%
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf = 100% 100%
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Table 7.6 continued ‘ ‘ :
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf ” 29% 29%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast 0% : 0%
_ |Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf . 69% 69%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 66% 66%] -
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf ' 18% 18%j.
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% 3%
Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf 2% 1%
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska ' 40% 40%
All Fisheries 13% 20%

Additional information on discard rates can be obtained from the 1995-97 discard report prepared for ADF&G®
by Pacific Associates, Inc. and Fisheries Information Services. This document provides detailed bycatch rates
by target ﬁshery and delivery mode.

Base Years for Determining Numerator

Calculating the percentage of the TAC that catch vessels would be capped at in future years requires estimating:
a numerator and a denominator. This section will focus on the numerator. The next section will discuss the
denominator. Many of the issues associated with determining each of these numbers have already been
discussed in the catcher/processor sideboard chapter (Chapter 6). The issues that will need to be addressed
for catcher vessels include changes in the TAC groupings over time, whether bycatch from the pollock target
fishery should be included, and the period on which catch history is based.

Two periods are being considered for determining catcher vessel sideboard caps. The options selected by the
Council are either the average catch from 1992-97 or 1995-97. The AFA is silent on this issue. Recall that
catcher/processor sideboards are based on the years 1995-97. After choosing the period, the next question is
what catch within those years will be included? There are again two options. The first would include catch
from all target fisheries, and the second option would include only catch taken in non-pollock target fisheries.

Tables 7.7 and 7.8 report the catch of BSAI groundfish in the non-pollock target fisheries and in all target
fisheries by the AFA eligible catcher vessels for the years 1995-97. Tables 7.9 and 7.10 report the same
1nformat10n except for 1992-97.

®Alaska Department of Fish & Game, “Discards in the Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands & the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-97", September, 1998. This document may be
downloaded from the ADF&G Commercial Fisheries Web Page.
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Table 7.7: AFA catcher vessel harvests in non-pollock target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt) -

17 "
sl

3742 ..

: - : Non-Pollock Target Fisheries ‘ '
SF’“@? by TAC Grouping CVInshore CV o INMS CVtoMS GV t6 CP U Toal ]
P 90 Vessels 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels '118 Vessels e
Atka Mackerel - Central Al ' - ] ’s - . L e
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al ‘ 16 7 L 107 v3a
Atka Mackerel - Western Al a F- . .ot
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al L 1,741 137 73 - 240 - 2190
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 6,171 517 257 563 - - - 7508 |
Flathead Sole - BS and Al ‘- . 485 251 197-7- 444 7 T 5743
Greenland Turbot - Al ‘ 2 - ) o
Greenland Turbot :BS ... .- _. s .10 4 39 gol |
Other Species - BSand Al _ oo 3,050 . _ 216.. .. 138.. .. 338 .
P Cod(leedGear) -BS andAI ) 50 13 - 195 258
P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al . B e . .
* P, Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only)” 40,884 3,118 2,057 . 4957 . 51016
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 8 3 - 3 14
*POP-C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) - - - - -l
*POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) | - - 3 4
* POP.- W. Al (1996 - 1997 only) " S el - - e
Other Rockfish - AT - - L e - I
OtherRoclcﬁsh BS CT _ ‘ U "“"2.4’ Y - 4 ' _ "l2.9
Rock Sole -BSand AI ' CrL9es 610 382, S84 . 13539
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al L o . . - Lo
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - - |
Sablefish (Trawl Gear).- AT .-~ 54 1 - 3 - 58
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS * R R - - ' I
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al N S 1 v 5
Squid - BS and AI' , 7 - - -
Shortrakei/Rougheye Rockfish - AI' ' i Lo - - .
OtherRedRockﬁsh BS o ' 49 10. w2 7 . 68 | -
Yellowfin Sole - BS and AL 33,070 4,196, 894 . - 997
Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data; Nauonal Marine Flshenes Service observer data
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time perfod.
T 5
. oL I N A
e g L
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Table 7.8: AFA catcher vessel harvests in all target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt)

_— All Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Grouping CVInshore CVtoINMS CVtoMS CVtoCP  Total
o _ . 90 Vessels 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
. |Atka Mackerel - Central Al 15 3 .- - 17 |
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 452 10 2 11 475
- |Atka Mackerel - Western Al - - - ‘ - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 2,766 369 - 245 352 3,732
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 7,792 646 356 607 - 9,401
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 6,293 613 483 668 8,057
|Greenland Turbot - AI 4 . - 10 14
Greenland Tusbot - BS 653 24 12 44 733
Other Species - BS and Al -3,500 3339 229 416 4,484
P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 50 13 - 195 258
P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - - - -
*P.Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 45,449 3,831 2,620 5754 57,654
|Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 717 23 16 9 767
[*POP-C. AL (1996 - 1997 only) T - - - 7
* POP -E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 27 . - 3 30
*POP-W. Al (1996 - 1997 only) - - . - -
Other Rockfish - Al 1 1 - 4 6]
Qther Rockfish - BS 51 2 1 6 60 4.
Rock Sole - BS and Al 13,250 1,119 652 861 15,882 |
 |Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 68 1 - 4 73
|Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - BS . I - - . ]
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 1 12 - 6 19 |
Squid - BS and Al 1,427 53 20 14 1,514
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 3 Y - - 3
Other Red Rockfish - BS . 58 . 13 4 11 86
. Iyellowfin Sole - BS and Al . 33249 4,402 1,043 1,036 39.730 |
Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data
_ * Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time pen‘od..
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.Table 7.9:. AFA catcher vessel harvests (mt).in non-pollock target fiShem-,s, 1992-97"."

All Target Flshenes .. )
Ea Species by TA(‘? G“’“Piﬂg' ‘ "CVinshoré ‘CVtoINMS CVtoMS CVoCP  Total |
Sitoe . b re o 90 Vessels T 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels|
* Atka Mackerel - C. Al (1993 - 1997 only) - ! - 21
[* Atka Mackerel - E. AT (1993 - 1997 only) © 31 15 27 17 765!
* Atka Mackerel - W. AL (1993 - 1997 ouly) - - - - !
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS 4nd Al 2,458 279 < 1397309 U308
Otliér Flatfish - BS and Al - 10,195 1,285 47271000 12052
|+ Flathead Sole - BS and Al (1995 - 197 only) 4,851 251 197 aad T 574
|* Greenland Turbot - AT ~ (1994 - 1997) ) - S s ¢
|* Greenland Turbot - BS (1994 1957) 771 10 s 740 T a6
|Other Species - BS and Al - 4,548 360 306 597 5811
* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 201 13 - 195 T a9
* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI - R ) H ’~"r-_
|* P. Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 otily) 40,884 3018 7 2,057 " 4,957 51 016,
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS * T 3 T 1)
*POP-C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) - . S
* POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) ) . Lty 4
* POP-W. Al (1996 - 1997 cmly) - - - L
Other Rockfish - Al : oL 1 - g r'_5'
Other Rockfish - BS 6l 1 I 4 T Ter
Rock Sole - BS and Al ‘ 16,876 1112 764 1,145 19,897
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al T . ST e
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS . - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 74 I 3 8
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - BS - . IR |
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 2 11 . 19 Ry
Squid - BS and ‘AI 10 , ] B [
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al Co - - sl
Other Red Rockfish - BS ' " 50 12 4 12 781,
Yeliowfin Sole -BS and Al . . - 46217 - - 469 - 1277 “ 2705 54880
Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Maring Fisheries 'Service obs'awer data Al R
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throghout entire tiitie period. B )
1) Target fisheries that include the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated.
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Table 7.10: AFA catcher vessel harvests (mt) in all tai:get fisheries, 1992—9"1’ |

o All Target Fisheries |
Species by TAC Grouping © CVinshore CVIOINMS CV1oMS CVtoCP  Total
S " 90 Vessels 11 Vessels - 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
* Atka Mackerel - C. AL (1993 - 1997 only) 15 T2 - o1 18
* Atka Mackerel - E. Al (1993 - 1997 only) . 564 S U] 2 - 18 603
* Atka Mackerel - W. AI. (1993 - 1997 only) . = - - .
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 3,998 647 430 491 5,566
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 13575 . 1857 - 914 1238 17,584
* Flathead Sole - BS and AI (1995 - 1997 only) = 6,293 o613 . 483 668 8,057
* Greenland Turbot - AI (1994 - 1997) 4 ’ - - 10 14
* Greenland Turbot - BS (1994 - 1997) 903 26 F 5 45 989
Other Specics - BS and Al o 5,569 S 643 525 . 750 7,487,
* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al - 200 13 . 195 409
* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - .- - -
*P. Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 45,449 3,831 2,620 5,754. 57,654
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 340 -89 82 <. 29 1,040
*POP-C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) ~ 7 - - - 7
* POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 27 - - 3 30
* POP-W. Al (1996 - 1997 only) , - - - - -
|Other Rockfish - Al 1 1 - 4 6
! Other Rockfish - BS 90 3 2 g 112
[Rock Sole - BS and Af 19,358 2,107 1,373 1,672 24510
|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS . - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 93 3 3 5 104
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS ‘ 1 - - - 1
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al O V) - 37
Squid - BS and Al 2.001 82 33 17 2,133
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al : 3 - - - 3]
Other Red Rockfish - BS 65 20 9 20 114}
Yellowfin Sole - BS and AT - 46,807 5,582 2,273 3,404 58,066
Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period.
1) Target fisherigs that include the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated.
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- Denominators for the AFA sideboard calculations could be based on either total catch or TAC."Using TAC
‘will generally result i in smaller sideboard caps for the catcher vessels. Only when the average TAC was -
exceeded during the ‘base time period would this riot be true. Ini inany, years trawl caught Pacific cod and
flatfish fisheries were closed because the halibut PSC cap is reached pnor to harvestmg the entire TAC For
‘those species, using TAC will result in smaller catcher vessel sideboard caps Smaller caps are sunply the
result of the denommator bemg larger (: e., TAC is greater than ‘catch). ' | N
N o RN .“4.1
:TAC ﬁshery groupings change over time. Reading across the rows of Table 7.11'shows the extent of these
changes. Rows that have blank cells indicate that TAC has been restructured: For example,'an important
,change was the splitting of the BSAI Pacific cod TAC between trawl catcher vessels and trawl
catcher/processors Prior to 1997 a smglc TAC was set forall trawl vessels Spiitting out the trawl allocatlon
between catcher vessels and catcher processors makes it difficult to calculate a catcher vessel s catch hlstory
across the two time periods. Because of this problem the catcher/processor’s Pacific cod sideboard ¢ cap was,
based solely on 1997 catch history. The table below shows the TAC’s for BSAI groundfish ﬁshenes between
1992-97. The problem is more pronounced when the years 1992- 97 are used to'determine a vessel’s 51deboard
caps _ Lo S e R T A .

| e - . . t

) . . - 1:. i .I'*. ¢ . v s ,
' .

-
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tian Islands by Year

Table 7.11: Final TACs (mt) in the Bering Sea and Aleu

- . : YEAR 1995-97 | 1992-97
Species by TAC Grouping 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997] Total | Total
Atka Mackerel - AT 43,000 e - | 43,000/
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 27.000 44,525 50,000 33,600 19.500| 103,100 | 174,625
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 3,520 13475 13,500 26,700 15,000| 552001 72,195
Atka Mackerel - Western Al 14,080 10,000 16,500 45,857 32,2001 94,557| 118,637
Arrowtooth - BS and Al 8,500 8,500 10,000 10227 9,000 17,646| -36873| 63,873
[Other Flatfish - BS and Al 67,150 67,150 47,600 19,540 29750 43,138 92428 274328
Flathead Scle - BS-and Al - 25,500 25,500 36975| 87.975| 87,975
Greenland Turbot - Al 2,333 2331 1,983 2525| 6839| 9,172
Greenland Turbot - BS 4667 4669 3967 8275 16911] 21,578
Greenland Turbot - BS and Al 5,950 7,000 ' - 12,950
Other Species - BS and AT 17000 22,610 22432 20000 20,125 25800 65925| 127,967
P. Cod (All Gear} - BS and Al 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 Al 3,820 1,000 1,000  400] 2400] 6220
P. Cod (Trawl Gear) - BS and Al 95,140 127,200 130,800 - 258,000 | 353,140
P. Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) < BSAI | 65,450 65450 65,450
P. Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI _ - 51,450] 51,450 51,450|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Al 3,009 13,900 10,900 10,500 - 10,500 38309
[Pacific Ocean Perck: - BS 9,945 3330 1910 1850 1530 2380 5760 20945
[Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al 3,005 3170  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
 lother Rockfish - A 786 706 655 589 728 607 1524] 4,071
Other Rockfish - BS 340 306 30 329 380 317 1,026 1,982
Rock Sole - BS and Al 34,000 63,750 63,750 60,000 59,500 82,607 202,107| 363,607
" [Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al 1913 1,950 2,100 1320 720 720]  2760) 8,723
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 505 638 270 640 440 4d0| 1520 3,023
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 638 650 700 550 3300 255 1,135] 3,123
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 595 637 270 800 468 468] 1736 3,238
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfishi - AIl 4,820 5100 5670 5,103 4,445 3.706] 13.254] 28844
Squid - BS and Al CL700 1700 2,644 850 850 1,970{ 3,670 9,714
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-All 1,037 1,100 1,037 933 956 938] 2827 6,001
Other Red Rockfish - BS LISO 1200 1190 1,070 1071 893 3,034 6.614
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 199,750 187,000 170,325 161,500 170.000 195,500} 527,000 | 1,084,075

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Webpage (forexample - hittp :.".’www.fakr.noaa.gov. 1993/gcatch93.1x1)
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~ The second option for the denominator is total catch. Tables 7.12 shows the total catch numbers that will be
' used in BSAIfisheries. It is important to note that this.includes all catch taken in that particular TAC fishery

. grouping. Using' Greenland turbot as the example, turbot harvested by any gear type would be mcluded in the

: total' catch table, since the TAC is not divided by gear.

'

i

Changes in the TAC groupmg also cause problems when usmg total catch as the denonunator The problem
is basically the same as discussed above. Grouping or splitting TAC ﬁshenes does not allow consistent

”

. l

r

~estimates to bé made over the entire time period. Some of the TAC fishéries in Table 7.12 represent catch
mstones that are limited to a subset of the overall timie period where consistent data exists. For example, rows
f representmg POP in the Aleutian Islands areas only contain data from the years* 1996-97. The' resulting
* numbers i iin Table 7.12 are the same in both the 1992-97 and 1993-97 columns, because the years:1995-96
were used in both cases. The_ sa.me set of years was used to determune the numerator in the section-above. -

Table 7.12: Total Catch (mg) of BSAI Groundfish Specnes hy Year

199597 °

|Species Groupings . 1992-97
* Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only) = '’ 103, 894 171,050
[+ Atka Mackere! - Eastern Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only): - ' 58 658 _ 76,.5(‘)‘0.
* Atka Mackerel - Western Aleatian Islands (1993 - 1997 only) 88,749 T 99,908
:JArrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands © 34015 " 69,282
Other Flatfish - Berirlg Sea and Aleutian Islands < 61,670 ' : 1‘54,416
* Flathead Sole - Benng ‘Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995 - 1997 only) . 52,464 . 51464
* Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands (1994 - 1997 only) ©L 4,674 .10, 7805
x Greenland Turbot -'Bering Sea (1994 - 1997 only) ©16,359] .. 023497
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands ‘ ot - 68,562 .. 151,335
Pac1ﬁc Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . 396,400 . 490,157
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands , 1,039 N 1,769
* Pacific Cad (Trawl Gear, Catcher Vessels) - BSAI (1997 only) 62,877 . 62,877
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Séa 4,697 13,381
* Pacific Ocean Perch < Central ‘Aleutian Islands (1996 1997 only) 5693 . 5693
* Pacific Ocedn Perch - Eastern ‘Aleutian Islands ' (1996 - 1997 only) 6175  6,175)
* Pacific Ocean Perch - WesternAleutian Istands * (1996 - 1997 only) 13,508] " 13,598
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands s e T 2,167
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea co g 5941 1,146}
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands” . 169;356 345,361
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - . 2415 7 - 7,583
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea -, S 1,538 . 3088
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) Aleuuan Islands o , 145 57
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) Benng Sea , - o 2 495 . 495;..
Sharpehin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ., 12,522 ... 23,266|
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutlan Islands ‘ o . 2,682 4,653
ShortrakerfRougheye Rockfish - ‘Aleutian Islands ‘ - T e " 2,547, 55,038
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea ™ * - ‘ N 763 2,585
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 437,138 828,345
* Categories that are stared list the maximum range of years used to determine historical catch.
Source: NMFS Blend data for the years 1992-97
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Alternative Sideboard Cap Estimates

Information presented in Tables 7.7 through 7.10 above allows several of the sideboard cap alternatives to be
calculated when used in conjunction with the tables included in the denominator section. Simply dividing the
numbers reported in the numerator tables by the appropriate numbers in the denominator tables will result in
the percentage of the TAC that AFA catcher vessels would be allowed to harvest up to in future years. Six
specific altematives will be presented in this section. They correspond to the three alternatives specified in the
“Determination of Harvest Level” section, with a separate table for cach of the two time periods being
considered.

Comparing Tables 7.13 through 7.18 shows that, in general, catcher vessels would receive the largest sideboard
cap when catch in all target fisheries was included in the numerator, the denominator is based on total catch,

~ and the base years 1995-97 are used. Several reasons could account for a shorter time period resulting in a
larger cap. The fleet’s structure tends to be more consistent over a shorter time period. It is well documented
that considerable entry and exit have occurred in the North Pacific groundfish fisheries over the years. Some
vessels that have harvested pollock in the past are no longer fishing, which provides the current pollock fleet
a larger share of the pollock fishery and more non-pollock catch in the sideboard pool. As the time period
lengthens, vessels that harvested pollock in the past may not be AFA eligible, and therefore will not bring their
non-pollock catch history into a sideboard cap. Another reason that a shorter time period results in a larger
cap may have to do with pollock season lengths. Bycatch of other species is low in the pollock fishery, in
earlier years when the pollock season was longer, vessels would spend more of their year fishing pollock. This
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 1s about 5,500 mt.
Recall that for Pacific cod only 1997 data were used, because the TAC was split between catcher vessels and
- catcher/processors starting that year (Amendment 46 to the BSAI FMP). The current allocation of BSAI
Pacific cod is 51 percent to fixed gear, 47 percent 1o 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 resuits in trawl catcher vessels being allocated 23.5 percent of the TAC. If 1999 TACs were to continue
into the future, that percentage would translate into 41,595 mt. Those percentages are then multiplied by the
portion of the 1999 Pacific cod TAC available to AFA trawl catcher vessels (41,595 mt), to provide an
estimate of the amount of cod that they could harvest under a cap. Table 7.19 is a summary table which
compares the resulting percentages under the three basic alternatives for Pacific cod only, using 1995-97 catch

history.
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Table 7.13: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using otily harvest from the
non- pollock target f' sheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1995-97

1995-97.
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S - -_Non-Pollock Targct Fisheries- pe _
Spec:es by TAC Groupmg CV Inshore ] CV to INNMS |CVio MS| CVto CP‘j *"All AFA CVs
) 90 Vessels | 11 Vessels+' |10 Vessels| 7 Vessels | 118 Vessels'
AtkaMackerel-Cenr.raJAI A o T
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al Co003%|  0.01% : 0.02%| r  6.06%
Atka Mackerel - Western Al S ‘ - - B -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 5.12% 040%|  0.21% 0.71% 6.44%
Other Flatfish - BSand Al .+« [ = 10.01%. 84%]| . 042%| o o91%| - 12:18%)
Flathead Sole - BSand Al - . 9.25% 0.48% . 038%|  0.85% - 10:96%
Greenland Turbot - AI. .. . : . 0.04% g o T09%|- T T0.23%)
Greenland Turbot -BS © = " 3.29%|" 0.06%| * 0.02%| - 024%|-  "361%| -
Other Specics.- BS and AL~ 445%("  032%| T 020%| 049% 5.46%]
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 001%| . -i 7 T 0.05%| - 0.06%|.
Pacific Cod (ig Gear) - BS and Al SR -| -  _- R
{*P. Cod (Trawl, CV) -BSAI (1997only)|  65.02%| - . 4.96%|  3.27% 7.88%| ; - 81.13%|
Pacific Ocean Perch -BS ., 1 . - 0.17%)-  0.06% - 0.06% 0.29%
*POP-C. AI{1996 -97only). ~ = - G : A N -
* POP - E. Al (1996 - 97 only) 0.02%|: ~ - ol 0.05%| 7t 0.07%|
*POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) - .- - R B
Other Rockfish < Al" - T Ao e%| - 039%| = T0.52%]
Other Rockfish - BS N 4.04% 017%| .. | 067%) 4.88%] .
Rock Sole - BS and Al 7.06% "036%| . 0.23%|- . 034% . 7:99%
Sableﬁsh (leed Gear) - Al g z - - N -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS N R - - : -f- CRR &
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al - 37.33%]| " 0.69% - “2-.05%‘ g 40.09%}
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - BS 020%F - N " 0.20%)|
SharpchmfNorthemRocld'lsh AF 0% 009%| | -00a%| CREIA Y
Squid - BS and AT o2 " il - L 026%)
Shomaker/Rougheye Rockﬁsh Al -1 : o I -l coaep
Other Red Rockfish - BS L1, 6.42%] 131%]- -0.26%| -~ 0.92%| .7 891%
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al . 7.57% 96% [ 0.20%] - < 0.23% fLi8.96%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from -
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Table 7.14: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using only harvest from the
non-pollock target fisheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97

‘ , ~_ Non-Pollock Target Fisheriés
Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore | CV 1o INMS [CVioMS| CVtoCP | AllAFACVs |
90 Vessels | {1 Vessels |10 Vessels| 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
*Atka Mackerel - Cent. Al (1993-97 only) - ] - - - -

- |*Atka Mackerel - East. AI'(1993-97 only) 0.04% 0.02% - 0.02% 0.08%
*Atka Mackerel - West. AI(1993-97 only) - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 3.55% 0.40%|  0.20% 0.46% 4.61%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al  6.60% 0.83%| 0.31% 0.65% 8.39%]|
*Flathead Sole - BS and Al (1995-97 only) 9.25% 048%|  0.38% 0.85% 10.96%
*Greenland Turbot - Al (1994-97 only) 0.03% - - 0.12% 0.15%
*Greenland Turbot - BS (1994-97 only) 3.28% 0.04%|  0.02% 0.17% 3.51%)|
Other Species - BS and Al 3.01%} 0.24%|  0.20% 0.39% 3.84%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.04% . - 0.04% 0.08%
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - .- - -
*P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAL (1997only)|  65.02% 496%|  3.27% 7.88%| 81.13%
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 0.11% 0.02%|  0.01% 0.03% 0.17%)|
* POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only) - - - - -
* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 0.02% - - 0.05% 0.07%
* POP - W. Al (1996 - 97 only) - . - . 4
Other Rockfish - Al 0.05% - 0.18% 0.23%
Other Rockfish - BS 5.32%| 0.09%|  0.09% 0.35%| 5.85%

|Rock Sote - BS and A1 4.89%| 032%|  0.22% 0.33% 5.76%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - 4 - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawt Gear) - Al 9.77% 0.13% - 0.40% 10.30%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20% - - . T 0.20%

| Sharpehin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0.01% 0.05% . 0.08% 0.14%
Squid - BS and Al A 0.21% - - - 0.21%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al - - - - -
Other Red Rockfish - BS 1.93% 0.46%|  0.15%|  0.46% 3.00%]|
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 5.58% 0.57%)  0.15%| 0.33% 6.63%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Qbserver data for at-sea deliveries, from

1992-97,
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Table 7.15:  Estimates of catcher vessel snde‘board caps (percent of futiire TACS) using harvest fi rom all target

fi shenes as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1995-97"

= - Co Non-Pollock Targe Fisheries
-~ Species by TAC Groupmg cv Tnshore [ GV 0 IN/MS | CV to MS [ CV-to CP #| All AFA CVs |
90 Vessels | 11 Vessels . [10-Vessels| 7 Vessels 118 Vessels |
Atka Mackerel-CentraJAI Co00i%[ R 0.01%}:
Atka Mackerel - Bastern AI ' C0TT%( v 0.02%( . geieo| 7 0.02%) . - 0.81%(
AﬂcaMackereI-WestemAl -l o [ S O B S
Arrowtooth Flounder --BS and Al , ., 8.13% L08% [  0.72%{: 103%| . 10.96%|:
Other Flatfish - BS and Al | c12:64% LOS%|  0.58% 0.98%| i 15.25%|
Flathead Sole - BSand Al . -,  12.00% T L17%| 1 0.92% SL2T%) . 15.36%)
GreenlandTurbot AI Lo009% . - . 1 021%)F . L0.30%)
Greenland Turbot - BS, 3.99% L015%| 0.07%|- ¢ 0.27%]|F . 448%
Other Species - BSand Al . . 5.10% 0.49%|  0.33% 0:61%: - . " 6.53%|!
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.01% - Cal L 0:05%) 0.06%] !
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al 3 - -| I IR IS A
* P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI (1997 only)|, 72:28% C6,09%| . 417%| U 9.15%). i 91.69%]
Pacific Occan Perch -BS - 15.26%| - 0.53%( 0.34% 0.19%(~  16.32%} |
* POP - C. AI (1996 - 97 only) - 0.12% -1 Al e e 002%]
* POP - E. Al (199%.- 97 only) ' 0.44% - I -l 0:05%] 0.49%f
% POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) | - - de o b .-
Other Rockfisti - AL, { 0.13% ;. 0.13%] ! - 052%) -~ 0.78%| "
Other Rockfish - BS . | i BS9% L.034%| 5 017% 101%]: - 1+ 10.11%]f
" [Rock Sole - BS and Al - L 7.82%| . .066%] | 0.38% 051%[ .- 937%|"
Sab[eﬁsh(thedGea:) Al S -1 - A e 8
Sablefish (Fixed Gea_r) BS - ‘ - - S - . -l .
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) Al 4701%| .. 0.69% A o 27% o 5047%)
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20%)| ey o] - coefee i 0.20%]
Sharpchmf!\orthemRockﬁsh Al L 001%| . 0.00%] J 0 005%) 0:16%] |
Squid - BS and Al ' 53.20% O 198%| ¢ 075% 0.52% - 56.45%!| - !
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI 0.12% ! -l - : - 0.12%|
Other Red Roclish - BS L 7.60%) 1:70%|  0.52% 1.44% '1126% 3
vellowfin Sole - BS and Al " 7.61% 101%|  024%|  1024% £ 9.10%|

Sources: ADF&G Fishti ckets for dehvenes wnhm state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from: - -

‘rr{

1995-97.
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Table 7.16: . Estlmates of catcher vessel sideboard caps {percent of future TACs) usmg harvest from all target
fisheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97

Non-Poilock Target Flshenes

All AFA CVs

Species by TAC Grouping ) CV Inshore [ CV to IN/MS |[CVte M5 | CV 1o CP
90 Vessels | 11 Vessels |10 Vessels| 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 0.01% - - - - 0.01%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 0.74% 0.02% - 0.02% 0.78%
Atka Mackerel - Western Al - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 5.77% 0.93%|  0.62%| 0.71%/ 8.03%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 8.79% 1.20%]  0.59% 0.80% 11.38%
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 12.00% L17%]  0.92%|  1.27% 15.36%|
Greenland Turbot - Al 0.05% . - 0.13% 0.18%
Greenland Turbot - BS 3.84% 0.11%]|  0.06% 0.19% 4.20%
Other Species - BS and Al 3.68% 0.42%|  0.35% 0.50% 4.95%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.04% - - 0.04% 0.08%
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - - - -
* P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAL (1997 ondy)| . 72.28% 6.09%]  4.17% 9.15%| 91.69%
‘Pacific Ocean Perch - BS | 6.28% 0.67%| 0.61% 0.22%) - 7.78%
* POP - C. 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 Rockfish - Al - 0.05% 0.05% - 0.18% 0.28%
Other Rockfish - BS 8.64% 0.26%| 0.17% 0.70%| 9.77%
Rock Sole - BS and AT 5.61% 0.61%)  0.40% 0.48% 7.10%|.
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - - d
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 12.28% 0.40%|  0.40% 0.66% 13.74%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20%} S - - 0.20%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0.02% 0.05% - 0.09%. 0.16%
Squid - BS and AT - 43.01% L LI6% 0.71% 0.37% 45.85%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 10.05% - - .- 0.05%
Other Red Rockfish - BS 2.51% 0.77%|  0.35%| 0.77% 4.40%|
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al '5.65% 0.67%|  027% 0.41% 7.00%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea dehvencs from-

1992-97
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Table 7.17: ' Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) usmg harvest from non—pullock
target fisheries as the numerator and TACs as the denominator, 1995-97- .

1995-97. TACs for the denominator were taken from reports on the NMFS web page.
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. . -Non-Pollock Target Fisheries ,

_'J 'SpecieslbvaAG (I.?r_ouping CV Inshore | CV to INMS' | CVtoMS|" CVto CP | All AFA CVs
et T e 0 90 Veissels | T 11 Veessels. | 10. Vessels| - 7 Vessels- | 118 Vessels
|Atka Mackerel - Central AT ( |1 - R -
|AtkaMackerel : Eastern Al “'0.03%]| " 0.01%, || o02%[ T 0.06%
‘Atka Mackerel - Western Al ! - _ -, Jo .-
Arfowtooth Flounder 'BS andAI AT amn| 03| 020%| T 085%[% " T soa%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al { ’ 6.68%| I 0.56%| 028%|  061%| . 8.13%
Flathédd Sole -BSand AI " sl | o29%|  022%  Tosov| '6:52%
Greenland Turbot - Al ‘ T003%| 1t - . 0 13%] 0:16%
Greenland Turbot - BS ; '3a8%| | -0.06%|  0.02% 023%| 7 a9y
Other'Species - BSand AT~ * ©oaes% o 033%) 021% 051%| " s5.68%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) -BSand AI [~ 0.01%| | ' " - ST tooswl _'006%;
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al : 4 o T R |
* P/ Cod (Trawl, CV)-BSAL (1997 only)|* '62.47% Sarenl 3% 757 U 97.04%)
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS ' ©o0.04%| T 0.05% - 005% 0.24%)|
#POP - C. AI (1996 - 97 only):” | 4 - . o i
* POP-- E. AI (1996 97 only). B B | | dosw| o7
* POP - W. AL (1996 - 97 only) | -l B L |
Ottiér Rockfish - AT 3 U 0.05%| - 0.16%| " 0.21%|"
Other Rockfish -BS* * 1 T2 00%] : 030%| " 2.83%).
Rock Sole - BS and Al | Cseml 030l 0dew| | 03%% e 7o%§
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al . - |t N |
Sablefish (Fixed Qear)-BS ’ 4! - - . R ‘ - -1
Sabléfish (Trawl Gear)*: Al T4T6%| 0 0:09% | ozwl 1 os 11%j
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) -BS 006%| ' -|! S e AR
Sharpchin/Northérn Rockfish - Al ‘o019 % dosw’ N YA R e A B
Sqiid - BS and Al - ! BEREC L7 B - 0.19%]
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI o | i ) - - ] N -\‘;
Other Red Rockfish - BS Vo [orLea%e) 0 T033% 10 0.07%)  0.23%| T T 2.35%]
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al ‘ _6.28%|  ° 080%][s - 0.17%] . --0719%] - '7.44%)



‘Table7.18: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using barvest from non-poliock
target fisheries as the numerator and TACs as the denommator, 1992-97

Non-Pollock Target Fisheries

Species by TAC Grouping Cv iInshore CVtoINMS {CVtoMS| CVtoCP | All AFACVs
. . L 92 Vessels'|' 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels 120 Vessels

Atka Mackerel - Central Al ' - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 0.04% 0.02% - 0.02% 0.08%
‘Atka Mackerel - Western Al - -1 - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 3.85% 0.44% 0.22% 0.50% 5.01%
Other Flatfish - BS and AI 3.72% 047%|  0.17% 0.36% 4.72%
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 5.51% 0.29%|  022% 0.50% 6.52%|
Greenland Turbot - Al 0.02% . . 0.10% 0.12%

. | Greenland Turbot - BS 3.57% 005%|  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 Al - - 4 . -
*P. Cod (Trawi, CV}y-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 - 97 only) ..0.02% - - 0.05%)| 0.07%
{* POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) . - - - -
Other Rockfish - AT - . 0.02% - 0.10%| 0.12%
Other Rockfish - BS 3.08% 005%|  0.05% 0.20% 3.38%
Rock Sole - BS and Al 464% = 031% 0.21% 0.31% 5.47%

| Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - ‘ - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - -f - . -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 2.37% 0.03% - 0.10% 2.50%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.03% - - . 0.03%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0.01% 0.04% : 0.07% 0.12%
Squid - BS and Al ' 0.10% - - - 0.10%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - A~ . - - . -
Other Red Rockfish - BS * ' 0.76%|. 0.18%|  0.06% 0.18% 1.18%
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 4.26% 0.43%| 0.12% 0.25% 5.06%

Sources: ADF&GF ishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at—sea delwenes from

1992-97. TACs for the denommator were taken from reports on the NMFS web page.
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Table 7.19: Estlmates of future BSAI catcher vessel Pacific cod caps under the various scenanos, based on'the

oL . .‘

I..ears199§-97*.»,-. - e o - _--»w .
: A : I P e, e . I ] '
: L Specxes by’ TAC Groupmg .~ {CV Inshore ‘CY o INMS | CVieMS| _CVto CP_[ All AFA_CV%
+1 90 Vessels |- 11 Vessels 10 Vessels| 7 Vessels | 118 Vessels:
e S s 1“ 1A.ll=targetsl( Total catch NSRRI RV I
Percent of TAC ' 7228% . 6.09%  417% .- .- 9.15%; . - 91.69%
Estimates ofavall_able cap (mt) . 30,065 . . 2,533 1,735« © .3,806 ,. .. 38138
"I LY *++. . Nonm-pollock targets / Total catch v e
Percent ofTAC . . 65.02% - 496% 327% . 788%. o 8L13%
" |Estimates of available cap (mt) ‘. 27045 o 2,063 1,360 3,278 ¥ - 33,746
I i « ‘ . Non-pollock targetslTAC NI A ‘!
' {Percent ofTAC s . " 6247% . U 4.76% 3.14% - 7.57% . ¢+ 77.94%
l Estimates of available cap (mt) i 27,045 - 2063 0 1360 I . 3278 - . 33746
- Note: The percentages refer to the pomon of the overall trawl CV allocation. b2ty A iy
P Ly e Ty Tk
'75 1.1 ToWhomdothe Sldeboards Apply . - e - p ‘v . J l
l

+ Determining to whom the restnctlons apply requires answering the question, aré AFA el1g1ble catcher vessels
that do not join a cooperative still required to abide by the sxdeboard restrictions? “The language iri the AFA
is not clear regarding to whom the restrictions apply. The first part of the section 211(c)(1)(A) séemis to
indicate that it is'meant to apply to all AFA eligible catcher vessels: However, the phrase at the end.of the
_quote indicates that the impacts resulting from fishery cooperatlves should be mitigated by this action. That
: , phrase could be mterpreted to indicate that this section should apply only to AFA eligible catcher vessels that
“actually join a cooperative. Because of the uncertainty in the language and the: dlﬁ'enng mterpretatlons of thlS
: section of the AFA, a d60151on will need to be made regarding to whom the sndeboard regulatlons apply '
,' .I
It is likely that vessels with relatively s’rnall' amounts of poliock harvest in the mshore and mothershlp’sectors.
'will be most impacted by this decision. The seven catcher vessels fishing for the catcher/processor fleét have
‘already shown that they are willing to join a cooperative and abide by the sideboard restrictions included in the
'AFA for 1999. Determining which of the inshore and mothership catcher vessels would join a cooperative is
1mposs;1ble at thls point. However, members of industry have mdlcated that at least one vessel-asked to be
removed from section 208 when the bill'was being drafted. The language in section. 208(0) lme 20, deﬁnmg
‘which catcher vessels not spec1ﬁcally listed are eligible to join a mothership cooperatlve would once agam
‘make that vessel ehglble to join. This vessel would be requu'ed to abide by-the- catcher vessel 51deboards if the '
‘option that'all vessels eligible’ tojolna cooperatwe is selected, even though they have already mdleated that they
would rather forego joining & cooperatlve than be bourid by the’ sideboards. '

Members of'the AFA catcher vessel sector have asked, what negative impacts would be caused by AFA eligible
vessels that do not join 2 cooperative? They argue that these vessels would be competing in the open access
fisheries just like non-AF A vessels, and they would be getting no benefits from the cooperatives. This is likely
true for the small independent catcher vessel owners. It is less clear that this would be true if a “person” owned
more than one catcher vessel. In that case it might be possible to have one or more of their catcher vessels not
join the cooperative, giving the vessel which did not join the cooperative the freedom to participate without a
cap in the open access non-poliock fishery. They would also be allowed to compete for the open access portion
of the pollock TAC against the other catcher vessels that decided not to join cooperatives in that sector, [fthey
were the only vessel not joining a cooperative from a sector, they would be guaranteed their portion of the
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poitock quota; without being restricted by sideboard caps in the non-pollock fisheriés. It may also be true that
if a small number of catcher vessels were in the open access portion of the pollock fishery, that they could form
an “unofficial” cooperative to rationalize their portion of the pollack allocation. This could occur since only.
AFA eligible catcher vessels will be allowed to participate in the directed pollock fishery.

Figure 7.1 below shows the BS/AI pollack catch history of the AFA eligible catcher vessels in the inshore
sector, according to preliminary data. The vessels that had the four largest catch 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 amounts of pollock catch history.

Rewre7.1: Tatl 199597 Plock Gtch History of AFA Gitcher: Vessdls
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Finer resolution'of the catcher vessels with'an inshore pollock catch history of less than 8, 000 mt. is prowded
in Figure 7.2 below. - The information is broken down by 200 mt. increments with the number of vesséls and
the cumulative catch totals reported -~ That ﬁgure shows that 24 vessels had less than I 000 mt of pollock

landings during 1995-97 qualification window. + * Yy
T L PR . Ll 3 : : LT NS
i e - T Ly S T
_i Figure'fz }{istogramofBottomSO%ofInshore SectorCatcherVesseIs . KN
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A second sub-optlon would cteate separate smleboard caps ‘for catcher vessels that harvested over and under
1,000 mt, 3,000 'mt:, or.5,000 mt of BSAI pollock, on average from.1995-97. Separate caps are being
considered because, 1t was presumed that catcher vcssels with small amounts of pollock history had likely spent

more time fishing for other : species. If they must compete from the same cap as vessels with smaller histories !
n non-pollock fisheries, the portion of the sideboard cap they actually harvest may be less than they contributed

to the ¢ cap Competing aga.mst catcher vessels that are similarly situated may improve their bargaining position

and chances of harvestmg the historic levels of catch in these,fisheries they enjoyed before the. AFA. Table

7.20 shows the percentages of the overall sideboards that Would be allocated to the catcher vessels under each
pollock history threshold, and the number of vessels which could harvest from the sub-cap.

Lo
' .
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Table 7.20: Number of vessels and the percentage of the cap that the sub-group of catcher vessels would:
be eligible to harvest, based on their annual average catch history in the 1995-97 pollock fisheries

_ < 1,000 mt of Pollock < 3,000 mt of Pollock’ - < 5,000 mt of Pollock
Species/Sector ‘ - T
- #of % of Total #of % of Total #of % of Total
Vessels Cap Vessels Cap Vessels’ Cap
| Pacific Cod
Inshore 18 7.44 40 34.62% 55 61.35%
Inshore/MS 0 n/a 0| na 3| conf
Mothership 0 n/a 21 conf. .6 conf.
Catcher Processor |, 0 n/a | conf. 5 conf.
Other Species
Inshore 18 3.81% 40 | 11.49% 55 22.42%
Inshore/MS 0| na i 0 n/a | 3 conf.
Mothership 0 wal| 2 - conf | 6|  conf
Catcher Processor 0 n/a | 7 , conf. 5 conf.
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data from 1995-97.
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. 75 l 2 When do'the Srdeboards Applv - O .:,_‘ .

The questron of when srdeboard caps apply to the AF A catcher vessels also needs to be answered The CouncxI
.considered six alternatives. These alternatives can be grouped into three separate categones The first category
is the option that applies throughout the year, and does not contain sub-caps. The second category also applies
all year, but those options contain sub-caps dunng parts of the year. Fmal!y, the third category would apply
the caps only during specific times of the year. At other times of the year catcher vessels would not be bound
by a cap, and therefore, possibly not limited to histofical catch levels.. . ... :
The ﬁrst optlon would apply the cap at all times during the ﬁshmg year. Thrs is the only optlon in thie ﬁrst
Iustonc levels on an annual basis. Once they reach a cap in the non-po{lock fisheries, ﬂshrng by vessels
' operating under that cap.would be halted untr[ the following year. The. results of this option were presented
‘in Tables 7.12 - 7.17. A separate discussion’is provided in the “Determination of Aggregate” section of this
chapter-which speaks to whether the caps will be-enforced-at a sector or cooperative level. The NMFS
rmplementauon and momtonng section of this document w111 also speak to this issue. _

‘Two _options ar¢ includcd' under the second category Sideboard caps in this category would limit catcher
fvessels to their historic catch levels, but the caps would be sub-divided by either quarter or by vessel class
'(Tables 7.21-7.24)-Applying the caps by quarter would restrict catcher vessels to harvestmg their cap in the
‘'same quarter of the year as it was sarned. The Council also has the information neeessary to dlvrde the caps
;semi-annually, from these” tables For example, if the mshore catcher vessels ha.rvested 68 _percent of the
Pacific cod used to determine the cap during the first quarter of the ‘year and 30 percent inthe second quarter; ’
‘they would be limited to harvesting 98 percent of the Pacific cod ¢ap during the first half of the year in the
future. This would prevent catcher vessels from taking more of the cap during the first quarter (half) of the year
than they traditionally harvested. It would also prevent them from taking more of the halibut PSC cap,
assuming that the PSC caps are also apportioned based on the percentage of groundfish harvested in a quarter.

HAS1221\DOC\SecRavewafasa wpd 118 e Janwéry 2000




Table 7.21: Quarterly catch distribution of catcher vessels ualified for the inshore sector only, 1995-97

. Inshore Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Grmg)ing ' IstQtr  2ndQir  3rdQtr  4th Qur Total |
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0%  100%):
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands . 1%, . %. %1% 2%  100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands O 41% 42% 11% 6% 100%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian slands 40% 42% . 1% 1% 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% 0% 4% 5%  100%)|
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 17% 30% 0% 33% 100%
* Pactfic Cod (Trawl Gear, CV} - BSAI (1997 only) ‘ 68% 30% 1% - 1%  100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 1% 1% 70% 28% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al (1996 - 1997 only) 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) - - - - -
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Isiands C100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sca 24% 39% 35% 2% 100%
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . 63%  35% 1% % 100%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands ' - - . - ng
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea . - - - - -|:
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 1% 78% 14% 6%  100%)|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea - - - - -k
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%]
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands 5% 0% 7%  18% 100%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0%  100%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 81% 7% 8% 3%  100%
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Isiands 36% 62% 2%. 1% 100%]|

~ Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97.
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Table 7.22 Quarterly catch dlStl'lbl-lthIl of catcher vessels qualified for thie mshorefmothershm sectors, 1995-97

A

-

Inshore/Mothership CVs - All Target Fisheries

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97,
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Sjecies b'y TAC,Grouping . ... |1stQtr . .2nd Qir 3rthr 4th-Qtr  Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 100% * 0% 0% T 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands ' | 64% 9% 1% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands oo R A
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Séa and Aléutian Islands 1 ' 41% 4% 37%" 18% 100%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands | 5% 0 46% % 9% 100%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands ‘I 3% 3% 25% ‘9’% “100%
Greenland Turbot'- Aleutian Islands ‘ ' - —". - ‘_-
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea o 19%  35% 2% 4% "100%
Otlier Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands CUS0%  23% 2% 6% 100%| -
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0% T 100% 0% || 0% ' 100%)|
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . . R |
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) - BSAL (1997 ouly) 4% 46% 5% 1% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 2% 0% 0% 3% 100% t
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al (1996 - 1997 only) - B L - -
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 on]y) - el - - -
* Pacific Océan Perch - Western AI (1996 - 1997 oniy) - - < -~
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands” 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea . 50% 0% ' 50% | 0% 100%
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 68% 21%4 9% 2% 100%)|.
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - : .
|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea : - - -7 >
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 50%  S0% . 0% T 0% 100%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea . - CaTe o Tl T
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian slands 92% 8% 0% 0% 100%|
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands * ' 2% 0% B% 5% 100%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ‘ - - o . -
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea. S 69% 8%. 23% ,( - 0% 100%;
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian [slands 40%  36% 23%



Table 7.23: Quarterly catch dlstnbut:on of catcher vessels ualified for the mothership sector, 1995-97
Mothership Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries|

Species by TAC Grouping. - : IstQtr  2nd Qtr  3rd Qtr  4th Qur Total

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Tslands - - - - -
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands | . 100% . 0% 0% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 45% 4% 32%  19% 100%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 35% 50% 10% 6% - 100%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 51% 24% 18% 7%  100%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands . - - - - -
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 22% 44% 33% 0% 100%
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 38% 44% 4% 5% ,100%

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . - ] .
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. - - - - ;
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs)- BSAI (1997 only) 54% 40% % 2%  100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 29% 0% - 7% 0% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AI (1996 - 1997 only) - - - - -
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) - " . - )
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI (1996 - 1997 only) ‘ - - - - -
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ‘ . - . - .
Other Rockfish - Beﬁné Sea ] - - - . -

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - L= - - -|:
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea - - .- - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands - - - - - .
Sabiefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea . - - - - g
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands . - - - - -

Squid - Bering Sea and: Aleutian Islands -22% 0% 78% . 0% 100%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands - - - - - -
. [Other Red Rockfish ~ Bering Sea. 75% 0% 5% 0% 100%
~ IYellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands  46% 8% 46% 1%  100%

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97.
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A S C/P sector CVs.- AllTarget Fisheries
SpeCles by TAC Groupmg _ D R JistQtr. 2ndQtr. 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr . Total |,
Atka Mackere! - Central Aleutian Islands - i S T
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands - - 91% 9% 0% 0% 100%|:
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands . - roe Tl - E P
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Isiands T 46% v 22% 20%  11%  100%
Othet Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands <28%  49% - T 6% 17% T 100%|
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aléutian Islands “53% ¢ 20% ¢ '18% - 8%  100%]
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands = 90% 10% 0% 0% -100%]
Greenland Tiubot - Bering Sea ‘ _ 4% 80% T 13% <0 2% 100%|
" [Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands | , 62% - 18% ¢ - 12% 7% _13100% ;
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islasids” | - 82% 0% 0% ;s% ~100% b
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands -~ |~ 5 = v 7 il E L iy L
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CV) - BSAI (1997 only) 8% - 13% 7 5% 1% '100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 44% 0% ° -44%  11% 'l'OO%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al (1996 - 1997 only) T I T
*'Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) Cr100% 0% 0% 0% ' 100%| -
*Pac1ﬁc Ocean Perch - Western AT (1996 - 1997 only) T L TP
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100% 0% 0% 0% - 100%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea : 50% 3% o 17% . 0% - 100%|
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands” ; S 66% - 25%" 6% “30/5, 1'00%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands ? S L.
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea ' - T
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Alcutian Islands - | 3% 67% ¢ - 0% 0% - 100%]|
_ ISablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea - ' - T T R
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Istands 100% ¢ 0%  TU-0%7 0% 100%|
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands S 14% 0% + ' 86% - 0% 100%|
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ‘ S T A ULt
OtherRed Rockfish - Bering Sea” . : & 80% 10% - %7 H0% - 0% --100%|
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands = o 41%..  36%:. . 17% . .5%  100%
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 199597, - - "~ " .77 .00 o oo

A second option in this category would sub-divide the sideboard caps based on whether a vessel’s catch was
mostly pallock during the “A” season. If a vessel had harvested mostly pollock, its-Pacific cod sideboard cap
prior to March 1 would be accounted for separately from catcher vessels that harvested mostly non-pollock
groundfish during that time of the year. The intent of this alternative 1s to prevent catcher vessels that
historically harvested mostly pollock during the “A” season, from increasing their relative harvest of the Pacific
cod cap at the expense of the catcher vessels that have traditionally harvested Pacific cod dunng the “A”
season. Momtoring 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 processors that year, Using different qualifying years, Will-likely lead to different estimates of the

amount of TAC that ¢ould be harvested prior to March 1. Had the catcher vessels harvested less of the trawl .

Pacific cod TAC during the years 1995-96, relative to the current catcher vessel - catcher/processor split, they. .
will receive a smalier percentage of the TAC in this calculation. The opposite would of course be true. If AFA

catcher vessels had harvested more of the Pacific cod, relative to the catcher/processors dunng 1995-96, they -
would have a larger sideboai'd cap during the January through February time period. :

Table 7.25: Pac1ﬂc cod catches by. AFA catcher vessels prior to March 1, of the years 1995-97

Pac:ﬁc Cod (Trawl Gear) Non-Pollock Target Fisheries .
Cv CVto CVioMS | CVto CP | Total Catch
' Inshore IN/MS
Majonty Catch (metric tons) 3,261 205 - 78 3,544
Pollock: [0 FTAC - based on 1.01% 0.06% 1 0.02% 1.10%)|
111 TAC
vessels I FTACbasedon | 110% 0.07% T 003% [.20%
catch . : R
Majonty Catch (metric tons) 14,933 - - - 14,953
Non- "5 FTAC -basedon | 4.62% - 4.62%
pollock: O
9 vessels{ % of TAC-based on 5.05% - - - 5.05%
catch :
o All Fisheries A
Majority Catch (metric tons) 11,404 1,756 1,019 1,190 | 15,369 | %
Pollock: For" FTAC - based on 3.53% 0.54%|  032%| 037% 475%| "
111 TAC ' g : ]
vessels = ‘ 5 5 5 5
Yo of TAC-based on 3.85% 0.59% 0.34% 0.40% 5.19%
catch -
Majority |  Catch'(metric tons) 15,156 - - - 15,156
Non- 19 " FTAC - based on 4.69% - 4.69%
pollock: -
-9 vessels | % of TAC-based on 5.12% - - - C5.12%
B hcatc_h

Note: % of TAC - based on TAC means the percentage of the Pacific cod TAC that each group of catcher vessels would
be allowed to harvest prior to-March 1. This percentage is calculated uSmg TAC as the denommator The row titled .

% of TAC - based on catch used total Pacific cod catch as the denominator.
Source: ADF&G ﬁshuekets NORPAC observer data, and historic TACs from N"MFS web page for the years 1995-97.

The third category would apply sideboard caps to AFA catcher vessels during spemﬁc times of the year and/or
to certain sectors. The Council’s intent is that only catch taken dunng a symmetrical penod in which the caps
- apply would be included when setting the caps. Therefore, if caps do not apply during a specific time of the
vear, the catch made during that same time of the year from 1995-97 would not be included in the caps. Option
one would limit the catcher vessels to historic catch levels only when the “normal” poliock season is open. Two
methods of defining the normal pollock ﬁshery were provided. ‘The first is based on-the 1998 open access
fishery dates (Table 7.26), and the second is based on the 1999 open access dates as modified by Steller sea
lion concérns. The dates based on the 1999 seasons are not included in tabular form. Currently the dates for
the “B” and “C” seasons are still being developed for 1999. Under these options the AFA catcher vessels

[
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would no longer! be bound by the caps dunng predeﬁned tunes of the year Essenttally, they would not have

caps wheén pollock was closed. Persons proposmg this altematrve argued that’ surce "the srdeboards were
desigried to protect the non-pollock fleet from the effects of cooperatrves when the pollock ﬁshery is closed N

there are not ‘cooperative tmpacts ‘Everyone would be ﬁshmg in the: open access mode and no one would be
able to employ fishing strategres afforded by COOperatrves

the fleet.
Table 7.26:. :1998 BSAI pollock season dates s ) - S "\
Area ] M Opened ol Closed Days Open o Sector |

’ S Dates the 1998 Drrected Pollock Frshery,Was’ Open e —p e
Aleutian Istands - | - 01/26/98 022398 |- =28 | -oftshors ~ |
Aleutian Islands 01/26/98 | 03/1_3[_9_8“;,'_ 4 |0 Inshore |
Bering Sea © 01/26/98 " 03720/98 i 25 T Offshore '
,Bering Sea _ 01/2&@8 . I' 02/26/98 ¢ . ;3-1.“ ) Inshore ol
Bering Sea 09/01/98 L 10/19/98 ¢ ag "t | Offhore [
Berrng Sea- 09/01/98 v 10/29/98 f v 158 : 1‘1‘! lrfshore:":

T ™ 1998 Pollock Séasonal Allowance Dates T |
BS/AI " - c o109 | oases | 104 "Both_.|
BS/AI" 09/01/98° 1101798 61 Both | |

- : —

Source: NMFS Alaska Region Web Site ~

P

that would grve them an advantage over the rest of

If the 1999 fishing-seasons were 'used as the-standard for when the srdeboard caps apply, 1t may create -

opportumtres for vessels 1o increase their harvests of a species like Pacific cod.. Given that there is currently
a period between the Al and A2 pollock seasons when pollock fishing is -closed: for the 1nshore and -

catcher/processor sectors; AFA-catcher vessels could harvest Pacific-cod: dunng those tlmes and not have the |
harvests count towards their sideboard cap. ThlS may give these vessels ant advantagé over the iopen access :
fleet during those seasons.. Pollock vessels. could move into Pacific cod between pollock seasons but Pacific .~ :

cod boats could not move into pollock if cod closes earlrer than expected becausie of the pcllock fleet’s effort, A
Members of the non-pollock fleets may still percerve an AF A ﬂeet wrthout restncttons dunng specrﬁc tlmes oy

of the yearas a threat

A second option would allow catcher vessels that dehver to the mothership sector. to Operate outside of the
Under the current Steller sea lron protection-measures the
This exemptton would allow the

BSAI groundfish, caps jprior, to February 1
mothershrp sector of, the pollock ﬁshery does not open untrl February 1. :
catcher vessels delrvenng to mothershrps to be unconstrarned by srdebOards between the J January 20th opening . 4.
date for ﬂshmg wrth trawl gear in the BSAI and the February L start of the pollock season Itis unknown if, -

B3

pren

t

R

- 4
PP $9Y

TR L

they would exceed therr traditional harvest in other ﬁsherres undcr this exemptron However the opportunity -
to do so would be avarlable After February I they would be constrained by their srdeboard caps. . The cap -

would be calculated based on therr hrstonc catch aﬁer Fcbruary 1 Excludmg the catch of' SIdeboard species L

that occurred pnor to Fébruary 1, wr.ll reduce the amount of the specres that could be harvested ‘when the caps |

apply. However, it is likely that the catcher vessels could harvest more of these species dunng the period prior
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et wEE e
to February 1, than they had dunng the 1995-97 time pen'o_d. Because during the years 1995-97 the vessels
were likely targeting pollock prior to February 1.

The third option in this category would exempt AFA.catcher vessels from the BSAI groundfish caps for the
number days that the pollock fishery is closed by regulation, in excess of the five days mandated under the
current Steller sea lion protection measures, for the catcher/processor and inshore sectors. The result of this
action is to transfer some of the burden from the pollock fleet to the non-pollock fleet if the mandatory closed
time between the A 1-and A2 seasons increases, or the catcher vessels reach their A2 cap and the pollock fishery
is closed by regulation prior to the end of February.

At this time, 1t is not possible to predict the behavior of vessels that will be fishing under a-cooperative. It may
be true that allowing AFA catcher vessels to operate outside of the sideboard caps, when the pollock fishery
is closed, may not give them any advantage. On the other hand, they may be able to harvest their sideboard
.caps when the pollock fishery is open, and then continue targeting non-pollock groundfish species in the BSAI
once the pollock fishery is closed. This type of behavior would allow them to increase their historic
participation in non-pollock fisheries, '

Providing an analysis showing the impacts of choosing one alternative over another, is not possible. To
conduct such an analysis, it would be necessary to know which vessels will join.cooperatives. Since that
information is not available, another alternative would be to assume that vessels with less than a given level
of poliock catch history wouild opt not to join the cooperatives, reasoning that, they would be better off outside
the bounds of the sideboards. Determining the point at which vessel owners would decided to join a cooperative
would also be difficult, and the resuits would likely be tnaccurate. 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 IT). Vessels with a smaller pollock history may have been operating in other
fisheries, like Pacific cod or crab, during a part of the year when pollock was open. Therefore, they would take
catch from their directed fisheries, which they accumulated while pollock was open, into a cooperative.
Counting only harvests made in the non-potlock target fisheries would result in these vessels contributing an
even larger portion of the catch history to the overall sideboard caps, relative to the other AFA catcher vessels.

7.5.1.3 Level at Which-Sideboards are Monitored and Enforced

The Council considered two options for determining the level at which groundfish sideboards would be
monitored and applied. One option would aggregate the sideboards by vessel class and sector. Vessel class-
is assumed to mean catcher vessels delivering to inshore processors, motherships, or catcher processors, and
the sector is the more generic defined as AFA catcher vessels. The second option is to monitor and enforce
- these caps at the cooperative level. This option would require NMFS to monitor many more caps if several
inshore cooperatives are formed. It may also raise confidentially issues if caps are set at the individual ptant
level. Additional clarification on the confidentiality issues would likely be required if this option was selected.

It is likely that members of the pollock industry would prefer that the sideboard caps are monitored at the
cooperative level. The inshore sector provides the best example. Preliminary information suggests that seven
companies are eligible to process BSAI pollock under the AFA. Each of these companies would be allowed
to form a cooperative. Assuming that each company did form its own cooperative, each cooperative would
have its own pollock allocation and sideboard cap. Sideboard caps would be determined based on the catch
history of the catcher vessels joining a cooperative. Rationally using a cap is likely to be easier if the number
of vessels that can barvest 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

3
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the actions of a small group is easier than controlling the acfions of @ large group. ‘Ina large group (i.e., the
sector Ievel), it is likely that vessels would rush to harvest the cap! to insute they harvest their share - Whereas
members of a smaller group might be more hkely to reach an agreement regardlng how the cap should be
- distnbuted, while operatmg under an open access race for the sideboard: caps

+ . 18 . f i ' "“!'w T
L s !

" A third option, that was not included in the Councrl s hst of alternatives; would be'td monitor the | cap across

 all sectors. One sideboard cap ‘would be set for the entire fleet of AFA catcher vessels, and once the | gap is
reached they would all be required to stop fishing."This option would be easiest for NMFS’ to monitor, “but is
perhaps the least acceptable to the AFA fleet. Chapter 9 contains additional discussion on the issues of

momtonng luruts at the cooperatrve level 7 o
- . Tor v L v L e ! »o 0y v T oo

- 75, 14 Nature ofCatcher Vessel Restrtctlons e ”A Bl o ’ C

Cateher vessel SIdeboard caps wﬂl be expressed as 4 percentage of the TAC for eich GOA and 'BSAI
~groundfish species or species group. Oncé the TACs are set in’ g1ven year, each- catcher vessel s percentage
of the total will be multiplied by the TAC to determine the metric fons of each species that vessel will be
allowed to take with them into a cooperative. Aggregating each vessel’s cap by cooperative or sector will
determine thé' maximum amount of non-pollock groundﬁsh those vessels mll be allowed to harvest asa group,
under the srdeboard caps e ‘ . s .

[N e ) S [ tetea T

- 752 Management Actions Resultmg from Reaclnng the Groundﬁsh Harvest Caps e

: ]
- J-'~‘~ 2

- The issue of what ﬁshenes close when a cap 1§ reached was drscussed under the catcher/processor srdeboard

.+ section. That samé issue also needs to be decided for catcher vessels. Recall that there are two optlons The

first option would close the non-pollock groundfish fisherics when the cap is reached. The second: opt10n would
close all groundfish fisheries’ (including pollock) for AFA catcher vessels. A detatled chscussron of current
ﬁshery management pracnces was included at the end of Chapter 6 ' S
. ; ) oy . Loy L
-‘Decrdmg which fisheries close whena cap is reached may veiy well dep'end on which fisheries were included
in the numerator when calculating the cap. If only the catch of species taken during non—pollock fisheries are
used to calculate the cap, the burden on industry woiild be much greater if attainment of a cap closed all
fisheries. There are specific cases where this is especially true. Squid and certain rockfish species are good
examples. If vessels only received srdeboards cap history from non-pollock target fisheries, and all ﬁshenes
were closed when a'cap was reached, they would not have enough squid 10 harvest their pollock allooatron
However, the Council could take this into account and ¢ exempt certain specres from the cap, much like was done
for the CDQ groups with squrd‘ Hithe cap only closed the non-pollock targets, these vessels would be allowed
. to harvest about their historic average of sideboard species (assuming- bycatch levels m the pol]ock ﬁshery
remamed constant) and be more llkely to harvest their pollock allocatlons -

* R

S P |

T a

Catcher vessels are allowed to harvest groundfish in both the BSAl and GOA under AFA. Because they can
- fish both areas the problem is slightly‘more complex than it was for the catcher/processors However if we
-assume that reaching a‘cap’in the BSAI would not close both the BSAl'and GOA ﬁshenes or vise versa, then
the problem'is basically the same as discussed for eatcher/processors When a cap'is- reached in the BSAJ
* fisheries in which that species is harvésted will be closed. The same would be true in the GOA Reachmg a
: GOA sideboard cap would close fishenes in the Gulf T

! - N g
U< A T e D hae

- . . . B T T B 5
. ; ryoo . Lo PR FORNPE B4}
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7.5.2.1 PSC Limits .

The VBA Committee was requested by the Council, during their December 1998 meeting, to dévelop PSC
sideboard caps for the AFA catcher vessel fleets that will be allowed to participate in non-pollock groundfish

fisheries. Two alternatives for determining the caps were listed by the Council. The first option applied the
VIP rates to target fishery catch 1o 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 i1ssue and included the following recommendation
in their minutes from the January 7- Sth meeting.

“In December, the Council _rasked the VBA Committee with developing options for PSC caps for co-op
vessels in non-poliock fisheries. The Committee reviewed this issue, and felt that it would be better to let the
affected industry groups discuss this and report directly to the Council. However, the Committee suggests
that, rather than use VIP rates to determine PSC caps, a better option would be based on catch history ratios
flike suggested for the VBA pool limits). " -

Based on the Committee recommendation, the historic catch ratios would be multiplied by the availabié PSC
caps to determine the amount of each PSC species the vessels would be allowed to take into a co-op. The VBA
Committee also indicated in their minutes that 5% of the caps could be set aside to reduce bycatch under the
pilot program. It may also be possible to include that type of reduction in the sideboard caps if AFA members
are included in the pllot program. However, it is important to note that under a VBA program the PSC limits
would be vessel or “pool” specific allocations and not caps. 3
Upon receiving the Committee’; § adwce 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

PSC in the BSAI trawl fisheries was allocated between sevcral target fishery groups during the years 1995-57.
The most important of these groupings for catcher vessels were the Atka mackerel/pollock/other groundfish,
_Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, and rock sole/other flatfish targets. Catch ratios for those fishery groupings are
reported in Table 7.27, along with estimated halibut PSC amounts based on these ratios. AFA catcher vessels
had very limited or no PSC bycatch in the target fisheries that were excluded from this hst (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 an overall cap or at the individual
. target fishery level. Ifthe caps are managed at the target fishery level, then reaching the PSC cap in the Pacific
¢ cod fishery will shut down the AFA catcher vessel from targeting Pacific cod. However, if the caps are
managed in total, then AFA catcher vessels could use halibut from their general resérve, that may have
onginally been eamed 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

HASI22 I\DOC\SecRevewhafaea, wpd , 127 ) © January 2000



AF A vessels to shift PSC between target fisheries could reduce the amount of halibut PSC that could be used
by non-AFA vessels in the Pacrﬁc cod ﬁshery

It 15 also important to note that using target ﬁshery catch h:story to determme PSC allocations results in the
same percentage of each PSC species being included in the cap. For example, based on the information
presented in Table 7:27, the' AFA ¢atcher Vessels would be capped at 49 percent of the hahbut and crab PSC

1}

species allotted to the Pacific cod target fishery. - v : _ J T

-

Table 7.27: *Percent of future PSC caps based: on catch hlstory ratlos of AFA catcher vessels to' all
vessels, for the years 1995-97, by PSC target fishery definition

o AFA Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries

S . (CVinshore] CVito  |CVio MS|CV to CP| All AFA CVs

PSC Target Categories’ Vet 92 Vessels CINAMS 7 Vessels 7 Vessels | ~120 Vessels‘ '
A . v | 14 Vessels I B o

T " Percent of Future Year’s PSC Allocatlon R T

Atka mackerel/’Pollock/Other Groundfish® 32% % 7 2% 3% - 44%
[Yellowfin Sole 10% 1% 0% 1% 12%
Pacific Cod' =~ - S 3% T 4% 1% T % T 49%
Rock sole/Other flatfish .} (3% F w904 e qop O o] b ey
_ Future Year’s Halibut AHocation (mt) based ¢n 1999'PSCs and the Percentages Above "o

Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Groundﬁsh2 80:0. © 475 - 5.0 15[ "110.0
fYellowfin Sole -~ . 005 '+ 105 007 105" 71215
Pacific Cod' 589.0 <620 . 155 775 - 744.0
Rock sole/Other flatfish . 103.5 16.0 8.0 8.0 135.5

Source: NMFS Blend data for the years 1995 97 fordenonunator and FlshtrcketsandNORPAC Observerdata 1995 97
for the numerator. oo . AP - AR

-

Notes: . . ., ;1 T Ton £ RS TTO .

1) Only 1997 datawere usedforthe Pacrﬁccodﬁshezy . o T B LA A
2) Estunates for the Atka mackerel/fjollock/OLher Groundﬁsh category do not reﬂect Lhe changes that have occurred
in the pollock fishery for 1999, R , Fa TRy

Reaching a PSC cap will either close a. target. fishery, or.a specific fishing area. For example reaching a red;
kmg crab cap will not close a target ﬁshery, but will close elther Zone 1 or Zone 2 to trawl gear.- Management”
of the AFA catcher,vessel’s PSC is expected to be treated in the -same way. Once the AFA catcher vessels
reach their Zone 1 red king crab cap, they will be required to stop trawlmg msrde Zone L, but they will not be;
requlredto stop ﬁshmg motherareas . ‘ _ o S R TR

1 P R
. PR NI TN Ly

The Council also requested that staff review the historic PSC bycatch rates of the catcher vessel flest. This
information is presented in Tables 7.28, and.7.29, and focus on the pollock and Pacific cod ' fisheries,
respectively. Each of the AFA a.nd Non-AF A catcher vessels that had observed hauls in the BSAI from 1995--
97 were mcluded in this calculatron Observed catch in metric tons. for each vessel by target fishery, are .
reported in the far nght hand column. That catch does not represent a vessel s total catch for the year, it is
sirtiply the amount of observed catch taken in the target ﬁshery (pollock or Pacific cod). To mask the identity
of the vessels with the largest harvests thetr actual amounts have been replaced with a “floor” amount (e.g;, .
vessels that «caught more than >30,000 mt).. The rates in the tables ‘were calculated by dmdmg the PSC catch
amounts by the target catch. Séparate tables for the pollock and Pacific cod. fisheries'have been included. The:
bottom three rows of each table summarizg the overall drﬁ"erence between all AFA catcher vessels and all non-
AFA catcher vessels.

o . . LI et PRt b
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Table 7.28: PSC bycatch ratios in the pollock target.fisheries, 1995-97 .

H:81221\DOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd

Vessel Halibwt  Herring C.opilio C. Rairdi Red King _Chinook Other Salmon Target
AFA - 1 0.00004 000024 001027 0.00022  0.00000 0.04394 0.04038 22,282
. |AFA - 10 0.02761  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.07829 0.00000 13
{AFa - 100 0.00020  0.00055 0.00040 0.00000  0.00000 0.03411 001307 2,526
AFA - 101 0.00023  0.00060 .0.0000¢ 0.00000  0.00000 0.02732 0.09028) 11,719
AFA - 102 0.00088 000100 0.00000 0.04019  0.00000 0.10157 - 0.08426 2,218
AFA - 103 0.00015 0.00566 0.00000 000000  0.00000 0.33509 0.21888 224
AFA - 104 0.00030 0.00101 0.05829 0.12470  0.00000 0.01794 0.05303 6,411
| |AFA - 105 0.00028 0.00071 000000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04483 0.12159 1,174
AFA - 106 0.00021  0.00203 0.0009% 0.00000  0.00000 0.09050 0.07952 2,013
AFA - 107 0.00003 6.00207 0.00000 ©0.00000  0.00000 0.01647 0.01764|  >30,000
AFA - 108 . 0.00043° 0.00239 0.00010 002766  0.00000 0.07621 0.12794} 10319
AFA - 109 000009 0.00062 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.08133 0.01094 831
AFA - 11 0.00034 0.00007 0.02223 0.02712  0.00000° 0.03810 0.03184 5,177 |.
|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 8,126
“|AFA - 112 0.00075 0.00061 000042 000067  0.00092 0.06505 10.06352{ 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 000070 000011 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 000016 0.00000 0.0005% 000000 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 000000 0.00152  0.00000 0.03594 0.04934 5578 |-
[aFA - 14 0.00073 0.00319 000459 0.01778  0.00000 0.01888 0.02017} 20,9171,
[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 000000  0.00000 0.12177 0.00000 128
'|AFA - 17 0.00016 000248 0.00820 0.00000  0.00000 0.03356 0.04661|  >30,000
AFA - 18 0.00007 0.00006 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04720 10.01067 5,636
|AFA - 19 0.00030  0.00014 0.00046 000137  0.00000 0.06714 0.12871 2,189
JAFA -2 0.00023  0.00229 0.00064 0.00021  0.00000 0.05951 0.05736 4,699
‘|aFA - 20 000005 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 9.12591 0.21056 874
~ |AFA-22 0.00036  0.00008 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04142 0.01797 2,115
|AFA - 23 0.00018 0.00057 0.00019 0.00000 . 0.00000 0.03315. 0.06545[ 15,121
1AFA - 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 001007  0.00000 0.00000 0.08058 99 |
|AFA - 27 0.00028 * 0.00008 0.01681 000000 0.00000 0.03363 0.00912] 24,972
AFA-28 0.00025 0.00206 0.00029 000000  0.00000: 0.06996 0.05102 3,430
AFA - 29 0.00068 0,00640 004273 003617  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 0.0109 0.01280 000000 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 000010 ©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 000491 0.00213 - 0.00000 0.05343 0.01594 7,528
129

January 2000



1AFA - 36
AFA -37
AFA - 38
AFA -39
AFA’-Y4
AFA - 40
AFA:- 41
AFA -42
AFA - 43
AFA - 44
JAFA 145
AFA - 46
AFA- 47
AFA - 48
AFA - 49
AFA -5
AFA L 50
AFA - 51
AFA-52
AFA - 53
AFA- 54
AFA '~ 55
AFA - 56
AFA - 57
AFA - 58

AFA - 60

.|AFA -62
AFA -63
AFA - 64
AFA - 65
AFA - 66
AFA -67
AFA 68
AFA T 69
AFA™-9

AFALT0

AFA - 72
AFA': 74

AFA™-76
AFA -77

AFA «79

AFA - 59
AFA <6 +

AFA - 71

AFA - 73

AFA-8

AFA-61 -

*

AFA-75

AFA.-78 "

3
N

‘i

H
.

10

Table 7.28 continued = ,

. 1 0.00033_

0.00009 -

- 0.00005

-0.00020
'0.00022
0.00019
0.00008
0,00024
0.00024

“0.00002
© ' 0.00037

0.00018

- 0.00137

~0.00023
.0.00023
" 0.00005

L 000002
©'0.00005

4000016

0.00012
'0,00776
0.00006
0.00029

"0.00010

0.00012

©IT0,00025

0.00011

- 0.00015
7 0.00025

'0.00008
- 0.00050

. - 0.00022

-7 0.00029

- 10.00010

{

1+ 0.00003

10.00003
0.00088
0.00023
0.00297
0.00040

" 0,00004

- 0.00013

.+ 0.00003

" 0.00009
. '0.00001

- 0.00021
. 0.00007

0.00008

;- 0.00029

0 00104
0.00013 '

0.00062

0.00023
0.00068
0.00038

'0.00092
-0.00122
"0.00010
<0.00013

0.00060

"0.00018

0.00187

*0.00096
~0.00071
-0.00021
"0.00274
'0.00033
0.00106
0.00314

0.00002
0.00317
000299
0.00044
0.00021
0:00041
0.00071
0.00098
0.00084
0.00085
0.00099
0.00084
0.00000
0.00143
0.00024
0.00034
0.00009
0.00057
0:00000
0:00073
0.00101
0.06005"
0.00038"
0.00074"
0.00000°
0.00056
0.00102/
0.00079"
0200062
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- 0.06448 .
0.00000

- 0.00016
© 0.02702

'0.61785
©0.15389

0.02759
© 0.00037

0.01664
40.00000
© 0.03009

*0.00000

L 0.13471
Y0.00927
*0:00000
10.00000 °
:0.00004
'0.00000
'0.00041
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Table 7.28: PSC bycatch ratios in the pollock target fisheries, 1995-97 .

Vessel Halibut  Herring  C. opilio C. Bairdi 'Red King Chinook Other Salmon Target
AFA -1 0.00004  0.00024 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 - 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 021888 224
AFA - 104 0.00030 0.00101 0.05829 0.12470  0.00000 0.01794 0.05303 6,411
AFA - 105 0.00028 0.00071 0.00000 0.00000. 000000 0.04483 0.12159 1,174
AFA - 106 0.00021 -0.00203 000099 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 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 ©.08133 0.01094 831
- |AFA - 11 0.00034 0.00007 0.02223 0.02712  0.00000 0.03810 0.03184 5,177
{AFA - 110 10.00012  0.00024 0.00917 0.01372  0.00394 0.06665 002139 28,992
|AFA - 111 0.00036 -.0.00086 0.03278 0.06057  0.00000 0.05102 0.12684 8,126
AFA - 112 0.00075  0.00061 000042 0.00067 . 0.00092 0.06505 0.06352] 18,418
AFA - 113 0.00181 000000 6.03897 6.03897  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 (
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 001513] 18,438
AFA - 116 0.00040 000071 0.00011 6,03579  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  0.0005% 0.00032 000000  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 000459 9,01778  0.00000 0.01883 0.02017 20,917,
AFA - 15 " 0.00011 0.00240 0.00387 000000  0.00000 0.08114 0.07316] 20,799
AFA - 16 0.0034¢ -0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.12177  * 0.00000 128
|AFA - 17 0.00016 - .0,00248 - 0:00820 0.00000 000000 0,03356 0.04661| 30,000
AFA - 18 0.00007  0.00006 "0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04720 - 001067 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 000021  0.00000 0.05951 0.05736 4,699
AFA -20 0.00005 0.00288 0.00000 000000 000000 0.49315 0.23014 2,160
AFA -21 .0.00013 000752 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.12591 0.21056 874
AFA -22 0.00036 0.00008 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04142 0.0£797 2,115
AFA -23 0.00018  0.00057 . 0.00019 0.00000  0.00000 0.03319 0.06545 15,121
AFA-24 0.00099 0.00006 000126 0.05587  0.00000 0.05044 0.15259 793
AFA -25 0.00039  0.00662 0.00651 0.00650  0.00000 0.04636 0.06223 3,948
|AFA - 26 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 001007  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 000119 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 0.03135] 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
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AFA -36

" |AFA - 37
‘|AFA - 38

AFA -39
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AFA - 40

AFA -5
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AFA - 54
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:|AFA - 79

|AFA- 8
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Table 7.28 continued

1

0.00033
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0.00024
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- 'D.00088°
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. 0.00009

- 0.00001 :

.0.00021
- :0.00007

0.00008
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0.00104 006448 000189  0.02757 ' 0.05086 -  0.11338[. . 8,448
'0.00013  0.00000 0,04483 *0.00000 0.03364 0.03568| - 4522
-0.00062  0.00016 " 0.00019 - 0.00000 0.07809 " 0.07232| ~° 6,205
0.00023 "-0.02702  0.06249  0.00000 0.05240 *'" 0.04746 - 1,011
0.00068 0.01785 ~0.08594  0.00000 - 0.04322 - 0.14239] ° - 7,051
0.00038 0.15389 - 0.00124 = 000000 0.00932 ~ " 0.00786 5,385
"0.00092 © 0.02759 0.00000 000000 003031 °  0.01277] 30,000
0.001224.0.00037 000000 -~ -0.00000 0.03593 - -+ 1.05120| - - 2i672
0.00010 “'0.01664 0.02418"'" 0.00000 ' 0.05581 ' 0.04242| ~ 6,128
0.00013 ~ 0.00000 “0.00109  0.00109 ©0.06848 '~ 0.19864 S 921
0.00060 0.03009 0.00379  0.00000 002542 ' 005084 5,547
0.00018 ©.00000 0.00328 -- 0.00000 - 0.06961° - 0.03074| - 81231
0.00187 +0.13471 0.00000  0.00000 0.13293- "'~ 0.18786{-* 1,802
0.00096  0.00927.7°0,00008 0.00000 001936 - ' 0.02934| * 25218
10,0007k 0.00000 « 0,00000 0.00000 - 0.04400° < ¢ 0.11944{ * * 14;110
0.00021  0.00000 " 0.00000 «: '0°00000 0.06938 - 0.01596| ° - 57324
0.00274  0.00004 0.00000° -*0.00000 - 0.10915 " 0.01992 - 25769
0.00033  0.00000™ - 0.00000 000000  0.09165 "< 0.13920 4,407
0:00106 ~0.00041 - 0.00000 " 0.00000 0.01422 - 0.13374 "‘ 7,232
0.00314 ~0.00015: . 0.00044 = 0.00000 - 0.05473 % ° 0.04218)* = 6,757
£0.00002  0.00000 0.00000 ' 0.00000°° 001276 ¥~ 0.15316] ~ * 78
10.00317 + 0.00000 0.04462 - 0:00000 001559 "+~ 0.02058{ ' 7,637
~0.00299 0.00000 -0.00017 - 0.00000 -0.07874 -~ 0.05595| 5987
© 0.00044 -+ 0.00250  0.00023 * 0.00000 ' 0.03761 -  0.09916 4,395
0.00021 ' 0.00068 0.00078 *'0.00036 '0.07917 0.02378| ' " 19,228
0.00041 0.00006 ~0.00000  -0.00000 .0.04973 0.27866( - 466
0.00071°  0.00067 0.00000 - 0.00000 - 0.02147 ' 0.02181 76,007
0.00098  0.00000 - 0.00000° 0.00000°~0.23079 - 0.23883| 622
0.00084 0.01755 0.12634 - 0.00000 001332 '0.10502{ 11,692
0.00085" 0.00110 0.00055° 0.00000 "'0.03496 0.09908| 1,813
0.00099 - 0.16460 0.16045 - ' 0.08527 ~ 0.01589 ' 0.06405| 6,345
0.00084 000000 001754 * 0.00000 -'0.04528 "' 0.05505 5,377
0.00000 '0.00000 ~ 0.00000 ' 0.00000- -0.11051" ~  0.19893]  ‘ 181
0.00143° 0.00008 0.00000  0.00000-* 0.04014  '0.02497| >30,000
0.00024 0.00000 0.00000 ' 0.00000 *0.06081 © “ 0.02635] = 4,449
©0.00034  0.00000° 0.00000 ~ 0.00000- “0.13927 ’ -0.13927| "7 108
0.00009 - 0:00000°  0.00000' - 0.00000 005666 * ~0.08998 'f'jOo
0.00057-* 0,05395 “0.00546> '0.00000-+ 0.02329 - 0.09941 22483
0.00000 70.01064 ' 0.00000 000000 - 6:03192 - ‘0.10641] 94
0.00073 0.03432"° 0.00000  0.00000 * 0.46908  “**0.24026 87
0.00101  0.00000' " 0.00000 0.00000 -0,08214 ' 0.06194] 19,432
0.00005  0.00000° 0.00000-" 0.00000 0.04800 - ~-0.11294| ' 354
‘0.00038 0.00000- 0.00000 = 0.00000 -0.0d444 = - '0.02540} 17,475
0.00074 0.00000 0.00000 ~ 0.00000 ' 004355 ' 0.11230] 436
0.00000 '0.00000 0.00000- '40.00000 - 0.01510° ° 0.00000[ " 331
"0.00056 0.00014 0.01648 - 0.00000¢ 0.06614  0.03623 6,900
'0.00102 000187 0.00000 - ' '0.00000 +-0.04172 ~  '0.05591 1.663
0.00079 -0.00011 - 0:00015 -0.00000 - -0.04942  ~ ' 002834 26,475
0.00062 0.00000 - 0.24356 ' 001456 0.05256 - 0.00049| - 2,041
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Table 7.28 continued

Source: Observed hauls in the Norpac Observer data base, 1995-97

Notes:

D A-polded number means that vessel was above the fleet average. _
2) Herring and halibut rates are PSC (mt) / Target (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target (mt)

HAS122 \DOC\SecRevewhafaca. wpd

131

P o Y T
AFA - 80 0.00006 0.00017 0.00893 0.00744“%0_00074 0.02331 0.03808 1,344
- |AFA - 81 000002 000044 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 000013 0.00007  0.00000 0.03228 0.06331 15118
AFA -85 0.00016 0.00014 0.00000 0.03460  0.00000 0.04011 0.00811 2,487
AFA - 86 0.00049 0.00105 012315 0.00000  0.00000 003374 0.15087 8,655
|AFA =87 0.00003  0.00143 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.02609 0.02077 3,994
1AFA - 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
1AFA -9 0.00005 -0.00020 0.00000 0.00071  0.00000 0.09608 0.23298 1,415
AFA - 90 ‘0.00008  0.00258 0.00116 0.00116  0.00000 0.31394 0.30818 859
AFA -91 0.00050 0.00074 0.00503 0.04112  0.00000 0.04518. 0.12266] 10815
AFA - 92 0.00016 0.00106 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04508 0.02413 4,537
AFA - 93 0.00011 0.00072 0.00000 0.00013 - 0.00000 0.04444 0.05203 7,768
AFA - 94 0.00007 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04611 0.00000 369
AFA - 95 0.00103 .'0.00194 0.00000 0.07884¢  0.00030 0.01228 0.07552 3,297
AFA - 96 0.00048 0.00026 0.00029 0.00000  0.00000 0.05070 0.12798 3,399
|AFA -97 0.00004 0.00002 0.00000 0.00398  0.00000 0.01621 0.01390 1,298
AFA - 98 0.00049 000061 000007 0.00022  0.00000 0.04257 0.06018) 13,459
|AFA - 99 0.00015 0.0001% 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04440 0.02537 788
Non-AFA -3 -0.00006 0.00082 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 - | 0.00000 0.00010 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.04419 0.07364 68
|Non-AFA -2 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 14
Non-AFA - 4 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 13
Non-AFA -7 0.00040  0.00002 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.02687 119
Non-AFA -5 0.00250 0.00000 3.23154 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 15
Non-AFA -6 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.01577 0.00000 127
Non-AFA -9 0.00005  0.00005 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.03210 0.12304 187
AFACV Avg.  0.00023 0.00123 001507 0.01026 0.00099 0.04617 0.05637| 1,033,638
Non-AFA CV Avg. 0.00016 0.00027 0.05854 0.00000  0.00000 0.02242 0.09699 843
All CVs Avg, 0.00023  0.00123 0.01511 0.01025  0.00099 0.04615 0.05640 1,034,485
|AFACP Avg 0.00027 0.00073 0.16879 0.05790 _ 0.00344 _0.01868 0.03592 | 957,688
Non-AFA CP Avg  0.00255 0.00034 2.80699 1.94940  0.0355 0.02569 0.01199 79,359
All CPs 0.00044 .0.00070 _0.36196__0.19640 _ 0.00579 _0.01920 0.03416] _1.037.047
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Table 7.29: ' PSC bycatch ratlos in the Paclﬁc cod target ﬁshenes, 1995-97

1

'
S

4 \l
L A

]
gy

sl

Jvessel ! Halibut Herring .C.opilio C.Bairdi Red King Chinook Other Salmon _  Target
AFA -1 0,01800 0.00000  0.78297 1.25782  0.00000- .0.64669 . 0.00000 . 315
AFA-10 ' .  0.03212 0.00000 .0.00000 -0.00000 -0.00000 0.03678- .- 0.00525 ... 190
AFA -100 . 0.03348 000000 , 0.05655  0.36001 ,.0.00000 . 0,12629 .= .0.00000{ - - 513
AFA-101 '. 002149 0.00000 .0.47235 '-4.05024 -0.00000 0.02011 -~ 0.05384] . . 149
AFA-102 . . 000981 0.00000 002740 0.06561 , 0.00000 0.09479 - .,0.00056] 1,778
1AFA - 104 0.02452 0.00000 . 0.25891  4.23448  0.00000 ;0.08823 - - .0.00000{ . 400
AFA - 105 " 001465 000000 031747 -0.07851 .0.00000. 0.01996 .-, - 0.00000] 1,655
AFA - 106 0.08034 0.00003 14.10415 13.73087 . 0.00000. 0.00000 - -0.00000| . 212
AFA - 107 1001931 0.00000 ,.0.00000 -0.00000 - .0.00000 . 0.00000  0:00000{ . 47|
AFA.108 * ' 002032 000000 0.64164 -1.05426 0.00000 0.08495 .....0.00000 800
|AFA - 109 £ 0.03338 0.00000  0.00000  0.11939 . 0.00000 -0.00000 . ;. 0.00000f . 340
AFA -1 . 0.03501 0.00000 230247 059580  0.01616 . 0.00404 0.00135 - 42,
AFA 110 . 0.02648 000000 176514 1.17104 -0.00000 0.00670 - :0.12824| . 597
AFA - 111 001963 0.00044 093512 104160 .-0.00000 0.05396 0.00000{ 7" 836
AFA - 112 0.04972 0.00000 0.69945 0.84677  0.05077 0.06443 - -..0.00058) . 1,726
AFA - 113 0.01392 0.00000 0.70889  0.58803  0.00000 - 000471 - : 0.00000 637|
AFA - 114 | 0.06811 0.00000 368078  0.00000 - 0.00000 ,0.00000 - . 0:00000] 29|
AFA - 115 -0.04080 0.00002 .3.73462 2.17919 - 0.00285 0.24415 .. 0.00095 2,000
AFA - 116 0.04231 0.00007 075734  2.51259 ,0.00000 - 0;17275 . - 0.00000 - 8201
AFA - 117 0.02581 0.00000  0.04455  0.13365  0.00000 :0.05092 - r, :0.00000| . 157.
AFA - 118 0.02005 0.00000  0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 - - -0.00000 57|
AFA - 13 0.03271 0:00000. 0.52566  1.30164 -0.06250 0.00387 - -0.00000| .. 775
AFA - 14 0.02295 0.00000  0.14676  1.30487  0.00000 0.05055 . -/:0.00000( - . >2,000
|AFA - 15 0.01957 000000  3.75804  1.04495  0.00000  0.00000 . -~ 0:00000|.  1:436 |
|AFA - 16 . -0.04906 0.00000, 0.00000  0.00000 -0.00000 0:00000 .. .0.00000{ . ., _169 "
AFA - 17 000027 000000, 0.12693 012693 0.00000 0.03505 . , 0.00000 . 200
AFA-18 . 002412 0.00000, 001518 (11216 ,0.00137 0.01647 :y. 0.00000| .~ 729.
AFA-19 £70,02440 0.00000. " 0.83678  0.37337  0.00000 -0.00173 “..“':-0_?6600’0 oSl
AFA -2 .. 0.02806 0.00000 095651 006116  0.00000 -0.03200 0.00101). . 989}
AFA <20 0.00011 0.00421, ~0.00000. 0.00000  0.00000 1.30525  0.32631] .
AFA =21 0.01471 0.00000 000000 0.00000,  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000} . . 80
AFA- 22 002106 0.00000  0.00000  0.54985  0.00000 0,00000° . ~ 0.00000] , .375)."
AFA 223 0:01569 0.00000 0. 00827 - -0.31770°  0;00000 000267 770.00267| 3757 -
AFA-24 © - 004157 000000 0.35985 --1.84053 -0.00000 0.00000 0.00000|: 191,
AFA -25 0.01578 0.00000 0.28541 0.08748 ~ 0.00000 0.01242 ~ 0.00000] ' 1,050
AFA -27 001678 0.00000 231278 ~ 0.35902  0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 486 |
AFA -28 0.01880 0.00000 102669  0.19389 ° 0.00000 013529 0.00000{ 474
AFA -29 £ 0,02034° 0.00000 “2.01369 286021  0.00052 0,09157 0.00000 1,917
AFA -3 0.02912 0.00002  1.72415 034193 0.00000 - 0.00952 0.03983 1,155
AFA - 30 0.08759 0.00000 1193368  1.67153  0.00000 0.15884 0.00000 434
|AFA =31 0.01422 0.00000 0.54516 0.76346  0.00000 0.28710 0.00000 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 545194 12.95646  0.00000 0.19886 0.00000) 357
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AFA -35
AFA -36
AFA - 37

"|AFA - 38

AFA -39
AFA -4
AFA - 40

[aFA - a1

AFA - 43
AFA - 44

{AFA - 45
|AFA - 46

AFA - 47
AFA - 48
AFA - 49

|aFA -5
|AFaA - 50
|AFA - 52
{AFA - 53

AFA - 54

JAFA - 55
|AFA - 56
|AFA - 57
|AFA - 58
|AFA - 59
1AFA -6
1AFA - 60
|AFA - 61
AFA -62

AFA -63
AFA - 64
AFA - 66
AFA - 67
AFA - 69
AFA -7
AFA -72
AFA -73
AFA-76
AFA -77

- -|[AFA-78
AFA -9

AFA -8
AFA -80

: |AFA - 81
- -|AFA - 82

Table 7.29 continued

0.06143 (.00003.
0.01667 0.00000
0.05286 0.00003

0.02798 0.00000
0.02774 0.00000
0.06068 0.00000
0:00485 0.00000
0.04047 0.00000

0.02421 0.00000.

0,02395 0.00000
0.02528 0.00000
0:06319 0.00000
0.02536 0.00000

0.16328 0.00000

0.01986 0.00000
0.01471 0.00000

-0.02774 0.00000
:0.02458 0.00000

0.02278 0.00000
0.03861 0.00000
0.02257 -0.00000
0.04479 0.00000
0.04334 0.00000

002238 0.00000
0.02089 0.00000

0.02839 0.00029
0.00952 0.00003
0.03511 0.00000
0.01802 0.00000
0.00514 0.00000
0.02911 0.00010

©0.02041 0.00000

0.01529 0.00000
0.02913 0.00000
0.01764 0.00039%

0.04379 0.00001

0.04065 0.00000
0.01084 0.00000
6.07102 0.00000

0.04645 0.00000

0.04020 0.00006
0.01012 0.00000
(.04203 0.00000
0.07361 0.00000
0.03863 0.00000

- H\S1221\DOC\SecRevewlafaea. wpd

N

0.22886
2.10134
0.00000
2.07291
0.89655

1.54228

0.00000

-0.00000

0.27751
0.00000

2.91803
-0.20360

0.60546
082115
0.39322
0.06948

0.30356

0.98974
035713
0.08129
0.00000
0.11734
118174
0.26903
1.15877
0.08755
0.84910
0.00000
0.00447

£.00000

0.32994

7.22967

0.42704

0.00000 -

1.78677
0.20379
0.92212
0.00000

12.37053

0.00000
0.18802
0.01236
0.56997
0.33378
3.68395

0.03081
1.17788
0.06467
2.11725
0.53641
1.86447
0.12933
4,58215

0.71346

2.37172
1.57814
3.20219
0.23854
1.37942
0.14422
2.55531
3.96878

0.50787

0.13574
0.94114
2.62561
0.96071
171718
0.43682
0.21511

0.05942

001416
0.17047
0.13996

0.19829

0.22833

2.09241

0.07415
0.28025
0.21503
0.00000
1.60295
0.71824
0.79046
3.03838
042714
0.18596
0.91308
0.29002

'0.90967

133

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.06000

(.00000
0.00000
0.12273
0.00000
0.01077
0.00000

0.00000
'0.00000

0.03008
0.00000
0.05263
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
$.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.60000
0.00G00
0.00000
0.01656
0.00000
0.00000

0.02641
0.15494
0.12892
0.00000
0.02170
0.00000
0.02677
0.00000
0.01908
0.00000
0.15334

0.13121

0.00101
0.13945
0.00739
0.36625
0.05897
0.00000
0.01584
0.00581
0.25727
0.17837
0.66879

0.05612

0.05293
0.01082
0.02023
0.10028
0.00894
0.00000
0.00000
1.27084
0.00182
0.00000
0.04306
0.00000
0.01713
0.63234
0.01543

- 0.00000

0.03196
0.02162

0.01656

0.00232
0.13448

0.00000
0.00099

-0.00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

0.00051

0.00102
0.01222
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

“0.00000

0.00000
0.00067

10.00000

0.05547
0.00506

-0.00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000

-0.00000

0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00000
0.00564
0.00000
0.00000
0.00564

227
1,009
233
738
1,307
398
1,225
7
891
85
327
249
1,978
982
327
198
373
764
442
172
396
399
558
1,485
741
739
989
100
447
1,538
635
22
550
121
828
290
234
85
259
39
532
324
60
354

0.00000

552
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Table 7 29 contmued
AFA 83 0.03237 0.00004 025815 0.12011 "0.00163 0.06832 0.00000 615
AFA - 84 - 0.01915 0:00000 -0:80612  1.07810 0.00042 0.00042 0.00000]  >2,000
AFA-85 - 0.01950 0.00000 0.05135 0.44086 0.00000 0.20880 0.00000 “ 439
AFA-86 ' " 0.03078 0.00000° °1.17787  1,62270  0.00000 0.10675' - ' 0.11420 033
AFA - 87 0.04381 0.00000° 1.67037  6.00052  0:00000 0.00284" 0.00000{ * 332
AFA - 88 10.01375 0.00017' 0.11266  1.54780  0.00000 0.01437° * 0.00000 489
AFA- 89 © 003487 0.00000* 028545 015111  0.00000 0.12557 0.00000 © 546
AFA -9 ©0.01851 0.00000' 0.01996  1.00447 0700000 0.0i397 * '0.00000 S0
|AFA - 90 . 0.02364 0.00000 475925 1.55468  0.00000 0.63316' ‘% 0.00000 F 154
AFA - 9] - 0,03120 0.00000 145560  1.20568  0.00000 0.15911 ' ‘0.00000 '505
|AFA - 92 ©0.02493 0:00000° 067740  1.12075  0:00000 0.00680-' ' 0.00000 588
AFA-93 ' 000000 0:00000- 0.00000 000000  0.00000 0.00000" ©0.00000 g
|AFA-95 . 003355 0.00000 3.82972 215125  0.00000 0.11605 0:08495 760
AFA-96 ' -0.02409 000000 029432 027129  0.00000 0.00200 "~ 0.02197 501
AFA-97 ' *:0:02051 0.00000 053552 073298  0.00000 0.28618 - - 0:23185 188}
AFA-98 ' 001970 000000 003963 004294 0.0824 0.0099%° 7000088  >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  0.00000  0.00000 0.05267 + 0100000 278
Non- AFA -8  0.03433 0.00000° 200975 236743  0.00000 0.00000 = - 0.00000 105
Non*AFA -2 0.03117 0.00000 1.91231 0.36856 000000 0.00000° 0.00000 105
Non-AFA -4 0.00915 0.00000 0.00000  ©0.00000  0.00000' 0.00000 *  0.00000 45
Non-AFA -5 -0