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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Chapters 1, 2, and 3 of this document contam background informat~on on the Amencan Flshenes Act, the 
Council's list of alternatives for sideboard provisions (mcluding the PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES), a 
summary of the status of stocks for all 'species, and a discussionof 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 the 
MA.  The Council is recommending that consistency be achieved by ( I )  having the same definitions of inshore 
and offshore in the BSAI and the GOA; (2) use of theterm groundfish (instead of fish) throughout the 
implementing regulations; (3) use of the terms inshore and offshore would apply only to directed fishing for 
W 0  species (BSAI pollock and GOA Pollock and pacific cod); and, (4) the duration of the W 0  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 UO 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 takeaction to restrict floating processors to a single geographic location (for aglven 
fishing year-i.e, can change locations from year to year), and took action to achieve consistency among 
definitions, as recommended by staff. 

@ ChaDter 5 

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

* limit co-op agreements to specific duration (1-6 years) 
* prohibit linkages of membership to delivery of non-pollock species 
* require contracts to be submitted by December 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 require the disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics. 

Cha~ter 6 

The Act specifies in section 2 1 l(b)(2) that "beginning January I ,  1999 cafcher/processors eligible under 
paragraphs (1) through (20) ofsection 208(e) are prohibitedfrom, in the aggregate - 



(A) exceeding the percentage of the harvest pazlable in the offshore component of any Bering Sea 
andAleutian Islands groundfish fishery (other than the pollockfishery) that is equivalent to the total 
.&rves!,by such catchcr/processors a.nd the.~atcher/processors listed in section 209 in ;he fishety 
in 1995,.1996, and 1997 relative to the total amount available to be harvested by !he ofshore. 
component in the fishery in 1995, 1996, and 1997; .. , 1 , . . ,: . . . . 

(B) exceeding the percentage of theprohib<fed spec;& ebilable in the ohhore componm! of any, 
Bering Sea andAleutian Islandsgroundfishfishery (other than the pollockfishe ry),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 1997relative to the teal  I 
amount ofprohibitedspecies mailable to be harvested by the offshore component in fhefishc'ry in 
1995, 1996, and 1997; and . . . . . .  . . .I~-. . . .  

... . . . .  . , . ,  i' :. 

( (7) f i shk  for ~ t k r ;  mackerel in the eaqern area of the Bering Sea knd~leutian islands andfrom 
exceeding the fo~~owingdercentage~of the directed harvest ma!lgble @,the Bering SeaandAIeutign : 
Islands Atka m a c k e r e l f i s h e ~  ..: ,. ' ' ; ,  . . i ' . ,  . >  , ' . ' .  y .  : 

. , ' , (i) 1 1.5 percent in the central area; and ..... , . . . 
(ii) 20percent in the western area. " 

, . . . . . . ,.. " . . , , . a  . . . . ... . . ' 3  

The Act was quite si.ecific how the catcherlprocessor sideboards were to be structured a s  a esult  of 
negotiations in Washington, DC. However the AFA is equally specific in stating that the Council could change 
the sideboard's structure to mitigate a g k t ' t h e  adverseimp,acts of cwperatives. Section 213(c) authori& : 
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 iake into account all factors affecting the fisheries and are imposed-fairly and equitably t o  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 0 

~- 
amendment package. ,. 

. . . ~ 

<; ~. 

~ h a p k r . 6  provides & analysis of the catcherl~ocessor sideboard caps. Sideboard caps set the rnaxinkn 
amounts of BSAl non-pollock groundfish that the 20 AFA'catcherIpro~ssors, listed by name, can harvest in 
hture years. The caps are set as a percentage of TAC A d  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 g& allocations. Only BSAl pollock yas distributed as an allocation under the AFA. Once'the . 
catcherlprocessors reach a capthey will be required to either stop fishing all together or stop fishing in the non- 
pollock target fisheries, depending on how,the Council structures this program. 

. . . .  . , , -  rn - . , .  . . . .  h q .  ,. , .  , . 
Seyeral options for dkvelopigg sideboardcaps were considered bithe Council. sideboard caps could be based 
on the 1995-97 catch histories of the 20 eligible catcber/processors or the 20 eligible ~atche~l~rocesso'rs plus, 
the +ne ineligible catcher/processors. ,Atter deciding whiqh vessel'shistory to include, the Co.uncil then had 
to decide whether to base @e,history on either their noppollock target fishery catch ir.their.catch in all target :. 
fisheries. . . . ~ e s e  decisions.,yie!d the numerator for calculating- the percentages of future TACs. The 
dehorninator for the calculation could use ei.ther-total historic catch or the TAC available hese years. Table 
1 provides a summary of the estimated future sideboard caps under these alternatives. Only species which are 
expected to have adequate cap amounts for a directed fishery are included in the table. Atka mackerel is : 
constant as those caps are prescribed in the AFA. 

. . . .  . . .  ..ici, , . . .  . . , . ,_ , ' I  . . . . . .  
.. 

. . . . , . . 
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Table 1: Percentage of future TAC av+iable t6.20-AF~ catchdr pidcessors under various sideboard 
options for six possible directed fisheries. Tonnage range is derived by using the rauge of possible 
percentages multiplied by the 1999 TACs. 

Non-Pollock All Targets Non-Pollock All Targets 29 
Fishelv (TAC or catch) Targets 20 20 Targets 29 

TAC 19.7% 20.0% 23.3% 
Catch 23.8% 24.1% 28.1% 28.6% 

Range (36,839 - 53,482 mt) I 
Pacific cod 

Atka mackerel W. AI- TAC 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% ' 

Catch 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 

Range (4,590 mt) 

TAC 12.8% 17.4% 26.3% . 33.4% 
Catch 13.7% 18.7% 28.2% 35.9% 

Range (5,369'- 15,069 mt) 

- ~ ~~ ~ 

Atka mackerel C. A1 TAC 11.5% 11.5% 11.5% li.5% 
Catch 11.5% 11.5% 11.5% 11.5% 

, 

Range (2,190 mt) 

Other flatfish TAC 11.0% 11.4% 13.1% 13.6% 
Catch 16.5% 17.0% 19.7% 20.4% 

Range $3,362 - 15,508 mt) 

Rock sole TAC 5.1% 6.0% 7.3% 8.9% 
Catch 6.0% 7.2% 8.7% 10.6% 

Range (4,335 - 9,010 mt) 

ource: NMFS Blend data 1995-97 

The Council also considered a sub-option that would divide the sideboard caps by the quarter of the year in 
which the qualifying harvest 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 flaffish species are difficult to market and their 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. . . 

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



The Council also reviewed information in the analysis which evaluated the historical levels of retained vs 
djscardedgroundfiLhcatch. The Cobcil'i Preferred Alteinitives foycatcher/processor sideboards, as approved 
in J& 1999, are detailedin Chapter I1 Bnifiwa . . .  . liter iectibn'bf this ~xecutive,Swnma~: '~ ' , ' ' ' 

, . , . - , a  . ' 2 . :  . . . ' . . . . . .  . 
I .  

Table 2: Percent of PSC Bycateh ~ a ~ e s t e d  by the AFA Catcher Pr_ocesso~s in the BSAI from 1995-97, 
and Estimated Future PSC Caps Based bn.1999 Apportionments . .  . , .: , 0. 

Chapter 7 

Hening (mt) 

C. opilio - . . 

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

xvi 

0 

0 . . . . - 20 

496,000 .: 590,000 
1 .  _' ' 

.. -.326, . . 368 

43,000 .93,000 

: ~hinoGk Salmon 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data'(Fi1eNames BS95HALX, BS96HALX, . 
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Estimates'of historical bvcatch in the pbll&k fishery weii included i n ~ a b l e  2, because the Council requested , 
an estimate ofhow much bycatch would be neededif the pollock fishery was conducted in a pelagic mode. The 
requested estimates.indicate that halibut mortality could be reduced by 22 mt to as much as 74,mt,.compared 
to the numbers in the second section of Table 2, depending on the method iused to calculatk'.the teductikm. 
Reductions & the numbers of crab required were even more dr,matic, with the largest reductions being 

G , . , '  
calchlated baed on a eelagic definition bf harvesting'leii thad 2O'crabs per t'ow Bs bpposed tithe'giar based 
defihition. It is unlikely that the estimates df PSC reductio& are'appr&pnate for an orderly pros&utioh of the. 
pollock fishery & a pelagic mode, e~~eciallygiven the st&c&ral changes in the fishery brought on by stellir 
sea lion concerns. However, some reductions may be possiblegi<en his tor ic~sc bycatch levels in the pollock 

! 8 . , . '., fishery when n~n-~el&c trawl g e a r ' w ~  allowed. ' I  
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management measures to - (A) prevent:the~catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a),(b), and (c) of 
, section 208hni exceeding i i  the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessel: in otherfrsher;es 

under the authori@ of the North Pacific Council as a result offrshery cooperatives in the directedpollock 
fishery". Thischapter 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 a s 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 staffwith 
developing the analysis. The Council has treated crabs and scallops independently of the general sidehoard 
rules being considered for non-pollock groundfish in the BSAI and GOA, and this chapter is organized 
accordingly. 

Five of the options for protecting non-AFA members of the BSAI crab fleet areaimedat reducing or altogether 
elin&ting 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 
vanations on the duration ofthe restrictions. These limitations have been drafted to apply equally to all catcher 
vessel sectors as defined under section 208. 

The first option would.prevent AFA catcher vessels from participating in any BSAI crab fishery. A total of 
102 specieslarea endorsements affiliated with 43 vessels would consequently be eliminated if the Council 
selected this alternative, and adopted measures to prevent their transfer to owners of non-AFA vessels.  he' 
bulk of these endorsementi 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 
tb use 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 I and 2, a&d 
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, ohly 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 2 alternative or adjunct to the above restrictions, a sixth option would limit the crab harvest of AFA 
catch& vessels to their aggregate traditiond 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 crabLLP endorsements, subject 
to a cap based on historical averages. Traditional levelsof harvest would allow AFA catcher vessels to take 
up to 10 percent of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, 2 percent of the C. opilio fishery, 1 percent of the 
~ r i b & f  fishery, and 0.5 percent ofthe St. Matthew fishery. A sub-option to this alternative would apply caps 
to individual vessels instead of at the cooperative or sectoral levels, presenting potential disclosure problems 
for analysis and enforcement should the sub-option be adopted. 

Each of the options described above can be applied either to M A  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 reluctqtly join cooperatives if they perceiveenough b'argaining.power to improve 
their share' of the non-groundfish caps: Similaily, decisions on whether, ornot to join cooperatives'iyill be 
affected by the chosen duration of the sideboard caps relative to the effective duration of cooperatives. 
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Sideboard< for scallops.areto be based on an AFA catcher vhsel's traditional catch. T W ~  options were 
considered asqualifying t*e periods. The first is the years.1996 and 1997, the second option is for.1997. 
alone. Sideboards willbe apportioned accoiding to the perc'entage of statewide catch, or.alternatively as' a 

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 in this fishery are: 
limited to 1997. Based on the owner's estimated landinss and statewide catch as the denominator, the Forum 
Star caught 3.95percent 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 ForumStar's catch could b e J i t e d  to 
either 34,000 po~inds or 65,600 pounds, for each of the twioptions, respectively., . . , , 
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Apportioning sideboards as a percentage of PSC caps is not as straightforward since the GHL and some crab 
bycatch limits are set separately according to species and area, making it difficult to predict when and for what 
reasons a fishery will close. Additionally,.bycatch information is not reported at thevessel level. Adoption 
of this sub-option could have highly variable results dependingn the locations of the Forum Star's fishing' 
actiCity and thespatial concentratiod of its bycatch. .:.I.: .:, ,, ... 1.. , . . . .. - 

. . , . : .. . . : . _ . I  ' I I . , . I  : 
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Groundfish sideboards for the various species aie to be set as a percentage of future TACs according tothe: 
traditional catch of AFA catcher vessels, aggregated by kither the individual cooperitive dr &or level: While 
the Act designates three sectors in section 208, the eligibility requirements of two sectors overlap so that some- 
vessels are eligible for both the catcher vessel inshore as well as the catcher vessel to mothership sectors: For. 
purposes of  analysis, these vessels were grouped into a fourth sector since it is unknown how qualifying 
individualswill~choose to operate. Of the.120 catcher'vessels eligible under the Act, 92 meet the criteria for 
delive~gto.the inshore sector, 7 are qualified fordelivering to motherships, 14 can deliver to both the inshore 
and mothership sectors, and 7 can deliver to,catcher/processors.' 

Various options revolve around the determination "of traditional catch for both the numerator ~ d . t h e  
denominator:of the percentage calculation. 1 There are two ba~e!~eriods considered,:one forthe years 1992.~ 
through 1997; and a more recent option spanning only 1995 .dirough 1997. Problems associated with eitlier 
time period include changes in the TACgroups oveitime; which affect how. some species have been accounted.~ 
forin making those calculations. Naturally,.these~inconSistencies are much more pervasive throughout.the 
longer time period, where someof the TAC groups of the earlier years bear.little ksemblance 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 1997period for the M A  catcher fleet as a whole, . 
perhaps because the contingent of AFA qualified vessels made up a lesser portion of the total pool ofharvesters 
in the earlier years than it has in more recent times. Changes in pollock season length over time.and related-:' 
bycatch rates are also likely variables that may have had a role in'the different outcomes. . . . 

. .  . 1 . . . , .  . , , , . , . . ,  . < , .  . ,  . . .  . ~. . 
, 



In addition to both time periods, the Council requested that traditional catch be presented in terms of all catch 
of a particular species, including amounts accmed as bycatch in the pollock fisheries, or solely those amounts 
caught when pollock was not targeted. Similarly, there is an option to determine the above catch amounts as 
percentages of the total catch for each species or as percentages of each species' TAC. Generally, the 
combination that yields the highest sideboard caps results from using the groundfish catch in all fisheries as 
a percentage of catch for the years 1995 through 1997. As with catcher processor sideboards, the Council also 
reviewed ihformation on historical levels of retained and discarded catch. 

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

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

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 yit ten,  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 applyhg 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 
draft&. At this point it is difficult to fully distinguish between the effects of these alternatives since there is 
no reliable way to anticipate who will join a cooperative, especially given the range of options currently under 
consideration. Nonetheless, some likely impacts could be anticipated. If the sideboard caps were &signed to 
vessels eligible to join cooperatives, catcher vessel operators with small pollock 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 
imp'bted oncooperatives. Some vessel owners will likely decide that the sideboard caps are too onerous, when 
com&ed to the benefits derived from cooperative membership. 

.. - 
Species by TAC Grouping 

Estimates of available cap (mt) - 30,606 3,244 1,023 3,806 38,679 
Non-pollock targets I Total catch 

Percent of TAC 66.26% 6.20% 2.03% 7.88% 82.37% 
Estimates of available cap (mt) 25,28 1 2,400 815 2,937 3 1,433 

Non-pollock targets I TAC 
~ e r y n t  O ~ T A C  63.65% 5.96% 1.95% 7.57%. 79.13% 

Estimates of available cap (mt) 26,475 2,479 811 3,149 32,914 - 

-* 

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 minority in any cooperative where the main 
bargaining chip is total pollock catch, this sub-option could level tbe playing field. Operating under a separate 

, 
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All targets 1 Total catch 
Percent of TAC 73.58% 7.80% 2.46% 9.15% 92.99% 

CV Inshore 
92 Vessels 

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

CV to INMS 
14 Vessels 

CV to MS 
7 Vessels 

CV to CP 
7 Vessels 

All AFA CVs 
120 Vessels 



cap.could allow these vessels to retain a more representative share of their traditional groundfish catch. The 
resulting estimates show that for the inshore sector, 16 vessels with less than 1,000 mt of annual pollock catch 
would be allowed to harvest about 7.5 percent of the Pacific cod cap, 40 vessels with less than 3,000 mt of. 
pollock catch 27.5 percent, and57 inshore vessels with < 5,000 mt of pollock history 54 percent. It is unknown 

0 
if the vessels in these categories would be better off h d e r  the sub-caps. .. . . , -., , . , 
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There are six alternatives that could govern the temporal assignment of groundfish sideboar*, and a number. 
of these are also subject to sub-options which identify particular sectors. The first is to simply apply the 
sideboards throughout the entire year. Under this scenario, AFA catcher vessels would have no opportunity 
to harvest at levels above theirtraditional catch histories. Alternatively, a second option stipulates that the caps 
be apportionedquarterly or semi-annuaUy accordhg to the times of yearthey were earned. Quarterly divisions 
of catch history may be important for flatfish species ifprices are strongly influenced by the quantity of product 
reaching the market. . , .  

. . . . .  . . . . .  . ~ .~ , , . 
I i 
A third'option would subdivide the Pacific cod cap among vessels that had, on average, fished a majority of, 
pollock during the "A" seasons of 1995 @rough 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 pollock.. Sub-dividing the Pacific cod cap in this way would likely benefit the nine, 
catcher vessels that harvested a greater proportion ?f catch in the non-pollock fisheries prior to  arch 1: They 
would . . .  have access to 4 - 5 times . as . much pacific . . cod as the djhef 1 1  1 vessels during the early part ofthe year. . 

, . . . .  .tc, - . I  

A fourth option would . make ~~ groundfish sideboards effective only during "normal" pollock,seasons, defined, 
either by 1998 open access dates or 1999 season dates modifiedby Stellar sea lion concerni, &kh"are siill' 
being developed. Proponents of this option claim that there would he no more impacts from cooperatives. 
warrantkg special protection d u ~ g  the off seasons for pollock than there were historically.' The sideboard 
caps would be based on amounts hanestedihen the pollockseason was open. This optidh may allow the AFA 

0 
catcher vessels to harvest amounts of groundfish in excess of their traditional catch. 

The fifth option, which exempts catcher vessels that deliver to motherships,from the sidihoards pridr td 
Februaiy I, would allow &s sector to take advantage of the time between the Januliry 20th trawl gear opening 
in the BSAI and the February I start ~ f t h e i r . ~ o ~ ~ b c ~ ~ ~ A  seasbn.:While the opportunity for thesevessels to 
exceed their traditional catch in other groundfishlikely exists duringthis time window, there is insufficient data 

6 .  . . 
a .. on which to basereliably estimated catch rates. ; .' . : 
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The sixth option would exempt each catcher vessel sector fromsideboard caps for thenumber ofdays in excess 
of five that a partiiular' sector's po~&k sseasoh is closed during the month of Febiuary. Should the cloiure 
length between the Stellar sea lion modified pollock s&on's increaie beyond five days in February, this option' 
would allow the AFA 6ollock fleet to compete ~ t h  the non-AFA fleetfor non-pollock species! kgain, the' 
potential would arise for the AFA fleet to'exceed its traditional'catch of sideboard species. . . .  -: 

, . . . ' , '  . i ..... : . . . . . .  . . . .  ,.- . 

The Council also considered, and finallyadopted, Gption which exempts certain "essels frofigro~dfish 
sideboards in both the GOA and BSAI. Theseeie'mptions are basedon a cokbination of BSAI pollock. 
thresholds and participation thresholds in those oeer'fisheries . These are detailedin Chapter 11: .. . , ., . .~ , 

, .. : .  : .  7. . ",' *:. , ' .3 . : 
Proposed H~tematives forthe enforcement and monitoring df sideboaids include options to do so by ~ e s d l d a s s  ' 
and sector or by individual cGperative. While lbgistiial considerations di~tateaprefe~ince for the form&,': 
applying caps on amahhost fleetGide basis.timy frustrate the efforts of cobperativis td fish rationali$s&ce: 

. . ~  . ." . . . . I .  . . .  . m .  r .  , . ,  .. , - .. ' 0 
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they would have to compete against eachother for an overall cap.. On the other hand, there are confidentiality 
issues that would have to be addressed if the sideboards were applied at thecooperative level. Once the 
sideboards are reached for a particular species, detenniningwhich 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 groundfishclosures subsequent to attainment of the caps will likely 
prevent AFA vessels from harvesting their pollock allocation. . * 

;"'i . 
PSC for the BSAI fishenes wdl be allocated based on hstonc groundfish catch rahos Groundfishcatch rafios 
were suggested as the preferred method of allocatmg PSC caps because the Counc~l was attemptmg to develop 
a system that would not reward vessels if they had h g h  bycatch levels m past years 

Groundfish sideboards for GOA flatfish fisheries were developed separately. Those will be based on halibut 
PSC caps andlor historical flatfish harvests. For species other than flatfish, caps will be set according to AFA 
catcher vessel's traditional catch of each species: Traditional catch has been specified by the Council as the 
percentage of total catch from ,1995 through 1997, and as in the BSAI sideboards, these values may be 
apportioned quarterly relative to when they were caught. F O ~  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. 15percent. The Council also exempted certain vessels from GOA 
sideboards, based on a combination of BSAI pollock landing thresholds and GOA catch history thresholds. 

. . 
The historic groundfish catch ratios will beapplied to all PSC species, s o  AFA catcher vessels would be 
capped at 49 percent of halibut and crab species allocated to the Pacific cod target fishery. Estimated 
percentages for eachPSC target fishery grouping and an estimate of the future halibut allocations are provided 
in Table 4 below. 

Table 4: Percent of future BSAI PSC caps based on catch history ratios of AFA catcher vessels to all 
. vessels, for the years 1995-97, by PSC target fishery definition 

i 

PSC Target Categories 

Percent 
Atka rnackerevPollocWOther Groundfish' 
Yellowfin Sole 
Pacific Cod' 
Rock sole/Other flatfish 

Future Year's Halibut Allocation 
Atka mackerepollock/Other Groundfish2 
Yellowfin Sole 
Pacific Cod' 
Rock sole1Other flatfish 
Source: NMFSBlenddatafortheyears 1995-97 fordenominator, andFishtickets andNORPACObse~erdata 1995-97 

. for the numerator. 
Notes: 
1) Only 1997 data were used for the Pacific cod fishery. 
2) Estimates for the Atka mackereYPolloc!dOther Groundfish category do not reflect the changes that have occurred 
in the pollock fishery for 1999. 

. , 

AFA Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries 
CV Inshore CV to INMS 
92 Vessels 14 Vessels 7 Vessels 7 Vessels 120 Vessels , 

of Future Year's PSC Allocation 

CV to MS 

32% 7% 2% 3% 
.lo% 1% 0% 1% 
3 8% 4% 1% 5% 
13% 2% 1% 1% 

(mt) based on 1999 PSCs and the Percentages 
80.0 17.5 5.0 7.5 

100.5 10.5 0.0 10.5 
589.0 62.0 15.5 77.5 
103.5 16.0 8.0 8.0 

44% 
12%, 

. 49%' 
17% 

Above 
110.0 
121.5 
744.0 
135.5 

CV to CP All AFA CVs 



PSC in the Gulf of Alaska would be allocated as sideboard caps only f i r  flatfish, based on the alternatives in 
this analysis. The deep and shallow water flatfish complexes in the GOA have historically been limited by. 
halibut bycatch. Therefore: limiting the amount of halibut that AFA catcher vessels can use in these fisheries 
should effectively limit their catch of the target species. Limiting only the halibut PSC for these fisheries,.and 
not the target catch, will allow the AFA catcher vessels to harvest more flatfish than their historical average 
if tiley are able to use the entire PSC cap and.reduce:theii ratio of halibut to target catch. Tliis'was not 
considered to be a problem by some members of industry, because traditionally i portion of the flatfish TACs 
in the Gulf goes unharvested. However;the Council also considered limiting GOA flatfish based on the 

1 .  , historical-harvests of these species.. ' . . . .  . .,- . ,, ~. .. . ' 

. . . 3 , .  . . .  ' . , . * . . k . : - ' ,  :. - 4 :, , "  . 
Initial estimates indicate that the catcher vessel sideboard caps would equal about 10 percent of the halibut 
allocated to'the deqwater complex, and about 20 percent of the'shallow water complex allocation. These 
kites equate to abo~it 92 and 212 mt of halibut ih those fisheries, respectively.. Releasing the halibut cap by; 
quarter, in proportion to the AFA vessel'shistorid catch,.wo~ld~esult in about l:l.*ercent of tli6 deep water 
complex halibut allocation being released in the first quarter, 67 percent in the second quarter, .I8 percent in 
the third quarter, and Eur percent in the final quaiter. Distribution ofthe shallow wkter complex halibut cap 

. . 
would be approximately equal across all four quarters of the year. . . .  . . . . .  

. . 
s .-\ , , . . 

. . .  
The council's ~refe;red~ternatives for catcher,"essel sideboards, as approved in June 1999, are detailed in I 
Chapter 11 and in a'later section of this Executive Surrima'ry; . : 1 . . .  . . 
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I 
Chapter 8 examines the impacts of imposhg limits on processing ofgroundfish in the GOA, crab k the BSAI, : 
and non-pollock groundfish in ihe BSAI., The limits w&d affect processors eligible to.participate in poll&k, 
cooperatives authorized by the Ameridan Fisheries Act (MA). Thk analysis presented inChaptei 8 ~&es': 
+e language in the AFA; analyzes the current structure ofthe indiitry, and develops l0.specific options.foi. 
ihplementing processing limits.:The analysis then calculates estimates of the limits based on the structure of 
the industry and the different options as specified. The ai@ysis ehds by drawing conclusions regarding the' . - ,  
effectiveness of the options in fulfilling the,mandates of the AFA. '. - . . .  

, . .,. . - ,  " -, , , , .  : . , .  n;. . I. . , ,  . . . .  * 
t .  

The AFA stipulates that the Council shall submit measures by July of 1999 to "protect processors not eligible 
to participate in the directed pollock fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives 
in the directed pollock fishery." The AFA pro+desspecific'&i~&es IU, .  .. for crab processing limits and pr&idesl 
& basiiof the 10% Owiership Rule (bkloiv) which defines AFA kntities.' . . . . .  . a . ! ,  , 

. . 
, - 

If a company has a 10 percent or more ownership stake in an AFA-eligible processing fackty, then all other 
processing facilities in which that company has 10 percent ownership will also be consider& p&bfthe AFA- 
entity. For purposes of the analysis, the lease of a facility will be consideredownership of $at  facility. . .  , . ~  . , . . 1." . . > .  P , ~ & .  , 

, > . . 
. . . . . . .  ... . , 

. , c . - 3  . .  ? .  . , .  
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The analysis of ownership develops .organization &arts for the .I5 entities that were found to,encompass all 
of the processipg facilities that, according the to AFA, will be eligible to process pollock in directed fisheries. 
The analysis used a literal interpretation of.Ge 10% Ownership Rule to develop the entities. Org&ation 
charts for several entities that are not associated with AFA facilities are also provided, including charts for four, 
ofthe six CDQ organizations. Currently, two of the CDQ organizations, Bristol,Bay Economic ~evelo~ment-  
Corporation and,Horton Sound Economic Development, Corpo@tion; haye ownership interests in AFA facilities : 
and are included in the 15 AFA entities. .The table below,summarizes the findingsof the organizational 

, . .  
analysis of AFA facilities, companies, and entities. 

. . 
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Summary of Eligible Facilities, companies, and Entities under the AFA 

. . 
; Noies: 

11 The row labeled AFA Facilities includes all of the processing facilities are eligible under the AFA to process BSAI 
pollock from directed fisheries. . 

21 The row labeled "Facilities in AFA Companies" includes all facilities owned by companies that own at least one 
' AFA facility. 

3/ The row labeled "Facilities in AFA Entities" includes all facilities 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 M A  entities, 
depmding on the implementation of the 10% Ownership Rule. 

' 41 The table does not include the nine catcher processors from $209 of the AFA. 
51 , n e  table includes the entity that comprises the only catcher processor eligible from $208(e)(21) of the AFA and 
the'only shore plant eligible from §208(f)(l)(B) of the AFA. 

AFA Facilities 
Facilities in AFA Companies 

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

1. A single overall limit for each species 

Entities ~ o m ~ a n ' i e s  , 

15 18 
15 20 

~1 
2. Sector level l i t s  for each species 

msnore caxcner , L oral 
Facilities Processors Motherships Facilities 

9 ~ 21 3 33 
20 32 10 62 

3. Individual limits for each species >. 

-. 
'within each of these three levels there are at least three layers of the AFA eligibility: 8. 

1. Plants and vessels that are MA-eligible 

2. Companies that own AFA-eligible plants and vessels 

3. Entities that combine M A  companies under the 10% 0wndrship Rule 
, * 

The analysis specifically examines processing limits in terms of each of the three layers of AFA eligibility for 
each ofthe three levels at which processing limits rind an additional option for individual compatiy limits apply 
o n l y ' t o ' ~ ~ ~ - e l i g i b l e  . . 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 Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies 

Option 3: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities inAFA Entities 
..:. 

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

Option 5: Sector-Level Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies 



Option 6: sector;Level Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Entities . - : : . . 
. . * , ~  , . _  

Option . , 7: kdividud ~ r o c e s s i n ~  Limits Applied to Each AFA Facility . . .  i , . . .  ~. 1 ~. - .  . . . ~ - .  . . . . . .  . ~ 

0 
- .  . . 

Option 8: Individual Processing Limits - Applied to AU'AFA Companies 
, . . < .  

. . .  . 1 . ,  

Option 9: Individual processing' L k t s  Applied to the AFA Facilities within Each AFA company . . . . . . .  
. . . . . . ,  , . . a .  . . . . . . .  

Option 10: Individual ~ r o c e s s i n ~  Limits Applied to &I AFA Entities . . . .  ~. . .  , . . . . 
, I  . i .  . , ' / . ...... 9 :  . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  : . : - , ; . b ; ~  "~,. \ . ., 8 m ,.,. . . ' .  . , 

> ;  . 
The table below shows the TAC percentagesithat would be illoGbd under 'the pr&e&@, limit options: The ' .- 

L. . table is b&ed oti' processing histories fro16 1995 through 19'97:' ,.. '; , .. 
. . . .  ,, . . . . . .  . . . .  

. , 

~ l l .  

Percent of Total Processing , .. 

Bering Sea and Aleutian islands Groundfish ' . ., - .  -: . . "' : ! Fiatfish .;other ~ i c i f i i  c&- ~&ktib " '  
. . . . . . . . .  Mackerel Species - ' '  ,. ..! :.. , u:, : 

Limits on AFA Facilities only 13.04 33.73 ; 23.48 38.75 18.74 
i .  ., 

Limits on AFA Companies 13.93 36.82 ' ?26.09 -' ' - 42.'19 h 9 9 :  
Limits on AFA Entities 15.01 54.26 39.07 51 .09 .  43.53 

! ' < a  . . , r , . t ,  , .  1 : .  

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 
Atka Flatfish . Other, ; Pacific Cod ' .  Pollock Rockfish 

Mackerel Sp~cies 
Limits on AFA Facilities only :. , 9.94 , + + .  . 6.66 :- '  , :! 4.55 ; . 35.55 , . 46.73 .:!-. 8.11. , , ,  

Limits on AFA Companies 16.86 . 21.87 ' '8.48 44.3 1 58.27 25.03 
Limits on AFA Entities 19.48 32.37 . .'20.93.'. ..51.27 '67.10 37.20 ................................................................................. ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab . , .. 
1 

Bairdi . Blue King ~ r o ' & ' K i n ~  '. ophio .''Red King 
Limits on AFA Facilities only 61.09 16.61 .:55.08 '- 

..b 
19.7 . . 57:43. . ...... 

74:oj :.:59.93., 6i:67 . ' 69.37 Limits on AFA Companies '' 65.15 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Notes: . -, ,..- + ., . . ,. I ? :  .... . .  % 

Total processing 1-ts f&.&h s k i e s  do:& c&ge regi@leis ifwhether limits are applied as ovegl ' . . 
limits, sector-leveflimits,'or individual limii's. If the num5ei ofra£fected ficilities is expanded to inc1"de all " ' ' 
processing within AFA companies, or to include all proce&ng,within AFA entities, then the limits increase .... 

I , .  c : : : . .  !A. . , - , I . i .. accordingly. . . 1 

All limits include the processing history of the nine catcherpoces&ors tist@ in 5209 of the AFA. , 

Entities limits include all documented li&agks as weU as f&ilitiei that wduld $dsibly be linked to &A .. - 
entities, depending on the application of the 10 percent rule and further investigation. 
The limits shown in the table do include'the entity that'coiniiises the only catcher proc&or eligible'from ' . . 
$208(e)(21) of the AFA and the only shore plant eligible from §208(f)(l)@) of the AFA. . . : , \ . . . . . . .  I , I . . a , .  

.& ..... -, . . ' I ., . . 
1 ' . '  ' ,;. ' 1  .. : 

, , ,  

" .  . '  , , . . . . .. 
I ' . ...,. : :. . " . . . .  , .! : "! 4 I . . ~  1: ' : .  n 



Comparison of Overall Limits, Sector Limits and Individual Limits 

As indicated above, the total amount of included under the limits does not change if they are applied 
as overall limits, sector-level limits or as individual limits. Therefore from the perspectiveof non-AFA 
processors, there does not appear to be significant differences if the processing limits are implemented as 

.overall limits, sector limits, or individual limits. .. 

If overall or sector-level limits are iinposed, 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 anallocation and individual AFA 
processors will face continued competition from non-AFA processors, AFA processors will not need to compete 
with other AFA processors. Individual limits wiil also allow AFA processors more flexibility (than with overall 
or sector-level Limits) to allocate their processing capacities and other resources, and allow them to realize more 
of the potential benefits of the AFA. 
d: . . .. 

With 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 

9 
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 
. M A  profits to increase their non-pollock processing shares at other facilities in which -they may have anj 
interest. 

Processing limits applied to AFA companies rather than to AFA facilities will be more effective in limiting the 
ability of owners of AFA facilities to increase their shares of non-pollock processing. The effectiveness of 
processing limits on AFA companies depends largely on the ability to define AFA companies. Processing limits 
applied to AFA entities, as deiined 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 hake new capital 
investments in non-pollock processing would be limited to investments in salmon and hening fisheries, or to 
GTestments that lead to  an ownership interest of less than 10 percent of the processors in which they are 
investing. In addition, because of the limits AFA processors would bring, existing owners may not welcome 
n& investment associated with AFA.profits. 

Imposing processing limits on AFA entities will have some unintended and negative consequences. Processing 
l i t s  imposed on AFA entities will create significantly more papenvork forNMFS andthe 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 
atile to experience any of the benefits of the AFA. These consequences are most easily understood 
from the, perspective of non-pollock processing companies that have become equity partners with CDQ- 
organizations that, in perhaps &elated actions, have also invested in AFA facilities. 

. . 



. . 
Conclusion 

. ~ 

. . . ,' 1 . . ,  
In conclusioq 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 mote costly to implement or enforce, and. 
would allow AFA processors to realize more of the benefits of the .&A. Crab 'processing sideboards 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 iscontinuing tostudy processor sideboards along with excessive 
share caps for BSAI pollock processing,'andis scheduled to take action on these issues in.Apri1'2000: Future 
actions on groundfish processing sideboards (or crab) 'would.be.implernented by follow up regulatory 

. .  , 
amendment. . .. , . a . . a  . , ..+: - I 

. . . . . . .  
- .  , . .  . . , .  . . .  . , < l . C  , . , ! ,  I . .  .. :, . ' ( I  . 

. . Chavter 9 ... - ;::. i . . .  .. # .  '. . , 
, . - :': 

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

. . 
, - , ,  . - .  . . . . .  . . ,  . r. . . 

* Implementation of catcher vessel cooperatives will be significantly.more complex than the single offshore co- 
. . .  op in 1999, for pollock allocations and particularly for sideboard limits. . -  . . . . 

*Monitoring pollock catch basedon directed fishing allocations will require a different management approach - 
essentially, for catcher vessel inshore deliveries, that means any catch occurring during the open season will 

. , ? ,  . . . . . be considered ai directed harvest. . +  . . . . 
. . . .  . . .  . , . . . I . ,  . . ? . . . . .  . ,. 

* Allocation of. pollo=k to specific co-ops based bn catch:history.Af participating vessels will require 
development of an official catch record and an opportunity for appeal. Such a program likely cannot be in. 
place in time for year 2000 allocations, and appeals and corrections to the official catch record may have to 

, , . .  wait until 200 1. ' . . .  . ,, 
. . , .. . . 

, , . ,  , . , .. . , . . ' I  , 
* Catch data on groundfish (species composition), discard b d  PSC species is insufficient to determine quota 
allocations (or catch limits) to specific vessels in a complete and reliablemanner. Catch history information 
for groundfish may be sufficient, particularlyifgro~indfish sideboards are managed in aggregate across co-ops. 
Discards4ikely cannot.be included. PSC limits should be bised'proportional tugroundfishcatch. 

. . . . . . . .  . . a  , . , j . :  . . . .  . ,  . ' .  . .  : , .  . . . 
*Although efforts are ongoing.tb address ~otkdentiality concertis,. individual catch histories from State fish 
tickets cannot be released to vessel owners in time for their use in year2000 co-op negotiations. . ., 

* Regarding sideboard limitations for groundfish, crab, and PSC, it will be extremely.difficultfor NMFS to 
manage at theco-op level through traditional in-season management techniques. ,Responsibility for in-seaion 
management and closure will-likely be borne by the co-ops themselves. Additionally, sideboard management 
at the co-op level, particularly for PSC species, will require the same type ofmonitoring andobserver coverage 
levels that are associated with the multi-species CDQ prog'ram. .+..I.. 

, . . . - 3 .  - I .  . . .  . . . . .  . . 1 I . .  , .  I.. * .  . . , > ,  . * .  f , ,  . . . . .  I .  ,.. s '. 
. . .  . . .  s .,.. , - . .  I */  . . . .  . , . . . . . . . .  , 

. . ' , , .  , . 
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This chapter also addressed the following issues: 

AFA Catcher Vessel L~srs 

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

^ilk 

~ o k ~ e n s a t i o n  for Inshore Catcher Vessels 
. . ,' 

A number of catcher vessels qualified under AFA to deliver to the inshore sector have accrued significant 
amounts of their historical pollock catch from deliveries to offshore sectors. Since AFA does not preclude 
inshore sector catcher vessels from entering into the mothership sector, vessels meeting the eligibility criteria 
can make use of their offshore pollock histories to the extent that these were delivered to motherships. 
However, there is no mechanism that allows these same vessels to likewise bring their pollock history delivered 
to catcher/processors into the cooperative pool, despite language in the Act calling for "fair and equitable" 
consideration of such landings. Industry has presented a change to Section 2 1 O(b)(I)(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 ofpollock effectively compensates members 
with a substantial share of their harvest to catcher/processors by taxing the rest ofthe cooperative. However, 
depending on the catch histories of member catcher vessels, the burden of ,the compensation 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;. 
Rpplying the compensation formula fleet-wide across all inshore catcher vessels would yield an adjustment of2 
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. 
g E ;  

An option that would exclude a vessel from being compensated for deliveries to ~atcher/~rocessors, based on 
their inshore catch history, was also included in this chapter. If the option that onlycompensated 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 Besf 2 of 3 Years 10 Determine Pollock Catch History 
. . 

A brief discussion 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 qualifymg years, and reduce the amount of 
pollock to catcher vessels that had consistent catches during the qualifymg period. 

AFA Loan Repayment , 

... 
The.AFA requires that members of the inshore sector begin repaying the Federal 1o.i.n in the year 2000, 
independent ofwhether the inshore sector is fishing under cooperatives. The payments are basedon the pounds 
of pollock harvested. A payment rate of 0.6 cents per pound was established under the AFA. 



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

, .  \~ . . 
, . .  . - . . . . 

. ,  Cha~ter 11 , .  . . . .  , 

The Council's preferred alternative for harvesting sideboards, and several otlier non-sideboard issues are 
presented in this chapter. Action by the Council on groundfish processing sideboards was delayed April 2000 
to be considered in conjunction with BSAI pollock excessive processing share caps. . . 

L . 
. . . ,  . . . . . . - . . - . ,  .. L . .,-> .,-.,'. , . : I . .  . , . . r .  

Catcher/Processor ~a&st .~ideboards  . .  , 
. , : 

9 * .,,, ., . .- > . . . , - .  
Catcher/processors will be liinited to the percentage of BSAI catch that waslanded, relative to the TAC, by 
the 29 vessels listed in sections 208(e) lines 1-20 and section 209 of the MA.  Sideboard caps based on landed 
catch do not give catch history credit for discards which occurred at-sea. Aka mackerel in the central and 
western w leu ti an Islands are the only exceptions to this rule. Their sideb'oard percentages were explicitly 

. . , ..--, . defined in the MA,. . 2 L. ... . . , 

. , .  , . .  ,. , . , I L .  . I , .  . . . . 

Pacific cod sideboard caps.were estimated to be 9,290 mt., ;ellowfin.sole 33,610 mt., cehtral Aleutian Islands , 
~tkamackerel1,19 1 mt., western Aleutian IslandsAtka mackerel 2,497 mt., other flatfish 1,593 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 onsome species to a,level that will not allow for a directed fisheryin.2000, even though directed 
'fisheries were allowed under the 1999 sideboard caps.. , : .!-, ., . . . ,  . 1 . .  

. .. , L , < .  . -!- . i - *  8 I < .  " . . ,. , . . 

PSC caps for the AFA catcher/processor fleet will be calculated the same way in 2000 as they were for 1999. 
0 

The caps were calculated to be 8.4 perdent of the halibut apportionment for trawl vessels, 0.7peicent of the' 
red king crab, 15.3 percent ofthe (7. opilio, 14.0 percent of the C. bairdi in zone I, and 5.0 percent of the C. .. bairdi in zone 1; I . ,  . .  . . . 

. .  - . . . . . . , , .'..". .~ 1. 

Catcher Vessel Sideboards 
, . ..,- \ :;, . '  , , ,  ' i  . I .  ". . : ,  . . .  

Catcher vessel sideboard caps were developed for the BSAI non-pollock groundfish species, GOA groundfish 
spmies, BSAl crab species; scallops,:and PSC species covered under the Council's FMPs. Two exemptions 
were defined by the Council. Both exemptiohs apply totesselsthat landed less than 1,700 mt. of pollock 
annually in the BSAI. These vessels were exempted from the sideboard caps in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery! 
They were also exempted fr6m GOA sideboard caps' for Pacific cod;.pollock, and other groundfish fisheries: 
For purposes of this section of the analysis, the exempt vessels' catch history was not included in the 

. . calculation of the sideboards for those species. , . . . 

Crab sideboards were develop&at the.species/are+ level, actdifferent qualification criteria were defined for. 
each fishery. The AFA vessels were also prohibited from selling, leasing, transferring, or stacking crab LLP 
licenses. A summary of the crab sideboard restrictionsare provided in-the table below. .These restrictionswill . 
apply to all catcher vessels eligible to join cooperatives. 



I Fishery Qualification Criteria # of Qual~fied % of 
Vessels GHL 

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

4 1 12.8 % 

(I opilio Must have fished ('I opilio in at least four 
years from 1988-97. 

5 d a  
3,. 

C:bbirdi* 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,or 97 I Conf. 

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

1 AI fed & brown king crab Made landing in at least one of the last two 

- 
NO&: All restrictions apply to AFA vessels that are also LLP qualified for that speciesfarea endorsement 

Scallop sideboards only apply to one vessel if it opts to join a pollock cooperative.   hat vessels will be capped 
at its percentage of the overall scallop harvest in 1997. That percentage (estimated to be 3.33 percent) will be 
apphed to the upper end of the state-wide GHL. At a projected GHL of 860,000 pounds, the cap would be 
41,292 pounds. 
>.: ., - .C 

BSAI groundfish catcher vessel sideboards will be based on the landed catch of AFA qualified catcher vessels,, 
and be expressed as a percentage of TAC available in those years (1 995-97). The caps will apply to all catcher 
vessels eligible to join a cooperative. Only the AFA catcher vessels that quallfy for the exemption discussedj. 
karlier will be allowed to hamest Pacific cod outside of the cap. 

Estimates of BSAI groundfish caps are presented in Table 1 1.5. That table shows that Pacific cod is projected 
to be capped at 28,052 mt., yelloyfk sole 12,587 mt., other flatfish 7,304 mt., flathead sole 3,220 mt., rock 
sole 2,60 1 mt., and arrowtooth flounder 6,658 mt., based on 1999 TACs. NMFS will need to determine prior 
to the start of the 2000 fishery, which of these species can support directed fishe'ries. 

. , 
PSC caps will bebased on the ratio of landed 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 
halib;i and crab PSC caps allotted to the Pacific cod fishery, 7 percent of the apportionment to the yellowfin 
sole fishery, 4 percent of the apportionment to the rock solelother flatfishiflathead sole fishery, and 1 percent 
on the apportionment to the Atka mackere~other groundfish fisheries. 

'&A groundfish sideboard caps apply to all FMP species, including pollock. L i e  in the BSAI; the caps will 
be baied on landed catch as a percentage of TAC for the years 1995-97. All vessels eligible to participate in 
a cooperative will be bound by the caps, except those specifically excluded through the 1,700 mt. landings 
exemption. Table 1 1.8 shows a complete iist of the estimated caps. The largest caps are for pollock, Pacific 
cod, and shallow water flatfish. The only other species projected to have more than a 1,000 mt. cap, under 
1999 TAC levels, are POP and arrowtooth flounder. 



PSC caps in the GOA %li.be based on the ratio of groqdfisb landed to-TAC in'de dekp ahdshallow-water 
PSC preliminary estimates indicate that the AFA flket would be capped at 34 percent ofthe halibut ' 

appdrtionedto the shillow-water complex and 7 percent of the deep-water complex. Given c u r r e n t ~ s ~  caps.: 
this equals approximately 410 mt. of halibut. . . 

0 
" 

Compensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels in fhe BSM Pollock Fishety 
, , .  ; : .?  

! 
Two compensation m k u r e s  were passed by the Council. The first allows'catcher vessels with more than 499 
mt. of pollock deliveries to catcher/processors from 1995-97 to count that catch just as if it were deljvered 
itishore. The second allowi catcher vessels to use their best 2 of 3 years catch history, after adding in 
compensation from deliveries to catcher/processors. , . ~. ., . . .  

, . ,. . 

, . . . _ . . . . . . .  Other AFA Actions ". + . ,  . . .  a . . .  . . 
, . 

I , . ,  
The AFA mandated that ~atcherl~rocdssors i a i q t w o  o b s k e r s  Gd use NMFS certifieclscalei'to weigh fish. 
f i o s e  requirements were included in this.package. ~ h i s ' ~ a c k a ~ k a l k  includes a discussioi of the items the 
Council &I1 require to be contained within coopirative agreement packages submitted to the Couicil &d 

. . . .  
NMFS each year, as well as cooperritive reports from the preceding year's fishery. .. L . .  . 

This Chapter riddressks'ihe broposed actiork' consisteixy kith 'other applicable law, including E . 0  12866, 
Regulatory Flexibility Act, Magnuson-Stevens Act, and National Standards. Because the basic intint of the 
proposed sideboard measures is to preserve the status quo distributions of halvest and processing across 
indis't~y sectors, it does not appe$that such &ions would be'ikonsistent with ariy of the a&kable laws. 
Howeve, 'mong the alternatives there are those thdt w&ld have differential impacts.re1atii.e to both the 
directlyaffected entities (AFA harvesters and p~ocessors) and indirectly ,affected entities'(non-AFAhqesters' 

0 
and processors). Certain alternatives and options'for sideboards would likely be considered to.have significmt 
impacts on small entities (under the Regulatory Flexibility Act) relative to other altem+ves. 

I , - . . .  " .  I ,  . 
The ~ounci l ' i  preferred ~kernat ivk reprise"ts a trade-off Lie&&n'iinpa& to directly affecied entitiei irid ': 
indirectly affected entities. A conclusiod of nod-kignificanke, rel& to the IRFA, cannot be made baked on 
the available information: hbiever, the Coimcil'i actidns included'meisures to mitigate impacts to smkll" 
entities, including exemptions fkom the sideboard restrictions for certain catcher vessels involved. . . . .  I . , ,: ~ , .. . . . . . ., . . . ;  / , . ,  , ~,*',.,. . b,,., . 
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1.1 Purpose and Need for Action 

In October 1998 Congress passed the American Fisheries Act (MA)  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 stipulatedthe elig1ble 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 retirementhyout of nine vessels o m  the offshore sector to be funded by 
a $75 million loan to the inshore sector, and it specified provisions by which vessels and processors could 
establish pollock fishery cooperatives-within each sectors' allocation. Finally, the AFA contained several 
provisions either mandating or allowing Council action to enact measures to protect other fisheries from the 
potential impacts of the proyisions of the Act or &om pollock fishery cooperatives. The basic intent of these 
'sideboard' measures is to restrict the pollock harvesters and processors from using the operational advantages 
provl;ded 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 
in the AFA. Forthe offshore sector, co-ops were formed forthe 1999 fisheries and sideboards for 1999 forthat 
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 
o f  this amendment package; Additionally, the AFA provides for the formation of co-ops in the inshore and 
mothership sectors beginning in year 2000 and requires the Council to develop sideboard measures for those 
sectors (harvesting and processing). Other provisions ofthe Act, including excessive share caps for harvesting: 

.8nd'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 forthe offshore sector, harvest sideboards forthe catcher vessels, and processing sideboards 
for aU sectors. These sideboards would apply to all AFA-eligible harvesters and processors, or at least tothose 
participating in pollock co-ops. Following review of an initial analysis prepared by Council staff, the Council 
finalizedthat list of alternatives and options for a formal analysis to be reviewed at the April 1999 meeting, 
with !jnal 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 ofaltematives 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 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 ofelements and options from 
the list of alternatives, Chapter 1 1 provides an analysis specific to the Council's Preferred.Alternatives which 



were approved atthe June and October 1999 meetmgs 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 
(exemptions from certain GOA and BSAI sideboards for certain vessels) was taken in December 1999. 

0 
.. 

. . . . . . . . .  CATCHER PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS '. . . . .  
. * . .  ~. 

. . .  
, , 

For the );e& 2000'and beyond, the Council initiated an analysis forthe 20 + 9 vessels listed in the AFA bftheir 
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 vess'els which are removed from the fishery aid 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 either the 20 or 29 vessels) in the caps set 
for 2000 and beyond. , .. . . . < 

.,. . 
. . .  . . . .  . . .  . I  

; i., . . . . 
Sub-ovtions: ,! . . .  
1. The caps would close both the pollock and non-pollock groundfish fisheries when reached. 
2. The cabs would close only thenon~pollockgroun&shfisheries when reached(only pelagic pollock' 

. . . . .  fisheries would remain open). ' ' i ' . . , . . . . .  
m , .  ' , 1 '  ' . .  

Include a review of vessel specific PSC rates in addition to average PSC bycatch ratio for the 20+9 AFA 
catchedprocessors relative to non-AFA vessels. . . - .  

I 

. , 
. . . . , . . 

5. . 
Add to Table 6.9 a fourth column which illustrates a retrospective analysis of PSC needs of the 20 + 9 AFA 
cat~her/~rocessors' usinga performance-based pelagic . . definition. . , , . , .  , ,  

. . . . .  . , , .  . . . .  , ~, . , ,  . ,  n 
Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op poolsk pollock, ona pro-rata basis, , 
based on find Council action on chinook bycatch caps. (Note: The chinook bycatch option was includedk 
the AP minutes only under catcher vessel sideboards. For consistency, staffhas also included this option under 
the catcher/processor sideboard section). 

. . - - .  , . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . ,_I. 
Groundfish: 

, . 
1. Non-pollock groundfish caps (othkr than ~tka,mackerel in the c&ral and westem Aleutians) for 

, . listed .vessels will be established on the basis of the percent of, landed goundfish catch relative to 
, . - ,  TAC (of the original 29 vessels) in the polldck and non~pollock fisheries in 1995; . 96, . and 97 (for . Pacific co& 1997 only; for POP in the ~ ~ d " t i &  1996 and 1997). . . . .  

. .  , - : . . . . . . . . . . .  
2. NMFS will determine the bycatch &ds f i r  pollock and non-pollock"&eries and allow fo: 

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

. . f .  : . ' Psccaps:' ' .  ' .  . ,  . . . ;., . ,~ , 

1.. ~ o t a l  PSC cap for listed vessels i i l l  tie established on the basis of percen,tag$ of PSC rtxno~als 
* ,  . ih'the non-pollock grohdfish fisheries in 1995, 96, and 97.' ... ... 

I 2. NMFS will allow for directed fishing of non-pollock species'such that the to& PSC removals do - , *  5 ', . 6 .  ' . A  ; : 'not exceed the PSC cap. . 
. . .  

. 
... .. 5~ I_. , . 0 



3 The llsted vessels' PSC caps will not be apportibned and will be managed under open access 
season apportionment closures. 

I 
Catcher processor sideboards for both groundfish and PSC caps are a package and hsapproval of an 
component would be disapproval of the whole package and returned to the Counc~l for further actlon 

CATCHER VESSEL CRAB SIDEBOARDS 

' Participation in a co-op is defined as use of a vessel's catch history by a co-op, whether by direct harvest, 
lease, sale,'or stacking of Gota. . . 

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

Options For Section 208 Vessels: 

1. No crossover allowed hto any crab fisheries. 
2. No crossover allowed in the Tanner crab: fishery only (opiljo and bairdi). 
3. No crossoverallowed into opilio unless vessel fished opilio in 1996 or 1997: 
4. No crossovers at the endorsement level. 
5. Allow crossovers only into red king crab fisheries only (excludes brown and blue king crab). 

.. 
* '  Sub-options 

a. Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of bairdi in red king crab would be restricted to bycatch? 
of bairdi in theied kihg crab f ishej  (applied to #2 & #4 above). 

". Only Section 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op (applies to #I-5above and #6 below). 
. :i ". 

,., . c. Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three years (1995, 96, and 97) 
(applies to #1 and #2 above). 

d. Prohibit any vessel participating in an AFA co-op from lease, transfer, or sale of any ~icensd ' 
limitation program (LLP) permit. 

Duration sub-o~tions: 
a .  Permanent, based on participation in a co-op. 
b. Only for year vessel is involved in co-op. 
c. Duration of AFA 

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

Option a. Aggregate traditional ha&estincluding a restriction to the percentage of crab harvest in 
all species between 1995, '96, and '97. 

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

Option c. No sale, lease, or stacking of vessel catch histoly in any crab fishery. ~. 
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.. .. PREFERRED ~ T E R N A T I V E  - *  ' - .  , . . . . .  ' - "  
I : '. I . : '  , .. . . , 

i, Crab Sideboards shall apply to all AFA vessels. 
3 .  

. . . 1. Bristol Bav Red King Crab (BBRKC): . . .~ 1 

. OJ& - AFA LLP Alternative 9 Tanner crab endorsed vessels may participate in the opilio fishery if they 
harvested opilio in more than 3 of 10 years (88-97). 

I 

. . 
1. These AFA vessels that hold a BBRKC endorsiment shall be capped a t  their' 5-year (91-97; 

. . excluding 94-95) weighted average share. These vessels shall be managed in the aggregate. . . , , 

2. Thisshare 6ffuture &h'hall a&ly td the p&&n BBRKC GHL. . , . 

, 

, 

2. If there is a BBRKC fishery where bairdi bycatch is allowed, the AF~Tanner  crab endorsed 
. - 

vessels may, retain bycatch bairdi. ,,, . .  . . .  . . .. . . .  . 
* - .  ,:, . . . . .  . . . -  ~ 

? . ... 
. AFA LLP Alternative 9.vesselSwhich hold'a LLP endorsement for either-the St. Matihews ~~Pribilofking 

crab, and had a landing in that fishery in 1995,96 or 97, may participate in that fishery. For Adak red 
king crab and brown crab fisheries a qualified vessel which had a landing' in the last two years the fishery 
wasopen'ma); participate in,those.fisheries. . - . 

. . .  . , 

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

. . . 

1. AFA qualified vessels @at receive +LLP endorsenient are exclucied from in the 
directed bairdi fishery, except as fdl,&; 1fand ?hen' the bairdi rebuilding goal is' reached, the 
only AFA vessels'&ow~d to participate d u l d  be those with catcli history in 1995 or 96. These 

. . vessels ,.. . would . becapped at their aggregate historic catch for 1995-96. . . 
:. .... a . - ' , . '  . ' .  . -. , 

', . -  . , . ,. * 

vessels 

. 

. . . I  ' -  

,dditionally, a committee will be formed to workout implementation issues relati; to crab sideboards. h i s  
ommittee will likely meet during July and is scheduled to have a report availablefor the joint CounciYBOF 
~eeting to be held in August. . .. . , . .  .. . . 

CATCHER VESSEL SCALLOP SIDEBOARDS; ; : , , , , , . . . I .  8 ,- . ~ . !  ,,, ... . .  , . . 
I /  ,i, . . . . .  . . . .  I . I , -  

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. 

, , .  , . , .  I ? ' : . " . '  

2. Measures that would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their aggegate traditional harvest in the scallop 
fishery in the years: 

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

. January 2000 : 



. ~ ... . . 
Sub-options: . - - 

. .: 

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

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

I ' .  

1. Participation in a co-opis defined as any use of a vessel's catch history by a co-op, whether by direct 
lease, sale, or stacking of quota. :., . 

2. Measures that would restrict pollock coLop vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest in the scallop 
fishery in 1997 based on a percentage of the upper end of the state-wide guideline harvest. level. The cap 
would be this percentage applied to the upper end of the state-wide guideline harvest level established each 
year. I 

CATCHER VESSEL GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS 

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

To Whom Restrictions Ao~1-i 
*% 

Restnct~ons should apply to all non-pollock FMP fishenes. 

I: 

Sideboards 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-sideboardcap for catcher vessels with average pollock landings from 1995-97, which 

were less than: 
I .  1,000 mt 
2. 3,000 mt 
.7 

3.  5,000 mt 

. ' ~ ,  
When the CV Restrictions Should Apply 

.,,".. 

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

~kb-ootions: 
a. Use 1998 open access season dates by sector a s a  base reference 

Use 1999 sea lion modified season dates. b. a 

2. Exempt those CVs that fish for motherships from BSAI groundfish sideboards pnor to February 1 each 
$. 

Year. 
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3 Exempt each CV sector from BSAI groundfish s~deboards for the number of days m excess of 5 that each 
CV sector's pollock season 1s closed by regulation dunng the month of February 

4. .. Limit . fishing . . to the season (or quarter - or . half . year) . in which the catch history was earned. . ~. . . 
I 5. At all times during the fishing year. 

. . .. . 
6. AFA qudified pbllock catcher vessels, that'during pollock A season hi&&ally had a &jori$ df their . 

' 

catch in pollock, would be limited prior to March 1 of each year to the collective shaie of the cod fishery ' 

that these same vessels collectively harvested historically (1995, 96,97) prior to March 1. . . 
1. .. - Appvand monitor by vesdl class andsector -. .'L : - ' . , . ! . . a f  . . -. . . .  . I, ; 
2. ' Apply and m o ~ t o r  by hdividual co-op: : : ' : , ' . ~ . , I . . , ' .  . 
(This wo'uld effectively subdivide the P,  cod cap betwe& AFAvessels that harvested mostly pollock during 

. , the A season and those that did not). . -~ ' ~ - ~- . - . .  . 

- .  '., - ., Nature of CV Restrictions '. :..-:' . : ! - 
I 

- .  

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

. 
I , T , , .  .*, .;,- s Determination of "Traditional Harvest Level" . '  ' . ~, ~. . 

': # .  1 : I .. . 
5. The definition of "traditional" in non-pollock fisheries will be determined by catch history: 

a. On basis of percentage of groundfish harvest in non-pollock fisheries by species by fishery. 
h. On basis of percentage oftotal groundfish harvest by species by fishery. . 

On basis of percent of TAC in non-pollock fishery by species by fishery.' . ,.. - . >. C. 

Option A: Apply one time frame equally to all groundfish targets . . ' 1 1  . , . . . . ' . , 
Sub-option 1: Use average catch history in the years 1995, 96, and 97. 
Sub-option 2: Use catch h i s t o j  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. . : . -  

,' ' .. . .  

Determination of "Aemeeate" . . 
. . ' C 

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

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 M A .  Additionally, examine inserting 
a clause replacing language in 4210(b)(l) to add an option for-detemtining catch histo j for catcher vessels 
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1995, 1996, 1997: 1 

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

As provided by Section 2 13(c)(3) of AFA; the AP iecommendsthe following change tosection 210(b)(I)(B) . 
to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to catcher processors that is otheniise lost 

n 
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under AFA, to bring that catch hlstoly to the inshore sector cooperative while sharing the burden among all 
members of the inshore sector. 

". . . the Secretaty shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners 
voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of the 
directedfishingallowance under~k?on 206(6)(1) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will 
be in effect that is equivalent to the aggregate total pmount ofpollock harvested by such cdtcher 

. . vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose owners volukarily participate pursuant to paragraph 
. (2)) in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component, to~ether with the 
: amount harvested bv such vessels for urocessinz by catcher/processors in the offshore component 

during 1995, 1996 and 1997, relative to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested in the 
d~rectedpollockfishery for processing by the inshore component topether with the upprepate total 

, . amount harvested bv all catcher vessels lexcludinp those eligble under 208(b)) for processine by 
catcher/~rocessors in the offshore component during such years and shall prevent such catcher 
vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners voluntarilyparticipate pursuant to paragraph (2))from 

. . harvesting in the aggregate in excess of such percentage ofsuch directedfishing allowance. " 

The analysis should breakout the 42 vessels by: 
a. deliveries of 250 mt 
b. deliveries of 500 mt 
c. deliveries of over 1,000 mt 
d. deliveries of over 2,000 mt 

.. e. deliveries of over 3,000 mt 
f. deliveries of over 5,000 mt . . 

(Vessels that do not meet these harvest remuireme& maynot be eligible for compensation in the inshore 
sector.) 

a 

Management of Non-Pollock fisheries 

Vessels l&ted to target fishing for non-pollock species during those times when the open access target fishery 
for the non-pollock species is open. 

. . 
Assirmine PSC C ~ D S  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 ve~sels,~com~ared to non-eligible vessels. 
b. Average bycatch rates of eligible vessels, compared to non+igible vessels. 
c. A retrospective analysis of PSC needs for eligible vessels using a performance-based pelagic 

pollock definition. 
!.- 

.I:.: PSC and non-pollock grouridfish caps would apply to all fisheries as true caps (i.e., when reached these 
, vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species). . . 

2. The caps would only close the non-pollock target fisheries. 

Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op pools andor sectors in pollock, on a 
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps. 



,.. . -  . G O A ' , ,  . .  , . , ,  . , + ,  ., - . . 
. ,  , i . . . .,. . . . . .. .. . . . 

1. Apply the following sideboards to AFA Section 208 eligible catcher vessels. 
.. - Sub-ootion:.ApplieS only to vessels participatingin a co-op. ,.. *. 

.. . , 
$ . . , . 3 I .  L ' 

. . 1 , ( .  - , . ,  , : ,  . . 
6. Any non-pollock catch limitations for AFA Section 208 vessels are aggregate caps not quotas or 

I ,  .~ , .  . . . . allocations. ,~ . . , .  . . . ... 
. . ., . .. . , , .. . . , . ,~. , ;. . , . 

3 .  . , . .. 7. Vessel catch history consists of the years 1995,) '96.and '97: ' .. ,, , . , . I , 

Sub-oution: Fishery is released seisonally by quarter proportionally to when caught during 
. . qualifying years. , : . . . , . I , ,  

. . . . '. . . : .,i:.,: , i ' .  . .  . , ,.,. 

4. &lf of .4lLka flatfish sideboards td be halibut bycatchdri\ied. ~is tor ic  k g &  catch sbould be multiplied 
by the average halibut bycatch rate and current mortality rateto determimthe halibut mortality available 
to AFA vessels: .These amounts should be separated between deepwater and shallow water complexes. . . ~. . . . . . . . , > - ,  . . ' . :$ 

5. Gulf of Alaska gro"ndfish target fisheries: Target catch of each groundfish species available to AFA 
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by.target species,. based on the average catch 

., 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES ' , ' , " . . I! . . . . 

, '  . . . 
{SAT Groundfish Sideboards , - . . 

. . , .  
. . . . ,  . . .. . .- . .  . ' . >J* < ;  . .  

1. s h i u  be baskd onvessel catch betkeen' 1995-97. 
2. Shall be based on non-pollock catch in pollock and non-pollock targets, as a ratio i f  the AFA 

vessels' catch to TAC. ~ ' - ~ . . ,. .,~. . . ~ . .  . .  , " .  
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3. . NMFS will determine the by&tch needs for pollock and non-pollpck fisheries and allow for' 
directed fishingfor non-pollock target species such that the total cdch'of those species should not . . . . . I .  . , exceed the caps. 

4. Shall apply to all AFA eligible vessels regardless of participation in a co-op. 
5 .  Shall apply at-thi.&A CV s e h r  level in 2000~~ow&e;, NMFS shail publish the proportion of 

the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op, andfacilitate the 
formatiod of a n k t e r c b b ~ ~  agreement to monitor the subdivision of thecaps at the co-op level. 
NMFS shall require each co-op agreement to contain proyisions that would limit its participants . ' , . , :; lCC. . ' . 'totheir collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries: - ,  . :*,. 

a ' ,. . . .  ' t '  , , .. , . . , 

6 .  . . . .  Shall be applied &oighout @e year, except: . ,- .-, . 
a. . ' ~ b t h e r s h i ~  sector qualifikd AFA vessds' (21 vessels) ~V'trawl . . P. cod . .  . sideboards shall 

be lifted March 1; 
b. .. Vessels 4 2 5 '  with less than 1700 mt of annual averagelanded pollock catch history and 

made at least 30 P: cod landings in-&e BSAI @om 1995-1997, shall be exempt from the 
catcher vessel trawl P. cod sideboard cap. : ~ . . ,  , . ,  . .  , . , . 

. 



SAI PSC Sideboard Caps ~ . .  
'- 

'- . 
. .  , 

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

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

3. PSC species limited to crab and halibut. 

D A  Groundfrsh Sideboards 

1. 

- : ,: 2. 

.,.. '. 
3. 

i? 

4. 

5. 
6. 

7. 

YIA PSC 

Shall be based on vessel landed groundfish catch between 1995-97. 
Shall be based on non-pollock landed groundfish catch in don-pollock targets as a ratio ofthe AFA 
vessels' &itch 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. 

' Szdeboarcls Caps I 

NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheries and allow for 
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch ofthose species should not 
exceed the caps. 
Shall apply to all AFA vessels. 
Shall apply atthe 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 thesub-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 landings from the GOA from 
1995-1997, shall be exempt from GOA groundfish sideboards. . . 

1 : Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-pollock target to the PSC cap for that targef and 
*. 

shall represent an aggregate cap, sub-divided into deep and shallow water flats. 

,: 

: 

- 
..2. Attainment by the entire fleet of a n j ~  PSC cap in any target fishe j will close directed fishing to 

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

PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS (Crab and Groundfish) 

grou review in April 1999) an analysis be initiated examining options to mitigate potential adverse impacts from 
AFA on non-pollock processors including: 

I. Restricting vessels used for processing in the inshore sector to a single geographic location. 
2. Measures to restrict pollock processor activity in ~ ~ n - ~ o l l o ~ k  fisheries to no more than historic levels 

including outions using vears 1995.96 and 97. 
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. -. . -. . . . . . . . . . - . . 
In order to furtherthe analysis midated by the AFA: . .  r. . . ,..; . 

n 
1. halysiS should evaluate impacts at both the facility and corporatelevcJ &roughout the BSAl and GOA. u .. 
2. Crab sidebokd limits should'include all Council alternativ*,' -, 

, . / '  : .  ! . .. . . 1 2 .  

, '. " 7  , ,,  , . . 
The an&k should.cohsideii the following: ' . .. . , . . 

, . . . 0 . , . ~, . . , .  , / , ' I  

! ' . 
1. list the adverse effects that the measures are aimed a t  protecting, - '  . . , .  

2. quantify how the measures will protect the non-eligible processor from the adverse effects, and 
3. consider whether adverse effects have a high probability of okuning as opposed to being just perceived . . 

as a possibility of occurrence, 
, . . . . < .  , ' . . .  , .. . 

>.  .. , 
before any protective . . . . ,  measures imple&ent2d. . . . 

. . . .  2 . , . . . .. . -::..:,.. '. 
NOAA GC  has provided an opinion that ,the Council is restricted underthe Act from' allowing additional 
pollock processors except when the TAC increase by 10 percent over' 1997 levels, of ope,of the processors 
suffers atotal or constructive loss (Section 208(f)(2)). Tlie discussion provided by NOAA GC will be included ; 

. . . .  . .. in the amendment package. . . . . - 
- -- 

PREFERRED ALTERNATniZ (Crab Processme S~deboardsl 
, . .;I, ;< 

. .. .. . .. . ., . . 
kdopt i ;in& &regate processing cap that woddapply to all proce&&facilities o w i d  by inshoie or 
mothe.ship sector AFA entities if they receive from a cooperative. . ' 

. ,  .( . , .  , . . . .. . . 7. 

,' ' 

2. A processing facility is any plant or US documented vessel that processes crab under the 
the North Pacific Fishery Management Council. . . .1 . . ,... ,. . . . 

. . ,! ; , . .  , . 

3. Only the limited 10% rule will be used in d&ermining AFA entities for purposes of 
* .  4 ,  . . cap. 

. . I 

. ~, . . . . 
! 

A. NMFS WIU det&&e w h i c h p r Q c e ~ ~ ~ ~ f a c i l ~ t ~ e s  a r q o h e d y  . , . .  &h,qr&ormoth&hijAF~ . entities 
using the "limited 10% rule" , . .  . , . !  . '  / '  , 

B. ' 0 G e r s  of inshore or mothership AFA Rqlloc<fkdities fhat process crab'under thk Council's . . 
jurisdiction would be reqiired to !denti& tb NMFS as part iftheir proiessing'permit fquirements 
any processing facilities'in which the owner has 10% or more inkrest uskgthe limited 10% rule. 

, . .  , . .  . . 
4. AFA catcher p;ocessors would not be subject to additional pro&ssing sideboards. 

: 0 
' 

I 

, , .  . . .  
5 .  The historic processi& cap would be determined annually based on the average ofthe 199511997 

processing history of US documented processingvesselsand processing plants owned by inshore . and . 
mothenhip AFA entities ai the start of the fiihiniyear. ' , .. . . , 

, 



A. If an inshore or mothership AFA entity sells a crabprocessing facility to a non-AFA entity, or if 
aprocessing vessel is no longer US documented, the 1995-1997 average processing history ofthat 
plant or vessel is removed from the historic processing cap. Likewisejf 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. 

,T, 
' C. . There would be no cap for undeveloped species or species without a current GHL. . 
. . D. The cap would apply year around. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Groundfish Processing: Sideboards) 

Single Geographic Location I :  
,.a 

Restrict inshore floating processors to operating in a single geographic location in state waters of the BSAI 
du~gaf ish ing  year which they process pollock from the directed BSAIpollock fishery (i.e., canchange 
location from year to year, but not in-season. 

: 

AFA CONFORMANCE MEASURES (onpmallv Amendments 62/62 now lncluded m tius package) 

Additional action by the Council on groundfish processing sideboard altbrnatives has been deferred to the April 
2000 meeting;where they will also decide on BSAI pollock processing excessive share caps. Chapter 8 of this 
&alysis evaluates several alternatives for both groundfish and crab and has been retained as part of this 
amendment package. 

BSAI Pollock Allocations 

: 

Alternative 1 : No action. 

... 

Alternative 2: Change the current inshordoffshore directed pollock allocations in the Bering 
SealAleutian Islands FMP to conform with those allocations mandated by the American ,. . Fisheries Act of 1998.'(~referred) 

GOA Pollock Allocations Sunset Date 

Alternative 1 : No action. 
."* 

Alternative 2: Extend the sunset date ofthe current pollock and Pacific cod allocations in the GOA FMP 
. . to conform with the date mandated 'for the Bering SealAleutian Islands area in the 

American Fisheries Act of 1998. (Preferred) 

January 2000 



. . - . .  . . . . -. - 
Replacement vessels in GBSAI Directed ~ollock Fisheries - ' , . ! . , I  : , . , . : ,  

. . . .  . ,  ~ . .  , . ,. . , : 1.:. . ' .,. . . 
. . . . .  , ..{ 

. . . Alternative I :  No action. . . , .~ , o~ . . , :  
. . 0 . . .  : . . , .. , .. . . . , 
.i ', 

Alternative 2:-- . , Change restrictions in the BSAI FMP to conform with replacement requirements for 

: . Y:; , eligible vessels under . the - American Fisheries Act ,of 1998. (Preferred) . . 
J 

While not part of the overall ~ h a k i n g  associated with this Amendment package, the following additional 
recommendations of the Council are included here for reference and context. .- . - - . -- - - -  ~ - . . . . , , . ~~. . ._, . . - 
Compensation in Shoreside Sector Co-oos 

' .. . . I  . 

I .  Provide compensation to vessels withoffshore history greater than 499 tons (as per Table 10.5). 
(ii) Utilize the best 2 of 3 years to determine the share of the inshore pollock allqcation each vessel brings to 

, . , . , . .; . . 
aw-op. . .  , . ,  , . ... , . . . , . . . .  . ~ . . '.I . .  

, . , . r 8.: , . . . 
1999 Co-op Agreements 

Request that NMFS prepare a preliminary report otithk -1999 to-ops,fdr thk d c t ~ b e r  1999 ~ounc i imee t in~  ' 
. ~ ,  , , 

and a final report forthe February 2000 meeting. The report sho~~d~sp'ecificall~ assess: . , -. -., . . . . .  . . , .  . ~. . ,. ' ,  * 
. . .. ,. . , ,. , 

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

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

0 
3 .  A discussion:of howtrahsfers 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 & individual vessel 
level to help the co-op and the Council realize the public disclosure requirements for such information 

. . ,, . . , envisioned in Section 2lO(a)(l)(A) of the AFA. . .  d .. ~ . . ;. : 
. . . . .  . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . .  

..... . . - 
r . ,  . . . .  ..... Confidential Catch & Bvcatch .... . , - .  

. ,. 
As described in the NMFS' January 28, 1999, discussion paper, the ~ b u i c i l  r t q u e s t s . ~ ~ ~ ~  to~begin t'o ,. 

develop the regulatory infrastructure to provide disclosure of. . .  ' i s .. C * "  * , 

I .  Vessel identification. 
2. ,Harvest amounts. by species including prohibited species and-harvest rates of species: . . ., 

, . , .  . . . . . .  $. . ,., 

Further, the Council initiated an analysis to cohsider use'of a dual form of fish tickets to be used by NMFS and . - 
ADF&G that would not fall under the State of Alaska's confidentiality regulations. .. 
The Council requests that ADF&G initiate efforts to change AS 16.05.815 to allow for the release of 
confidential data as provided by Section 210(a)(I)(B) and Section 21 l(d) of the AFA. 



. .. . ~ ,* . ' .: ,..S?$ , .  . 

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 nied for NMFS to budget additional staff and resources to improve 
our catch and bycatch reporting systems in order to aid the Council's ability to comply with the bycatch 
reduction mandates that were included in the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 

Co-op Discussion Paoer 

Initiate a qualitative analysis of the economic and policy issues associafd with formation of processorlcatcher 
vessel (and mothershiplcatcher vessel) cooperatives under the MA, including the alternatives outlined in the 
independent catcher vessel proposal with a preliminary report to the Council in June 1999 and a final report 
inSeptember 1999. (Additional analyses pending for Council renew in April 2000) 

Performance Report on 1999 Coooeratives 

The Council requests that cooperatives annually'must prepare a report contaking the infothation listed below 
for the Council. A preliminary report covering activities through November 1 by December 1, with a fmal 
report by January 30". 

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

2. . Actual catch and bycatch in pollock by vessel and sideboarded fisheries by whatever method is 
used to determine those sideboards. + . - 

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

bycatch in pollock and all sideboarded fisheries. . . 
P 

3, 
# 

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 21 1(d) of the AFA to disclose catch and 
bycatch information (on a vessel by vessel basis) for all groundfish fisheries in the BSAl and GOA. 

1.3 Organization of the Document 

. . This document is structured a s  follows: Chapter 2 provides a summary of the current status of groundfish, 
he&ng, 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 definitionsaffect the implementation of AFA sideboard 
provisions, well a s  implementation of the sector allocations. Council decision points are raised in that 
discussion, including the issue of 'single geographic location' as it relates to processor sideboard alternatives. 

Chapter 5 provides a discussion of co-op agreements, including required provisions of the AFA and four 
specific alternatives raised by the ~o&c i l  which may require Council decisions or direction. Chapter 6 begins 
the-analysis of the sideboard altematives and is focused on the offshore (catcher processor) fleet. Chapter 7 
d&ls with catcher vessel sideboards, and is further divided into two main sections - sideboard limits in crab 
fisheries, and sideboard limits in groundiish 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 

H%S122 I\DOC\SecRevewbfaea wpd 13 January 2000 



application of sideboard caps; and the issue'of defining the 'entity' to which a particular sideboard applies (in ' 
terms of ownership l'inkages). These decisions have been made with regard to crab processing, but have been 
deferred.to April 2000 with regard to groundfish'processing; ; , . . . , ,  . . .. . 2 . .  . . , ,. 

. . . .  I ,  , , . . . '. , . ,,. 

0 
Chapter 9 is a significant discussion of monitorjng and implementation issues related to the formation 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 pote&lly affected by the . 
monitoring and implementation issues raised in this djscussion.~Following.~n that, 'Chapter 10 contains a. 
further analysis specific to monitoring of the mothership and,offshore sectors, including scale and observer. . 

- . . . .  . . requirements. . ! .-.! I 

. . . - . . 
I 

Chapter I I details the Council's recommendations and provides a summary analysis of the PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVES identified by the Council. Most of the Council's preferred alterpatives and options are 
addressed elsewhere in the document, while some are explicitly addressed in Chapter I I .  Because the list of 
alternatives and options is lengthy and complex, they are brought together and evaluated collectivelyin Chapter 

... . . 8 , .  . 11. . . . , . , * 1 >-, -! , 

. ,. : . 

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

14 . .  .: January 2000 



. . . b*; . . *. :' . . 

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 ofgroundfish, crab, and PSC species such as hemng and halibut. A status report 
on major groundfish target species, major crab stocks, and other PSC species is provided below. This 
information is su&arized'fromthe Stock Assessment and Fishew Evaluation Re~orts  (NPFMC 1998). Where 
apphcable, species speclfic management measures (such as gear allocations) are hghllghted 

5 , .  

2il BSAI Commercial Groundfish Stocks 

pollock. 

Three stocks of pollock inhabit the BSAI area: the eastern Bering 
-Sea, Aleutian Islands, and Aleutian Basin stock. Exploitation 
and abundance of these stocks are very different. The eastern 
Bering Sea pollock stock increased to a peak in 1985, and has 
since declined and stabilized at about the Bmsy level. The 1999 
projected exploitable biomass is 7,040,000 mt. An F,,, 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 s p a d i g  biomass and 
ABCs are projected by Model I based on an F,,, harvest strategy 
(Ianelli et al. 1998). Biomass is expected to increase with 
recruitment of a strong 1996 year-class. 

Eastern Bering Sea Pollo& 
M u n d m c e m d  R-l(mmtirads 

The Aleutian Islands p&ck stock is considerably smaller than the 
eastern Bering Sea&d Aleutian Basin stock. Biomass in the Aleutian 
area as estimated by the bottom trawl survey has declined drastically 
from a peak of 778,666 mt in 1983 to only 106,000 mt in 1998. A 
harvest strategy based on natural mortality (F=0.75M) resulted in an 
ABC for 1999 of 23,800 mt. However for 1999, the Council 
recommended thattno directed fishing for pollock occur in the AI area Z,Z~O.OOO 1,287,000 

given current low abundance and the &nportance of pollock as prey for 
steller sea lions. 

The Aleutian Basin pollock stock is at low levels. Biomass in the Aleutian Basin area is estimated by the 
hydroacoustic survey in the Bogoslof area. Biomass in the Bogoslof area declinedfrom 2,400,00b mt k 1988 
to only 54,000 mt in 1994. An increasewas 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 inshoreloffshore 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% ofthe pollock TAC was allocated to the community development 
program of Western A1aska. These allocations were extended under Amendment 38. The Community 
Development quota was increased to 10% ofthe pollock TAC beginning in 1999 under the American Fisheries 
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Act. The American Fisheries Act also changed the pollock allocation to 50% catcher vessel: delivering inshore, 
40% to catcher processors offshore, and 10% to catcher vessels delivering to motherships. 

..... . . , - . . . . ' .  ! . I : " ' .  . . . . .  .. > , ' . h '  , ' 

The pollock fishery has been affected by management measures designed to protect ~t&er.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 requiredfor 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 fishing in the Aleutian 
Islands area, and create four pollock seasons in the Bering Sea to spread out effort o v b  time. , . ' . - 

Measures have also been implemented to reduce bycatch in the pollock fishery. Bycatch limits for ch~im 
salmon (42,OOO), chinook s abon  (48,000);, and herring (1%) trigger hotspot area closures that affect the 
pollock fisheries in particular. Regulations were recently adopted to prohibit the use ofbottom trawl gear. for' 
directed pollockfishing to ;educe bycatch of halibutand crabs. The bycatch limit for chinook salmon will.be; 
incrementally r&c'ed to on& 29,000 salmon by.the-ye% 2003. . _! . . j .: -. , - . , . ,  . . . . , . . . . .  I . . . .  I . . .  

- , , . . . . . .   ifid id cod ' ', . . . . . .  . . , .  _ . .  I. . .  
, . 

. . 
t 1 . . . .  . . , ' .  

The BSAI Pacific cod stock increased to high levels in the mid . I , . , . . , :  ) . ! ; -  ' .- . 

1990's. then declined. The 1999 exploitable biomass wai .. Eastern. Sea Cod 
Abundance and RLCruiOnml Trends 

projected to be 1,210,000 mt. An F,,& harvest strategji 32 .3  

(F=0.29), adjusted. downward by a risk-averse optimization.. 4 , 
procedure, resulkdinan ABC for 1999 of 177,000 mt..Thecod .i,,, stock is projected to decline in the near term as a result of below 
average year-classes in recent years. I '  

. . . .  . , . P O ,  . , 

Under ~menhment 46, two percent of the BSAI Pacific cod ' +.. O. 

TAC is reserved for jig gear, 5 1 percent.for.fixed geir, and 47 - '  
', 

. . . . .  oercent for trawl gear. The trawl aooortionmeiit will be solit , . ,  , - . . 
between catcher vessels and catcher processors 50150. Amendment 24 
regulations allow seasonal apportionment of the Pacific cod TAC 
allocated to vessels using hook-and-l@e or pot'gear. Seasonal 
apportionments..will-be 'divided a m o k  trimesters and established 
through the annual specifications process. Any unused TAC from the . _ .  

2001 jig gear quota will become available to fixed gear on September 15. 
.. , .  . , . 1.019,OOO " 145,000 . . , , . . . . . I . . '  . , * :  .',.' ' 1 . . 

. . . .  . . Flatfish. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . , .  . - ,  ~ 
. . ~ . .  , >  , ,  . , . ~~ . . .  . , . . . . .  s .  ' I. .. , . .  -. , . . . .  ' . . . I : ' :  . . ' . . , . . I .  . . . . . . . . .  

. . Flatfish species comprise a large propdrtion bf groundfish 
Catch specifications (mt) for BSAI flatfish fisheries. exploitable biomass in theBSAI. Dominant species include 1999, . -  . . . . 

yellowfin sole and rock sole. Other abundant or 
commercially important BSAI flatfish species include Exploitable 
arrowtooth flounder,. flathead sole, Alaska plaice: ahd SDglff . : BiomaSS ' ' ; ABC .. TAC 
Greenland turbot. Biomass of most BSAI flatfish is Yello??? 3*180,000 212.000' i07,980 

rock sole , . 2,320,000 309.000 ' 120,000-, 
relatively high and has increased as, a result of good ,o,,m.. 

' 8'19,000. 140.000' , 134,354 
recruitment . and low -exploitation. For many flatfish flatheadioie : : '6j6,ooo . . '  77,300 . -77,300. .. 

species, recruitment in more recent years has been low; other flatfish.jn . . .  618,000 . ;154,000 . : 154.000 
Greknland turbot 177.000 14300 9.000 
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. . 

consequently, stock declines are 
expected in coming years. Fisheries 
have k e n  unable to fully harvest the 
exploitable biomass ofany ofthe flatfish 
species or complexes due to halibut 
and crab bycatch limits and 
conservative quotas. The current catch 
specifications for BSAI flatfish stocks 

.. is 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 1998. Biomass is 
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 fora directed trawl fishery since 
1996, effectively prohibiting this gear type from targeting turbot. . - - c  C 

!! 

i 

Atka Mackerel 

Amendment 34 established a gear allocation for Atka mackerel, beginning in 1998. A total of 1% of the 
Eastern Aleutian IslandsBering 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. 

Atka mackerel are found in quantity along the Aleutian Islands, 

January 2000 

and to a lesser extent in the westem Gulf of Alaska. Biomass in 
the Aleutian Islands area. is based on model estimates which 
incorporate the NMFS bottom trawl surveys. Biomass increased 
from 1977 to a peak in 1992, and has since declined. Catches 
increased from 15,000 mt in 1989 to 104,000 in 1996. The 
projected 1999 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 Gulfof Alaskaare essentially from the same stock as the BSAI. 
No reliable estimate of biomass exists for GOA Atka mackerel, but 

Aleutians Atka Maskers! 
<, ~bandanmand ~ ~ ~ i f r n - t  rrenm 

2 1 

,,, 
4 * 
Ea* 3 5  

r 1"' I s B 
A"' 
>a,, 

0, z 
, a 

7, 1 I, a a ,I rn rn Dl .IS s, gi 

the population is clearly significantly smaller than found in the. 
Aleutian Islands. The 1999 GOA Atka mackerel ABC was set at 600 mt. 



Management measures have also been taken to reducethe impacts of an Atka mackerel fishery on Steller sea 
I&. Atka mackerel are an import+ prey for Steller sea lions. In June. 1998,'the ~ou&i l  adoptedregu1atio& 
tq disperse the Atka mackerel fishery, both temporally and spatially, to reduce localized depletions of ~ t k a '  
niackerel. The TAC will now be equally split into two seasons, and the amount takenwithin sea lion critical! 

0 
. . 

- hibitat will be limited. - I :. . I .  I 
i . I .  , ' .. , . . , 

Pacific ocean Perch . . . . , . . , t  
I .. 

. ; * . . . .  

Pacific ocean perch are the .do&t 'species of red rockfish in 
the north Pacific, and are caught primarily along the Aleutian 
Islands, and to a lesser extent in the'eastem Bering Sea and Gulf 
of Alaska. Biomas's has, greatly: increased following heavy 
exploitation by foreign fleets prior to 1978: .Above average year 
classes in the early 1980's has boosted the AI perch exploitable 
biomass from the early 1980's though the late -'19901s. . 
Exploitation has been relatively low d u e g  this period, with 
catches less than 10,000 mt per. year. The projected 1999 
exDloitable biomass is 236.000 mt. with an ABC of 13,500 mt. 

Pacific Ocean Perch 1 1 7  

Biomass of Pacific ocean perch in the. Aleutian.Islands area is. ~ 
. . . 

projected to remain stable in coming years. . ' . . . . , , . , 

- ,  . , . 
~ .. .? 

Other Rockfish, , . . . , .  . , '  ' . , . i ..I , . ,:' 
. ! . _ . . ' . I . .  . ,. ! .  . ., 

. .. Numerous species.of rockfish inhabit the kAI, and are managed by spe~ies~complex: Shortraker 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 alZmanaged ., 

together with a projected 1999 explo~table biomass of 94,000 mt, with an ABC of 4,230 mt. In the eastern 
0 

Bering Sea, all other species are managed together as "other red rockfish." The projected 1999 exploitable 
biomass of other red rockfish is 11,600 mt, with an ABC of 267 mt. The "other rockfish compl&x.is 
composed of thomyheads and other Sebastes species. The.1999 ABCs for "other rockfish" are 369 mt inthe 
eastern Bering Sea and 685 mt.in the Aleutian Islands area. Abundance trends for these species are dot 
available. , -, .. . .. .., .. . , . . . , .: 

. . . . .. 
, . . . ' , . ,  

Amendment 53 allocated the AI shortraker/rougheye TAC between trawl and fixed gear fisheries; 'hiS' 
percent of the TAC is allocated to fixed gear, and 70% to vessels using trawl gear. .,,. .: 

, . . . . .  . , . ..; , ..,! . ~ ' ' 1  - . 

212 GOA cbmmercial ~ r o k d f i s h  ~tociis .. . ; . . > -  . . . . 

I . . . , ; '  
Walleve Pollock . , ,  ., .. . . , . . , A  . : .I -. ., . .. . . 

* . . 
Pollock in the Gulf of N&ka (GOA) i ie  &ed as a single stock 
that is separate from the Bering Sea and Aleutian Island po 
stocks. For 1999, exploitable biomass (age 3+) in'the GO 
projected at 738,000 int.. Catch specifications were. the foU 
ABC=100,920 mt (includes Western Central and Easte 
A k ) ,  TAC=100,920 mt. 'Pollock &e of medium 
abundance and are harvested at 100% of ABC. The 1994.y 
is forecast to be above average, and has been observed pri 

18 ; H:\S!22l\DOC\SecRevew\afaea.wpd .. I . .- :... January2000 : ' . 



Shelikof Strait. Preliminary information suggests weak yearilasses in 1995 and 1996, and i m&ie;at~ 1997 
year-class. Under ihese recruitment scenarios ofyear 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 fisbery jeopardized the recovej of Steller 
sea lions. In response, the Council took emergency action to prohibit pollock fishing within 10 nautical miles 
of numerous rookeries and haulouts, reduce the catch of pollock within critical habitat areas, and spread out 
effort over time. In 1993, the Council apportioned 100%of GOA pollock to the inshore sector. Beginning in 
1998, 100% retention was required for pollock. 

Pacific Cod 

pacific cod, also known as grey cob-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 ABCwas 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 & 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, 
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 guideliie harvest level set at 15% of the federal quota in the 

, 
Westem and Central areas and 25% in the Eastern area. The state 
:.fishery ramped up to 20% in the Western Area and Kodiak and 
Chignik subareas of the Central area for 1999. The state GHLs are 
allowed to ramp up to 25% of the federal quotawhen area guideline 
harvest levels are achieved. For trawl fisheries in the EEZ, cod 
harvests have been constrained by halibut bycatch limits. 

In 1993, the Council apportioned 90% of GOA Pacific cod TAC to the inshoresector and 10% to the offshore 
sector,.Beginning in 1998, the IWIU program was implemented, requiring full retention of all Pacific cod 
caught. ,. . 
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The flatfish assemblage has been divided into - several 
categories for management purposes. Catch limits for 
flatfiih-are specified separately for flathead soie, re? sole, 
amowtooth flounder, the deep water flatfish complex 
(~ove;  sole, Greenland turbot, and deep-sea sole), and 
the shallow water flatfish complex (rock sole, yellowfin 
sole, Alaska plaice, and other flatfish). summary 
information forthe flatfish assemblages is provided in the 

Catch specifications (mt) for GOA flatfish fisheries, 
1999, 

s~ecies Biomass - TAC 
deepwater flats . 78.000 6,050 6.050 
IeX 72,000 9.150 9,150 
shallowater nab  3 15,000 43.1 50 18.,770 
flathead sole 206,000 26.1 10 9,040 
arrowtooth 2,127,000 .217,110 35,000 

. adiacent table. 



Far ind away the domiriant flatfish species in the Gulf of Alaska is 
arrowtooth flounder. Arrowtooth flounder biomass in the GOA 
appear to be a t  peak levels, but is lightly exploited. Arrowtooth 
flounder are presently of limited economic importance. Little to no 
effon.is directkd at catching thi: species, although commercial 
interest is g r o G g .  Prior;to 1996, they frequently served as 
"ballast" agaiostallowable retainablebycatch of other species. . 

, . .  I 2 .  . . . . . .  
' I . . 

. . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  Rockfish . :. . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . - . . 

At least 30 rockfish species of the genus Sebastes 
inhabit the Gulf. Since 1988, rockfish have been 

divided into three management assemblages based on 
their habitat 'and'distribution: slope, pelagic shelf,. 
and demersal shelf.rockfish.. In 1991, the slope 
assemblage was divided' into. three mariagemem 
subgroups: Pacific..  ocean perch- (POP): 
shortrakediougheye rockfish, Andall other species'of . 
slope rockfish. In. 1993, a fourth management. 
subgroup, northern rockfish, was also created. In 
1997, black ro&fkhand bkerockfishwere removed 
from the pelagic shelf complex, and designated for 

.-management by the Stateof 'Alas&. In 1998, a '. 

orohibition'bn trawling in the Gulfof Alaska eastof 

.... . . .  - . . " . . 
. . 
- ,  . 

Rockfish assemblages in the Gulf of Alaska. . ' . . 

. Pelagic . , 
, -  ;; > . ~  

Demersal 
sl& . , .Shelf - 'Shelf 
~ockf ish."."  .'Roekfih' . Rockfish: 

. . .  Pacific Odan ~ e k h  Dusky .I Canary ' I 
.ShortrakerlRo.ugheye , , .widow , . . china 
Northern , , ' . Yello+il . Copper 
Other rockfish Quillback 
-harlequin ' 

- sharpchin Tiger 
- redstiipe . . . . . Yelloweye . 
-many others ' . , . .  

IpF. , " ~ .- . =-- - .  . . . . . .  . .  , 

i40° W. longitude &cted rockfish trawl fisheries that are now:prohibited in the East.Yakutat/Southeast ' u 
Outside portion of the Eastern Area. .Summary information for theislope, pelagic she1f;and demersalshelf . . . .  .. , rockfish assemblages is provided below. r - , . . a , ,  , . . . . . .  < I ,  . . . . . .  * . _ .  , . . . , . . . :  

Slope Roc@sh - The primaryarywmmercial rockfish s'peciesin the 
~ u l f i f  Alaska ispacific Ocean Perch (commonly referied to by its , m n d s n ~ e ~ ~ l r m s ~ ~ r a d  , ,. 

acronym POP). For 1999, exploitable biomass was projected to be 
242,300 mt. Catch'specifications for 1999 were the following:' 
ABC = 13,120 mt,.TAC = .12,590 mt. POP are a t  medium 
abundance after. reaching a low point in the mid 1980's. A 
rebuilding plan for POP was implemented in 1995, and the stock 
was considered rebuilt in 1997. Relatively strong recent year- 
classes appear to have contributed to increased abundance. *.. 

. .-.. ..... . . . .  - .. - ,. ' I  . 

pelagic Shi l f~o&~h'  - ihk'p'el&ic shelf ~ & & ~ ( P S R )  assemblage in the Gulf includes three species: dusky 
rockfish, widow rockfish, and yellowtail rockfish. This assemblage was separatkd from slope rockfish in 1988. - - 
The PSRexploitee biomass for.1999 is projected at 54,220 mt.Xatch specifications were: ABC = 4,880 and . -2. 

. . . .. . ,  , . ,  . , . . . . .  , . 
TAC = 4,880. . . .  , ,  . . ,. , . 

. , 
' , r  / t , . . . , . ;, .::. 

, . 
Dernersal Shelf~ocyish -The demersi shelf rockfishes (DSR) asshhblage is comprised of siven species of . - -  
shallow; nearshore, bottomdwelling rockfishes: &nary rockfish, China rockfish, copper rbckfish, quillback 
rockfish, iosetli6rn rockfish, tiger rockfish; and yelloweye rockfish. Yelloweye rockfish accounts for 90% of 
all DSR landings. Density is estimated using line transect techniques in the Eastern Gulf. ABCITAC 
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recommendations for the'entire assemblage are keyed to adult yelloweye abundance. The exploitable biomass 
estimate is based on the lower 90% confidence interval and is 25,03 1 mt for 1999 in Southeast Outside. The 
1999 ABC is 560 mt, detemined by applying FM=O.OZ 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 separate DSR license limitation program. In February 1999,'the Council adopted an 
amendment requiring full retention of all DSR caught off Southeast Alaska. 

. . .,.. 
Thornvhead Rockfish 

The thomyhead rockfish assemblage consists of two species: 
shortspine and longspine thomyheads. The current assessment for 
thomyheads is based on a size-based, age-structured model. The 
1999 estimate of exploitable biomass for thomyheads is 53,216 
mt. Assuming average recruitment when fished at the F,, rate, 
thomyheads are expected to decline. For 1999, the ABC was 
speciliedat 1,990 mt. The abundance ofthis complex is relatively 
high and recent harvests have been between 50-90% of the ABC. 
Due to the long-lived nature of this species, the overall harvest 
rate recommendation is low at about 4% of the total age 5+ 
biomass. 

Sablefish 

ULFffaAsKaTKIRMlfADS 
Pbundace and -Tracts 

. . - 
T h k  gablefish resciurik of the ~ e r i n g  Sea, Aleutian Islands, 2nd 
Gulf of Alaska are considered one stock. However, the resource is 
managed by discrete regions to distribute exploitation throughout 
,its range. Large catches of sablefish (up to 26,000 mt) were made 
in the Bering Sea during the 19601s, 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. 
In the Aleutians, projected 1999 biomass is 26,000 mt with ABC 
specified at 1,860 mt. The GOA ABC was set at 12,700 mt. 
Biomass of the sablefish stock off Alaska is projected to decline 
somewhat in coming years. 

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



. . 2.3 Pacific Halibut Stock . . . ,  
. . , , 

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

Yo., 
The directed halibut longline-fishery is under the I . . . .  
Mibutkablefish individual fishing (IFQ) program, which , . 
began in 1995. The Pacific halibut stock is managed by the International Pacific Halibut Commission (IPHC),? 
who sets the annualcatch specifications. The 1999 total IFQ TAC for all areas (2C to 4E).was established at 
58.39 million pounds. . . 

Limits are placed on halibut taken as bycatch in groundfish target fisheries. In the Beringsea, 900 mt of 
halibutmortality is allocated to longline fisheries as'bycatch, and 3,775 mt.of mortality allocated as trawl 
bvcatch. In 1998. the Council adopted a provision to reduce trawl Mibut mortalitv by 100 mt as part of the: - .  
r&lation prohibiting the use of bbttom k w l  gear for pollock fisheries. 

2.4 Pacific Herring Stock 
- --- 

Pacific herring fisheries aie 'managed by the State of Alaska. 
Fisheries occur in specific areas of the Bering Sea and Gulf of 
Alaska when fish come inshore to sPaG. 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 
'Maska, catches peaked at over 100,000 mt in 1936. Followiig 
years of reduced catches in the late 1 9601s, herring catches have. . . 
increased in recent years. _ I  

,.] , .' ' . . . 
, Bering sea Hehng 

mn&.nn ."d ~ d r m ~ t  rnna 

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 
specification process. Bycatch of hening is limited to 1% of the; 
estimated eastem Bering'Seiadult biomass, and the limit is further SIN 

apportioned by,target fishery.' ' If a fishery reacties its herring IW 

apportionment, then.that fishery is prohibited from 'fishing in S I N  

specified Herring Savings Areas. These Herring Savings Areas are 14N 

depicted in the adjacent figure. 
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After declining abundance thrbughout the 1960s and reaching a 
low during the years 1970-1972. recruitment to the Bristol Bay AbmdmCe and Catch 

red king crab stock increased dramatically. New all-time record 
landidgs were established in each year from 1977 to 1980. 

, Declining recruitment, fishing pressure, and probably increased 
incidence of disease and predation led to an abrupt decline in 
fisheries in 1981 and 1982. These precipitous declines led to a 
closure of the Bristol Bay fishery in 1983. In 1984, the stock 
showed some recovery and a limited fishery was reestablished. 
Between 1984 and 1993, the fishery continued at levels considerably below those of the late 1970's. 
~h ;ou~hou t  the 1980s and 1990s there was little sign of a large year-class in this stock. Because the abundance 
of female crab was below threshold, the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery was closed in 1994 and 1995, as was 
the fishery for Tanner crab in Zone 1 east of 163" West longitude. The fishery reopened in 1996, and catches . 

.have increased to 16.4 million pounds in 1998. A large year-class (presumably the 1990 year-class) is entering 
the fishery, and should provide stable catches for the next couple of years. 

Crab abundance affects groundfish fisheries because bottom PSC limits for Zone 1 red Idnz crab. 

trawl fisheries in specific areas are closed when prohibited c 
species catch (PSC) limits of C. bairdi Tanner crab, C. ooilio 8elowthrffh old or 14,5 ibr 
crab, and red king crab are taken. Amendment 37 established of Bective spawning bio- (ESB) 

.a stairstep procedure for determining PSC l.imits for red king " $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ ~  IOO,OOO 

crab taken in Zone 1 trawl fisheries. PSC limits are based on Above 55 million ibs of ESB 200,ooo 

abundance of Bristol Bay red king crab as shown in the 
adjacent table. Given NMFS and ADF&G's 1998 abundance estimate for Bristol Bay red king crab, a Zone 
1 PSC l h i t  was established at 200,000 red king crabs for 1999. Note that in 1998, the Council adopted a , 

. 
provision to reduce red king crab bycatch by an additional 3,000 crab 
as part of the regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl gear for 
pollock fisheries. 

sm Several areas have been closed to trawling to reduce potential adverse 
an-*m hu sw impacts on crab and other resources. The Pribilof Islands Conservation 

5- Area is closed to all trawling year-round to protect blue king crabs. 
y Fishing is prohibited with non-pelagic trawling in the Red King Crab 

Savings Area (162" to 164' W, 56" to 57' N) year-round. This area 
IBW 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 h e  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 trawling during the period April 1 to June 15 each year. -.. 

January 2000 



Tanner Crab 

The Bering. Sea Tanner stock has undergone two large 
fluctuations. Catches increased from 5 million pounds in 1965 
to over 36. niillion~ounds in 1980. The 1980 peak catch was ,. . . 
followed by a collapse resulting in low landings (<O.5 million 
Ibs) from 1981-1985, and finally no fishely in 1986 and 1987. 
The fishery reopenedin 1988, and landings'increaied to over 60 
million pounds in 1990. A decline followd, ind the fishery has. 
h e n  closed since 1996. , 

~ . .  . .  . 
t i <  . . . 

. ~ . .. ' . . . !  

Bering Sea a .  Tanner . Crab :. . . 
AbudaGe and CaM 

0 

This stock is currentiY at very low abdndance. ..The 1998 . .  . . .  . . . 
estimates of legal males and large females'are the lowest in the histoiy of the NMFS bottom trawl slrvey: 
Baied on overfishing definitions adopted under Amendment 7, the bairdi stock is belowthe established' 
minimum stock size thfeshold, and consequently has been declared "overfished". A rebuilding plan has been 
adopted by the Council. .Although the near-tern outlook for this stock is-bleak,some signs of recruitment are 

. - 
. , , :  ' . '.. . . beginning.to appear in the NMFS survey data * .  . - . - .,' ' . . . .  , . 

Snow Crab . , . ' ', .. , - . .  .. 
. . . . ~. < , .  . . . I . . , / .  . . .  : .' .  . , . - 

I .  
. . . -.. , 

Catih of Bering Sea snow crab (C. opilio) increased from under 1 million pohds in 1974 to over 3 15 million 
pounds in 1992.8 The 1992 peak catch was followed bf reduced.landings :dough 1996. me.stock quickly ; 
rebounded withgood recruitment, howev6r;and landings increased to 250 miilion pounds in 1998. The1999 ! .  

fishery opens on January 15 with a bideline haeest l&el of 196 - - . . - .. . - . . . . . . 

million pouids: The abuidance of this stock:has peaked, and is . , ' . 
expected to decline rapidly in the coming year or two. The snow 
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. B i d  on length freipency . ., . . , , )  ' 

data from the NMFS trawl survey, theredoes not appear to be 
any significant level of recruitment forthcoming. 
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bairdi) crab PSC limits are set for Zone 1- and Zone 2. ' 

These limits may be furthei allocated 'upong the 
pollock/mackerel/other species, Pacific cod, rock sole; 
turhot/sablefish/amowtwth, rockfish, and yellowfin sole 
fisheries.' When a:fi&&.exceeds its PSC li&t in one 
zone, trawling is closed for that lone for the reinainder of 
the year.,Under Amendment 41; PSC limits for in : 
Zones 1 'and 2 are based on total ab'iuidance of bairdi 
crab as indicated by the NMFS trawl survey. Based on . , , ,  d . . 
1998 abundance (156.5 million crabs), the PSC limit forC:bairdi'in 1999 was 750,000 crabs in Zone 1 and! 
1,878,000 crab in Zone 2. ,Note that in 1998, the Council adoptid a provision to reduce bairdhab bycatch. 
by *an additional 50,000 crab as part of the regulation prohibiting the use of bottom traw1,gear for pollock i , 

fisheries. , .  . .  - : , .. ... ; 1 

Zone . Abmdnnee - PSC Limit , , .. : . 1 

zone 1 , 0.150 million crabs . 0.5% of abundance :. 
"'150-270 million di , , 750,000 

- 270400 milliodcrabs. . i .  ! 1,. .850,000 . . ' . ., 
. .. 0 ~ ~ 4 0 0  million aabs,. ;,. ; l.OOO.OOO..x, : . . .. . . 

2 li .r '0.175 millio. &bs ' .  s. : -1.2% ofabundance 
. A * : ,  ;, %& $;;z.z; , . ; : ,2,100.000 

2,550,000- 
...' O V R : ~ O O  million crabs.' ' ! J  .'! 3,000,ooo ' :" 

., ,~ . . ,  

, . ,  0 
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Under Amendment 40,. PSC limits of snow crab (C. oodio) for 
groundfish trawl fisheries are based on total abundance of&crab 
as indicated by the NMFS survey.The snow crab PSC cap is set at 
0.1 133% of the Bering Sea snow crab abundance index, with a 
minimum PSC of 4.5 million snow crab and a maximum of .I3 
million snow crab. Snow crab taken within the "C. Opilio Bycatch 
Limitation 2one"accrue towards the PSC limits established for 
individual trawl fisheries. Upon attainment ofa 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 150,000crab as part 
of the regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl gear for pollock fisheries. 
. , 

2.6 Alaska Scallops 

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

' 

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

Weathewane Scallop 
A W a  ~ ~ ~ d i ~ ~  
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, 1995, the Council adopted a 3-year vessel moratorium to restrict , 

new entry into the scallop fishery while a more comprehensive 
plan wasbeing developed. The moratorium was approved as Amendment 2, and became effective August I, 
1997. Amendment 3 deferredall management (except limitedaccess) 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 moni to~g.  In February 1999, the Council adopted 
Amendment 4, which will establish a permanent license limitation program for the sca~lo~fishery. 



3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
. . . .-. 

. . 

An environmental assessment (EA) as described by the National pr iron mental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 
is used to determine whether the action considered will result in significant hpact  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) willbe the tinal environmental docuhents required by 
NEPA. If the analysis concludes that the proposal is a major Federal action significantly affecting . . the human 
environment, an environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared. 

. .  . , . ,  .',, ' . ' - .- ~. .. .  .~ . 
The-environmental impacts generally aSSociated with fishery management actions are effects resultingfrom 
(1) harvest of fisii stocks which may result in changes in food availability to predators and scavengers, changes 
in the population structuie oftarget fish stocks, and changes in.the marine ecosystem community structure: (2) 
changes in the physical and biological structure ofthe marine environment as aresult of fishing practices, e.g., 
effects of gear use and fish processing discards; and (3) entanglementlentrapment of non-target org+nisms in 
active or inactive fishing gear. .. . . ' i  

,.- 

An analysis of the effects of groundfish fishing on the ecosystem social, and economic environment is 
contained in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on the Groundfish Total Allowable Catch 
Specifications aid prohibited Species Catch Limits (NMFS 1998a). Descriptions of the affected environment: 
are given in the SEIS (NMFS I998a). Substrate is described at section 3.1.1, ivater.column at 3.1.3, 
temperature and nutrient regimes at 3.1.4,,~currents at 3.1.5, grohdfish 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 ofeachtarget species category, biomass estimates, 
and acceptable biological catch specifications are presented both in summaj and iiidetail in the annual GOA 
and BSAI stock assessment and fishery evaluation (SAFE) reports. The projections for fishing year 1999 are 
contained in the 1998 SAFE reports (NPFMC 1998a; 1998b.) Chapter 2 of this document sunimarizes:the 
current status for the major species in both the BSAI and GOA. . . : . . . .. .. ~ . ~ . . ' .  _, . . . . .  . 
This Environmental Assessment tiers off the SEIS (NMFS 1998a) which analyzed the.effects of groundfish 
fisheries being promulgatedin 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 Green~eace. et al., v. NMFS:,. 
et al., Civ.No. 98-0492 (W.D. Wash.) held that the SEIS did not adequately address aspects of the GOA and 
BSAI groundfish fisherymanagement plans other than TAC setting, and therefore was insufficient in scope 
under NEPA. In response.to the Court's order, NMFS is currently.preparing a programmatic SEIS for the. 
GOA and 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, thjs EA adopts the discussion and analysis in the SEIS 
(NMFS 1998a), as well as in the emergency rule to iiiplement 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 discksion presented in the Revised Final 
~easonable and Prudent Alternatives for the Pollock fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf 
of Alaska with Supporting Documents (NMFS, 1999~). 

Environmental issues attributable to 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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andGulfof Alaska (NMFS 1999e). The conduct ofthe pollock fisheriesunder the pollock fishery cooperatives 

. 
authorized under the AFA will further promote the objective of the revised RTRPAs 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 1I.E of the  RFRPAs 
@MFS 1999c) as follows. 

Implementation of the American ~isheries Act ( M A )  which began in 1999, .... has had a profound effect 
. on the conduct of the Bering Sea pollock fishery and a lesser effect onthe Gulfof Alaska pollock fishery. 

Under the AFA the catcher/processor sector was reduced from 30 to 21 vessels, a 30% reduction in 
potential harvesting capacity relative to 1998. And, the catcher/processor sector has made further 
reductions in fleet size through cooperative agreements. In 1999, only 16 vessels participatedin 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 tish and a dramatic moderation of daily catch rates for the 

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

The provisions of the 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 ofthe 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 industty. 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 they 
fishery, especially during the summer and fall months as the Olympic-style race for fish is eliminated. The. 

5. 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 summe+ 
months and $11 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 overtime and space as the different inshore operations pursue different business 
objectives and chose to fish at differenttimes of the year. 

.- To prevent a spillover of effort from the Bering Sea to the Gulf of Alaska, the AFA places limits on the 
:. ability of Bering Sea vessels to fish in the Gulf of Alaska. Under the AF4 the Council has recommended 
.A+. a complex suite of restrictions on Bering Sea catcher vessels in the dulf  of Alaska pollock fisheries. In 
.,. addition, under thesteller sea lion RPAs, the Council has recommendedadditional restrictions such as trip 

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

~i 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 afew Bering Sea-basedcatcher vessels from continuing 
to fish in the Gulf of Alaska. Historically (in 1995-1997) Bering sea-basedcatcher vessels have accounted 
for approximately 75% of the pollock landings in areas 6 10 and 620 of the GOA, and more than 50% of 
pollock landings in area 630 and 640. Ifthe bulk of this effort is removed from the Gulf of Alaska due to 



the combination of AFA and Steller sea lion measures, pollock seasons in the westem half of the Gulf of 
Alaska (6 10 and 620)could last 2 to 3 times longer than in prior years and pollock seasons in the eastern 
half of the Gulf of Alaska (areas 630 and 640) could double in length. .. . 

3.1 Food-web Interactions 
. . . . .  

The marine food-web of North Pacific marine fishes are complex (Livingston and.Goiney 1983). Numero'us. 
species of plankton, phytoplankton, invertebrates, mollusks, crustkeans, 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 tiophic 
interactions; Fishing causes dire& changes in the structure of fish cocun i t j e s  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 ha"e no 
sigdicant effect onvictim 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 lqge and sometimes sqdden population fluctuations (National ~ & & r c h  Council 1996). The eastern 
Bering sea fish assemblage probably became pol l~kdo+ted 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) detenni@ons. Impacts gsociat+with h q e s t  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 q d  coopeptives A d  considers rules affecting 
allocation of the harvest: TheSe rules do not directly impact or change total allowable harvest lev&. , 

However, the BSAI pollock co-op structure authorized under the AFA, as well 4 s/deboard harvest limitations 
orooosed for other BSAI and GOA fisheries under the AFA and the Steller sea lion RFRPAs would allow for . . 
further temporal and spatial distributkn of exploitation rates of poll&k and other species. These e&cts are 
supportive of the principles and objectives developed by NMFS under Endangered Species Act consultations 
on the Alaska pollock fisheries (NMFS 1998c) and ensuing RFRPAs (NMFS 1999~).  A basic premise of the 
V R P A s  is to reduce competition between the pollock fisheries and SteUer sea Lions for pollock, a predominant 
prey species in the ~tel1er.se.a lion diet. This i s  accomplish@ 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 topositively impact m a ~ e  tropic interactions to 
the extent these species are major prey species in the ecosystem. ,. ; . . 

- .  
3.2 Biological Diversity . . a 

, . 
The concept of biological diversity is generally used to denote the variety of living thiggsin an dcosystem. The 
most widely used definition of biological diversity (Norse et al 1986)considers three levels: genetic, species, 
and ecosystem diversity. The proposed action a$ its various alternatives affect allocation of harvest and not 
total harvest. The exploitation rates of pollock under the AFA &d the Steller sea,lion RFRPAs would be 
G a g e d  to be more reflective of pollock biomass distribution throughout the. year and. to reduce competition 



. . 
with Steller sea lions for pollock. These dispersion effects on pollock exploitation rates lead to the conclusion 

@ that the action would not be expected to negatively &pact biological diversity. Jn f a  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 dispersion of the pollock fisheries. 
.. i 

3.3 Seabirds 
m i , .  

As stated in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a page 562 through 573), information voids for various aspects of seabird 
ecology make it difficult to predict impacts of fishery management on seabirds. Lacking are diet and foraging 
ecology information for most seabird species during a u t u q  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 lmown to feed on age 0 and age 1 Walleye pollock, however, most species of seabirds feed largely 
or exclusively on forage species other than pollock (capelin, sand lance, juvenile herring, Myctophids, Pacific 
saury, juvenile cods, jellyfish, large zooplankton, and otder invertebrates.) Direct competition does not occur 
because the size of polldck targeted for harvest in the fisheries are larger thanany 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 either 
increased or decreased abundance of p r e y k e d  fish. 

:Seabird populations usually are limited by their food supply to a much greater degree than by other factors? 
-If the management measures' employed cause a change in forage abundance or availability they could cause 
a large-scale, long-term changes in seabird populatio&. 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 skbirds depends not only on forage stocks in their feeding areas, but also on the 
availability of stocks to the birds. All seabirds forage on co&entrations 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 avail'ability and 
stock sizes are vimially unknown at present. For instance, fishery independent physical factors (such as 
strength of upwellings) may influence both forage 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 colunufstratification) 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 (lanterntishes), Bathylagidae (deep-sea smelts), Ammodytidae 
(Pacific sand lance), Trichodontidae (Pacific sand fish), Pholidae (gunnels), Stichaeidae @ricklebacks, 
warbonnets, e'elblennys, cockwmbs, and shannys), Gonostomatidae (bristlemouths, lightfishes, and 
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anglemouths), and the Order. Euphausiacea (knll). Only the species included in the new forage fish category 
established in 1998 in amendments36 and 39 to the BSAI q d  GOA FMPs are discussed in this section. : 

, '  . 
r:, . . <  , . I . .  . . / .  : s .  ? : I  

Bycatch amouitsof some of the forage SpicieS have been recorded in BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries in 
previous years. Smelts have been recorded more regularly than someof the other groups, and noreporting 
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.) Data in 
rows under the target fishery heading "Pelagic Pollock and "Bottom Pollock" are applicable to the proposed. 
management measures. The proposed action to prohibit use of nonpelagic trawl gear in the BSAI directed 
pollock fishery (FMPamendment 57) miy result in a slight increase in the "Pelagic Pollock" catch proportional 
to the reduction in "Bottom Pollock" catch of pollock. Based on information in Tables 4-25 and 4-35 of the 
SEIS indicating no differences in forage species catch in the pelagic and bottom trawl pollock fisheries, and, 
given that 98.5 percent of the pollock catch (n the directed fishery already is taken with pelagic trawi gear 
(NMFS ' 19990, NMFS does not anticipate changes in the catch of forage species resulting from any spatial 
or temporal change in the pollock fisheries resulting from this action or any of its alternatives. 

, , , . : .. ' I . . ~ , ,  . . '1 

, , ' ,  ' . . 3.5 ,Target Species , . . . . . 
., . ' 

I ! . . , ' I  

The proposdaction and alternatives to it would result in similar relative impacts to target speciesas the itatus 
quo fisheries. That is, sea lion protective 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 proce'ss and the sex ratio and size of fish harvested would be similar. However, 
under fishery co-ops promoted under.the preferred alternative, the spatial and temporal locations from which 
fish are harvested are expected to more closely reflect the biomass distribution',of.pollock. This effect 
assumedly reflects a positive influence on how fisheries are conducted relative to potential impactson Bering 
Sea pollock. Similarbut 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 fishmg by AFA v&sels would be authorized. 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 accruing from AFA sideboard limits in rationalizing non pollock target fisheries likely wjII be limited.' : 

. . , . .  . . . . , . .  . . , .. . .  . . . .: u . , . . . . . 
. ~ .  3.6 Fishing Gear.Impa@s ' '. , . .  , . , . 

- .  . .  . . . , . . . 
The otter trawl is the principal used in the directed pollock fisheries in the GOA and BsAI. ~mendmeni 
57 (to the FMP for Grqundfish Fishe j of the BSAI) prohibiting nonpelagic trawl geir was passed by 'the< 
Council and the new regulation on the fishery is expected tobe  effective by mid 2000.' Biginning in 1999; 
however,nonpelagic trawl gear is being prohibited in the BSAI pollock fishe iy through alldcation of zero mt t 

of pollock to nonpelagic trawl'gear. Pelagic trawls may, however, be fished on the bottom atid, in some cases, : 

may come in contact wiwith'and disturb substrate. No data are available predicting the reductioh in amount o f .  
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 fisheriesthatwill continue to use bottom trawl gear i.e., the Pacific cod, rock sole, yellowfin 

= .  . sole, and Atka mackerel fisheries.. , . . .. 
. " . 0' :~, . _ . ) . '  .. . . . . / . I  8 

e .  ., 
The proposed,action or alternatives to the proposed action are not expected tdreiult in eithei inore or less, - 
habitat disturbancethan accrues from status quo diiected pollock trawl fishmg except tomthe extent that local 
disturbances become less intense as the pollock fishery becomes more dispersed temporally and spatially. 



Halibut, herring, crab, and salmon are among the prohibited species taken in the fisheries subject to the. 
proposed actions. The pro'posed 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 
coopeiatives 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 Mibut 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 tie either reflective ofhistorical percentage of PSC bycatch (for 
AFA catcher processors) or be proportional to the groundfish quotas ( M A  catcher vessels). Therefore, the 
PSC limitations imposed on AFA vessels aresimply asubset of the overall PSC caps for the groundfish 
fisheries. Any amount not taken under these limits is still subjectto being taken by the non-AFA vessels fishing 
in the other groundfish fisheries. 

As with target specles catch discussed previously, none of the alternatives would directly change existing PSC 
limits. However, the expectation exlsts 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, given the 
latitude these vessels have in self-management of co-op specific pollock allocations. 

3.8 Impacts to Marine Habitat 
. , 

A. 

An assessment of impacts to habitat describedas Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is required in the interim final?:. 
rule (IFR) (62 FR 6653 1, December 19, 1997) implementing the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens:. 
Fishery Conservationand Management Act. These requirements are: 

a:  Td 

I) a description of the proposed action; 
2) an analysis of the effects, including cumulative effects, of the proposed action' on EFH, the managed 

species, and associated species, such as major prey species, including affected life history stages; 
3) the Federal agency's view of the action on EFH, and 
4) proposed mitigation, if applicable. 

Amendment 55 to the GulfofAlaska GroundJish, Amendment 55 to the Groundfish in the ~ e r i n ~ ~ e d ~ l e u t i a n  
Islands Area. Amendment 8 to the Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Crab, and Amendment 5 to the Scallop 
Fisheries Of 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, flithead sole, Pacific cod, Pacific ocean perch, 
rock sole, dover sole, rex sole, sablefish, Atka mackerel, shortraker rockfish rougheye rockfish; skates, 
sculpins, sharks, octopus, squid, thomyhead rockfish, yellow-eye rockfish, walleye pollock, yellowfin sole, and 
forage fish (eulachon, capelin, sand lance, sand fish, Myctophids, euphausiids, pholids, stichaeids). 

-. 
The proposed action is a complex of regulatory changes affecting distribution patterns of harvest among 
existing users. Descriptions of the action are in section 1, 5 ,  6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11 of this document. The 
complex of actions does not directly change the total amount of fish harvested or the species of groundfish 
harvested or taken as bycatch. To the extent fishing for pollock is conducted under fishery co-ops authorized 
under the AFA, fishing effort could be further dispersed in time and space relative to the status quo fishery. 
Therefore, it is this federal agency's view that this action is not expected to have an adverse impact on habitat 



described as essential to any fish species in these management areas. Given this determination and the 
assumption that dispersion of fishing effort could have a beneficial impact on marine habitat, this agency does 
not see a need for additional management measures directedtoward mitigating marine habitat,impacts in 

. . 
co,mectiori with this action. - .' % I: - . ..<. . , .  , . .  . , , , . : . .  . , , : ~  

, . 

3.9 Endangered Species Act Considerations . . - .  .. , . . . . ,  
- . . .  . . 

' I '. . , , . . , ,  . . .  

The Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended (1 6 U.S.C: 153 1 etseq; ESA), provides for the conservation. 
of endangered and threatened species of fish, wild1ife;and plants:*The program is administered jointly by the1 
NMFS for most marine mammal species, marine and anadromous fish species, and marine plants species and . . , , 
by the USFWS for bird species, and terrestrial and freshwater'wildlife and plant species. . .. , . . ;  

:i .. . ' - I - ,  I , , 

The designation of an ESA listed species is based on the biological health of that -species. .The stritus 
determination is either threatened or endangered. Threatened species are those likely to become endangered 
in the foreseeable future 116 U.S.C. 8 1532(20)]. Endangered species are those in danger of becoming extinct ; 
throughout all or a significant portion of their range [I6 U.S.C. 8 1532(20)]. Species can be listed as 
endangered without first being listed as threatened. The Secreta~y of Cominerce, acting through NMFS; is 
authorized to Iist marine fish; plants, and mammals (except' for walrus and sea otter) andanadromous fish 
species.. The Secretary ofthe Interior, acting through the USFWS, is authorized tosIist walrus and Sea otter, 

.. . . , seabirds, terrestrial plants and wildlife, and freshwater fish and plant species. ' .  . . . t 

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. 4 1533(b)(l)(A)]. 
The ESA defines critical habitat as those specific areas that are essential to theconservation of a listed species' 
and that may be in need of special consideration. Federal agencies are prohibited from undertaking actions that * 

destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Some specib, primarily the cetaceans; which were ; 
listed in 1969 under the Endangered Species Conservation Act and carried fonvard as endangered under the 
ESA, have not received critical habitat designations. . .1 . . , . .  . , .  , .  

. .  ' ,  ,I , .  . 
Federal agencies:have an gffirmative mandate to.conservelisted species (Rohlf 1989). One assurance of this 
is Federal actions, activities or authorizationi (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 thit have no adverse affects on the listed spkcies. ' 
Formal consultations, resulting in.biological opinions,%re'conducted for Fderal actiotwthat may havean 
adverse affect on the Listed species. Through the biological opinion, a determination is made as to whether the 
proposed action poses !'jeopardy1' or "no jeopardy" of extinction to the listed species;: If the determination is 
that the, action proposed (or ongoing) will cause jeopardy, reasonable and prudent alternatives may be 
suggested which, if implemented, would modify the action to no longer pose the jeopardy of extinction to the, 
listed species. These reasonable and prudent alternatives must be incorporated into the Federal action if i t h  
to proceed.! A biological opiqion with the wnclusion of no jeopardy may contain a series of management. J 

measures intended to further reduce the negative impacts to the listed species. These management alternatives 
are advisoxy to the action agency [50 C.F.R; 5 402.24(i)]: If a likelihood exists of any taking' occuning during 
promulgationof the action, an incidental take stitement may be appended to a biologicalopinion to provide 

. . .  , . . ,  . .  . . . . 
, . I '  3 ,  

. . 
'.. I . . . .  . , . .  

. ~ .  . . . . ' . ' . .,:, - . . . .  . . .  . ,  
. ' the term ?take" under the ESA means "harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, ..' . . 

capture or wllect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct" [I6 U.S.C. 1538(a)(l)(B)]. 



for the amount of take that isexpected to occur from normal promulgation of the action. An incidental take 
statement is not the equivalent of a permit to take. 

Twenty-three species occurring in the GOA andlor B S ~  groundfish management areas are currently listed as 
endangered or threatened under the ESA (Table 3.1). The group includes seven great whales, one pinniped, 
eleven Pacific salmon, three seabirds, and one albatross. 

Table 3.1 Spec~es currently l~sted as endangered or threatened under the ESA and occumng m the GOA 
.. . andlor BSAl groundfish management areas 

Northern Right Whale Balaena glacialis Endangered 
Bowhead Whale ' 
Sel Whale 
Blue Whale 
Fm Whale 
Humpback Whale 
Sperm' Whale 
Snake Rwer Sockeye Salmon 
Short-baled Albatross 
Steller Sea Llon 

Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon 
, Snake River Spring/Summer Chinook 
Salmon . .. 

. Puget Sound Chinook Salmon 
Lower Columbia River Chinook Salmon 

"Upper Willamette RiverChinook Salmon 
'i' 

Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook 
Salmon 

Upper Columbia River Steelhead 
Snake River Basin Steelhead 
LOW& Columbia River Steelhead 
Upper Willamette River Steelhead 
Middle Columbia River Steelhead 
Spectacled Eider 

Balaena mysticetus 
Balaenoptera borealis 
Balaenoptera musculus 
Balaenoptera physalus 
Megaptera novaeangliae 
Physeter macrocephalus 
Onchotynchus nerka 
Phoebastria albatrus 
Eumetopias jubatus 

Onchotynchus tshawytscha 
Onchorynchus tshawytscha 

Onchotynchus tshawytscha 
Onchotynchus tshawytscha 
Onchoychus tshawytscha 
Onchoiynchus tshawytscha 

Onchorynchus mykiss 
Olnchoychus mykiss 
Onchotynchus mykiss 
Onchotynchus mykiss 
(Inchorynchus mykiss 
Somateria fishcheri 

Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered 
Endangered and 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 

Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Endangered 

Endangered 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 
Threatened 

g teller'^ Eider Polysticta >feller; Threatened 
' The bowhead whale is present in the Bering Sea area only. 

SteUer 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 a e c t e d  by groun&sh fishing. The NMFS is the expert agency for ESA listed marine mammals. 
The USFWS is the expert agency for ESA listed seabirds. f i e  proposedaction, rule tothe American Fisheries 
Act must:be in compliance with the ESA. 

-. ,, 

section 7 consultations relevant to promulgation of various aspects of the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries have 
been done for 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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I. National Marine Fisheries Service: December 3,1998 Biological Opinion with amendment datedDecember 
16, 1998. Activities Considered: Authorization of ari Atka mackerel fishery.under the BSAI groundfish . n 
Fishery Management Plan between 1999 and 2002. Authorization of a walleye pollock fishery under the V 
Bering Sea-Aleutian Island groundfish Fishery Management Plan between 1999 and 2002, and Authorization 
of a walleye pollock fishery underthe ~ u l f  of Alaskagrou&fish Fishery Management Plan between 1999 and 
2002 (NMFS 1998~).  . . , , .  . . 

. . . . .  ,.. 
. , , 

2. National Marine Fisheries':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 W A  grounPfish fisheries based on TAC 
specifications recommended by the North Pacific Fishery Management Council for 1999 (NMFS 1998d). 

.. b . .  . 
. . . ' _ C  ' . 

3.  USDI Fish and ~ildlifeS&vice. March 19; 1999 ~io1ogi.d Opinion. Activities Considered: ~ o o k b d -  
line groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of da ska  and Bering SealAleutian Islands Areas on short-tailed 

. . 
albatrosses (USFWS 1999). ' . . .. I .  

v ., . . . 
1 1 ,  . . .. . I 

The proposed riction aqd alteiatives to it being considered for implementation of the h e r i c h  Fisheries Act 
regulations are not expected to have impacts on endangered or threatened marine panma1 or bird species m 
ways that have not already been consideredin the previous Section 7 consultations. Notwithstanding this 
determination, NMFS has initiated consultation 6 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 t h e ' ~ S ~ 1 ' ~ t k a  mackerel fishej and the BSAl and GOA 
pollock fisheries addressed in the December 3, 1998, consultation, to de&&e whether these fisheries are 
likely to jeopardize listed species or modify the!r habitat. This consultationwill be completed priorto 
December 3 1,1999. A separate but related consultation on the impacts of the ~ l a s k r i ~ r o ~ d f i s h  fisheries on 
listed salmonid was initiated in response to the 2 0 0 0 . ~ ~ ~  ipecification &ce& and also will be conckded 
prior to the start of the 2000 pollock fisheries. ~n~ , '&&&~e  $the &A and assdciated pollock, co-ops on 
listed salmon species will be considered as part of that consultation. . .!. 

.. - . . , , \ .~ , . I .  . . u , , 

NMFS also has taken steps to initiate a comprehensive consultation under section 7 of the ESA on the 
groundfish fisheries inthe BSAI andGOA that will evaluate thecumulative eff- ofthe fisheries overa multi- 
year period on listed species' ind critical habitat (~ro~rammatic  Groundfish Fkheries Consultation). This 
Programmatic Groundfish ~Gheries Consultati6d will be conducted in ac&rd&ce .with the ESA and 
implementing regulations, and will analyze the individud &d ctimulative impacts of all activities relating to 
the groundfish fisheries authorized and managed under the FMPS, and all amendments thereto, to dete&ne 
whether the cumdative , .  impacts .<. of the groundfish fish&"& a r i  likely to jeop&dize the icontinuid exist&ceof 
listed species, including Steller sea lions, or adve;sely modify c&i l  habitat. . ~ e n e k l l ~ ,  the Programmatic 
Groundfish Fisheries Consultation will be prepared in, ~ r d i n a t i o n  with a comprehensive programmatic 
supplqnental ~nviron&ntal Impact Statement that yill.addrFss'activ$es 'authorized andmanaged under the,. 
grounc@sh fiihery management plans and amendments &ereto, and that addresses the cbnduct of the GOA and, 
BSAl groundfish fisheries &d the FMPs as whole. The schedule for completion of  the ~ro~rammat ic  
Groundfish Fisheries Consultation will correspond to the schedule for &eis&ince of the p'rogr&tic'S~<~ 
as the information, . . evaluations, and conclusions that aye required for both docuinents will:be s e l a r  inmany: 
respects. . . . , I  . .$ , ) .  I, , ,  , . . . .  , . 

, , . . .  . . . 
,. - "' . . , . . , 3 . . . , . . 

' L  ' 
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3.10 Marine Mammal Protection Act Considerations 

Under the Marine ,Mammal Protection Act, commercial fisheries are classified according to current and 
historical data on whether or not the fishery interacts with marine mammals. Two groups, takers and non- 
takers, are initially identified. For taken, 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 sigruficant impact on that stock would be placed in Category I. Fisheries that interact 
with a strategic stock and whose level of take has an insignificant impact on that stock, or interacts with a non- 
strategic stock at a level of take which has a significant impact on that stock are placed in Category 11. A 
fishery that interacts only with non-strategic stocks and whose level of take has an insignificant impact on the 
stocks is placed in Category 111. 

Species listed under the Endangered Species Act present in the management area were listed above. Marine 
mammals not' listed underthe ESA that may be present in the BSAI and GOA management area include 
cetaceans, rminke whale (Balaenoptera acurorostrata), killer whale (Orcinus orca), Dall's porpoise 
(Phocoenoides dalli), harbor porpoise (Phocoenaphocoena), 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 vihrlina), northern fur seal (Callorhinus ursinus), Pacific walrus (Odobenus 
rosmarus), spotted seal (Phoca largha), bearded seal (Erignafhus barbatus), ringed sea (Phoca hispida) and 
ringed seal (Phoca fasciato)], and the sea otter (Enhydra lutris). 

Take of the above listed marine mammals in trawl fisheries has been monitored through observer programs. 
The subject fisheries (Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl, and Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish trawl) 
areclassified as Category III. Steller sea lion, harbor seal, northern elephant seal, Dall's porpoise were species: 
recorded as taken incidentally in the Gulf of Alaskagroundfish trawl fisheries according to records dating back 
to 1990 @I1 et al 1997.) stiller sea lion, northern fur seal, harbor seal, spotted seal, bearded seal, ribbon seal: 

-.. ringed seal, northern elephant seal, Dall's porpoise, harbor porpoise, Pacific white-sided dolphin, killer whale," 
sea otter, and walrus were recorded as taken incidentally in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands groundfish 
trawl fisheries according to records dating back to 1990 (Hill et al 1997.) 

None of the alternatives considered for implementation ofthe 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 . , ~ a n a g e ~ e n t  Act .. . \, ,. 
, , - I *, 
1 . .  , . , . \ . . ). ', . . . .  , .. L . .  . . . , 

Implementation of the emeigency rule would be conducted in a manner consistent, to the maximum extent 
practicable, with the Alaska Coastal Management Program within the meaning of section 30(c)(l) of the 
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations. 

3.12 EFH Impacts Analysis 

The area included in this action includes EFH for all managed species in the BSAI. EFH for these species at 
each life stage, to the extent that it is understood, is described and identified in four FMP amendments which 
were approved January 20, 1999. These are: Amendment 55 to the FMP for the Groundfish Fishery of the 
Bering Sea and Aleutian Isl'ands; h e n d m e n t  8 to the FMP forthe Commercial king and Tanner Crab Fisheries 
in the Bering SealAleutian Islands; Amendment 5 tothe FMP for Scallop Fisheries offAlaska; and Amendment 
5 to the FMP for the Salmon Fisheries in the Exclusive Economic Zone off the Coast of Alaska. 



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 forthe Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI and the GOA (NMFS 1999e). The effects of other 
g r o ~ & s h  fishehes on E E  were e d e d  in the EFH assessment in the EA for the 2000 Groundfish:Total 
~ l l d k b l e  catch specifications &plemected Under the Authority of the Fishery Management Plans for the 
~ r o u n d f h  ~ i s h e j  of the &ring Sea and Aleutian Islands ~re+ i  and~roundfish Fishery of the Gulf of Alaska 
Area (I;I&lFs, 1999d). Because fishing for pollock under AFA-endorsed fishing cooperatives would promote 
dispersion of fish& effort @time q d  space, EFH impacts could actually he reduced relative to the status quo 
fishery. Given this premise, nothing in this rule isexpected to change in a.negative manner the effects of 
fishing on EFH in ways not considered in previous assessments. .;, . , 

. . 

This proposed rule authorizes certain vessels to fish for and process pollock in the BSAI and places restrictions 
on the participation of such vessels othergrqundfish , y d  crab fisheries. ~ollock @ops and AFA groundfish 

\ I  . . 
and crib harvest sideboards and iesfrictions could change the conduct of these fishenes m amannerthat 
disperses fisiery effort, reduces ove~ l l ,  harvest rates and pot&aliy inc-ed season length of fisheries. To 
the e+?nt these changes occw, they would be in the direction already assessed-under the new Steller sea lion 
protecuon me&ur&. The TAC amount harvested and the g&x used are not expect4 to change because of this 
rule. Taken in the context ofthe fishery as a whole; ,this rule is not expected to have an adverse effect on EFH. 
foi'any managed species in d;e BSAl and,in fact could have beneficial impacts to the extent that fishing effort. 
is further dispersed in time &d space relative to the status quo alternative. : . . 

3.13 Conclusions , , . . 1 I . , .  
. . *.: , 

' . 
1' . 

For &A reasons discuss@ above, implementation of the regulations to implement the American Fisheries Act 
wokd not significantly, affect the quality,of the human environment. ,Therefore, the preparation of an 
environinental impact statement is not required by section 102(2)(C) of NEPA or its implementing regulations. 

, . . ,  . i . ; ' 8  

This Environmental .'Assessment adopts the' discussion and analyses in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a), and 
incorporates by reference the 1999 Groundfish Total Allowable Catch Specification,EA,(NMFS 1998b). the 
draft 2000 Groundfish total allowable Catch Specifications EA (NMFS 1999d), the Emergency Rule to 
Implement Reasonable and Prudent Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures in the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAI 
and GOA EA (NMFS 1999a), and Revised Final Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives for the Pollock fisheries 
in the ~ e r & ~  Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska with supporting Documents (NMFS 1999c and 

'., : , 
I 
,... .. . ,  

. ' &  . 
Di//4,/ho 
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4.0 DEFINITIONS O F  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 insbo:e!cFsl!o:.r: regulations, clarification is required to ensure . . 
consistency in the implemeiiii$iw ofthe prvi~isiiii!- cf 'aie M A .  Primarily these involve the definitions of 
"inshore component" and "06:shol-5. -cilgore~t'', .tip.: cse ofihe term "fish" vs "groundfish", and the definition 
of the term 'shoreside processor' w,e AFA. 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 
location for floating processors is related to this discussion and is included herein. The Council raised this 
issue among the alternatives for processor sideboards and it is a decision point which needs to be resolved as 
part of the overall AFA amendment package. 

4.1 Issues 

I. Definitions for the terms "inshore component" and "offshore component" in the American Fisheries Act 
(AFA) are different &om 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 thedefinitions raise certain policy choices in synchronizing the inshore-offshore management 
regime between the Bering Sea and Aleutian lslands area (BSAI) and the Gulf of Alaska (GOA). 

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

4.2 Council Decision Points 

, The principal policy decision is whether consistency is desirable within and between the definition of "inshore 
, , 

component," as that term is applied in the BSAl and GOA inshore-offshore fisheries. If no, then no further 
consideration needs to be given to this issue. StafF recommends consistency which raises the following issues 
for resolution: 

.Decision ~ o i n t  1 :'Sunset dates and duration of definitions - should the relevant definitions be of the same 
duration in the GOA and the BSAI? The Council is scheduled to take action under Amendments 62/62 
to  make the overall GOA inshore/offshore regulations sunset at the same time as the BSAI, therefore' 
resolving this question. 

Decision ~ o i n t  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" (1-0) definitions in the GOA and vice versa. This decision also would facilitate 
single 1-0 definitions that would be consistent in both area.. 

w. The original 1-0 definitions applied equally ~JI both the BSAI and the GOA. The AFA definitions, 
however, specifically apply only to 1-0 fish harvested in the BSAI. In the GOA, those definitions apply to 1-0 
fish harvested in both areas. This inconsistency could be a source of confusion because different 1-0 
definitions would apply to pollock based on the area in which it was harvested. 



m. The sibstantive effect of this alternative would apply only to p~ll'ock harvests; not Pacific cod, because 
Pacific cod is.an 1-0 species only in the GOA. Pollock is an 1-0 species both areas. Hence, the 1-0 
definitions would apply to pollock regardless of from which a& it @ harvested. ' . ' ' . . ' .  . ' , 8 . . I %, , . . . -. 
. Decision point 3: Should the ' '~horesid~ processor" difinition apply to the. p;oqissing of "fish" or, , , '  

"groundfish," as those terms are defined 'in, the MSA, and grouiidfish implementing' regulations, .,. 
' respectively? . , . . .  . 

Staff preference is for "groundfish". Thisdecisiori would resolve a technical inconsistency between the 1-0. 
deftnitions used by'ee AFA for the ~ S ~ l ' a n d t h o $ e  used by the Federal groundfish regulations for the GOA.' 
This decision also would facilitate single 1-0 definitions that would be con'sistent in bath are&. 

Need. The AFA definition of "shoreside processor" is slightly different from the one used in the Federal 
groundtisb regulations. This results in different meanings of the term being applied in the BSAl and in the 
GOA. .,The differencts are that the AFA definition refers to "fish while existing groundfish regulations refer 

, . 4. : , " ;? . . . .  :. . I , ' ,  . 
to "groundfish" in two places. . ~. . . , . ,- 2 .  

Effect. The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation q d  Management Act (at section 3) defines "fish" as, 
including all forms of marine animal and p l q t  life other than marine &als &d birds. "Groundfish;:' on 
the other hand is defined in t& regulations ii includh~ only those.fisti for which harvest limits are &mially 
specified pursuant to 50 CFR 679.20(a). Hence, a processor that processes only salmon and crab harvested, 
in the BSAI, for example, would be a'"shoreside processbi''&der iiie &A hut not under the regulations 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" Ader the Federal 
regulations. Consistent application of the term "shoreside processor" would enhance consistent application 

! ,  . .  . . . of the 1-0 provisions. . . . 
. .  . , 

. . , ,  . , . . . . . , ' . ' .  - .  . . I  . %  / '  

:Decision point 4: Should the "inshore" an3 "offshore" definitions appl)'to'allfishing for "grounksh" or 
to directed fishing for pollock in the BSAI, directed fishmg for pollock or Pacific cod in the GOA, or both? 

, : / 
Staff preference %to have the definitions apply only to p&ckhari.estedina directed fishery fo< pollock 
in the BSAI or the GOA; or Pacific cod haivested in a directed fishery for Pacific cod in the GOA. This 
decision would resolvd a technical point of confusion ab&t whether the I-0'proksibns apply tb d11'~roundfish 
harvests including incidental catch amounts or to only directed fishing for the 1-0 species. Another potential 
source of confusion stems from having the 1-0 definitions apply comprehensivelx to all grogndfish, but only 
to directed fishing harvests of pollock (or P: cod in the GOA) that are delivered to f l ~ ~ t i n ~ ~ ~ r o c e s s o r s  inside 

. ,  , . . . . 
State waters. 

' A  w. 'As explained below, this issue Stems f r h  an attdmpt td iesolGe a pioblkm of accounting for-incide&l. : 

catches of pollock in the BSAI to either the "inshbre" allocation or'the "offstiore" allocation. The agency 
solution was proposed in the proposed rule for 1-0 3 which' was drafted befo(et1ie AFA was sigied idto law. 
The AFA drafters provided redundant solutions to this problem, first, by adopting the agency proposal to use 
the term :'groundfish" in the 1-0 def;ution: and second, by' providing for an "incidental catch a l low~ce ."  The 
latter.solution obviated the need for the former solution but it was retained in fie AFA anyway. , ' . . ,. . . .. < 

, . , ,  , ~ - ,  . .  4 , , ." ' ?  , , .  

Effect. The effect of the staff preference would be to restore the original 1-0 definitio" lan$lagk which makes 
the 1-0 provisions apply only to directed fishing harvests of pollock in the BSAI and the GOA, and directed 



- ~ .' .?- ,, ' .**. .'.' ;. , , . - . , ~ . ,  
, . 

fishing harvests of Pacific cod in the GOA. Also, this decision would regore consistency of applying the 
"inshore" definition among all categories of the inshore component. 

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

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

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

BSAI only at the same physical location at whichthat shoreside processor plants existed during the qualifying 
years' of 1996 and 1997? Staff preference regarding issue (a) is to define shoreside processor as the 
physical plant or processing facility, hut staff has no recommendation on issue (h). 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 f i she j  management plan (FMP) 
&nendmentsl8 (BSAI) and 23 (GOA). Amendments 18/23 resulted in part from the early closure ofthe GOA . .' 

$ollock fishery in 1989, after several catcher-processor vessels harvested nearly half of the total allowable 
catch (TAC) for pollock early that year. Most ofthis 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 frequently heard during the inshore-offshore preemption debate was that the real problem was 
excessive harvesting capacity caused by open or free access to the fishery resource. Although the open access 
management regime at that time likely contributed to the preemption problem, a policy of limiting access or 
reducing capacity would not necessarily resolve it. This is due to the superior mobility of catcher/processor 
vessels relative to catcher vessels. The latter are constrained to fish withm 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 
acatcher vessel within that vessel's operating range and then move on to harvest fish outside of the catcher 
vessel's range. This mobility feature distinguishing the inshore and offshore sectors was then, and continues 
to be central to the inshore and offshore component definitions yhich are basic to the practical implementation 
of the inshore-offshore allocation policy. 

TXe original "inshore" and "offshore" component defmitions developed by the Council for Amendments 18/23 
wereused again in Amendments 38/40, which re-authorized the inshore-offshore allocation policy for the three- 
year period 1995-1998. The Council again relied on these definitions when it acted in June 1998, to adopt 
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Amendments 5 115 1 to're-autlibrize ievised inshore-offshore a l lo~a t ion '~o~cy  for 1999-200 1.. In 0 ~ t d b e r  
1998, however, the M A  superceded Amendnient 51 to the ~ ~ A ' g r o u n d f i s h  FMP'with a diff&ent inshoie- 
offshore policy and different definition for "inshore"and "offshore" components. Amendment 5 1 to the GOA 
groundfish'FMP was subsequently apProvd . and . implemented by regulations'published J a n u a j  25, 1999 (64 1: 

1, -, . . . .  . . .  FR 3653) which leads to issue 1 above. ' . . . - ., , 

, .. ! ,  , , . . . <  . I - . ~ 

.. P ' .  . . ~. . . . I ) ,  - .  . .  . . .  Definition Differences . . - , ,..: ., 
. . 

p e  inshore component deh t i on  currently ineffect for the B S ~  pollock fisheries~by r&ulation at . . SO'CFR 
679.2 is based on the definition at section 205(6) of the M A  and reads as follows: ,, . , ,.<',: 

. . .  

"Inshore component in the' BSAI" (applicable through Decembh 31, 2004) mehns the follohzg ... :.., 
categories that process groundfish harvesied in the BSAI: , 

(I) Shoresideprocessors, including those eligible under section 208m of the American Fisheries . . .  
Act; and , ' - ~, , .  , . .  . . . . 

(2) Vess'els less than l25ji (38.1 m) LOA that process less than 126mtper weekin round-+eight 
equivalents of an aggregate amount ofpollock and Pacific cod.. . . , 

I . . - 

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

. , . ~  .. . . .  . - 
( , ' .%  ' ,, : . . . . . .  > , :  . . , ; .iJ. : . . , , , .  

"lnshdre component in the GOA".(hpplicable through Dcceinber.31, 200l)~means'th~fol1o~ing threi' 
ibte~orzes of the llS..groundfrshfishe~ thaiprocess groundjjsh'hdrvested &the BSU dirhe'G(1~:' . , r ,  I .. 

, . ... - . (I) Shoreside processi'ng operations; , : . . .. 
. (2)'Vessels less than 125) (38.1 m) LOA that no more than:126 int per week in round- 

, ., weight equivalents of an aggregate amount ofpollock~and Pactjk cod; and ' - . J 

. . , : (3) Vessels that process pollock or Pacljic cod, harvested in a directedfishery for those spec&, ., 

' at a single geographic location in Alaskh Statiwaters during a$shing year. . :'. 1- , - ' ,  . . 
. . . . .  , 8 ' .  ; ,.., , ! . ., , , 

. . 
Also, the current definitions ofpoffshore component" as  they appear in regulations;at~50 CFR 679.2i.are 
slightly dfierent. Again, the definition for "offshore component in the BSAI" is biised on the AFA definition ' 
of the term and "offshore component in the G O A  is based on the approved Amendment 5 i for the GOA 

. . . . . .  ' . .  groundfish' FMP. , . . ., . . , . 
, .~ ', . . " . .... 1 2 ' .  . , . . . .  . . .  ' 1 . ,,, . . . 

. ,  "Offshore component inthe BSAI"(applicab1e through December 31,' 2004) means all vessels'noi 

. includedin the dejinition of "inshore component in the BSXI'! that process @-oundfish in the BSAI. 
. 

, . ...... . . 
. ? , , ,  . . .  '.', - . . 

"Offshore component ,in the GOA" (applicable through December 3'1, 2001) he&i'all V ~ S ~ C ~ S '  n6.t': . . 
included in the definition of "inshore component in.the GOA " that process jyoundfish in the BSAI or:' . S  

GOA.. . .  . . l i ,  ... . . .  
/ . .  - . ,  . . ,  . ., 

. , , .  . , , 
. . . - ,  . . " . , 

.., , . 
/ I .  l , . . 1:. ' * . . ' .  4 : .  

. , 
.,, . 

i . . . ,  I - ,, . . 



Specific differences between the two "inshore component" definitions and the two "offshore component" 
definitions are summarized as follows: 

. . - "In the BSAI" or "in the G O A  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 5 115 1, but are now necessary due to other differences between the respective definitions. 
The "sunset dates" are different. Section 2 13 of the AFA provides for the duration of the BSAI inshore- 
offshore allocations until December 3 1,2004. Amendment 5 1 to the GOA groundfish FMP, as proposed 
and approved however, ceases to have effect after December 3 I, 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 arehandled differently. The SGL provisions apply 
only to processor vessels operating inside State of Alaska (State) waters (0 to 3 miles offshore). For the 
BSAI, the AFA refen to SGL processors indirectly in the definition by reference to section 208(t). This 
section of the AFA is not effective until January 1, 2000, and includes SGL processor vessels 
parenthetically as shoreside processors for purposes of limiting 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 3 1,2004, but the regulation remains in effect until changed by 
subsequent ~ k m a k i n g .  
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 inshoredffshore 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 5 1. 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 obviate 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 
2 13(c)(1) of the M A  provides authority for the Council and NMFS to implement measures that supercede the 
AFA except for sections 206 and 208. The AFA defi~tions of "inshore component" and "offshorecomponent" 
are in section 205 and may be superceded for conservation purposes or to mitigate adverse effects caused by 
the AFA. A recommendation to supercede a part of the AFA likely would take the form of an FMP 
amendment. Following is a discussion FMP amendment alternatives. 

1 .  Sunset dates. 

(a) Make no change. The inshore-offshore provisions in the BSAI, ,under section 2 13 (a) of the M A  would 
be in effect through December 3 I, 2004, and those in the GOA under approved Amendment 5 1 would be in 



effect through December 31, 2001. This alternative would prevent a common definition for "inshore 
component" and "offshore component" in both areas. . ,  . . . 

(b) Amend tlii GOA groundfish FMP to extend inshore-offshore prdvisions in the GOA to match thk 
duration of those in the BSAI. This would result in the inshoredFshore definitions for both areas being 
effectivethrough December 3 1,2004. Preferred - While two additional alternitives are disc&ed below; they : 

are both inconsistent with the provisions of the M A ,  and the Council has already expressed its preference for 
alternative (b), and is schedulkd to take final action in June tq extend the inshore-offsb~re'~rovisions in the .. 

GOA to match the duration in the BSAI under Amendment 62/62. 
.. . .  . . . . , .. . : .. . . 

(c) Supeicede section 2 13(a) of the AFA to make the inshore-offshore p<oviSions in the B S ~  to match the :.::. 

duration of those iri the GOA. This would result inthe inshore-offshore definitions for both areas being ~: 
. . effective through December 3 1,200 1. . ' . .  . 

. . , . . , , i' -. , . 

(d) Amend the GOA gio&dtish FMP gdd supercede section 213(a) of the &A to,remove tke duration 
limits in both areas: This would make the inshore-offshore provisions in both arias consistent in thai 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 &I b e  future, but this date - .  .. . would not have to take the form of a "sunset" date in regulations. 

, , . . . . . .  . , . . / . I .  . . .  

2. Application of inshore4Tshore definitions to BSAI and.GOA'areas' . 

(a) Makk 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 alternativewould 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 BSAI," but pollock harvests in both areas would be 
subject to the definition'of ''inshoke component k ' the  GOA." The technical effect would be to prevent d 
common definition for "inshore component" and "offshore componentn in both aieas. 

. . , . . , , . . , . 
, . 

' ,  
(b) Change the GOA definitions to match the BSAI definitions bydeleting "the BSAI or" fibm theGOA 

inshore and offshore definitions. Again, the substantive effect would apply only to pollock harvests, is iibove. 
. , . . Preferred; 

. . . , - .  . , , ,,- . . . a  

(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" to both definitions. 

A .  

' I . . 

3. "Shoreside processor" definition part I .. ; . . 
, , 1 .  

. (a).Make no change. This alternative would continue this definition's inconsistency between the BSAI, , : 

Litapplies to the inshore-offshore provisions of the AFA, and the GOA and BSAI as it applies to all other . . . .  
provisions of the regulations in 50 CFR part 679. , . 

(b) Change the shoreside processor definition at 50 CFR 679.2 to match the AFA definition by changing 
"groundfish" to "fish." Such a change may have undetermined effects on compliance with record keeping and 
reportingrequirements and with other regulations in which the term "shoreside processor" is used. 

. . ,  



(c) Supercede the AFA definition of shores~de processor. This alternative would be implemented by 
stipulating in the part 679 regulations that, for purposes of implementing the inshore-offshore provisions of 
the AFA, the meaning of "shoreside processor" is as defined at 50 CFR 679.2, not withstanding the definition 
at AFA section 205(12). - i.e., would use the term "groundfish". Preferred. 

4. "Groundfish" used in the inshore-offshore definitions. 

(a) Make no change. The term "groundfish" would remain in the inshore and offshore definitions for the 
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 5 1 (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 &e 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 fimctional due to the separate allowance for pollock hycatch in the BSAI. 

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

A technical change in the proposed rule for Amendments 5115 1 (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 &st be identified 3s belonging to either the inshore or offshore component regardless ofwhether 
they process pollock harvested in a direcied fishery for pollock in theBSAI or GOA or Pacific cod harvested 
in a directed fishery for Pacific w d  in the GOA. Previously, regulations implementing Amendments 18/23 and 
38/40 applied the inshore-offshore allocation provisions by definition only to "pollock harvested in a directed 
fishery for pollock in the GOA or BSAI, or Pacific cod ha,rvested 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 todirected fishing for these species. For purposes 
of counting bycatch amounts of pollock and GOA Pacific cod to either the inshore or offshore allocations, the 
technical change in the Amendment 5 115 1 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 providedfor 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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, 
ark made unnecessarily broad by uSing the term "groundfish." ' For purposes of implementing approved 
Amendment 5 1 in the GOA, the proposed technical change was adopted in the 'final inshore-offshore , 

- .  implementing regulations (64 FR 3653,January . . 25, 1999): . ' ' 
. . 

~. ! ': 
In the GOA, the broader term "groundfish" may be needed because neither the AFA nor GOA Amendment 5 1 ..: 

provide for a bycatch allowance of pollock and Pacific cod caught in the GOA. This argument is weak, .,;. 
however. The allocation of pollock is entirely to the inshore component in the GOA, and any bycatch by the .,; 

offshore component in ihe GOA would have to be deducted from the inshore allocation. No question is raised . . 

as to which allocation of pollock are polloc~bycatches to be deducted.. For Pacific cod in the GOA, the 10 
percent allbcation to the offshore component provides an ability to count the bycatch of Pacific cod by the 
offshore component against the offshore allocation. ~ e n c e ,  the need for the tefm "grounhfish" in Qe GOA 

. . . , 
inshore and offshore definitions is questionable. . " 

. ., 
. .  . 

Finally, the'term presents potential confusion in conjunction with the SGL category which'i's l h t e d  bnly.to 
pollock or Pacific cod harvested in directed fisheries those species. The result is a definition of "inshore 
component in the GOA" that ipp1ies:broadlyto allgroundfish.harvested in the BSAI dr GOA, but one of 
the definition pertaining to SGL processor vessels is limited to directed fishery harvests of inshore-offshore 

.I 

species. This internal inconsistency is potentially misleading and confoimding in it's~application: ,, , '  ' 
. - . . -. 8 

5 .  Floating processors. .: I 

(a) Make no change. This alternative would reference floating processors indirectly as included in the 
definition of "inshore component in the BSAI" while explicitly including floating prokssors in the defirii6on 

. . 
of "inshore component in the GOA." . , 

(b) Eliminate or change restrictionson floating Current implementing'regulations require a 
processor vessel operating inside State waters to be at the saine 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 fishery for those species in the GOA. Further, regulations at'sec. 679.7(aj(7) prohibit a floating 
processor from operating under the "inshore component in the BSAI" and the "inshore component in the GOA" 
definitions during the same fishing year. Elimination ofthese restrictions would allow Such processor vessels 
to move to different locations within State waters to process inshore-offshore species: ~lt 'ernativel~; such, 
vessels could be limited to operating in State waters adjacent to either the BSAI or GOA but not both during 
the same fishing year. In this event, a processor vessel would not necessarily be limited to processingpollock 
or GOA Pacific cod wherever it was located. . . 2 .  

. . A. 
. , -  , 

. ,. . . . . . .  

Including State water processing vessels in the original inshore definition w& dksigned to recognize thit, [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-\i-aters pfocessor vessels faced the iimi potential 
preemption by the offshore catcher/processors and motherships as did the on'shore plants. A State-waters . 
processor vessel, however. has morem6bilitythan an onshore processing plant, and could have sbmeadvan&e 
over the onshore plant by moving closer to the grounds being fished by its catcher Gessels: Therefoie, 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. Piocessing bycatch amounts of those species when the inshore 
directed fisheries were closed did not requirea State-waters processor vessel to be in the same location as it 
was when it processed directed fishery harvests of the inshore-offshore species. . . 



Arguably, provisi~ns~~of the AFA now make the SGL restrictions unnecessary. These include 
specified inshore+fFshore 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 locition, except with 
regard to the ex-vessel price it could offer to independent catcher vessels. Removing all restrictions, however, 
may be short sighted with regard to State-waters processor vessels moving between the BSAI and the GOA 
pollock fisheries. 

6. "Shoreside processor" definition part 2. 

(a) Make no change.. This alternative would make no change to the term "shoreside processor," in the AFA 
implementing regulations, with respect to (i) the corporate identity ofthe 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 
(ii limit ashoreside processor that qualifies under AFA sec. 208(f) to receive pollock harvested in the 

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

' 

The AFA definitions section (sec. 205) defines the term "shoreside processor" to mean "...any 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 enti ty...." 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, BSAI-harvested pollock to 
shoreside processors other than those qualified to receive under section 208(f)(l). This section (208(f)(l)) 
effectively limits the shoreside processors who may receive pollock harvested in the BSAI for processing by 
the inshore component to only those shoreside processors that processed 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 BSAI increases by more than 10 percent above the TAC in 1997, or (b) in the event 
of the actual total loss or constructive total loss of a qualified shoreside processor. Use of the term "person" 
in the shoreside processor definition, therefore, raises the question of whether Congress intended to equate the 
actual loss of a processing plant, say by fire or natural disaster, with the constructive loss of a corporation, say 
by financial disaster. 

For this reason, the terms "shoreside processor" and "person" may be sufficiently vague to warrant 
enhancement of the definition in the 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 othenvise unqualified shoreside processor into the inshore component. In this event, the AFA 
"shoreside processor" definition drafted for the AFA implementing regulations would specify that, 
notwithstanding use of the term "person," the term "shoreside processor" means a physical processing plant 
for purposes of sec. 208(f)(2). On the other hand, the Council could determine to leave this term vague and 
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to deal with the issue ;is the need arises. The practical effect of clarifpng the fem"stioreside processor" to 
mean physical plant as opposed to the corporate owner of the plant is that petitionsto the CounLil wider AFA 
sec. 208(f)(2) would arise only iwthe event.of actual o i  co&ructive'total loss of fhe.physihl'plant of a 
qualified shoreside processor. Not clarifymg the term may open the Council to petitions under sec. 208(f)(2) 

, ,. 
based on arguments that the corporate bwnerdf a plant suffered constructiv>total.loss. ' ' . . .: . . I , 

. . -  . . . , . , . . I _  
. . . . . . > .  

.For database management ieasons; NMFS currently issues'sepajate Federal proces$or required Gddr . . .  

50 CFR 6794(f), to individual processing plants regardless of the fact that two or more plants may have the 
same wrporate owner. NMFS staff w z d  prefer to continue and clarify this approach for p"rp6se's 6f 
implementing the AFA shoreside processor provisions for consistency in landings data collection, regardless 
of the total loss iniplications at the corporate or plant facility level di~ussed'ahove.'~' ''; :: 

A separate but related question is raised also by lack-of clahty in the te'im "shoreside proceis'bi.". ~ b s ~ k e s t i o n  
.is whether a qualified shoreside prbcessor under Sec. 208(f)(l) could expand its scope of operatibns as a 
"person" under the "shoreside processor" definition. For example, a qualified shoresideprocess& wulddpen . . :. 
a new plant at a location different from that at which it became qualified under sec. 208(f)(l). The new plant 
location could provide a competitive advantage over other shoreside processors in the processkg of pollock 
and non-pollock species. Withouthther clarifymg the defliition of"shoieside proc&or'~ boivever, thk new 
plant location could be permissible because the corporate identity of the qualifiG processor did not change. 
To prevent such occurrence, the'council could enhance the "shoreside processor" definition by clarifying that, 
for purposes of implementing sec. 208(f), a qualified sh~reside!~rocessor may receive deliveries of pollock 
harvested in the BSAI for processing by the inshore component only at the same physical.loiat~on at which that 
shoreside processor plant existed during the qualifying years of 1996 and 1997. The practical effect of such 
an action would be to prevent a qualified shoreside processdrfrom:receiving inshore wiiipbnent pollock i t  ... 

different locations during the effective period ofthe AFA. The Council, however, may also determine that such' . . 

an action would be too limiting on the ability of shoreside processors to receive and process pollock profitably. 
In this event, the Council may choose to make no clarification of the meaning of "shoreside processor" with 
respect to physical plant or corporate identity. As indicated' above,"the staff has no preference of' 
recopmendation on this aspect of decision point 6(b). ' . . .  

. .  
, . . . .. r , , 

7 ., . . 

The.Council and the Secretary arguably .have authority to enhance-or clarify:the definition of 'khofeside- 
proceisor" for purposes of implementing AFA'section 208(f). 'AFA section 2i3(b) provides authority to  the 
Council torecommend and to the Secretary to approve measures that supercede &e provisiorisof Title 11 (the' 
AFA);except for'provisions of sections 206'and 208. The 'Shoreside processor" defiriition that would'be 
clarified is in AFAsection 205. The practical effect of the clarification, if appioved, however, would beio  ' 
limit the application of sec. 208(f) with iegard to the identity of eligible shoreside'processors as specific 

- ,  , ?  
physical plants, facilities, or vesselsjas opposed to the companies t h a t o m  them. , ‘ .  : i 

. ,  , , ,  . 2 , -  . 
. . , , . . ; . ,  I 

. . 
, . ., , . .  : ~ , '  ' . , .  

. . 

. , 
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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 Council, it 
does stipulate that certain provisions of the co-op agreements, at a minimum, will be made available to the 
public by the Council. These minimums include the following: 

*Parties to the contract (fishing compmes involved) 
*List of the vessels involved 
*Amount of pollock to be harvested by each party to the co-op 
*Amount of other groundfish to be harvested by each member of the co-op 

The contracts must also contain provisions for payment of fish taxes to'the State of Alaska for all pollock 
harvestedprocessed, 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, includingthecatcher 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 
achowledged 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 ofspecifics with regard to the harvest 
of non-pollock species and PSC amounts, as well as how the distribution of catch among co-op members would : 

be affected by transfers within the co-op. In February 1999 the Council discussed these issues and, as part of 
its overall action on AFA, requested that NMFS prepare a report for review in October 1999 which would 
describe the specific activities of the co-ops, including: 

I .  The effectiveness of the pollock co-ops in reducing bycatch, 
2. The effectiveness of management measures to protect other fisheries from adverse impacts caused by the 

AFA or pollock co+ps, 
3 A discussion of howtransfers within co-ops may affect issues 1 and 2 above., 
4. Utilizationand 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 ofco-op fisheries 
would preclude definitive howledge 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 
pertaining to the development and review of fishery co-op agreements outlined by the AFA. As expressed at 
the December 1998 meeting, these include: 
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' I  / 5 .  
*Limiting co-op agreements to 1-6 years . . , 

*Prohibi&g l i e s  of membership in co-ops to delivery of non-pollock species . . . ,  
'Requiring disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics 
*Requiring contracts be submitted by December I (as apposed to 30 days prior to the start of fishing 

. 8 . I .  . .  , . stated in the AFA) - - _ .  I 
, . , .. # 

. ,  . : 9 .  

. . .  . . . 
It is unclear whether these requirements couldbe implemented h a  reguiitions,'or simpl; con'veyed 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& vessels (and 
it allows the Council and SOC to make such information available to the public in a m a k e r  they deem 
appropriate). Details of these provisions are being considered withp the broader development of a discussion 
paper already tasked by the councii:- to examine disclodure~of catch and bycatch 'p&uant to Section 2 1 l(d) 
ofthe AFA as it relates to satisfying bycatch reduction provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. This issue 
is being considered'&hin the context of State a d  Federal data confidentialityrules whkh are being add&sed . - .  , , .  1 on a parallel track, . ,.,.. i ' . . ,. . , . : - .  , . 

. r . , .  .. , . . r .  
, , .  . ... 

Liitine, duration of co-op aereements : ,  . . ... . ,  ( 1  - 
I . I .  

The Cotincil's option'included limiting the durition of co-op agreements to a specified time pe&d, froin 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 isvalid until superceded or alkred.' An annual agrkement 
has the advantage, from the Council's pe;ipective, to alloiw f& in explicitrevie$ each year by the ~ o u d i l  
prior to the start of fishing under such agreement. In the event df longer-tern kgreiments, the Council may 
want to consider the degree to which such agreements could be altered internally, without coming up for formal 
ieview by the Council. Another consideration related to duration of such agreements'is the ability 'of vessels 
to enter and exit co-ops in midyear, and thereby change the nature of the.co-op and distributioh 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 likelihood and inagn&de of changes in co4p participatidfi. 

. . , ~ .  .. . , , ? '  , , ' , , . , .! 1 
. -. . 

This question seems to be primarily a policy call on the part of the Council and will hinge upon the Council:~ 
desire to monitor the details of co-op agikments and potential changes within the co-bps. As such, the Cchci l  
will likely benefit more from the perspectives of co-op participants than from in+ at?impt at fdmal analysii. 

, ? I 

Prohibitine, linkaqes of membership to delivery of non-~ollock species 
, .  . ,  : 2 

, . , t . z . . 
This proposal w~uld'~rohibit ' the codp from req&ing delivery of no&~ollock species as a.condition of 
membership'in the pollock co-op. This may be moot in that it will be the vessel's decision whether tb join a 
co-op, and.the plants th&nselves ivill not likely be part of those negotiations, although currently enGsiGed 
the vessels ,will be required to deliver t6 a specific processor. The purjlose of this prbposal appears tb be'to 
ensure the catcher vessels latitude in their markets for non-pollock species. . .  . . . 

. .. . . :  
Require contracts to be submitted by December 1 

. . - 
In order to allow ample opportunity to- review co-op agreements prior to the stag.of fishing h d e t  &ch 
agreements;.the Council is considering a requirement that co-op agreements be submitted to +e Council and 
Secretary of Commerce by December 1 of the year preceding fishing under theco-op (is opposed td 30 days 
prior). This would allow the Council to review and discuss the co-op provisions during their annual December 
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meeting. Under the current 30-day requirement the Council has little time, and no Council meeting forum to 
review and discuss the co-op agreements. Given the additional complexities expected with regard to the 
formation of catcher vessel co-ops, this additional time will have obvious advantages for the Council, as well 
as allow time for any necessruy industry responses to Council concerns. 
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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 n l e  (forthcoming) are used to implement .: 
the catcher/processor restrictions in 1999. Follow-on plan and regulatory amendments are needed for 2000 
and beyond and they are the main subject of this chapter of the document. 

6.2 American Fisheries Act Provisions 

The Act specifies in section 21 1(b)(2) a not-toexceed formulation for protecting non-pollock groundfish 
fisheries in the BSAI, paraphrased as follows: 

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

(B) Prohibited species limits for the 20 listed catcher processors cannot exceed the percentage of the PSC 
available that is equivalent to the total PSC harvested by the 29 listed catcher processors in 1995-1997 
relevant to the t6tal amountavailable for harvest in those years. 

(C) Atka mackerel harvests are limited to 1 1.5% in the central Aleutians and 20% in the westem 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 cooperatwes 
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 in a table in the action memo. These were implemented by NMFS on January 4, 1999, with 
publication of interim 1999 harvest specifications for BSAI groundfish. A second emergency rule was 
published to authorize in-season authority to limit harvest of non-pollock groundfish by listed 
catcherlprocessors. 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 85% 
of the TAC for each non-pollock species or complex. The remaining 15% is divided equally between the 
groundfish reserve and the CDQ allocation. Amounts of fish may be made available to any species from the 
non-specific reserve during the year so long as overfishing does not result. 

There are two general exceptions to using 1995-1997 catch histories to limit the 20 catcher processors. The 
first is for Atka mackerel, for which the percentage is specified explicitly in the AFA (see paragraph (C) 
above). If their three-year history had been used instead, the percentages would have been reversed, allowing 



the 20 vesselsabout 22% and 10% respectively, in the central and western Aleutians. Secondly, management 
of afishery 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 q d e  
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 
fo r  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 wd, and yellowfin sole in 1999. 

6.4 Non-pollock Groundfish Sideboards for 2000 and Beyond 

The Couhcil has selected several alternatives for 2000 and beyond, all based on 1995-1997. Principle 
variations among the alternatives arise from (I)  using the catch histories of just the 20 eligible 
catcherlprocessors versus all 29 listed catcher/processors (20 eligible and 9 ineligible), (2) basing the caps on 
catch in just non-pollock target groundfish fisheries versus including catches in the pollock target fisheries, and 
(3) using the total harvest versus the total available TAC. Items (I) and (2) affect the numerator in 
determining the percentage of a species that will fished by the 20 catcher processors, and item (3) affects the 
denominator, as will be shown below. Catch histories for 1995-1997 do not include activities in other than the 
open access fisheries, i.e., excluded are catches by catcherlprocessors 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 o r 2  listed catcher processors for 1995-1997, mixed and matched with harvests in either 
the non-oollock fisheries or all tarvet fisheries including pollock. The catch histories for each of the four 

r :  
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 col- show catch by target 
fishery, either by the 20 eligible or all 29 listed catcherlprocessors. 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 BSAl Pacific ocean perch fishery where area percentages are brised only on 
1996-1997 b&use in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the ent~re'Aleutians area. 

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

Tables 6.5 and 6.6 show some of the same data, but the columns have been reordered to depict the general trend 
one would expect: percentages increase if bycatch in the pollock fishery is added to catches in the species' 
target fisheries, and, more significantly, if catches of the 9 ineligible vessels are included. 

January 2000 



. . 
6.4.2. Choosing the Base for the Denominator . .. . . .  . 

\.; , . 
2 

The ~ o u n c j l  selected two optionsfor consideration as the base for calculating the percentage of a species that 
will be available for harvest in future years by the 20 eligible cat~her'~rocessors. Option one would set the 
denominator equal to the total TACs for 1995-97. Optidn two would use total catch. The choice of 
denominators can have a significant impact on the amount of potential harvest, particularly if ~ T A C  is 
underharvested due to PSC constraints. For example, the y e l k & n  sole TAC summed over 1995-97 was 
527,000 mt. The total harvest was 437,138 mt, limited by halibut bycatcb. The 20 AFA-eligible vessels 
caught 103,996 mt of yellowfin sole in the yellowfin sole tirget fisheries in 1995-97. Thu$,'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 actual harvest. The difference 
in percentages is 4.1 %. The general decreases in percentage caused by using the larger h u e s  of,TAC GI the 
denominator rather than the actual catches, are shown in Table 6.7. '. . .  . . . . 

, . .  ' . .  . . 
6.4.3. , Probable Directed ~isheries‘'; . . 

, . <  

Table 6.8 is a snapshot for Species that may be able to support a direhed fishery for the20 eligible vessels, 
due to the higher percentage andlor TAC tonnage. The range of tonnages is ca lcula ted~~sin~ 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 cod is based on 1997. Atka mackerel is based on the percentages prescribed 
in AFA. The ranges of percentages and tonnages show the impacts of using different combinations of values 
for the numerator and denominator that result from the options being considered by the Council. Values for . , 

fisheries where the percentage is generally very small are available in tables 6.5 and 6.6.: . : 
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Table 6.1: Interim Historical Catch Ratio, 1999 Aggregate Catch Limits, and 1999 Catch Limits for 
Vessels Listed Under Section 208 of the An 

Target species2 

A& mackerel' 

Arrowtooth flounder 
Other flatfish 
Flathead sole 
Greenland turbot 

Other species 
Pacific cod trawl6 
Pacific cod perch7 

Other rockfish 

Rock sole 
Sablefish trawls 

Sharpchin/Northern 
Squid 
ShortrakerRougheye 
Other red rockfish 
Yellowfin sole 

Area 

Eastern AI/BS 
Central AI 
Western AI 
BSAI 
BSAI 
BSAI 
AI 
BSAI 
BSAl 
BSAI 
BSAI 
Central AI 
Eastern AI 
Western AI 
AI 
BS 
BSAI 
AI 
BS 
AI 
BSAI 
AI 
BS 
BS AI 

aerican Fisheries Act' 

Total 
catch 

Available 
TAC 

1999 ITAC 
available to 
trawl C/Ps 

1999 
harvest 

limit4 

' The M A  specifies the manner in which the BSAl pollock TAC must be allocated among industry components and 
prohrb.rs wtcherlprocessars l~sted under pyagraphs 1-20 olsect~on 208(e) Gomexceedmgthe h~stoncal non-pollock harvest 
wrcenwes  bv such catchcrlprocessors and those llsted under cccuon 209 relat~ve to the total a\,adlble in me offsicore 
&npon&t ~ ~ B S M  groundfish fisheries in 1995, 1996. and 1997. Amounts are in metric tons. 
' F& further defirutlons of m e t  species see Table I 
' 'The rauo rs calculated bv dividno the total catch bv the awlable TAC u 

' The 1999 harvest limit for listed catcher/processors is calculated by multiplying the historic catch ratio by the 1999 
proposed K A C  available to trawl catcher/processors. 
'In section 21 l(bX2)(C) of the AFA, catcher/processors listed in p-aphs 1-20 of section 208(e) are prohibited from 

harvesting Atka mackerel in excess of 11.5 percent of the available TAC in the Central Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea 
subarea. 

For Pacific cod, 47 percent of the rrAC is allocated to trawl, and of that 50 p e m n t  is available for catcher/processors. 
Separate catcher/processor and catcherlvessel allocations became effective in 1997. therefore only data from 1997 was used 
to calculate the hstoric ratio. 
'Apportionments to western, central, and eastern Aleutian Islands subareas began in 1996. therefore o& data from 1996 

and 1997 was used to calculate the historic ralio. 
25 percentofthe Sablefish ITAC is allocated to trawl in the A1 subarea. 50 percent is allocated to trawl in the BS subarea. 
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Table 6.2: Catch of the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and inelikibie) in the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands (1995-97) 
7 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 
Other Flatfish L BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 

Greenland Turbot : Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot - Bemg Sea 
Other Specles - BSAI ' L 

Pac~fic Cod (Flxed Gear) - BSAI 
Pac~fic Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 
Pac~fic Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSA 
Pollock (Offshore) -Aleutian Islands 
Pollock (Offshore)'- Bogoslof . 
Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea 
Pac~fic Ocean 'Perch - Aleutian Island 

Pacific OC& Perch - ~ e r &  Sea 
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central AI : . 
Pacific 0cek Perch - Eastern AI 
Pacific Ocean Perch -Western A1 
Other Rockfish - Aleutlan Islands 
Other Rockfish - Bemg Sea 
~ o c k  Sole - BSAI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
SharpcMorthern Rockfish - A1 
Squ~d - BSAl 
ShortrakerlRougheye Rockfish - AI 
Other Red Rockfish - Benng Sea 
Yellowlin Sole - BSAI 
Grand Total 

Non-Pollock Targets I Pollock Targets I All Target F~shehes 

, AFA CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests 

20 CPs - 29 C P S ~  20 CPs 29 CPs 1 20 CPs 29 CPs 
8,305 23,132) ' 5 61 8,310 23,138 

-- 
179;795 263,1801 1,175,713. 1,505,0681 1,355,508 1,768,2471 

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97. 
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 



Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 

tka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 

tka Mackerel -Westem Aleutian Islands 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 

Table 6.3: Percent of TAC Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher 
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian lslands (1995-97) 
I I 

Other Flatfish - BSAI 

Flathead Sole - BSAI 

Greenland Turbot - Aleutian lslands 

Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 

Processors (Eligible and Ineligible) 

Other Species - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 

(pacific Ocean Perch -Aleutian Islands 

\pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleut~an Islands 

Pacific Ocean Perch -Western Aleutian Islands 

Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 

Rock Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 

Isablefish (Trawl G&r) - Bering Sea 

SharpchidNorthern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 

Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

ShortrakerIRougheye Rocffish - Aleutian Island: 

(other Red ~ocl;fish - Bering Sea 

ellowfin Sole - BSAI 
Source: National Marine Fisheries Senice AKR Blend data for 1995-97. 

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 

I 

Non-Pollock 
Target Fisheries 

GA CP Harvests 

20 CPs 29 CPs 

8.06% 22.44% 

0.83% 1.09% 

0.57% 10.04% 

1.01% 2.13% 

11.04% 13.14% 

2.18% 3.44% 

0.42% 0.45% 

0.66% 1.00% 

3.39% 5.39% 

0.00% 0.11% 

6.38% 12.59% 

12.78% 26.32% 

3.94% 5.84% 

0.31% 1.01% 

0.41% 1.54% 

0.56% 1.79% 

1.31% 2.86% 

3.86% 4.92% 

3.02% 3.83% 

5.06% 7.30% 

0.02% 0.04% 

0.35% 0.47% 

2.54% 7.80% 

0.10% 0.19% 

2.11% 2.42% 

2.27% 2.47% 

19.73% 23.34% 
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Pollock Target 
Fisheries 

M A  CPHarvests 

20 CPs 29 CPs 

0.00% 0.01% 

0.36% 0.37% 

0.00% 0.15% 

2.47% 5.16% 

0.32% 0.50% 

3.27% 5.01% 

0.02% 0.03% 

0.42% 0.57% 

1.83% 3.11% 

0.00% 0.00% 

3.13% 5.14% 

4.66% 7.11% 

0.28% 0.45% 

0.48% 0.57% 

0.14% 0.26% 

0.47% 0.47% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.12% 0.12% 

0.33% 0.76% 

0.98% 1.55% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.03% 

0.00% 0.01% 

22.07% 23.72% 

0.21% 0.24% 

3.19% 3.28% 

0.23% 0.38% 

All Target 
Fisheries 

M A  CP Harvests 

20CPs 29 CPs 

8.06% 22.44% 

1.19% 1.45% 

0.57% 10.19% 
-3.47% . 7.29% 

11.36% 13.64% 

5.45% 8.45% 

0.44% 0.48% 

1.08% 1.56% 

5.22% 8.49% 

0.00% 0.11% 

9.50% 17.73% 

17.44% 33.44% 

4.22% 6.29% 

0.80% 1.57%' 

0.56% 1.80% 

1.02% 2.25% 

1.31% 2.86% 

3.97% 5.03% 

3.35% 4.59% 

6.04% 8.85% 

0.02% 0.04% 

0.35% 0.49% 

2.54% 7.80% 
22.17% 23.91% 

2.32% 2.66% 

5.46% 5.74% 

19.96% 23.72Y5 



Table 6.4: Percent of Catch Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Eligible and 
Ineligible) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (199597) 

* -  - 
Species. by TAC'Grouping . ' . -  ., . 

Atka Mackerel - Central"Aleutian Islandj' 

IKtka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutianlslands 

Atka Mackerel - ~estern'Aleutian'lsl&ds ; 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI. 

Other Flatfish - BSAI 

Flathead Sole - BSAI - 
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Isliuds 

Greenland Turbot - B e ~ g  Sea 
. - 

Other Species - BSAI . '~ I ' . . 

Pacific Cod (Fixed'Gear)' - BSAI 
. . 

Pacific Cod (Triwl Gear) - BSAI - ~ ~ 

. . 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Geir, CPs) - B S N  

l~acific 0cean.Perch - Aleutian Islands, 
\pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 

Pacific OceanPerch - Central Aleutian Islands 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 

!pacific Ocean Perch -Western Aleutian Islands 

Other Rockfish - Aleutian' Islands 
Other. Rockfish - Bering Sea . ! 

Rock Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands '. ' 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Se& 

S h a r p c ~ o r t h e r n  Rockfish - Aleutiai Islands 

Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

ShortrakerRougheye ~ockfish-Aleut& Islands 

Other Red Rockfish - Bering S& 

on-Pollock Target Pollock Target All Target , 
': Fisheries Fisheries Fisheries 

@A CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests AFA CP Harvests 
20 CPS -29 CPs I 20 CPs. 29 CPs 1 2O.CPs 29 CPS 

' 7 . 9 k  22.265/0/ 0.00% 0.01%1 8.00% 22.27% 

Note Excludes CDQ hawests 
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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 

Source: National ~ & n e  Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97 

: 

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 

by catch History 

Species by TAC Grouping 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 

Atka Mackerel - W+rn Aleutian Islands 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 
Other Flatfish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 
Greenhid Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot - ~ e r i n g  Sea 
Other Species - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAl 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI' 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 
Pacific OC& Perch - Central Aleutian Islands3 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Ocean Perch -Western Aleutian Islands 
other Rockfish - Aleutian lsl'ands 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Rock Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 

Sharpchin'Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
ShortrakerlRougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 

'~ased only on 1997 catch and TAC, because the trawl TAC was split between catcher/processors and 
catcher vessels that y w .  

'~enual ,  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. 



. .. , .  , . .  
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 

Table6.6: 'Percent of Catch ~ i k e s t e d  by the Listed AFA Catchei ~ rocessors . (~ l i~ ib le  .. 

and ~ne l i~ ib le )  in tlie Bering Sea and Aleutian 1si&ds (1995-97). Reordered to Show Trenda 

. , ' S '  

4~asedonly.on 1997 catch. because the trawl TAC was split between ~atcher/~rocess&s and catcher 
,<. . > I 

vessels that year. 

!central, Eastem and Western Aleutian Islands POP percentages are based only on.1996 arid 1997. 
. . I . # ,  2 : ' ;  , .. catches, because in 1995 the TAC was allocaikd for the entire Aleutian Islands area. 
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in Options by Catch History, .- . . ~ .. . . . 
. 

Species by TAC Grouping , .  , 
-. 

  on-~ollock 
Targets 

20 

.,All 
~ a r ~ e t i  

- .  29 
- 

Atka Mackerel - Central AleutianIslands '. . . 
.. , 

~ t k a  Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 

Atka Mackerel -Western Aleutian ~slands~"" 
. . Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAl A .  

, * :  1 other ~laffish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
Greenlknd Turbot - Bering sea' . " 
Other Species - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI ' 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - 9sA14 . 

pacific Ocean Perch - Bering S e a '  
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleuti'an IslandsS 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian 1slan&' 
Pacific Ocean Perch Western deutian 1sl&& 
Other Rockfish - kleutian Islands 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Rock Sole - BSAI . . 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
Shar&hin/~orthern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

' 

ShortrakeilRougheye RockfishAleutian islands' 
8, . Other Red Rocktish - Bering Sea 

Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 
Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR 

All 
Targets 

20 
7..99% .8.00% ' , 22.26% 22.27% 

0178% ' 1:12% - '  '1.02% " 1.37% 
0160% ' ',0.60%. . 16.66% ' 10.86% 
1.09% 3.76% 2/31% ' ' 7.90% .., . . 

16.'54% 17.02% 19.69%. 20.44% . . 
3.65% 9 13% 5.77%' ' 14.17% 

0.61% 0.65% 0.66% ' 0.70% 
0.68% 1 . 1  1% 1103% - ."1.62% 
3.26% 5.02% 5.18% 8.17% 

" 0.00% 0.00% ' ' 0.11% 0.11% 

. I  13.71% 18.71%' . ' 28.24% " 35\87%: 
0.38% 0.98% - 1.24% ^' '1.93% 

' 0.45% 0.6 1%" ' 1.67%' "' 1.96% 

0.57% ; 1.04% - '  1.8 1% . 2.29% 
. . F 

1.20% 1:2b% ', 12.61% 2.61% 
9.62% 9.91% ' 12.26% 12.55% 

' 5.21% 5.79% 6.&1%' '7!92% 
6.04% 7.21% 8.71% -10.56% 

, . 
0.13% 0.15% 0.32% 0.34% 

1.21% 1.22% 1.64bh ' l'.73% 
2.69%' 2.69% ' 8.25% ": 8.26% 

, % 

0 . k  30.34% ' ' , 0:25%: 32.71% 

2.35% " 238% 2.69%:".- 2:96% 
. 

9.03% 21.72% 9.80% ' 22.82% 
23.79% . 24.07% 28.14%. 28:60% 

Blend datafor 1995-97. . , 

Non-Pollock 
~ a i g e t s  ' 

. 29 .. 



Table 6.7: Difference in Percent of the 2000 TAC the Listed AFA Catcher/Processors 
Would ~ e c e i v e  Based on Calculations using TAC vs. Catch, Reordered to Show Trends in 
Options by Catch History 

IsPecies by TAC Grouping 

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 

Atka Mackerel -Western Aleutian Islands 
owtooth Flounder -BSN 

Other Flatfish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 

Greenlad Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 

Other Species - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSA16 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 

Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
ShortrakerRougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands 
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 

: 

4 

! 

lon-~ollockl All I~on-~ol lockl  All I 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands7 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 

Pacific Ocean Perch -Western Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Rock Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 

SharpchidNorthern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 

Targets Targets Targets Targets 
20 I 20 I 29 I 

29 1 0.07% 0.06% 0.18% 0.17% 

'~ased only on 1997 catch, because the trawl TAC was spht between catcher/processors and catcher 
vessels that year. 

l~ellowiin sole - BSAI 

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

-4.06% -4.11% -4.80% -4.88% 
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Source: National Marine Fisheries Sewice AKR Blend data for 1995-97. 
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests 



. .  , 
* ,  I "  

Ra?se (36,839 - 53,482~mt) 
, , - I. !I : . . , . , . 

Pacific cod 7 TAC : 12.8 17.4 26.3 : .33.4 '- 

I 
I ,, - . .. . Catch. - 1 13.7 18.7 28.2 ' 35.9 

. . 

Range 
. . 

(5,369 ? 15,069 mt) 
. . , .  . 
. . . - 

Atka mackerel . . WAI .. ..TAC - 20.0 20.0 20.0 . . 20.0 

. . Catch, 20.0 20.0 20.0 20.0 . . , 

1 '  Rangk (4;590 mt) . ' a I 

... 

Table 6.8: Percentage of &we TAC available'to,20 AFA catcher &&essors under various , . 
, . 

sideboird Gptidns for.six dossibk directed fisheries. ~ h n a ~ e  :kge is derived byusing ihe .. .. 
range of possible percentages multiplied by the 1999 TACs. 

I : . . < .  '., 

I . ,  1 Non-Pollbck All Targets Non-Pollock All Targets:. 
Fishety I (TAC or catch) Targets 20 20 Targets 29 29 

. . 
~el loyf in  sole . TAG ,19.7% '20.0 2j:3 23.7 

. . ',.; ' .Catch . ' . ,23.8 24.1 ' 28:l: , . 28.6 ' . 

. .  , .  . , . ,. . . . . 
Atka mackerel CAI : T A C ,  . . . . 1 1 . 5  ..11:5 11.5 . . , 

1 . '- . -. 11:5. 
Catch 11.5 11.5 i1.5 11.5 

. . i ,:I , 
, , ,* . Range ' ,  (2;19Omt) ' - 1 '  , I !  

.+ , \ . . .~. 
'. . 

Other flaffish TAC 11.0 11.4 13.1 13.6, 
1: 

~ ' 
Catch 16.5 17.0 19.7 20.4 ' 

, , , . 

Range (8,362 - 15,508 mt) . . . - 
~ ., , . . . , 

Rock sole T AC 5.1 . 6.0. . 7.3 8.9 t. 

Catch 6.0 7.2 "8.7 10.6 
, '  :+;. :,. . ,.: . , 

Range . (4,335 - 9,010 mt) 

:'I . , 
, , 

+. . .. . . 
Discard Rates . 

, . .  ., . . ~ . . .  
. . '. , . 2 

The Council also requested that information on the discard rates of AFA catcher processors be included in thk 
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. .. 



Table 6.9: AFA CatcherlProcessors (all 29) Discard Rater 

Species -Area 
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Wecern Aleutian Islands 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Other Flatlish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot -Aleutian lslands 
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, Catcher Processor Vessels) - BSAl 
Pollock (Offshore) - Aleutian Islands 
Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands 
Pacific ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea. 
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Traivl Gear) - Bering Sea 
~harpchin/North&n Rockfish -Aleutian Islands 
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Shortraker/Rougheye Rock6sh - Aleutian Islands 
Other Red Roclcfish - Bering Sea 

Source: Blend Data 1995-97 

6.4.4 Catch Distribution by Quarter 

BSIAI, 1995-97 
Targets Fisheries 1 

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

Prices were one of the reasons that this limit was requested. At least one member of industry indicated in 
public testimony that the markets for some flatfish species are fairly limited. The first producers to get their 
product to market get better prices, then as additional product reaches the market, prices are reduced or it is 
difficult to find a buyer. Verifying the price elasticities of flatfish species is not possible in this analysis. 
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However, based on the quarterly distributions pf catch presenkd h Titbles 6.9 and 6.10,&s m k u r i  would 
spread the M A  catcher processors flatfish effort out more evenly between the first and second quarters of+e 
year. This wouldaffordtiaditional flaffisti producers at least some protection they are seeking. Applying se&- 
annual limits would appear to tie much less effective, since most of the &A c+her/processor's flatfish 
harvests take place during the first half of the year. 

. , . . , -  . , 8 . I. ,.J! > , . 
Table 6.10: Distribution of BSAl catch by Quarter for the 20 eligible AFA ~ ~ t c h k r l ~ r o c e k ~ r s  '. 

TAC Species Groups 
Atka Mackerel - Central AI t 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel -Western AI 
Arrowtoo& Flounder - BSAI , 
Other ~ l a tk sh  - BSAI , 
Flathead sole - BSAI 
Greenland'Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
Greenland ~ u r b o t  - Bering Sea 
Other Species - BSAl 
Pacific Cod'(Traw1 Gear) - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI : 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian,!slands 
Pacific 0 c e ~ ' P e r c h  - Bering Sea 
Pacific 0- Perch-Central AI 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern AI 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI 
Other Roclifish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish - Bering S q  .: 
Rock Sole - BSAI . . 
Sablefish (TrawlGear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
Sharpchi~orthern Rockfish - AI 
Squid - BSAI 
Shortraket/Kougheye Rockfish - AI 
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Yellowfin Sole -BSN 
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. 

Quarter of the year 
I* Qtr. ; ' 2nd Qtr. 3d Qtr. 41h Qir. 

81.70% %18.30% 0.00%. 0.00% 
66.48% 33.41% 0.11% 0.00% 
0.00% 100.00% .O.OO% ' 0.00% 

32.66% 11.60% 41.24% ..14.51% 
42.10% 40.82% ,,12.95% 4.12% . . 
41.52% 9 . g ~  35.14%. 14.02% 
25.37% 74.63% 0.00%- 0.00% . 
6.22% 60.47% 26.27% 7.04% 

40.31% 27.21% 25.31% ' 7.17% 
57.82% 19.63% 17.84% 4.71% 
75.95%. 12.83% 6.35% ' .4.87% 
10 .86%,  89.14% , 0.00%; 0.00%. 
62.29% 3.17% . r  ! 1.22% 23.32% 
93.73% ' 6.27% ' 6 0 0 %  0,.00% 
99.16% 0.02% 0.00% , 0.82% 
0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

82.57% '17.43% O:OO% 0.00% 
78.37% 14.80% 6.74% 0.10% 
47.20% 42.99%: 8.63% 1.17% 
15.28% 84.72% 0.00% 0.00% 
0.88% 99.12% , 0.00% 0.00% 

72.48% 27.52% .' '0.00% 0.00% 
91.57% 0.30% 5.42% 2.71% 
9.30% 90.70% 0.00% ~ ' - 0.00% 

- 95.28% '3.99%" 0.47% 0.26% 
35.75% 46.50% 9.26% 8.49% 

. . 

. , 

Gwid Total 
: 100.00% 

100.00% 
100.00% 

. 100.00% 
, 100,00% 

100.00% 
. ,100.0& 

, 100.06% 
10000% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
100.00% 
lOO.00% 

. ~OO.OO% 
100.00% 

. . 
100.00% 
100.06% 
100.00% 

8 .  .100.00% 
. 100.00% 

,100.00% 
.. ,100.00% 
' ' 100.00% 
-- 100.00% 

100.00% . . , . I . ,  



Table 6.11: . ~is t r ibut ion of BSAI catcl 

TAC Species Groups 
Atka Mackerel - Central AI 

y Quarter for the 29 listed AFA CatcherlProcessors 
Ouarter of the vear 1 

' 

, 

,' 

'. 

. 
I" Qtr. 2" Qtr. 3rd Qtr. 4' ~ t r . 1  Grand Total 

70.91% 29.09% 0.00% 0.00%1 100.00% 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 
Amowtooth Flounder - BSAI 
Other Flatfish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 
Other Species - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern AI 
Pacific Ocean Perch -Western AI 
Other Rockfish -Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Rock Sole - BSAI 
Sahlefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
SharpchinWorhern Rockfish - AI 
Squid - BSAI 
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI 
Other Red Rockfish - B e ~ g  Sea 
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. 
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6.5 . AFA CatcherlProcessor PSC &is for 2000 and Beyond. . . . 
. .  . . 

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

'fisheries, bycitch from catcher vessels delivering fish, bycatch harvested by non-AFA catcherlprocessors, or 
bycatch harvested in the GOA. , ,  . 

, . ,,. . 
1 .  . . 

PSC amounts available to AFA catcher/processorswould be 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 catcherlprocessors were'capped at 25 percent of the yellowfin halibut I: 
mortality alloivance, the non-MA vessels in the fleet could take$ o f f  e halibut mortality assigned to the 
yellowlin sole! fishery if the AFA processors decided not to enter yellowfin sole at the start of theseason; 
However if the AFA catcherlprocessors reach theii cap, they will be required to stop fishing even if PSC 

c , .  . 
halibut mortality is available to the non-AFA portion of the fleet. , / ' .  . 

There at least two ways that PSC caps cbuld he appbrtioned among the AFA catcherIprocess& One method, 
would be to determine the entire amount of PSC for each species and let the catcherlprocessors decide how to 
appqqion it among fisheries::Recall that trawl PSC bycatch is currently divided among the Pacific c6d,, 
rockfish,.pollock/Atka mackereVother groundfish, rock soleldher flatfish, Greenland turbot/arrdwtooth~ 
floundedsablefish, and yellowfin sole fisheries. Under this option the Council identifies a given percentage of, 
the trawl halibut PSC cap for the AFA cat~herlpiocessors and lkts them decide in'which fisheriks to use the 
PSC. There may be advantagesldisadvantages in'allowing the catcherlprocessors to choose which fisheries to i 
use their PSC. .The second method .would apportion the PSC by target f i s h e j .  For exknple, -thkI 
catcherlprocessors would be allocated a percentage of the PSC allocated to the yellowlin sole fishery.. 

'I I . .  I ' 1  . . . . 
Estimates of PSC harvests are provided based on whether the catch was made by the 20 eligible or 29 listed 
AFA catcherlprocessors. They also are calculated based on whether theharvest occurred in the pollock or 
non-pollock target fisheries. Table 6.12 lists the bycatch of PSC species taken by the AFA cat~herlprocessors. ; 
Only . henGg, . halibut, C. bairdi Zone 1, C: bairdi Zone 2, other Tanner crab, red lung crab zone I ,  chinook, 
salmon, and other salmon (primarily chum) are included. The otlier Tabner ciab category may need tobe  
treated differently from the other PSC species, because caps by individual fishery were not established until 
1999. This analysis has assumed that the 1999 caps were in place from 1995-97, which may tend to skew the 
resulting caps that are calculated, if the distribution of 'other Tanner' bycatch from 1995-97 does not track 
well with the target fishery caps established for 1999. 

NMFS excluded chinook and other salmon when they developed PSC bycatch caps for the AFA catcher1 
processors in 1999. NMFS justified excluding chinook salmon because regulations under 8 679.2 l(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 stepdown 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 sectorlcooperative 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 me& that chinook 
bycatchwill be less t h h  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 acap, but given 
the relatively small historical by&tch 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). 
Ifthe 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 remai+ng 4,000 fish must go 
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 
specks harvested as a percentage of the total bycatch cap, respectively, by the M A  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 breakdom may be useful if considerztion is given to apportioning PSC by fishery. 

.ocessors in the BSAI 
Pollock Targets 
Reported Catch 

AFA CPs 

20 CPs 29 CPs 

25 1 387 

27,712 62,077 

9,617 33,352 

3,335 8,240 

995 1,122 

137,828 300,024 

23,3 19 28,974 

5 1,926 60,391 

Table 6.12: PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher mn 1995-97 

All Target 
F~sheries 

AFA CPs 

20 CPs 29 CPs 

886 1,338 

376,292. 447,753 

349,635 440,198 

6,297 11,338 

1,024 1,184 

1,741,234 2,206,106 

25,212 32,853 

52,006 60.613 

i 

< 
$I 

Sources. National Manne F~sheries S e ~ c e  AKR PSC Bycatch Data (Flle Names BS95HALY BS96HAL,X, and 
' BS97HALX) 
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PSC Species 

Halibut Mortality 

C. bairdr (Zone 1) 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 

Red ~ i n g  Crab (Zone 1) 

Hening 

C. opilio 

Chinook 

0. Salmon 

Non-pollock 
Targets 

AFA CPs 

20 CPs 29 CPs 

634 952 

348,580 385,676 

340,017 406,846 

2,963 3,098 

30 62 

1,603,406 1,906,083 

1,893 3,879 

79 222 



Tabli 6.13: percent of PSC ~ ~ c a t k h  ~ a i v e s t e d  b$ the AFA Catchei Piocessors in'the BSAI fromi9951 . . .  . . . / ,, . . . .  . . 
97 ' -  . - , . > .  , ' . . I ~  .:.!", . , . .  : , 
- . . 

I . .  . , 

PSC Species - 

Halibut Mortality 
, 

C.  b,a~rdi . . (Zone I) , 
!, ,.,:, 

C, bairdi , . (~one'2) . 
Red King Crab (Zone,]) 

Herring 

C. opilio 

chihook' . . .  i 

0: Salmon . . '. 

Source: ~ a t i o n i  Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC ~ y a t c h  ~ i ta '@i le '~ames  B S ~ S ~ X ,  ~ ~ 9 6 & ~ . ' a n d  
BS97HALX) . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . .' " < . . . . . . . . .  . . .  - ~ . .  - .  . " - - .  - .~ * - 

. . ., , . . 
. . 

, .  . . . . - I - 
. ,: . . . .  . '. I 

I 
t 

.... . . , , . ,  . . ', t . , . . . .  . . .  .-.. ..... . . ~- * - .  . . . .  ... , . 
. I .  . t '..' ,. . 

. . I . : 
7 .  , ' . . , ,  ! .I 

, . !  . . , . 
. , . . :I. . I . , . ' 

1 , . . ,  . 1 ' ,  ,,,. . . . . .  i 1 . . ' I. ' . I' 

: # . ,  . , . I 
. ,  . 

~. . . .  , . 
, , , .  ' I ,  , . f .  ' .  , , 

f .: , . ... . . , . 
L 

. . ,  . 
& 

. . .  I ,  : ,  . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . .  .... . .- . . . . ~. - 'L, 

. . . .  . . :  . . . . . .  I . a {.' 
. . .  

, . 

NO;-6ollock Targets 

AFA CPS 
20 CPs . ..$ 29 CPs 

5.60% " 8.42% 
. 

,+. 1268%; ' 14.02% ,. 
8 -  . , .  . 

. 4.20% ?, .5.02%.; 1 

, . .:.0.63% . . 0.65% 

0.57% 1.20% 

11.40% 
2 :, . :  13.56% 

, , .  

; 1 . 3 9 % , ,  2 . 8 4 %  

0.04% .. 0.1 1% 

-. 

' B  
~oll 'ock ~arge ts  . 

AFA CPS' .+ 
20 CPs +- 29.CPs 

- 2.22%. ,.' 3.'41% . . ,  . ,  
,. , . i 0 l %  . 226% 

,. 0:12./, '; . 0.41%; 
' -0.70% 1 1:74% 

19.36% 21.85% 

,; I ,  

0 .98% . 2.13% 

.,17..10%; ,21.24% 

' , 24.64% . -  28.66% 

. .  , .  
All . . .  .Target Fisheries . .. . 

AFA CPS 
' '2OCPs I . .29 CPs 

' 7.82% " ' 11.82% 

'.,1,3;68%,-:,: ' 1 6 2 8 %  

, 4.32% ..,.; 5.43k 
. 1.33% : ' . 2.39% 

3 

.. 19.94%' "' 23.'05% 

12,.38% . . ,, v -15.69% . . 
>. 1 8 . 4 8 % .  t.24.09% 

.. 
'24.68% .28.76% 



. . . .* . . 

: I , 
. . 

Table 6.14: ' BSlAI PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995-97 in each PSC Target 
Grouping 

I 

Pacific Cod 

ed King Crab (Zone I 

tka Mackerel/ 
ther Groundfish 

ed King Crab (Zone 1 

Non-Pollock Targets Pollock Targets 
AFA CPs 

20 CPs 29 CI 

dl Target Fisheries 1 

20 CPs 29 CPs 



, .  Note: The tons of groundfish field includes both target and bycatch species. since NMFS does not break that 
information out in dese data sets. 
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Source: National Marine Fisheries Senice AKR PSC Bycatcb Data pi le  Names BS95HALX. BS96HALX. and 
BS97HALX) ' 

Table 6.14continued 

Greenland *.~. Turbqr/ ._ . . . .  
AlTdwtooth Floiidderl 

. .  Sablefish :. 
' I '  i 

. , . 
. . 

, . : 
I 

Yellowfin Sole 

: 
-! . . . .  

, . '.. . 
j 

' 
I 

. . 

Tons of Groundfish ~ 

Halibut Mortality : - ,  -. 
C..bairdi (ione I). . . . . .  
C. bairdi (Zone 2). : 

Red King Crab  orid id ,) 
Hening 

C. opilio . . 

Chinook . 1 ' 

0. Salmon' 

Tons of Groundfish : ' 
, . 

Halibut Monality : 
C. bairdi (Zone 1) j ' 

. C. bairdi(Zone 2). 

Red King Crab  on; 1) 
Hening I 
C. i 

Chinook - , - 
I 

0. Salmon- 

. . . .  ., 

. - 118 183-_ 
-, , ' .. 
, * 5 -.- 32 

2-54.. .. 54 
, r  , - >, 

, .  I . - . . . .  - . 
. , . .  

. I ,  "' - 
% - 

1,492 . 1,565 
. . 

a ' - I (- - 
. . - I 
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Table6.15: BSIAI PSC Bycatch b y  the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995-97 ineach PSCTarget 
Grouping 

C. bairdi (Zone 1) 

C. bairdi (Zone I) 

. , 

PollocW 
Atka Mackerel/ 
Other Groundfish . 

Rock sold 
Other Flatfish 

. 

Herring 
C. opilio 

Chinook 
0. Salmon 
Halibut Mortality 
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 

Red King Crab (zone 1) 

Herring 
C. opilio 

Chinook 
0. Salmon 
Halibut Mortality ' 

C. bairdi (Zone 1) 

C. bairdi (Zone 2) 

Red King Crab (Zone 1) 

Herring 
C. opilio 

Clunook 

0. Salmon 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.0056 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.22% 1.24% 

0.04% 0.04% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.23% 0.25% 

0.03% 0.03% 

1.73% 2.90% 

4.39% 4.76% 

0.02% 0.43% 

0.5 1% 0.5 1% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.04% 0.10% 

0.00% 0.00% 

000% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 

18.82% 28.96% 

14.25% 31.93% 

0.52% 1.80% 

4.94% ' .12.21% 

23.80% 26.85% 

0.98% 2.13% 

17.09% 21.23% 

31.05% 36.1 1% 

0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

000% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 
0.00% 0.00% 

19.04% 30.20% 

14.29% 31.97% 

0.52% 1.80% 

4.94% 12.21% 

23.80% 26.85% 

0.98% 2.13% 

17.32% 21.48% 
3 1.08% 36.14% 

1.73% 2.90% 

4.39% 4.76% 

0.02% 0.43% 

051% 0.51% 

O:OO% 0.00% 

0.04% 0.10% 

0.00% 0.00% 

0.00% 0.00% 



X PSC Bycatch Data (File N h e s  B S 9 5 w X  BS96HAL.X. and 
h mortality tables (,l995-97) from the NMFS AKR web page for thd . i 

Table 6.15 continued 
Greenland Turbot1 . 
Arrowtooth Flounded 
Sablefish . . . . 

. ,  
.. . 

' 

. . 
I 

, .~ 

Yellowfin Sole ' 

! :  

. - 

I . 3  

Sources: National 

Amendment 57 to the BSAl Fishery Management Plan placed a prohibition on theuse of bottom trawl ged 
for harvesting &lock. j .  The . followirig discussion of fishing gear and target definitions is taken from @at 
amendment. . . ; ' I  1. . . I ,  . 

' ' . .  . 

.Halibut Mortality 
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 
Red King Crab (Zone I 

. I 

Herring 
C .  &ilio 

a 

Chinook, 
0. Salmon 
Halibut Mortality 
C: bairdi (Zone I) 
C. 'bairdi (Zone 2) 
Red King Crab (zonk 1 

Herring- -~ 
C. bpilio 

~ h h o o k  

O. salmon 
Marine Fisheries Sewice 

. . , - 
Pollock fisheries'ha~e been defined in different ways, and und&tan&g these definitions is important for 
evaluating a proposal to ban "~"-~elagic' triyling &directed pol(dck.fisheiies: ~o ' reduce confusion, standard, 
definitions are show in &adjacent box. Defining what exactly is non-pelagic t rawhg for pollock will depend 
on the distinction between gear and targets. 

BS97HALX) for-the numerator.'and trawl byc; 
denominator. " 

,, . . . I 

. ,  , . ,  ' 
1 . . ,  ' I  . . . ) - .  ' 

' 1 , 
I 

, . . . . 
4 

Gear is defined in regulations; the definition of a pelagic trawl'is relatively complex, ,whereas non-pelagic i :,, 
trawls are all other trawl's not m&ng the peligk t ra i l  definition. kegulations that define pelagic trawl gear 
are listed in the accompanying table. Note that a performance based standard for pelagic trawls kicks in when 
non-pelagic trawling is prohibited due to PSC attainment. When the pollock fishery nears its allocation of 
halibut PSC, NMFS closes that fishery to non-pelagic gear. This occurred in the Bering Sea on September 1 I ,  
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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~efinition,of 'pelagic and non-pelagic trawl gear. 
(5 672.2 PaN 5 and 7) 

:5) NonpclPgic uawl m- a ml othnthan apclagc trawl. 
:6) ..... 
:7) PelPgis tmwl m- r uawl Bat: 

(1) Hu no k b a b b k  or mUax 
(ii) H u  no shafc promion gcaratt~hsd tothc foot rope or firhvy lhr: 

(iii) Except fn thc  d l  m a h  allmvcd v l d c r p q p h  (xu) of ihs 
dcfdtion: 

(A) Har no m a h  t i d t o  the fshinglinc head mp. and b r w  lines with 
I cu  than 20 incha (50.8 cm) bctwcm box and h u  no ructchcd 
mesh rim of  lctr than 60 inches (1524 an) atl born all poinu on thc 
f s b l i n c .  head mpc. and breast Vim. m d  utcndbgput thc 
fishing Ns lc  for a dutancc cqval to or p t u t h a o  one halfthc 
v-1's wnak or 

(B) Ha. no ~arallcl lines r o r c d  clmnBan 64 inchai l62 6 an). from 

- .  ... . 
cqml to or gcalcr ;hm m s  halfthe w l . s  l a s h  avnall: 

(v) Con- no c a f l t p t i o n  inlcndd u, radue  the rmevhcd rncrh 
s i m  dnarbsd h paragapls (Viii) and (iv) efthc. definition. 

(6) ~u no flotation atherthan floau sapablc a fprwidry  up to 200 
pun& (90.7 kd ~f buoyany 0 vcomodue the me ofa 
ncl-romder drvlre: 

(uli) Har no more Uan one f d u y  line and one fmt mpc far r told ofno 
mom than two wigbred l m u  en thc booom of the uawl bctwccn thc 

ofany mesh gBrcrtn than 5.5 h c h s  (14.0 on) stretched mmwc:  

(u) May haw d l  mesh w i k  32 fcet (9 8 m) afthe centu af the head 
: . r o p  u needd for artnching inruunmution (c.6: nasomdn 

dsuirs): and 
, (x) May haw wcighm en the wing lia. 

: I . ' . !  

fishery definitions for pollock are used to 
assign bycatch rates and PSC among the pelagic and 
non-pelagic trawl apportionments. It is the target 
definition that NMFS uses to report catch and 
bycatch in pollock fisheries. Unfortunately, the target 
definitions are less. useful for regulating how 
fishermen fish their gear. For 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 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 pelagicgear. To make theseestimates, 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 verydifferent results, as reported inTables 6.16 and 6.17, especially 
for crab PSC. 

To conduct this analysis, targets had to be assigned to each observed haul. The same basic formula was used 
to determine targets as NMFS uses in the Blend data, however, the catch was not aggregated by week. Results 
using the two methods could be very different, although no comparison of the two was conducted. The method 
used here would apply bycatch to different targets if a vessel was using a "topping off' strategy during a week. 

The ratio of PSC to target catch was then multiplied by thecatcher/processor's total pollock harvest to estimate 
PSC requirements. These estimates should only serve as a rough estimate of future PSC requirements. There 
are several factors that may be important when determining future PSC needs that were not accounted for in 
t h ~ s  calculation. For example, the fishery will take place in different areas and at different times of the year 



[o. salmon 145,582 51,415) 46,447 52,75 11 -, 16,344 .. -8,9761 . -5;479 - -7,6401 
a) Extrapolated NOWAC observed haul data. Only observed hauls where greater that 50 p e y n t  of the haul was pollock,and 
pelagic gear was used are included. For those hauls. the ratio of the PSC species divided by the amount of observed pollock was 
multiplied by these vessel total altarnet pollock harvest to derive the estimate. 

under the newAFA and Steller sea lion measures. These factors have been shownto impact PSC bycatch rates 
, . 

of halibut, crab, and salmon in past analyses8 .. . . . . . .  , 
. . . . 

1 

. Table 6.16: . Estimates of CatcherIPri~ee~sor PSC bycatch had they harvesteddl BSAI midg 

b) ~ x t r a ~ o l a t e d  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 diuectedpollock lisheries war multipliedby the total amount.ofpoUock harvested to d e t e m e  

, 

I 

' 

. . . . .  
PSC estimates. : , . . .  
c) For the crab species, Uus method tends10 underestimate the amo,unJ of crab that will likely be necessary to liarvest the 
catcherlproc~ssor's allocation of pollock. 
d) This estimate is for both zone I and zone ~'combined.,  . . . .. . . . . , .  , I . - , .  

. , 

. . , , . I I . '  . , 

. . ,;: . .  ' . . .  , - 1  - .  .. . 

NPFMC BSAI FMP Amendments 58,4l ,  40, 35, and 21b are examples of analyses where PSC 
bycatch rates were examined at different times within a year. 

, 

I 

; 
L 

pelagic gear over the three year time period 
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, 

. , '  . . 
. . 

PSC Species 

Halibut Mdrtality 
. . 

C. bairdi 

~ e d  King crab 

Hening . ,  

C opilio 

Chinook 

change in Poll?ck Fishery PSC bycatch if 
estimates of required bycatch are used 

instead of historic reported levels, 1995-97. 

Bked on when 
' pelagic gear was, 

used . 

" "AFACPS ' 

20 CPs 29 CPs 

-140 . .-228 
i.  

.-32,553. -82,464 

3,222 -8,197 . .  
. -41 -47 

-123,150 -263,324 

-2.1 . . 14 . .-2,434 

, . Estimates bf riqiuired PSC bycatch in 
pollock targets if pnly delagic gear wis 

' . pe';mined to be used in 1995-97.. 
Based'oh when < 20 
crabswere harvested 
. h a h a u l  

AFA CPs 

20 CPS 29 CPi  
:, 

.- . .'-67 -96 

. -36,709 -94,309 . 
, -3,308 . -8,197 

-46 . . -40 

-137,221 -299,302 

-1,832 -1,595 

Bked on when 
pelagic geald was 

used .. 

AFA.CPs 

20 CPS"'  29 CPs . 
. 159 '-1 11 ' ' 

4,776d . .  12,965~ . 

; 113 i. 485 

9 5 4  - -  1,075 

14,678 36,7'00 
. . .  .. 

21,205 ' 26,5$0 

~as'ed on when < 20 
crabs were harvested . in a haulb 

AFA CPS ' 

20 CPs 29 CPS' 
. . J 291 

. . 6;odd . 1,120dd 

27" : 43c 

' 949 1,082 

607' 772' 

221,487 27,379. 



Table 6.17: Estimates of the percentage of trawl PSC bycatch that CatcherlProcessors would be capped 
at based on their needs in the pollock target fishery. 

I 

Estimates of required % o f  trawl PSC 
bycatch in pollock targets jf only pelagic 

gear was permitted to be used in 1995-97. 

PSC Spec~es 120 CPs 29 CPs 1 20 CPs 29 CPs 1 20 CPs 29 CPs 1 20 CPs 29 CPs 

0. Salmon 1 21.63% 24.40%( 22.04% 25.03%( -3.01% -4 .264  -2.60% -3.63% 
a) Extrapolated NORF'AC observed haul data. Only observed hauls where greater that 50 percent of the haul was pollock, and 

Based on when 
pelagic gear" was 

used 

Change in the %of  Future Years Trawl 
PSC Allocation (Est. % o f  PSC Allotrnent- 

Reported % of PSC Allotment) 

I 

C. bairdi 

Red King Crab 

Herring 

C opilio 

Chinook 

pelagic gear was used are included. For those hauls, the ratio of the PSC species divided by the amount of observed pollock was 

Based on when C 20 
crabs were harvested 

in a haulb 

When pelagic gear 
was used vs. total 
reported bycatch 

bycatch 

Halibut Mortality 

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 indirected pollock fisheries was multiplied by the total amount ofpollock harvested to determine 
PSC estimates. . . 
c) For the crab species, this method tends to underestimate the amount of crab that will likely be necessary to harvest the 
catcher/processor's allocation of pollock. 
d) This estimate is for both zone I and zone 2 combined. 

When 20 crabs 
were harvested in a 

haul vs. total reported 

-1.24% -2.01% 0.98% 1.40%1 1.62% 2.57% 

0.04% 0.12Y 0.01% I 0.01% 

0.02% 0.10% 0.01% 0.01% 

0.20% 0.23% 0.20% 0.23% 

0.11% 0.28% 0.00% 0.01% 

15.55% 19.46% 15.75% 20.07% 

The Council also requested that PSC bycatch rates by individual AFA catcher/processors and an average for 
non-AFA catcherlprocessors be provided. Tables 6.18 through 6.20 show those data for the years 1995-97. 
Separate tables are provided for the pollock, Pacific cod, and yellowfin sole target fisheries. It is important 
to note that targets were defined on a haul-by-haul basis. The same catch percentages were used to define a 
target, but instead of using weekly catch by gear and area, only the catch from individual hauls were used. 

\ These data were derived from the NORPAC observer files, and only non-CDQ hauls from the BSAI, where 
a species composition breakdown was provided by the observer were included. 

-0.59% -0 85% 

The tables contain information on the PSC bycatch rates &d 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. 

AFA CPs 

-0.88% -1.95% 

-0.68% -1.64% 

-0.80% -0.92% 

-0.88% -1.87% 

-1.55% -1.78% 

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 yellowiin sole tables. Vessels that start with 9 
(for example, 9-1) are the nine pollock ineligible AFA catcherlprocessor, and the vessels that start with 20 are 
the 20 eligible catcherlprocessors . . 

AFA CPs AFA CPs 

-0.99% -2.23% 

-0.69% -1.73% 

. -0.90% -0.78'% 

-0.98% -2.12% 

-1.34% -1.17% 

Comparing the reported rates of various catchedprocessors in the fleet will provide a better understanding of 
amount of groundlish these vessels harvested relative to their PSC bycatch amounts. Thegctual 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. 

AFA CPs 
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Table 6.18: PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatchltarget species catch) in the pollock f i s h e j  from 1995-97, by 
atcher/processor vessels . . . ~ 

: ' vessel1 Halibut Herring ( Z  opiljo C bniidi Red Kiig ~ h i & k  Other Salrnol 

- 9-11 0.00012 ' 0.00064. ' 0.00102 0.00809 , .,,. , 0.00004 

JO~-AFACVS~ .0.00616 0'.00027 0.05854.' 0.00000 0.00000 0.02242 0.09699 
All CVs 1 0.00023 0.00123 0.01511 0.01025 0.00099 0.04615 . 0.0564C 

N O ~ & A  

All CPs 
AFACVs 

mrce: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97 ., , , 

0.00255 0:00d3h 2.80699 1.94940 0:03&5 0:025k9' 0.01'199 

0.00044 0.00070 0.36196 019640 0.00579 0.01920 0.0341C 
0.00023 0.00123 0.01507; 0.01026 0.00099 , , L,0.04617 0.05635 

Pollock 

22,819 

11,243 

24,093 

44,849 

13,941 

15,806 

21,061 
. 

24.384 

15,izs 

, 33.403 

7,833 

4i,s25 

10,838 

67,871 

. 29.956 

45.492 

12,639 

8,3 17 

38,805 

. I, 

63,736 

. ,. 31,387 

38.1 12 

33.669 

59,345 

33,617 

44,820 

57,741 

48.710 

54,248 

95'7,68f 

79,359 

1.037.047 
1,033.638 

848 
1.034.485 

. 
Notes: 
I) A bolded number lneans that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet's average. 
2) Herring &d halibut rat5s are PSC (mt).Rarget catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target 

. . catch (mt). , ,. 1 . . , . . . . . 
. . , , . . 

! I . ,  . . . ,  , , , .  

. . . 



C bycatcb rates (PSC bycatchjtarget species catch) in the Pacific cod fishery from 1995-97, by 

Vessel 

9-2 

AFA CPs 

All CPs 

Non-AFA CVs 

~r vessels 

Other 
Halibut Hening . Opilio Tanner Red King ~ h n o o k  Salmon Pacific Cod 

Source: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the yws1995-97 

Notes: 
I )  A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcherlprocessor fleet's average. 
2) Hening and halibut rates are PSC (mt).lTarget catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (anirnals)/Target catch (mr). 
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Table 6.20: PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatchltarpet species catch) in the yellowfin sole fishery from 1995-97, 
by catch, 

Vessel 

9-1 

9-2 . .  

9-3 

9-5 

9-5 

9-7 

9-*. . 
9-9. 

20-2 

20-4 

20-7 

20-8 

20-10 

20-12 

20114' 

20115 

20-18 

20-19 

20-20 

AFA : 

Non-AFA 

All CPs 
Soy%: 01 
Notes: 

- 

0.00485 0.00100 21.61354 ' 8.67212 0.04024 0.00015 0.00196 1 187,929 
ve$ hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years 1995-97 . , 

~rocessor vessels . .  ~ 

, , , . 
I) A bilded numper means that vessel was above theScatcherlprbcessor fleet's average. 
2) Herring and hilibut rates are PSC (mt)./T&et catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (a&mals)/Target catch (mt). 

> ,  . i  ' /  . . ! , ,. . . . .  .. . . .-  
6.6 ~ e a c h &  caps willcl6se which fisheries 

, . 
'. Other 

Halibut Herring Opilio Tanner Red King Chinook Salmon 

. . 
Once the boundfish and PSC caps are established, then a decision must be made <egarding the closures that ' . 
occur when the caps are reached. This decision may be impacted by the method used to determine the caps. ' 

For example, if only the catchin the non-pollock target fisheries is included in the cap, the Council may feel 
it is appropriateto only close the non-pollock target fisheriesupon at&nment of the cap. After the ciosuie in . . 

this scenario, only the pelagic pollock fishery would remain open. The pelagic pollock fishery would then close , ' 

once the AFA'~atcher/~rocessor~ harvested their pollock quota! ., . . 

-Yellowfin 

Caps established for the 1999, fisheries were based on $e 1995-97 catch history of all 29 listed AFA 
catcherlprocessors 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. 

H . 6  122 I WOC\SecRevewkfaea,vqd 78 January 2000 



Based on the 1999 groundfish caps, only the BSAl yellowlin sole, Pacificco4 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 fisheryfor those species. So if similar caps 
are set for 2000 and beyond, it is likely that the only EEZ fisheries off Alaska that the M A  catcher/processors 
will be allowed to fish are those three and pollock. 

6.6.1 Only non-pollock fisheries close 

When a sideboard cap is reached under this alternative only the non-pollock target fisheries will he closed to 
directed fishing by the AFA catcherlprocessors. This option provides the fleet a greater opporhmity to harvest 
their entire cap of non-pollock groundfish. The risk associated with reaching a cap is much less dthe pollock 
fishery remains open when a sideboard cap is reached. 

If the sideboard caps are based on the bycatch from non-pollock target fisheries, ?eAFA 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 catcherlprocessors. This may 
diminish their incentives to reduce bycatch of a valuable species like Pacific cod in the pollock target fishery, 
if they are well above the 95 percent pollock threshold for the pelagic fishery definition. 

Allowing these vessels to count bycatch in all target fisheries towards their caps, but reaching the caps would 
only close the non-pollock target fisheries, likely would not be much of an advantage in most fisheries. Pacific 
cod may be one of the exceptions. About 50 percent of the Pacific cod harvested by these vessels was taken 
in the pollock target fisheries. Access to that increase in their cap may allow them to harvest more cod in the 
directed fishery. If they did not reduce the cod bycatch in the pollock target fisbery they may actually increase 
the percentage of the cod TAC that they harvest. Given that honom 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 catcherlprocessor 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 he true forthe 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 thefleet was able 
to reduce their hycatch of squid, they may be forced to forgo targeting non-pollock targets and still 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. 



6.6.3 Description of Current Catch and Bycatch Management in the BSAl 2. * , ,,!" . 

. . . . . . , .. . - , 1 .  , 3 .. . ' A  a ~ . . 
Included a.4 AFA sideboard optionsari measures that would cl0& pollock fishing to pollock ~ob'~eratives. 
whenever a sideboard species limit is reached. This approach would be a departure from current catch and 
bycatch management practices in the North Pacific fisheiies (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', thk co-dp sideboards could be &ed as theopen acceisfisheries described .. 
below (&s is the case'for the 1999 fisheries), which would more likely allowfor full harvest of the pollock ,*i 

.i::,~ ; - I *  . 4 ,  . '. . . f ! I . . ,  m .  ,I_ . , allocations. 
, , , . . . , ,  . , 2 4 ' . . . "346 : 1 

An additional discussion, specific to how the various pollock fisheries are managed, is included in Chapter 9. , .. 
, I .  .. , 

: I .  . , . -  . . . . 
For comparison purposes; cuirent management of the open acce<s;IFQ and CDQ fisheries is included here. 

. ..> s 1 0. , , I  ' ' - . . . , .. 
, . . i ., - : .. 

Oven Access Fishery I . ,  
' 

' . ..,,;i .- . . 1  , . .  . , : . ~  3 ' .  .. , T . .  .., , . IL  , . 
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 r e s h e .  The bycatch reserveis not divided-up by directed 
fishery or gear type. Ifthe directed fishej; portionof a species TAC is consumed, the direktkd fishery for h i t  
species is shut down.' Whbn.the directed fishery of a species is"ilosed, that species may only be retained as 
bycatch a t o r  below the Maximum Retainable Bycatch (MRB) leveledablished for &ch directed fishery. ,, 

When the bycatch reserve of that species is taken,-retention octhat species is prohibited'&id further catch,of .: 
that species must be discarded until the Over Fishing Level (OFL) is reached. The only time an open access 
fishery is shut down because of bycatch.is if the OFL of the bycatch species is reached or the total PSC iS  
taken. Figure I below provides a basic illust'ration of this structure using BSAI Pacific cod quotas as an 

L , / , . .  
. ( .  

;, , example. 

Because the pollock fishery presently operates as a mid-water fishery, thereare no PSC sbecies that cdmpletely 
dose the pollock fishery. A crab performance standard is'used to determine whether pollo& fiihing is ~ j e l a ~ i i  
or non-pelagic. By regulation vessels can be fined if they excekd this stadard. ~ e r t a i n h k r r i n ~  and'chiiook 
savings a r b  close when PSC caps forthose species exce'edestablished numbers, however,'lhe fishdry remais . . . ,, I open elsewhere. ., , . . I  . ,. 

IF0  Fishery .-) . . ,  . . .  r 
, .. . . . , . . . . , , . . ? , , . 'i . . '. -. ' ,I '.!. 

Bycatch management ofthe halibut and sablefish IFQ fisheries is'somewhat sindar to the open access regime: 
The IFQ holder must retain halibut and sablefish'as directed catch or bycatch until the IFQ holder's quota is' 
reached. After reaching the individual quota amounts, all halibut and sablefish caught ti? the IFQ holder muit' 

' .i....- , , be discarded . The amount of discards are limited only by the OFL. 
, 

. a  . .  

Halibut and sablefish quota holders are not restrictedin the amount of cod or other groundfish species that can. 
be taken as bycatch in the IFQ fisheries. Those bycatch amounts are taken from the open access bycatch 
reserve. An IFQ holder is free to participate in other fisheries, like cod, and is treated like all other open access 
participants. There is no cap on the amount of cod that can be taken as either bycatch or directed catch other 
than the open access cod TAC and the bycatch reserve. When the TAC and bycatch reserve of cod is reached, 
cod retention is prohibited and Further catch of cod must be discarded. The only cod or other groundfish 



closure that wuld occur would be if the OFL were reached, or the halibut PSC cap were reached in the open 
access fishery. 

CDQ Fishery 

In the MSCDQ program 10 % o f  the pollock TAC and 7.5% of all other species is allocated to the six CDQ 
groups. Additionally, PSC c o u n t s  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 otlier 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 CDQgroups can also elect to apportion their PSC and bycatch allocations to be used at specific times of 
the year. For instance, many CDQ groups delay or forego high-bycatch, low-value flatfish fisheries untiI after 
the pollock fishery wncludes so that the pollock fisherywill not be closed down because of insufficient bycatch 
or PSC allocations. In this case, other fisheries wouldclose downas 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 participation in 
,n~n-~ollock fisheries would be a limiting "cap" rather than a specified "quota" And, unlike the MSCDQ quota 
fisheries, the non-pollock fisheries remain olympic fisheries for pollock cooperative participants. Even with 
this bycatch flexibility, the MSCDQ program has experienced problems with PSC-and bycatch allocations, 

5 ,  such as the "squid box," which constrain the hayest of some MSCDQ fisheries. 
., 1 , 

<:, , 
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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 find bycatch needs in the groundfish fisheries for other species. For example, 
7.5% of the cod TAC is set aside for bycatch in other groundfish fisheries. Cod fishermen then fish on the 
92.5% ofthe cod TAC that is available for directed fishing. Once that 92.5% is consumed, the directed fishery 
for cod shuts down. Other fisheries that have cod as bycatch continue, but are subject to the Maximum 
Retainable Bycatch (MRB) standard established for cod. Cod bycatch in excess of the MRB standard must 
be discarded. Once the bycatch reserve is exhausted, cod becomes a prohibited species and must be discarded, 
however, the directed fisheries for other species are allowed to continue, even if they have a cod bycatch 
component. Only when the total amount of cod taken reaches the overfishing level (OFL) are the directed 
fisheries for other groundfish that have cod bycatch subject to closure. Under the proposed option, a pollock 
c o a p  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. 



7.0 AFA CATCHER VESSEL SIDEBOARDS 

To mitigate the impact of AFA on the non-pollock fisheries; section 2 1 l(c) mandates that "by not later thin 
July I ,  1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommendfor approval by the Secretary conservation and 
management measures to - (A) prevent thi catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of 
section 208from e&ding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in otherfisheries 
under the authoriv of  the North Pacific Council as a result of$shery cooperatives in the directedpoliock 
Jishery". This chapter describes the options selected by the Council for constructing sideboards, which are 
harvest limits placed on AFA vessels f i r  non-pollock species. Sideboard caps are expected to keep AFA 
catcher vessels fiom exceeding their traditional harvest levels in thenon-pollock groundfish;crab, and scallop 
fisheries, as well as pollock in the'~;lf of ~ l a s k a .  

7.1 Alternatives for Analysis 

To develop sideboard restrictions, several options were identified a t  the ~ecember  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-groundiish restrictions focused on 
limiting AFA catcher vesselparticipation in the BSAI crab and scallop fisheries.' Groundiishrestrictions apply 
to AFA catcher vessel activity in both the GOA and BSAI. The complete set of the alternatives from the 
February meeting is presented below: 

Participation in a co-op is defined as ANY use ofa vessel's catch history by aco-op, whether by direct harvest, 
lease, sale, or stachng of quota. : 

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

Options For Section 208 Vessels: 

1. No crossover allowed into any crab fisheries. 
2. No crossover allowed in the Tanner crab fishery only (opilio and bairdi), 
3.  No crossovkr allowedinto opilio unless ves~el fished opilio in 1996 or 1997. 
4. No crossovers at the endorsement level. 
5. Allow crossovers only into red king crab fisheries (excludes hrownand blue king crab) 

Sub-options: 
a. Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of bairdi in red king crab would be restricted to 

bycatch of bairdi in the red king crab fishery (applied to #2 & #4 above). 
6 .  Only Section 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op.(applies to #I-5 above and #6 below). 
c. Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each ofthe 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 ofany license 

limitation program (LLP) permit. 





' . , 

When the CV Restrictions Should Aooly 

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

Sub-o~t~ons:  
a Use 1998 open access season dates by sector as a base reference 
b. Use 1999 sea lion modiied season dates. 

Exempt those CVs that fish for mothershlps from BSAI groundfish s~deboards pnor to February I 
each year 

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. 

Limit fishing to the season (or quarter - or half year) in which the catch history w a  earned 

At all times during the fishing year. 

AFA qualifie+pollock catcher vessels, that during pollock A season historically had a majority oftheir 
catch in pollock; would be limited prior to March 1 of each year to the collective share of the cod 
fishery that these samevessels collectively harvested historically (1995, 96, 97) prior to March I. 
1. 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 seaion and those that d d  not). 

Nature of CV Restrictions 

Absolute harvest amounts expressed m 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 I: Use average catch histop in the years 1995,96, and 97. 
Sub-option 2: Use catch history based on years 1992-97. 

Pollock. Initiate qualitative discuss~on on abil~ty for Secretary to use the best 2 out of 3 years to determine 
overall denommator for total pollock pool and numerator for each co-op. 



Determination of "Aekregate" . 

Option A:! Apply andmonitor by&e vessel class and sector:' ' -' ' .  ' . - , , 

Option B: , - .  
Apply and monitor by individual co-op. . . . f ,  :, 

. , 
Compensation . . . , 

. . .. . . . . < ,  -,- , , , l .  . - . , '. 

Further address in a discussion paper, options for compensation toinshore catcher 4essels: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)(l) to add an option foi determinkg'catch history'Fdr catcher vessels :.. 
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1995, 1996, 1997. 

,As provided by Section 213(c)(3) of AFA, the  recommends the following change tb Section 2 lO(b)(l)(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 inshore sector cooperative while sharing the burden among all 

, *  , . . , . ,  . . .  . members of the inshore'sector. - . . ' . , .. . 
I. 

". . . 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 directedfishih~allo~ance under ~ i c t i o n  20@)(1) in the yebiin which the fishery 

. cooperative will be"in efect that is equivalent'to the ag&-egatk total amoun>.of 
harvested by such catcher vessels (and by such catcher viss& whose owners ~ohritarily 
participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) in the dire~t'ed~ollockfisheiy foGrocesiing by the 
inshore component, to~ether with the amount harvested'bv such vessels' fir $o&ssinp by 
catcher/~rocessors in theoffshore component duririg 1995, 1996 and 1997, jrelative tothe 
aggregate total amount ofpollock harvesled in the directedpollockfisheiy forprocessirig' 
by the inshore component topether with theanprepate total amount harvestedbv all catcher 
vessels lexcludinp those eligible under 2 0 8 0 )  for orocessine bv catcher/orocessors 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 directedfishing allowance. " 

, , , 
. . .  5 ,  , ' . -  . 

The analysis should breakout the 42 vessels by: 
a. . deliveries of 250 tons ' ' ' . - 

. . . - 
b .  ' . deliveries of 500 tons, . .. I 

. . ' .  . ! .  c. deliveries of over 1,000 tons ' . * .  . . 
. . , , , - d. deliveries of over 2,000 mt . ., , . . . . .  

e. deliveries of over 3,000 mt 
f. deliveries of over 5,000 int ' -  . :* . . . . . 

(Vessels that do not meet these harvest requirements rnay4ot be eligible for cohbetisition in the inshore 
sector.) , . 

. , Management of Non-Pollock fisheries td .. 
a ,  , . .  , , *  . ." 

Vessels limited to target fishing for non-pollock species duringthose times when the open access target fishery 
for the non-pollock species is open. 
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Assimine PSC Caps for Co-oo Catcher Vessels in Non-Pollock Flshenes 

Determine PSC caps based on catch history ratios (1995, 1996; and 1997) rather than VIP rates 

a.  A review of vessel specific PSC rates for eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels. 
b. Average bycatch rates of eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels. 
c. A retrospective analysis of PSC needs for eligible vessels using a performance-based pelagic 

pollock definition. 

I .  PSC and non-pollock groundfish caps would apply to all fisheries as true caps (~.e., when reached 
these vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species). 

2. The caps would only close the non-pollock target fisheries. 

Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op pools andfor sectors in pollock, on a 
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps. 

1. ~ p ~ l ~  the following sideboards to AFA Section 208 eligible catcher vessels 
Sub-ootion: Applies only to vessels participating in a co-op. 

g. Any non-pollock catch limitations for AFA Section 208 vessels are aggregate caps not quotas or 
allocations. 

4 ... 
; h. Vessel catch history consists of the years 1995,96 and 97. 

I: Sub-ootion: Fishery is released seasonally by quarter proportionally to when caught 
F: during qualifying years. 

4. Gulf of Alaska flatfish sideboards to be halibut bycatch driven. Historic target catch should be 
multiplied by the average halibut bycatch rate and. current mortality rate to determine the halibut 
mortality available to AFA vessels. These amounts should be separated between deepwater and 
shallow water complexes. 

5. Gulf of Alaska groundfish target fishery: ~ a r ~ i t  catch of each groundfish species available to AFA 
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, based on the average 
.catch history. 

7.2 Participation in a Cooperative 

The Council clearly defined what participation 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. 

January 2000 



a % 7.3 , Crab Sideboar*, . . , ' . . ~ ~ 3 . .  

The AFA requires the Council to developsideboards for catcher vessels that are licensed to participate in the 
BSAI crab fisheries under LLP. Recommendations for restricting the fleet are required to be subnitted to the 
Secretary ofCommerce, for all three catcher vessel categories, by.July 1, ,1999.. Currently only the catcher <, .. 

vessels that deliver to catcher/processors are operating undercrab sideboard restrictions. Those were mandated . , 

by &e AFA because that group of catcher vessels was allowed to form a cooperative G 1999. Tne crab 
restrictions placed on catcher vessels delivering BSAI pollock to catcher/processors:are listed in section 
2 1 l(c)(2)(C). That section of the AFA states that "catcher vessels eligible under section 208@ are hereby ", ,.. 

prohibitedfrom participating in a~directedfish~ly for any species of crab in the Bering Sea andAleutian - ,' 
Island. Management Area unless the catcher vessel harvested crab in the directedfishely 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 +at assumption, three of the seven catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors were requked 
to give up their rights to fish Tanner crab (C. opil~o and C. bairdi) in 1999. When developing sideboards for 
all catcher vessels, the Council may choose to either retain or modify section 21 I(c)(2)(C) of the M A .  

. . 
Therefore. all catcher vessel sectors have been included in this section of the analvsis. 

. . 
7.3.1 Options to Mitigate AFA Spillover Impacts on the Crab Fisheries ' .  . 

, . . , , . . . , 

Several options to mitigate impacts of the AFA on BSAI crab fisheries were identified by the Council. A 
complete list of those alternatives was presented in theprevious section ofthis analysis: Options ranged from'. 
excluding AFA catcher vessels from harvesting any BSAl 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 participation levels, inspecific BSAI crab' 
. . . , . ~ 

I .  fisheries. ,. , : I . . .  . , 
, , .  . . . . 

, ., . . . . 
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 eniiorsements held % AFA vessels. .The se'cond covers' 
all..species/area.endorsements, and would allow. the Council .to restrict the use of any -o;':all species 
endorsements held by AFA,catcher vessels. 1 . , , . .  ' I .  . ,  c 

. - 
Both ofthealternatives that would restrict theuseof specific endorsements include a suboption that would keep 
vessels that qualified for a Tanner crab endorsement, .based on bycatch of C bairdi in red king'crab fisheries, 
from harvesting more thqbycatchamounts of C. bairdi in future red king crab fisheries:.The option 
restricting vessels to their historic catch levels would have a similar impact ifapplied to C. bairdiand C opilio 
separately. Vessels that only harvested bycatch amounts of C. bairdi in the past, would be capped at their 

, , .  historic catch level (i.e., their bycatch of C. bairdi) in the future. , .. ,. . , . .  . 

As draft+,-the.options listed.in sections 7.3.1.1 through.7.3.1.5 would not allow AFA catcher v&selk'to 
partipipatein specific crab fisheries, meaning that recent participation in those fisheries would not eisure'their' 
right to future participation. The alternatives in section .'.3:1.6'would allow AFA catche; vessels that hold 

. . 
LLP rights to participate in BSAI crab fisheries up to their historic levels of participation. . ,  

Two options were considered to determinehistoric 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 &section 208(b) of the M A ,  catcher vessels ;hat 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 requiremencso they were not allowed to fish i'anner crab in 1999. However, they will be 
issued a Tanner crab endorsement according to the current LLP rules. That endorsement cannot be fished on 
board an AFA vessel, but it could be fished iftransferred t0.a non-AFA vessel. This same issue will also'come 
into play for each of the other catcher vessel sectors. ~ r a & f e r r i n ~  and applying the LLP license to a non-AFA 
vessel would activate the license so it could fish any crab species for which it held endorsements, without being 
limited by sideboard caps. For this reason, the Council also considered a sub-option that would restrictany 
vessel participating in a cooperative from leasing, transferring, or selling any  license. That restriction 
would keep the' license from being fished more aggressively, but would also limit the license bolder's business 
options. This is especially true if the caps apply regardless of whether a vessel joins a cooperative. The 
Council could also decide to issue inactive licenseslendorsements 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 tbe LLP. 

7.3.1.1 Allow No Crossovers into any BSAI Crab Species 

This option would restrict AFA catcher vessels 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 in the BSAl 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 ahd could be 
transferred to a non-AFA vessel, the reduction in licenses would be between zero and 42. f h e  actual number 

1. would depend dn how many of these licenses were transferred away from AFA eligible catcher vessels. The 
same is true for each of the other crab specieslarea combinations listed in the table. A maximum of nine 
endorsements from thesaint Matthew and Pribilof fisheries would be imoacted. as would one endorsement for 
Adak red h g  crab, and 41 indorsements for Bristol Bay red kmg crab' 

Table 7.1. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels 

SpecieslArea Endorsement 

BSAl Tanner 

Dutch Harbor Brown 

St. Matthew Blue 

Pribilof BlueRed 

. . Adak Brown 

Adak Red, 

Bristol Bay Red 

Total Number of Endorsements 

Number of Vessels - 

AFA Catcher Vessels by Delivery Mode ' 

Source Councll LLP data set denved from ADF&G Flshllckets 

3 1 

74 

33 

CV to Inshore 

32 

0 

3 

8 

, o  
0 

' 6  

17 

6 

CV to MS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CV to Inshore/MS 

6 

0 

4 

I 

0 .  
0 ' 

I 

2 

1 

CV to CP 

3 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

Total 

42 

0 

9 

9 

0 

1 

3 

9 

3 

41 

102 

43 



. . , . . -  ..,. , '  , ' : ,  . . . . . . . I , . .  7.3.1.2 Allow No Crossovers intd the (I bairdii6r.C .opilid Fisheries. .* 

. , .... . . .  I , , . .7 . . . .  . . , , 7 b !- .!, : b ,  --. , .!.' ," -- .>"  . . . . . - 1  
AFA catcher vessels would not he dllowed tb fish a BSAI Tainer crib indorsement Gder  this alternaQve. 
From Table 7.1 we see that42 endorsements' for Tanner crab would either not be issued dr their use wo"ld'be 
restricted. ,However, any ofthe AFA vessels which iield LLP enc!orsemen& fdr a king crab f;sheiy w&ld be 
allowed to continue fishing for those species: Dependingdn the optioiiele&ed, &p,may be limitkftb'their . . . .  . . . ... . . .  ;*<. ; . . . . ' .  , .< :  historical'catch levels. ,. -. 

- . ,  
*: : . . .  . . . . . .  . 3  _ _ .  . 8 ' .  

< . I , . . .  . .  . , .  . . ~ . ,. -. . 
Alternatives discussed in'sections 7.3.1. l .and 7.3.li2'also contain a suboption that ieqiiires a vessel t6 ha& :- 

fished in each pear 1995,.1996,and 1997 to rbtain iti Crossover rights.. ~ I j ~ l ~ g ' t h i s ' r e ~ i i r e m e n t  ~ & i d  ., 

ridlcethe number of endorsementithe &A vessels would retain. The eitimzted numbers',bf endorsements 
that would.be -.are listed in Table 7.2: The botibmlirie of ~able'7.2'shows t&i only 10 of d 2 4 3  
vessels mkle BSAI crab landings indl.th;.ee yearl. N&e of the 10 ve'sids were in the inshdie iector, andthe 
tenth vessel iS in-thecatcher vessel delivering to the catcherlprocess& skctdr. Note that this sub6ptiink less 

. . 
. .  " restrictive than the previous; i.e., 33. vessels would lose their liiense as opp'osed*to 43. a '-.' 

,I( I I ,  

Table 7.2. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels that made crab landings each year 1995,1996, 
and 1997 

, :  ., . . , ,~ 
'!: ,, , . . &'A catcher . . . .  Vessel's b i  Delivej Mode , . ' . . , , 

' ' ~ p e & i l ~ r e a ,  ~ ~ d o r s e m e i t  . . . ' CV id ~nshore CV to kshbre/MS- CV to MS CV to CP ., Total . 
. . . . .  . . .  BSAI Tanner . ,. , - 9 . ;  . . .  .. g o .  .. 0 I. . .I 10 .. . i. , 

. . .  : ;D.Harbor. Brown. !. ' , , ,, . : . , i  0: . ' : :  . ' O .  0 

I . . . .  Adak Brown . . . 0 . 

7:3.1.3 Allow No ~ross&ers  into the C. opili0,Fishery Unless the-Vessel Fished for (3. op/lio in. 1996 or 
1997 i i, , . . 

I, L . f 
I ' I  

Adak Red 

-. Bristol Bay Red - -~ 
: Total Number of ~ndorsements 

, , 

' ~umbeiof-Vessels - . . 

~A~~ernentation of this opkon would require aminding the crab LLP, or issuing an AFA permit which would 
ovemde a vessel's arieht .to fish C. oailio under a LLP Tanner crab enddrsement. Recall' that a 'kin& 

< - - 
e{dorsement is issued under the LLP hhich alloys a vessel to participate in both the C opilio and (5 bairdi ' 

. . . . .  fisherieiaThis option is-ai a finer resoiution than the LIlP endofseined level! i 
, . . ! ..- - , ,  . . .  -. - . . . . .  .. ~~. -~ ~. . .. . . . .  . . . .  - I 

ADF&G Fishticket data itidicates that bnly seven of the AFA vesse1s:with a Tanner crab endorsemint; would : 
qualify to fish both C. opko and C. bairdi under this option, the r'iinainiug 35 veksels would lose their C' 
opilio harvest privileges. Six of the vessels fished C, opilio in 1996 and three of the vessels fished C. opilio 
in 1997, so only hvo of the vessels fished C, opilio in both 1996 and 1997. The 35 AFA catcher vessels that 
lose their C opilio harvest rights would be limited to fishing for (I bairdi with their Tanner crab endorsement 
in future years. 

Source:.Council LLP data set derived from ADF&G Fishtickek. 
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Table 7.3 Percent of 
I 

, .  . . . 
. . t .  :C. bairdi.: ' 

. . 
C. opilio 

I St. Matt. Blue King 

I Prib. RedBlue King 

I Bristol B. Red King 

:ch accounted f o r b  AFA vessels 1995:9' 

Number . , 
~f Vessels' 'Vessel's. V&S~I;S 

Catch ( ~ b s . i '  ~ & e n t a ~ ~  of 
1995-97 To@ Catth . . . .  

.J ..c 42: , 1 . .-363.390' . 1'' 3:8% 

' a d  estimatii of fr 

AFA Vessel's , 

~ u h i i e  ~ a i e s t  . 
Based'on 1998 

.GWs . ;. . 
. . .' - . .":n/a. 

. ~ i A, . '. 
f . .  

.- 3,500,000 
' . . .  J . ,  

23,000 

Estimated 

Catch per 

, . 

A second option would apply caps to individual vessels. The results of those calculations cannot be presented 
here, because-the information is considered coqfidential, bx the, State of Alaska. However, from,the tables . . 
BbBve-it is pq&ble fo'dite;min,e bbththi nt&ber,of "essels involved and the,aggreg% cap fortheentire sectoi. 
~'o; 'ekam~le, fr6mTable 7.'1 we kr;ow'that 4 1 "esseis could harvestBristol Bay,red king crab; and Table 7.3 
inhcates 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 tha~,would,equate.to an P A  vessel cap of ?pproxim$ely .I :7 million pounds. With that 
, , 
type ofi&6rmatiqti, . i t  ,,:: may not be necessary to . have .>,. - individual catch rqcords to make,an informed decision; 
~ d i e v e r  before this altern$jve could be dorced ,  the &cjividual caps yould.likely needtq be mads public. 

. . ,,. . . ,.  .. . . . . . 
' ,  .- .% _: : ? .  ' f .  

, . 
' All Species . ' 

., . - ~, 
It is also noted that the C. opilio and (3. bairdi caps will be managed separately under a sideboard cap. There 
is no option to,allow those caps to be combined &to a single Tanper crab sideboard. This would have allowed . . , r :  

vessels to carry overaany , , . . unused . .  . .  cap from . ,  the (Z oi;lio into *e:C. baicdi fishery, that k n o t  the intent bf 
the Couhcil. . . :  

7.3.2 , , T o  Whom , , ,  the Restrictions Wou!d . . Apply I . .  . . .  . . . I .  :: .. ., 

Source: ADF&G ciab fishticket data for 1995-97, . . .. ;. . ,. '. .;.:.,-; . :. I ,>. , .. , . . ~  

Note: The percentages for C. opilio and the ~ a n n e r  crab totals are both listed as 1.8%. This is simply due to 
rounding, the actual,Tanner crab percentag~,~ould be slightly larger h a  more decimal places been idcluded. 

. .  . . . ,.- , .. - , , . , ..,: ,: , , , 
. , . I 

, 41 
~. 
." .' 4 3  

. . . .  . .  :. , ' -  J.. *., ,,, . ,:~. : ~ ' . 3 , , ,  >, :.. E . ' . . '  . : , ' s . :  

Two optibns are bki& cqnsiherdrega&ng'to whom sideboard caps apply. 'The first option wouldapply the' 
caps to ali cakher vessels ihii are iliiible to'joih'aco~~erative under section 208 of the M A .  Catcher vessel. 
owners that decided not to participate in a cooperative, would still be subject to the sideboard caps (for their 
AFA  vessel^).^ All six crab sideboard options listed above also contain a suboption that would apply these caps 
to eligible AFA catcher vessels & ifthey joined a cooperative. Participation in a cooperative means any use 
of a vessel's catch history in a pollock cooperative, whether by direct harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota. 
If vessel owners choose not to join a cooperative, under this suboption, they would not be bound by the 
sideboard regulations. 

Several members of industry have expressed concern that some vessels qualifS. 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 

;-1,777,416 

. "6:644,381', .. 

. ~, I 10.2% 
, . 

, , . ' ' 2.16 

. t1,700,000 
'i , , , . ; ; 

. > , .  5,237,000 , ,  . 

. . 41:000 
, , 

. , . 122,000 



. . . .!. .,> ,,,,,,,,... . . 
' / , . 1  ( .  

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 s,ideboard caps. Being bound 
by the sideboards may force these vessels to join the cooperative in order to have some bargaining power. for 

' t he  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 ofthe AFA, or pe-ently. If vessel owners arenot 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 limits in the pollock and non-pollock fisheriesand the prices 
for those species. 

7.3.3 Duration of the Crab Sideboards 
,. .. 

Crab sideboards couldbe implemented for one of three periods. First they could be permanent and extend 
beyond the December 3 1, 2004 of AFA. Inactive licenses (or endorsements), issued.to M A  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 replacevent license for participation in the groundfish fisheries. 

Second, sideboards could last as long as the AFA, whlch udI sunset on December 3 1,2004, unless extended 
by the Council 

Third sideboards could apply only during the years a vessel participates in a cooperative. Vessels could decide 
m u a l l y  to join a cooperative, or be free of sideboard restrictions A vessel is considered to have participated 

. I '  

in a cooperative if its quota is used by a cooperative. Giving vessels an annual choice would likely incre&e . . 
:: 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. . r .  

? ,  
7 4 Scallop S~deboards 

Sideboards must be established for scallops also. The F N  FORUM STAR is the only listed offshore pollock 
catcher boat that fished for'scallops in recent history and it will need to be restricted to its traditional harvest 
levels. That restriction could to be written into the permit issued to this vessel under the license limitation 
program adopted by the Council in February 1999. 

In February 1999, the council adopted final alternatives for detirung "traditional harvest level" for fisheries 
under the ~rnerican' 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 N  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 aco-op, whether by direct . 
harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota. 

2 .  Measures which would restrict pollock co-op vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest in the 
scallop fishery in the years: 

Option a .  1996 and 97. 
Option b 1997 only 



Suboption A is a straightforward way to determine traditional harvest levels. The F N  Forum Star did not fish 
~forskallops'in 1996, but landed approximately 60,000,pounds of scallops ih 1997 (Jim Ch&e, diner, p&'sonal , ... 
c & i & i c a t i o n  2/8/99)'. ["ote that an ittempt was made to get a&almdata released fro&CFEC, b i t  we'&e;e ,... 
:unable to cotitact bbth holdeis' (the veiiel baptains) toysign'rel&e waiver;:-Sb'istimated landings from 
; th&vessel bhner were'usid in stead]^ Totil state&ide'catch'es'ofscallops in Alaska were 732,424 po&ds in 

1996, and 786,043 pounds in 1997. Using these data, the average harvest for this vessel undir Suboptioii A 
would be as follows: 

Option a = 30,000 pounds, equating to 3.95% of the 1996 and4997 harvest ' r . .  

Option b = 60,000 . pounds, .,. equating to 7.63% of the 1997 harvest 
I , ; . , I .  , . 

, , , < . : ,;:- : ' . : ,.. . . . . 
0 .'.d - 

.Implementing iubopb6ti A would bi: more ~trai~htfdrwird if hirvests,from &isvessel %ere liinited 'io 
. boun,dage:.~ue'to crib byidtch limi&,i&son adjustnients, andotlier fa&, harvests o r  th6comiii season 
are difficult to project. ~&&ver, critches in the last f e s  y k r s  hive inciiiied 6bm about 736,000 p o d & t o  
8 10,000 pounds. Given proposed changes to crab bycatch limits in the Bering Sea, annual hawe,* for coming 

:years have 6een &6jected'to-.be ab6i1t860,000 pound$(;j'ee br&ke"en analysis for'~ifiendmeit 4 to&e scallop 
FMP, February 1999). So, using the percentage harvests under option a and b, the F N I  FO& Star couldbe 
limited to the scallop catch listed below: 

.,% . cE-:. . ./!. . . . . . . .  .' 3 

, < .  1 .,, . * .  .. 8 

I '. ' .: o p t i o h : ~  =,34,000 pohdi,'based'on &ijebt&l future statewide'6itcli'bf 860,000,~&di' 
. , 1, ,. . Option b'= b5,600 po&ds, based on projected f~~re'state%id'e.catch 'of 860,000&&'i' 

, ,.. . ..I: , i : , .  . I  . ' , , . . . . . .  . . .  ' > I ,  . . , . . < .  . . '.' . ': 
Suboption B w a s  propose'd tolmit  hiwests of scallopi based on crab bybatch limi&,'but this is probleihatical 
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, Tamer crab, and snow crab (i&the'Beiing Sea). 1'tk 
unknown at the beginning of the fishing season whether or not the GHL for the registration area will be taken, 
6r whether the fishery i?.ill be cut short due to &ching tIie cfab.bycatch limits. Table 7.4 p r o ~ i d e s ' t h i ' ~ ~ ~  
bycatch"1irnitS from the -1998 .scail,jp fishery: Vessel specifii bjcatch inforkiition' is ior&dential &d 
unavailable. Nevertheless, &is Subdption could potentially allow a wide r&e of ppssibili$es fdr this <&il: 
For example, if the vessel fished in Area D and E in 1997, it would have nearly'no. "bYcat6h hi&$'; 
alternatively, if the vessel fished in the Bering Sea, it could potentially have develo~ed a disproportionately 
1arge'"bycatch history". Note that a'bout 67% of the crab bycatch'l&ts are appditionkd to the Bering Sea 
registiation &ea.',Suboption B appears to reward the vessel'if it fished in the ~ e r i n g l ~ e a  (or hid b i d  bycatch 
levels in other areas), and ivould penalize the vessel if it did &fish in the Berihg Sea (of had lbw bycatch 

, 1'. " . . 'i. :.:*I' , . ? .  , : 
, .  . 

elsewhere): ,: . : J .  . . P . .  , . .  . . .~ . . . .  ..L . . .  : : r .  . 11 -  . . . . . . .  !. . . 
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Table 7.4: Weathervane scallop registration areas, seasons, GHLrs (pounds, shucked), and crab bycatch 
limits established for the 1998 sca l lo~  fishery, by area 

Crab Bycatch Limits 
"GAL ' Fishing king 

(poundr) Searon - crab 
D -District 16 0 - 35.000 July I - Feb 15 d a  
D - Yakutat 0 - 250,000 July I - Feb 15 d a  
E -Eastern PWS 0 - 20.000 July I - Feb I5 d a  

Western PWS exploratoty July I - Feb I S  d a  
H - Cook Met (Kamishak) 0 - 20,000 Aug15-Oct31 . 60 

Cook Inlet (Outer area) combinedlan I - Dec 3 1 98 
K - Kodiak (Shel'iof) 0 - 300.000 July I - Feb 15 196 

~ o d i &  (Norchea~t) combinedJuly 1 - Feb 15 2 1 
M - AK Peninsula 0 - 200,000 July I - Feb I5  900 
0 -Dutch Harbor 0 - 1 10.000 July I - Feb I 5  10 
Q - Bering Sea 0 - 400,000 July I -Feb I S  500 
R - Adak 0 - 75,000 July I - Feb I5 . 50 

Tanner 
crab - 
nla 
nla 
500 
130 
24,992 
2,170 
33,500 
46.500 
48,500 
10,700 
215,000 
10,000 

Snow 
crab - 
nla 
nla 
n/a 
d a  
d a  
d a  
nla 
n/a 
d a  
d a  
130,000 
n/a 

7.5 GroundGsh 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 isuncertain whether they would be required to 
.deliver their non-pollock sideboard caps to the same sector which they deliver their pollock allocation, they have 
,i. 

.been treated separately in the tables. 

i h i s  section contains summary tables for many of the alternatives being considered. Additional tables in i 
i' Appendix I1 contaih detailed, reference information from which the summary hbles were created. . ~ 

Catcher vessels that,: deliver to catcher processors formed a cooperative in 1999, and their cooperative 
agreement restricted them, as agroup, from exceeding their historic catch levels in fisheries other than pollock. 
Formal recommendations that would implement effort limits for AFA catcher vessels must be submitted 
to the SOC by July 1, 1999, sothe regulations can be in place for the2000 fishing season. Language in the 
AFA mandating these limits (Section 21 I(c)(I)(A)) states that the Council shall recommend measures for 
approval by the SOC that ')revent the carcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), 0, and (c) ofsection 
208.from c'xceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels ofsuch vessels in other fisheries under 
the authorzp ofthe North Pacifc Council as a result offrsheiy cooperatives in the directedpollock target 
fishety ". This portion ofthe document will estimate the non-pollock groundfish harvest caps that AFA catcher 
vessels will be allowed to harvest in future years. 

7.5.1 Determination of Traditional Non-pollock Groundfish Harvest Levels in the BSiAI 

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 ofaggregation 
should they apply for management/enforcement purposes? Answering each of these questions will determine 
the hstorical levels of non-pollock groundfish catch for the AFA catcher vessels. 



. . . ,, . . ,  , . .  
iBS/AI CatchData . . . . .  . . . . .  . . r , .  . * 

> '  . , , 

. . . . .  . .  
HiStorical catch data for'the citche<vessel classes: $11 be presented in the following sectjons. ADF&G 
fishtickets were used to determine avessel's catch history when deliveries were made to shorebased processors 
and floating processors that 'opera& ,in State waters. ~ishtickets -. are required for all catch delivered to 
processors operating in state waters.  isca cards that occuiat4ea are often-not reported on fishtickets; nQr +re 
they required. Because the t&l frame for determining sidehbhd caps runs '&ough 1997, and the 1;prGed 
RetentioniImp<oved Utilization (IROU) program did not gg into place until !98, the por t io t !of ,~~AI ~aEific 
cod and poll&k that was discarded atkea is likely undekstimateh for some,vessk~s delivering catch.inshore.! 
Data for catcher vessels that delivered to catcher processors and motherships operatidg in Federal waters were .': 

derived fromthe NORPAC ohsirver cia@ base. Deliveries lhat were made in a CDQ fisheqweie hit  ikluded . . .  . . . . . .  . , , 

from either s&urce. , .  , , 1  ~. . . . .  . . . . ' , . I >  , . : ".' , f '  
. I  , . /  ~ ~ ., . , 

The N O R P A C ~ ~ ~ ~  base provides haul-by-haul catch records for the catcher vessels that delivekat-sea. When 
the haul is sampled by the observer, a detailed catch composition is included in the database. HOW~V&, whkn 
the observer is unable to sample a haul,the total weight of that catch is recorded with no ipeciis infonrktion 
provided. NORPAC records from catcher vessel deliveries to catcher processors and mothership from 1995- 
97, indicate that about 55 percent of the total catch was sampled. The remaining 45 percent of W & c h  data 
had no information on the species that were harvested, hut did report an estimate of the total weight of fish 

. . ; - . ,  - . .  ... . .  . I  .,,I 
. . . . . . . .  . . 

I caught. 
. , . . .  . I , .  . i , . ,'i . i I -. - ' +  . ' /  . I . . 

To provide estimates of i vessel's catch history at the species level, an assumptioh regardin;the'bobie&ed 
catch'had to be made.,'. Otherwise catcher vessels, onaverage,would not be credited for about 45 percent of 
their at-sea deliveries which came from NORPAC. For this analysis, the foilowing methddblogy wasused to 
estimate the species composition for unobserved hauls. 

, : . . , , a . . ... . . , , .  I ;  . ., . " 8 . ;  . 
. . .  . 8 *  

1) A flag wasadded to the data showing if the pollock f i s h e j  was open.: ~ifferences in season dates 
between the BS and A1 were accounted for when the flag was added. 

2) . Observed catches by species werethensummed for each catcher vessel based on whether the pollock' 
,. I , !. - . .  . . . .  : fishery was open or closed. , . .  L . .  . , 

3) : . The catch of each species (by catcher vessel and ifpollock- open) w& then divided by %e vess8l's 
r : total catch to determine the perceitaie of each species that citchei ;essel~rirvest6ddug . . . .  ihe times' 

. . . . . .  
. ' ,  , .  , . .  

: of year when pollock was open or closed: - . ' ' 

4) . Thos'e'percentages were then multiplied by itscatch from unobservered h a h i  (again separded baied' 
on.whether pollock was oljen or closed)..:The results are estimates of catch for the unobi6iLed hails. 

5). :.. Some vessels were,never observed. For those vessels, a percentage wai'cal'cuIated'ba&d o i  the 
, .haivests of all observed catcher vessels,onthatday. Those percentages for,each species were theh 

. . applied to the unobserved hauls that day. . . ,  . J .  . .  . . / 

This methodology for determining each vessel's catch by species will provide estimatesTthat do not track' 
exactly wlth the actual landings. However when the pollock fishery was open, almost 96 percent of all sampled 
catch was pollock, and pver 93 percent of all catch from 1995-97 occurred when the.pollock fishe r$ was'o~ed. ' , 

When the pollock fisheries wire closed; only 50 percent ofthe catch was pollock: This pikeritage seems lugh, j 
but that is because two vessels had observer reports of over 90 percent pollockhht+n~thepollock fishery was 
closed. Applying a vessel's own observed history helps correct for this problem. Overall &in the pollock: 
fishery was closed, the methodology employed estimated that about 25'percentTof the unS'+nipl@ catch'was 

.I . - 
pollock. Pacific cod accounted for the largest portion of catch, when this metkod was uied, at just over 55 
percent. 

. . . . , . ,  , 
Jan* 2000 



For purposesof this analysis, the numbers resulting from extrapolating observed catch to unobserved hauls 
may provide leasonable & s t i e s  of each vessel's ,catch history for pollock. Estimates of the amounts of 
bycatch that occurred by species and the amounts of other target species harvested are likely less accurate than 
the estimates for pollock. Unfortunately, the sideboard caps rely on our estimates of non-pollock harvest. , 

Discard Rates 

The Council also requested that information on catcher vessel discard rates be included in the analysis. It is 
not possible to determine discard rates for individual catcher vessels. Therefore, discard rates.for all catcher 
vessels are reported here. The data were derived from the 1995-97 NMFS Blend data sets. Harvests made 
by catcher/processors were excluded. Separate tables have been included for the Bering SealAleutian Islands 
(Table 7.5) and the Gulf of Alaska (Table 7.6j 

Table 7.5: Discard Rates of Trawl Catcher Vessels in the E 

Species - Area 
Atka Mackerel - Cenual AI 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 
Other Flaffish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 
 ree en land Turbot - A1 
Greenland Turbot - BS 
Other Species - BSAI 
Pacific Cod (All Trawl Gear - 95&96) - BSIAI 
Pacific Cod (Trawl CV - 97) - BSIAI 
Pollock (Inshore) - AI 
Pollock (Offshore) -'AI 
Pollock (Inshore) - BS 
Pollock (Offshore) - BS 
Pacific Ocean Perch - AI 
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AI 
Pacific Ocean Perch -Eastern AI 
Other Rockfish - AI 
Other RocMsh - BS 
Rock Sole - BSAI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 
Sharpchin/Northem Rockfish - A1 
Squid - BSAI 
ShortrakerfRaugheye Rockfish - A1 

Other Red RocK~sh - BS 
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 
Grand Total 

AI, 1995-97 
Target Fisheries 

All Non-Pollock 
63% 
90% 100% 
93% 99% 
40'% 42% 
87% 93% 
90% 100% 
31% 20% 
91% ,. 92% 
13% 8% 
6% 

, . 4% 
I% 0% 
0% 
5% 92% 
2% 92% 
4% 

42% 100% 
17% 
10% . 100% 

100% 100% 
71% 55% 
92% ' 92% 

100% 
17% 6% 
99% 100% 
53% 74% 
39% 

84% 92% 
6% 6% 
7% 36% 

January 2000 



Table 7.6: Discard Rates of Trawl Catcher Vessels in the ( 
, . 

Y ,. . , 

.. . . . - Specib - Area 
. . ,  

~ t k i ~ a & e r e l -  Central'dud (1995 through 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 
Atka Mackerel.-. Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arroivtooth Flounder Eastem &lf 
Arro&ooth ~16under - Western Gulf ' 
Deep Water Flaffish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flaffish - Eastem Gulf 

. ~. 
Deep Water Flatfish -Western Gulf -'. - 
Flathead Sole -central Gulf . 1. 

. .  . - .- 
Flathead Sole - EasternGidf 

, , 
Flathead sole -Western Gulf 
Northern d o c ~ s h  - Central Gulf, 
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gutf 
Northern dockfish -Western Gulf 

I 
t 

Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (hishore) - Central ~ u l f  
Pacific ~ o d ' ( 0 ~ s h o r e )  - ~ e n t i h  Gulf 
Pacific Cod (~hhore)  - ~ a s t e G ~ h f  
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western.Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - ~ e s t e & , ~ u l f  
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - ~ e n t r a l ' ~ u l f  I 

Pelagic ~he l f~ock f i sh  (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 
Pelagic sheif Rockfish - ~ a s t e m  Gulf 
Pelagic sheif Rockfish - Western Gulf 
Pollock - Chinkof District . , 

Pollock - Eastern Gulf 
Pollock - Kodiak' 

. . 
Pollock - ~ h u m a ~ i n  District 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf . . 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific 0 c e k  . Perch . - western'(;ilf 
Rex Sole - central Gulf 
Rex Sole -   astern Gulf . .,. . , 

Rex Sole - weqern Gulf . . 
Slope ~ockfish - Central Gulf 
Slope Rockfish -Eastern ~ d f '  . : - .  . .  
Slope ROC!&S~ - weitem GUK 

. . .  .~ 
f o f  Alaska, 1995:97' - 

. , , 

. !  . ~ . 

, , . 
All Noin-Pollock 

99% ' 99% 

. . 



Table 7.6 continued 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Southeast 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 
Shortraker 1 Rougheye - Central Gulf 
Shortraker 1 Rougheye - Eastern Gulf 
Shortraker I Rougheye - Western Gulf 

Additional information on discard rates can be obtained fromthe 1995-97 discard reportprepared for ADF&G9 
by Pacific Associates, Inc. and Fisheries Information Services. This document provides detailed bycatch rates 
by target fishery and delivery mode. 

Thornyhead - Gulf of Alaska 

Base Years for Determining Numerator 

40% 40% 

Calculating the percentage ofthe 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 aU target fisheries, and the second option would include only catch taken in non-pollock target fisheAes. 

All Fisheries 

~ a b l e s  7.7 and 7.8 report the catch of BSAI groundfish in the non-pollock target fisheries and in all target 
fisheries by the AFA eligible catcher vessels for the years 1995-97. Tables 7.9 and 7.10 report the same 
information, except for 1992-97. 

13% 20% 

'Alaska Department of Fish & Game, "Discards in the Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering 
SealAleutian Islands & the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-97", September, 1998 This document may be 
downloaded from the ADF&G Commercial Fishenes Web Page 



lother Red Rockfish - BS 
, , . , 8 .  49 . . ,  , 10. . .,, , 2 .  . 7 , 68.1 , "  

L .  Table 7.7: AFA catcher vessel harvests in "oh-pollock target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt) .: . 

, 
Non-Pollock Tarket Fisheries 

I Species by TAC Grouping ... , .  CV Inshore CV to INMS CV to MS cv td CP . To@ 
I 90 Vessels I I Vessels 10 vksse~s 7 Vessels '118 vessels 

1 . , Atka Mackerel - ~ e n t d  AI i . , 1 .  . . . .  , 
Atka Mackerel - ' ~ a s k r n  A1 . , . . 16 7 I ' .  10 '34 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI - . ., r- ' . ,.*' 

.> 
Arrowtooth a lo under - BS and AI , a 1,741 137 j3 ' . . 24,j . 2,19,T 

Other Flatfish - BS and AI : 6,171 517 ' 257 563' .- - - 7;jos 
.< . . . 

Flathead Sole - BS and AI 4,851 25 1 1 9 ; -  444 5,743 

Greenland Turbot - AI 2 . . # 9 '  1 1 . '  

Greenland Turbot BS . . . .. . . : -. . . 5 3 8 . .  10 . . . 4 3 ' 601 

Other Species - B S ' $ ~  AI - . .. ~. . 3,050 . - 2 1 6  . 138-. ~. 338 3.742: 
P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and A1 50 13 195 258 

, . . .  L . , P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS ,and AI . . - 
* P. Cod ( ~ r a k l ,  C V ~ )  - B S N  (199?onlk) * ' 40,884 3,118 ' 2,057 4,957. , . . 51,016 

. . . . .  
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 8 3 3 14 

* POP - C. AI (1996 - 1997 only) , .. . & _  
. .  .~ 

* POP - E. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 1 3 4 
*POP.- W. AI. . (1996 - 1997 only). " - .  . . . ,, , _ . . 8~ . L _  .. - . 

, . ., ~ Other Rockfish -'Ai . . - , . 1 ' .  : ' . . 4: 
.. . 

, , .  . ..., . ( I ,  , .  , 
Other k o c h s h -  BS '24' 1 . . ,  . . ,  L ' ~, 

~. 4 ' . *  
2 

' 29 
. - > .  , ,  

~ o c k  sole'- BS and .g 11,963 , , 610 382 : ,  , 5 8 4  . , . 13,539 
. I  . . 

Sablefish &ed~~e&) - A1 r . : .  . ,  , I  1 . - . - 
L' 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear).: AI :' 51 . - - .  1 . ,  - .  3 58 

Sablefish'(Traw1 Gear) - BS ' . I "  . ,  . , .  . .- 
, .. I . 

SharpchinNorthern Rockfish -A1 . "  , r . ' , ,  11 .. .c - .: 
, . 5 . ,; . 17 

. I / '  ' . . Squid - BS a i d  AI 7, , 
, . ' i  , . I '  'C ' . . ~hortrakei/R&heyk ~ o c k s h  - A1 ' 

. . , - -  I , . . . 
, . .. -. 

".-"i 
. . . I  : .  
"" I 

' 1  .. 
. . 
, T' ., 

' - . ; 

. . 

.- .; 
. , - -  

I .. , 
. '  . 

. 

I , , .  . 
' .. 

. 
. . . .u. 

" 

. .  

: - ' ;  

* Denotes TAC groups tlm do not extend throughout entire time period. 

, , . .  

I ~ e l l o ~ f i n  ~ i l e  - BS A d  AI- 33,070 .: 4,196 , '~ 8 9 4  ,997 , 39.157 

H E  1221\DOC\SecRevew\afaea wpd 100 ' 
I , r . - ,  

Januaty iooo 

. 
. . .  : . '  

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data . . . .  



Table 7.8: AFA catcher vessel barvests in all target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt) 

I Species by TAC Grouping 

Sho.waker/Rougheye RockfM~ - AI 
Other Red Rocldish - BS 

, 

All Target Fisheries 

CV Inshore CV to I N N S  CV to MS CV to CP Totat 

Atka Mackerel - Cenual AI 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 

Other Flatfish - BS and AI 
Flathead Sole - BS and AI 

, . 
Greenland Turbot - AI 
Greenland Turbot - BS : 

Other Species - BS and A1 
P. Cod ( ~ i x e d  Gear) - BS and AI 
P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI 

* P.Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 
* POP - C. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

* POP - E. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

*POP - W. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

Other Rockfish -A1 
Other Rocldish - BS 

Rock Sole - BS and AI 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI 
sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 
SharpchinMorthem Rocldish - AI 
Squid - BS and AI 

90 Vessels 
15 

452 

2,766 

7,792 

6,293 
4 

653 
3,500 

50 

45,449 

717 
7 

27 

I 

51 

13,250 

- 
68 

1 

I 

1,427 
3 

58 

I I Vessel's 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels 

. Yellowfin Sole - BS and AI 33,249 4,402 l:,043 1,036 39.730 

Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data: National ~ k n e  Fisheries Service observer data 
* Denotes TAC groups that do nbt extend throughout en'tire time period. 
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. . 
.Table.7.9:. M A  catcher vessel hake& (mt) in no;-pollo~k target'fistikiies, 1992-971:'~' . '. - -. .. .- . , 

(~iiioivfin sole -.BS and AI ' . - ' 46,21.1?~ -.-.. 4,696 - --1;277 "- 2,705 54,$89 
k .I ' , . t Source: ADF&Game fish ticket d& ~ a t i o d  Marine ~isheries~~ervice observer data 

- .. ,. . . . . 

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throGhout en& tiike pdriod. . - L _ .  / '  

1) Target fisheries that include the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated. 

t 

I .  

; 
' 

/ 
/ 
I 

: , , .  . All Target Fisheries . , 
. . I.' , ..;. Species by TAC Grouping' . . cV Insllork :cv to M~~ Cv to j& CV ti CP Total 

. . 
. ' , ; I  ;* . I /  r .  . 90 Vessels ' I I Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels 

. . *'Atka Mackerel - C. AI (1993 - 1997 only) I 1 ..'I ' .  '2 

* ~ t k a ~ a c k e r e l  -E. AI (1993 - 1997 only) 

* AtkaMackerel - W. A1 (1993 - 1997 only) 
Kt~iktooth  lou under - BS& AI ' '  

d&er Flatfish - BS and Al. 
*Flathead Sole -BS and AI '(1995 - 1997 only) 

* Greenland Turbot - AI - (1994 - 1997) 

* areenland ~ b o t  - BS '(1994 - 1995) 
, . - .  

other Species -BS and AI 

* kcific Cod (Fked Gear) - BS and AI' 

* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI 

* P: Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI (1997 h y )  

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS ' ' ' POP - C. AI (1996 - 1997 only) . 
* POP - E. A1 (1996 - 1997 only) 

* POP - W. A1 (1996 - 1997 only) ' 

Other RocMsh - A1 

Other Roc!dish - BS 
, . 

Rock Sole - BS a i d  AI ) .  

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 
sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 
SharpchirdNorthern Rockfish - AI ' . . - 

I . ., Squid'- BS and'AI 

ShomakerRougheye Rockfish - AI 

Other Red ~ o c k f k h  - BS 



Table 7.10: AFkcatcher vessel harvests (mt) in all target fisheries, 1992-97' 

AU Target Fisheries , , 

,, Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV lo I N N S  CV to MS CV to CP Total 
90 Vessels I I Vessels 10 vessel$ 7 Vessels 118 Vessels 

- --- -- I *  Atka ~ a c k e z c .  AI (1993 - 1997 only) ' IS 

I~ellon4in Sole - BS and AI 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 ex?end throughout entire time period. 
I )  Target fisheries that include the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated. 

* Atka Mackerel - E. AI (1993 - 1997 only) 
* A h  Mackerel - W. AI . (1993 - 1997 only) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 
0the; Flatfish - BS and AI 
* Flathead Sole - BS and AI (1995 - 1997 only) 

* GreenlandTurbot - AI (1994 - 1997) 
* Greenland Turbot - BS (1 994 - 1997) 

Other Species - BS and Al 

* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS .and Al 

* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and A1 

* P. cod  rail, CVs) - BSAl (1997 only) 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 

* POP - C. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

* POP - E. A1 (1996 - 1997 only) 

* POP - W. AI (1996 - 1997 only) 

Other Rockfish - AI 
Other Roc!&h - BS 

Rock Sole - BS and AI 
~ablefkh  (Fixed Gear) - A1 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - A1 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 
SharpchiwNonhern Rockfish - AI 
Squid - BS and AI 
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI 

Other Red Rockfish - BS 



. $ ?  , ' .  . . , . .. - 
Chwsine the Base for the ~en6minator . .. ~ ... ~ . -. . - ~ . .  . . ~  .. . ~ .- I 

I? . .  

: Denominators for the AFA sideboard calculations could be based on either total cat& or TAC.7-?.Jsing TAG 
will gerierally ~ e s u l ~  @ s&~er,sideboard caps for.the'catcher vessels. Only when the average TAC wai . , :. 
excGded durinithe-base time period would this not be true. hi inany.years trawl caught,Pacific:cod $Id 
flatfish fisheries were cl&d becausd the halibut PSC cap is reached prior to harvesting theentire TAC, For .. 

1 ' I .  

those species,'using TAC will result'in smaller catcher vessel sidebo.&d caps. Sinaller cap? a& sGply the .. 
t .  . , result of the denominator being larger (i.e., TAC is greater thanl&tch). . . ,;. . r . ;  " 

I' 
. .. . , . I . . ~! : :r ?: I ( I  

TAC fishery groupings chabge overtime. Reading across the rows of Table-7.1 l'shows the extentofthesk 
changes. Rows that have blank cells indicate that TAC has been restructured! For example,:ai important 
change was the splitting of the BSAl Pacific cod TAC between.:trawl catcher vessels and trawl' 
~atcher/~roces~ors.  Prior to 1997 a singleTAC was set for all trawl vessels. Splitting out the trawl allocatioi 
behveen catchei vessels and catcher piocessors makes it.difficult to calcul&e caicher ve$el5s catch history' 
aEross the two t h e  periods: Because dfthis probleni, the catcher/process?r's Pacific cbd sidebohd cap was: 
based solely on 1997 catch history. The table below ihows the TAC's for BSAtgroui&ish fisheries be&e.en! 
,1992-97. The problem is more pronounced when the years 1992-97 are used to'determine a vessei's sideboard' 

,' \ i F ~ P S .  : . . ,I+: .'. .i ' .  

I , . 
r .\ . . . ' 

I ! . , ' i , .  , .. . . , I  

, . . ,  ' >  , I .  ..! 

, , '.l . , .. ; 

. , 

. ,  . .. . . 
I I .  . .. i . . ,  

I . I -  . . , ,  - ! '  , . . 
. .  ~ . . 

, .. . a  , 

,: . s t . ! .  , , 
. . .  . . 

' . : . # , , " "  ', 

, -  , ,  . . . .  , . ,  

'. I 
. . 

/ .  ' ' / , .., - - 
. . . . / : .  - ,  ' . . .  . . 

. . f  : .. . '<,. '. .: 5 

. . ; , , ! . - ,  ,,., . .. 
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Table 7.11: Final TACs (mt) i~ 

Spec~es by TAC Grouping 

Atka Mackerel - AI 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI 
Arrowtooth - BS and AI 
Other Flatfish - BS and AI 

Flathead Sole - BS and AI 

Greenland Turbot - AI 
Greenland Turbot - BS 

Greenland Turbot - BS and AI 

Other Spec~es - BS and AI 
P Cod (All Gear) - BS and AI 

P Cod @xed Gear) - BS and AI 
P Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and AI 

P Cod (Trawl Gear) - BS and AI 

P Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) - BSAl 

P Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 

Pacuic Ocean Perch - A1 

Pacuic Ocean Perch - BS 

Paclfic Ocean Perch - Central AI 

Paclfic Ocean Perch - Eastern AI 

Paclfic Ocean Perch - Western AI 
Other Rockfish - A1 
Other Rockfish - BS 

Rock Sole - BS and A1 
Sablefish @xed Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (F~xed Gear) - BS 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 

SharpchmNorthezn Rocktish - A. 
Sqwd - BS and A1 

Sho~uaker/Rougheye Rocffish- A 

Other Red Rocklish - BS 

Yellowfin Sole - BS and AI 

Source: National MarineFis11erie.s Service AKR Webpage(forexamp1e - l~ttp://~\.u?~.fakr.noaa.gov. 19931gcatch93.tr;t) 

e Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands by Year 

January 2000 

YEAR 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 

43.000 

27,000 44.525 50,000 33,600 19,500 

3,520 13,475 13.500 26.700 15,000 

14,080 10,000 16.500 45,857 32,200 

8.500 8,500 10,000 10,227 9,000 17.646 

67,150 67,150 47,600 19,540 29,750 43,138 

25,500 25,500 36.975 

2,333 2,331 1,983 2,525 

4.667 4,669 3,967 8,275 

5.950 7,000 

17,000 22,610 22,432 20,000 20,125 25,800 

1995-97 
Total 

- 
103.100 

55,200 

94,557 

36,873 

92,428 

87,975 

6,839 

16.91 1 
- 

65,925 

1992-97 
Total 

43,000 

174,625 

72.195 

118,637 

63,873 

274,328 

87,975 

9,172 

21,578 

12,950 

127,967 



. . 
The second option for the denominator is total batch. Tables 7.12 showsthe'iAta~ catch n&berstha;will be 

. '- : used & ~ ~ ~ 1 : f i s h e r i e ~ .  It is important to note that this.includes all catch taken in that particular TAC fishery 
I groupink. 'using Greenland turbot as the example, turbot harvested by any.g&type wouldbe included in the 

totalcatch table, sincethe TACis not divided by gear. . . .. 1 i :  

i , . . ,  ~ . ,  
. . 

Changes in ihk TAC $ouping alsp cause proble&whkti u&g total catch as the denckinator. The problem ..I: 
is b&icalI~.tlik'same as 'discusikd above. Grouping or splitting TAC fisheries does not allow consistent 

-estimatei to h i  made over the entire ~e period. Some of the TAC fisheries iri ~ & l e  7.12 represent catch 
histonesthat are limited to a subset of the overall tinie period where cbnsistent data eiist2. ~o;exarn~le,  rows . . 

:, representing POP in the Aleutian Islandsareas only contain data from the yeaW1996-97. The'resulting 
! nui;;b&$ Table 7.12are the same in both the 1992-97 agd 1995-97 columns, because the yeari:1995-96 
1 were used in 60th cases. Thesame set of years was used to determine the numerator the section.above. 

( /  ' ,  . . . . 

Table 7.1'2: Total cat& (mt) ~ ~ B S A I  Groundfish Species by Year 
Species droupings 
* Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands (199j - 1997 only). - I P  ' .  

l~ellowfin 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 

j 
; 

! Atka ~hckerel -Eastern Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 onli). "' 

* Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only) 
Arrowtooth Flounder ;Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Other Flatfish - ~ e r i n g  Sea and Aleutian Islands 
* ~iathead Sole.- ~erin~Sea'and Aleutian Islands (1995 - 1997 only) 
8 ., 

* Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands (1994 - 1997 only) 
$~reenl&d . . Turbot -!Bering Sea (1994 ; 1997 o$y) , . . , 
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . .  . . 
p a c k  Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering S& and Aleutian Islands 
~ a & c  Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
* pacific Cdd (Trawl Gear, Catcher Vessels) - BSAI (1997 only) 
Paclfic Ocean Perch - ~ e r i n g  S& ' 

* Pacific ocean Perch - CentraliAleutian Islands ' (1996 - 1997 only) ' 
. > .  . 

* Pacific Ocein Perch - Eastern 'keutian islands ' (1996 - 1'997 only) . . * Pacific &ean Perch - WestemAleutian Islahds , (1996 - ,997 6nly) 
' 

Other Rockfish - Aleutian'Islands 1 .: 
Other Rocldish - Bering Sea , I  

kock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands. ? : . . . , 
sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutiag Islands , .. . , .  

sablefish (Fixed Gear) Beling Sea . , . . 

Sablefish (Trawl ~ e a r j  ;i&ieutiai Islands . . .. , 
Sablefish (TAM Gearj - Bering Sea 

- 
, , 
, , 

~harpchinl~brthdrn Rocldtsh - qleutian Islands , , 
> .  . I 

- ~ e r &  Sea and Aleutian Isiands 
, . 

~hortraker/~duih&i ~o&fish:- s leu ti an Islands -~ . . ~ .  

Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea ' 
. ' ' 



Alternative Sideboard Cap Estimates 
. . 

Information presented in Tables 7.7 through 7.10 above allovis several of the sideboard cap alternatives to be 
calculated when used & conjunction with the tables included in the denominator section. Simply dividing the 
numbers reported in the numerat& tables by the appropriate numbers in the denominator tables will result in 
the percentage of the TAC that AFA catcher vessels would be allowed to harvest up to in future years. Six 
specific alternatives will be presented in this section. They correspond to the three alternatives specifted in the 
"Determination of Harvest Level" section, with a separate table for each of the two time periods being 
considered. 

Comparing Tables 7.13 through7.18 shows that, in general, catcher vessels would receive thelargest 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 t i e  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 ently and &it 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 notbe AFA eligible, and therefore will not bring their 
non-pollock catch history into a sideboard cap. Anbther 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 speciesfor 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. 

i'able 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 behveen the smallest and largest cap is about 5,500 mt. 
Recall that for Pacific cod only 1997 data were used, because the TAC was split between catcher vessels and 
catcher/processors starting that year (Amendment 46 to the BSAI FMP). The current allocation of BSAI 
Pacific cod is 5 1 percent to fixed gear, 47 percent to trawl gear, and 2 percent to jig gear. The trawl portion 
of the TAC is then subdivided equally between catcher vessels and catcherlprocessors. Working through the 
math results in trawl catcher vessels being allocated 23.5 percent ofthe 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 ~ ~ ~ s ) ' i s i n g  odly'h&est from tbe 

- 

' 

: 

. ,  

, 

' 

. 

. 

. 

. 

.., 

- 

non-pollock target fisheries as the numerator 
, . , , 

I :  . . 
. . . . Species by TAC Grouping . 

. . ... . . 
Atka Mackerel - Central AI 

, .  , 
~ i k a  Mackerel - !&tern AI 

I '  . 
~tkaMackerel1 western AI 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 
Other Flatfish - BS and AI . ~. . 

~l'khdthead~& . . , .  - BS and k . , ,  

Greenland Turbot - AI . . 

Greenland Turbot ->BS ' . I  

, . 
Other Species- BS and AI. ' , 

Pacific Codpixkd Gear) - BS and AI , 

Pacific d o d ' ( ~ i ~  &) - BS and AI , 
I 

.'P. cod crawl. CV) -BSAI (1947 only) 
Pacific Ocean . .  .. ~ k r c h  - BS , 1, . . 
* POP - C. A1 (1996 -. 97 only). ' . ' ' .. 

* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 

*POP - W. A1 (1996 - 97 only) . - 
other ~oc&sh  - AI ' " . 

, . . ,  . ' . ,  , , ,  
Other Rockfish - BS . . . . 
~ o c k ~ d l e  - BS a id  AI ', 

Sablefish (Fixed L Gear) + ,  - Ai 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) B S  . ' . 

Sahlefish (Trawl Gear) - AI , 
' 

Sablefish ( T m l  G&) - BS 
. , 

SharpchinWorthe& ~bclai:h - AI 
s q & - ~ s & ~ ' + . " ,  ' 

, . . ,  , 

ShottrakerR~ughe~e Rockfish, - AI , , 

Other RedRockfish . . - BS ' . .: t . ' . : 
~ e l l o ~ n  sole -'BS and AI . . . . . 
Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries 
1995-97. 

and total catch as the denominator, 1995-97 
. , . . , .  .. 

CV Ixishore 
90 Vessels 

. .. 

. ~ 

0.03% 
. . , .  . ' 

5.12% 

lO.Ol% 
9.25% 

0.04% 

3.29% 

' ' 4.45% 

0.01% 
. ,  

. . -  . . 
65.0'2% . . >.  

0.17% 
' . . : 

0.02% 
- 
. 

. . 

, , 4?4% .. 
, , ., 7.06% . . 

x - .. . - .  
. 

37.33% 

i . 0.20%. 

0.01% 
. . 
0.26% 

, - 
6.42% 

7.57% 
within state 

. .  . . Non~Pollock 
CV to INMS 

11 Vessels *' 

0.01% 

0.40% 

. . . .84% 

0.48% 
. - , - 

: 0.06% 

' 0.'32% 
< ,  - 

' .. .  . .- . . 
., . 4.96% 

, -  ,0.06% 
. .  

.. % . - 
- .  . 

' . . .  0:13% . 
, .  . , 0.'17% 

: 0.36% 

. . . - 
. . 

' 0.69% 
I ! ,  - 

. 0.09?$ 
. . . 

'.. . , I : , :  
- .  

1:31% 

. .96% 
waters and NORPAC 

Target 
CV to MS 
10 Vessels 

0.21% 

. 0.42% 

. 0.38% 
' - 

' 0.02% 

' . 0.20% . 
. -. 

- 

I .  

. 3.27% 
,. . - 

. , - 
._ 

: . ! , . Z  

1, , t . - 
0.23% 

, .  . - 
. , - .  . 

. ' .. - 
. , 

11 

. ;0.26% 

' 0.20% 
Observer 

Fisheries 
CV to CP '; 

~7 Vessels 
I .  1 ' 1  - 

. . 
0.02% 

, , . %  

0.71% 

- .  0.91% 

0.85% 

' -'0:19% 

; 0.24% 
, 

' '0:4$% . .  , .  

., ,. . ' '. 0.05% 
. - 

, '  

, . 7:88% 

. 0.06% 
. / .  ., . ,  . - 

0.05% 

. . 
0.39% 

r 0.67% 
,. 0.34% 

, I *  _ .  
. 

- .  . . 
2.07% 

, . ,, . . 
. ,. 

.0.04% 
- 

- * 0.92% 

.: 0.23% 
data for at-sea 

. . - ' '. . '  

' ~ l i  F&A CVS' 
: 118 ~&sels: '  . . , . ~  

. f -0.06% . , .  

. . . - 
6.44% 

? 12:18% 

10196% 

- ': ' 0.23% . . . .- 
3 . 6 h  

. , ,  

. , 
5.46% 

, . . . . . 0.06% 
. . 

, ,  

; :. 81.13% 

' . , '0.29% 
- . 

" " .  0.07% 
- 

. . . , , , *  , . . *. 
. , 0.52% . ,  . 
, . 4.88% 

, .. 7199% 
. . 

. 
..) - .  

:, 40:09% 

. , 
' . 020% 

. . 0.14% . 
. , 0.26% 

- ! - : . >  

. 891% 

' , . . %96% 
deliveries, from 
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Table 7.14: ~s t ima te s  of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent'of future TACs) using only harvest f r o b  the 
non-pollock target fisheries as the numl 

I Species by TAC Grouping 

*Atka Mackerel - Cent. AI (1993-97 only 

*Aka Mackerel -East. AI(1993-97 only 

*AtkaMackerel -West. AI (1993-97 only 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 

Other Flatfish - BS and AI 

*Flathead Sole - BS and AI (1995-97 only 

*Greenland Turbot - AI (1994-97 only) 

*Greenland That - BS (1994-97 only) 

Other Species - BS and AI 

pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI 
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and A1 
* P. Cod flrawl. CV) - BSAl (1997 only 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 

* POP - C. A1 (1996 - 97 only) 

* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 

* POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) 
Other Rock!ish - AI 

Other RocMsh - BS 

Rock Sole - BS and AI 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - A1 

sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 

Sharpchin/Northern RocHsh - AI 
Squid - BS and AI 

ShortrakerlRougheye RocWkh - A1 

lother Re; Rocklish - BS' ; 

Yellowfin Sole - BS and AI 
Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries 
1992-97. 

or  and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97 
Non-Pollock T a r ~ e t  Fishenes I - 

:V Inshore I CV to IN/MS I CV to MS 1 CV to CP I All AFA CVs 
JO Vessels 

5.58%1 0.57% 0.15% 

1 l l Vessels 1 10 Vessels 

0 33%1 6.63% 

1 7 Vessels I 118 Vessels 
I 

hin state waters and NOWAC Observer data for at-sea delwenes, from 



Tahle 7.15: .Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of 1 
fisheries as the numerator and total cat, - . . . , ,. . , 

- -- - Species by TAC GroupingT,' I .  I . .  . . '  , . , 
Atka Mackerel - Central AI 

Atka Mackerel -Eastern AI ' 

~ t k a  Mackerel -'western A1 , 

Apowtooth Flounder -;BS and AI , 

6ther Flatfish - BS and A1 ' . . . , 

Flathead Sole - BS and Al %::' . . ;I 
Greenland Turbot - k 
~ r & ~ a n d  Turbot - BS, . ,  . ., 
Other Species - BS and Al >;, : 

P&~C Cod (Fixed G G )  - BS and AI 

~$cif ic '~od , ~ (Jig  ear) - BS and,@ 

* P. Cod (Trawl, CY -BSAI (f997 only 
i , .  - .  
Pacific Ocean Perch -'BS . . .. , 

* POP - C. AI (1996 - 97 only) ' 
* POP - E. AI (1996.: 97 only) ' 
, , .  

t POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) ! 

Other Rockfish - AI. , , I 
I .  

0tller'~ochjish - BS . , j , . .  . 
RO& Sole - BS and 'd;I . , ',\ 

~ a b l &  (Fixed G?) - AI 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 
1 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) :.PI 
sidefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 

Sharpchifiorthem Rockfish - A1 
Squid - BS and AI 

Shonraker/Rougheye Rocktish - AI 
Other Red Rocldish - BS . . . . .. . 

I ~ k ~ ~ o d n  Sole - BS and A1 
Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries 

90 Vessels 11 Vessels 

7.61%1 . l:Ol% 
thin state wateis,Gd WRl 

. .. . 
h r e  TACs) using han'est from all tdrgct 
- 

7 . . 
lock Target Fishenes 
CV to MS 1 CV to CP ;I All AFA CVs 

0.58%. 

1 0.92% 
. . -  

0.07% 

0.33% 
- 

8 - 
4 . 1 7 %  

0.34% 

I 
- 
- 

0.17% 

0.38% 

- 

: 0.75% 
- 

0.52% 

0.24% 
,C Observer 

. c  I . (  - 

0.98% 

.1.27% 

: ;  0.21% 

i, 3 0.27% 

0:61% 

. . 0.05% 

. ,'L ' . I  - I - 
, ' ,  9.15% 

0.19% 
. , . :- 

( , .0:05% 

( > - .  - 
0.52% 

101% 

0 51%, 
r r  

, , -  

, 2.77% 

,, - 
0.05% 

0.52% 
, I' - -  

1.44% 

'0.24% 
data for at-sea 

' Yi 15.25% 

.. 15.36% 

i .- -0.30% 

:' . ' ' , k48% 
. - '.. '6.53% 

'-. 0.06% 
' ' ...I :-'. . 

* .  i 91.69% 

. 16.32% 

, . 10.12% 

: '0.49% 
. . . , -  

- , 0.78% 

; - .I ,? '.IO.ll% 

. . 9.37% 
. 

7 I .  - .  

.. % 

.. ' 50.47% 
. . .  

. . . 0.20% 

- . ' 0.:16% 

' 56.45% 

r ' . 0 , 1 2 % .  

11.26% 

!. 9.10% 
deliveries, from 
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Table 7.16:. Estimates of catcber vesse 
fisberies,as the numeiatoi and tot& cac 

Species by TAC Grouping 

Atka Mackerel I Central AI 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 

Arrowtooth Rounder - BS and Al 
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 

a lath id Sole - BS and AI 
Greenland Turbot - AI. 
Greenland Turbot- BS 
Other Species - BS and Al 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and A1 
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS a i~d  AI 

* P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI (1997 onl) 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 

* POP - C. AI (1998 - 97 only) 
* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 

* POP - W. A1 (1996 - 97 only) 
h e r  Roc!dish - N . 
Other Rockfish - BS 
Rock Sole - BS and AI 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 
SharpchinNorthern RocMsh - AI 

, Squid - BS and AI 

ShortrakerRoughiye Rocffish - A1 
Other Red Rocffish - BS 

I~ellowfin Sole - BS and A1 

Sources AJIF&G F~shtickcts fordelwene: 

IS the denominator, 1992 
Noo-P 

'V Inshore I CV to IN/MS 
ock Tarzet Fisheries 
:V to MS CV to CP All AFA CVs 
0 Vessels 7 Vessels 118 Vessels 

0.01% 

0 27%1 0 41%1 7 00% 
C Observer data for at-sea dehvenes, from 
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Table 7. Estimates of catchel 
target fisheries as the numerator and 1 

I . . 

, , 

A&~ackerel i Eastern AI ' 
I 

Atka Mackerel i Western AI 
, - 1 > '  . ., 

&owtooth Flounder -'BS and AI~ 
Othei Flamsh - BS &d AI ;" ', 

FlathGd Sole - BS i d  AI :' '. 

Greknland Turbot i AI 
Greenland Turbot -'BS 

7 .  

O t h e i ~ ~ e c i e s  - BS and AI 

Pacific cod r i x h  G&) - BS and AI 
Pacifjc Cod (Jig ,Gar) - BS and-AI 

* P.;c& ( ~ r a w 1 . c ~ )  - BSAI (1997 only 
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS ' ' 

*POP - C .  AI (i996 - 97 only);. 

* POP - E. A1 (1996': 97 only). * POP - W. AI (!996 - 97 only) 
6t&r~oc!dish -;A? ' I. 

@ei ~oclcfish -.Bs.' ' i 

R o d  Sole - BS ahd AI 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - A1 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 

Sablifish (Trawl ;G&)'- AI 

Sablefiih (Trawl Gear) - BS ! 

~harpchin/North& Rockfish - AI . . 
Sfuid - BS and AI.. , , , 

Shortraker/Roug~eye Roclcfish - 'A1 
> ., 

Other Red ~ockfikh BS 
I~ello\vfin Sole - BS and Al 
Sources ADF%G Ftshuckets for dclivcnes 

TACs for the denominator were taken from reports on the NMFS web page. 



Table 7.18: Estimates of catcher vessels 
target fisheries as the numerator and T. 
I I Species by TAC Grouping 

ShortrakerRougheye Rockfish - AI " 

Other Red Rockfish - BS 

. .. 
..I 

l~ellowfin Sole - BS and AI 
Sources ADF&G Fishticketifor deliveries 

. . 
Atka Mackerel - Central AI 

~ t k a  Mackerel - Eastern AI 

Atka Mackerel - Western AI 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI 
Other Flatftsh - BS'and AI 
Flathead Sole - BS and AI 

Greenland ~ u r b o t  - AI 
Greenland Turbot - BS 

Other Species - BS and AI 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and A1 

Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - and A1 

* P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI ( 1  997 only. 

Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 

*POP - C. AI(1996 - 97 only) 

* POP - E. AI (I996 - 970nly) 

* POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) 

Other Rockfish - AI 
Other Rockfish - BS 

Rock.Sole - BS and AI 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AI 

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 
SharpchinNorthern RoclGlsh - Al 

Squid - BS and A1 

idc 

. . .., .. . , . ,  
6 

:board caps @ercent of future TACs) using harvest from non-pollock 
:s as the denominator, 1992-97 

d on-Pollock Target Fisheries J 

4.26%1 0.43%( 0 . 1 2 ~ I  0.25%1 5.06%( 
thin state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliveries, from 

3V Inshore 
92 Vessels 

wi 
1992-97. TACs for the denominator were taken from reports on the N M F S  web page. 

CV to IN/MS 
14 Vessels 

CV to MS 
7 Vessels 

CV to CP 
7 Vessels 

All AFA CVs 
120 Vessels 



. , . . . . " .  . . . . . ,  . . ,  . . .  . - .  . .: . .~. ,. 
Table 7.19: Estimates of future B&I catcher &el ~aciticcod caps uAder the various scenirios, b&ed o'n'the 

! l~stimates of a\;ailable cap ( i t )  i 27,045 . ' . 2,063 ' 1,360 L ;. 3:278 , . .- .33,7&kl 
Note: The refer to the portion of the overall trawl CV allocation. I., . .; , - _ % . '  + ., 1 - , 1 ,  

4 

. , 

*-years 1995-97 - . : . - .  . ' . . .. e - 

i:: , , .. 
' 7.5:l.l To Whom 4 the sheboards Apply ', ,,. ,. , I , 

, 

: . 

: 

. 

, . .  
, Determining td iyhom the reitrictions aiply requires answering the'question, aie :MA eligible katcher "essels 
tlGt do not joii'g cddperativk still requifed to abide by, the sideboatd restrictions? -$The langu&e in the XFA 
is not clear regarding to whom the restrictidns apply. The first part of the section 211(c)(l)(A) see& to 
indicate that it is' meant to apply to all AFA e&b& catcher vessels. However, the phrase at the endof the 
quote indicates that the impacts resulting from fishery.cooperatives should be mitigated by t@ act@. T h a t  

could be &terpreted to indicate that this sectionishould apply only to AFA eligible ca,tcher vessels that 
actually& a codperative. Because of$; uncertaintyin the languke andthe diffyring interpretations of 

;section of the ,$FA, a decision will need to be made regarding to whom the sidebGrd regulations ipply, ' .: 
I . . , . ,  . '  . 

. .  . . . . .  
It is likely that vessel2 with relatively small amounts of pollock harvest in the inshdre and mbth&rship'&tors 

'will be most impacted by this decision. The seven catcher vessels fishing for the catcher/processor flekt haie 
:already shown that they are Glling to join a cooperative and abide by the sideboardrestrictions included in the 
'AFA for 1999., Determining which of the inshore and mothership catcher vessels would join a cooperative is 

I 'impossible at &s point. However, members of industry have indifated tlpt at leastpne vessebasked to .be 
,qcyoyed from iection, 208 wben,th~ bill'was . . being drafted. The language in section208(c) line 20,,defining 
which catcher vessels' not specifically listed are eligible to join a mothership cooPer&e, woGld on& again 
.make that vessd~ kligible to join. This vessel wbuld be required to abide,hythecatcher";essel iid&&fds.if he 
'bpt,on thatall vessels elibibleto j b ~  cooperative is &lected,eve" t$ouih they have &iady,&di&ted 'JL 3. . . .  .. . . that . . they . . 
would rather forego joining zaiodpeiative thai 6; bound by tht?sideboards. 

Members ofthe AFA catcher vessel sector have asked, whatnegative impacts would be caused by AFA eligible 
vessels that do not join a cooperative? They argue that these vessels would be competing in the open access 
fisheries just like non-AFA vessels, and they would be getting no benefits fromthe 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-pollock 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. If they 
were the only vessel not joining a cooperative from a sector, they would be guaranteed their portion of the 

.: 

.a. 
. 

~ : \ ~ 1 2 2  l \ ~ b ~ \ ~ e c ~ e v e w \ a f a e a . ~ d  114 t., s . ~. , ', 
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. .  . .  , ' i  ; . , !.., 

-. ' P p e c i ~ s b y . ~ ~ ~ ~ r o ~ $ i n g  . 
I ~ I 

. . , . All targets Total catch' . .,, ,. , , . ,  , . , , , . ; - ' I  
I 

Percent of TAC 72.28% ' - 6.09% 4.17% - .  !.- 9.15%; . ' .: 91.69% 

Estimates of available cap (mt) ' .  , 30,065 . , 2,533 1,735 I . 3;806 , . . . 38,138 
..I . F , ,  

, .  . , , , . Non-pollock targets / Total f'atch , .  . . . .  

Percent of TAC I .  65.02% . . 4.96% 3.27% . 7.88%. , 81:13% 
' I 

Estimates of available cap (mt) < .  27,045 -.: ,, 2,065 1,360 3,278 ' ,- .33,746 
L. 

. . , . ' : # '  , Non-pollock targets I TAC :I . . . 
I '  

' 

Percent of TAC , i 1, ' I 
* 62.47% ', : . .  4.76% 3.14% : 7.57% . ; r7,7.94% 

CV Inshore 
90 Vessels 

, j .  ..I . , 

'CV.~O.INMS . I I Vessels 

" _  < ,  

,-CV to CE_. 
7 Vessels . 

. , . I  

.CV to MS 
10 Vessels 

1. . I 
i 

A l l  AFA.CVs 
, 118 Vessels 



pollock quota, without being restricted by sideboard capsin the non-pollock fisherib. It may also be true that 
if a small number of catcher vessels were in the open access portionofthe pollock fishery, that they could form 
an "unofficial" cooperative to rationalize their portion of the pollock allocation. This could occur since only. 
AFA eligible catcher vessels will be allowed to participate in the directed pollock fishery. 

Figure 7.1 below shows the BSIAI pollock 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. 
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. . .  
Finer reso~ut io~of  d c a k h e ;  vessel$-with'kh inshoiepollbck catch hiitdry of less tk 8,000 mt. 'is irovided 
i n  Figire 7.2 belbh. ,The infbmtioXib brokeihiun'by 200 mt.'incremehts'with the nu&berGf vesidis and 
the cumulativi. catch totals repbrted.:'T'hat figu*e.shows that 24 vessels had less than 1,000 mtof pollock 

. . .., . landings during 1995-97 qualification ivindow. J ' -  ;"'. . ' !  . . 

. . . .  , ." .;. . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . : . ' L  : ' 

. ,  . . . . . ~. 
...... I * : '  ' . ' ' .  a <L. . ' , I , > '  . I . , ,  . ,  : ~ '  % . 

, . . .  . . . .  B p r e  . . . .  7.2: . ~ i s t ~ ~  of ~ttom,SO%of .: . Inshore ~ec to~~a!cher~esse i s  : ~ ' . '  

. , t .  Totd Pollock Catch 1995-97 (mt) - 
. . . .  , L . .~ . - . . 

, , 
, . .  a - - . . . . . . .  . . i :,.. . .  

A iecond &ti-option wo$d,&ite separate sideboard caps for catcher vessels that h k e s t e d  over a d  under , 
1,000 mt, 3 ,00Omt ' ,  or.5,000 mt of BSAI pollock, on averwe from-1995-97. Separate caps are being 
consideredbecause: itwas presumed that &tiher vessel? with small amounts of pollock history had likely spent ; 
more time fishing for other $&ies. ~f they must iornpetk $om the same cap as vessels with i im~ler  histories j 
in non-pollock fisheries, the portidxi ofthe sideboardcap they acjually harvest may be less than they contributed 
to the cap. Competing @aiqkcatchervesSels that are similarly situated may improvetheir bargaining position 
and chances of harvesting the historic levels of catch in +ese.fisheries thby enjoyed before the.AFA. Table ; 
7.20 shows the percentagespf the overall sideboards that would be allocated to the catcher vessels under each , 

po!lock history threshold, and the number of i.es'sels which could hahest BGm the sub-cap. 
t .. 



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 

I ~- 

~- -- 

Pacific Cod 

1 < 1.000 mt of Pollock I < 3,000 mt of Pollock 
SpecieslSector 

< 5,000 mt of Pollock 

# of 
Vessels 

Inshore 

InshoreNS 

Mothership 

% of Total 
Cao 

18 

0 

Catcher Processor 
I I I I I I 

Ria 

Inshore 

# of 
Vessels 

7.44 

d a  

Other Species 

0 

InshoreNS 

January 2000 

2 

I I I I I I 

18 

~ o t h k r s h i ~  

Catcher Processor 

% of Total 
Cao 

40 

0 

n/a 

0 

cod. 

3.81% 

'Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data from 1995-97. 

0 

0 

# of 
Vessels 

34.62% 

n/a 

1 

n/a 

% of Total 
Cao 

6 

c o d  I 5 c o d  

40 

n/a 
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. . ., . . .  .. - ,  . 8 , .  , .  7.5.l.2'When db,the Sideboards Apply ' - ;. ' . . .. , ' . , - '  . . .  . . - -  ~ . - - . .. . . .~  

.The question ofwhen sideboard caps apply to the M A  catcher vessels also needs to be answered. The Council .,.. 

.considered six alternatives. These alternatives can be grouped into three separate categories. The first categbry 1 
is the option that applies throughout thk year, and does not contain sub-caps. The second category also applies :. 

all year, but those options contain sub-caps during parts of the year. ~ i n a l l i ,  the third . category . ,  would appli 
the caps only during specific times-of the year. At othe;tim&of the ;ear catcher vessels would not be bound 
by a cap, and therefore, possibly not limited to histoiical catch levels.- . .- . . ~ ~ .  

. . . , * .  
. , 

. . 
: The-firs; option'would apply he-cap'at all times during the fishing year. This is thk only option in tlie first 
:category and wbuld prevent the AFA catcher vessels from participating in non-polldck fisheries above .. their 
historic levels 06 an &mud basis: O n c e  they, ;each a &I ihe non-po!l?ck fisheries,fi&ing .by vessels 

'ope@ing under that cap-would be halted until the following 9k r .  The.re<ults of this option &e'presented 
' 

' in Tables 7.12 - 7.17. A separate discussi~n~is~rovided 2 the "Determination of Aggregate" section of this 
chapter:which speaksto whether the caps &ill be-enforced.at a sector or coope&tive level. The.NMFS 
implementation and monitoring section of this document will also speak to this issue. 

. . - .  . . -  . -  -. . .  . . -. . -. - 
, , .  . 

. ~ w o : o ~ t i o n s  are &c!"ded uhdei'ihe second kategory. Sideboard caps this categbry would limit catcher 
!vessels to their historic catch levels, but the Caps would be sub-divided by either quarter or by vessel class 
(~&1ks.7.21- 7 , 2 4 ) ; ~ ~ ~ l y i h ~ t h e  caps by quarter would restrict catcher "essels to harvesting their cap inthk 
same quarter &the year as it was earned. The Council alsA has the inforidtion necessary - to divide . the caps 
:semi-annually, from these-tables. For example, if h e  inshore catcher veSsels harvested 68, percent ,of the, 
Pacific cod "skd'to determinebe &during the.first quarteiof the.year and 30 the secpnd q&ter;' 
they would be limited to harvesting.98 percent of the Padific cod cap d i r i g  the fikt half of the year in the 
future. This would prevent catcher vessels ffom 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 ofgroundfish harvested in a quarter. 



Table 7.21: Quarterly catch distribution of catcher vessels 

Species by TAC Grouping 
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Flathead Sole -Bering S q a n d  Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
 ree en land ~ u r b o t  - Bering Sea 
Other Species -Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear. CV) - BSAI (1997 only) 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 
* Pacific Ocean Perch -Central A1 (1996 - 1997 only) 
* Pacific Ocean Perch -Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) 
* Pacific Ocean Perch -Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) 
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish -Bering Sea 
Rock Sole -Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutia Islands 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) -Bering Sea 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
SharpchinNorthern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
ShonrakerRougheye Rocldish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Red Rocldish - Bering Sea 

alified for the insbore sector only, 1995-97 
nshore Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries 
st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr Total 

(~cl loWin Sole - Bering Se3 and Aleullan Islands 
- 

36% 62% 2 %  1% IOU96 
Source. ADF&G F~sbt~ckets and NORPAC Obsener datd for the !.ears 1995-97. 



Table7.22: Quarte&&ch distribution of catcbervessels q! 
, , 1 '  . , . .- .- . 

. . 
Species by TAC Grouping . . . . .  .. . 
Atka Mackerel - central Aleutian Islands ' '  

AtkaMackerel -  adt tern Aleutian Islands ' I 

Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 
Arrokooth Flounder - Bering S& and Aleutian Islands ' 
Other Flakish - ~ e r i n g  Sea and Aleutian 1slAds : 
Flathead Sole - B&ng Sea and Aleutian 1slGds ~. . 
Greenland Turbot,- Aleutian Islands , , 

Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 
! 

Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian 1s lk is  ' 
Pacific Cod (Fixed'Gear) - Bering~ea and ~ l e u t i a  Islands ' 
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) - BSAI (1997 only) , , 
Pacific Ocean Perch ,- Bering Sea' 

, . * Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AI (1996 - 1997 ody) -.. 
* Pacific Ocean Perch -Eastern AI (1996 - 1997 ohy) 
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI (1996 - 1997 bn~y) 
Other RocMsh - Aleidan Islands ' 
Other ~oc f f i sh  - Bering Sea - : z  ' 

Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Fixed Geir) - Bering sea 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) -Bering Sea 
Shaqchin/Noithern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Squid - Bering Sea abd  leut ti an Islands ' ' ' 
~homaker /~oughe~e  Rockfish - Aleutian I&ds ' 
OtherRed Rbcldish - 'BeringSea. .: . .. 
I~ellonfin Sole - Bcnng Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Source ADF&G Fishuchcts and KORPAC Obscntr data for tt 

A January 2000 

. . 

69% '..,'8% . . k% ,' . 0% 100% 
. s  . . 

4 0 % .  38% 23% 1% 100% 
: 

ears 1995-97. L 



ch distribution of catct - ler vessels 

Specles by TAC Grouping 
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutlan Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutlan Islands 
Atka Mackerel - Western deutlan Islands 

ialified for the mothership sector, 1995-97 
dothership Catcher Vessels - All Target ~ishenesl 

' 

st Qtr 2ndQtr 3rdQtr 4thQtr T 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Other Flatfish,- Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot -Bering Sea 
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
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) 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Centla1 AI (1996 - 1997 only) 
* Pacific Ocean Perch -Eastern AI (1996 - 1997'only) 
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI (1996 - 1997 only) 
Other Rocklish - Aleutian Isl&ds 
Other Rockfish - ~ e r i n g  Sea 

' 

Rock Sole - Bering S$a andAleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) -Bering Sea 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) -Bering Sea 
SharpchinNorthern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Red Rocklish - Bering Sea 
~YellowfinSole -Bering sea and Aleutian Islands 
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data forth 



Table 7.24: Quarterly catchdistribution.of catcher vessels . , ~ ? ;  . .  . . ,  . 
. . .  . , . .  , 

. . .  .~ ~ 

Species by TAC Groubing . , 
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands, I 
Atki Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands . ' 

Atka Mackerel - Westem Aleutian Islands ! 
ArroMooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Isl?nds 
Otliei Flatfish - Bering Sea andAleutian Isfinds : 
Flathead Sole -Bering Sea and Aleutian Islahds / 
GreenlandTurbot - Aleutian Islands . 
Greenland Tkbot - Bering Sea 
Other Species - Bering.Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian ls lads~ 
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . , 
*,Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CV) - BSAI (1997only) 
Pacific Oc&n Perch' - Bering Sea 
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central AI (1996 - 1997 ot&) 

I * Pacific Ocean Perch -Eastem A1 (1996 - 1997 onl;) 
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western AI (1996 - 1997 o4y) 
@her Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Roct Sole --Bering Sea and Alelitiah Islands- 
S;blefish(Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands 
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) -Bering Sea 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands - 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
SharpchinMorthem~Rocktish - Aleutian Islands 
Squid-'Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Shortrakerl~ou~heye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands ' 

Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea" 
Yellou?in Solc - Benng Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Source ADF&G F~shtlckcts and NORPAC Obsener dam for t l  

llified for thkcatcber/proc&sor sector, 1995-97 
CIP sector CVs - All Target F~shenes 

- - 

st Qtr. 2nd Qtr. 3rd   ti ' 4th Qtr . ~ o t a l .  
- ' .. > .  ." . _.  1 _ 

~. 9 
. . 

9 1% '9% 0% ' 0% '100% 
.,. r - .  . ' - .  . -  

46% :' 22% 2 0 %  ~ i %  100% 
28%) 49%' , - ' '  6% 17%' : 100% 
.53%' 20%' ; '18% 8% ' 100% 

., . 
90% 10% , 0% $ 3  100% 
4% 80% ' h 2% ' 100% 

62% -'. 18% -'. . 12% 7% .'loo% 

A second option in this category would sub-divide the sideboard caps based on whether a vessel's catch was 
mostly pollock during the " A  season. If a vessel had harvested mostly pollock, its Pacific cod sideboard cap 
prior to March I would be accounted for separately from catcher vessels that harvested mostly non-pollock 
groundfish during that time of the year. The intent of this alternative is to prevent catcher vessels that 
historically harvested mostly pollock during the "A" season, from increasing their relative harvest ofthe Pacific 
cod cap at the expense of the catcher vessels that have traditionally harvested Pacific cod during the "A" 
season. Monitoring this division of the catcher vessel sideboard cap will require NMFS to account for catch 
at the catcher vessel level. Currently catch is accounted for at the processor level. However, the agency is 
currently developing an electronic reporting system that would likely solve this impediment, though it is 
uncertain whether this system could be in place by the start of the 2000 fishing season. 

., 

, 

r .: 
. .. 

..o%' . .-o% 18% /b;-'lOO% . , r ~ , . ' , . i '...', 
.. , 
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' . 25%- 6% - " 3% 100% . 
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, , . . ' .  

67% , .' 0 % .  0% 100% 
, - .  , - , ' _ , -! " 

.. . , 

Calculations dividmg 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 codd be harvested prior to March I. Had the catcher vessels harvested less of the trawl. : 
Pacific cod TAC during the y'ears 1995-96, relative to the current catcher vessel - catcher/processor split, they . 
will receive a smaller percentage of the TAC in this calculation. The opposite would of course be true. If AFA 
catcher vessels had harvested more of the Pacific cod, relative to the catcher/processors during 1995-96, they 
would have a larger sideboard cap d u ~ g  the January through February time period. 

rable 7.25: ~ac i f i c  cod catches by.AFA catcher vessels prior to March 1, of the years 1995-97 

- - 
I %of T A c  - based on j I I I I 

1.01%1 0.06%1 . . . 0.02% 1 1.10%., 

Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) 
' 

I Inshore I M/MS I 
Non-Pollock Target Fisheries 

CV I CV to I CV to MS 1 CV to CP I Total Catch 

Maioritv I Catch (metric tons) I 3.261 1 205 1 - 78 1 3.544 

11 1 

vessels 

Majority 
'On- 

pollock: 
9 vessels 

TAC 

catch 
tote. %of TAC -based on TAC means the percentage of the Pacific cod TAC that each group of catcher vessels would 

% of TAC-based on I 1 lo%[ 0.07%1 . - 
catch 

Catch (metric tons) 

%ofTAC -based on . 

% o f  TAC-basedon 
catch 

., 

'i 
All Fisheries 

Majority 

pollock: 
9 vessels 

L 
h 
be allowed to harvest prior to-March I. Tlus is calculated "sing TAC as the denominator. The row titled 
% of TAC -based on iatch used tot.. Pacific cod catch as the denominator. 
Source: ADF&G fishtickets, NORPAC obseiverdata, and historic TACs from NMFS web page for the years 1995-97. 

0 03%1 1 20% 

The third category would apply sideboard caps to AFA catcher vessels during specific times ofthe year andlor 
to certain sectors. The Council's intent is that only catch taken during a sy&etrical period &I which the caps 
apply would he includecfwhen setting the caps. Therefore, if caps do not apply during a specific time of the 
year, the catch made d u ~ g  that same time ofthe 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;' p?llock ieaion is open. Two 
methods of defining the normal pollock fishery were provided. .?he  first is based on the 1998 open access 
fishery dates (Table 7.26), and the second i i  based on the 1999 open access dates as modified by Steller sea 
lion concerns. The dates bastd 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 

0 .  
. . 
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4.62% 

5.05% 
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1,019 

0.32% 

0.34% 

- 

Catch (metric tons) 
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TAC 

% of TAC-based on 

' 15,156 

4.69% 

5.12% 

1,190 

0.37% 

0.40% 

- 

1 1,404 

3.53% 

3.85% 

15,369 

4.75% 

5.19% 
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1,756 

'0.54% 

0.59% 
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- 
14,953 

4.62% 
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- 
15,156 

4.69% 

5.12% 



" .: . . . . . _ . . .  , .. 
would no lon&t:6ebound by t$i 'caps du&g predefindtimes 6f the ye&.' ~ s s e r i t i a l ' l y ; . ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ o u l d n o t  have 

>,! .,' ' 
caps w h h  ~olI&k1was klbsed. Persons p'rdpbsihg this alternati&ai'&A % . ", tbat'iince tlie .side'b;qards w'efe.' - "j' ~ 

i li 
designed tb: ijrotect the noh;pollocli'fle& .... from - t@ effects df~ooperatives, when the pdliock . . .  ., fishery . is ciosed ,, 

there are nottc5operative imp&%. .Everyolie would be fishing iri theopen access mode and no one would be 
able to emjhdj; fishing stiate&es afforded by ccjdpiratives that . . .  kould gi& the& an d\i$r&i rest of 

.: '  ~. * . . ' { : , ,  , , rr ., .: . . I !  , . t . I  . , 
the fleet. 3 .. 

. . . . . . - .  ; .~ 8 .  . . . . .  . . . . . .  ~able.7.26:. 11998 BSAI polloek.sea& dates ;. . ~ ' L - , 
. . I  

. . . . .  - ; , . Opened . - 1 . : - Closed.. I . D&S ope; 

I I . . . .  
I - 

If the, 1999 fishing-sbsons were'used as the&ndard for when the sidiboard caps .apply, , , , '  it nitif Lreate . . 
opportunitiek - . - for - -- vess+Jo - increase their harvests of a species like Pacific b d .  Given that there.is curreitly. :' 
a period between th$ A l  and A2 pollock seasons when pollobk fishing is c1osed:for &e':inshore and ' 

" ' .  
catchkr~~rocessor sectors;AFA-catcher vessels ~ u l d  harvest Picific-corbduring those timesandnot . ,.,., haLe the 

! 
harvests count towards their sidebpard cap. This'may give these &sels + ad;&tagb &er the open 
fleet during those seasons. Pollock vessels.could move into ~aLific cod between pollock ieksons, but Pacific :,: ; 

, . I '  

cod b6ats couldnot move &to pollock if dod closes'ea$er than expected beciuie of the poll&~'fleet's &fott., . , 
' , I  I . , . . :  $:: . 

Members bf thd non-~ollock~flee&may still &rc& an %A flkkt without restnctloni ?bring specific. times- - 
,+ . . . . .  1 : .  . . .~~ , . L ,  ? .  s,. . . . . . . .  of the year as a threat. . . .  - .~ .*..; ' 1  , .. ~ . -  . . 1 . .I.,.. . ,.,<,., . . . . . I . . .  
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, . .  

' ., , : 
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- ~. . 

~eri"g'Se& 

A second option would allow_catcher vessels that$eliver to the mothers,hip sector; to oeerate outside of the, , 
BSAI groundfish ,I I . r '  '&& priorT& Febmaq 1;' . uhd& ,.. .$e current Stgller sea ~ion.~rbtecti&neaslres the :,,,I 
mothership sectoi.of'thk . ;  ,...:.,., ~jollock fishery 'do% not open &ti1 ~ ~ b r u a r ~  . l .  F: kxemptiG would +l!?y the . . . -  

. .,?. 

catcher'vesselsdelivenng to mothtirships. to be &pnst*ink;d , , , . .  by sideboaids between the ~ a n u a r ~  20th ppening ,, 
date fo; fishing with ( . .  t&l .. gear h~ the BSAI and'ee ~ & b m + ~  l..stak o f h e  p6110ck sea&., ,It js unknown if,, . ,. , . .  . - .  . .  
they w6uld exceed thelr traditibnd, hihest  kbthei  fisheri,es,pder this &emption. w ow eve^, the opportunity I. 

to do so &l'd . bk , aviiiabl&. ~ .. ' h e r  February !'&ey v&ld be constrainid by'theiF sideboacd caps., :The cap. - i. 

would be calculiifed biiedon theijhi~oric catch after February I. . ~ ,  Eic lud i~g  . the catch pf . . . . .  sideboard species .. ..,,:I 
that occurred prio; to Fkbiuaq 1,'yill kdukb the .- ,. & o h  . , of thk species that could &'harvested whenthe caps . . . .  , 
apply.   ow eve;, i t  is likely that t$e iat'cher vessels could ha&& mork'of these species d;&g thk period prior 
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to February 1, than they had during the 1995-97 time period. Because during the years 1995-97 the vessels 
were likely targeting pollock prior to February I 

The third option in this category would exempt AFAcatcher vessels from the BSAl 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 ~atcher/~rocessor and inshore sectors. The result of this 
action is to transfer some ofthe burden from the pollock fleet to the non-pollock fleet ifthe mandatory closed 
time between the A1 and A2 seasons increases, or the catcher vessels reach their A2 cap and the pollock fishery 
is closed by regulation prior to the end of February. 

At this time, it is not possible to predict the behavior of vessels that will be fishing under a-cooperative. It may 
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 BSAl 
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 pollock catch history would opt not to join the cooperatives, reasoning that, they would be better off outside 

. the bounds ofthe sideboards. Determiningthe point at which vessel owners would decided to join acooperative 
would also be difficult, and the results would likely be inaccurate. The data indicates that vessels with 

-,. relatively small pollock histories would contribute relatively more of their overall catch history as sidebokd 

. .. 
caps for the sector (See Appendix 11). Vessels with a smaller pollock history may have been operating in other 
fisheries, like Pacific cod or crab, during a part of the year when pollock was open. Therefore, they would take 
catch from their directed fisheries, which they accumulated while pollock was open, into a cooperative. 
Counting only harvests made in the non-pollock target fisheries would result in these vessels contributing an 
even larger portion of the catch history to the overall sideboard caps, relative to the other AFA catcher vessels. 

7.5.1.3 Level at Which Sideboards are Monitored and Enforced 

The Council considered two options for determining the level at which groundfish sideboards would be 
monitored and applied. One option would aggregate the sideboards by vessel class and sector. Vessel class 
is &umed 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 &my more caps if several 
inshore cooperatives are formed. It may also raise confidentially issues if caps are set at the individual plant 
level. Additional clarification on the confidentiality issues would likely be required if this option was selected. 

It is likely that members 6f 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 M A .  Each of these companies would be allowed 
to form a cooperative. Assuming that each company did form its own cooperative, each cooperative would 
have its own pollock allocation and sideboard cap. Sideboard caps would be determined based on the catch 
history of the catcher vessels joining a cooperative. Rationally using a cap is likely to be easier if the number 
of vessels that can harvest from the cap is reduced, and they are closely linked by a cooperative. It is the same 
logic that has lead members of industry to push for a Vessel Bycatch Accounting (VBA) program. Controlling 

H:\S 122 1 \DOC\SecRevew\afaea.wpd 125 January 2000 



, .' the actions of a small group is easier than controlling the actions of'a large groiup.' id  a ~ar&~;&i'p (i.e., the 
sector level), it is likely that vessels would rush to harvest the cap: to insure they'harvest their share: Wireas ,  
members of a smaller group might be more likely to reach an agreement regarding how the cap should be . . . .  . , .  :,. 

i distributed, while operating indei &open acckss iace for . the sideboard & i s .  , ., 
/. .,., ' .' . , , . .  , . - , ." .. . . , 

' ..!. . .  - \ -. . . .  J '  

A third option, that was nbt included'in the Council3 list of altemative~;'ivould beid moiutdr the hp 'across 
all sectors. One sideboard cip'w6uld be setfor thE dntire fleet of ,&A. catcher veSs{ls, hind on& the>ap is 
reached they would akbe  required to stop fishing.This option \ u d d  be easiest foi Nh;lFS'<o pqnitor, but is 
perhaps the least acceptable to the AFA fleet, ' Chapter 9 cbnkins additional ilis~ussionon 'the' isshes of 
m o n i t o ~ g  limits at the cooperative level. 

. ., , . .  ";, ... : . . .  ' ,  . . . .  , . 
. . . . . .  . . . . .  . ,  , . . . . . .  11 . . . . . . . . . .  I ., , . 7.5.1.4 Nature of catcher vessel Restrictions ' 

. . .  . . .  . . . .  , .  . . . 
' I  ..I . . .  . . . .  . I .  . !.. 3 . - , , ,. . ' ( .  ] 

Catcher vdssel sideboafd cap: will be expreised as i percentage Of the TAC f& each' ,GOA @~'BSAI 
1 %  gioundfish species or species group:'Once the TACs are set ingiven yeir,'eabh catchei Gessel's percentage 

of the total will be multiplied by the TAC to determine the metric tons of each species &at vessel $11 be 
allowed to take with them into a cooperative. Aggregating each vessel's cap by cooperative or sector will 
determine thi'maximk ainowit of h6nlpolldck groundfish those vesseli'&ll beall&ed td ha@st, as . a &up, . 

. . . .  : . . . .  ..., 
imder the sideboard k p s .  ,I. , . . . . 1' . . .  

. . ... < .  
' .  , 

- 3 .  ' ' ,  ... . . .  . ' ( ,  . . I . _  , ., 
( .  . : . ; .  

7.5.2 ~ a n a ~ e m k d t  ~ctions '  Resultiiig frbm Reaching the Gr&nd!?ish ~ i d e i t  Caps : ' ' . 
. , ( . ,. 7 I , e . . . .  .;. i .  .:,. . .  . .! , . , . . 

- , The issue of what fisheiiei close bhen a cap is reached was discussed under &eca&;jproceisor sidebbard 
section. Thatsame issue also needs to be'decided for catcher vessels. Recall h i t  there are hv0.6~Gohs. The 
first option wouldclose thenon-pollock gioundfish fisheries when tliecap is reach@. ne'Sdcond.obtion would 
close all groui~dfish fisheries '(including pollock) for AFA catcher, vessels. 6 deiailed discussion' bf current 

8 I /  , . .  fishery managemeritpiactices w& intluded at +e end of chaptei 6. ' 
. . . . . .  . , 'I' I ,- .-, . . ' .  , ' . i : , ,  . I  . ,, , 

'Deciding which fisheries close whei,a cap'is reached &ay very bell depend on ~ h i c h  fisher& w&kincluded 
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 wdd 'be  much greater if atti&& i f  a cap closed all 
fisheries. There are specific cases where this is especially true. Squid and certain rockfish species are good 
exaniples. 1f i;&sels only received sideboards cap histoiy from non-pollock target fisheries: and d l  fisheries 
wereclosed.when a'cap was reached, they wduld not hive bnbugh squid to &we? their poll&k aubkatibn. 
However; the Council could take this into accouiit and hempt certain species frbh the cap, much like && done 
f& the CDQ gioups with sqbid! Ifthe cap ody closed the ion~pollock targ&s;these vessels would 6; all6Wed 

. to harvest about theirhistoric averagk bf sidehaid species' (assuming-bycatch , .  levels in the pollock fishkry 
iemained constant), and be more likely to harvest their pollock allocations. " . I ' . , 1 ..- 

. . .  . . . .  , , .  .' . , . ,  . . :  . . - 8 , . I .. 1. ' 

Catcher vessels are allowed to harvest groundfish . . .  in both the BSAI and GOA under AFA. Because,they can 
fish both areas the problemis slightly'more coniple$'than it wasfor the &if~he'r/~roc&sbfs.' Iiwever, if we 
.assume that reaching a ' caph  the BSAI \;ouldnot close bo@ Ihk BSkTand GOA fishe.ri'es: or,$se &a, ........ 'then 
the problem'is basically the same as discussed for ~atcIierlpro'cessorC, Whena kp.i$ rgched in the BSAI, 

' fisheries in which that Species is harveited &ill bk kldied. The sahe'hould be true in'the.&~.' R&c~& a . . \ .  , ., . .  ... . . . . t '  7 ? I .  ? GOA sideboard cap would close fisheriesh'th&G&' . ,. . . -. . . , > ,  t ' . , ,  . . I  - 8 .  1 2 >,?'  ' 

. . . . . .  . . . ,. C' .~ .. ,,A. 1 . *  . . ) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , s .  . .... . . ' ' .  ,L>.. . . .  ' - ' L.' . !. L !  . . 



7.5.2.1 PSC Limits 

The VBA Committee was requested by the Council, during their December 1998 meeting, to develop PSC 
sideboard caps for the AFA catcher vessel fleets that will be allowed to participate in non-pollock groundfrsh 
fishenes. Two alternatives for determining the caps were listed by the Council. The first option applied the 
VIP rates to target fishery catch to determine PSC caps. The second method would have applied an 
appropriate, yet unspecified, fraction of the VIP rates to determine the caps. A task for the Committee would 
have been to determine &e appropriate fraction to apply. 

Afier reviewing this task, the VBA Committee discussed the issue and included the following recommendation 
in their -Utes from the January 74th  meeting. 

"In December, the Council tasked the V&i Committee with developing options for PSC caps for co-op 
vessels in non-pollockfisheries.   he Committci reviewedthis issue, andjilt that it would be better to let the 
aflected 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 wouldbe based on catch history ratios 
(like suggested for the VBA pool limits). " -- 

~ a s e d  on the Committee recoinmendation, the historic catch ratios would be multiplied by the available 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 pilot 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. 2 
,... 

. . h p o n  receiving the Committee's advice, the Council revised their alternative for developing PSC caps. The 
P i  

: ;new alternative would base  the'^^^ caps on groundfish catch history ratios instead of VIP rates or historical, '2 

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 fishenes was allocatedljetween several target fishery groups during the years 1995-97. 
The most important of these groupings for catcher vessels were the Atka ma~kerel/~~llock/other groundfish, 

,Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, androck solelother 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 list (rockfish and 
Greenland turhotlarrowtoothhablefish). 

., . . 

; To determine the amount of PSC that AFA catcher vesselswill be allocated under a sideboard cap, their 
..I 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 kn overall cap or at the individual 
:r.. target fishery level. Ifthe caps are managed at the target fishery level; then reaching the PSC cap in the Pacific 
:i 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 dse halibut from their general reserve, that may have 
originally been earned in the yellowfin sole fishery, and continue fishing for Pacificcod. 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 



. . 
AFA vessels to shift PSC between target fisheries could reduce the amount of halibut PSC that could be used 
by non-AFA vessels in the Pacific cod fishery. 

. . , , .  . . 
. . I , .  . 4 . '  . ., ' . '  >i .  ., . 

It is also important to note that using target f i s h e j  catch history to detirmine PSC allocations results in the 
same percentage of eac6 'PSC species being included in thecap. For exarhple, based on the informatioh 
presentdin Table 7r27, the' AFA katcher "essels Gbuld be cappd at 49 percent oftbe halibut &d crab PSC 

. . . . . . . . . . . . .  species allotted to the Pacific cod targetfishery , " 2 .  ! . 5 
, , .  . . . . . , . .I , . ,  

Table 7.27: :~ertent 'cif  f&re PSC cam bai&don catch historv ratios of ~ ~ ~ ' c a t t t c h e r  v&li tn'"all ~ ~ , .  , ~ ~ ~ - -  

, , a .  . '  vessels, for the years 1995-97, by PSC target fishery definition . 

Reaching a PSC cap will either close a.target fishery, or.a,specific fishing area. For e w p l e ,  reaching a red: 
king crab cap will not clo$e a G g e t  fi&&, but &lf~iose Zone'l or zone 2 to trawl gear..,M++gement. 
of thk AFA catcher;,vessel~s PSC is expected to be treated & ${.sam& w y .  Once t h ~  P A  c&hw vesselsr 
reach their Zone 1 fed king crab c& ,they d l b e  iequired . . . . . .  to stop trawling &side Zone I, butthey willnot be I 

requiredto stpp fishing in otherareas. , '  . . .  . i . .  . . ' - .,, . * .  . . .-, j: ..' 
1 . '  . . .  

;. ,. ,:; . . > '  

PSC Target Categories ' ' . , ' . ' 
, . . . . . ,  1 '  ,. . . 

, . . . . . .  Peicent of 
Atka mackerevPollock/Other Groundfish2 
Yellowfin Sole 
Pacific Cod' 3 .. 

. . . . . .  Rock sole1Other flatfish 
..' F u h r e  Year's HalibutAllocation 

Atka mackerel~PollocWOther Groundfish2 
YeUo& Sole . '. i:. ' .  . . 
Pacific Cod' 
Pock solelother flatfish 

. . 
. , 5- \':. :h : ., .:: 

The Council also requested that staff review the historic PSC bycatch rates of tde catcher vessel fleet. This 
information is presented in Tables 7.28, and.7.29, and focus on. the pollock and Pac~fic ,cod,'fisheries, 
rejpectively. ~ a c h o f t h e ' ~ ~ ~  and~on-AFA catcher vessels that . . . .  had observed . . . .  hauls in theBSAI from 1995-,- 
97 were i d u d e d  d this cal&la<on. . ~bserved catch in metric tpnqfor &h vessel, by target fishery, are 
reparted the far iight hand c g l ~ .  That catch does notrepresent a vess&l's,total catch for the year, it is 
siriiply the kqount ?f observed catch takenin t+e target , f ishe4 . I ,  (pollpck br Pacifi! cod). To-mask $e identity 
of the "essels & h e  ~ar~est 'hk&s, '@&~ actual amounts have been replaced with a i'floqr" mount  (e:g., . 
vessels that. caught m&e than >30,000 mt). . Thi'rates'inthe tables wdqe by dividing the PSCcatqh 
amounts by the trir&t catch. ~eparatd tables for . . . .  the pollock&d pacific cod,fisheries havebeen included. The; 
bottom three rows of each tablesummaritpihe over?ll dffeqence b,etween,all AFAcatcher vessels and all non- , .  . ' .  . . . .  
MA Catcher vessels. 

AFA Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries 
CV lnshorel CV to ICV to M S ~  CV to CP I k l l  AFA CVs 

. . . . . . .  . , ,  

128 : 
_ , _  I I I : I .  
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Source: NMFSBlenddatafortheyears 1995-97for:denominatoi. andFishticketsandNORPAC Observer data 1995-97 
. . . . .  . , . . .  - ,  , - .  , , 

. . .  for the numerator. . 4  a . . _ ,  , _ , I  ' 1 '  . 
. . .  . . .  . . . . ,  . . , . . >  -~ Notes,: , ., ; . ,  , . .,*. , .i . .. . . ... < . . 

I) Only !997,data wereused for the Pacific cod fishery. . .  :: , . ~ , . . ,  :,-.?; , :.' ~: 
2j~stimates for the Atka mackere/PollocWOther . . . . .  GrounPfish categorydo not reflectthe . . changes that have occurred. 
in the pollock fishery for 1999. I . ,  ~. , .. . . . . . .  . . , ., . .. , , .  

9 2  Vessels ', M/MS . 
14 Vessels . ,, . 

Fufure Year's PSC  allocation^ . . . .  . 

32% 7%'.~: ." ' 2% 3 
10% 1% 0% 1 % 

'38% ' 4 % .  .-,lye ' . . ,506 
. . .  'l30/~ v - . 2 %  , . ' , .  1% , 1% 

(mt) based o 'n l999,~SCs 'md the P e r d n t a ~ e s  
. . 80:O. " 17.5"  ' - ,  5.0,. ' ,  7.5 

100.5 ' . 10.5' , " 0.0 c 10.5 
589.0 ... '62,O ' . ,155 I '  77.5 
i03.5 16.0 8.0 8.0 

7 V&sels. 
, . . . 

. . .  . 

"' .. , '44% 
12% 

.. " -49% 
: "I?% 
Above " " '  . . .  
; .<$:I 10.0 
" " ' 1.21.5 
" .  744.0 

135.5 

7 ~egse l s  
' I ,  

- *  120 vessels, . . .  . )  . . , 



Table 7.28: PSC bycatch ratios in the pollock tar&fisheiies,l995-97 . . 
Vessel Halibut Hemng C. opilio C. Bairh .Red King Chinook Other ~almonl  Targe 
@A-  I 0.00004 0.00024 0.01027 0.00022 0.00000 0.04394 0.040381 22.282 
AFA -.I0 

,, AFA-100 ..,. 
A ~ A -  101 
AFA - 102 
M A  - 103 
M A  - 104 
AFA - I05 

. AFA-106 
AFA - 107 
AFA - 108 
MA'- 109 
AFA-11  
AFA- 110 
AFA- 111 
AFA- I12 
AFA - 113 

A F A -  114 
AFA- I15 

' 

AFA-116 
AFA- I17 
AFA- 118 
AFA- 12 .. 
AFA- I3 
$$A - 14 
AFA-15 
MA'- 16 
MA- 17 
AFA- 18 

. AFA- 19 
AFA - 2 
AFA - 20 
AFA-21  
AFA - 22 
AFA - 23 
AFA - 24 

: . AFA - 2 5  
. . AFA- 26 
' AFA- 27 

AFA - 28 
' MA - 29 

AFA-3  
AFA-30 . 
AFA-31  
AFA - 32 

j 
... AFA-33 

AFA - 34 
AFA-35  
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I~abk7 ,28  continued . . . .. . 1 .  ,: ~. 

P A  :36 
AFA -'37 
AFA - 38 
AFA - 39 
&FA'-$ 
AFA - 40 
AFA-- 41 
AFA - 42 
AFA - 43 
AFA - 44 
AFA 145 
AFA - 46 
AFA - 47 
 FA - 48 
AFA -.49 
AFA - 5 
AFA L 50 
AFA - 51 
AFA - 52 
AFA-53 
AEK- 54 
AFAz55 
AFA - 56 
AFA-57 
AFA - 58 
AFA 59' 
AFA-6 . 
AFA - 60 
AFA - 61 
AFA - 62 
AFA - 63 
AFA - 64 
AEA - 65 
AFA - 66 
AFA - 67 
AFA168' 
&A? 69 
MA.- 7 
AFA 70 
w- 71.' 
AFA - 72 
A y  - 73' 
AFA'. 74 
AFA' - 75 . 
AFA: 76 
AFA' - 77 
AFAL 78 ' 
AFA - 79 
AFA - 8 

j.0.00033.. ' 0.00104 . 0.06448. '0:00189 ' . . 0.02757 .0.05086 - -" "0:11338 .. 
I ) ,  ' 

; ' 0.00009 0.00013 ' 0.00000 b.04483 O!OOOOO 0.03364 , - , . .  0.03568 ... , 

- 0.00005 0.00062 ' '  000016 '0!00019 ' '  O!O0000 ' 0.07809 0.07232 
, o.ooo20 o.00023 . 0.02702 0.06249 a O~OOOOO , o.o'si40 *. " ' ' 
, . 

0.04746 
, . 

'0.00022 0.00068 0.01785 '0:08594 ' 0.00000 0.04322 0.14239 
! 

: - o:ooo19 0.0003s f s o i s i 9  'o.ooii4 o.ooo0o o.oodj2 : . . 0.00786 
o.oooos ~ . o ~ o o 9 2  0.oi7s9 O.OOI$%I . '0.0oooo $03031 ; 0.01277 
0;00024 ' 0.00122 ' 0.00037 '0.00dOb 0..0b000 - 0.03593 1.05120 

" '  0.00024 ~0:00010 0;01664 0.02418 d00000 ' 0.05581 ; '0.04242 
. .. 0.00002 * o.oooi3 ~~o.ooooo o.ooio9 'o.ooio9 .0.06848 . ' .0.19864 . , 

i; . ' 0.00037 0.'00060 . 0;03009 0.00379 0.00000 *0.02542 
(1, ,.: -.  

0.05084 
0.00018 'o.oooi8 . 0.0oooo.. 0:0032i 0.000oo ' 0.06961 ' ' 

, . 8 ,  , , 0.03074 
. 0.00137 0.001~7 a 0.i34ii o.ooooo ~'o:ooooo '0.~13393 0.18786 

, . . , I ,  . , . 
', 6.00023 ,0.00096 ''0:00927 0.00008 .0:00000 0.01936 .,, .., , . . . , . 

0.02934 
.O.OOO23 '0.00071 '0.00fJd0 0.00b;d 0.00q00 0.04400 '' .0.;1944 . - .  

: 0.00005 .0.00021 '0.00000 : 0.00000 '~:00000 0.06938 ' .0.01596 
, . ... - t , ' ,  . .. 0.00002 'o.ooii4 ;o.odooi o.ooooo o.ooooo ' o io9 i s  0.01992 

, ., 
"0.00005 'o:ooosj ~o.ooooo o.oabo0 o.ooooo ,o.&iB ' "'-0.13920 

. . .  
,..0.00016 0.00106 '0.00041 0.000'00' .0.00000 '0.01'422 '' . . 0.i3374 

I ' 0.00012 o.oo31i '0.00015 o.oooi4. o.ooooo 'o .ohj3 ' 0.04218 
\ o : o o m  o.6oooi o:ooooo 0.00000 o.dbooo '0.01276 

:) - 
-~ ., , 
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0.00006 0.00317 '0.00000 0.04462 d00000 0.01559 ' . ( .  0:02058 
' . 0.00029 000299 '0.06000 0.0ooi7 :0.00000 607874 0.05595 .* 

,. -,, . , 

..- o.ooo~o o.00044 0.00250 o.iidoii' o.ooooo 0.0376il 
. . 

0.09916 , 
I . ' .  . -  0.00012 0.00021 0.00068 0.06078 0.00036 0.07917 

I 
0.02378 
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..' 0.00015 o.ooo<s o.ooooo 0~000'00- o.ooooo 0.23079 ; -'o.i3883 
. .  , , , . 

I 0.00025 0.00084 0101755 0 1 6 3 4  0:b0000 0.01332 - , , . s t  0.10502 
'o.oooos o.ooosi o.ooi io 0:00b^55' d.ooooo 0.03496 0:09908 

L r i  
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'~o.oooz9 o.oooo6 o:oC600 oioodoo ' o:ooooo o.ii0si - .. 
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039893 
' :O.OOOIO 0.00143 0.06'008 0:00000 0!0d000 0.04014 . O.OJ497 
j .  0.00003 0.60024 o.oo'0~0 o.boooo': o.ooooo o:d6081 .. o:oz635 

o.oooo3 0.00034 oiooo'oo o.ooooo . o.ooooo .6.13927 
a. 

. 0.13927 
I o.00088 o.00009 6.ooooo o.ooooo" o:ooooo' 0.05666 

c r  . 
. . r 0.08998 

0.00023 0.06bj7' 0.0'5395' 0.00546 . . ,  0 . 0 0 ~ 0  . 0.02'329 . 0.09941 
( I .  , .  

0.00297 0:00000 0:01064' 0.00000 ' 0.ob000 0.0319? .. .. 0.10641 
0.00040 0:0007< 0:03432 0.00000 ' .O.OOOOO 0.4'6908 " , . 0.24026 

'. ' 0.00004 0.00101 0~00000 0.00000 : 0.00000 0.08'214 ' ,. - . '0.06194 
0.00013 0.00005' 0.00000 0.00000 ., , ' 0.00000' 0.04800; ,t " 0.11294 

, - 0.00003 000038, d.'0000i 0.00000 ' 000000 0.04444' ' 0.02540 
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, 4 . 
0.00008 o:00079 ' .o:oooi I . 0.60oi3 ' O~OOOOO 0.04942' - , 0.02834 . i t .  

, '  0:00029 0:00062: 0.00000~' 0.24j56' " 0.01456 0.052SQ' 0.00049 



Table 7.28: PSC bycatcb ratios in the pollock,target,tisheries,.1995-97 
Vessel Halibut Herring C. opilio C. ~ & d i  ' #ed King Chinook Other salmon1 Targr 
M A - I  0.00004 0.00024 0.01027 0.00022 - 0.00000 0.04394 0.04038( 22;28; 
AFA - 10 

. . AFA - 100 
AFA - 101 
AFA - 102 
AFA - 103 

+ AFA-104 
AFA - 105 

. AFA-106 

. AFA-107 . ~ 

AFA - 108 
AFA - 109 
AFA- I1 
AFA- 110 
AFA- 111 
AFA- 112 
AFA- 113 
M A -  114 
M A -  115 
AFA - 116 

- M A -  I17 
AFA- I18 
AFA- 12 

... . , P .~ M A - 1 3  
.II 
2 

AFA - 14 
AFA - 15 
AFA - I6 
AFA- 17 
AFA-18 
AFA-19 
AFA-2 
AFA - 20 
m A - 2 1  
AFA - 22 
AFA-23 

. AFA-24 

AFA - 25 
:. AFA- 26 

AFA - 27 

, AFA- 28 
. ,: 

AFA - 29 
AFA - 3 
AFA - 30 
AFA-31 
AFA - 32 
AFA - 33 
AFA - 34 
AFA - 35 



. . . . .  
Table 7.28 continued . . . . 

~. . . . - . . 
M A - 3 6  , ' ' . 0.00033 0.00104 0.06448 .0:00189 0:02757 '-0.05086 0.11338 
M A  - 37. ; 0.00009 0.00013 0.00000 0:04483 '0.00000 0.03364' 0.03568 
AFA-38 , . 0.00005 ..0.00062 0.00016 ' 0.00019 . ',0.00000 0.07809 ' " 0.07232 
M A  - 39 0.00020 0.00023 ' 0.02702 . 0.06249 0.00600"'~ 0.05240"'" ' 0.04746 1. A F A - 4 '  . 0.00022 0.00068 ',0.01785 '0.08594 0.00000 . 0.04322 0.14239 

: ,. 

I AFA - 40 ' 0.00019 ' 0.00038 0.15389 . .  0.00124 0.00000 0.00932 ' 0.00786 

AFA-41 0.00008 '0.00092 ' 0.02759 0.00000 ' 0:00000 0:03031 ' 0.01277 
M A  - 42:. . , 0.00024 0 .0012~ '~  -0.00037 0.00000 ' ,0.00000 0.035'93 - ' '  1.05120 
M A  - 43: : 0.00024' 0.00010 ':0.01664 0.02418.,'. 6.00000 " 0.05581 ' " 0.04242 
AFA - 44' . . 0.00002 0.00013 0.00000 "0.00109 0.00109' 0:06848 '" ' 0.19864 
AFA - 45: . . 0.00037 0.00060 0.03009 0.00379 0.00000 0:02542 ' "  0.05084 . ,. 
AFA - 46 0.00018 0.00018 0.00000 0.00328 . . 0.00000 0.06961" " 0.03074 
AFA - 47: 0.00137. 0.00187 k-0.13471 0.00000 0.00000 0.13293'. ' ! ' 0.18786 
AFA - 48; . . 0.00023 0.00096 o.oo927:~'o.oooo8 ~o.ooooo 0.01936 .:' ' ' 0.02934 
AFA - 49 . . 0.00023 :. 0.00071: o.ooooo . o.ooooo ~o.ooooo 0.04400' . 0.11944 
AFA-5 .. 0.00005 '0.00021 0,00000 ' 0,00000 . . '0:OOOOO 0.06938 " : 00.1596 
M A - 5 0 '  o.oooo2 i1.00274 ooo004 o.ooooo: . aooooo 0:109is ' -  0.01992 
AFA - 51 % 0.00005 0.00033 0.00000' 0.00000 '0.00000 0.09165 .'"." 0.13920 
AFA - 52 0.00016 0:00106 . 0.00041 ' 0.00000 "' 0.00000 0.01422 . 0.13374 
MA - 53 0.00012 0.00314 0.00015: . b.00044 .' o.ooooo . :o.o547j b.;: : 0.04218 

AFA - 54 ' ' i  0.00776 . 0.00002 0.00000 0.00000 ' 0.00000:' 0:01276 ?!" ' 0.15316 

AFA-55 . '  0.00006 0.00317 ,, 0.00000 0.04462 - 0.00006 ' 0!01559 ';!- ' 0.02058 " 
AFA - 56 ' .  : 0.00029 ..0.00299. 0.00000 0.00017 . 0.00000 '.'0.078?4 '' ' 0.05595 

. . 
AFA - 57 , 0.00010 0.00044 0.00250 0.00023 ' 0.00000 ' 0.03761 - 0.09916 
AFA-58 , : i 0.00012 0.00021 ' 0.00068 0:00078 "0.00036 '0.07917 ' 0.02378 
AFA - 59 0.00025 0.00041 0.00000 ~.0.00000" '0.00000 " 0.04973 ' 0.27866 
AFA - 6 ' 0.00011 0.00071. 0.00067 ' 0.00000' . 0.00000 - '  0.02147 ' " 0.02181 
AFA - 60 : . . 0.00015 . 0.00098 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 "0.23079 0.23883 ' ,  
AFK-61 ' . 0.00025 0.00084 0.01755. '0.12634 -' 0.00000 0.01332 0.10502 
AFA-62 , ;' 0.00008 0.00085' O.OOll0 0.00055 , 0.00000' "6.0349'6 0.09908 
AFA - 63 . . 0.00050 0.00099 0.16460 0.16045 . ' 0.08527 1 0.01589 ' 0.06405 
AFA-64 0.00022 0.00084 0 0.00000 b.oi754 . 0.00000 - '0.04528' ' 0.05505 
AFA - 65 o.00029 o.ooooo lo.ooooo o.ooooo ~o.00000~ -o:i105? 0.19893 
AFA - 66 0.00010' 0.00143 ' 0.00008 0.00000 0.00000.' 0.04014 ' 0.02497 
AFA - 67 . 8 , 0.00003 0:00h4 , 0.00000 '0.00000 ' ~~0~00000'"~~0.06081 ' ' 0.02635 
MA.- 68 . . 0.00003 ' '0.00034 b.00000' 0.00000 ' : 0.0000'0~ "0.13927 ' .0.13927 
AFA - 69 0.00088. 0.00009' 0:00000: 0.00000' . ' 0.00000 :.0!05666 . .0.08998 
M A - 7  .. 0.00023 - 0.00057 ' 'b:05395 ..0.00546: '0.00000.' 0102329 ':'.' . '0.09941 
AFA - 70 . 0.00297." 0:00000 :b.01064 ' 0.00000 0.00000' - 0:03192 '0.10641 

, , 

AFAi 71 : 1. .  ' 0.00040. 0.00073 0:03432 ' 0.00000 0.00000 " 0.46908 - "'0.24026 
AFA - 72 : ' I ! .  0.00004 0.00101 0.00000'~: 0.00000 '0.Ob006 :0.08214 ' ' 0.06194 . . 
AFA - 73 0.000 I3 : 0.00005 000000- 0.00000 .-- 0.00000 0.04800 .' . 0.11294 
AFA - 74 ' ,  ' ' . ' 0.00003 '0.00038 0.00000 - 0.00000 ' 0.00000 '-0.04444 ' '0.02540 
AFA- 75 ' -  0.00009 0.00074 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 , 0T04355 ' ' 0.11230 
AFA ; 76 , : ~O.OOOOI~ : o.ooooo ~O.OOOOO o.ooooo ~~0 .00ooo  .' 0.01510 . ' o.ooooo 
AFA-77 , .0.00021 .0.00056 0.00014 0.01648 '; 0.00000' '0.0'6614 ' 0.03623 
AFA r 78 ' . . -. .0.00007 0.00102 0.00187 0.00600 - ' '0.00000 "0.04172 0.05591 
MA'-79 .. . .  0.00008: 0.00079 0.00011 0.00015 ' 0.'00000 ' 0.04942' '' 0.02834 
F A - -  8 ', .0.00029 '0.00062 0.00000 0.24356 ' ' 0:01456: 0.05256' 0.00049 

. . 8;448 
, . . 4,522 
' - : 6,205 

, - 1.01 1 
' 7,051 

. 5,585 , 
.>30,000 

- 21672 
. - 6,128 

92 1 
' 5,5?7 

- 8:211 . .- 
.' 1,802 
' 25,218 

- 14;'iio 
' . 5,324 

' . . 25,769 
4,407 

! . . 7,232 
a - 6,757 
> , . ,  

78 

' 7,637 

5:957 
4;395 

' 19,228 
. ' ' '466 

' '6;007 . 
622 . . ,  

' '11.692 
1,813 

6.345 
5,377 

a 181 
>30,000 

'4,449 . , 
' 108 

, . 
' . . 300 

22,483 
94 

" 87 

, ~. 19,432 
' '354 

17,475 

, 436 
'. - 33i 

, 6,900 . . 
1.663 

26,475 
2;041. 



l ~ a b l e  7.28 continued ,; && ;. ..,.-+ .<, +p, .* . * .- 
0.00006 0.00017 0.00893 0.00744 0.00074 0.02331 

I 

AFA - 80 
AFA - 81 
AFA - 82 
AFA - 83 
AFA - 84 
AFA - 85 
AFA - 86 
AFA - 87 
AFA - 88 
AFA - 89 
AFA - 9 
AFA - 90 
AFA - 91 
AFA-92 
AFA - 93 
AFA - 94 
AFA - 95 
AFA-96 
AFA - 97 
AFA - 98 
AFA - 99 
Non - AFA -3 
Non- AFA - 8 
Non-AFA - I 
Non-AFA - 2 
Non-AFA - 4 
Non-AFA - 7 
Non-AEA -5 
Non-AFA -6 

Non-AFA CV Avg. 0.00016 0.00027 0.05854 0.00000 0.00000 0.02242 0.096991 848 
All CVs Avg. 0.00023 0.00123 0.01511 0.01025 0.00099 0.04615 0.056401 1,034,485 

Non-AFA -9 0.00005 0.00005 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.03210 0.12304 187 
AFA CV Avg. 0.00023 0.00123 0.01507 0.01026 0.00099 0.04617 0.056371 1,033,638 

AFA CP Avf: 0.00027 0.00073 0.16879 0.05790 0.00344 0.01868 0.03592 

Non-MA CP Avg 0.00255 0.00034 2.80699 1.94940 0.0355 0.02569 0.01199 

_All CPs 0.00044 -0.00070 0.36196 0.19640 0.00579 0.01920 0.03416 

' 957.688 

79,359 

1.037.047 
Source: Observed hauls in the Norpac Observer data base. 1995-97 
Notes: 
I) A bolded number means that vessel was above the fleet average. 
2) ~ e ' % n g  and halibut rates are PSC (mt) 1 Target (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target (mt) 
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I ~ a b l e  7.29 continued 

, 

, 

ii .* 

' I .  

- 

; 

- - 

AFA-35 

AFA -36  
AFA - 37 
AFA-38  

AFA - 39 
AFA - 4  

AFA - 40 
A F A - 4 1  

AFA - 43 
M A  - 44 
AFA - 45 
AFA - 46 

AFA - 47 
AFA - 48 

AEA-49 
A F A - 5  

A F A - 5 0  
AFA - 52 

AFA - 53 
AFA - 54 
AFA - 55 

A F A - 5 6  
AFA - 57 

AFA - 58 
A F A - 5 9  

A F A - 6  
AFA - 60 

A F A - 6 1  
@A - 62 

AFA-63 
AFA - 64 

AFA - 66 
AEA - 67 
AFA-69  

AFA - 7 
AFA - 72 

AFA-73 

AFA-76 
M A  - 77 

AFA-78  
M A - 7 9  
A F A - 8  
AFA - 80 
AFA-81  
AFA - 82 



Table 7.29 continued 
AFA - 83 0.03237 0.00004 0.25815 '0.12011 0.00163 0.06832 

AFA-85 , 0.01950 0.00000 '0.05135 '0.44086 0.00000 0.20880, ' 0.00000 

0.04381 0.00000' 1.67037 6;00052 0:00000 0.00284 
0.01375 o.oooi7! 0.11266 1.54780 o.ooooo 0.01'437 ' 0.00ooo 
0.03487 0.00000' 0.28545 Or15 11 1 0.00000 0.12557 ' 

AFA - 90 , . 0.02364 0.00000 4.75925 1.55468 0.00000 0:63316 ' ' 0.00000 
0.03120 o.ooooo 1.45560 i;zos68 o.ooooo o . m i i  

AFA - 92 ' '. 0.02493 0:00000' 0:67740 1.12075 0:00000 0:00680.' 

AFA - 96 .0.02409 0..00000 0.29432 0.27129 0.00'000 0.00200 ' 0.0219 
AFA - 97 ' '  ' '0:02051 0.00000 0.53552 0.73298 0.00000 0:28618 ' . '0:2318 

0.03117 0.00000'. 1.91231 0.36856 0:00000 0.00000' 0.0000 
0.00915 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 O.OOOOO1 0.00000 , '  0.0000 

~o'prce: Observed hauls in the Norpac Observer data base, 1995-97.. . . . , . . .  
~ . , , , . . . . . 

Notes: . . .  .< . . * .  , I .  . ,  . : > , 4  ~, 
. I 

1) !A I , I. bolded number means that vessel was above the fleet.average. . . . * . ., ., , I 

2) :Herring and halibut rates are PSC (mt) /Target (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)./Target (mt) ~ - . , 
I , ,, . '  jl 11 , .. . , '  t >  ., . . .  : . ,  6 

. ,...'. , , .. . 
I i , .  . 

f , i i .  (.; 'I ., , 
. ~ . .  . . I . , , ' 8 ;. . : ' J i 
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Table 7.30 reports the AFA catcher vessels observed PSC catch for 1997 and provides an estimate of bycatch 
needs, had the pollock fishery been conducted entirely in a pelagic mode, based on 1999 TACs, as requested 
by the Council. These estimates should only be considered as rough approximations of hture needs. The 
numbers of crab required are especially small. Excluding all harvests where no more than 20 crab were caught 
reduces the estimated crab needs to a level where a single tow could produce enough bycatch to exceed the cap. 
Imposing restrictions that severe wuld penalize the entire .MA for a single mistake made by a captain. 
Tberefore.these numbers should reflect the absolute minimum amount of bycatch needed, if the fishery were 
conducted with few or no "bad" tows. 

Table 7.30: PSC catch and estimated bycatch needs in the B6 
1997 Observed Catch 

AFA Vessels 

I pollock fisheries 
Estimates of PSC Needs' 

All 20 Crabs2 Pelagic Gear 

Chinook Salmon 
Other Salmon 
Herring (mt) 
Halibut (mt) 
Red King Crab 
C. opilio 
(I bairdi I 

20 Crabs2 Pelag~c Gear 
529,243 529,243 
24,3 15 24,694 
29,938 29,600 

65 1 657 
106 60 

15 56 
123 1,810 
122 2,212 

21,730 21,433 21,005 
25,110 :25,109 23,183 

506 506 490 
109 90 48 
141 27 

.' 9,998 145 1,552 
3,505 61 344 

I)  Estimates of PSC needs in future years were calculated basd on the portion of the I999 TACS tha1 
would be harvested by catcher vessels in the pollock target fishery, multiplied by the average PSC bycatct 
rates in the pollock target fishery from 1995-97. 
2)  Only observations that had less than 20 crabs in a haul were included 
3) Only observations were pelagic gear was used are included (for definition of pelagic gear see Chapte~ 

Pollock (mt) 

Source: NMFS Observer Data from the Years 1995-97 

The estimates above are based on assigning each haul to a specific target fishery, and then selecting only hauls 
where pollock was the target fishely. NMFS assigns target fisheries by week, zone (NMFS three digit location 
code), gear type, and processor, not on a haul-by-haul basis. Generally small differences resulted from using 
these target definitionsto determine PSC bycatch needs in the pelagic fishery, because pollock is a 
relatively clean fisliery with high catch &es. Fisheries that have more diversity in the species miq would likely 
have larger differences when the two methods were used. Table 7.3 1 shows the differences in PSC catch in the 
pollock fisheq that result from both target methods. A sample of over 20,000 haul.rewrds where species 
composition was sampled from 1995-97 was used to test the difference between both methods. 

307,440 305,826 289,843 
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Table 7.31: Comparison'of Catcher Vessel PSC by&tch in the BSAI pollbck fisheries from 1995-97, 

I l~err ing (mt) 1,105 1,280 1 1,'102 1,276 1 

t . . . ' I : . . ~ .  when a per haul target:calclculation is used'instead of a weekly a~gregation - .. 
* . .  ,., 

, , 

: ' I 

, 

. . 
AFA Catcher 

. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ .  . .  
Chinook Salmon 
Other Salmon " 

Halibut (mt) . 
Red King Crab ' ' 

(I opilio . ,) 

C. bairdi 

. . , , .a 9 I . ,  
7.6. G0!4 Sideboards 

4 . . . .  -,. . . . 
, '  ,.l _' .. ! .:/.J . . 

- 8 .  

3) Target fiiheries were determined for each h i d  that was sampled for species cdmposition in the 0bse&r 
database. ' I I 8 ? . I  

4) Target fisheries were determined at the vessel~level for weekly aggregations ih each zone fiihed. 
Note: A matched pairs t-test revealed no significant difference between each targeting method at a 
significance lebelpf lo%, and a similar test yielded the same resdts when the tuio inethods werecompared 

, , ". for PSC bycatch of AFA catcher processors. . .. ? , .  

. . . ~ , , .  
Sideboard aitematiye's'for the GOA i r e  &$tiy &fferent from those developed forthe BSIAI. The council was . :  
clear that thk sideboards are caps and not allocations; and stated that trirget ciitch of nbn-flatfish species 
available to AFA catcher vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target spec~es, on average, 
catch history.during t& years 1995-971, S&h& . , &&ed that this calculation is equivalent to divi,ding.thg 
a A  catcher vessel's &l'harvest dfthose spefiei by the top1 ha+st of all vessels: .,The resulting , 
is the $&tion of  the'^^^ t h = t . . b ~  &hkr y p e l s  could harvest gp to under a si'deboard cap.. A.suboption . 
also, exists to release the side60ard'c&s, by quarter, in proportion to when ~e kat'ch."sed to,-detepine the 

I- . ,  . . , _ I  . ,. , . 
sideboaidsw&harv&ted. . 1 . .  , .  , , , ,  . , . . , . . . 8 

, r .  id . . ,  . . .. ~ .. : f , .,. : 

. . . . .  
, .. ' , 120,~rab's '  

. , .  . , , ,: . .  T * '  , .  . j .. 
Target by Haul"Target by Week4 

, , 
, ! ' ' ' "40,046 '40,152 , . 

33,150 " 33,293 ' 

. . 150 144 
.- 30 ' 10' 

, .  , . .  ,165 ' , . 212 
' - l 8 i  , ''2 141 

. * . 
. . 

' - ' I  

- .  . , ' 

- \, 
. . . .  ' .  . 

Harvests of GOA flatfish species have traditionally been limited by halibut bycatch. Setting appropriate 
halibut sideboard caps would constrain the amount of deep and shallow water flatfish that could be harvested 
by AFA catcher vessels to approximately their traditional levels. This assumes that the ratio ofhalibut bycatch 
to flatfish target catch remains fairly consistent in fihlre years. It also assumes that the non-AFA catcher 
vessels are willing to allow some increases in AFA catcher vessel catch of flatfish species, ifthe ratio ofhalibut 
to target catch decreases. Discussions with members of industry indicated this was not a serious problem, 
because there is a portion of the flatfish TAC left on the table most years. 

, .. 8 . , , ,  
~ e l & i ' c ~ e &  .' 

, . . . . . . .  . ?-. 

. Target by Haul Target by ~ & k  
' .  

3'9;898, 
, , . " 39,994 

, , 

' 32,992 . . 33,134' 

,. - -8 3 . . .  Source: NMFS Observer Data from the Years 1995-97 ,: 
I )  Only obseryations that had ldss than20 crabs in a haul were included. . e ,  

2) Only observatidns where pelagic gear was used are included (for definition of,'$elagic gear see  ha& 
1 . :  6 )  I _  

.. 
I 

I . . .  /O .  . . , . . . . . .  . ,. . . : . . I I ( .  

The alternative proposed for calculating halibut hycatch sideboard caps multiplies the historic target catch in 
those fisheries by the average halibut bycatch rate and the current mortality rates. This calculation will 
determine the amount of halibut available to AFA catcher vessels, and so long as PSC caps are managed at 

. . .  : ' ,  _ . ,  , . 

, . , !, 

. . .  66 . ' . . .  .... .. 67 
. . , 1 ! 1 

. . 395 -- 409 . . .  . . . . . . .  i - -  
. . : 97' . . 163 

- . . )-'. 
- . -  

. . ' : , :  



the target fishery level, setting specific deep and shallow water flatfish caps may be unnecessary. If M A  
vessel PSC caps are managed by NMFS in aggregate and not at the target fishery level, then limiting catch in 
the deep and shallow water flatfish complexes this way may raise some concern. AFA catcher vessels might 
have the opportunity to shift halibut from other GOA target fisheries, Pacific cod or pollock for example, for 
use in the flatfish targets, and thus expand their catch of flatfish, beyond what was anticipated. 

Table 7.32 shows the amount ofgroundfish catch and halibut bycatch taken by catcher vessels in the deep and 
shallow water flatfish complexes for the years 1995-97. This information can be used along with the AFA 
catcher vessel's historic flatfish catch information from the GOA to determine halibut bycatch caps for AFA 
vessels in future years. That estimate is reported in the final row of Table 7.32, and the formula used for that 
calculation is noted at the bonom of the table. Note that the results of that calculation is in metric tons and not 
a percentage ofthe hture allocationas was done forthe BSAI. Converting the res~lt in~shallow water flatfish 
numbers to a percentage could be accomplished by dividingour estimate by the shallow water PSC allocations. 
A similar calculation could bemade for the deep water complex. These PSC complex groupings are different 
from the shallow and deep water flatfish target fisheries. The shallow water PSC complex includes pollock, 
Pacific cod, Atka mackerel, other species, and shallow water flatfish: The deep water PSC complex in'cludes 
rockfish, flathead sole, sablefish, arrowtooth flounder, and deep water flatfish. . . 
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. . .  . . 
Table 7.32: Historic gr&ndfistihnd halibut PSC catehinforrnation from catcher:v6sie1s in the 1995197 

. , . , ..1 ,.> . . .  1 _ ,  , .  , 
GOA deep and shdlbw water fl&h fiiheries ' '  .. , 

1 .. ! ., 
2 

1 4 - I Total AmountofRe~orted Halibut Bvcatch (mt) . I . , . -.. . .553 1. .. . ' .  .: .1,888 1 

. . I  

' I  

. . . , .~ ; _ , .  . . /  I .  
.. , . . ,. , 

ROG I firstotic . .  cat+ . classes , . , . , . ,._ . 

. /  : , . 

Total Groundfish Catch inthe Target Fishefy (mt). .,. 
..- , ,,, . , ,! , * ,  f ' ' 

To,plTarget Catch in the Target , Fishery (mt) 

: ' , _ .  ' ! ?' ,  ', 
. .  . / .  :. .. 'h catiher'vessel's $ s t o n c ~ a r v s t s  

. . .' . i ,  : ' i l ,  

Deep water flats . t ;  , 

3 .; ' 1 Percent of ~ a r ~ e t ' s ~ e c i e s  Caught . 
t i .  . . . . , .  34%,l. 

I . 1  . , . . .  I . .. I . - 
.. 

, . . . . '38"/,' 

. ~ ; , ,  , , .. 
Shallow water.flats , 

: ,.I' . 8,074 
" 

3,071 
. 

q .  ,, . I .  

.:, 
I . . I 

6.'-.. 1 1999 Halibut Discard Mortality Rates . , .~ , .  . 
.. . 

I Percent of each 1999 PSC Complex2 10% 1 20% 
Sources. 1995-97 NMFS Blenddatafor target catchinformation, and 1995-97 NMFS PSC data sets (e.g. G095HALX) 

.. . . .." . ' V  ', , , 
5 I ~ d t a l ' R e ~ o r t e d  .. . ~ a l i b u t  , .  , Mortality (kt) . . 

Estimated Annual Halibut Mortality Cap 

- 
' for halibut bycatch amounts. 

1) Estimates were calculated using the following formula: ((Row 4Row 2)*Row 6*Row 7)13 
I 2) Assumes 59 percent of the fourth quarter allocation was to the shailowwater PSC complex, which was the 1995-97 

average for all catcher vessels. No allocation of halibut is made by complex in the fourth quarter. 

. . . 26,603 
. : . i l , i  

, . . , . . ), 11,704. 

. : . . r 
. . , . . .,; . .  . 

3 . 1 . , . ,- 1,245. , 
. . . . . b 6 %  . ... 

A sub-option to allocate the caps by quarter has also been included in the list of alternatives. Halibut PSC for 
the two'flatfish complexes would he apportioned according to when the target catch w& harvested. Table 7.33 
lists the proportion of deep and shallow water flatfish that was caught by quarter. Multiplying the estimated 
annual halibut mortality cap for the AFA catcher vessels (92 mt in the deep water flatfish fishery and 212 mt 
in the shallow water flatfish fishery), by these percentages of quarterly target catch will yield the amount of 
halibut available by quarter. 

. 
, 

. ~ 

~. . 

92 

, 

, 

"" ' . ;  . 
. . .  

71% .. 
. .  , . . : ,  . , . .- .,. 

, . AFA Catcher Vessel's Historic Harvests. . : . . . . .; :, . , , I .  

212 

. ' i 

7 I Target Catch in Target Fishery from 1995-97 (mt) I 2,329 

Table: 7.33 Percentage of deep and shallow water flatfish catch and estimated halibut PSC caps, by 
guarter 
Specles ( 1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th ~ t r l  Total 

Percent of Catch (in Non-pollock Target Fisheries only) by Quarter 

5,55 1 

100% 
100% 

92 
212 

Deep Water Flaffish 
Shallow Water Flatfish 

Estimated Halibut PSC 
Deep Water Flatfish 
Shallow Water Flatfish 
Source ADF&G Flshtlckets and NORF'AC Observer data, 1995-97 

11% 67% 18% 4% 
28% 26% 23% 23% 

Caps by Quarter (mt) 
10 62 17 4 

59 55 49 49 



7.6 2 Groundfish Sideboard Caps -:-..A +.. 
The Council has proposed that b e  target catch of each GOA groundfish species available to AFA catcher 
vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, based on their historic catch during the years 
1995-97. The following tables have been prepared to provide information on these'caps. Table 7.34 shows' 
the catch history of AFA catcher vessels. Pollock is also included as a sideboard species for the GOA, because 
the AFA allocation of pollock only applies to the BSAI. Sideboard caps for these species could be limited 
through halibut PSC caps or the groundfish sideboards. Table 7.35 reports the catch history of all vessels in 

-- the GOA fisheries. Finally, Table 7.35 is the resulting percentage when the information in the first Gble is 
divided by the information in the second. 

Table 7.34: Catch of groundfish species by all 

TAC Species Groupings 
Atka Mackerel - CG (1995 - 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - GOA (1997) 

' 

. Atka Mackerel - WG (1995 - 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder -Western Gulf 

- -  Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish -Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 
e lathe ad Sole - Western Gulf 
Aorthern ~ockfish - CG 

: Northern Rockfish - EG 
Northern ~o&ish - WG 
Other Species - GOA 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - CG 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - CG 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - EG 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - WG 

. . ! Pacific Cod (Offshore) - WG 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - CG 

;. Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - CG 
. pelagic Shelf Rockfish - EG 

. ' Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - WG 
:. , Pollock - Chirikof District 

Pollock - EG 
Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock - Shumagin District 
Pacific Ocean Perch - CG 
Pacific Ocean Perch - EG 
Pacific Ocean Perch - WG 
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Table 7.34 continued . . ,  . . , I . ~ ) : ,  

Rkx Sole - Central Gulf ,. .'... I I.. _ .  
Rex Sole - Easteni Gulf , , . 
Rex Sole - Western Gulf '. 

. ' i  . Slope Rockfish --CG . 
.,J i ' 

S I $ ~  ~ockf ish  -%G ' ' " . . .  

slope ~ockf ish  '- 'WG 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - CG 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear)'- Southeast . . . * . 

, .. 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - WG ' .. . . 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - W Yakutat ~ ~ 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf , 

Shortraker / Rougheye - CG , 

Shortraker / Rougheye - EG ' 

Shortraker / Rougheye - WG 
Thomyhead - GOA 
Source: NMFS AKR 1995-97 Blenddata. 1, . , . ,  
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, . . . 542 
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2,440 
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, 993 
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117 
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125 
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21,286 
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3,089 
1,910, 

414 
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:ies by AFA catcher vessels in the GOA, 1995-97 
:V Inshore CV to NMS CV to MS CV to CP 

' 

30 Vessels) (9 Vessels) (7 Vessels) (6 Vessels 
7 2 

Table 7.35: Catch of groundfish s 

Species by TAC Grouping 

Atka Mackerel - CG ,(I995 - 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - GOA (1 997) 
Atka Mackerel -'WG (1995 - 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water ~latfish - Eastern Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole -Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - CG 
Northern Rockfish - EG 
Northern Rockfish - WG 
Other Species - GOA 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - CG 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - CG 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - EG 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - WG 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - WG 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - CG 
Pelagic ShelfRockfish (Nearshore) - C( 
Pelagic Shelf Rocffish - EG 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfkh - WG 
Pollock - Chirikof District 
Pollock - EG 
Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock - Shumagin District 
Pacific Ocean Perch - CG 
Pacific Ocean Perch - EG 
Pacific Ocean Perch - WG 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole -Western Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - CG 
Slope Rockfish - EG 

Total Catch 
102 Vessels) 



. . 
Table 7.35 continued i 

, ,  . . 
Slope ~ockfis'h - WG - .  ' . 

sablefish (Trawl Gear)-CG . ' -- 

~abiefish (Trawl dear) - Southeast 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - WG ' 
 ablef fish (Trawl Gear) - W  tat 
Shallow Water ~laifish -   en& Gulf 
  had ow Water Flitfish - E ~ S &  Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 
Shortraker / ~ o u & e y e  - CG , . 

~hoit'raker 1 Rougheye - EG 
shortraker 1 Rougheye - WG - ... 

\ Thomyhead - GOA 
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets &d NORF'AC Observer cia& 1995-97 . . 
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Table 7.36: Percent of future years TAC included in the sideboard caps 
Specles by TAC Grouping C 

8 

Atka Mackerel - CG (1995 - 1996) 

Atka Mackerel - GOA (1997) 
Atka Mackerel - WG (1995 - 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish -Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole -Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - CG 
Northern RocWlsh - EG 

Northern Rockfish - WG 

Other Specles - GOA 

Pacific Cod (Inshore) - CG 

Pac~fic Cod (Offshore) - CG 

Pac~fic Cod (Inshore) - EG 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - EG 

Paclfic Cod (Inshore) - WG 

Pac~fic Cod (Offshore) - WG 

Pelag~c Shelf Rockfish - CG 

Pelag~c Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - C( 

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - EG 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - WG 

Pollock - Chirikof District 

Pollock - EG 
Pollock - Kodiak 

Pollock - Shwnagin District 

Pacific Ocean Perch - CG 
Pacific Ocean Perch - EG 

Pacific Ocean Perch - WG 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole - Western Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - CG 

January 2000 
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:V Inshore CV to INIMS CV to MS CV to CP 
0 Vessels 9 Vessels 7 Vessels 6 Vessels 

Total Catch 
107 Vessels 
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Table 7.36 continued 

Slope Rockfish - EG . . . . . 

slope kockfish : WG ' . - .  , . 1 

. . .  ~ablefish'(~;ii&Gkar).- CG ~ - ' 

Sablefish (Trawl ~ e & )  - SE 
sabiefiih (Trawl ~ k a r )  . - WG , 

Sablefish ( ~ r a w l  ~ e & )  . - . W. ~ a k u t a t  

ShaUoC Water ~ l a f f i ~ h , ;  central Gulf 
Shaildw Water ~laffish - Eastern Gklf 
Shalloy Water ~latfish r Western ~ u l f  

, . 
shoFr&j:i Rougheye - CG , , ; 
~ho&k& I Rougheye - EG 

~ h o i r & ~ r . /  Rougheye - WG . !: . : 

Thoinyhead - GOA . :- 

I , 0 

January 2000 

Source: ,> - I .  . . > .  - . . . . I  ..':. , 

1)Numerator - ADF&G ~ishtick~ts'and NOWAC Observer &a< 1995-97 : . . 
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A sub-option under consideration by the Council would appokion the sideboard caps by the quarter of year 
in which the catch hstoly used to calculate the 'caps was earned. The next five tables provide that breakout. 
Table 7.37 shows the apportionment if all AFA catcher vessels were treated as a single class. The remainkg 
four tables break down the percentages by the AFA catcher vessel sectors used throughout this chapter. 

Dividing the caps by quarter will restrict the harvest to the traditional times of year that they have occurred in 
the past. Not allowing catcher vessels to take all of their annual cap in a single quarter will likely provide 
additional protection for the non-AFA catcher vessels. However, it will also result in more numerous and 
smaller caps, making management and enforcement more burdensome for NMFS. . . 

Table 7.37: Quarterly catch distribution of all AFA 
Spec~es by TAC Grouping 

l ~ t k a  Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 
Atka Mackerel -Western Gulf (1995 througb 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder -Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf ' 

Deep Water Flatfish -Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Northern Rockfish -Western Gulf 
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) -Western Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) -Western Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf RocWish - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 
Pollock - Chirikof District 
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 
Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock - Shumagin District 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 

cher vessels 
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. . Table 7.37 continued ., ' , . .  

Pacific Ocean Perch -,~astern'Gulf'  . . i . . 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western'~ulf 

5 i . . . .  4 

Rex Sole -*central Gulf 
Rex S,ole ;Eastem Gulf . . . . .  ,, 

R& SO& ;Western Gulf 
. Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf . ' . 
, . . .  

Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Slope Rockfish -Western Gulf . , 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf ~ . . - . ., . : 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear] - '~ou&e% .. - - , 

sablefish (Trawl ~ e a ' $  - westenb Gulf 
Sablefish ( ~ r a w l  Gear) -Western Yakutat 
~ h h o h  Water Flatfish : Cent@ Gulf , ", 

shallow ~ i t t e r  ~latfish - ~ a s t e A  Gulf " . ' . 
shalloh  ate; Flatfish - western' Gulf : ' 

~ho$rkker'/'~ou~he)e - Centm~Gulf ' x 1  " . 
' . ,  ~h'ortiaker 1 Rougheye rou astern Gulf 

~hortiaker'l Rougheye'- western Gulf ' ' 

~horn~hea 'd  -Gulf of Alaska I 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets ahd NORPAC O b s e ~ e r  data, . . . . . .  ~ 
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Table 7.38: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels In 
Spec~es by TAC Grouping 
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish -.Eastern Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish -Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole -Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Northern Rockfish -Western Gulf 
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore)'- Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) -Western Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Pelagic ShelfRockfish -western Gulf 
Pollock - Chirikof District 
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 
Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock - Shumagin District 
Pacific Ocean Perch : Central Gulf 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Ocean Perch -Western Gulf 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole -Western Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 

Ire in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97) 
1st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th ~ t r l  Total 
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Table 7.38 continued ..' , ,  . . ~ 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) 2 Southeast . : 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) -Western Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 
Shallow Water Flatfish -'.Central Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Shallow Water Flaffish -'Western Gulf - . 
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 
Shortraker / Rougheye -'Eastern Gulf 

. . 
Shortraker / Rougheye -.Western Gulf ' 

Thornyhead - Gulf of Alaska I 

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observir data, 1995-97 
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Table 7.39: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels Insho 
Specles by TAC Grouping 
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 

itral Gulf 

'; 

, 
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Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western'Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish -Western Gulf 
a lathe ad Sole- Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Northern Rockfish -Western Gulf 
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) -Western Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Cer 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Westem.Gulf 
Pollock - Chinikof District 
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 
Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock -'Shumagin District , 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Wqtern Gulf 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole -Western Gulf 
Slope RockEish - Central Gulf 
slope Rockfish - Easteni Gulf 
Slope Rockiish -Western Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear)- Central Gulf 
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" .  ~able~7.39cohti1hed . . ' . - ~ . . .- . 
Sablefish (Trawl s ear) - Southe& .. ~ ~. ? .  . ., 
Sablifish i(Trawl Gear) - ~ e s t e r n ' ~ u l f  i 

Sablefisb (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat 
Shallow water Flatfish - Central Gulf , , J $  

! 
Shallow Water ~latfish Eastern'~ulf 
Shallow water Flatfish -Westem Gulf 

' J  Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf 
! Shortraker 1 Rougheye - Eastern Gulf 

Shortraker I Rougheye - Westem Gulf 
I 

Thomyhe& - Gulf of Alaska 
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 .,. .: & .  , , 1 ..,.. . . .  I 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1.7 . . , . : , , . :I 
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Table 7.40: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels to MOI 
Species by TAC Groupmg 
Atka Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 

,rships in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97) 
st Qtr 2nd Qtr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr Total 

- 

. . 

. . 
, . .  
j.. 

January 2000 

Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 
Atka Mackerel - west'&n Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder: Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish -Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole -Eastern Gulf ' 

Flathead Sole -Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Westkm Gulf 
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (offshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - western Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) -Western Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish -Eastern Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish -Western Gulf 
Pollock - ~hir ikof  ~ i s k c t  
Pollock - Eastem Gulf 
Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock - Shumagin District 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Gulf 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole -Western Gulf 
Slope Rockfish -'Central Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Western Gulf. 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 
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. . . . ,  . . Table 7.40 continued . l '  .. . . . . . . . .  - 
Gbiefish (~ i awl  Gear) - southeast . ! . ' : . . . . .  . -  - 
sablefish (Trawl Gear) -Western Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat I 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf : I '  . 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf ' L 

I 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Westem Gulf ' .  

shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf c . . "  

S h o p k e r  /-Rougheye - Eastern Gulf ' : I 

Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf 1 

~ h o r n ~ h d a d  - Gulf of Alaska 
a ,;:I Source; ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 . ... . . . . . .  
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Table 7.41: Quarterly Catch of Catcher Vessels to C 
Species by TAC Grouping 
Atka ~ a c k e r e l  - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (1995 through 1996) 
howtooth  Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 
Deep water Flatfish -Western Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead S h e  - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole -Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf 
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - western Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 
Pollock - Chinkof District 
Pollock - ~ a s t e m  Gulf ' 

Pollock - Kodiak 
Pollock - Shumgin District 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 
Pacific 'ocean Perch - Western Gulf 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole - Western Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Slope Rockiish -Western Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 

her Processors in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97). 
st Qtr 2nd Qrr 3rd Qtr 4th Qtr ITotal 1 
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. . . . - . I '  Table 7.4l.continued ' . . . .. . . . .  . . . ., 

Sablefish . . . . .  (T&I s ear):: Soi+ast t 
. , 

Sablefish (Trawl Geaf) - Westein Gulf . .  
j Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat , 

, . Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf - ' 

Shallow Water Flaffisb - Easterii.Gulf : 

Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf. ' 

Shortraker I Rougheye - Central Gulf 
Shortraker /:Rougheye - Eastern.Gulf '' 
Shortraker / Rougheye - Westem'Gulf ' $  

Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska 
Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data, 1995-97 <: >.: 8 : 

. . " , :. , , ' .1 . . . I I )  

To whom b e  sideboard. caps apply is aisp addressed for the Gulf of Alaska. The sidebpardcaps could apply 
to either ~ U @ A  catcher vessels el/gible unde;Section 208, orjust the vessels,that participate in acooperative. . . . . .  
f i e  Council selected the bption that the caps apply'to all eligible catcher vessel?. fiese are the s q e  pptions, 
that were discussed idthe BSAI sideboardcap section, so those comments will not be repeated tie;;.  owe$;,' 
it is i m p o h t  to remember that vessels will only be'allowed to contribute theircatch histoj?oa'sideb'oard <ap 
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8.0 PROCESSING LIMITS ON SPECIES OTHER THAN BSAI POLLOCK 

Chapter 8 examines the impacts of limiting processing of GOA groundfish, BSAI crab, and BSAI non-pollock 
groundfish by processors eligible to participate in pollock cooperatives. The analysis examines the language 
in the AFA, analyzes the structure ofthe industry, and develops 10 specific options to implement processing 
limits, sometihes referred to as "processing sideboards". It then estimates limits based on the structure of the 
industry and options specified. Conclusions are drawn regarding the efficacy of the options in fulfilling the 
mandates of the AFA. 

The AFA requires the Council to submit measures by July 1999 to "protect processors not eligible to 
in the directed pollock fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives 

in the directed pollock fishery." These processors are collectively referred to as "non-AFA processors." lnthe 
5 November 1998, December 1998, and February 1999 ~ o & c i l  meetings, representatives o f  non-AFA 
processors expressed concern about spillover effects ofthe AFA, and offered several suggestions for mitigating 
those potential impacts. 

Specific language about processing restrictions for the 20 AFA-eligible catcher processors is found in 
$21 1(b)(3) and 521 1(b)(4): 

(3) BERING SEA PROCESSING.-The catcherlprocessors eligible under paragraphs (I)  through 
(20) of section 208(e) are hereby prohibited from- 

(A) processing any of the directed fishing allowances under paragraphs (I)  or (3) of section 
206(b); and 
(B) processing any species of crab harvested in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Management Area. 

(4) GULF OF ALASKA.-The catcherlprocessors eligible under paragraphs (I)  through (20) of 
section 208(e) are hereby prohibited from- 

(A) harvesting any fish in the Gulf of ~ l a s k a ;  
(B) processing any groundfish harvested from the portion of the exclusive economic zone off 
Alaska h o w n  as Area 630 under the fishery management plan for GulfofAlaskagroundfish; 
or 
(C) processing any pollock in the Gulf of Alaska (other than as bycatch in non-pollock 
groundfish fisheries) or processing, in the aggregate, a total of more than i 0 percent of the cod 
harvested from Areas 6 10,620, and 640 of the Gulf of Alaska under the fishery management 
plan for Gulf of Alaska groundfish. 

Section 21 1(c) includes specific language discussing processing limits for BSAI crab for MA-eligible 
motherships and inshore processors: 

(2) BERING SEA CRAB AND GROUNDFISH.. 
(A) Effective January 1,2000, the owners ofthe motherships eligible under section 208(d) and 
the shoreside processori eligible under section 208(f) that receive poll&k from the directed 
pollock fishery under a fishery cooperative are hereby prohibited from processing, in the 
aggregate for each calendar year, more than the percentage of the total catch of each species 
of crab in directed fisheries under the jurisdiction of the North ~acificcouncil than facilities 
operated by suchowiers processed of each such species in the aggiegate, on average, in 1995, 
1996, 1997. For the purposes of this subparagraph, the term "facilities" means any 
processing plant, catcherlprocessor, mothership, floating processor, or any other operation 
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. . .  -. . . .  , 
that  pro^&& fisb. Any entityin which 10 percent or moreof the interest is owned or 
controlled by another individual or entity shall be considered to be the same entity as the other . . .  
indiviaual or enti& for the phrpbses of thid Subparagraph. . . 

. . . . .  , , I.. 1 _ . . .<:  . * , . 
. ,  . ,  

Other sections of .the AFA prt&jde hditionil directives to the ~ouncil,,pafaphrased bklow; ' 

' "' A. 

. . . .  . . .  . . . .  , . .  ' . . .  I . , . I  .. - 

I :: The'Comicil cannot alter the list of eligible procelssdrs, imldss the TAC inc;e&es or & &&bie'plant' 
. . 

is lost. 
2. By July 1999 the Council must recommend measures to "protect processors not eligible to participate, r ~: 

. .  in the'.(BSAI) diibcted pollock fishery frbm adverse effects'gf AFA or'fishery cbopkiatives ...';. 
3. . .The Council muSt have ih place by ~ a n u a r ~ ' 2 0 0 0 ~ ~ a s & k  tb irevent AFA mo&rshi*'s abd shoieside 

processors frdm procesding, in aggregitk,,a gteater percenbge of the total . . .  datch of B'sPII crabmth& ' 
I . . I - .  . ' , ,  , they processed in 1995-1997 (on aGerage). ' '  

4. ' . The Council must s"bmit mkasuresto establish excessiS6 share2aps for ha&&@ &d df, . : * .  . . ,  .... 
all groundtish and crab in the BSAI, though under no time certain. 

5. The Council can devel'op any other measures it deems necessary (at any time) to protect o9er  fisheries 
' and participants under its jurisdiction frbm adverse 'impacts caused by the . M A  ,or co-ops in tlie 

, < . . ,, . 
directed pollock fishery. 

- ~~ 

Non-AFA &kessors have testified to the council that'tly& b k i c  concerb is that AFk ppro&ssdrs $11 have . . . . . .  
a competitive advantage that may allow them to use economic . .  and . operational leverage to miease  their 
positions h piokisshg Other spediii. In effect resources normally spent ensuring~AF~'~rocessors their share 
of the BSAI pollock fishery, may now be freed up to gain processing shares of other fish+es. . . . . .  . ~. , 

, , .  

In response the Council has chosen to include the concept of AFA processGg limits for h l  groundfish in the 
GO~, ' a l l  & d f i s h ' o t h e r  than poll&k in the BSAI, and all crab in the .~sAI.  ,The limiti , .  . wOdd'appl$ to all 
M A  processors and would be based on the processing shares of AFA proce&rs during the yeais 1995, 1996, 

- . .  and 1997, or alternatively just 1996 and 1997. . / ' 

. . . ?  . . * 
. . . . .  .I 0 , '  , .  . ,  . . 

4 :' 
, . , '  , 

There i i e  thtee levels' at'which $focei8ing l i h t s  could be applied for each species: 

. . ,  .. , . > 

' I .  Sinile overall' limit for ail AFA-eligible p;ocesso* .. . ,  
. . . . . . .  2. .' ' sector ldts:'~ishore;~othershii,'and Catcher processors 

. . . . . . . .  3. ' . .' lndividud limits , . '  ' ', 
, . , . . , '. 

Within . each . level there are at least three layers of facilities that could be included p d  $us restricted by the 
, . . . . . . . ., ' . . . ? .  : . . .  limits: - , - . .  . . . . . . .  !.. . . I . . .  ' $ 1  

1. All plants and vessels that are AFA-eligible . . ,,. , . , .  . 
2. All facilities owned by companies that own AFAleligible plants advesseis ' . 3,,  . A,h :. . - !  . , cdlhes associated with . . entities that combine frlcilities t h r o u & ' a j ~  percent ownership 

link.] . 1 . . 8  .~ ' ,!. '!,.: ' . . / . , ' \  . , . , . . 
a .  

. . .  . . 
. . ~ .  . . !  , ; 

. . . . . . .  : . .  . . . . ,  . . .  , , .. . , > 
I . -  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
'For pwposes of this analysis, this language of i21i(cj(2j(B):defining enuties is called "the 10;k0wnership Rule". 
The 10% Ownership Rule will be applied as follows, : '  

. : _ .  / ' . . I . .  . . . . . /  ,..,, 
If a compaiiy haS a 10 percent or more owners$p siake in a i  AFA-eligible prockhg facili&,,th& all other 
piociiing-facilities in which thi t  cdii&iy has a 10'percent bwneiship will alio be consideied part of the 
AFA-entity. For purposes of the analysis, the lease of a facility will be considered ownership of that facility. 



. i . ':. C's.\:-. ;g,.<:ln.n . . . .  . . ' - .  . . 
The ~ n e  permutations of the above levels and layers are analyzed as options along with one additional option, 
which would apply individual company processing limits, but would include'ody AFA-eligible facilities within 
those companies. 

The analysis first considers the ofboth non-AFA processors and AFA proceiso~s andofeconomic 
theory. Next, the analysis provides an overview of the structure and ownership of the groundfish processing 
industry. The analysis then focuses on specific options for processing limits. Decision points are identified 
that the Council will need to address in developing its preferred alternative. Embedded in the list of decision 
points is the question of how the processing limits should be applied, with specific definitions for the 10 options 
referred to in the previous paragraph. Following the list df decision points, the analysis examines each of the 
10 options with implementation steps, tables showing the specific processing limits, and an assessment of 
impacts for each. The final section of the chapter summarizes the processing limit options and presents 
conclusions regarding their feasibility 

8.1 Perspectives on the Need and Objectives for Processmg L m t s  

8 .11  Perspectives of Non-AFA Processors 

Processors that have not participated in the BSAI pollock fisheries in the past will not be allowed to participate 
in cooperatives for BSAI pollock. They believethat participants in cooperatives will be able to leverage the 
relative certainty of cash flows in the BSAI pollock fisheries to obtain a competitive advantage in non-pollock 
fisheries, and thus increase their processing share of non-pollock fisheries. Here is a summary of views 

, 
expressed by non-AFA processo& , . 

Inshore processors will move from 36 percent of the total pollock TAC under inshore-offshore 
allocations approved by the NPFMC in 1998 to 45 of the total under AFA. This increase 
alone has the potential to increase revenue and profits for AFA inshore processors relative tonon-AFA -; 

processors. 
AFA processors operating in cooperatives will be relatively certain of taking deliveries of a fixed 
amount of pollock, regardless of unforeseen events such as processing plant breakdowns & adverse 
weather conditions. 
Because of their relatively certain flows of pollock, M A  processors operating with cooperatives will 
be able to pace their pollock processing to take advantage of market conditions and processing 
technologies that will allow them to enhance recovery rates and revenues. . . 

With higher revenues and profits from pollock, AFA processors will have more of their own profits 
that could be invested in machinery and facilities that can take advantage of non-p.ollock fisheries. 
Higher profits and more certain cash flows fibm pollock will enable AFA processors to offer higher 
prices to catcher vessels for delivery of non-pollock species. 
The relative certainty of cash flow and potentially higher profits of AFA processors make it more 
likely that AFA processors will be able to raise new capital, either through new equity investment by 
external sources or through institutional lenders. 
To limit the ability of AFA processors to expand their share of other crab and non-pollock groundfish 
in the BSAI . a d  all groundfish 4 the GOA, AFA processors should be restricted to processing 
amounts of these species that do not exceed amounts they have processed in the past. 
It is not enough to simply limit nonrpollock proces'sing by facilities that will be allowed to participate 
in cooperatives. Compa&es that own these facilities could easily evade the restrictions by expanding 
processing at'their other facilities. 
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.. It is also not enough to sit prodessing limits on all facilities'ohed tiy AFA cbmpanies, because AFA 
. . .  companies could evade the restriitidns .by hiding their oivnership of other non-pollock prdcdssing 

facilities under different company names. The restrictions on non-pollock processing must be applied 
to all companies in which AFA processors have a significant level of ownership or control. 
The appropriate level df ownership by which to measure AFA affiliation is ' l0~per~&. ' .Ohership 

,..! 
levels less than 10 percent do not indicate'sigiificant ownership or control: ' ' 

. . . . .  
I b . _ .  I 

,* r , . I 

! . . 
. . . .  . :  , 7 . ~  ! 

, . . 1. 

8.1:2. Perspectives of M A  Processors . . ~. . 
. . . . .  . v .  , . .i' ,i.. : . . . .  f .  , ,  , 

.. - . .  , . . . ,  . . . , . . . . . . . . .  .., . , . , 
r.. .. .... ' : c  . . . . . . . . .  AFA processors express the view that:' .,., 

. . . .  ,. , . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  ! . . . . . .  , . , . . ,  , 
t 

. Declines in the overall pollock TAC have eroded the of exist&?bvestmkntses in'pollock. 
processing equipment and pollock processing facilities. , ' ~ "  ,' . . 
~estrictionsplaced on the pollock fishkries to protect the habitat of Steller sea lions further reduce . . the 
ability of pollock processors to profitably utilize their eiis'ting'equipment ind'facilities. ' 
Several owners ofAFA-eligible facilities, in an effort to diversify their interests, have made significant , , 
investments in non-pollock processing lines, plants, and vessels in recent years." Some came on line 
in 1998 before the AFA. Under the proposed limits much of the potential earning power of these 

, . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . ..investments would be eroded. :. . - .  , 

, .Other.owners of AFA-eligible fa'cilities, particularly those that m& have'& hterest in selling thh i  ' 
.. facilities, have expressed the concern thatthe limits, as pioposed, severtly restrict the . 

niarket value of their pollo~k~~r6cessing $ants. This concern stems' from thelanguagein hi act that 
would include all facilities that are related to AFA processors by minor amoh t i  ofcommon owtiership 
under the processing restriction. Owners interested in selling their facilities, perhaps to CDQ groups, 
are concerned that a literal interpietation of the AFA' would mein that if,a CDQ organikiiion, for 
exiniple, purchased an!AFA processing facility, al l  other pr&essi&facilities in yhich the CDQ . . .  

,.organii;ation has.aii inerest would be S i t e d  by the processing restiiction. Restrictions would be 
imposed even though there may be no direct link between the organization's pollock herests ,and it's 

. , . , v ,  - ' I. .:, . . . . . .  . . 
:- , non-pollock'inteiests. . " .  ., . 

, . ,~ 
:. . Without the abili@, to operate with pollock Cooperatives: the valueof exiitiig'pbllock investments 

would continue to decline and pollock processors would be susceptible to +cover by'the very firms 
, , .  . . ,  . ' . , . , , / . , . e L  , . _ , thatare calling-for AFA processing limits. . 

. Even with the ability td operite with pollock tooperatives, at leait onelarge .AF~hioc&sini  entity 
is available for sale, indicating that future profitibility of AFA pr6cessors h y  be lo&r th& other 

. . . . . .  . . .  opportunities outside the fish processing industry. . . . . . .  " . 
Given these consideiations; processois believe the AFA-is neeessq  to 'ensure the continued 

. . ' viability of the pollock processing industry, and does not merit the imposition of punitive restrictions. 
i .  , 

5 .  > . . 
i . ,>.. . .  

8.1.3 Perspectives of Non:@A ~rocessors Who May Be Harm+ By Processmg Li&ts.. , 

' 

. . . . . . .  
: , . I  .. 3 .  , , . . 

The language in $21 l(c)(2)(A) regarding the 10 percent owneirship'linkage is.of considerable do&g to 
pro&ssors that are not directly involved in the pollock fishery, but which may be linked to AFA processors by 

' 

this rule. .The language is also a concern of CDQ or$nizations that are activelylooking for invesbhents in 
pollock processing Edcilities! Many-CDQ organizatiohs hive'?lready made investments in otlkr non-pollock 
processing facilities. I f  the language in the -10% Ownership Rule is used in the conteif of processing limits, 
thenmany non-pollock processors will be restrictedeven.thoughthey have.no di?ect p01lbck'~roce.isin~ 

. ., , , . , interests. . . 



8 1 4 Perspectives of Economic Theory 

Economic theory indicates that the formation of cooperatives will lead to more efficient utilization of the 
' resources used in the pollock production process. Most investments in pollock processing capacity were made 

assuming a race for fish would exist throughout the expected life cycle of the investment. Cooperatives help 
eliminate therace for fish and allow pollock processors to utilize resources more efficiently and generate hgher 
profits. . . 

' 

' Though the existence ofhigher-than-expectedprofits generally induces additional investment in the form ofnew 
entrants, the AFA prohibits new entry into the pollock processing industry. Therefore additional investments 
in processing will be linked to existing processors and most likely be made to take advantage of the extra time 
allowed for processing that is achieved by the cooperative system. Or, excess profits might be made by these 
firms, without expanding pollock capacity. In an industry widely characterized as have substantial '!excess 
processing capacity," it seems probable that, at least in @e short- and intermediate-run, the latter pattern will 
emerge among pollock processors, rather that the former. 

In any case, at some point, additional investments in pollock processing may generate lower returns than would 
be generated by additional investments to process other species. In addition, pollock processors may find it 
more profitable to shiftthe timing of their.pollock operations so that their existing facilities can be used for 
processing of other species. Therefore, at some point it is likely that M A  processors, if unconstrained, will 
invest additional capital arid time into the prbcessing of species other than pollock. This  underscores the 
primary concern of proponents of processing limits for AFA processors. 

. . 

, 8.1.5' Effect of Design of Processing Limits ~.. >, . . 
2, 

:? 
Impacts of non-pollock processing limits will vary depending on how they are configured. Ingeneral the limits 

. will create two classes of processors for every species, with potentially very different impacts on each. For . :. 

species other than pollock in the BSAI the two processor classes will be: 
. , 

. I. Non-AFA processors, which in aggregate will be guaranteed a minimum'percentage of the processing 
of all crab and groundfish species other than BSAI pollock 

2. AFA processors, which in aggregate will be limited to a m w u m  percentage, but not guaranteed 
that percentage, of the processing of all crab and groundfish species otherthan BSAI pollock 

For non-AFA processors the limits may ease competition from AFA processors for species other than pollock 
in the BSAI, and in the short run, lead to increased profits. However, the unexpected profits will likely inspire 
additional &vestment, either from within the class or from new entries into the processing business, the latter 
being particularly important because, unlike.AFA processors, entry in the non-AFA class is not restricted. 

. New entrants will erode the profitability of existing plants until no further "excess profits" are being made in 
thls sector. 

For AFA processors the limits on processing do not represent a guaranteed percentage of the processmg of a 
given species. AFA processors will face the prospect of being forced to end processing because of other AFA 
processors, but must also wony that bon-AFA processors will increase their capacity and process at levels 
above their guaranteed minimums. Thus it appears that the processing l h t s  may lead to increased price 
competition for fish other than pollock the AFA processing class, and.increase investments that accelerate 
processing, but do little to add value per unit of fish. The effect of intensified price competition would likely 
reduce net revenues for BSAI pollock processors, however, increased ex-vessel prices would benefit catcher 

. . . 
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vessels. It is not possible to determine if ex-vessels prices would rise u d e r  thil.rii&:gement sdehaiib. ~fthe;' 
did rise, they would only increase to a point that reflects their competitive value, in the long run.. 

. . . . .  . . . .  ..... . . .  . . . .  , :, 
I I. . ,, . .  1 ' , _ . . 0  , - ' . . , , ,, 

Processing limits may also have &intended conketpencek which reiult primarily fror; the faci that o-eiship 
interests in the ckb .  and groudfish prbc&ng:industry ark very i n f e k e ' d .  :'-It %'often v.5ry'difficuli to 
distinguish between one cbmpany and inother in tirms of owneiship. . ~ a n y ' b c t h i  owne& df &A-eligible 
facilities have interests in other facilities that are not AFA-eligible. Similarly, many owners of facilitie's'ihat 
are not MA-eligible have ownership stakes in AFA-eligible facilities. Therefore, it is very likely &at AFA 
processors will be either too narrowly defined to'effe~tivel~~limit AFA processors,or too broadly . defined, ,. . 
which will impose l&its.bdct~m~anies that may have:litile or no interest in.pollock processing:' ' . .' ' 

. . . . .  + . ~  ., . . , . .  
t ,. . a , .  - .. - ? ,  

. . . . ...... 8.1.6 . 0 bjectives and Effectiveness of ,Processing Limits ' ,'.I. . ,  . ,  

. .  . ,  , , . , . . , .  ' , ,  . . . . ., y , 4 .,.; 
.< . . 

From the preceding discussion it is cleaithat the c6nc8bt'of brocessing limits ~ 1 1 6 e  doht&ve;sial.~o 
a consistent framework for qualitatively judging the effectivenek of the different options, this section d e v e l ~ ' ~ s  
a set of ten objectives based on the perspectives of the four groups directly affected. 

. . .... . . .- , .  . . . . . . . . . .  , , ,  . . . . . .  1 :  ! . . ., . 

From,the perspective of non-AFA proceksoii, proies'sirig limits should tie imposed to p&e% AF~'proc&sor<' 
from increasingtheirhistoncalshar& of the p'rokessing of non-pollock species as a result oftheir'abil6y to fbrm - - 
cobperhives in theBSAI pdlock fishdrie~; ,This pkrsljective may be tr.anslatedinto three objectives: 

. , . , >  , . . ,  
. . ,,- . , " . . . .  . .  , .  . . . . . . . .  , , 

- j  - , : . $ , : . . i ,  ' * ' . ,  . '  . . 
Objective 1: Processing limits shbdld iimit AFA procesiing .Of non-~ollo~k!$kcie& to levels 

achieved before M A .  
.!', ' .  , 

Objective 2: Processing limits should include all processing interestiof MA companies. 

,..' : Objective 3: . '  Piocessing%nits shduld prevent  FA companies froti eva& the4iini$throlgh .- . , .  9 . . . . . . .  ' . , :' subsidaries 'or holdir@ co'mpanies. . , . . < ,  . . . 

. . . . . . .  . , ..i ! .' . . ,?, ? ) . .  1 . . .  . . . . . .  . . . .  . , ,. 

If processing limits must be imposed under AFA, then AFA processors' perspectives lead to the fo!low@gthree 
. . . . . .  

;.I. .-I' ' 8 .I : . '  .. 4 , :.. , - 8 ' ,  -1. 0bjectives:l' ' . .. , . . 
' .. : ,, . . . ' ,  : .  . , , , . i ' : . . r . - .  

,:Objective 4: -; ,Prodesking limits should allow&A' processofs to'ikkimize tlieir'iibilit$'& realize . ' 
. . r ; . ,  . -  ' ! 1 ,  profits in the pollock' proces&ig &dust+.- . '  . - 

Objective 5: Processing limits should allow AFA processors to utilize non-pollock processing 
. . . . 

, , , . . .  capacity impiovements completed before AFA. . I - ' ' ' . ' . ,  
.. :Objeitiv& 6: Processing limits should&t~li&it the market Glue of their'$FAkligibl.e ficilities. ' 

1 , ; . ,  . 
,,' . . , . . !  ;:. , . > . - .  .'I.;' r .  3 , ,.:. . ' . . ,~h.. 

In additioq n ~ n - ~ d l o c k  p&essdrs indirectly linked to AFA prodeisb;s are likely t6Ciew the A,FA proceisirig , 
.. ., . . . , , ,. . . l i ~ t s ~ ~ ~ e f o ~ ~ o ~ g o b j e c ~ ~ v e : ~ ~ '  " . . . .  r ! .  L 

I. 

Objective 7: Processing limits should not restrict non-pollock processors that will not benefit 
. , . .  . directly from the AFA: 3: ' . , . ' 

. . ~ * (  , . I .  

. . ,_ . ,  . , . , . 
i :  . #. , . I f . , .  ' . .  , , . 

Finally; NMFS will have.certain objectives relating to its ability to implenient thelimits and to reduce the -' 
, - .  

expense of implemeritation; monitoring, and knfofcdment, such &s the f o~owin~ ' : "  ' - '  . I  . . _  

. , .  . ~ . .  . . :, . . i , . ' '  . , , . . . , , :. -...:., ? L - ,.. 
. . I ,  ' . :  

'Objective 8: Pfocebsing limits ihqdd4ndt  substantiilly inc~&e '$~e"o& requlrements'o" . . . . . > . .  , .  . . . ' L :L* .,. . .  .(. processors: . . , _&, , .  - .  . 

, < t  . 
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. . ' . + : . ,  $ 1  * ; , > , .. . : : 
1 :  ., 

Objective 9: Processing limits should be easy and inexpensive to set annually. 

Objective 10: ~ r o c e s s i n ~  limits should be easy and inexpensive to monitor and enforce 

The ten objectives are used to evaluate qualitatively the processing limits. 

8.2 Structure of the Pollock Processing Industry as it Relates to Processing Limits 

As noted earlier, ownership of crab and groundfish processors is very intertwined. Thus specification of 
processors will be critically important in determining the impacts of processors limits. This section examines 

. the structure of the pollock processing industry and discusses how ownership may be defined in terms of the 
a' processing limits. It examines ownership of each of the AFA-eligible facilities and other facilities that may be 

related through ownership. 
,.. 

8.2.1 The 10% Ownership Rule 

The AFA defines ownership linkages as follows: "Any entity in which 10 percent or more of the interest is 
, owned or controlled by another individual or entity shall be considered to be the same entity as the other 

individual or entity for the purposes of this subparagraph." Entities that are linked by this "1'0% Ownership 
Rule" to AFA-eligible processing facilities are referred to as AFA entities. 

The 10% Ownership Rule is appliedin this analysis as follows: 

If a company has a 10 percent or more ownership stake in an AFA-eligible processing facility, then- ' . 

all other processing facilities in which thatcompany has at least 10 percent ownership will also be 
considered part of the AFA entity. In the analysis, lease of a facility is considered the same a s  . 
ownership. 

In identifying AFA entities and linkages, the Council needs to be aware that verifiably accurate and complete 
,ownership information is not currently available from any source. Therefore, only approximate levels can be 
identified for applying processing limits. 

Federal and state processing permits provide initial data for tracking owners. Additional information comes 
from public licensing documents required by states in which companies do business. In addition, less formal 
information is available, such as trade journals or publications such as Fishing Vessels ofthe United States, 
which lists vessel owners and management companies. Finally, information on ownership may be obtained 
directly from company officials. By combining information from different sources it is possible to determine 
ownership levels as a &st-order approximation of AFA entities and linkages. Actual implementatjon and 
monitoring will depend upon more accurate and complete ~nfonnation on ownership. Presumably, NMFS or 
MARAD will require'full disclosureof ownership information to determine and monitor processing limits. 

. , 

-8.2.1.1 CDQ Org&zations 

CDQ organizations and companies are treated-no differently from non-CDQ companies for purposes of 
defining AFA entities. Thus if a CDQ company has an ownership stake of 10 percent or more in an AFA- 
eligible processing facility, thenall other processing facilities in which the CDQ company has at least 
10 percent ownership also are considered part of.the AFA entity. . . 



., , 1 . , 8.2.1.2 Catcher Vessels - $  . . . .  ) >  e ,, i . 

The 10% Ownership Rule is applied only to links,betw-een3processing facilities. Links between processors 
solely through ownership of a catcher vessel are not considered links in terms ofthe 10% Ownership Rule. For 
example, hvo individuals may own agroup of 5 catcher.vessels in a.50~50 partnership. One of the indindials '~ 

owns an AFA-eligible pollock processing facility, and the other owns a crab processing plant. Both facilities 
receive all of their deliveries from the 5 catcher veisels. .Because the only link betwe'en:the twi, comp&ies is : 
the catcher vessels, the two corporations are not considered part of a single AFA-entity. In its final decision 

.3 . . 1 / _: 
the Council can change this interpretation. . ' . . r ,  ' <  - ,  .L .,,, ',-. 

, . , ( .  , . I 

. . .  . . .  . * . . . . . .  . . .  . . ' I  . ' . , \  _ . .  ,;, : ,: f'.. , , .,.I3 ! .  , . .. 
t .  , .L 

... . . . .  i ,  ,. ..< . 1- . <:' .....Jb.. ! 82.1.3 Control . . .  1 . .  . " . . '  . # . ,  . i '  .,i. . , ' .  
. . _ . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  . , .  . . .  . . .  . . .  I . <  . ... . .  . . I .... , 1 "  , 

In providing the basis for the 10% Ownership Rule, the AFA includes not only ownership; but also theconcept , 

, of control. This analysis focuses on ownership rather than control for two primary reasons: 
. . . .  ' , 

. i s  _I I : : , c  x .  ;< 

1. Control is very difficult to define and does not lend itself to quantifiable measures. 
. ' , , .  I 

. , , . , .  I : , '  " i , ,  ' I  _ , ' .  : ' !. . , . 

2. 1 An ownershipshare bf as. loiv a s ' l 0  percent in .zi processirig company may S p l y  control of the :- 
- company: By associating all-companies linked by 10 percent (ormore) ownership' levels, it is'likelj; 

that all persons that have a contiolling interest in an kFA company'are also included. ' ',. ,; .''..' 

Control is not a focus of this analysis. However, if the Council wants to:consider 'co&olmorZ closely; it. 
should be noted that there are various indicators of control. For example, percent of ownership is often equated 
to percent of control of an orgsnizatidn. Ownership information often is &matter of public record, b& other 
influences andicontrols.may not be evident. Skh.influence may be exerted:through jointinanage&ent . . or 
management links, personal or familial relationships;c6ntractual obligations, and:oiher means:. ' : ;'. 

. . 
8 . .  

Officers ofpublicly heldcorporations often exert considerable influence or control, althoughthey may not own 
a majority ofthe stock.. Offideis of privately held.or closely held corporationsm&be ~ m e w h d  &re limited , ' 
in their level of control, although they would be anticipated tohive onsideAble Nueiice on thecdrpois.tion's~ -' 

activities. The analysis assumes that links between processors exist when a corporite.offickrof an AFAIJ ' 
eligible processor is a corporate officer or director for another pr&essor, or when a corporate officer of an 
AFA-eligible procbsoi hasaat:least a 10 percentownership h'inother processo?. ' , i ' ;  " -  , - , , . . : , # . I  ,.; - - .  . 

. . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . , . ,  . , i  ., . . . .  I - . . .  . . 7 . .  
r.. - . , ' . I  ., 

. . 
Contractual obligations-can also enable an individual or firm to exkn control over a piociisor. Fofeiainple, ' 

industry representativesdiscussed possible loans made to individuals or organizations by largercompanies that.' 
requirethe ihdivid,uals or organizations to%ell all their hafiest or product to'the larger companies. Markethi'-''! 
agreements between fintis niay have ~hilarre~uirements.  Anotlier example of po$sible control is a I& made' ' 
to an individual to purchase a vessel withterms of the loin sucIbthat$hellinder actually control~theT~esskl. 
Although i n t e ~ e w s  mentioned these examples,.no.ioriob~nting inform~tio~:could be f o h d  to &idpori these : ' 
statements. Therefore, influence or control through potential contractual terms and obligations are not treated 

:!, . , , - - .  . . .  . i , ,>  ; as links in terms of the 10% Ownership Rule. 

For many individuals, working in the fishing or processink inddstry offshore-Alaskl is a familytraditiop hf 
severilgenerations: Siblings and spouses-are often active paiticipants'in-the l;uiine"sses~and sh&in the";', 
business decisions. Long-standing friendships'ana fa~&v tieh'have'also evolved'o"erthe ykrs ,  akd the&-! ,, . 
relationships are often used to start or finance new vessels or'expand the'ciifrent business.. The analysis ' . 
conducted for this section identified instances in which owners, officers, and directors of AFA-eligible 



processors had spouses and other family members with ownership positions in other processors. No other 
information could be found indicating that the individuals related to the AFA-eligible processors had 
substantive influence or control over the other processors. Subsequently, relationships between family 
members and friends are not treated as lmks in terms of the 10% Ownership Rule. In its finaldecision the 
Council will have the latitude to change this interpretation of the 10% Ownershp Rule and include links 
between family members. 

8.2.2 Basis for Ownership Patterns 

The ownership of AFA-eligible processing plants and vessels is based on federal permit data from NMFS and 
intent-to-operate data from ADF&G, corporate license data from the states ofwashington and Alaska, as well 
other data bases from private sources such as Dunn and Bradstreet. Corporate officers also have provided 
ownership details. Organizational charts are used to show ownership linkages. They include notes on sources 
of information. 

There are shortcomings in most data bases. Some firms do not provide information to Dunn and Bradstreet, 
and the company record is limited to publicly available information. State of Washington corporate records 
list corporate officers and directors, but do not indicate percent of ownership by these persons, or 
ownership percentages for persons or firms that are not corporate officers or directors. State of Alaska 
corporate records typically showownership percentages for officers and directors, but controlling interest in 
a corporation may be held by an entity or individual that is not an officer or director. 

piscussions with corporate officers orowners t).pically providedthemost detailed information. Attempts were . 
,pade to verify this information through cohersation with other industry members or thro&h public records. 1: ': 
In some instances individuals requested that their names not be attributed to certain details for their companies 
pr other organizations, so names are not tied to specific information. Persons contacted are listed in Table 8.1. 

8.2.3 AFA-Eligible Pollock Processing Plants and Vessels 

Table 8.2 lists pollock processing plants and vessels that are AFA-eligible, the company owning the plant or 
vessel, and the sector in which the vessel or plant participates. This list is the basis for developing further 
linkages m the pollock processing industry. 

January 2000 



. .  ., . < .  . . .  .;..... .,'I . , , ,  _ .  , . . 
Table 8.1 Persons Contacted , ', . . . . 

. . t .  . , . . _ .  \ I  , . .  , '  ' 
Name ' . ' . ' ' Company 

. . * ,  
, .  ' . . ,  

~ i k e  Atterbdrry. ' ' ' Alaska 0ce& Seafood LLP . . . .,, ,, ; . . . . .  . . . . .  ,. 1 .  : '  
Bill Atkinson : : ,  . .  ~ la ska ,~ i&t i e r  company, ', I . $ , : . .  1 . :  . . , .  , . 

. . .  Davd Benson Tyson seafoods Group indw ~rident j  . :i 
Alec Brindle Wards Cove Packing 
John Bundy Glacier Fish Company . ,. . -  . . ci . . ., :  . , . ,  

. . 
Doug Christensen Arctic Storm, Inc. . . . . .  . . . . . . . "  . .  . Mike Coleman ., , . .* ' YakIYok Holdings :. (. - b . \r , I .  . , .  

. . . . . . . . .  . . .  Barry Collier, ,.. , . '. . - Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. ~. , ,., . 
. . . .  ., .. , .  . Craig Cross 1 :; , , . ' - -  Alaska Trawl Fisheries, Inc. , . ' . . . . 

<. 1 ,  
. , . . . . .  Robert Czeisler '. ' Phoenik Processor Limitedpartnership ' ,. . rc. 

;.,- . , ,  
Matt Doherty Ocean Peace, Inc. 
Bart Eaton Trident Seafoods, Inc. . . . . , . , :  ~ , <  

~essie Gharrett NMFS . . . . . . .  . ..i 

NMFS 
T .. 

~ a j ~ i n t e r '  .~ . , .  . . . .  . ,  . : . . .. 
Dbn ~od&dlow . ~ e s t w q d ' ~ & f o o ~ < ( $ c . .  . . . .  . ,, - . , 

, . . .  . . . . -  ~ l i n ! ~ & g h t  , . , '  ~ a s &  ~ e ~ a r q A t  . . $$opnunity and ~ c g i o i i i  Affairs : .' 
. .  John ~enderschedt ' ... @FDA . . . . .  . . . . . .  , . , ,  ,. . . L 

Mike Hyde seafoods Co. 
. . .  John Iani , , Unisea, b c .  : . . . .  . . .  . . , % , ;.,. ,. . . . .  , , , ,  . I .  

.~ . John Lepore. . . . .  N m S  . . . . . . .  , ) , . 
... Terry Leitzell. . : .  Northem Victor Partnership : .. I . -  . . G :. . ,  

. . , . :>,. ;. , # . Dave Little- . Clipper Seafoods . a , . 8 .<. 

Mariuz Mazurek TCWIOak Tree Capital Management . . .  _ .. , . 
APICDA . . . . . .  . . '..,'I . . 

John Moeller , . ,  . . 

Judy Nelson . . .  . . 
BBEDC 

' . '  + ,. :. m . .  ,. . 1-7 ' .  B a e  Ohai . Aleutian ~ ~ i i ~  ~ishenes  . . _ .  
. , . .  < . .  . . .  . , , , .  \ . ,  . 

Brent ~ a i n e  'United Catcher Boats , .  , ,  . . .  , .  
Joe Plesha Trident Seafoods, Inc. 
Joe Sullivan Mundt, MacGregor 
Cory Swasand Aleutian Spray Fisheries 
Arne Thomson Alaska Crab Coalition 
Dick Tremaine CBSFA 
Doug Wells Baranof Seafoods 
John Winther Ocean Prowler, LLC 
Rob Wurm Alaskan Leader Fisheries, LLP 

Information from the industry discussions was added to the database, and searches on the names of companies, 
vessels, officers, and directors were conducted to identify links that were not !mown or had not been identified 
in discussions with corporate officers. 

: < i :  ' I .  
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Table 8.2 AFA-Eligible Pollock Processing Plants and Vessels 
Vessel Name1 

Company Plant Location . Sector 
Alaska Ocean Seafood LLP Alaska Ocean CP 
Alaska Trawl Fisheries, Inc. 
Aleutian Spray Fisheries 
Alyeska Seafoods, Inc. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
American Seafoods Co. 
Arctic Storm, Inc. 
Arctic Storm, Inc. 
Northern Victor Partnership 
Norton Sound EDC 
Norton Sound EDC 
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. 
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. 
Phoenix Processor Limited Partnership 
Supreme Alaska Seafoods 
Trident Seafoods Corporation 
'Trident Seafoods Corporation 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Trident Seafoods Corporation (Tyson) 
Unisea Inc 
Westward Seafoods Inc 

Endurance 
Starbound 
Dutch Harbor 
American Dynasty 
American Empress 
American Triumph 
Browns Point 
Christina Ann 
Elizabeth Ann 
Katie Ann 
Northern Eagle 
Northern Hawk 
Northern Jaeger 
Ocean  over 
Pacific Explorer 
Pacific Nnvigator 
PaciJic scout 
Rebecca Ann 
Victoria Ann 
Arctic Fjord 
Arctic Storm 
Northern Victor 
Northern Glacier 
Pacific Glacier 
King Cove 
Golden Alaska 
Ocean Phoenix 
Excellence 
Akutan 
Sand Point 
American Enterprise 
Island Enterprise 
Kodiak Enterprise 
Seattle Enterprise 
US. Enterprise 
Arctic Enterprise 
Dutch Harbor 
Dutch Harbor 

CP 
CP 
INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
INS 
CP 
CP 

INS 
MS 
MS 
MS 
M S  
INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
INS 
INS 
INS 

YaklYok Holdings H~ghland L~ght CP 
Sector definit~ons: 
CP = Catcher processor 
MS = Mothershp 
INS = Shore plant or Inshore floating processor 
Source NFMS permit and blend data files, ADFG mtent-to-operate files 
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8 2.4 Organization Charts for AFA-Entities 

The organizational structure focuses on AFA entities as groups of firms or individuals with some common 
threads of ownership and control. The AFAentity can include individuals, companies, and other organizations. 
It even may consist of a parent organization that owns 100 percent ofone or more companies that control AFA- 
eligible plants or vessels. In other instances, the AFA entity may consist of a parent organization with 
subsidiaries that control AFA-eligible plants or vessels. At the AFA entity le;el of aggregation, the delinition 
of a company and the distinction between these two examples are not critical. However, ifthe Council wishes 
to pursue a company-oriented ownership rule, the definition ofacompany will be very important. For example, 
is a wholly owned company withseparate management a distinct company fromthe parent company? Or if a 
parent organization owns 100 percent of the capital stock in two companies, kach of which has a separate 
management structure to operate separate AFA-eligible facilities, are dl three organizations separate 
companies? A company-oriented ownership rule will require a definition capable of addressing such 
bstinctions, and this'definition does not yet exist,since the Council has not yet acted ~n"~rocessor sideboards.. 

, .. , .  . . , . . . . . 

Figures 8.1 - 8.12' depict ownership or control linkages that exist for . 4 ~ ~ < l i g i b l e  processing plants and 
processing vessels, as well as linkages between the companies that own these plants and vessels. ,These links 
are presented at the entity level. Each oi.erall stricture is identified by the largest company oi the firm with 
majority ownership in the others. The AFA entities described in this section include: 

. . Alaska Ocean 
, I 

. . .  
,. . . 

Alaska Trawl . . 
Aleutian Spray 

., . 
~ m e h c a n  Seafoods 

. I  

Marubeni . , .  . > - 
~ a r u h a  . . . . 
Nichiro Corporation 
Nippon Suisan Kaisha, Ltd. . . . . 

.t Trident Seafoods 
Tyson Seafoods Group, Inc. 
Unification Church . . 

Yardon Knot ~ o l d i n ~ s ~ a r d m ~ K n o t  Holdings 

In addition to these entities, two CDQ groups (Bristol Bay Economic ~evelopment Corporation and Norton 
Sound Economic Development Corporation) have ownership interests in MA-eligible processing facilities. 
Organization charts for these two entities are presented in Section 8.2.5 with informatior! for aU CDQ groups. 

In the organizational charts, links that could be corroborated from several sources are shown with solid black 
lines. Links for which information could not be confirmed, or for which conflicting information was found, 
are shown with dashed lines. Informatior; On these potential links is presented in notes foi each chart. 

. , 



Nichirei Food Inc. 1 

Figure 8 .1  Organizational Chart for Alaska Ocean 

ALASKA OCEAN 

Hoko Fishing Co. Ltd. 
100% I- Alaska Ocean Seafood LP - Vessel 

Alaska Ocean 
Hoko America Ltd. 1 

Alaska Ocean Corp. --I 

Notes: Companies noted above are listed as partners in State of Washington Corporate records . 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, In c. 









. . ~ 

Figure 8.5 Organizational Chart for ~arube; 

Sitka Sound ~lants 
Seafoods Division Sitka 

Yakutat 

. 

Subsidiary 

MARUBENI 70" North Pacific Kodiak 
Processors,.lnc. Cordova 

Togiak 

Subsidiary 

Alaska Pacific - Plants 

Seafoods Division Kodiak 

Note: Alaska Corporation records show Marubeni owns,70% of North Pacific. Other owners are not shown. Dun and Bradstreet records only 
indicate foreign parent is Marubeni. 

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and ~radstree't, Inc. 
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.."" , ' .. . .  ,,.. - . . Figure 8.6 Organizatiorial Chart for Maruha 

6"/...----- Marubeni 
Alyeska Seafoods, Inc. d----;:-, -.. .-:. ,. .. . . . . . . 

Wards Cove - 
Packing Co. 

. ~ . . 
;. Vii&&in ~ l a s k a  ~isheries lnc. 

I 
Plant 

Kodiak ' .  . . 

Westwar seafoods MARUHA .? 1 
I Alaskan &mmand LLC 

. Paclfic Knight LCC . .. 
1 
r 

Supreme Alaska 

AffiiiateslSubsidiaries 
Resurrection Bay Plants 

- Seafoods a s 6 d  
' Wards Cove 

Processmg C- 
E. C. Phillips and Ketchikan 
Son, inc. (Craig 

Fisheries) 
, .. , ' ( 1  

100% - Plants - 
Excursion inlet 

Larson Bay 

1) State of Alaska corporate records indicate Maruha owns 76% of Alyeska and Wards Cove Packing Co. owns 22% of Alyeska. Dun and Bradstreet 
reports state that Maruha owns 60% and Wards Cove owns 43%. 
2) Dun and Bradstreet report dabd AUQUSt 11, 1998 indicates 6% of Aiyeska capital stock is owned by Marubeni Corporation and 1% by Western 

. Alaska Fisheries inc. 
3) Dun and Bradstreel reported that Maruha had majority ownership in Alaskan Command. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporat~on records: State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreel, inc. 



Fgure 8.7 Organ~zatlonal Chart for N z h m  Corporat~on 

NlCHlRO 100% Peter Pan 
CORPORATlON - Seafoods, lnc. - 

100% Subsidiary Vessel 
Golden Alaska - Golden Alaska 
Seafoods. Inc. 

Plants 
100% King Cove 

Valdez 

Ownership and 
Management 

See notel Seven Seas Fishing - 
Company B 

Vessel ' 

h e  Wave 

Stellar Seafoods, - Vessel 
Inc. Stellar Sea 

Notes: 
1) State of Alaska corporatl on records for Seven Seas Fishing Company show Barry Collier, President of Peter Pan Seafoods wlth 76% of 
capital stock. 
2) Peter Pan Seafoods has 10% and Nichiro Corporation has 16%. 
Sources: ingens Database or Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records, Dun and Bradstreet, lnc. 



..C. :-,',,, ., 'Ti . Figure 8.8 Organizational Chart for Nippon Suisan Kaisha;Ltd.,, 
I . .  : 

. . % .  ... 
Plant - 

. . . . ; .  ~. . . . . . . . .  , , . , . - -  ' Dutch Harbor- 
. - .  . , 

, . .  . . . . . . . . .  ,. . - .  9 ? ,  ' $ I '  , ; ,:..> <: 
... . . . . ... -. . . ( - .. . . 
" - . . . . .NIPPON'SUISAN ,bo, 

KAISHA, LTD. Unisea Inc. 

I 25% or through * - 
. : Vessel 

- -[ # management Unisea 
. . . .  

Omnisea 
' , 

. . .  
Dutch Harbor . . . . .. , 

. . . . . . . . .  Seafoods Ltd. 
I 
I 

Through management I 
andlor ownership (7 )  

i 
Baranof Fisheries - Vessel 

Limited Partnership Baranof 

Courageous Seafoods Vessel 

Li,mited Partnership - .Courageous 
. . , -. . . . : .  . . .  <-. . . . .  . . . - . . . . 3 .  . . .; , Notes: .. 

1) State o i ~ l a s k a  c6rpoiation remrds show Richard C. white as President and a 20% owner In Dutch ~ i r b o r  Seafoods. Mr. White 
is also llsted as a partner in the Baranof and Courageous Partnerships although Washlngton State records do not show level of 
ownership. 
2) According to industry sources, Richard Pace is a limited partner in the Baranof and Courageous Partnershlps'and according to 
the State of Washington records, Judith V. Pace, his wlfe, is a partner in the Baranof and Courageous Partnerships. Mr. Pace was 
a previous president of Unisea, Inc. 
3) Aaron Gilman and Bert Gilman started Universal Seafoods In 1974 and later sold that buslness to NSK. The Gilmans are both 
listed as partners In the Baranof and Courageous Partnerships. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc, 





Figure 8.10 Organizational Chart for Tyson Seafoods Group, Inc 

Vessels 
American Enterprise* 

ArctLc Enterprise , 
. . ,  . . ,  , :. ,a , . .,:: ' ,. Bering Enterprise ' 

Glacier Enterprise 
Harvester Enterprise 

Island Enterprise* 

TYSON SEAFOODS 
GROUP, INC. 1 Kodiak ~ n t e i ~ r i s e *  . . . , w  

Northern Enterprise . - ' 

Royal Enterprise . 
Seattle Enterprise" - US. Enterprise* . . 

western Enterprise - .  

- 
Kodiak 

Notes: 
1) An asterics indicates AFA eligible catcher/processors. 
2) Tyson has recently sold several catcher processors that operated as Tyson vessels between 1995-1997. The vessels listed above were still owned 
by Tyson as of March 20,1999. 

Sources: lngens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc. 





Figure 8.12 Organizational Chart for Yardon Knot HoldingsNaidarm Knot Holdings 

Highland Light Seafoods LLC ~essels 
. - Highland Light 

Westward Wind 

YARDON KNOT HOLDINGS1 - 
YARARM KNOT HOLDINGS 

. , 

. 

Notes: Yardon Knot Holdings and Yardarm Knot Holdings were both reported in the data bases and have similar ownership structure. 

Sources: Ingens Database of Alaska Corporation records; State of Washington Corporation records; Dun and Bradstreet, Inc.; Discussions with 
industry representatives. i 

^ . ,  . , .  , , . , , . ,  
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8.2.5 CDQ Groups 

Figures 8.13.- 8.18 depict the organization of the six primary CDQ groups. Bristol Bay Economic 
Development Corporation and Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation have direct investments in 
AFA-eligible processors. Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development Association may be associated 
with an AFA-eligible processor under the 10% Ownership Rule. Basic information sources include the Alaska 
Department of Community and Regional Affairs. Industrydiscussions and research of corporate records 
revealed other links as noted h the charts. 

January 2000 





Note? 
Storn 
COW 

~ i ~ u r e  8.14 ~rganizati&al Chart for Bristql Bay ~conorn ic -~&elo~men t  corporation 

BBEDC 
(Bristol Bay Economic 

Development Corporation) 

7 Bristol  Mariner LLC 7 

20% 
Arctic Fjord (C Corp.) 

45% + t Crab Catcher 
Northern Mariner LLC Vessels 

F N  Arctic Fjord 

Northern Cascade LLC J 

- 

Arctic Surf Clam. ins. (C Corp 

Bristol  Leader LLC 

i. Arctic Fjord is 20% o wned by flva partners. There ir also the Arctlc Storm Mgmt. Co. whloh manages 
1. The FNArctic Storm is currently owned 50% by Oyanp (Korean Corp) and 50% by same flve partners. I 
are now defunct. Pollock partner: Arctic Storm (previously Oceantrawl). State of Alaska records lndlcitta 

groip of six persons. each with 7% ownership. who also control the rnajorlty of ownership in the Alsrkan Lead' 
Arctlc Fjord inc and Arctic Storm inc hsva 3 multiple owners. At least one person owns more than 10% owners 
IS approximately 80% for the Arctic Fjord and over 40% for the Arct~c Storm 

I Alaska Seafood Management Corp. 
i a o X  I Bristol  Bay Permit Brokerage 

(C Gorp.) 

Arctic Storm 1°C. 

- / F N  Arstlc s t o r 4  

-- Alaskan Leader - Planf 
Fisheries, inc. Kodiak 

t 

--. 
Alaskan Leader 

Partnership 

F N  Alaskan Leader 

h the F N  Arctic Fjord and the F N  Arctic 
Permit Brokeraae and AK Seafood Mnmt 
t 42% of BrirtorLaader LLC is owned by a 
artnarrhip and Alaska Leader Fisharles. 
i n  both companies. Common ownership 

Sources: information within the box was prepared by Glen Haight. DCRA Municipal and Regional Assistance Division, received February 3 8 .  1999.; Other 
information is from the State of Alaska corporation records and discussions with industry representatives. 

. , 
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Figuw 8.17 Organizational Chart for Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation 
',... - 

j'C > >  - 
NSEDC (Norton Sound Economic Development Corporation) F Glacier Fish Company (LLC) 

.. . Norton Sound Fish Company (NSFC) 

, . . . . . FIT Northern Sound .- .. ' '. 

( FIT Pacific Glacier 1 

Norton Sound Vessel Management Company (LLC) 
Norton Sound Seafood - .  

Products (C Corp - 
**, - + 

' * 

1 

i Golovln Bay Tender Vessel 
-, :. 

Leases ' -- = Norton Bay Tender Vessel 
t 
j RSW Barge (Name unknown) 

. . I . -  ' .  . \ 

Notes: NSFC is owned 49% by NSEOC and 51% by GFC. NSFC owns the F N  Norton Sound, a 139' longline vessel. GFC operates the vessel, Norton 
Sound Vessel Mgmt. Co. is a subsidiary of NSEOC which manages two specially built tender vessels and which are 100% owned by NSEOC. Norton 
Sound Seafood Products IS a subsidiary of NSEOC which buys and markets various~ieafaod products. GFC owns the 201' Northern Glacier and the 276' 
Pacific Glacier and an interest in the F N  Norton Soudn. GFC is 50% owned by NSEDC, the other 50% owners are Seattle based individuals (5% John 
Bundy, 45% Erick Brevik). Pollock partner: GFC. 

. .  - 

Sources: Glen Haight, 0CP.A Municipal and Reigonal Assistance Diuision,~ea~ived February 19, 1999., 
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8.2.6 Summary of the Ownership Interests of AFA Processors 

Table 8.3 summarizes ownership interests of AFA processors in companies and entities developed in the 
organization charts. These will be used in the estimates of processing limits. L . . 

Table 8.3 Specification of AFA Companies and Entities for the Analysis of ~rocessi& Limits ' . , 

. ...... Entity 
Vessel Name or M A  AFA 

Alaska Ocean LLP Alaska Ocean LLP Alarka Ocean ....................................................................................................................................................... 
Alaska Trawl Fisheries Alaska Trawl Fisheries Endurance ................................................................................................................................................. 

Aleutian Spray Fisheries Aleutian Spray Fisheries Starbound 
:. Aleutian ~pray~isheries Gala& 

........................... '- .... Aleut ianS~ra~Ksh~?!~~.  . . P F P R w ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .  .. 
American Seafoods Co. American Seafoods Co. American Dynasty 

". 
, American Seafoods Co. American Empress 

American Seafoods Co. ~ m e r i c a n  Triumph 
, - American Seafoods Co. B r o w s  Point 

American Seafoods Co. Christina Ann 
American Seafoods Co. Elizabeth Ann 

L American Seafoods Co. (lotie knn 
American Seafoods CO. Noflhem Eagle 
American Seafoods Co. ~orthkrn Hawk 
American Seafoods CO. Northern Jaeger 

.. ? 
. . American seafoods CO. [kean'Rover . . 

American Seafoods Co. Pacrjii Explorer 
American Seafoods Co. Pacijic Navigator 
American Seafoods Co. pacific Scout 
American Seafoods Co. Rebecca Ann 
American Seafoods Co. Victoria Ann 
American Champion LLP American Champion 
Seahawk Pacific Seafoods Claymore Sea 
Seacatcher Fisheries, Inc. Heather Sea 
Swan Fisheries, Inc. Sagas& 
Arica Fish Co. Ltd. An'ca 
Cape Horn Fisheries Cape Hom 

. . . Ave Phoenix pacific'pearl 
Rebecca Irene, Inc. ~ e b e c c a  Irene 
Unimak Fisheries LLC linimak Enternrise -. .1 
Beagle Enterprises LLP Beagle " ......................................................................................................................................... 

Brirtol Bay EDC Arctic Storm, lnc. Arctic Fjord 

"1 
Arctic Storm. Inc. Arctic Storm 

i . Bristol Leader LLC New Star/ 
Bristol L e d r  

Alaskan Leader LLP Alaskan Lmder 
Alaskan Leader LLP Kodiak ' .............................................................................................................................................. 

Manha Corp. ' Alyeska Seafoods, Inc. . Dutch Harbor 
westward Seafoods, Inc Dutch Harbor 
Supreme Alaska Seafoods Excellence . , 
pacific Knight LLC 

- . Alaskan Command LLC 
Wards Cove Packing Co. 

L .A . 
, . -. I. : . - 
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Pacijic Knight 
Alaskan Command 
Excursion Inld 

J . . C P  . .  
" '  J ' CP ......................................... 

J . CP .~ 

J , CP 
J ; INS .:, .............................................. 
J CP 
J - C P .  
J * CP 
J CP 
J C P -  
J :. CP 
J - .  CP 
J .. . c p  
J CP 
J CP 
J CP . 

J CP ; 

J CP 
J CP '.- 
J CP 
J 'CP 
J INS - 
J . , CP . ::. 
J , CP 
J , CP 

Probable . CP 
Probable A CP ' 
Probable ., CP ' 

Probable .. CP :. 
Probable' CP 

mab!e .... ws 
J , :  CP 
J . c p  ..: 
J . CP - . . 

Probable CP 
Probable INS ...................................... 

J INS 
J rNS 
J MS 
J CP 
J CP 
J ms 
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Entity Company Vessel Name or  AFA AFA sector 
ID Qualified Company Entitv. Location of Plant 

Maruha Corp. (cont.) Wards Cove Pachng Co. Ketchikati FOllO J INS 
Wards Cove Packing Co. Ketchikan F2 185 J INS 
Western Alaska Fisheries Kodiak F0320 J INS 
Wards Cove Packing Co. Larsen Bay F0266 J INS 
Wards Cove Packing Co. Seward F 1379 J INS 
Wards Cove Packing Co. Seward F2354 . J NS 

- Nichiro Carp. Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. King Cove F0142 J J J INS 
Peter Pan Seafoods. Inc. Golden Alaska MI607 J J J MS 
Peter Pan Seafoods, Inc. Valdez F1041 J J INS 
Peter Pan Seafoods. Inc. Blue Wuve F1636 6 J MS 

Unisea, lnc. 
Unisea, lnc. 
Baranof Fisheries 

................................................................................................................ 
Norton Sound EDC Norton Sound EDC 

Norton Sound EDC 
Norton Sound EDC 
~ o r t o h  Sound EDC 
Nomn Sound EDC 

St. Paul 
Omrrisea 
Baranof 

..~:?%?E?.s ........... 
Noritrcm Victor ....................................... 
Northern Glacier 
Pac$c Glacicr 
Norton Sound 
Nome 
Unala!ileet 

J J 
J 

Probable 
Probable ....................... ... 

J J INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
INS 
INS 

........................ ........................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  F09 j9 . . .  ..... ..J..... ..................... 
Trident Seafoods Cam. Trident Seafoods Corn. Akutan TNS - - 

Trident Seafoods Corp. Sand Point F0940 J J J INS 
Trident Seafoods Corp. Bounti/il PO278 J J CP 
Trident Seafoods COT. South Naknek F0942 J J ms * 

Trident Seafoods Corp. St. Paul F1927 J J INS 
Trident Seafoods Cop.  Alaska Pocker F0944 J J MS 
Trident Seafoods Cotp Independence M3259 J J MS 
Trident Seafoods Corp. ................................................................................................ 

Tyson Seafoods Group Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods C h u p  
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 
Tyson Seafoods Group 

Sea Alasko ................................................ 
Amcn'can Enterprise 
Island Enterprise 
Kodiak En~erprise 
Seanlc Enrcrprise 
U S .  Enlurprise 
Arctic Enterprise 
Bering Enterprise 
Glacier Enterprise 
Harvester Enterprise 
Norrhem Enferpnie 
Royal Enterprise 
Western Enterprise 
Kodiak 

J ............................................... 
J '  J 

J MS.. J 
CP 

- ~ 

Y W o k  Holdings Westward Wind F9715 J J CP 
Yak/Yok Holdings Yardann Knot M3116 J J MS 
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- ,~ . . .  . . . . - . .. . . 
8.3' ld'entific&on of Ten Options , , . .  , . : . j  . , ... .. , . 

. , 
_ _ r  

. . . .. . . - . .. . 
. 2  , .. . 1 1' 

Processing limits may be applied for each species or species"grdup at three general levels: 
, . . . 1 ,' 1 . '  

1. ' Single overall limit forall AFA entities combined: 
2. Sector limits for inshore, offshore catcher processors, and motherships. 
3. Individual . limits . for . an AFA facility, company, entity, etc. . . . .. . . ~. , 

~ - ... , '  
,. . c , I  

> . , ,  . 
In.addition, each level has three layers of AFA eligibility: .. . 

. - 4 , .  

, , 

1. Eligible plants and vessels , ,  . . 
2. Companies that own such plants or vessels . . . I  . . . ,  , 

, 3. . Entities that combine 'eligible companies Gough 10% ownership . . . , ,. 
. . ! . 

&se nine combinations were analyzedalpng with a tenth dption that applies individual.cornpany processing 
limits, but includes only AFA-eligible facilities within those companies. . . 

. , ; , .  i , < ' : 
. .. .., . ~ e r k  are the ten options described in full: . , ,, , I ..: . . . . .  $ .  

Option 1 

, , 

option 2 

Option 3 

. , 

Option 4 

< . ,  

optid*5 . 

, .  ' 

I Oveiall Limits Applied to All AFA-eligible Facilitieb. "A single"overall processing limit 

, 
would be set for each Species. Only AFA faGlities would be included. Once the 
overall limit is reached; no . additional processing ofthe limited species byany included facility 
would be allowed. 

i. 6 . .  

: . . i  ! . , . . . . 
Overall ~ i m i t d  Applied to All Facilities within A F A  ~pmpanies .  A single overall 
processing limit would be set for each species. '4ll processing facilities owned by companies 
that own AFA facilities would be included under the limits. Once the overall limit is reached, 
no additional processing of the limited species b y  any included facility~would be allowed. 

. . . . , .  . 

Overall Limits Appl id to  All Facilities within AFA Entities.' A sbgl'e overall processing 
l i t  would be set fo< Zaih species. AFA eqtities wodd be defined as an y b r e l l a  

, organization under which all processing facilities that are issbciited wjth AFA facilities by 
the 10% Ownership Rule are included under the l@itsb; Oncdthe overall limit is reached, no 
additidnal processing o f b e  limited sdecies by any included f&ity & q y  ofthe entities would 

. .  he allowed. , . . . . , . 

, .. , , ! , . .  . . 
Sector Level Limits Applied to AFA Facilities. A processing limit for each species would 
be applied to each sector. There would be three sectors is defined in the AFA: (1) catcher 

' 
processors, which includeall AFA catcherprocessors, (2) mothefships, h c h  would include 
all AFA motherships, and (3) &shore, which would include all AF~'sho;e plants and floating 
processors. Processing hkories of all M A  facilities frqm each s&t6r'(including the nine 
catcher processors listed inj209) wbuld be included in the calculatioi of the sector limits. 
Once a sector's limit for a particular species is,.reachd no addtional processing of that 
species by any AFA facility included.$ the sector.would be allowed. . , . . * ,. .' ' 

, .~ . . ,  . .  . ,,: , . j  . . : ,  . 

. ~ 

. Sector-Level Limits . . -.. Applied to A11 Facilities within A F A  Combhies  .... Sector level 
processing limits for each spec& would be imposed upon all facilities in AFA companies as 
defined by direct ownership of M A  facilities. Three sectors would be defined on the basis 



Option 6 

Option 7 

Option 8 

Option 9 

of existing inshore-offshore regulations. The catcher-processbr sector would include' all 
catcher processors of any gear type greater thin 125 feet LOA indall catcher processors less 
than 125 feet LOA that process more than 125 tons per week (round height). The mothership 
sector would include any non-catching floating-processor that takes delivery ofgroundfish or 
BSAI crab species in more th& one location during the year, or which takes deliveries outside 
of state waters. The inshore sector would include all shore plants and non-catching floating- 
processors that take delivery of groundfish and BSAI crab in a single location within state 
waters during the year, and all catcher processors less than 125 feet LOA that process less 
than 125 tons per week (round weight). Once a sector's l i t  isreached, no additional 
processing of the limited species by any facility owned by an AFA company included in the 
sector would be allowed. 

Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities within AFA ~ntit ies.  Sector-level processing 
l w t s  for each species would be imposed upon all facilities in AFAentities, as defined by the 
10% Oyership Rule. Three sectors would be defined on the basis of existing inshore- 
offshore regulations. The catcher-processor sector would include all catcher processors of any 
gear type greater than 125 feet ~ 0 ~ a n d  all catcher processors less'than 125 feet LOA that 
process morethan 125 tons per week (round weight). The mothership sector would include 
any noncatching floating-processor that takes delivery of groundfish or BSAI crab species 
in more than one location during the year, or which takes deliveries outside of state waters. 
The inshore sector would include all shore plants and non-catching floating-processors that 
take delivery of groundfish and BSAI crab in a single location &thin state waters during the 
year, and all catchkr processors less than 125 feet LOA that piocess less than 125 tons per 
week (round weight). Once a sector's limit is reached, no additional processing ofthe limited 
species by any facility associated with an AFA entity included in the sector would be allowed 

Individual Plant and Vessel Limits. An individual facility le"e1 piocessing &it would bc 
imposed. Each AFA plant or vessel would be limited according to.iE own percentage of the 
total of each species processed over the historical period. Once a Ekcility's limit for a species 
is reached, that plant or vessel would not be allowed to process additional amounts of the . . 
species. 

Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities. processing limits would be 
imposed on each company that owns AFA plants or vessels. The historical processing of all 
AFA facilities owned by the company would be included in the company limit. Processing 
histories of facilities owned by the company but which are not AFA facilities would not be 
included in the calculation ofthe company limits, nor would these facilities be affected by the 
limits. In other words, once a company's limit of a particular species is reached, only non- 
AFA facilities within the company could continue processing the species. 

. . 

Individual Company Limits Applied toAll Company Facilities. Processing limits would 
be issued to each company that owns AFA plants or vessels. The historical Ijrocdising of all 
facilities owned by the company would be included in the company limit. The company could 
decide how the processing of each species is allocated among its facilities. Once a company's' 
limit is reached, no.facility owned by the company could process additional amounts of that 
species. 



Option I 0  . Individual Entity Limits Applied to All Entity Facilities,, . . . .  Processing limits would be 
I .  ... 

mposed on each AFA entity. Thie,hlstorical &all facilities wit* the entity would 
. 8 2.4 

.I ' . , .  
I ' I. 

.. be included in 'thk entity's pioc&sing limit. The entity as a group cdu~d decide how the 

. pioce*&g i f  each specie$is,allOcated &kg its facilities. once &I enti& limit for a given 
, . 5, 

. ."'ipec,ees'is :?abhed, nd facility: ?;thin the'entity ?odd pr<ce&,additional amounts of that 
I . . . , ' i .  < , I  ... . ,. . . . . . . .  . , , I .  , '  I .  

species. . . . . . . . .  ,., I. . . !:. ::,, . . . .  . .  
..... , . , ,  i ; , . ,  ....: . .i "1. . . ' . . .  

8.4 As;&$tionsan$ issues ... , . . . , .  . . . . ,  . . , , , I . .  
The fo~idwing'assum~tio~s ind issues undejpin,&e specificition,df . . , ;pions .. above . and . # .  the analysis, and need 
toXe';areiUy donsidered by the' Council. _ _ ,  . - " * .  + 

1. Processine limits will not constitute an allocation. . . . : . .  .. ". 
L,,,' .', . . . . . . . . .  s .  , . * .  

. . . .  f 3 1  . . , .  . ' .  , . . 
. . .  2. -, ~iiheries with prdcessine limits. . . I . . _  . ,  ..k: :, -. 

:...1:. , . .  <, 

. . . . . . . .  . , .. . . 
1; 

I I 

c r a b  ~ishe;i&i in the ESAI: 1f crab fisheries i r e  includkd, ihe analysis assumes ,that limits will be 
jh,.' d , species-specific but hot area-specific, i.e:, thereiill be processing l i&tspd,~lue King Crab, Brown 

Kidg Crab, ~ed ,K& Crab, Bairdi Crab, &d Opilio Crab, but ndtby' arka. . . .. I .  , . ?. .I. i . . - .., .,' 
. . .  . .- . . , - . .  ; , ~ - ,  .. 

'  roundf fish otherthan pollock in the BSAI: , ~ o ~ - ~ o l l o c k . ~ ~ . ~  . ,  ;roundfish limits yill be applied to 
. , _,, ' five species gro<ps fo<F.entire BSAI rather than by.s&cifi= species f ~ r ~ ~ d d i f i c , & ~ :  Pacific Cod, 
' . A& ~ a c k i r e l :  ~ l&?h ,  Rockfish, and Other droundfish without reference to area. . 

_ , I  , . . I .:. ' ,  . . . . ,. . . 
. . . . 8 . .  , . .  

. a .  . ,  
: ' ' ~ ~ ~ & ~ d f i s h i n  the GOA: ~ 0 A g * o ~ d f k h  iin$s.viill bea&liedto.& speciesgroups forthe entire 

~ 0 A . r i t h i r  th& by specific ipecies i d  area: Pollock, Pacific C ~ A &  ~ s k e r e l ,  Flatfish, 

, + 
Rockfish, and Other ,Groundfish. Processing . . .  ., limits in the GOA.are in addition to the potentially more r. 

. , .  ' , rist'rikive language ih the AFA reparding Area 639.and pollock and ~ i c i f i c  cod proessing. They will 
nbt supk~sede t$e ~'aig+~& h the @A tinle&'that is the specific intent of 'Cou&l.. , , . . 

' I  . A - . . , * .  1 .  . .,, 8 .  . 

The following genera! formula will be use; to calculate processing limits for eachl+ted fishery: . ,. 
I.?. . ,':.. , . . I  1 .  , - . .  , 

' <  . . , .  
, I .  I .., 1 , \  , , . , , .  < , , :,. ,: . . 5 ; .,:Jq . ( . ,  

: a ; , .  . .  ~. . 
,Tpe analysis assumes that &AFA eligible.fac/lities will participate ih cooperatives.: ' "  I . . . 

. . .  . . . . A ? ,  
. .  - . .  .. . . .  . . , - , .  . 

. , . .  
4. Years included in ~rocessine history. 

. . . .  . . . . .  . , . , . . , . / >  ; 
I :  , .,: . . I .  ' . i  . I '  

! . I , ,  ,' 
. f ': - 1995, 1996, a d  1997. These yejars were indicated in the AFA. 
, . - 1996, ,997 only. , f iese  were proposed by the Co.uncil as aq alternative. . , 

. . .- . . . .  . . . .  
: . _  - . :. , , ' a  , . , . , r .., i :  

5 .  . - . Treahnent of ?on-oollock &ocessine histories of ;he nine rembved catcher processors.: 
, . 

The processing histories of the nine catcher processors listed in section 209 are treated differently 
depending on how the processing limit is configured. For a n d  limit, the histories will be included 
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in that overall limit. F o r e  limits, the histories are hcluded in the offshore catcher~rocessor limit. 
If individual limits are used, the hstories will go to American Seafoods as a whole or be apportioned 
equally among its seven catcher processors. 

6. GOA Groundfish processing limits of 20 named catcher processors. 

The GOA groundfish processing limits ofthe 20 catcher processors listed in section 208 of .@A are 
included in the overall, sector,or individual catcher processors' limits, depending on options chosen. 
The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSAI crab (none did anyway during 1995- 
1997), any GOA pollock, any gr6undfish & GOA Area 630, or more than 10% of the Pacific cod in 
h e a s  6 10,620, and 640. However, non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA companies or 
entities could be allowed to process up to whatever limits are established. 

7. Non-pollock processine histories ofcatchcr processors that aual~f% under 420UeN2 1 1  M A  and shore 
plants that aualifv under 6208(f)( l NB). 

It appears that two processing facilities, the Ocean Peace, and the shore plant in Kodiak owned by 
International Seafoods of Alaska, would qualify under these sections. Discussions with members of 
industry indicated that reference* to these facilities in the AFA were included to allow these facilities 
to continue to process pollock in directed fisheries as part of the allocations in §206 of the AFA, but 
that it was liot intended that they would be limited unless they participated in cooperatives. Because 
it is not anticipated that these facilities will participate in cooperatives, their processing histories have 
not been included in the calculation of processing limits. 

8. Processina histories of AFA-eligible facilities that choose not to participate in cooperatives. 

All 23 catcher processors and motherships specified in the AFA, and the shore plants and floaters that:: 
processed 2,000 or more tons ofpollock in 1996 and 1997, are assumed to participate in cooperatives. 
Therefore, their processing histories are included in the calculation of the limits. If their histories are 
included in calculiting the limits, but they choose not to be in a cooperative, will the non-participating 
facilities have to ceaie processing if an applicable processing l i t  is reached? 'In general, for all 
options presented, the Council will need to decide whether processing limits would be applied 

'when facilitieslcompanies do not in co-ops. 

9. Use of 10% Ownershiv Rule in the determination of AFA entities. 

The analysistreats the ownership of each individual in a family sk@rateIy. The Council may wish to 
treat the ownership ofcurrently married individuals and the minor children as a single ownership stake 
for purp6ses of the .lo% Ownership Rule. Further, the analysis assumes that CDQ companies and 
organization are treated no differently from other companies. Issues of "control" have been discussed 
earlier. As notedthen, this analysis focuses more on ownership. 

. . . . 

10. Fixed vrocessine limits. or adiustable limits to account for chanees in ownership patterns or the 
participation of  AFA-elieible facilities in cooperatives. 

For example, a non-AFA processing company purchases in AFA-eligible facility. The new owner 
would become an AFA company. If the limits are intended to preclude AFA companies from 
expanding their processing in non-pollock species, then it stands to-reason that the new owner's 
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processing in its non-AFA plants would be added into the AFA processing total for,that species. Once 
' -? processilig limit for givqn species . is !each&d, then the new oy,er will ha; to c&e prdcessjng that 

species a t ' h  ' if its'facilities. If processing limits arexxed, then the new owne9s piocesjing history 
from its original plants would not be included in thg$rocessing limit &lculit,on, bui h e  current 
processing of its original non-AFA plants would count toward the limits. In this ex,mple,a closure 
could result before any of &e facilities has pioce&d its historical pkrcintage of the scecies.' 

' : . . . . . . . .  7 ;  J . .  
1 I. ~ k s s e l s  that are'& el&ible under the'ciab an&r  roundf fish . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~icinse'limitation~roeram (LLPI. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  .... 

; . .  r l  
. , .... . .  ! . . . . (  , * . : ; ,  ,,:, . ,  ' 7  

, j  I , .  

. ,The analysis uses allcatch and pr&ssing'of $1 ve~selSA~dp~ocessingessing facilities +at pamcjpated in 
, .:. 1995-1 . .  997,<hd do& not verifyiwhdther i l l  catcher processors wouid qua$& for a license ! .. . under the 

LLP. It is believed that . . . . . .  there were . .  s&ificant , . . .  nipbersof , . .  . . .  &ua!ificd . - vesseli -.,..~ participating . . . . . . . . . . .  in those 
years. 
' ? . .' I , . . . . . . . . . . . . < . . . . .  :,'; 

12 .  ' ~io&ssiine totals of vessels or plants & a t k v e  been destroyed o i  redlabed: :: ;; -~ _ 
, ,  .: . .  7 

, Siwe,l995, there have been several vesselstor plants that have been destroyed or replaced. In some 
. o f  those cases, catch andpro&ssini hjstqri&h<ve been tra&&id;to new 6 v e r s  who haie built new . . . . . .  

~ e s s e l s  , , . .  or processing facilkies to replace th<old. It is possible that AFA & ~ i ~ a n i e s  or members of 
, . AFA dntities o h  the ,&atch,?d prbcessing histAries i f  some of th5:de$pyedor replacedfacilities. 

. V'  
, ~. , * , . .  

,.?e yalysis assumis p a t  the catch &d proce&ng historjes of such destroyed or replaced,fa,cilities 
will be in&lu$ed i i  tiik calcuiation of AFA prdiesshg li&. ~owevet, , i t  should be noted that it is 

< . .  
possible that some bfthe lost or destroyed vesselshai not be LC,, eligible . forlicerkes upder the ~ & b  LLP. 
Because of the difficulties in documenting destroyed or replaced vessels; the analysis includes 
processing of all facilities that participated in the fishenes.between 1995 and 1997. . , . t; . . . , . ~ >: . . . . .  . . .  . . - 

13. . Processing totals of vessels that have been removed from US.  documentation.. ~, 
. , . , . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , , 

. . . . . .  , '  , > .  r .,>" ~ , 

I& possible that somk "esseli that i r e  no l o n g e r , ~ . ~ . - d o c ~ i ~ t e d  fishing v&els(in iddibin to the . . .  . . . .  
+ne vessels . , ,  . removed . in the AFA) .hy cont"b;lte t i  the AFA p;oiessing.$&s. . . . . . .  In some cases, the 

. . processing histories of fhos* vessels may be s.yffic~ent to quallfy replacement ves2els undei'the LLP, . . ,  

. . arid'it &possible thatthe owners of those fishing histories have &eidi:built replacement vessels. 
Because of the difficu'ities of cokmning current U.S: d~&~m&ntatioi .of  all &el$, the<anhysis 
includes the catch and processing of'all vessels that participited h the fikheries be&& 1995 and 
1997. Ifthe Council chooses to exclude these vessels, +en pr.oSessing histories of all vessels.that have . 
given up their documentation should be rimoved from both the nunierat6fGd th i  d'ehot&ator'of the 

. calculation for calculating limits. . . . .. , . . . . .  . . .  . . . .  < . I . . . , I . .  .; .I ?*. L.J. -. , 3 ,  
. . . i t  . . . , , ,  , .  . . ., . . 

' I, .', 
14., '. Interactioiii of proc&nh limits with ' h o r o v e d ~ e t e n ~ o n  and Lmoioved . . . . . . . .  utilization (IRIU). 

. . . . .  . . . , ,  , . .. , . . . . 

', . . . . , % I  . . . . ,  1 ' )  ' : I i ,  

lf aproc&sing limit is reached foi a sp&es +it'is caught'as byetch in . other ... fisheries, will processing 
of the other species be limited as well?'As'an example, assume that a processing l%t for ~ a & f i c  cod 

. is reached, but the processing limit for flatfish has yet to be attained. Bycatch of Pacific cqdisalmost 
unavoidablk in flatfish fisheries, and therefbre it is likely thatadditional Pa'cifik cod will be caught or 

..> , 
delivered to flatfish vrocessors. If those Droceiiors carinot v?o&ss idditional '~~cific cod. ind thev 

- .  =annot discard the <acific;cod . . because . . . . . . , . . .  ~ ~ ' I R I U ,  then c in . .  effeit they cannot + ,  process . . ,- addifio&l flatfish 
(must refuse delivery). ", : , , .  . 

. . .  . . . . . .  . , .  ,; . ' !  ., . .., , ,* , 6':. 

H.\S1221DOC\SecRevew\afaeal.wpd 192 ; 
, , January 2000 



Crab GHLs 

How will processing limits be applied to crab species when the Guideline Harvest Level (GHL) is set 
as a range, or when crab species are managed by season? 

Treatment of Bycatch. 

If a processing limit for a species is reached, the processors affected by that limit, whether at the 
individual, sector, or overall level, will be prohibited from processing additional amounts of that 
species, even if delivered as bycatch. NMFS may, however, employ a phased approach of imposing 
processing limits that would allow the processing of bycatch ambunk of a limited species after a 
predetermined threshold is reached. 

Defininc AFA facilities. wmoanies. and entities. 

Processing limits will be set at the beginning of the year and may vary with the number ofparticipating 
facilities and species TACs. Facilities, companies and entities must declare before the calendar year 
which facilities will participate in pollock cooperatives. That declaration will define which facilities, 
companies ind entities are AFA-related. If a company or entity has at least one AFA eligible facility, 
that company or entity is defined as an AFA company or entity. 

NMFS verification orocedures. 

NMFS will have the ultimate responsibility for d e f ~ g  AFA facilities, companies, and entities. 
Ownership structure will need to be detailed in affidavits showing ownership shares down to the 10 
percent ownership level. Ifa company, corporation, or partnership owns the processor, then additional.. 
details showing the individual owners of the company, corporation, or partnership must also be.'- 
provided. The processor's permit application will also contain signed affidavits from all companies, 
corporations, partnerships and individuals that own at least a 10 percent share of the processor. The 
affidavits will indicate all other processing facilities in which the company, partnership, or individual 
has at least a 10 percent ownership share. After defining AFA facilities, companies or entities, NMFS 
will send documentation to eachone describing thecompany andownership Linkages. A representative 
of the facility, company or entity will have to acknowledge the ownership structure and agree to abide 
by the processing limits, or be denied a permit. 

If sector limits are to be used, the representative will also have to declare which sector his facility will 
operate based on already established inshore-offshore criteria. 

AFA-eligible inshore floating processors, if they participate in pollock cooperatives, must declare as 
part of the inshore sector, and may not process crab.or groundfish in a location other than the location 
in which they process pollock. 



8.5 Results of the Analys~s of Ten Opt~ons I 

This section presents the results of the analysis of the ten options. It quantlfies the limits asthey pertain to 
various levels and layers within levels, and qualitatively .. assesses . . h e  efficacy of &e optionin meeting the 
objectives previously described. 

8.5.1 O~t ion  I: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Facilities 

A singlk overall processing limit would be set for' each specie; and would encompass all M A  facilities. Once 
the overall limit is reached, nqadditional processing of the limited species by apy AFA facility would be 
allowed. Under this option, only M A  faciliiies would be limited. If a company owns an AFA facility and a 
non-AFA facility, only'the AFA facility would be affected by the proce&ing limits. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in 6208 of the AFA.are included 
in the overall processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels fromprocessing any BSAI crab, any 
pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of thej GOA, and more $an 10 percent of the,,Pacific cod in 
Areas 610, 620, and,640. ' ~ b w e v d ~ ,  bther processors includkd.within t h e ' A F ~  processirig h i t s  will be 
allowed to process the 20 catcher processors' historical portions of GOA groundhhspecies. (The 20 catcher 
processors listed in 6208 of &e AFA did not process . . .  q y  crab during , . the , . , historical . .. processing,period,.) . . 

. . , '/ ,. , : : .  ' ' 

A qualitative assessment of the effectiveness of this option in meeting the 10 objectives introduced in 
Subsection 8.1.5 is given in Table 8.5 along with an assessment for the other options. The table shows each 
of those objectives with a presumed rating from the perspective of an interest group. The objectives are rated 
"good", "fair" or 'poor", relative to the other options, and where a "fair" rating implies Bat there are worse 
options and there are better options. The ratings are ~ a d e  from,*e inalyk's pfesumption of,the attitudes of 
the stated interest'group, but do not necessarily reflect the actual judgement of +e g1;oup. 
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Table 8.4 shows estimates of overall processing limits for AFA facilities for each species group, based first 
on the processing histories of AFA facilities in 1995-1997 and then on only 1996-1997. 

Table 8.4 Option 1: Overall Limit Applied to All AFA Facilities, 1995-1997 and 1996-1997 

Percent of Total Processing 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish 
Mackerel 

1995-1997 13.64 33.57 
1996-1997 13.04 33.73 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish 
Mackerel 

1995-1997 14.23 7.88 
1996-1997 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9.94 6.66 ........... ~~~~ .................... ..... .................................... 

Crab 

Bairdi Blue King 

:' 1995-1997 56.47 18.63 

Other Species Pacific Cod Rockfish 

Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish 

Brown King Opilio Red King 
( .  

55.77 19.03 55.21 
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8.5.2 Oution 2: Overall Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA compakes 

A single overall processing limit would be set for each species and would encompass all of the processing 
facilities of companies that have a direct majority ownership stake in AFA facilities. In effect the primary 
criterion under which two or more processing facilities are considered to be owned by a single company will 
be whether the majority of ownership in each facility is held by the same individuals or companies, regardless 
of whether each individual's or company's relative shares are identical In this section, companies that own 
AFA facilities are refeired to as AFA companies. Once the overall limit is reached, no additional processing 
of the limited species by any facility owned by agy AFA company would be allowed. The 10% Ownership 
Rule would be applied under this option, and only those facilities that are within the AFA companies would 

. . be limited. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in $208 of the AFA are included 
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20'vessels from processing any 
BSAl crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA,.and more than 10 percent of the 
Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA 
catcher-processor skctor limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing Limits 
for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors listed in $208 of the AFA did not process 
any crab during the historical processing period.) 

Table 8.6 shows estimates of overall processing limits for AFA companies for each species group. The 
estimates are based on the processing histories of all facilities in AFA companies for 1995-1997 and 1996- 
1997. The effectiveness of the processing limits is shown in Table 8.5. 

Table 8.6 Option 2: Overall Limit Applied to All ~acilities within AFA Companies, 1995-1997 and 1996- 
1997. 

Percent of Total Processing 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish 
Mackerel 

1995-1997 13.93 36.82 
1996-1997 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish 
Mackerel 

1995-1997 16.86 21.87 

Crab 

Bairdi Blue King 

1995-1997 65.15 74.05 

Other Species Pacific Cod Rockfish 

Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock RocWish 

Brown King Opilio Red King 
59.93 61.67 69.37 
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8.5.3 Option 3: Overall Limits Applied to All Facilities in e.+Entities, ,L . . I . I 

This section discusses a singleoverall proce+ng limit that would beset for each specjes and would encompass 
alibf the processing facilities bf MA entitie:, &,defined by the 1 9  Ownership Rule. Once the overall limit 
is riached;no gdditional . . ofthe , . ,  limited species'by a n y  facility associated wit$ any QA entity would- 
be allowed: . . , .. . 

. . . . 

~ h . ;  GOA groundfish procis& histo.ries of the 20 caicheG'pro&ors listed m 6208 of the F A a r e  included 
in the catcher-~rocessor.hector pro~essin~limits. The AFA prol;ibits those 20 vessels from processing any 
BSAI crab, any pollock in the,GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the G O 4  and more,than 10 percent ofthe 
pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. ~dwever ,  other non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA 
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits 
for crab and GOA groundfish species., (The 20 catcher , processors , . .  listed in $208 of the AFA did notprocess 

, . 
any crab during the hi~tor icaI ,~roces&~ period.)' . . . , ,, -- ,, , . . .I : ..? : . . 

~. 
Tables 8.7 and ~:ble 8.8 show estimates ?f overall lih& for &A entities for each species goup. 
The entities are based on the organizational analysis from Section 8.2, and fherefore the estimates shou!d be.. 
viewed as a&lytical estimates rather than 'final'limits. The tabl'esprovide ranges ofestimated l@ts for each 
species group. The lower values are derived from facilities that the analysts were able to document as part of 
an AFA entity and are shown in the rows labeled "documented". Higher estimatesof h e  limits are shown in 
rows labeled "possible.".The higher estimates were derived by adding to the documented totals, the processing 
volumes of other facilities that may b~,considered part'ofan AFA ent/ty once final Ales are determined and 
additional informationad verification has been gathered. ... ' AS befoie, the quali~tiveanalysis . . of the efficacy , 
of this option is shown in Tab!? 8.5. 

L 
I .  .. , ~ . .  

, .  

Table 8.7 Option3: ,Overall Limit Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1995-1997 
- - 

- - . . .. . 
Percent of Total-Processing - - - . 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish . . 
.. . 

Atka Flatfish Other Species Pacific Cod Rocldish . . 
Mackerel . . 

Documented 13.94 38.48 28.34 44.36 ' . 27.68 r ,  

Possible 

Atka Flatfish Other Species Pacific Cod Pollock , Rockhh  ,. . 
Mackerel 

Documented '17.21 + .28.72 , ' : .17.40 50.56 66.93 . 29.39 

, ( ,  4 '  
. . , 5 , , 

Bairdi ~ l d e  King Brown King ' Opilio Red King 
Documented 65.38 74.05 59.93 61.67 69.37 
Possible 66.90 74.56 59.93 63.31 70.20 
Notes: . . , 3  

I! Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented & a g e s  at the 10 percent 
level. I 

. . .  
2 1  Total possible include all documented linkages aS well asfacilitiis that may be linked, depen&ng on 
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation. 

H:\S 122l\DOC\SecRevew\afaeal.wpd 198 ,. January 2000. 



. . 
" I , %  . ; 

' . 

Table 8.8 Option 3: Overall Limit Applied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1996 and 1997 
, . 

Percent of Total Processing 

Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 

Atka Flatfish Other Pacific Cod Rockfish 
Mackerel Species 

Documented 13.18 35.95 27.73 43.91 ,24.97 

A+ Flatfish Other Pacific Cod Pollock. 
, 

Rockfish 
Mackerel Species 

Documented 10.13 29.35 19.19 54.49 . 65.44 31.17 ,'. 

Possible 

' I 

Baircli Blue King Brown King Opilio Red King 
Documented 6 1.83 74.52 55.79 62.64 70.04 
Possible 62.40 74.90 55.79 64.41 70.92 
Notes: 
I/ Total documented percentages include facilities for wluch the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent 

level. 
' 21 Totalpossible percentages include ail documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation. 

.. ~. . . $ 8.5.4 . Ootion 4: sector-~evel Processing Limits Applied to. All AFA Facilities , . .  

Sector-level processing limits would be imposed for each species upon all AFA facilities as defined in the AFA 
' aggregated across the offshore, mothership, and shoreside processors. Once the sector limitis reached, no 

additional processing of the limited species by any AFA facility would be allowed. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in $208 of the AFA are included 
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any 
BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 ofthe GOA, and more than 10 percent of the ' 
Pacific cod in Areas 6 10,620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA 
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits 
for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors listed in $208 ofthe AFA did not process 
any crab during the historical processing period.) 
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Table 8.9 shows estiunates of sector level processing limits for AFA facilities for each species group. The 
estimates are baed on the processing histories of AFA facilities during the . . years !995,1996, and 1997,. Table 

.J . . 
8r10 shows estimates of sector level v+ts for AFA facilities for each'spCcies group$ased on the. 
processing histories of AFA.Facilities dunng'the years 1996 and 1997. The efficacy of this option is evaluated- 

, .  , ., .. in Table 8.5. . . ., 
. . . I ,  -'.: 

> ' .  I.1 . - . .  
. , 

Table 8.9 Option 4: Sector-Level Limits  lied to AFA Facilities, 1995-1947 
. , .. ' , 

, . I L !. percent of ~ o t a l  Processing by Sectors . . .~,: 
' Catcher Inshore ., ,. \:. r. , .., 

Species by Area Processors Processors Motherships Total 
r l l .  .._ ri 

Bering Sea Aleutiali Islands  roundf fish . . . . .- 
Atka Mackerel , 

, , : 12.81 ?; ..,, ' !  
0.23 . . - '  0 , 13.64 

-. . , . .  
Fladish ~. j . 4 . . 7.86 : r, i 0.46 33.75; 

. . 
Other Species . . 9.31 13.39 0.78 , 23.48, ,, : 

, b 

Pacific Cod . 11.73 25.41 . ,  1.61 38.75 

I '  ; i ' :  ' ... . . .1 i, 

-Atka'Mackerel ' . - - . . . - 0.27 - '9.67 - - 9.94 " -.- . , 
Flatfish , . ... :Ir:) . - .  . . T i t  4.64 - . . 2.02, ,, , ,.~ . 0 .  . .  - 6 . 66  , . 
Other Species 0.89 3.66 4.56. 
pacific Cod .. . i : .' i , ,. . 2.42' .,, ,33,io ; ; ' ,0,03 ..: 35,55::,' '.v. 

. . r : . * . .  
0.96' ' 45.68 ' .  '0.09 46.72 ' ' Pollock 

Crab : I ,,: . .( . . 
Bairdi 

. * . . .  . -. Blue King . . . ,. , . . - -  .: -18.63 ' . ., , .- . 18.63 . ' ' 
. . . ,,,. , \. 

~. . . . . . .  < 55.77 : . . - . :", . . 55. j7 -: . Brown King a , . . . 
1% . , .  . . ,  . . 

I . .  . . .- .. . .., , - 19.03 ' . '  . . .. &f0'j .:" 
Opilio - 
Red King . ., . - . , 55.21 . .- . . , ,  - t . , . . ,  , 55.21 . ...- 

. . 
,. . 

, . . .,, . 8 i . 8 % ,  ? .  . . :c: ,. , : . ,  . ... 
. ' " 1  ; . . , 

., . .. 
,, 
A .. . -  . . t , .I<. 1, : .  . . , . ., , , ;2,2 , ..,. . . 

I ': . , . ,,.. . ..,- ,. . . .. , . . ., *,;.i 3 . , b .  . . . ' . 1.... 

. . . . \, ..., . .  , , , , . : , . , r.. 'J3C., , , , ' ib. , . . . ' . . I C  . . . 
- , . , ,,, , , %  

1. ?. . . , I .  , . ., , . , . .  . , ,  . ' 3 ,  " . .  , : .  
.7' -, , , . , .~ 

> : ' . . . . . .. 1 . .  



Table 8.10 Option 4: Sector-Level Limits Applied to AFA Facilities, 1996 and 1997 

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 
Catcher Inshore . . 

Species by Area Processors Processors Motherships Total 
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel 12.81 0.23 0 13.04 
Flatiish 25.41 7.86 0.46 33.73 
Other Species 9.3 1 13.39 0.78 23.48 
Pacific Cod 11.73 25.41 1.61 3%75 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel 0.27 9.67 - 9.94 
Flatfish 4.64 2.02 0 6.66 

0.89 3.66 Other Species - 4.55 
Pacific Cod 2.42 33.10 0.03 35.55 
Pollock 0.96 45.68 0.09 46.73 

Crab 
Bairdi - 6 1.09 - 61.09 
Blue King - 16.61 - 16.61 

- 55.08 Brown King 55 0 8  
Opilio - 19.70 - 19.70 
Red King - 57.43 57.43 
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8.5.5 Ootion 5:- Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies 
. . . . . .  . .. - 

Sector-level processing limiis would be im*osed for each species upon all facilities in AFA companies as 
defined by direct ownership of AFA facilities. Sectors would be defined on the basis of the existing 
inshordoffshore regulations. The catcher processor sector would include all-catcher processorsof any gear 
type greater than 125 feet LOA and all catcher processors less than 125-felt LOA that prbcess &re than 125. 
tons per week (round weight). The mothership sector would include any non-catching floating processor that 
takes delivery of groundfish or BSAI crab species in inore than one location d u ~ g  the year, or which takes 
deliveries outside of state waters. The inshore sector would include all shore plants and non-catching floating 
processors that take delivery ofgroundfish and BSAI crab in a single location within state waters during the 
year, and all catcher pibcessors of any gear type less than 125 feet LOA that process less than 125 tbns per 
week'(round weight). once the sector-limit is reached, no additional processing ofthe limited species by any 
AFA facility in the sector would be allowed. 

1 

The primary criterion under which two or more processing facilities are considered to be owned by a single 
company will be whether the majority of ownership 'in each facility is held by the same individuals ,or ' 
companies, regardless of whether each individual's company's relative shares are identical. Once the sector 
limit is reached, no adztional processing of the Ihited species by any facility owned by an AFA company 
includea in the sector would be allow&$. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in $208 of the AFA are included 
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any 
BSAl crab, any pollock in the G O 4  any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent of the 
Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher processors included within AFA 
catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the catcher-processor sector processing limits 
for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors listed in $208 of the AFA did not process , 

any crab during the historical processing period.) . .- . - .  , . .  

Table 8.11 shows estimates of sector level processing limits for AFA companies for each species group. The 
estimates are based on the processing histories of all facilities in AFA companies during the years 1995, 1996, 
and 1997, and the assumptions delineated above. Table 8.12 shows similar information for 1996-1997. 
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Table 8.11 Option 5: Sector-Level ~imit 's Applied to All ~aciiities Within AFA Companies; 1995-1997 

Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 
Catcher Inshore 

Species by Area Processors Processors Motherships Total 
Bering Sea Aleutian ~s lands   roundf fish 
Aka Mackerel 12.95 0.23 0 13.17. 
Flatfish ' 27.37 7.87 0.56 35.79 
Other Species 12.1 1 13.41 1 .04 26.56 
Pacific Cod 14.81 25.49 3.20 43.50 

Atka Mackerel 0.30 9.76 - 10.07, 

Flaffish 9.09 11.91 0 21.00 

Other species 1.96 6.86 0 8.82 

Pacific Cod 2.84 44.03 1.25 48.11 

Pollock I .05 54.9 0.09 56.04 

Bairdi 3.31 58.91 . 2.94 65.15 

Blue King 2.79 34.54 36.7 1 74.05 
6 

, .. 
0 Brown King 3.56 56.37 59.93 

i 
Opilio 4.44 30.48 26.76 . 61.67 

Red King 0.65 61.43 7.30 69.37 - *  
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Tnble, 8.12 , Option 5: Sector-Level L/njts Appljed toAl1 Facilities With+ AFA Companies, 1996 and 
. . . . . . - .  . .  . 

1997 - "  -' 
. .  * . . . . . Percent of Total process in^ by Sectors 

Catcher Inshore . . - . .  I .  .; 
- 7 . .- . . 

~pecies'by Area Processors - Piociisors ' Motherships Total . . 
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands ! -.. . ,  ~ 

Grokdfish 
t ,  

Atka ~ i c k e r e l  , I I 12.95 0.23 0 . 13.17 , . 
Flatfish. , ,27.37 7.87 0.56 ' 35.'79 

Pacific Cod 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel 0.30 9.76 - l0:di 

Flatfish . . ., , ' 9.09 11.91 0 21.00 
% .  , I . . 

Other species , ; 1.96 6.86 0 8.82 
44.03 ~ a c i k c  cod . 2.84 1.25 48.11 -. 

Pollock 1.05 54.90 , . 0:09 56:04 

. . . . ' : 
Bairdi, (:, 0 61.09 0 61.09 
Blue King 0 35.31 

L ,, 
39.21 74.52 

~row;;"kin~ I :  ) 1 , .  . 0 55.79 0 55.79 , 
, . 

Opilio . , - .~ - 4.22 - . 31.56 - - -  26:86 - - 62.64 
Red King 0.69 61.76 7.59 70.04 
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8 .56  Oution 6: Sector-Level Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Entities I 

Sector-level processing limits would be applied for each species to all facilities in AFA entities, as defined 
by the 10% Ownership Rule. Sectors would be defined as in Option 5. Once the sector l i t  is reached, 
no additional processing.of the limited species by any entity that owns an AFA-eligible facility included 
in the sector would be allowed. All processing facilities associated with an AFA entity would be affected 
by the limit. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in $208 of the AFA are 
included in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from 
processing any BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more 
than 10 percent of the Pacific cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other non-AFA catcher 
processors included within AFA catcher-processor sector limits will be allowed to process up to the 
catcher-processor sector processing Limits for crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher 

' 
processors listed in 6208 of the AFA did not process any crab during the historical processing period.) 

Tables 8.13 and 8.14 show, for the two time periods, estimates of sector level processing limits for AFA 
entities for each species group. The entities are based on the organizational analysis from Section 8.2, and 
therefore the estimates should be viewed as analyticalestimates rather than final limits. The tables provide 
ranges of estimated limits for each species group. The lower values are derived from facilities that the 
analysts were able to document as part of'an AFA entity and are shown in the rows labeled "documented." 
Higher estimates of the limits are shown in rows labeled "possible." The higher estimates were derived by 
adding to the documented totals, the processing volumes of other facilities that may be considered part of 
an AFA entity once final rules are determined and additional information and verification ha.4 been 
gathered. 
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Table 8.13 Option 6: Sector-Level Limits Applied toAll Facilities Within AFA Entities, 1995-1997 

Species by Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 
Area, . , AFALinks , :  . , . - ,  a .  , - ,  . . , 

. , , Catcher < .  . : : Inshore - - . . . , 
. . . ~. 

. . Processors . Processors . Motherships . . .Total 
- ,  Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish . .  . . , . - . . 

Atka Mackerel documented 12.95 0.23 0 .13.18 

. . : . possible . , . 30.33 9.54 . - ,~ .. 1.28 41.15 

.Gulf of Alaska Groundfish i . . ;.,, . , . . i t  : 
Atka Mackerel documented . . , 0.30 . '  - ,9.82. : ' . , ,.. . - .-,10.12 

Rockfish documented 20.27 10.64 0.26 31.17 
possible 28.14 11.01 0.26 39.41 

Crab 
Bairdi documented 3.31 59.13 2.94 65.38 

possible . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . .. .. .. .. . . . . . .. .. .. .. .. . . . .. . . . . . . .. .. . . .... .... . . . . . . . . . 
Red King documented - 

nossihle 1.47 61.43 7.30 70.20 

Notes: 
11 Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. 
21 Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation. 
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Table 8 14 Opt~on 6 Sector-Level L h t s  Appl~ed to All Facilities Wltlun AFA Enwes, 1996 and 1997 
Percent of Total Processing by Sectors 

Catcher Inshore 
Species by Area AFA Links Processors Motherships Processors Total 
Bering Sea Aleutian Islands Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel documented 12 95 0 0 23 13 18 

possible 13.69 ................................................................................................................................. 

Flatfish documented 27.41 
ossible 42.77 ....................................... P . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Other Species documented 12.80 

Rockfish documented 
possible 30.33 1.28 9.54 41.15 

Gulf of Alaska Groundfish 
Atka Mackerel documented 0.30 - 9.82 10.13 

possible 1.54 .................................................................................................................. 

Flatfish documented 9.09 

............................... ppssiPle . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  ........................... 10.73 1.21 20.29 
Other Species documented 1.96 0.13 17.1'0 

, . Pollock documented 
1.18 .................................................................................................................. 

Rockfish documented 20.27 
possible 28 14 0.26 11.01 39.41 - 

Crab 
Bait& documented 0 0 6 1.83 61.83 

. . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  poss,jble ........... 

Blue King documented 

possible 1.58 7.59 6 1.70 70.92 
Notes: 
11 Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysishas documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. 
21 Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on' 
the application of the 10 percent rule or fnrther investigation. 
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. . 
8.5.7 ~. .. . Option . 7: -Individual Processing Liqits Applied to Each AFA Facility. .': :.. . ' :. .: : 

, .. 
Indi~idudp'iocessin~ limits for eaih spec& would be imposed-upon'each AFA eligible facility. Once the 
individual facility reaches alimit for aparticular species, no additional processing ofthe limited species by that 
facility in the Ceitor would be allowed. The limits would not constituik allo&ti&, a q d ~ o u l d  not barantee 
that a facility could process a specified percentage of theTAC. As with other sideboqd alternatives;$ decision 
has to be made as to whether the limit would apply in the event a facility does not participate in a co-op. 

. . .  
The @A groundfish prockssing histories'df the 20 catcher processors listed in 6208 of t$e AFA are included 
in the catcher-processor sector processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processingany 
BSAI crab, any pollock in the GOA, any 'groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and mork'than 10 p&&t of the 
pacific c d  in Areas 610, 620, and 640. f i e  Council should make a decision regardihg the ability of these 
catcher processors to shift historical processing from Area 630 to other areas for purposes of the'pfocesshg 
1imit.i. (The 20 catchers listed in $208 of the AFA did not process any crab during tlie,historical processing 

. . period.) . . ~  
, . . 

. . L ,  ' .; r .  

- Tables 8-15-8.20 show estiates'of individual limits for AFA facilities for each species group and 
hvo tme,penods. Actual plant identities have been hidden for reasons of confidentiality: . ,. . . 

1 .  . , .  . , .  . . . . , . : I .  _. . , I .  I . '  - .  . . ' I  . 
7 

. . i.., . . , . . - 1  
, . . 

, ' S  .. ' ' , ' ,  1 
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Table 8.15 Option 7: Individual Plant and Vessel Limits for Bering Sea Aleutian Island Groundfish, 1995- 
1997 . ~ 

AFA Plant 
Number Sector Percent of Total Processing 

Atka 
Mackerel Flatfish Other Species Pacific Cod Rockiish 

CP 0 0.14 0 41 0.85 0 17 
INS 
INS 
MS 
CP 
MS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
MS 
CP 
CP 
INS 
INS 
CP 
CP 
MS 
INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
MS 

31 INS 0 02 0 50 2 66 3 82 0 85 
Total 13.64 33.57 22.78 37.95 19.23 

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been redisuibuted 
to the remaining seven facilities owned by Aqerican Seafoods 
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. . ' 7 .  :- . , . '  , 
b r  / - .  . c 7 , ' L ' . .  . . . i . . .  : 1 '. 

Table 8.16 option 7: Individual Plant and Vessel ~ h t s  ~ u l f  of .Gash ~ r o s d f i s h ,  1995-1997 
"- ..----.--..-.. *.,- ~ . .  . ,  " . - .  . - .  . .. . . 

Percent of Total Processing ' L  . .  . 
Number Sector . . , .  . . . . . - -- . . , ~. .. . . 

A& Other 
. . 

- .  
Mackerel, . Flatlish Species : Pacific Cod PolIock Rockfish 

0 .  ' 1 i - .  0 0 .. . 0.03 I - CP 
INS..  

INS-' 
MS' ,' 
CP' 

INS. : 
CP 
C P '  , 

CP: " 
CP : 
CP 
CP . > -  

INS . I  

CP 
CP "' ,; 
ws , >  

INS. , 
C P - .  
CP . ,. 

MS ' 

INS 

CP, , . , 
CP, t; 

CP' :  I 

CP . 

~ ~ 

3 1 INS 3.78 0.06 0.52 0.35 4.88 0.05 

Total 14.23 7.88 4.58 31.83 47.45 9.25 
Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been 
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods 

,~ , . .. ., , '.. , 
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Table 8.17 Option 7: Individual Plant and vessel Limits for Crab, 1995-1997 
' 

AFA Plant Percent of Total Processing 
Number Sector 

Bairdi Blue King Brown King Opilio Red Kine. 
- - 1 CP - - 

2 INS 12.14 , 1.68 7.72 2.55 12.45 
- 3 INS - - - 
- 4 M S  - - - 

5 CP - - - 
6 INS  16.65 2.92 0.67 2.24 14.09 

- - 7 CP - - 
- - 8 CP ' - 

- - 9 CP - 
- - 10 CP - - 

11 - CP - - 
- 12 CP - - 

- - 13 INS - 
- 14 CP - - - 

15 CP - - - 
- - - 16 INS - 

17 INS 14.06 2.15 - 5.07 13.05 
- 18 CP - - 
- 19 c p .  - - 

20 MS - - 
21 INS 6.03 4.92 16.75 3.36 7.50 

- 22 CP - 
23 - CP - - - 

- 24 CP - - - 
- 25 CP - - - - 

- - 26 CP - - 
- 27 CP' - - - 
- 28 CP - - - 
- 29 CP - - - 

3 1 INS 7.59 6.96 30.63 5.82 8.10 

Total 56.47 18.63 55.77 19.03 55.21 

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been 
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods. 
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Table 8.18 Option 7: Individual Plant aqd.Vessel Limits-BeringSeatAleutianIsland Groundfish: 1996 aid ... , * .  . - -  , . -. -. --,on,, -- . . . 

AFA Plant . . ,  - .  . , 

- -Percent of.~otal.~rocessin&'-': 
Number - Sector - -  . . 

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

. . Mackerel Flatfish 0ther;~pecies pacific Cod . Rockfish 

INS 
INS 
MS 
CP 
INS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
M S  
CP 
CP 
INS 
INS 
CP 
CP 
MS 
MS 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 
CP 

. . ,  
3 1  M S  0.02 - 0.41 - -  2.49 3.58 0.62 

Total , .  . . . : .13:04 ' 33.73 ' . 23.48' ' 38.75 ' .  ' 

. ~ 

18:75 : 
Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been 
redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods 



Table 8.19 Option 7: Indiwdual Plant and Vessel Limits Gulf of Alaska Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 

AFA Plant Percent of Total Processing 
Number Sector 

Atka Other 
. ' Mackerel ~lattish Species Pacific Cod Pollock Rockfish 

1 CP - 0 0 0 0.05 - 
2 INS' . 3 . 7 9 . .  0.05 0.43 0.5 1 1.23 0.04 

3 INS 0 0.01 0.01 0:13 2.14 0 
4 MS 0 - 0.02 0.05 
5 CP - - - 
6 INS 0 0.03 0.02 ' 0.65 0.41 0.06 
7 CP - - - - 
8 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.12 0.05 
9 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05 

'10 CP - - - - 
11 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.65 0.18 0.05 
12 CP 0 - 0 ' 0.06 
13 INS 0.16 1.09 1.48 17.39 30.32 0.82 
14 CP - - - - 
15 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05 
16 INS . 0.02 0.07 0.01 0.26 0.59 0 
17 INS 0.09 0.68 1 .09 13.68 ' 6.25 0.25 
18 CP ' , 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05 
19 CP - - - 
20 MS. 0 - 0.01 0.02 

' 21 INS 5.43 0.04 0.08 0.11 '1.76 0.01 
22 CP - - - - 
23 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.06 0.05 

: 24 CP 0.02 0.07 0.48 0.06 0.02 6.44 
25 CP - - - - 
26 CP - - 

' 2 7  CP 0.38 0.02 ' 0.02 .0.08 0.08 
28 CP - - 
29 CP 0.04 0.60 0.06 0.28 0.23 0.05 

. 30 MS 0 - 0 .' 0.02 - 
31 INS-. 0.17 0.04 0.54 . '* 0.37 2.98 0.05 

Total 9.94 6.66 4.56 35.55 . , 46.72 8.1 1 

Note: The processing of the nine facilities that were removed from the fishery according to AFA has been 
q redistributed to the remaining seven facilities owned by American Seafoods. 
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-Table 8.20 -opfi;dn-7: .kdivid"al Plant and'vessel Limits for drab, 1996 iind '1997 . - . . 

AFA Plant ,. . ? '~ < , )  . .' 
. --- .- Percent.of-Total Processing '' -" , . 

Number- Sector ~' ~ ' -  . - . , . 
. .  . . . . Bairdi ~ l u e  King .Brown King Opilio 

a .. .. . .  .. ., -.-. - Red King 
. -  . - - .. - .. - . - . . . . .. . . 

. - - r - - 
2 , ,INS ' 13.67 
3 " INS 

15 CP < * ,  . ' 1  
16 , : I N S  ! - 
17 INS 18.45 
18 . . i C P ,  > - 
19 C P  - 
20 . -  ,MS . . 
21 -:. h s  , 9.13 

I w 

22 ' CP - 
23 - .. CP 

, 
24 , CP 
25 

, 
CP 

26 CP 

27 , CP 8 ,  

28 CP 
29 . CP 
30 MS 
31 INS .6.75 6.75 . , 28. 

. .T&al. .. -. , .. + - - 6i.09- -- 16.61 

~ o t e ? f i e  processing o f  tKee nine facilities that were remo;id from 
GdistAbGt~ to the ikmiining ievjn facilities owned by A n ~ f ; l c ~  Sc 

. . ..... 

. . 
.08 . - '19170 ' 57.43 

, . *... 
the fishery accoiding t o . N A  has Lee;: , . , .  . . - 



. . 

8.5.8 O~t ion  8: Individual processing ~ i m i t s   lied tothe AFA ~acilitiis within ~ a c h  AFA Company 

Individual processing limits for each species would be imposed upon all AFA companies. However, unlike the 
previous option, only the AFA-eligible facilities within each company would be included. Once the company's 
l i t  for a species is reached, no additional processing of the limited species by any of the company's facilities 
participating in pollock cooperatives would be allowed. Although the processing limits do not mis t i the  an 
allocation, each AFA company could determine how its owi  limit might be divided among its participating 
facilities. The analysis of individual-company processing limits o n  participating facilities uses the same 
assumptions that define the previous option. As with previousoptions, a decision has to be made as to whether 
the limit would apply when a company (or any of its AFA-eligible facilities) does not join a co-op. Each 
company would likely need to declare each year whether any of its facilities would be in a co-op. 

Tables 8.21-8.26 show estunates of individual processing limits imposed on the AFA facilities that are 
participating in cooperatives within a company for each species group for the two time periods. Actual 
company identities have been hidden f i r  reasons of confidentiality. 

Table 8.2 1 Option 8: Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian Islands 
Groundfish, 1995-1997 

Company Number Percent of ~ o t a l  Processing 

Atka Other 
Mackerel ~ la t f i sh  species Pacific Cod Rockfish 

Company 1 . , 0.01 0.07 0.14 0.95 0.15 . . 
Company 2 0, 0.12 0.66 1.14 0.20 
Company 3 .10.86 12.26 5.43' 7.32 5.51 
Company 4 0 0.21 0.5 1 1.01 0.21 
Company 5 . 1.77 0.02 0.65 0.12 0.09 
Company 6 0 ' 0.25 0.69 2.24 1.15 
Company 7 0.83 2.10 1.62 1.91 3.03 
Company 8 6.08 0.82 0.39 1.17 
Company 9 0 0.07 0.10 0.12 0.07 

, Company 10 0.02 0.50 2.66 3.82 0.85 
Company 11 0 0 1  0.2 1 0.97 2.98 0.49 
Company 12 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 0.57 
Company 13 0.03 1.97 1.61, 3.21 

I 
0.89 

Company 14 0.06 0.72 3.18 7.78 ' 2.57 
Company 15 0.03 3.93 ' 2.75 3.76 1.35 
Company 16 0 4 48 0 64 0 32 0 94 

Total 13 64 33 57 22 78 37 95 19 23 

January 2000 



-. 
.Table 8.22 , 0~t i6n .8 : ;1nd iv id~a l .Com~~ Limits Appliedto AFA ~akilities f& d u g o f  klaska - 

Groundfish, 1995-1 997 
. , ,  . . ( . L A ,  

.. . ,  , ,  . . , ..~. .. .. . ~ e r c e h  d f ' ~ o t d  ~ro'eesding 
. , ,. ' .  ,At& ' . ,  . . ). . , 

, . . .  Flat Othei , , ., . Pacific , . - .  . , 
Comiany Number '- Mackerel fish': . species ".' Cod. -" . Pollock Rockfish - 

. >. ~. 
Company 1 , - ' . . 0:27 . ' ' . 0.01 . . ' : 0.01 .: 

. t L '  :. . 
0.23 . , , .0:05 ,' :. ,. ~ . . , ,  ' . > .  1 .  ., cornp& 2. , '  . - . , . - . . . . r I -  .. ,. ,-: . . . . . ,  - 

. , .  . i : 1 _-, .  

c b m $ n ~  3 ,  . .. ., . -.- .. 0.19 . .  '.-'.5.41. , .  . . ( -  0.'67 r .  L70 ' ' 0.70 . ,.- 2.98 
. o  - , ...a - * 0.11 . company 4: , . " ' ' A  - . , io.  . . / I  - . . 

compady 5'- , . . - . - - .  . $  L r s ,  - ._. I .  - 
< .. . . . . . '. : - .  . . 

Company 6 0 0.02 0.01' 0.20 1.70 0 . . 
Company 7, - : . . , 0.41. 0.22. . 0.36. . .  . 0.65*, . 0'.49:..' J '  2' 5.23 ' 

. . - . > .  . . . . 
Company 8 ... . . ,  . '  I I: - - ! ". . ' - .. - 

,: i - 
. . - r ' , . , *  0 : .  Company 9 0 , , .  0:02 . ,  < 

Company 10 3.78 . . 0.06 . . 0.52 0.35 4.88 0.05 . 
. . . 

company I I ., . . - 0.96 0.67 I .  . : i2!21 5.89, 0.22 . 
. . 

Company12 . - -  . . . - 0 .  . .- 0.01. - . 0.08 - 
, -.. 

Company 13 .. . . ~ -. ' . . 4.57 0.06 . 0.24 0.38 2.30 . - .003 
Company 14 .:1.33 1.10 1.26 : 15.75 27.94 0.64 
Companyj5. . 2.98.- 0:06' . 0.33.' . . 0.56 . - . .3.26 .. 0.04. - -  

, 
Company 16 . - 0-1.  0 0.04 , . - . , 

Total. '. , + 14.23 7.88" ' '  4.58 ': 31.83 47.45 :. 9 3 5  
- 3 .  

. . . .  , , , 
. . .. . 

. . . . 
Table 8.23 Option 8:'..1ndividual Company Limits Applied to & Facilities for Crab, 1995-1997 . . 

,< , . .  , 
Company Number , . percent of Total Processing < i 3 .  ~. . i. .. ,.. 

I ,  . ,  r 
Brown 

r , . Bairdi . Blue King.."; King Opilio ded Kine 
11 ; . / &  

Company 1 - - - - 
v ,. 

Company 2 . , - - - 
,-. Company 3 - .  

0.07 i t  . '0 . ! 

. . ,  Company 4 , , - , .  - - (1.23 . -  

Company 5 . ... , . - - ,> - . , 
A 

Company 6 . , - .  - .  - I .  _ . . 
Company- 7 - ,  ; - , . 

. . - 
+ .  .. . . . . .  i -' 

company 8 I .  - - C '  :: -. 
Company 9 - - - - 

a.. - . ' 

~ o m $ s n ~ :  I o , . . . 7.59. . , .6.96- - > -  30:63- - - - 5.82 8.10 , :. 
- .  

CompanyII . . .  . . - .14.06 2.15. - - ~  - 0 .-. .. 5.07 13 .05~  - '  

Company 12 - - - 
Company 13 6.03 4.92 16.75 3.36 7.50 
Company 14 16.65 2.92 0.67 2.24 14.09 
Company 15 12.14 1.68 7.72 2.55 12.45 
Company 16 - - - 
Total 56.47 18 63 55.77 19 10 56 44 



Table 8.24 Option 8: Individual Company Limits Appl~ed to AFA Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian 
Islands Groundfish 1996 and 1997 

Company Number Percent of Total Processing 
Atka Other Pacific 

Mackerel Flatfish Species Cod RocM~sh 
Compaiy 1 0.01 : 0.07 0.16 1.14 0.16 
Company 2 
Company 3 
Company 4 
Company 5 
Company 6 
Company 7 
Company 8 
Company 9 
Company 10 
Company 1 1  
Company 12 
Company 13 
Company 14 
Company 15 

" Company 16 0 4.50 0.57 0.29 1.19 
. , 

Total 13.04 33.73 23.48 38.75 18.75 
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Company 1 
Company 2 
Company 3 
Company 4 
Company 5 
Company 6 
Company 7 
Company 8 
coml;anY 9 
Company 10 
Company 11 
Company 12 
Compank 13 
Company 14 
Company 15 

- ,  1,' 
Table 8.25' 'Option 8:. hdividual ~ b m ~ a n ~  ~ & t s  ~ p ~ l i e d  t6 AFA Facilities . , , for ~ u l f  of ~ l&ka ' / .  

. , 
,. 

Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 . 
! . ' !  , , . . . . .  . . -. . ,~ .  . . . 

. . . .  . . 
. I -  Percent of Total Processing . . . .- . . .  - . . . .  . .~-- .- 

. . : - 'Atka Flat Other Pacific 
Company Number - Mackerel fish ' Species. Cod Pollock . . Rockfrsh- . . , .  I 2 '  0.38 ' , 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.08. 

- ~ 

Company 16 - o : ' ,  - 0 0.06 . , -' 
. .~ 

.. 
Total. . 9.94 6.66 i: 4.56 35.55 46.72 8.11. ' 

- .. 

Table 8.26 Option 8: Individual Company Limits Applied to AFA Facilities for Crab, 1996 and 1997 

Company Number Percent of Total Processing 
Brown 

Bairdi Bhie King King Opilio Red King 
Company I - - 
Company 2 - - - - 
Company 3 - - 
company 4 - - 
Company 5 - - - 
Company 6 - - 
Company 7 - - - - 
Company 8 - - 
Company 9 - - - 
Company 10 6.75 '6.75 28.20 6.55 8.21 
Company 11 18.45 1.43 5.34 13.52 
Company 12 - - - 
Company 13 9.13 3.12 16.16 3.22 7.58 
Company 14 13.09 2.80 1.04 1.68 14.76 
Company 15 13.67 2.52 9.68 2.91 13.35 
Company 16 - - 
Total 6 1 .09 16.61 55.08 19.70 57.43 
8.5.9 Option 9: Individual Processing Limits Applied to All M A  Companies 

I I 
I ,  
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8.5.9 Individual Limits Applied to All Facilities within a Company 

Individual processing limits would be imposed for each species upon each AFA company. The primary 
criterion under which two or more processing facilities are considered to be owned by a slogle company wll 
be whether the majority of ownership in each facility is held by the same individuals or compames, regardless 
ofwhether each individual's or company's relative shares are identical. Once the company's limit for a species 
is reached, no additional of the limited species by anv facility owned by that company would be 
allowed. Although the processing lib& do not constitute an allocation, each AFA company could determine 
how its own limit might be divided among its processing facilities. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in $208 of the AFA are included 
in the individual company processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSAI 
crab, anypollock in the G O 4  any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more'than I0 percent of the Pacific 
cod in Areas 610, 620, and 640. However, other facilities included within AFA companies, will be allowed 
to process that company's processing history of crab and GOA groundfish species. (The 20 catcher processors 
listed in $208 of the AFA did not process any crab during the historical processing period.) 

Tables 8.27-8.32 show estimates of individual processing limits for AFA company facilities for each species 
group for the two time periods. Actual company identities have been hidden for reasons of confidentiality. 

Table 8.27 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied t o ' ~ l l  Company Facilities for Bering Sea Aleutian 
Islands Groundfish 1995-1997 
Company Number Percent of Total Processing - 

Atka Other 
Mackerel Flatfish Species Pacific Cod Rockfish 

Company l 0.01 0.65 0.32 1.12 0.23 ' 

Company 3 
Company 4 
Company 5 
Company 6 
Company 7 
Company 8 
Company 9 
Company 10 
Company 11 
Company I2 
Company 13 
Company 14 
Comoanv 15 . - 
Company 16 0 4.48 0.64 0.32 0.94 
Total 13.93 36.82 26.09 42.19 25.99 
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Table 8.28 Option 9: Individual Company L;imits Applied to All Company Facilities for ~ u l f  bf ~laska'~' . ' 

Groundfish, 1995-1997 . . 
. . 

, . . . ' i Percent of Total Processing ' 

. . . . ' I  

Atka ' other  'Pacific ,- 

Company Nuniber Mackerel Flatfish ~peciks.  Cod ~d l loek  Rockfrsh ... 
, ... . . 

Compaiy 1 - 0.27 ' . 0.01 . 0.02 . 0.23 -0.05 
Company 2 
Company 3 
Company 4 
Company 5 
Company 6 
Company 7 
Company 8 . . 
Company 9 
Company 10 
Company I I 
Company 12 
Company 13 
Company 14 
Comoanv 15 . . 
Company 16 - 0 0 0 04 

Total 16.86 21.87 . 8.48 44.31 58.27 25.03 

Table 8.29 Option 9: -Indi+idual company ~ i m i t s   li lied to'All ~ o m ~ a n ~ ~ a c i l i t i e s  for Crab, 1995-1997 
Company Number , , Percent of Total Processing . .. " . 

Brown - 
Bairdi Blue Kinp, King Opilio Red King 

Company I '  . 4.06 . -~ - 6.33 1.38 . . 

Company 2 . 
Company 3 .  ,., 

Company 4 
Company 5 
Company 6 , . . 
Company 7 
Company 8 . 
Company 9 
Company 10' 
Company I I 
Company 12 
Company 13 
Company 14 
Company 15 
Company 16 - - - 
Total 65.15 74.05 59.93 61.67 69.37 
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Table 8.30 Option 9: Individual Company L i t s  Applied to All Company Facilities for Bering Sea 
Aleutian Islands Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 
Company Number . ' Percent of Total Processini 

Atka . Other Pacific - - ~  

Mackerel . Flatfish Species Cod RocMksh 
Company 1 0.01 . 0.07 0.23 1.36 0.17 
Company 2 
Company 3 
Company 4 
Company 5 
Company 6 
Company 7 
Company 8 
Company 9 
Company 10 
Company I I 
Company 12 
Company 13 
Company 14 
Company 15 . . 
Company 16 

, . 
0 4.50 0.57. 0.29 1.19 

Total . . 13.17 35.79 2656 . 43.50 ' 24.72 

., 
Table 8.3 1 Option 9: Individual Company Limits Applied to All Company Facilities for Gulf of ,,,. 

i": Alaska Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 
Company Number Percent of Total Processing 

Atka Flat Other Pacific Rock 
Mackerel fish Species Cod Pollock fish 

0.38 0.02 0.02 0 08 0.08 Company 1 
Company 2 
Company 3 
Company 4 
Company 5 
Company 6 
Company 7 
Company 8 
Company 9 
Company 10 
Company I I 
Company 12 
Company 13 
Company 14 
Company 15 
Company 16 0 0 0 06 
Total 10.07 21.00 8.82 48.11 56.04 25.27 

HAS 122lWOC\SecRevew\afaeal . m ~ d  221 January 2000 



. . . . . , , , ,  . . .  . . . - . , :  ,' .\ ; . , . . .'l . . ~  . . .  
Table 8.32 opt;& 9: iddividual'~om~any ~ k i k  ~pp i j ed to  All Copp.+y Facilities for-Crab; 1996 and . . . .  . .  .. . . . .  ...- . . .- - . - ~ .  1997,. -. , .......... 

.~ . . ~~ . . ~ .. 
Company Number;. .. &: . .i,i'.. .... t Percent of Total Processing 

. . - .  . . .  I . .  Brown .- . , Bairdi. . ' ,  ~ h i &  K i n ~  Kink - Opilio - Red ki&" 
Company 1 . , - - - - : .. - . ,  . , . ,  . 
Company 2 . , . - - - ,  - - . . . .-.! . 
Compahy 3 ?. - > - ! - . _  h \. . . 0.53 ; + a  , ,.,.. 
Company 4 e , ,  . - 9.13 .: 3.12 - 16.16 3.22 : 7.58 ,; . . 
cornpiny 5 ; ." - - ,  - - - . . . .  . . 

. . .  company 6 . , . , - .  - - - - .  - 
9 .  ,, 1 

Company 7 . ,: - - - r .I 
Compiny 8 . , - .  - , .  - - 

. , '.' 0 .77 ,  - j  

Company 9 t,,- 18.45 22.74 - 14.94 16.54,..-\ 
Company 10 - - , . .  - .  > :  - ' I  . 8 i' < , I  .. _ 
company I I . , , . - - e - - ! .- 

- - 
:# 

company 12 , , . , .  - .., . 13.09 8 .. . 29.53 . ,, 1.65 19.13 . 20.48. b 

Company 13 . ,  ,. : , , . . , - . ~ - 2.19 . ,0.42., , - 
Company 14 ,\;. . . ,  r; 13.67 , 12.37 9.78 9.30 , 14.55 , . 
~ o m p k y  15 6.75 ;. 6.75 . 28.20 6.55 . 8.i1 . . > .  . .. - - -  - ....... Corn &, l,cJ . .  ...' . - . .  

,. 
. .~ .  .. . . . .  - , . ,  , - - .  6.77. ' . .  1:48 ; . 

Total . . , . - . .  61.09 74.52 55.79 62.64 70.04.'. ' 

- '!:, , ',,, 

. . . .  .. , .  
. . , , .  . 
. . . . .  

, . ., 

. . ,  , . 

* _  
( I  . .~ . 

. . . . 
. , I  ,_-. 

. / . . . , . . 
. . . .  . ~. 
., . 

# .  . 
, , . ' - 9  

I . .  , . .  



. . 
8.5.10 O~t ion  '10: Individual Processing Limits  lied to All AFA Entities . 
Individual processing limits are applied to each AFA entity for each species; as defined by the 10% Owneiship 
Rule. Once the entity's limit for a species is reached, no additional processing of the limited species by any 
facility within the entity would be allowed. Although the processing limits do not constitute an allocation, each 
AFA entity could determine how its own limit might be divided among its processing facilities. 

The GOA groundfish processing histories of the 20 catcher processors listed in 6208 of the AFA are included 
in the'individual entity processing limits. The AFA prohibits those 20 vessels from processing any BSAI crab, 
any pollock in the GOA, any groundfish in Area 630 of the GOA, and more than 10 percent of the Pacific cod 
in Areas 6 10, 620, and 640. However, other facilities included within AFA entities will be allowed to process 
the share crab and GOA groundfish species generatedby the entity's catcher processors. (The 20 catcher 
processors listed in 6208 of the AFA did not process any crab during the historical processing period.) 

Tables 8.33-8.38 show estimates of individual processing limits for AFA'entities for each species group for 
the two periods. The entities are based on the organizational analysis from Section 8.2, and therefore the 
estimates should be viewed as analytical estimates rather than final limits. The tables provide ranges of 
estimated limits for each speciesgroup. The lower values are derived from facilities that the analysts were able 
to document as part of an AFA entity and are shown in the rows labeled "documented". Higher estimates of 
the limits are shown h rows labeled "possible." The higher estimates were derived by adding tothe documented 
totals, the processing volumes ofother facilities that may be considered part of an AFA entity once final rules 
are determinedad additional information and verification have been gathered. 
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.. , i . I  . . . .  .: . . 
# U 

Table 8.33 Option 10: '~ndividual L i i k  ~ & I k d  to All Facilities W~&I &A 'kntitihs for Bering Sea 
Aleutian Island Groundfish, 1995-199.7 . . :  . . . . . .  .< .  . . . . . .  

Entity .., .I I .  ., , . . , ,. , .>. . Percent of Total Processing: 
.- ! . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . l.i Atka Other ,-:,, , . .. ' . . ,, 

.. . : AFA Links ' .Mackerel ,-. .Flatfish, *Species -Pacific Cod ~Rockiish 

. . . . . . . .  , . . . possible . 0.01 ' ' '0:65 '0.32 . 1:12 ' ?'o,j3 
. , .1 : r  . -' '. / ' ' 

, .  . . . 
~ n t i t ) b  -' - documented 10.86 ' 13.32 ' ' '- 6 . 3 7  8.64 6.15 

............. 
Entity 1 4  

6.08 0.82 0.39 1.17 possibk.  ......................................... 1 ................................................................................................................. 
documented 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 0.57 
possible 0 0.56 0.35 0.88 0 57 

Total Documented 13.94 38.48 28.34 44.36 27.68 
Total Possible 15.01 54.26 39.07 51.09 43.53 

Notes: 
11 Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. 
21 Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation. 



Table 8.34 Option 10: Individual Limits kpplied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities for Gulf of Alaska 
Groundfish, 1995-1 997 

Entity Number Percent of Total Processing 

Atka Other Pacific 
AFA Links Mackerel Flatfish Species Cod Pollock Rockfish 

Entity 1 documented - - - - - 

possible . -  0.27 0.01 0.02 0.23 0.05 
Entity 4 documented 0.19 5.41 0.67 1.70 0.70 2.98 

2.98 0.06 0.3 0.56 3.26 0.04 

0.01 0.08 
possible , - 0.00, - 0.01 0.08 

~ o t a i  Documented 17.21 28.72 17.40 50.56 66.93 29.39 
Total Possible 

. . 
19.48 ' 32.37 20.93 51.27 67.10 37.20 

Notes: 
11 Total documented percentages include facilities foi wlkch the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. . . 

, 21 Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the application.of the 10 percent rule or funher investigation. 
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Table 8.35 . 'Option 10: Individual Limits Applied to All FacilitiesWithidAFA Entities for Crab; 1995- 
1997 s ; "  . , , . 

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

Entity . - , . . . . Percent of Total Processing . - .- - 

Brown 
. .  . AFA L i n k  Baic'di. ' Blue King King Opilio Red King 

0.72 . . Entity 1 documented 2.79' .:. .3.56 

7 :  , . - 
, . possible . . '' 4.06 .. . ... e.2' 1 2  - 6.33 1.38 

Entity 4 . , 8 ,  . documenred ' . ! c::; . , . .  i I _ 0.07 - 
. . 

. . documented 

. , ,  ,' possible . - . . , I  . . - -.. - 
. . 

Total Documented *- . ' 65.38 . 74.05 59.93 61.67 1 69.37~ 
Total Possible , . 

.>_ I , . ' 66.90.' * 74.56 . . 59.93 . - . , 63.31' , ,  ;.* 70:20'. 
Notes: , . .  

I/. Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at th6 10 berc& 
level. I.  1, 

21 Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that'may be linked, depindi+ bri 
. r ,  - . . ,  ,. . , ,  . .  . the application of the 10 percent rule or furtl~er investigation. ' .. ! . 
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Table 8.36 Option 10: Individual ~ i m i k  Applied to AU Facilities Within AFA Entities for Bering Sea 
Aleutian Islahd Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 

Entity Percent of Total Processing 
Atka Other 

AFA Links Mackerel Flattish Species Pacific Cod Rockfish 
Entlty 1 documented 0 0 14 0 59 1 52 0 24 

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

Entity 3 
0.04 2.46 4.58 6.42 1.58 pozible .................................................................................................................................................................................... 

documented 0.01 0.07 0.23 1.36 0.17 
possible 0.01 0.07 0.23 1.36 0.17 

Entity 4 documented 10.23 12.38 5.85 7.15 5.30 

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

Entity 9 
possible 0.01 0.22 ' 1.02 3.21 0.48 ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... 

documented 0 .  4.50 0.59 0.34 1.19 

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

Entity I l 
possible 0.01 0.25 0.86 2.33 1.12 .............................................................................................................................................................................. 

documented 0.70 3.85 2.76 2.63 7.79 

possible 0 0.33 0.49 1.17 0.83 
Total Documented 13.18 35.95 27.73 43.91 24.97 
Total Possible 13.92 52.51 39.24 50.61 41.15 

Notes 
11 Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. 
21 Total possible percentages include all documented lmkages as well as fadties that may be linked, dependmg on 
the applicabon of the 10 percent rule or further investigation 
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. . . . .  , .), '? 
Table 8.37 Option ,lo: Indiiidual t i t s  ~ppl'ied'to AII ~aciliii'&  hip h~ Entities for Gulf f Alaska , ' ,  

. . . . ,  . , . . . .  
. " . . .. Groundfish, 1996 and 1997 .. . . . ~ .  

-, 
-Entity . - '. , . . - Percent of Total Processing 

Atka Other Pacific 
~ ~ 

. , . . .  AFAL& Mackerel ~ l a k s l i  Species Cod- Pollock .. Rbckfish 
, . , .. . ~ ~. 

Entity 1 ~ . ' , documen@ - - s - - - - 
1. , , , . 

documented . 0.38 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.08 

. . possible ! - 0.38 ,: 0.02. . 0.02 0.08 , d0.08 

Entity 4 . . .documented; 0.26 I 4.19 0.39 2.34 0.75 0.35 

. : documented . . -  

. ., - . -. . possible " . - . .  0.. .. 0.02 - - 0.05- . 
Total Documented 10.13 29.35 19.19 54.49 . . 65.44 31A7 ., , , 
Total Pos'sible " 

. - 11 .36  32.23 22.90 54.72 65.57 39.41 r 

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

11 T&I documeked percenta&s include f&ities for which &e analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percents 
level. 
21 Total possible percentages include all documented lmkages as well as facilities that may be linked. dependmg on 
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation. 



~ i b l e  8.38 Option 10: Individual ~imiG  plied to All Facilities Within AFA Entities for Crab, 1996 and 

Entity Percent of Total Processing 
Brown 

AFA Links Bairdi Blue Kine King Opilio Red Kine 
Entity 1 documented - - 0.53 - 

Entity 4 

Entity 5 

16.62 9.87 44:36 9.77 15.80 . . p o s s j b ! e  ......................................................................................................................................................... 
documented - 6.77 1.48 
possible 
documented 

possib!e - 
. . .  ............................................. .......... . . . . . . . . . . . .  

documented - - 0.77 

......................... 
Entity 7 

............... ~ossib!a. ...................................... .......................... .............................. - ......... : . . . . . . . . . . . .  - ................................... - 
documented 13.67 ' 12.37 9.78 9.30 14.55 

umented , 18.45 

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

Entity 9 
p?~%b!e 18.45 22.74 - 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ..... 
14.94 16.54 

documented - - 

documented 

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

Entity 14 
PM~!? ....................................................................... - ........ ! ............ : ......... -... ........... 1 ....... - ............................. -. 

documented - - 
possible - 

Total Documented 61.83 74.52 55.79 62.64 70.04 
Total Possible 62.40 74.90 55.79 64.41 70.92 

Notes: 
11 Total documented percentages include facilities for which the analysis has documented linkages at the 10 percent 
level. 
21 Total possible percentages include all documented linkages as well as facilities that may be linked, depending on 
the application of the 10 percent rule or further investigation. 
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8.6 Summary and Conclusions 

The subsections that follow summarize the findings of the analysis and offer conclusions regarding the 
impdsitioh of prociising limits on' AFA processors. The oveiali concluiio& about eff&tii.ene& of @e 10 

... . options in meeting the objectives are shown in Table 8.39 (the same as Table 8:5introduced in ~ec t ion  k5. l ) .  

.~ First, effe~tiveness~ofthe~evels at which .the processing,lir&s are, imposed (overall limits, sector h i t s ,  dr 
in&$d;al limits) is considered, followed by a comparison of effectiveness brought about by defining AFA 
processors a t  the facility, company, or entity level. . Then . some . -~ - observations ..~. are pre_sgnted rega_r.ding.the 
interpritation of the' 10% ownership Rule. Thefinal subsection pr(lvidesar&re generalized sumniary and 
conclusion from the analysis of processing limits. . . 

. . , . \ ;  .. . .  . , .  . 
. .. . 

. . - \ 
I . . > . .  

. . .  .. , . "i, 

. . . . ." 
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T6 d.39 Summap of the Qualitative Analysis of Processing Lirniis 

AFA processors to maximize their ability to. 

AFA processors to be able to utilize non- 
pollock processing capacity improvements 

Good Poor 

Notes: 
I1 Tlie objectives are given a presumed rating relative to the other options from the perspective of the interest group sho\yn A fair rating implies that there are worse options 
and better options. 
21 The column headed "AFAICo." is for the option that imposes individual processing limits on the AFA facilities in a company, but does not limit non-AFA facilities in the 
company. 

. 

1 Facility company Entity I Facility Company Entity I Facility Company AFAICo. Entity 

Objectives from the Pcrspectke of Proponents of Processing Limits 

H \Sl22 lWOC\SecRe\e\!\afaeal .wpd 23 1 January 2000 

Overall Limits 
Option Option Option 

1 2 3 

I .  How does the option rate in terms of limiting 
AFA processing of species other than BSAI 
pollock to the levels achieved prior to the 
pkssage of the MA7 ......... .................................................................. ' ................... 

2. Ho\v does the option rate in terms of including . 

all processing interests of AFA companies? ...................................................................... ....................... 
3. How does the option rate in terms of preventing 

AFA companies from evading the limits 
through subsidiaries or holding companies? 

Poor Fair Good 

.................................................................. 
. Poor Fair . Good - ............................ ................................... 
; Poor . Fair. Good 

..........................................
Poor Fair Good 

Poor Fair . Good 

..,,.,,., .................................................... 
Poor Fair Good 

Sector Limits 
Option Option Option 

4 5 6 ' 

Poor Fair Poor Good 

.............................................................................. 
Poor Fair Pooi - Good 

., ............... ................................................................. 
Poor Fair Poor Good 

Individual Limits 
Opiion Option . Option Option 

7 8 - .  9 10 



..~.. .- - . *--. ~. . -~ - . -~ . . - .. . . .. 

8.6.1 ~ffect i~eness  , , of L i i t s :  A c o m p a ~  of Overall, Sector, and . Individual , ~ imi& , .  -. . 1 
. . . . , . .- . . .  ' I  , / 

~rocessor caps wire included in the AFA to help protect the inarket share df the nod-AFA processors. While ; 
the AFA was being drafted, don-'AFA pr&e&ors &pressed &ncems that processors witlithe exclusive *ghts .. , 

, . .  
to process pollock could use profits from,tha;fishery to increhe their y r k e t  s~lardii 0th;; fisheries. The non- . . \  

AFA processors would then be djsadvantaged because they would be operating in a mark; that had a on; way ' . 

gate. AFA processors 'could increase their market share of crab, for exaniple, but'the ion-AFA processori I 
, . ; I  

could not process any pollock from the directed fishery. a : - - .-. 2. 
, . . . . . '. 

.. : . . ;  . ,  , 
8 .  1 : 

i From the perspective of non-AFA processors, theredo not appear to be sigrufi-t differences ifthe processing . . 
limits are implemented as overall limits, sector liinits, or individual limits. Howeyer, the level atwhich . . the 1 
limits are applidwill make a significant j difference . ,  to AFA processo& and to NMFS. '. li I 

. . . . .  , ' '  

If overdl or sector-levellimits are i m p & e d ; - ~ ~  proceisors will ckfiitinui to coll!j%te.'~gainst other A F K .  
piocessors to attract fishermen to deliver crab andgroundfish other than BSAI po&ck. AFA processorswill :. 
compete ag&i other &A processors to get their share of inputs (raw fish) befoie ihe AFA limit is reached, .' , 
and willalso need to compete against all noli-AFA processors, who will not be restricted. in any way except ; 
that they are precluded from processing pollbck. Individual procesninglimits may reduck price competition , '. . . 
among AFA proc&sors. .Although individual limits will not constitute an allocation"&d individual @A . . , 

processorswill face contin~edco&~etitio; frdm ~oA-AFA processors, AFA ppcessors will hot need to cornpete , . < ' 
with other AFA processors. Non-AFA piocessors\yould stillibe allowed to erode th'e AFA processor's share I of these fisheries. So from'a harvestors peripective, fort& most part there is still a competitive marketfor , , 
their fish, even if the.capsare set at the p l h t  le"el. The ~arvestors ma; expericence (liffi~ultiesimakin~ .: 
deliveries towards the end of the year if several of the AFA p;ocessors reach-their-i6dividual cipand c& no- . ' 

longer accept deliveries from datcher vessels. ~TKS will reduce marketing op&tunutids for . catcher . vessels and ';. 1 
may lead to lower prices, allother things being equal. . : .: . , .  

I ,.. I : . ,  . ... 
Y I - .  

In individual pr&essing limits will aliow &A processors more flexibility &I with overall ot se&- . .:. I '  , .  
,., level limits tq allocate their processing capacities and other resources,rand allow them tb realize more of ihe> ,:; a -- 

potentiai. ben,efits of the AFA, wjthin theii hstorical processing shares. I\ should be noted however, that 3 ' 

individual pimessing limits implemented"at'theAFA facility level could,be less than,optimal for AFA ., 1 ' :  . , 

companies that ha"e multiple AFA processing facilities. In such cases; AFA companies inay not be able to . , ,: 
achieve the same level of p&essing efficiency that might be possible if individual limits i r e  imposed at the' ' 1,: , 
company level. - . . ,--. ~. q4.. -. . ~ .  . - - .  ., 
Annual i;nplementation and in-season enforcement of overall processing lii&ts,appear td be less burd&some 
to ~ ~ ~ S , t h a h  sector-level or Ldividtial-level 'limits. With &&all or.sector 1e"el proce&,ing limits, it is likely 
that NMFS will have to knfirce at least two types of closures in order to inforcethe prok'ssiig limits and to * .  .- . 

:I. 

still~illowthe procesiing of limited speiies as bycatch. The two types ,. . bf d~osure . would'bi: . . 
; < 

j.. ! ". , , . 
'< 5 , . . I .  . . 

1 A directed processing closure when'the AFA pFocessing total readhes a pre-determined percentase of , 
the pr&cessini limits. A closure of 'directed bro&ssing.,will~ailqw . .. AFA pr6cissors to'retain &d 

. . s. p*ocess limited sljecies whenfhey are deliveredas bycatch. ' . . . . L . i 8 . .  . . .. .. ,. . . . . . 
. . ,. . . . . . * . .  ' * i .  + 

, '  . ' . . , . 
2. : .. A closure to all processing when the full processing limit isreached. . f . ' . . . 

, . . .  . - ' 3 .  .. , . , , 
, . . .  . ' . %. . 

7 , .  , . ' . . ; .  
I ?  . 1 .  

If processing are imposed i t  the sector level; NM,F'S may ha;e?he additional G&den of determiAng 
. , whch prdcessing ficilities belong to which sector.' T k s  additio"al burden will occur if sector~l&el limits'are .- . 1 ,  

. . . . - 
. . .  ' 1  

. . . - . . -- . - -  . - - - . . . . . 
HAS 1 2 2 1 ~ ) 0 ~ \ ~ e c ~ i v e ~ \ a f a e i i ~ ~ d  232 January 2000 



8 .  , , '  3 "  . .' . > . , . . , , , .. 

imposed on AFA companies or on AFA entities. If sector-level limits areimposed only on' AFA-eligible 
facilities, then the sector de6nitions are predetermined. 

1f process in~l i i t s  are imposed on individual NMFS may be able to shift some of the monitoring 
burden onto the processors themselves. In such cases NMFS could report weekly cumulative processing totals. 
to the processors, but the processors themselves would have the responsibility ofdetermining when they should 
cease processing for directed fisheries. Under this scenario it may be possible to make enforcement a post- 
season process involving fines and sanctions for tho& processors that exceed their limits. 

, , 

In conclusion, it appears that if processing limits are imposed, relative to other options, individual processing 
limits offer as much protection to non-AFA processors and may not be any more costly to implement and 
enforce. Individual processing limits may also allow AFA processors to realize more ofthe benefits ofthe AFA 
(by reducing market share competition amoung AFA processors). However, they would still be competeing 

the market place with non-AFA processors to attact catcher vessels to'deliver their non-pollock fish tothem. 
This would help ensure they would continue paying the market price in most cases. Yet, as AFA processors 
reach their caps they will no longer be allowed to purchase fish. This will reduce the number of processors 
available to purchase fish from catcher vessels. If enough processors leave the market in an area, it could 
reduce the ex-vessel price paid to vessel owners, or increase the cost of delivering fish by forcing them to seek 
markets further from the fishing grounds. 

, January 2000 



8.6.2 -, ~Effectiveiess of Limits: Compariions of AFA E~tities,,AiA^ ~orn@ies,'ind AFA 'Facilities .. ' .' 
..,,!.i ' ,  . , . . ,  .:'. . ; . :. . . , . I  1 

Processing limits applied to AFA facilities will be restrictive, but less restrictive than limits applied t o  
companies b&ntitils. If proces&g limits,a~e:;ipplied'to facilities, either as a'&&p oihdihduall< &?A 
participating cooperatives would not be able to'incre&! iheir shares of pr6cesskg of &b and grd&dfish 
species under thejurisdiitiori of theNPFMC. AFA fsicilities'would, howevei, be.able tb idcreasdheir .. kia& . 
processidg'Sh2fes of ipecies managed solely'by the Stde o f  Alaska; such as salmo$herring, and other 
shellfish. Additionally, limiting the proc&sing df 'AFA facilitiks would riot conitrain the ability of the o d e i s  
of the facilities to use AFA profits to increase their non-pollock processing shares at other facilities in which 

. , I .  I : , , / _  -. . , 
the AFA owners ky have an interest. , . , , ,. ..: ', 

~. , . . , . . 
b .  , .  . . . . .  ... 

I .  
< , . t . . 

~robes s in~  limits applied to AFA $om&nies rather-ththanlto @A facilities $1 be.kore effective in lhitin; the , . .  
ability of ownersof AFA facilities to &ease their shares of non+ollock pio{eising. :The effectivenesq.of 
procksing limits on AFA com&ies deiends largely on the abilityto'defink AFA Eoinpanies. p e  &al$iS/ 
defines AFA , &mpanies .. on a'conkptual- basis dat.combinei all of the processing facilities &t liavi. ioughly 
the same ownership stru~ture. Under 'this definition, non-AFA' facilities owned b$AFA coinpiiies:or by' 
subsidiaries of AFA cohpanies are &hided in the piocessing liits: Thus if an &A owner wishes to ihcrease. 
its shares of crabor groundfish other than BSAl pollock;'it'would have to'do so a s a  iiiin~rity'~artne'r. f i e  
processing limits would not place a constraint on AFA companies wishing to iiicreise'their processing sh&es 
of halibut or of species managed solely by the State of Alaska, such as salmon, herring, and other shellfish. 

Processing limits applied to AFA entities as defined by the 10% Ownership Rule would appear to be more 
effective than limits imposed on AFA companies. With the 10% Ownership Rule it will be much more difficult 
for AFA owners to use profits resulting from the AFA to invest in greater processing capacity If AFA owners 
wish to make new capital investments in non-pollock processing, they could make investments in salmon and 
herring fisheries or make investments at levels less than 10 percent of the capital value of the processors in 
which they are investing. In addition, because ofthe limits AFA processors would bring, existing owners may 
not welcome new investment associated with AFA profits. 

Imposing processing limits on AFA entities will have some unintended and perhaps draconian consequences. 
Processing limits imposed on AFA entities w 4 i  create significantly more paperwork for NMFS and the 
processing industry than the other options. This additional burden will be time-consuming and expensive, and 
may be viewed by many as a significant intrusion of government into private affairs of industry. Additionally, 
if limits are imposed on AFA entities, AFA owners will be prevented from investments in crab and groundfish 
processing capacity, and may choose instead to invest in additional processing capacity in species that are not 
limited, such as salmon, herring and halibut. Additional competition for the same processors that are calling 
for the limits could result. 

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 by using ownership interests of the Bristol Bay Economic Development 
corporation as an example. As was shown Figure 8.14 in Section 8.2.5, BBEDC has a 20 percent ownership 
interest in the Arctic Fjord, an AFA catcher processor. BBEDC also has a 50 percent interest in the Brisfol 
Leader, a factory longliner. Partners of Alaskan Leader Fisheries, which owns 2 other non-AFA processing 
facilities, own the remaining 50 percent of the Bristol Leader. Under the 10% Ownership Rule it is likely that 
the Bristol Leader and the two processing facilities owned by Alaskan Leader Fisheries would be included as 
part of an AFA entity and therefore be constrained by the processing limits. Furthermore, there do not appear 
to be any other linkages between the Arctic fiord and the Bristol Leader or Alaskan Leader Fisheries. 

. . . . " . I , . . :  . . '' < , ' ; 
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The lack of a direct connection between the majority owners of the Arctic Fjord and the managing partners of 
the Brislol Monarch and Alaskan Leader Fisheries makes it unlikely that the Bristol Leaderand Alaskan 
Leader Fisheries will realize higher processing shares of crab and groundfish the North Pacific as a result 
of the M A .  Therefore, it could be argued that the Bristol Leader atid Alaskan Leader Fisheries should not 
be included in the processing limits. On the other hand, it is certainly feasible that BBEDC could invest its 
pollock prof& into additional processing capacity of the Bristol Leadcr, into the other processing facilities 
owned by Alaskan Leader Fisheries, or into any other processing facility. These new investments could result 
in higher processing shares ofcrab Adgroundfish other than pollock forthe BristolMonarch, AlaskanLeader 
Fisheries, or other BBEDC interests. 

' Thus it appears that although &le the use of the 10% Ownership Rule in the application of processing limits 
will provide additional protection to processors that have no links or minor links to AFA owners, it may restrict 
and potentially harm other processors that are unlikely to actually benefit &om the AFA. In addition, limits 
on AFA entities could lead to increased investments in salmon and hening processing. Finally, the paperwork 
and enforcement if limits are applied to AFA entities will be more burdensome and expensive for both NMFS 
and the industry. Therefore, it is uncertain whether the additional protection gained by applying processing 
limits to AFA entities outweighs the negative impacts. 

Given the possibility of ambiguous results if processing limits are applied to AFA entities, the Council may 
wish instead to approve a less restrictive option in order to fulfill its mandate to protect processors not eligible 
to participate in the directed pollock fishery in the'BSA1, or examine other options for defining AFAentities. 

8.6.3 Alternative Interpretations of the 10% Ownership Rule 

..' This.subsection reexamines the literal interpretation of the 10% Omership Rule as used in the analysis of. 
~, 

processing limits and suggests,alternative ways in which the 10%.0wnership Rule could be applied if the 
" Council chooses. 

. . 

Although the 10% Ownership Rule was developed from language contained in the M A ,  the Council has 
determined that Congress has given it the authority to adapt thelanguage in the AFA to address its mandates. 
Therefore, the Council has the authority to interljret or adapt the 10% Ownership Rule as necessary to achieve 
the obJectives for which the processing limits were proposed. 

To date the 10% Ownership Rule has been interpreted in it shplest  and most literal form, which considers 
processors to be linked if there is at least a 10 percent ownership connectio~ regardless of how that connection 
is developed. Figure 8.19 illustrates the literal interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule. In the figure, Joe 
owns 50 percent of Processor A and 20 percent of Processor B, so Processor A and B are linked through Joe's 
20 percent ownership in Processor B. Similarly, Processor B and Processor C are linked through Hany, with 
his 80 percent interest in Processor B and 10 percent interest in Processor C. Because A is linked to B and B 
is linked to C, all three processors are defined as a single entity. 
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. - 

Figure 8.19'~iteral'Inieipretation'dfthe 10% Owriership Rule ' . ' . - '  . .~ . ,  . ' I  

- .  . 5 . '  .. . .  . -  , , . . , .? . < , . - % i i .  
,. " . . 

Another way t6 interpret the 10% O&nership Rule would,use amt i~ t i~ l ica t i~e  mmerisuie of owiership.' In this 
c%e the-shares'of the common owners are'multiplied together. Figure 8.20 shows how-the situation from 
Figi1re.8.19 would be in&rpreted under a multiplicative interpretation. Joe's ownership share'iri Processor A 
is multiplied by Joe's share in Processor B. If the result is greater than 10 percent, then the Processor A is 
linked to Processor B. This'interpretation measuris:the.@eicentab6 bf'AFA interest in &hatid p~oce&rs. 
In this case it can be said that Processor A has a 10 percent ownership interest in Processor B. The link 
between Processor B and Processor C, tias different 'impl~cations:' Even tl;ough Hiiiy oGni- 1'0 peicent'bf 
Processor C, the Processor B as a whole b;yns only 8 6ercent:of Processor C: In thiS iJiterpre&tioii of the 
10% Ownership Rule, Processor B is not linked to Processor C. An additional advantage of the mu1ti~1i6ativd 
interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule is that it provides ameans by which to measure linkages that involve 

, . ,  . . .  . partnerships or mori tha; onepet'son. , $  . " .  , ; I  . ' ,  : ' .  !A .. 

. . . . . . 
Companies  and'^ are a single entity- . .  . . ,,. ' . 

1 . I  : 
, . ,:.~he'multiplicative3ihk between B 'and C is less than 10 per'cent. 

,, 

. , 

.- ~ r .., 
' . .* . , . , .. 1 1 

.. 

. , . .  . . .  . ;, , . .. . . . .L 

-:Processor A 
. : .,: . . 

:AFA,'  

Owners: 

Joe 50% 

Bill 50% 

9. I , . ,  . , 

. . - .  

.. , - 

. 50d/,,. 
x 20% 
= 10% 

' ~ r o c e s s o r ' ~ ~  , 

' .  . I  

~ & i m ~ '  
- . .  . .  

Owners: 

Harry 80% 

Joe 20% 

Owners: 

John 90% 

Harry 10% 

, : 
8Q"h 

, 

, x ., l o % ' , "  . 
= 8% 

~ i o c e s s o i ~ ~ ~  . . 

N ~ ~ ~ ~ A :  : :  
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, ' .. . . 
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It is also possible to interpret the 10% Ownership Rule as implying that the direct M A  interest in a processor 
must exceed 10 percent in order for 2 processors to be considered linked. In other words, the link must involve ~. 

an owner of an AFA facility. Under this interpretation, Processors A and B would be linked either the literal 
interpretation or the multiplicative interpretation of the 10% Ownership Rule, but Processor C would not be 
linked to the entity because Processor C has no direct AFA ownership. 

Regardless of the interpretation of the 10% ownersdip Rule, there still may be unintended consequences of its 
application. Analyzing and documenting these impacts is not possible, however, an example of these impacts 
is provided. Assume that the relationship between Harry and Joe began in 1990 when Processor B was 
constructed, and that Joe and Bill purchased Processor A in 1995. After Joe became involved with Bill in 
Processor A, he relinquished all management of Processor B to Harry. If processing limits are applied using 
the 10% Ownership Rule, Processor B will be limited, even though Harry, the managing partner and majority 
owner, has no interactions with Joe, except when he signs the check to Joe for 20 percent of the annual profit. 

That is not to say that Processor B cannot benefit from AFA through Joe. If, for example, Joe invests some 
of his additional profits in Processor B to add a new crab line, then Processor B will be able to expand 
its percentage of crab processing as a result of Joe's participation in pollock cooperatives. However, absent 
any additional investment, any increases in processing shares that Processor B may be able to achieve cannot 
be directly linked to AFA. 

Based on the discussion in this section it may be possible to craft an alternative means to restrict processors 
associated with the AFA facilities from increasing their shares of crab and groundfish species'as a result of 
profits associated with AFA, without placing overly restrictive limits on processors that are only indirectly, 

: ., linked to the AFA. Although Chapter 8 does not specifically address any other definitions of the: 
10% Ownership Rule, there may be sufficient information inthe analysis ofthe organization of the processing 

..! industry in Section 8.2 to allow the Council to develop a preferred alternative based on one of these alternative. 
, interpretations. 

8.7 Overall Conclusions 

The AFA instructs the Council to examine alternatives that would protect processors that will not be able to 
participate in pollock cooperatives from adverse effects resulting from the AFA. This chapter has examined 
the concept of imposing limits on the amounts of crab and groundfish other than pollock that AFA processors 
can process, as a means of protecting non-AFA processors. 

Application of economic theory leads to the conclusion that pollock processors ma$ be able to generate higher- 
than-expected profits from pollock processing because of the AFA. AFA processors may choose to reinvest 
those higher than expected returns into the processing of other species if it appears that returns fiom additional 
investment in processing of crab, groundfish, and other species will provide better returns than investments 
outside of fish processing. Because many other opportunities for investment exist, the stock market, for 
example, it is not certain that pollock processors will invest additional amounts into the processing of crab and 
other groundfish. If the processors do choose to invest in additional processing capacity, then it is likely they 
will be able to increase their share of the processing of other species. 

. . 

It does not appear that any of the options that have been analyzed will fully address the concerns of the non- 
AFA processors without placing potentially harsh restrictions on processors that do not appear to be able to 
benefit direbly from the AFA, and without imposing burdensome papenvork and enforcement costs on NMFS 

January 2000 



and on the industry as a whole: This conciu~ion 'a~~l ies  whether the fir&si& &its  are overall limit$ &ct& 
, .. . . . . .  . .  . limits or individuil limits. ., , . , : . . , :c .  : '  : . . . . t ! 5 .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ' t  ' . . .  , . .  . . ~ .  < . . - .  - . . 
If the Cbuncil chooses to fiMl.its.mandate to p rokh  non-AFA proceisois b$ iiriPo&g ngpri5ceis'iig limi&&i 
crab and groundfish other than pollock, it appears that establishing I h t s  on hdividual AF;d;bmp&es &il 
provide a relatively high level of protection with relatively few negative impacts. 

' , ,  . ,. , .  :. . ,.. . . .  ., . . - t  . .' . ;,, '> ,  ' ; .+ 
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9.0 ALTERNATIVES FOR Ti-IE IMPLEMENTATION .AND MONITORING OF INSHORE 
COOPERATIVES 

under the &A, the managem& of inshore and offshore cooperitives would diEer significantly. The fishery 
cooperative formed by C P s  and associated catcher vessels operate und& a single offshore pollock TAC that 
may be apportioned among participants in the cooperative without intervention by NMFS. Under the M A ,  
any cooperative formed by listed motherships and associated catcher vessels could be formed and operate 
similarly. Because pollock TAC allocations remain at the sector level and are not sub-allocated to specific 
processors, management of the co-ops, need differ little from traditional open access management of the pollock 
fishery. 

However, k e m e n t  oSthe inshore co-ops authorized by the AFA pose a significantly more complex'task 
because, d i k e  the offshore and mothership sectors, inshore co-ops may form around each AFA-eligible 
shoreside processor for a possible total of eight individual inshore co-ops, each with their o w  allocation of 
pollock TAC. The allocation of pollock to each co-op would be dependent on the aggregate pollock catch 
history of the catcher vessels delivering to a shoreside processor under a fishery cooperative agreement. A 
general summary ofthe issues associated with the adequacy of catch history data, database development, vessel 
permitting, and scheduling considerations is provided below. 

9.1 Sources and Adequacy of I-hstoric Data on Groundfish and PSC Catch by Vessel 

ADF&G fish ticket data provide informatio~ by vessel and species, ofthe fish landed by. catcher vessels, ind 
are available in electronic form. These data can be considered more reliable for fish withcommercial value, 
and less reliable for species delivered but not purchased. They are not reliable for PSC catch or for groundfish :- 
discarded at sea. 

. , 

Groundfish catcher-vessel loabooks, required for all catcher vessels over 60 ft LOA, document skippers' 
reports of groundfish and PSCat-seadiscards. They do not document retained species weights. Catcher vessel 
logbook data are not in electronic form. Logbooks are archved with NMFS Enforcement. 

Processor Weeklv ~roduction Re~orts pro"ide no information on catcher vessel deliveries. They report 
aggregate landing amounts for a week. 

Observer data for observed catcher vessels, provide haul by haul weight estimates and species composition 
sampling for some hauls or see  and are available in electronic form. In some fisheries, where the observer has 
no oppo&.ty to sample on a haul by haul basis,-the species composition is determined for the delivery as a 
whole and pro-rated back out to the individual hauls. PSC m k e m e n t  has never been done at the level of 
individual catcher vessels - rather data &om CV observers are pooled and applied to groundfish catch by the 

. . 
shoreside sector as a whole. 

In summary, a complete, reliable souFe,of groundfish and PSC catch for catcher vessels suitable for 
determining quota allocatiok based on actual harvested amounts does not e.xist.,  as&^ goundfish allocations 
on landed catch would lead to the fish tickets as the most reliable source; at lead for commercially valuable 
species. PSC is problematic. Additional assumptions and analysis of existing observer data are likely needed 
to determine if using individual CV observer data would yield acceptable results. Accommodation for 30% 

' covered vessels would have to be made. For example, one option could be to prorate PSC history to catcher 
vessels based on the amount of groundfish landkd. 
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Inshorecoo~erative Database.Requifements'. . NMFSdbelieves &at at;erified database of 1995-97 catcher 
. .. 

vessel vollock landings must be develoved from ADF&G fish ticket data, similar to the~r&ess for determinine - - 
individual quota share for an 1FQ prog;am. Each catcher vessel would be assigned a or percentage 
qf the total 1995-97 inshore landings. This percentage would be'analogous to IFQ quota & r e  ind ~k.5 
would infomieach catcher vessel o h e r  of the official pollock quota shareattributed tSGacli MA-listed 
catcher "essel. The'co-op qliota share of each individual inshore catcher vessel couldbe listed i n  tach vessel's 
Alaskagroundfish fishery'permit. .An inshore co-op's annual pollock allocation Would be cal&lated is'ihe 
of each participatiigtatcher vessel's co-op pollock quota:share;m'ultiplied . . b$ the 'mua l :~ sho re  pollock 

, I,.. . allocAtion: ,. . .;. : '  ,,,. ... . . ' a,:.. . !':. I . . . ', , o  '3:' :,'. ' . 
. ' .  

Given the potential inaccuracies in the fish ticket data, and the allocative nature of the AFA inshore co-ops, 
NMFS further believes that vessel owners should be prohded the opportunity to apieal the inshore c'6Gp 
pollock "quotashare" attributed to their~vessel'ifthe vessel owner has informatidh to indicate the fish tikket' 
data upon which the vessels ciuota shore was derived is wrong or incomplete. Therefhe, a mecha?ism.for. 
administrating such appeals must be established. The AFA inshore co-op quota Share hppeals procesd c d l d  . . 
be similar or-identica1,to the existing IFQ appeals pro&ure set out at 50 CFR679.43 ''J:';.: ;'I 

'.,,L .I : 

. , ,, . , ' .  , , . .  , . . .  . .  . :., : .  .< : '  ' ' . . '  
The process for developing the database on which to derive.vessel-specific historic i i ~ ~ ~ o l l o c k  groundfish 
harvest for purposes of sideboard harvest limitations would be similar to that used to establish vessel-specific 
pollock quota share, although NOAA General Counsel has opinedthat the need to provideadappeals process' 
to address disputes about historical data on nonpollock groundfish landings is . not . as paramount given these .. . , . , data would be used to.establish harvest 1imitations;not allocatibns!~ A': . . . :. . , . . . ' ' , , . , , , . . . . .  C., , . . ' c.;,,; ' ' ' :. . , ' q - , c  . ~ ., . 9 , .  - . ... .. , .  . . 
The development.of prohibited Bpecies catch estimates for AFA~eligible'p'ollock catcher~vessels deliver& to.. 
inshore processors would be difficult without some widespread assumptions and extrapolations from lf i ted5 
observer data (see above discussion on adequacy of historical catch data). 

I . ~., . . . . ,  . . ,  , . ,  . . 
. , . . , , 0: * . .. .;.. . .. ,:: . 7 : ; , . , > . >  . . . . . ' . . ..,.... -. 

. .. . ?  , ~, 
9.2 . New Permitting Requirements . ' ::: : . . .: . .:,.! . , .), 7 ,,. ' -. -. c .  

- , ' : ,. .'.; -, >, c . 5. r i' .. , 8.; . " ,., , ,  .. . . .. . 

To implement the provisions of the AFA, NMFS will need to establish a series of new permit requirements. 
To fulfill the statutory requirements of the AFA,this action would establish new permit feciuir&e&s for AFA 
catcher/processors, AFA catcher vessels, AFA motherships, AFA inshore pi&es~ors, and AFA inshore 
cooperatives. Any vessel used to engage in directed fishing for a non-CDQ allocation of pollock in the BSAI, 
and any processor that receives pollock harvested in a.non:CDQ'diiected pollock fish2ryin.the BSAI would ' 
be required to.maintain a valid AFA permit onboard the vessel o;at the plant location at all times that no; 
CDQ pollock is;harvested or processed. These new AFA permits would not exemptla vekel oper&or,.vesjel 
owner, or pollock processor from any.other applicable'permit o i  licensing requirements required by Statedr 
Federa! regulations. However, vessels fishing for BSAI polldck.under the CDQ program a id  pidiessois ' .- 
processing pollock harvested under the CDQ program would not be required to have AFA permits. . 

Thebwner of a vessel or processor cduld apply for an AFA.permit at Bny time duridg the duration ofthe,AFA. . 
Once issued, AFA vesseland processor permits would bevalid for the'duration.of the A F A ; ~ ~  would expire" 
on December 3 1, 2004. AFA vessel andprocessor permits bu ld  not ti'e used onror transfeirea to an): vessel'- 
or processor that is not listed on the permit. However, AFA permits could be &ended to reflect any change" 
in the ownership of the_vessel or processor. ; hi cohtrast to vessel and $emits, AFA inshbrk 
cooperative permits would be valid only for the.fishing year for whichthey are issued;liutwould tie renewable :" 

; 5' ' t ,  ., , , .  . 7 ,.... : , '  on an annual basis. 



AFA uermit a~olications. NMFS will create application forms for all AFA permits that will beavailable upon 
request from the NMFS. Alaska Region, and also will be,available for downloading on the NMFS Alaska 
Region home page (ht$:l/w.fakr.noaa.gov). AFA vessel and processor permits would be issued to the 
current owner of a qualifylng vessel or processor if helsbe submits to the Regional Administrator a completed 
AFA perfnitapplication that is subsequently approved. NMFS also will establish ah appeals process under 
which applicants couldappeal the denial of an AFA permit or AFA per& endorsement. The appeals process 
for AFA penpits would be similar to the process currently in place for the individual fishing quota (IFQ) 
program and license limitation program (LLP) appeals. 

AFA catcherluroces~o~ permits. Under the AFA, the statutory list of qualified catcher/processors took effect 
on January 1, 1999 and NMFS has already issued AFA catcher/processor permits to the owners ofall qualified 
catcherlprocessors. Currently permitted AFA catcher/processors would likely be issued new AFA permitsthat 
would be valid for the duration of the &A. AFA catchedprocessor permits will be reissued automatically and 
the owners of AFA catcher/processors would not be required to re-submit AFA permit applications. Two 
categories of AFA catcher/processorpermits would be issued: Vessels listed by name in section 208(e)(l) 
through (20) of the AFA would be issued unrestricted AFA catcherlprocessor permits. Vessels qualifylng for 
AFA catcher/processor permits under section 208(e)(21) would be issued restricted AFA catcherlprocessor 
permits, and would be limited in the aggregate to not more than 0.5 percent of the catcherlpro&ssor sector 
TAC allocation. 

. , 

AFA catcher vessel aermits. Under the AFA, a catcher vessel would qualify to fish for BSAI pollock if it is 
listed by name in the AFA, or, if its history of particip.ation in the BSAI pollock fishery meets certain criteria 
set out in the AFA. AFA catcher vessel permits would be endorsed to authorize fishing for pollock for delivery, 
to AFA catcher/processof$, AFA inshore processors, or AFA motherships. An applicant for an AFA catcher 
vessel permit would be required to indicate the sector endorsement(s) that thevessel qualifies for. NMFS will 
establish an official AFA record that includes the relevant catch histories of all potentihly quallfytng vessels, 
and will verify all claims of endorsement qualification against the official AFA record. 

Members of industry have requested that a preliminay list of the AFA eligible catcher vessels be made 
available to the public. That list has been compiled and is included in Tables 9.1 to 9.4 below. Four separate 
groupings of catcher vessels are reported in this section. Those grouping correspond to the table structures in 
Chapter 7, where &.catcher vessels that are likely eligible to make deliveries inshore, to inshore and 
motherships, to motherships only, a i~d  to ~atcher/~rocessors are treated separately. 
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AMERICANEAGLE 

. . 
Table 9.1: Preliminary List of AFA Eligible Catcher Vesselj in tbeTnsbore Sictor .' .:. ;. ' , . -. * 

IADF&G Name . : ; . ' , c . .  . . IADF&G - Name . . 
, , ,, 

o i l 1 2  ' ARCTIC wwn , 
45978 ARCWRUS 
38547 . ARGOSY 
56153 .AURIGA 
56154 AURORA 
140638 BEIUNG ROSE . 

48173 .. OCEAN HOPE 3 ,  .' . . 
64667 OCEANSTORM . . . 

, . 
69765 ' ALASKA DA& . " 

62892 BLUE FOX' 
59779 CAITLINANN 
61432 CAPE W A N D A  

55153 ?ONA PAULITA . % .  , . 
14767 ELIZABETH F 

157634 CARAVELLE 
CHELSEA K , IE2 'COLLIER mas 

. . 32iff':*.,p&CE . . 

- I 51073"' ' OCEAN EN~TRPRIsE' 
54653 ."EXCALIBUR lI; . . . - - 50759' : PACIFIC ENTE'WRISE.,' 
33112 EXODUS- :. :. 54643 PACIFIC KNIGHT 'I. - ! . 
53247 .. FN WEST%'@ I ,  .-,> ,. 54645 PACIFIC MONARCH .:I;.. . 
55 1 I I FIERCE ALLEGIANCFLI, 61450 PACFIC~PWCE , . ! ? 

32473 FLYING CLOIX) ' 61792 PACIFIC P A d  

. . . . 
7022 1 ,'LISA MARIE ROYAL ATLANTIC . , 
41520 'LISA bELWDA 

* . 
. . 30332 LONESTAR. - ' ' 

- -  ~ 

40309 GOLD RIJSH 
35687 :GOLDEN DAWN . . ' 
32817 WLDENPISCES , . 
3,7660- . G ~ A T  PACIFIC 
4ls '12 CJl!N$4R . , . 
39230 HALF MOON BAY 
47795 HICKORY WIND. ' ": ' 
62922 ',LADY JOANNE. . ,. i :  

561 19 ,LESLIE LEE '. , . , 

- ~ . .  , -  

(60650 MAJESTY 159476 SEEKER .' :. . :-!I 

~~ - 

00047 PACIFIC VMING 
57149 ' PEGASUS 
09200 ' PEGGY 10.. ' I ? ,. 
12668 , PERSEVERANCE ,I 

37036 POSEQON : ,; :,, 
33744 ' PREDATOR . . 
00006 , PROGRESS : , '. 

56395 RAVEN" . . . -! 
40840 ? ROYAL AMERICAN , , .  

1496 17 MARATHON (000 12 STAR FISH I 
~. . . . 591ij.' MISsBekIE"' " . .:. 39860 ' STORM PEW' . . .  ,. 

3843 1. ' .MORNING STAR , ' ' ' 35527 ' 'SUNSET BAY ;'! ' . 

56164. MSAMY ., ' :: . I i 40250',? 'TOPAZ . : . . .  '.'" ... ;; . ., 
139056 . COLUMBIA z,.. 

53843 . C O ~ O D O R E  
56676 /DEFENDER., : , ' 

60655 : DESTINATION ,, 
0S668 I ~ O M ~ J A T O ~  ' 
55199 DONA LUIANA :, 
5 1672 DONA MARTITA'. ' 

. , ,. 

Table 9.2: ~relimi"ary List df AFA ~i igible  Catcher ~ e s s e i s  in boththe l&hore'and Mitheiship ~ k i t b r i *  
ADF&G Name . , hDF&G: Name 3 ' . . .. hDF&G Nime " , . . I  . 

' 00045 ALYESKA ,:.,il .A. .. 
00028 &ER DAWN 
24255 AMERICAN BEAUTY 
3 1672 MARGARET LYN 
121 10 MAR-GUN 

61372 FIERCE SEA 

0096A i; NORDIC STAR 1 -- 
36808 ~ W E ~ ~ P @ S E - ,  , . , -  

48171 ' OCEAN HOPE 1 " " ' 
, . ' :;.x. , , ' 

Table 9.3: Preliminary List of AFA Eligible Catcher Vessels in the Mothership Sector 
ADFCG Name IADF&G Name hDF&G Name 

Table 9.4: Preliminary List of AFA Eligible Catcher Vessels in the CatcherIProcessor Sector 
ADF&G Name IADFM Name IADF&G Name 
62 152 AMERICAN CHALLENGER 132858 NEAHKAHNIE 140969 SEA STORM 

06440,r..MARK'I ,:, .a, 
. . . ' , '  

00200. NORDIC FURY . . . 

- 
00032 OCEAN LEADER 
03404 OCEANIC 
0693 1 PACIFIC CHALLENGER 

50570 ALEUTIAN CHALLENGER 
33697 CALF HORIZON 

00008 , VnUNG. , ,  r , . . l l  c ,  

36045 e . .  VMING,~[PL;ORER . ,~ t .  .... . , 
34919-,, ' WALTERN , ., ., , , . ' . _ .  . .  , .. , L 

00033- PACIFIC FURY . 
5882 1.. TRAVELER - . , 

39946 ' VAN~UARD 
22294 WESTERN DAWN 

I -  . , H \S 122 liDOC\SecRevew\afaeaI wpd 242 - ,. lanu& 2060 

, 

68858 MISTY DAWN 
38294 PACIFIC ALLIANCE 

59687 FORUM STAR 
41021 MUIRMJL4CH 

55512 PoP.4non 
38342 VESTERAALEN 

00101 OCEAN FLARVESTER 54654 TRACY ANNE 



AFA catcher vessel sideboard endorsements. The catcher vessel sideboard endorsements identified under the 
Council's preferred alternative in Chapter 7.0 would be implemented throughendorsements on the catcher 
vessel's AFA permit. An AFA catchervessel wo'uld be prohibited from retainingany BSAI crab species unless 
the catcher vessel's AFA permitcontains an endorsement for that crab species. AFA catclier vessel permits 
could be endorsed for the Bristol Bay Red King Crab, St. Mathews Island blue king crab, Pribilof Island king 
crab, Aleutian Islands brown king crab, Aleutian Islands red king crab, Opilio Tanner crab, and Bairdi Tanner 
crab fisheries based on a vessel's history of participation in each of those fisheries and according to the criteria 
sei out in the preferred alternative in Chapter 11.0. Applicants for AFA catcher vessel permits would be 
required to indicate on the permit appli&tion which AFA crab sideboard endorsements the vessel qualifies for 
based on the quabfjing criteria set out in regulation. All claims of qualification will be verified by NMFS. 
To participate in a BSAIcrab fishery, the operator of an AFA catcher vessel wouldhave to have a valid LLP 

.' license for that crab fishery as well as an AFA catcher vessel permit containingan endorsement'for that crab 
fishery. 

AFA Mothenhip ~ermits.  Under the AFA, three motherships are authorized by name to process pollock 
harvested in the BSAI directed pollock fishery for delivery to motherships. The owner of a mothership would 
be issued an AFA mothership permit if the mothership is listed by name in section 208(d) of the AFA. 
However, the owner of a mothership wishing to process pollock harvested by a fishery cooperative also would 
be required to apply for and receive a cooperative processing endorsement on its AFA mothership permit. 

Section 21 l(c)(2)(A) of the AFA, imposes crab processing restrictions on the o y e r s  of AFA mothership and 
AFA inshore that receive pollock from a fishery cooperative. These processing limits extend not just to the 
@A processing facility itself, but to any other crab processing facility which shares a 10 percent or more . -. 
common ownership with the AFA mothership or AFA inshore processor. To implement the crab processing 
restrictions contained in section 21 1(c)2)(A) of the  AFA, NMFS would' require that applicants for AFA 
$othership and AFA inshore processor permits disclose on their permif application the names of any crab 
processors in which.the owners of the AFA mothership or AFA inshore processor share a 10 percent or greater z- 

&ership interest, collectively. An applicant for an AFA mothership or AFA inshoreprocessor permit who, 
does not disclose this crab processor ownership information would receive an AFA mothership permit or AFA 
inshore processor permit but would be denied an endorsement authorhing the processor to receive and process 
pollock harvested by a fishery cooperative. 

AFA inshore processor vermits. Under the AFA, inshore processors are authorized to receive and process 
BSAI pollock based on the processing history of the facility in 1996 and 1997. An applicant would receive 
an unrestricted AFA inshore processor permit if the Regional ~dministrator determines that the inshore 
processing facility processed more than 2,000 metric tons round-weight of pollock harvested in the inshore 
directed pollock fishery during both 1996 and 1997. 'An applicant wouldreceive'a iestricted AFA inshore 
processor permit if the Regional Administrator detemines that the inshore process~g facility processed pollock 
harvested in the inshore directed pollock fishery during 1996 or 1997, but did not process more than 2,000 
metric tons round-weight of pollock during both 1996 and 1997. A restricted AFA inshore processor permit 
would prohibit the inshore processing facility from processing more than 2,000 metric tons round-weight of 
BSAl pollock in any one year.' 

The owner of an AFA inshore processor wishing to process pollock harvested by a fishery cooperative also 
would be required tohave a cooperative processing endorsement on k e  AFA inshore processinp permit. The 
requirements for a AFA inshore processor cooperative processing endorsement would be the same as those 
listed for AFA motherships above. 
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:The .Cpuncil ,also recommended.that each AFA inshore processor be restricted to'operating ih the sibgle 
geogkPhic location inwhich it operated in 1996 or 1997 when processing pollock haivested'in h e  BSAI 

,directed dollock fishery as.setout in the options for single geographic location requirementsin Chapter 4.0.. 
.To implement tws restriction, land-based shoreside processors .would be restricted td operatkg in the last 
physicall&ation in which the facility.processedBSAl pollock during 1996-1997qualifylngperiod. Stationary 
floatipg processors wouldbe restricted to operating in a location within Alaska-state waters that is within 5 
nautical miles of&e last position in which the floating inshore processor processed BSAI pollock during the 

. , . . . . 1996-1997 q&ifjing period. . .. - - . . .  I ... . 1 . ,. 
,.. . . . .  - .  

' , - I .; ) .  , . . . .. . . 
Inshore coovkrative fishing permi&: TO implement the statutory requirements of the,AFA to grant'illodatiotions 
of pollo'ck. to inshore cooperatives, an inshore' catcher ..vessel cboperatibe fonied'for the purpose of 
cooperatiyely w a g i n g  directed fishing for pollock would be issued an AFA inshore &operative fishi&jpeht 
afier submission of a completed application for an inshore cooperative fishing permit. To implement this 
provision of the law, an application deadline of December I is necessary so that NMFS and the Council can 
review cooperative agreements and make interim allocations of pollock TAC to cooperitives on an--ual basis 

. . , , , . .  i . .  at the December Coupcilmeeting. . , . . . 
,I 

. . . . , .. ", . . . . I ' .  . 
As part of the.abplication for an inshore cooperative fishing permit, an inshore cooperative would be required 
to certify that; (1) The'goperative contract.was signed by the owners of at least 80 percent of.the qualified 
catcher vessels that delivered pollock to the cooperative's designated AFA inshore processor, (2) each catcher 
vessel in the cooperative delivered more BSAI pollock to the designated - M A  inshore piocessor.than to iny 
other A$A inshore processor during t h ~  yearprior.to the y e g  in which the cooperative fishing jpermit will be 
in effect, agd (3),each member vessel is a qualified AFA catcher vessel, is otherwise.etigible.to figh'fbr 
gfoundfish k . the~s.41,  and has no permit sanctions or other type:of sanctions against it that would prevent- 
it from fishing for groundfish & the-BSAI:  catcher vessel that is'ineligible to harvest BSAI pollockduring 
the year , . in. which the. cooperative fishing permit .will be in effect due:to permit sanctioiis, lack of an  AFA 
p,emjt, lack,of LLP permit, or- lack of other required permit; could not.bec0me.a rnembei.of an-inshore 
cooperative that receives,aninshore cooperative fishing permit. A cooperative fishing couldbeaniended 
to addor subtract a qualified catcher vessel upon submission of a revised application that is'received.by the 
~ ~ ~ ~ k l a s k a  Region p i o j  to the December 1 deadline and that is subsequently approved by the Regional. 

. ... ~dm;;li&ator. .. . .. . 

Inshore cooperatjve fishing permits would be valid for otie calendar year only, but could be renewed on an 
annual b&is after . submi&ion . of a new application that is received.by'NMFS prior to.the application . . deadline : 
and that i s  subsequently approved by the ~ e ~ i o n a l  Administrator. - . , . . . . , * .  , ? ~. . . ' .  . 

' ;: , . .  . . .  . , . /  . : .  , , * . . . . 
Reblacement vessels and &&esiors. In the event of the gctual total.'lbss or cdnstructive total loss of ii~? AFA' 
catcher vessel, AFA moth-ership, or AFA catcher/processor, the owner of such vessel \I;ould be able to replice 7 

the vessel with a replacement,vessel that would be eligible in the same W e r  as the original vessel after 
submission bf'? application for an AFA replacement vessel thatis subsequedtly approved by NMFS. The': 
AFA .,. contains detailed , , restrictions.on .. . replacement vessels and processors that are set out in Appendix 1:': 

. . . . . . ,  . .' .. ,,. 
9.3 Options for the allocation of pollock TAC to inshore cooperatives 

, .  , 1 . . 
, . , . I .  . 

, .  . . . , -- , , , , . . 
, .  . m. . . , . 9.3.1 Compensation . . for offshore catch history I . , . ' . . .. . . - , . . ,  

. . , . ' ,. ~. , . . .. . a  - . .  2 '  1 ..,I . , . .  I ' 

Under the AFA, eligible inshore catcher vessels will be allowed to form cooperatives in 2000. The allocation. 
of pollock to each cooperative d l  be based on the individual catch histories of each member vessel. The 
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Council is considering three- options for calculating catchhistory, 1995-97,1992-97, or the best two years from 
the two previous options. Section 210(b)(4) of the AFA specifically lists the years 1995, 1996 and 1997 as 
the years to be considered, but Section 213 of the AFA provides the Council with the authority to choose 
another method for allocating pollock to inshore cooperatives. 

Some inshore pollock catcher vessels have made deliveries to both the inshore and offshore sectors during the 
qualifying years. Catcher vessels wi* histories split between the mothership sector and the inshore sector are 
able to fish both histories pursuant to the M A .  However, catcher vessels which made deliveries to both the 
inshore sector and the catcher vessel to catcherlprocessor sector lose the catch history that was delivered to the 
catcherlprocessor sector. This occurs because the AFA does not specifically create a mechanism for these 
catcher vessels to obtain credit for that catch history. The AFA states in section 2IO(b)(4) that "any contract 
implementing a fishery cooperative under paragraph ( I )  which has been entered into by the owner of a 
qualified catcher vessel eligible under section 208(a) that harvested for processing by 
catcher/processors or motherships in the directedpollockfishery during 1995, 1996, and 1997 shall, to the 
extent practicable, provide fair andequitabk terms and conditionsfor the owners of such qualified catcher 
vessel." This language seems to place the burden of compensating members of a cooperative on the 
cooperative itself. However if each inshore processor foi-ms a separate cooperative, the burden of 
compensating members may be more onerous on some cooperatives than others. For example, a cooperative 
that did not have any members with offshore catch history would not need to "pay"any compensation, but a 
cooperative that had several members with offshore catch history could require substantial compensation 
"payments" by its members. 

While the AFA states ihat both the catch delivered to catcherlprocessors and motherships would be eligible for 
compensation, the AFA allows catcher vessels to operate in both the inshore and mothership sectors, if the); 
qualify for both. Therefore, several members of industry have indicated thatthe focusshould only be on the 
lost catch in the catcherlprocessor sector. Vessels in the inshore sector that had deliveries to motherships 
during the quallfylng years would simply lose that catch history ifthey did not meet the minim& requirementi: 
to be part of the mothership sector. 

Section 2 1 O(b)(l) states that only catch delivered to the inshore sector will be considered by the Secretary when 
determining the amount of quota to be allocated to the inshore cooperative(s). Vessels will be disadvantaged 
in joining a cooperative i fa  substantial portion oftheir history was delivered tdcatcher/processors in the years 
used to determine catch history. As an example, a catcher vessel fishes for a catcher/processor in 1995 and 
1996 and then fishes for a shore plant in 1997. That catcher vessel is not eligible under the AFA for the future 
to deliveries to ~atcher/~ro&ssors. The vessel is eligible to fish for the inshore sector, but when cooperatives 
are formed will only receive credit for the fish delivered in 1997, while most of the other members will receive 
credit for 1995, 1996 and 1997. As a result, the catcher vessel in this example will be disadvantaged. 

The Council authorized that a discussion paper be developed to outline "options for compensation to inshore 
carcher vessels with catch history delivering to catcher/processors that is no longer available ro them under 
AFA". The problem faced by these vessels could be addressed by a modification to the criteria by which the 
Secretary determines how much quota is allocated to each cooperative. Section 213(c)(3) of AFA provides 
that the Council may modify "the criteria required in paragraph (I) of Section 210(b) to be used by the 
Secretary to set the percenrage allowed to be harvested by such catcher vessels. " 

The following change to Section 2 iO(b)(l)(B) was recommended by Midwater Trawlers Cooperative (MTC) 
and would appear to remedy this problem: 

January 2000 



". . : the Secretaiy shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily 
participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregatepercentage of the directedjshinga~owa& 
under Section 206(b)(l) in the year in which thejshety 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 directedpollockjshery for processing by 
the inshore component,' topether. with the amount harvested,'bv such vessels for orocessina bv 
cafcher/orocessors infhe offshore comoonent during 1995; I996 and 1997, relative lo the aggregate total 
amount ofpollockharvestedin the directedpollockjsheryforprocessingby the inshore component toaether 
with the armrepate total amount harvested bv all catcher vessels /excludinp those elieible under 208(b)l for 
processine by calcher/~rocessors in the offshore component duringsuchyearsandshallpreventsuch catcher 
vessels (and catcher vesscls whose owners :volu'niarily participate'pursubnt to paragraph (2)) from 
harvesting in the aggregate in excess of such percentage of such direcfedfishing allowance. " 

. I  
.. . 

This modification would allow a catcher vessel' with catch history based on deliveriwto catcher/processors, 
that is otherwise lost under the AFA, to bring that catch history into a cooperative while sharing the burden 
among all members of the inshore cooperative/woperatives. In addition, the modification does not change the 
AFA sector allocations. 

... . . . , .  
preliminary data indicates that 66,764 mt of pollock were delivered to catcherlprocessors by 42 different AFA 
catcher vessels from the inshore sector. The four vessels making the most deliveries acwunted for 35,783 mt 
of the cakh, or about 53 percent of the total. 

A total of 1,126,275 mt of pollock was delivered by the AFA inshore catcher vessels to inshore processors 
between 1995-97. Adding the catch delivered inshore to the catch delivered to catcher processors will result 
in the total amount of pollock catch in the inshore quota pool, if vessels'are compensated.for their deliveries 
to ~catcherlprocessors. Dividing the deliveries to .catcher/prdcessors by the total quota pool yields the 
compensation, or "adjustment", payment that catcher vessels would be required to make. . ' . . 

, '  0 

Sixsub-options setting minimum pollock delivery levels, below which a vessel would be ineligible for 
compensation, were included. The levels selected are 250 mt, 500 mt, 1,000 mt, 2,000 mt, 3,000 mt: and 5,000 
mt. Table 10.5 reports the total amount of catch eligible for compensation at each of these thresholds in the 
cumulative total column. The ':Inshore Adjustment" column reports the percentage of each vessels history that 
they would have to pay to compensate catcher vessels for their deliveries to catcher/processors. Note that the 
adjustment is based on the cumulative total colwnn added to the inshore deliveries to e s t h t e  ihe total inshore 
catch pool. The bottom row of the table, titled <250 mt, shows the compehsation required ifno minimum catch 
histories, were imposed. . , . ,. ' ? .  . . . , . . , .  ~ 
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Table 9.5: Comoensation for inshore catcher vessels that had ~ol lock deliveries to catcher/~rocessors 
from 1995-97, break points are based on total catch. 
I I I I I I 

I I Of 1 Pollock Catch ( Avg Nessel I Cum. Total I Inshore 
Pollock to C/Ps Vessels Adjustment 

3,000 - 4,999 mt 

2.000.- 2.999 mt 

The next two tables impose inshore catch history ceilingi of 2,000 mt and 3,000 mt on the compensation 
calculation. The Council could also choose a ceiling of 5,000 mt, but the results are no different than the 
3,000 mt ceiling. Vessels that landed an amount of pollock greater than the ceqing would not be compensated 
for their deliveries to catcher/processors. Including these options gives the Council the flexibility to 

. . compensate only the catcher vessels they feel have small amounts of inshore deliveries. 
, . 

1,000 - 1,999 mt 

5 

2 

1 1.000 to 1,999 mt 1 1 I Cod. I Cod.  1 

3 

.>. ,, - 
Table 9.6: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollock deliveries to catcherlprocessors . 

'6 

, and landed less than 2,000 mt to the inshore sector from 1995-97, based on total catch. ... .., 

Conf. 

18,279 

Cod.  

January 2000 

Cod.  - 
500- 999 mt . 1 3 

Inshore Adjustment 

Cod.  

3,656 

Cod.  

60.835 2.109 1 703 

Cum. Total 

Cod. 

Pollock to C P s  

>5,000 mt 

Cod. 

-5.12% 

Number of Vessels 

1 

50,024 

Cod.  

-4.25% 

Cod. 

58,727 -4.96% 



Table 9.7: Compensation for inshore catcher vessels that had pollock deliveries.to cattherlprocessdis~ . . 
. . .  . . 

and landed less than 3,000 mt to the inshore sector from 1995-97, based'on totalcatch.., ' ,' ' . , 

I 

I 
Note: Information in this ,table does not change ifthe inshore delivery ceiling is changed from 3,000 mt to 5,000 ! 

. .  . - . * - - -  ~ . . .  . .  ~ . .  - . . 
mt; .-. -- - ~ 

.- 

Table 9.8 provides information on the compensation of  ptcher,vessels if the break p o i n t s a ~  based qn a v e q e  
annual pollock catch frdin 1995-97, ipsteadoftotk harvests during that timepe"od. This rnethodbf describing . ,  , .. 
catch h&o& assign; the +jority (2'8) o f  the vessels to the < 250'mt.category. ~ o n e . o f  the vessels ayeraged 
5,000 mt'of po120ck or more during the' three years, w&ch may be due t i the  limited amount .. ,. of Gtch deliver4 
by the'tlhe "essels fo.ca~cherlp~ocessois in 1997. ..Recall . ( .  thit.1997 .. . was the sole qualifying for catcher, 
vessels in the catcherlproces~or sect&. 

' 

' .  % ,  . .. . . - . .. . , . .. . 
Table 9.8: compensation for inshore catcher vessels that hadppllock deliveries to ~ a t ~ h e r l p r o ~ e s s o ~ s  

. . -  . . .  ~ . from 1995-97, bieak points i r e  based'on averagecatch. . -- ' 

9.4 Determine Inshore and Mothership Pollock Catch History Based on Best 2 of 3 Years 

... / .  . I I . ,  .. . .  . I '~ollock to ClPs . ' I Number of Vessels I - AVP Nessel . I Inshore Adiustment - . 
-- ~ ~ ~~ 

1 e5,OOO -mt . 

3,000 - 4,999 mt . 

2,000 : 2,999 mt . . 

1,000 -.l,999mt 

500- 999.mt - 
250 - 499 mt . 

I 

<250 mt- - .- 

The AFA prescribes the criteria for determining which catcher vessels are eligible to participate in the inshore 
and mothership cooperatives in Section 208 (a) and Section 208 (c) of the Act, respectively. Those sections 
of the AFA do not require that all three years of catch history be used to determine the amount of pollock 
catcher vessels would be allowed to take with them into a cooperative. 

, 

-- 

- -  . ' O  : 

. . i 2 
, 

-- - -  1 . . . . - 

+.. .. . 5 . . . 

. .  3 .  . 

- ' 3  . . ~  

. 2 8 - ~  

0 

Cod.  . --  
c&. . .. 

. . -1,219 . 

. - .  - 6 5 3  . -  

. . 404- . 
I 

. . - 8 6  ~. 

. . ,, 

-0.00%-- -. . -  

. , ' , . . 
. - C o d .  . .  .- - - 

, - , . , .  . ,  . ' .  . 
. ~ -2.74% .- - - .' 

. .  . , 

-4.25% - -. 
., . . 

~ . .  . - .  -4:730/~. -. . . . 
, .  . 

, -. -5.02%. - . -~ - .  

- . ---5.60% 

. 

.. 



An alternative has been added that would allow catcher vessels in the inshore s&or to use their best two years 
of pollock catch history during the three year qualification window. The impacts of tbat option are depicted 
in the chart below. It will make about half of the vessels better off and the other half of the inshore fleet will 
be worse off as a result of using 2 of 3 years catch history. In terms of who wins and loses, the winners are 
those vessels 'with inconsistent catch histories, and the loser3 are the vessels that made approximately equal 
amounts of landings each year. The tails of the graph represent the vessels ivith the largeti catch histories. 
In terns of tons and percent of TAC, they are the biggest winners and losers. .Vessels with smaller catch 
levels, whether they had consistent or inconsistent catch histories, and vessels with Somewhat varied catch. 
histories are depicted in the middle portion of thechart. 

Impacts of Using Best 2 of 3 Years of Pollock Catch History 
on Individual Inshore Catcher Vessels 

04000% 

9 5 Schedule for Annual Specification of Pollock Co-op Allocat~ons 

Based on AFA references to annual cooperative arrangements, NMFS assumes that the duration of a fishery 
cooperative would be for a one-year period. Ideally, fishery cooperative agreements should be completed by 
late September of each year to allow NMFS sufficient time to calculate pollock allocations based on 
participating catcher vessel inshore pollock "quota shares,' provide the Council opportunity to review and 
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assess inshore pollock cooperative arrangements, and to annually specify separate inshore cooperative pollock 
allocations in the interim specifications. The interim specifications also would iiclude any non-pollock harvest 
specifications that would be applied at either.the inshore sector or cooperative level: The inkrim specification3 
would be superseded by the,final~specifi+tions for fishing activity after the pollock roe season. The AFA 
provides for vesselently into a cooperative after a cooperative has bebfomed and before the.calendar year 
in which fishing underthe co-op would occur (section 21 0(b)(2)). This activity would~essentially'change the 
cooperative's all&ation of pollock and harvest sideboard.limitations. Administrative processes should be 
developed-to avoid having to republish.inshore allocations of pollock G o n g  differentcooperatives pendin; 
such changes to co-op,specific participants.. -. .-. : . -. 1 .  . . . ,. .. , . , '. . :.. . 

L . .  ! .  , . , , . ,  
: .. ,.' . . , . . 1: :. 

9.6 Management of Inshore Catcher Vessel Co-ops 
. . . . ' :I 1 

The AFA authorizes the formation of pdllock co-opsqwithin each of the three pollock industry sectors 
established by the AFA. Howevey,..a fundamental difference exists between the current offshoreco-ops and 
possible future inshore-sectorco-ops. The catcherlprocessor, offshore catcher vessel, and potential mothership 
co-ops require no separate action or implementatio~i by NMFS. NMFS will monitor and enforce sectoral 
pollock TAC allocations-in the same manner regardlessof the presence or absence of the co-op because the 
formation of a co-op does not require NMFS tosub-allocate amounts of pollock TAC. The individual catch 
shares harvested by different catcher/processors, offsh&e catcher vessels, . and . the mothership fleet are of no 

,. y n s e q ~ e d ~ i  , . to,NMFS Gcipi  is they Loitribute to &ch sector's catch in the aggri&te. 

The inshore catcher vessel co-operatives contemplated by the AFA pose an entirely different management 
+sue. Section 2 1 ~ ' ( b )  ofthe AFA specifies that NMFS set-aside separate TAC allocations to each co-op upon 
formation of the co-op a id  manage each co-op's TAC allocation separately: . ., 

. . 
T C H ~ R  VESSELS ONSHORE- . . 

(1) CATCHER VESSEL C0OPERATmS.-Effectiye January 1, 2000; upon the filiniof 
. , 

a contract hplemet%g a frshiry cooperahve under subsection (a) which- .! 

(A) is slgned by the owners of 80 percent or more of the qualified catch& vessels that 
delivercdpollockfor processing by a shoreside processor in the directedpollock f i s h  in [lie year 
prior to the year in which the fishery cooperative will be in effect; and 
. . (B) specifies, except as provided in paragraph (6), that such catcher .-. vessel's . . will deliver 
pollock in the directedpollockfishe only to such shor&deproces'sbr during the year in w h h  the 
fishery cooperative will be in effect and that such shoreside processor has agreed to process such 
pollock, the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher-vessels whose:owners 
voluntarily participate pursuant to  paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of the 
directedfishing allowance under section 206@)(I) in theyear in which theflhery cooperative will 
be in e f f e  that is equivalent to the aggregate total amount ofpollock harvested by such catcher 
vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose owners volunlarily participatepursuant to paragraph 
(2)) in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component during 1995, 1996, 
and 1997relative to the aggregate total amount ofpollock harvested in the directedpollockfishery 
for processing by the inshore component during such years andshallprevent such catcher vessels 
(and catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph. (2)) from " 
harvesting in aggregate in excess of such percentage of such directedfishing allowance [emphasis 
added1 . , ,,.. , r ,  . . . . - .  , . .  . .  . . . .  . $ .  

, . ,..* . ! ' ' . ' .  I 

(2) VOLIJA?ARY P A R T I C I ~ ' A T ~ O ~ - A ~ ~  contract implementing a fishery. cooperative . r 
~ n d e r , ~ a r a ~ r a ~ h  (I) must $low the owners of;o[hei: qualrfied catcher.vessels.to!enter. lnro such' ! 
contract afler it isfiled and before !he calender year in which fishing will beginunder the same. ! 

. . .A < 



termsand cokditions as the owners of the qualified catcher vessels who entered info such contract 
upon3ling. 

(3) QUALIFIED CATCHER VESSEL-For thepurposes ofthissubsection, acatchervessel 
shall be considered a "qualified catcher vessel" if; during the year prior to the year in which the 
fishery cooperative will be in effect, it delivered more pollock to the shoreside processor to which 
it will deliver pollock under the fishery cooperative in paragraph (I) than to any other shoreside 
processor. 

(4) CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN VESSELS-Any contract implementing a fishery 
cooperative under paragraph (I) which has been entered into by the owner of a qualified catcher 
vessel eligible under section 208(a) that harvestedpollock for processing by catcher/processors or 
motherships in the directed pollock fishety during 1995, 1996, and 1997 shall, to the extent 
practicable, provide fair and equitable terms and conditions for the owner ofsuch qualified catcher 
vessel. 

(S) OPEN ACCE5S.-A catcher vessel eligible under section 208(a) the catch history of 
which has not been attributed to a fishety cooperative underparagraph (I) may be used to deliver 
pollock harvested by such vessel from the directedfishing allowance under section 206(3)(1) (other 
than pollock reserved under paragraph (1) for a fishery cooperative) to any of the shoreside 
processors eligible under section 208fl. A catcher vessel eligible under section 208(a) the catch 
history of which has been attributed to a fishety cooperative under paragraph (I) during any 
calendar year may not harvest any pollock apportioned under section 206(b)(l) in such calendar 
year other than the pollock reserved under paragraph (I) for such3shery cooperative: 

(6) TRANSFER OF COOPERATIVE HARVES-A contract implementing a fishery 
cooperative under paragraph (I) may, notwithstanding the other provisions of this subsection, 
provide for up to 10percent of the pollock harvested under such cooperative to be processed by a 
shoreside processor eligible under section 208a olher than the shoreside processor to which 
pollock will be delivered under paragraph (I). 

Although the term "co-op" is used in the AFA, such a system is really closer to a voluntary IFQ system at the 
processor level. Implementation of such a program raises an entire suite of management issues associated with 
individual quota monitoring, such as those faced by the CDQ program and halibut/sablefish IFQ program. 
Consequently, a new regulatory and management infrastructure must be developed before NMFS can issue 
TAC allocations to individual inshore co-ops. The purpose of this section is to identify issues related to the 
management of  inshore pollock co-ops. 

9.6.1 Database Development and Determination of Co-op Shares 

Section 2 I I (b) ofthe AFA specifies in statute a formula for determining the share of the BSAI inshore pollock 
TAC allocation that each co-op would receive. Specifically, each co-op would receive a TAC allocation 
"equivalent to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested by such catcher vessels ... in the directed pollock 
fishery for processing by the inshore component during 1995, 1996, and 1997 relative to the aggregate total 
amount of pollock harvested in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component during 
such years." 

To support the calculation of co-op pollock allocations, NMFS intends to establish a database known as the 
"Official NMFS AFA Record" (Official~ecord). This Official Record will enable NMFS to: 

(a) establish harvest histories and vessel ownership for each catcher vessel which qualifies for the 
inshore directed fishing allowance in Section 206(b)(l); 
(b) establish processing histones for shoreside processors eligible under 208(f)(l); 
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.' , ' I \  ,. , (c) detenhine appropriate co-op memberskp for 20002 ' '-' ' , .  . 
(d) comply with Section 210 which requires that the North Pacific ~ishery Management Council 

, . , ',. . 
(Council) and Secretary of Commerce (Secretary).'make available to the public"~...the amount of . . 
pollock and other fish to be harvested to &ch party to sljch contract.. .;'; and 
(e)  maintain confidentiality of harvest records by distinguishing be&een the "owners" of confidential 

'* : . data: and those who'seek privilegesbaied on those'data. : 
. 

Official Record. The process of building thk 0fficid Rek0rd.i~ knticipatedto' be similiii; that used for the 
Individual Fishing Quota and License ~ imi ta t ion~ro~rams . '  For eachirishore Gtcher "&el, the Official 
Record will be used to establish the 1995,1996,1997 and 1999."fishing history". This will be compiled from 
Federal and State dati and will contain harlest, permit, vessel, and demographic' idfo6ation about permit 
holders (including ':skippers") andvesselbvhers. The official Record will be presumed to be accurate but 
could be successfully challenged with appropriate and sufficient evidence that the Official Record is incomplete 
or incorrect. NMFS iyb;uld notify constituents of thk summarized contents of the official ~ e c o r d  (e.g:, vessel 
characieristics and total pounds landed (by year and species) &d afford them a finite opportunity to challenge 
NMFS"data.:Claims that rebut the Oficial ~ e c o r d b u t  which are not accepted by NMFSWOUI~ be denied in 
an Irutial Administrative Determination, and the constituent would be affordedthe opportunity to appeal. 
Because the.entire inshore directed fishing allowance of pollock for a year will be parsed b&ed on thk Official 
Record as it exists just prior to a fishing season, resolution of appeals in favor of appellants' after that date 
would likely not affect established allocations and guidehe harvest levels for that fishing year. NMFS will 
need to maintain records to dociunent the data gathering/verifi~atibn/dehlvappeal process for each inshore 
delivering vessel and shoreside processor. Vessel harvest histories would be established once, and would result 
in calculation of the fractional share of the inshoreallocation'accrued to eacti catcher vessel. 

, ' . .  , , , .'. c ,  

Remaining time in 1999 is insufficient for NMFS to establish the regulatory 'framework including PRA 
requirements; to provide summaries; and for constituents to challenge the ~fficiaikecord brior to the start of 
fisheries in January 2000. In that case, NMFS might have to rely on the compiled Official Record without 
challenge for 2000 and defer that opportunity until the year 2000 for 2001 and future fisheries. . , . ,  

. . 
, t.:';.,; ,. , . . 

The NMFS Record will consist of (I)  harvest,data; (2) processing data; (3) permits data; (4) LLP eligibilities;, 
(5) vessel characteristics, including LOA andownership; and (6)  demographic data about permit holders and 
vesselowners. Dati would.be derived from: (1) State of Alaska Fish ~ickets; '  (2) NMFS Weekly Product 
Reports andlor State of Alaska Commercial Operators Annual Repoits; (3) NMFS Licdrise Limitation 
eligibility data, (4) State of Alaska pennit files; (5) NMFS and State of Alaska vessel permit and registration 
files; and (6)  NMFS and State of Alaska demographic files.--NMFS must protect confidentiality of harvest' 
information and safeguard against inappropriate disclosure during eligibility testing and allocation~guideline 
harvest assignments. Therefore, in building this Official Record, NMFS must be able to unequivocally identify 
participating people, processdrs, and vessels;and must maintain Confidentiality ofcertain data. Stat'e o f ~ l a s k a  
data iYill have to be provided by the Comrriercial Fisheries ~ k r y  ~6mmission; which can provide links among' 
State harvest, permit, vessel, and person data without disclosure of Social Security numbers which are . . confidentialuqder the Privacy Act. .' - ! . 7' , - . . , .  

Data Issues. Major data concerns include: (I)  data accuracy and availability; (2) estimating dmards and PSC; 
(3) basis for determining vessel pollock "quota shares;'! (4)'resolution of discrepancies between ~ i s h  Ticket 
and WPR harvest data sources; (5) time and sraffresources required to process data and e&blish allocatiotk 
and guideline harvest levels; and (6) confidentiality. Each& discussed below: . 

,. . 
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Data availabilitv. The only complete sourceof inshore catcher vessel harvest information is State of Alaska 
fish tickets. ADF&G staff2 has indicated that for the BSAI, groundfish and shellfish (crab) fish ticket data 
sets are reasonably complete, accurate and readily available through calendar year 1998 (and that little 
groundlish is reported on other types of fish tickets in that area). She suggested that NMFS obtain a more 
recent set of State data (fish tickets, vessel and permit ownership, and person demographics) than was provided 
for LLP implementation to date. Because ofthe need to receive data that are linked among data &es and 
which use non-confidential person identifiers, NMFS needs to receive these data through the Commercial 
Fisheries Entry Commission (CFEC). ADF&G staff provided the following estimated schedule for reviewed 
fish ticket data availability fiom ADF&G to CFEC: data already in the fish ticket database system: within one 
to two months; data not yet in the system, one to two months for groundfish tickets, and within a month of the 
date of closure of any specific shellfish fishery. CFEC typically requires up to one month from the date of 
request to provide NMFS with data sets, depending on work priorities. Any data needed from NMFS' own 
databases are available within approximately one week. 

Groundfish fish tickets for 1999 are the source of data to determine cooperative membership for 2000. These 
are expected to be available to NMFS between one and.two months following the dates of landing. This 
ichedule could prove problematic for co-ops that wish to operate in January 2000 if pollock fisheries extend 
into late 1999. 

Discard data. No reliible source exists for inshore catcher vessel at-sea discards of groundfish'and PSC. 
Additionally, several questions must be answered that will determine the method and relative ease with which 
discards are calculated and allocated. 

First, are discards intended.to be part of the individual vessel fishing histories; or at the co-op, sector, or TAC 
level? The answer depends on the &regation level at which NMFS intends to "allocate" and manage. 
groundfish and discards. 

.., 
Second, what is the basis of extrapolating discards? NMFS might elect to calculate groundfish discards based 
on the retained catch in directed fisheries; or based on retention at any time; based solely on pollock, or on all 
groundfish species. PSC extrapolations might additionally depend on assignment of ''target" fisheries. 

Fish tickets are primarily landing documents and information on discards therein is incomplete and unreliable. 
Another potential data source, NMFS logbooks, are not required for catcher vessels less than 60 feet length 
overall (LOA); and in any case are not available electronically. The NMFS Weekly Processor Report (WPR) 
monitoring system uses observer-industry blended data to estimate groundfish discards and PSC bycatch on 
a weekly basis and for the entire inshpre component. Results for the industry are extrapolated to individual 
processors on a prorated basis according to their groundfish product reports and an assigned "target" for the 
week, and are not based on, or provided at, the catcher vessel level. A serious difficulty in further extrapolating 
groundfish and PSC discards to catcher vessels is that fish tickets frequently "straddle" two or more weekly 
reporting periods (i.e., bases for WPR processor target assignments and blend discard extrapolations). Also, 
if any such extrapolation is made for establishing catcher vessel histories NMFS will need to establish a basis 
for the extrapolation (e.g., based on retained pollock or retained groundfish; or on a target fishery assignment). 
If based on total catch the PSC estimates would themselves be based in part on highly estimated groundfish 
discards. This is somewhat less of a problem if each co-op is in effect, equivalent to an entity that reported 
separately in a WPR although extrapolation also is required. The issue of calculating and applying discards 

State gf Alaska Cnoundfish Coordinator, Gail Smith March 1999 
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ingroundfish fisheries gets progressively more simple as the level of extrapolatioh'and assignment ofbideline . . , 

harvest amohts  is made at increasingly aggregated levels. . . -  .., 
. .. . , < ' , . I '  . , , - . .I ,,! , :. . \ . ,  . ' , .d . , ." 

Basis for historical catch. For the purpose of determining.directed pollocE harvest histories for in&idual 
catcher vessels undersection 2 10(h)(l), NMFS will have to consider the dates during which pollock was open 
for "directed fishing" in Section 2 10 (b) as they relate io determining vessel histories during 1995, 1996, and 
1997. In particular, NMFS will determine whichdeliveries made &r close'of a directed pollock fishery 
should bi: included in thatdirected f i s h e ~ .  For  groundfish other ttian"pollock and for prohibited species, 
NMFS must answer the question of "what is the basis on which hahest .  are assigned to a vessel: catch'or 
retained catch during the open directed fishery for that.species; or'any catch or retained catch of that species 

. ,  . . , , . .  . . , at any time?" . . , . , , , ' !  . . .. , .. , < ,  . . .  . , .. ,' 1 1  .. . , 

Data discreoancies. To avoid discrepancies between NMFS and fish ticket daM sources resulting'from any 
differences in product recovety rates, reporting compliance requirements, and reporting time frames, NMFS 
will use only fish.tickets to establish both individual vessel harvest histories 'and to determine the tokl catch 
of pollock for the entire inshore component for each year. Blend dati is h e  only source of groundfish discard 
and PSC.dati. As described above, extrapolating and apportioning discards 'and PSC is problematic. 

Time and staff resources. T i e  and staff resources are limited. The process for determining vessel harvest 
histories for'inshore pollock cooperatives%s not substantially different from that used:for implementing the 
Individual Fishing Quota Prograni (IFQ) and License Limitation Program (LLP). Much of the prograinming 
infrastructure to examine fish tickets in preparation for LLP can be applied to.AFA inshore co-ops witlilittle' 
modification. One criterion for vessel 'participation in cooperatives is LLP authority to fish for pollock; and 
that information will expected to be available at the time NMFS needs to establish AFA catcher vessel histoiiei-' 
later in 1999. Except for the problem of discard groundfish and PSC, there is no substantial difference in the' 
amount oftime or work required to establish a harvest history for all retained groundfish species as compaied' 
with that for pollock alone, because a complete fish tickets data set will include all groundfish species. 
However, it would likely require additional time for participants to rebut the NMFS Record if all species weie2 
included; and for NMFS staffto investigate the expected increased number' of such instarices. This could delay 
establishment of vessel histories and determinations of cooperative harvests limitations f i r  non-pollock spe'cies: 

Finally, 1999 deliveries by catcher vessels are needed to establish potential cooperative membership for 2000: : 
Even a small delay in availability of late year 1999 fish tickets could delay fmal results and consequently; the 
establishment of co-op membership and allocations and guideline harvest levels for 2000fisheries. ' ,  :. 

. . . . . . , I 7  , . . . . ' . -, 1 1 .  " ' . , 

A.significant additional problem is that no st& or consultant resources have been identified to-constkct or 
modify the Official Record for this project. Qualified persons are curre'ntly fully occupied on other priority' 
tasks to support implement+tion of AFA, IFQ and IFQICDQ Cost Recovery, and LLPimplementation. 

. . . .. . , . . .., .>. . . . : I  . 'I. . .  . ,. 8 * . . 
Contidentia1it.i. As has occurred in other programs, without specific waivers from permit holders who &ed 
fish.tickets, Alaska State confidentiality statutes may preclude NMFS' disclosure of vessel histories and 
subsequent review and opportunity for challenge of the Official-Record. by ctirient vessel owners, who are ' 

, , presumed to "own" the history. This occurs fairly often. " . . . . . 

. -. ',. . . , 
State statute at AS 16.05:8 15(a)(5) prohibits the release of fish ticket data to other than the b e n d  hblder who! 
signed the fish ticket. The permit holder signing the fish ticket often is not the vessel owner. Thus, vessel 
owners may not obtain historical fish ticket datafor landings by their vessels without a signed waiver from each 



permit holder documented on historical fish tickets. The existing limitations on the release of historical fish 
ticket data can be modified'only through action by the Alaska State legislature. 

Existing State statute does provide for the release of fish ticket or other confidential information toNMFS and 
the Council for purposes of fisheries management. NMFS might ameliorate concerns about access to historical 
landings data by p r o v i a  each vessel owner the total pounds landed by species for herhis vessel over the 
relevant catch history period (1995 - 1997). However, NMFS qu ld  not provide specific landings data 
documented on specific fish tickets. Once co-op participants are identified, NMFS also could provide pollock 
allocations and non-pollock and PSC harvest limitations aggregated to the co-op level. NMFS' determination 
on co-op allocations will not be available until late in the year after co-op participants have been identified. 
This approach, therefore, will not address the interest of industry members to obtain historical landings 
information as soon as possible so the co-op negotiations may be initiated for 2000 immediately after final 
Council action on an FMP amendment establishing an infrastructure for inshore co-ops. 

9.6.2 Annual Pollock Allocations 

The formula set out in section 210(b) of the M A  generates a percentage of the annual pollock TAC that each 
inshore co-op would receive, but this percentage must be converted into a final TAC amount before it can be 
issued to a co-op by NMFS. As mentioned above, the annual amount of pollock allocated to a co-op would 
be calculated by summing the pollock "quota share" listed on each participating catcher vessel's fishing permit 
by the amount of pollock allocated to the inshore component. The resulting co-op pollock allocations would 
be specified annually. 

These annual specification of co-op pollock allocations would be calculated and announced after determination : 
of TACs and submission of catcher vessel membership lists. These allocations could be adjusted if additional .. 
vessels join a co-op prior to the beginning of a calendar year. The current process for establishing annual 
harvest specifications will require co-op allocations of pollock TAC under interim, followed by final, 
allocations and harvest limitations. 

Co-op allocations would need to accokodate  two types of harvest or share transfers. First, vessels joining 
co-ops after initial allocations are calculated and prior to the start of a calendar year (section 2 10(b)(2)) would 
bring their pollock "shares" into the co-op. Accommodating this is a simple matter of recalculating the co-op's 
allocationflimitations. Section 210(b)(6) also authorizes a co-op to transfer up to 10% of its pollock allocation 
to a shoreside processor eligible under section 208(f) other than the primary shoreside processor to which 
pollock will be delivered under the co-op igreement. Under section 210(a), these contract provisions would 
have to be identifieclprior to the start of a fishing year. Annual co-op specific pollock allocations would be 
specified accordingly. 

At present, the pollock fishery begins on January 20 of each year under interim TACs equal to the proposed 
first seasonal allowance of pollock forthe Bering Sea. Final TAC specifications do not become effective until 
late February or early March of each year due to the length of the public comment period on the proposed 
specifications and review required by NMFS. While the time lag between the start of the fishery on January 
20 and the effective date of the final specifications is likely to be reduced under the TAC streamlining 
amendment adopted by the Council in 1998 and under development by NMFS, it is not likely to be completely 
eliminated. Consequently, if inshore co-op fishing is to begin on January 20, then provisions must be made 
for interim CO-o\~ shares until the final specifications becomeeffective. This problem is not faced by the halibut 
and sablefish IFQ program because fishing for halibut and sablefish does not begin until March 15 of each 
year, after the effective date of the final specifications. 
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9.6.3 Management of CatcherVessel Sideboards . . , .  . - 
. , '. ,: . . 

Section 21 1 of the AFA states that "the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary 
such conservation and management measures as it determines necessary to protect other fisheries under i,k 
jurisdiction and the participants in those fisheries, including processors, from adverse impacts caused by this 
Act or. fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery." With respect t o  catcher vessels, Section 
21 l(c)(l)(A) requires &it - :: . 

. . ~. 
. . 

, . By no! later than July 1,  1999, the North Pacific ~ounci i  Shall recommend for+&okd by 
the Secreta'ry conservation and management measures to- . ' .  ._ . 

- ( A )  prevent the catcher vessels eligible under subseaions (a), (b), and (c) of section 208 
from orceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such.vessels in other fisheries 
under the authority of the North Pacifir Council as a result of&hery cooperitives in Hie directed 
pollock fishery; [emphasis added] and 

(B) protectprocessors not eligible to participate in the direc!edpollockfisheryfrom adverse 
effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives in the directedpollockfisheiy. Ifthe North 
Pac~fic Council does not recommend such conservation and management measures by such date, 
or ifthe SecretaQ determines that such conservation and management measures recommended by 
the North Pacific Council are not adequate to firlfill thepurposes ofthis paragraph, the Secretaiy 

:may by regulation restrict or change the authoriw in section 210m lo the extent the~eckta&deims' 
appropriate, including by preventing fmhery cooperatives from being formed pursuant to such 
section [emphasis added] and by providing greoterJexibility with respect to the shoreside processor or 
shoreside processors to which catcher vessels in afisheiy cooperative under section 2 / 0 0  may deliver 
pollock. .I 

. .  . 

These . "sideboard" requireme& are different in nature from the aliocations of pollock TAC to inshore co-ops . 
under Section'210 of the AFA. First, they are limi.ts and notallocations. The AFA makes no provisions to 
assure that such catcher vessels actually have the right to harvest other groundfish species at their traditional 
levels. Second, the AFA specifically states that such management measures apply to the aggregate catch of 
eligible catcher vessels and not to ,catch by individual vessels or co;ops. While the Council iskot limited to, 
considerkg sjdeboard provisions that would apply to the entire AFA catcher vessels fleet in aggregate, the AFA. 
clearly anticipates that such sideboards would be applied in the aggregate. . . 

, . . , 8,. . . , . 
The AFA also provides the .&ho"ty to prohibit the formation of inshore fishew co-ops if catcher vessel ' *\ 

sideboard provisions,are not reconqended by the Coqcil  by July 1, 1999, or if the Secretary of Commerce 
determineithe Council's recomme~ded sideboard provisions are inadequate toprotect other fisheries. 

' I  . . 
, . 

9.6.3.1 Monitoring Sideboards at the Aggregate Sector Level 
. , .  , . . 

NMFS cu=entiy is monitoring 1999 AFA $ideboards'in the.&gregate for the ~atcher/~rocessok sector of the 
fleet: The 1999 sideboards for the catcher/processor fleet were published in the.interim and final 1999 ' 

specificatio'ns and are being managed through directed fishing closures. At the beginning of the fishmg year, 
NMFS closed a suite of BSAI fisheries to AFA-listed catcher/processors because the sideboard amounts for 
these fisheries were dete&ined tp be inadequate to support a directed fishery. by the listed UPS. Several 
species suchas.~acific cod, rock sole, and yellowfin sole remained open to AFA-listed catcher/processors. 
because the sideboard amounts for those species were adequate to support directed fishing: NMFS is 
challenged to manage groundfish aqd PSC sideboard amounts imthese fisheries to.prevent the AFA-listed' 
catcher processors from exceeding their sideboard limitations. . ' 



NMFS could use a similar approach for catcher vessels, closing directed fisheries to AFA-listed catch&vessels 
when sideboard amounts are inadequate to support directed fishing and leaving directed fishing open for 
fisheries in which adequate sideboard amounts exist to support directed fishing for those species. Existing 
observer coverage levels combined with a system of electronic catcher vessel delivery reports should be 
adequate to monitor the aggregate activity of AFA-listed catcher vessels. In the case of prohibited species, 
catch by observed vessels would be extrapolated to unobservedvessels fishing for the same species in the same 
area as is currently being done for d, fisheries in which observer coverage is less than 100 percent. 

9.6.3.2 Monitoring Sideboards at the Individual Co-op Level 

Managing sideboards at the individual co-op level poses significant additional burdens compared to managing 
aggregate sideboards for the fleet as a whole. In the first place, NMFS cannot possibly manage multiple 
species sideboards at the individual co-op level through traditional in season management measures such as 
closures in the Federal Register. The responsibility for sideboard management at the individual co-op level 
would have to be the legal responsibility of the co-op itself and not NMFS, similar to the management of 
pollock shares by individual co-ops. Second, the monitoring of individual catch limits at the co-op level raises 
the same monitoring concerns present in the CDQ program and discussed above with respect to the monitoring 
of pollock shares by co-ops. For this reason, NMFS believes that management of sideboards at the individual 
co-op level requires the same monitoring and observer coverage levels required by the CDQ program (e.g. 100 
percent observer coverage for all trawl vessels greater than or equal to 60 R LOA and fuU retention of 
groundfish catch and salmon PSC). This additional monitoring is especially important for PSC species which 
are discarded at sea. Extrapolation of PSC rates from observed to unobserved vessels a t  the co-op level is 
probably not possible given the small numbers of vessels involved in each co-op and the incentives to misreport 
PSC catch in the absence of an observer. 

-, Additional complexities arise if vessels in a pollock co-op affiliated with a particular processor wish to deliver 
L non-pollock groundfish to other processors. Tracking sideboard amounts when co-op members are delivering 

to more than one processor will require that timely reports on catcher vessel deliveries, or electronic shoreside 
processor logbooks, be in place for all pr'ocessors to which co-op members wish to deliver groundfish. 

9.6.4 subdivision of Co-op Shares by Area and Season 

NMFS, through emergency rule, has recently implemented reasonable and prudent alternatives (RPAs) to 
avoid the likelihood of the pollock fisheries off Alaska jeopardizing the continued existence of the western 
population of SteUer sea lions, or adversely modifying its critical habitat. Permanent regulations to implement 
Steller sea 1ionMAs are currently under development. These RPAs are likely to further divide the Beringsea 
inshore pollock TAC allocation into four separate seasonal allocations with separate catch limits inside a 
designated critical habitat'catcher vessel operational area (CWCVOA) conservation zone during each fishing 
season. Additional spatial distribution requirements may be possible during the summer and fall fishing 
seasons. Consequently, under the Steller sea lion WAS, the inshore pollock TAC allocation may be subdivided 
into between 8 and 12 separate catch limits based on area and season. 

Option 1: Managing co-op shares bv area and season. If individual co-ops form around all eight ofthe inshore 
processors and NMFS subdivides each co-op share by area and season this could generate upwards of 96 
separate inshore pollock TAC allocations for the Bering Sea alone. NMFS does not have the capacity to 
manage dozens or hundreds of individual co-op allocations using traditional in season management methods 
such as closure notices in the Federal Register. Consequently, the burden for managing such co-op shares 
must be born by the participants themselves as is the w e  with the IFQ and CDQ programs. 
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At a minimum, NMFS believes that observer coverage at inshore processors must be increased to a level that 
would enable'cich catcher vessel delivery to be observed by a NMFS observer. At most inshore processors, 
this would require two observers to cover the 24-hour period of operation for the plant. In certain 
circumstances where an inshore processor is offloading and weighing pollock at multiple locations, more that 
two observers could be required. 

Prior to the AFA, the inshore pollock fishery was managed in theaggregate across the entire sector with NMFS 
issuing a single closure for the entire inshore sector upon the attainment of a seasonal allocation of pollock 
TAC. Under the inshore cooperative system set out in the AFA, each inshore processor and its affiliated 
cooperative will be operating on its own proprietary pollock allocation. Because NMFS will no longer be 
managing the inshore sector in the aggregate, increased monitoring is required at each individual processor to 
insure that cooperative allocations are not exceeded. Under a fishery cooperative, contract agreements would 
be establishedthat essentially allocate specific amounts of pollock to individual vessels for purposes of directed 
fishing. Although NMFS does not intend to actively manage individual vessel groundfish harvests under the 
cooperative, the agency is challenged to ensure that overall groundfish or prohibited species catch harvest 
limitations are not exceeded and that the incidental catch of pollock taken in non-pollock groundfish fisheries 
is not credited against the pollock directed fishing allowances. To meet these management challenges, NMFS 
believes that an observer must be available to observe and sample each catcher vessel delivery. 

9.6.6 Summary of Co-op Monitoring and Management Issues 

Because NMFS does not have the capacity to actively monitor each individual co-op share and announce 
closures for each individual co-op in the Federal Register the responsibility for in season management of co- 
ops must be born by the co-ops themselves. The individual co-op shares authorized by the AFA are quite - 

p. 
similar to current allocations of pollock CDQ to individual CDQ groups. In both cases, an identified group 
is allocated a specific percentage of the pollock TAC and is responsible for managing its fishing activity to 
remain within its TAC allocation. NMFS believes, therefore, that it is appropriate and necessary to treat both 
CDQ groups and inshore pollock co-ops in the same manner with respect to recordkeeping and monitoring. 

The extension of multiple species CDQ-type monitoring to catcher vessels participating in inshore-co-ops 
would depend on whether nonpollock groundfish and prohibited species harvest l i t a t ions  will be monitored 
at the sector level (i.e., all AFAeligible catchervessels, or all AFA catcher vessels participating in any inshore 
co-op), or the co-op level. If expectations exist to apportion sideboard limitations to different inshore co-ops 
and for NMFS to have the capability to monitor these co-op specific limitations, then the monitoring 
requirements and standards implemented for the MSCDQ program would need to be extended to the AFA co- 
op vessels as well. The complexity of database requirements and the regulatory infrastructure necessary to 
support multiple inshore co-ops poses concern about the ability ofNMFS to implement such a program in time 
for the 2000 pollock A season. In the event NMFS is unable to do so, the management of the 2000 pollock 
fisheries would be similar to that experienced in 1999. 
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Current recordkeeping and observer coverage requirements for CDQ groups are contained in subpart C of 50 
CFR 679. Key elements of the anticipated recordkeeping and monitoring requirements for AFA catcher vessels 
dependent on whether or not harvest limitations are apportioned a t  the sector or co-op level are summarized 

, . - 4 .  below: , . .  

species ' 

Ulocation 
Monitoring and managc 

Allocated a t  level of multiple co-ops withib a 
sector 

Under section 210@)(1), pollock.must be allocated 
to inshore co-ops if such co-ops are developed. 
Given that all pollock in a directed fishely must be 
retained under IR/IU, NMFS expects shoreside 
landings of pollock to be representative of catch. At 
a minimum, processors would be required to' ' 

s n t a i n  ind submit separate logbook sheets and 
WPRs for co-op ' a d  non co-op deliveries of pollock 
by AFA-eligible vessels. Ideally, these new 
reporting requirements would be subsumed under 
new electronic shoreside logbook software being -. 
developed by NMFS that would provide for .. 
documentation , of vessel-specific , deliveries., 

Co-ops members would be jointly and severally 
responsible for controlling harvest activity so that 
oollock allocations are not exceeded. 

' 

lent standards 

Allocated a t  aggregate level of ehgible 
catcher vessels witlun a sector 

- - . . 

'If co.ops are formed; pollock must be 
monitored and managed at the co-op 
level, triggering the associated 
monitoring standards described in the 
adjacent column. Even cough inshore, 
co-ops may not be formed in y y  one ,' 

year, the infrastruc'turemust be 
developed in anticipation that co-ops will 
exist. Tiis, the additional 
recordkeeping and repdrting 
requirements necessary to mohitor 
multiple co-op specific pollock 
allocationsmust be developed and 
implemented by regulation before the 
opportunit) to form co-ops is provided to 
the inshore sector. 

I ' 2 ,  
8 

' ' I  
. . , . 

" . 
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Establishment of co-op specific harvest limitations 
of groundfish would require additional observer 
coverage and reporting requirements equivalent to 
the monitoring standards established for the 
MSCDQ program. These requirements would be as 
follows based on current regulations governing the 
MSCDQ program: 

Requirement for Co-ops: Each co-op would be 
required to submit co-op vessel catch reports for 
each vessels participating in the coop and fishing 
for groundfish. These repons would be submitted to 
NMFS within 7 days after delivery of catch and 
would d m e n t  each co-ops Wes t ing  activity 
relative to specified harvest limitations (See 
679.5(n)(2)). Co-ops members would be jointly and 
severally responsible for controlling harvest activity 
so that harvest limitations are not exceeded. 

Requirements for shoreside processors: Any 
processor receiving groundfish from MA-eligible 
catcher vessels would be required to have an 
observer present at all times while MA-eligible 
catcher vessels are offloading catch and to submit a 
delivery reports to NMFS withing 24 hours. The 
type of information on a delivery report would be 
similar to that required under 679S(n)(l), and 
generally repon the identity of the vessel and 
species specific landed weight and area of l m e s t .  
Inaddition, shoreside processors must not@ the 
observer of the offloading schedule of each 
groundfish delivery at least 1 hour prior to 
offloading to provide the obierver an opportunity to 
monitor the sorting and weighing of the entire 
delivery. 

Requirements for catcher vessels 2 60 ft LOA' 
Catcher vessels over 60 ft LOA would cany 
observers 100 percent of the tlme when fishing for 
groundfish and would also (A) retain all groundiish 
species, and (B) provide space on the deck of the 
vessels for the observer to sort and store catch 
samples and a place from which to hang the 
observer sanlpling scale. 

Requirements for catcher vessels < 60 ft LOA: 
Catcher vessels less than 60 A LOA may not be 
required to cany an observer. However, operators 
of catcher vessels less than 60 A LOA must retain 
all groundfish. 

Establishment of nonpollock groundfish 
harvest limitations for either all M A -  
:ligible vessels or only for MA-eligible 
vessels that choose to participate in a co- 
~p would require new recordkeeping and 
reporting requirements for any processor 
#ho takes delivery of groundfish from 
hese AFAeligible vessels. 

At a minimum, processors would be 
required to maintain and submit 
;eparate logbook sheets and WPRs for 
ieliveries of groundfish by MA-eligible 
msels. Ideally, these new reporting 
quirements would be subsumed under 
lew electronic logbook software being 
leveloped by NMFS that would provide 
:or documentation of vessel-specific 
jeliveries. 
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- 

Prohibited 
species 

. . - 
, : :  

- .  

'Requirements for shoreside processors: Delivery 
reports of prohibited species required, similar to 
CDQ reports required at 679.5(n) 

. . 
Requirements for trawl catcber vessels > 60 ft 

LOA: (A) Retain a l l  salmon until they are delivered, 
to a processor, and (B) retain'all halibut and crab in 
a bin or otherlocation until i t  is counted and 
sampled by an 0bse~er. 

Requirements for catcher vessels < 60 ft LOA: 
(A) Retain all salmon until they are delivered to a 
processor: (5) All halibut and crab must be 
dikarded at sea. Operators of catcher vessels using 
trawl gear must report the at-sea discards of halibut 
or cnb on the processor delivery report and co-op 
catch report. 

. ., . I . :: 

Observed bycatch rates from AFA 
eli@ble vessels would be used to 
extrapolate bycatch estimates for the . , . 
AFA-eligible fleet based on new vessel- 
specific deliver reports of groundfish for 
that fleet. . . , . 

" .  .. . . . 

9.7 Requirements for the Inshore Sector toRepay Federal b a n  Under AFA 
. . 

- .  

Section 207 of the American Fisheries Act lays out the parameters under which the inshqre sector must repay 
the $75 million Federal loan. The actual language fiom the AFA is.incl;ded below: , : ; . . . I. 

1 (b) INSHORE FEE SYSTEM-Nomithstanding the requirements ofsection 304(d) or 31 2 of theMagnuson- 
Stevens Act (I 6 US.  C. 1854(d) and 186la), the Secretary shall establish ajiejbr the repayment ofsuch loan : 
obligation which- , . 

(I) shall be six-tenths (0.6) ofone cent for each poundround-weight , 
. ofallpollock harvested , 

from the directedjshing allowance under section 206@)(1): and ' . ' . 

(2) shall begin with such pollock harvested %n or ajer Januav' l ,  2000, and continue ' 

without interruption until such loan obligation is filly repaid; and. 
(3) shall be collected in accordance with siction 31 2(d)(2)&) of theM&uson-Stevens Act ' 

(I6 U.S.C. 1861a(d)(2)((7)) and in accordance with such other conditions as the Secretav 
establishes. 

. .  . . . 

Repayment of the loan will commence in the year 2000, whether or not the inshore sector is operating under 
cooperatives. However, benefits derivedfrom cooperatives we're likely ehvisionedto help offset the cost of loan 
payments. 

. , 

3 . .  . . 

. . 



, ? '  ' 

10 0 ALTERNATIVES FOR THE MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT OF 
CATCHERPROCESSORS AND MOTHERSHIPS 

On February 4, 1998, NMFS published a final rule establishing performance, technical, operational, 
maintenance and testing requirements for scales used to weigh catch at sea (63 FR 5836). On June 4, 1998, 
NMFS published a final rule that established the requirements for observer sampling stations and required the 
use of scales and observer sampling stations on specified vessels participating in CDQ fisheries (63 FR 303 8 I). 
Further information on the rationale for, and implementation of, the regulations establishing Equipment and 
operational requirements for catch weight measurement is contained in the preambles to the final rules. A 
proposed regulatory amendment that would make minor changes to these equipment and operational 
requirements is in preparation. 

The at-sea scale regulations specify that vessels required to weigh total catch must have two types of NMFS- 
approved scales on board: a total-catch weigbmg scale, and an observer sampl&g scale. For a scale to be 
approved by NMFS, the manufacturer must apply to NMFS and document that the scale meets the 
performance and technical standards, contained in Appendix A to Part 679. Scales that meet these 
requirements are placed on the List of NMFS approved scales. NMFS has approved 9 models of observer- 
sampling scales, and 5 models of total-catch weighmg scales. 

Each scale must be inspected annually by a '  NMFS authorized inspector. An observer-sampling scale 
inspection takes approximately 30 minutes, a total-catch weighing scale takes three to eight hours. Scales must 
also be tested daily by the vessel crew when in use. The observer-sampling scale is tested daily by weighing 
cast iron test weights ofa known weight. In order to be acceptable to NMFS, the observer-sampling scale must 

, be accurate within 0.5 percent. The total-catch weighing scale is tested daily by passing at le& 400 kg of test 
, t, material (either fish or sand bags) across the scale and then weighing the test material on the'observer sampling 

I scale. The total-catch weighmg scale must be accurate within 3 percent when compared against the observer 
platform scale. Scales that do not pass the annual inspection or daily test may not be used to weigh catch at- 

' 5  
sea. 

Since July 1, 1998, 39 observer platform scales and 23 total catch weighing scales have been inspected and 
approved. During 1998, approved total-catch weighing scales were used in MS-CDQ fisheries by 6 vessels 
that fished 60 vessel days. 

The AFA requires the 20 listed catchedprocessors to weigh total catch from all fisheries on aNMFS-approved 
scale. Catcherlprocessors that intended to harvest fish under the CDQ program during 1999 were required to 
start weighmg total catch on January 1, 1999 Listed catcher/processors that do not intend to harvest fish under 
the CDQ program will be required to weigh total catch beginning January 1, 2000. 

When anobserver sampling station is required, it must be approved by NMFS and meet specificaiions for size, 
constructio~location and required equipment. Sampling stations on trawl catcherlprocessors and motherships 
must provide a working area at least 1.8 m wide by 2.5 m lotig near where the observer samples unsorted catch. 
The station must be equipped with a table, an observer sampling scale, floor grating, adequate lighting and a 
water supply. Prior to being used and annually thereafter, the sampling stations must he inspected by NMFS 
staff. If requested to do so, NMFS staff will conduct pre-inspections of sampling stations to help the vessel 
owners better comply with the regulations. NMFS staff normally require between one and two hours to 
conduct a sampling station inspection. To date, NMFS staff have conducted 40 sampling station pre- 
inspections and 37 station inspections. The stations on 36 boats have been approved. . . 
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In that the AFA requires the listed catcher/processors to weightotal catch and to cam$& observers, the 
requirements are very similar tothose for trawl catcher/proCessors&at participate in CDQ fishehes. However, 
the AFA does not require that the listed processors provide an observer sam&ng station, nor are the 3 ,listed . .. , .  ,. 
motherships required to weigh total catch or cany two observers; - ' 

, q m . . . . ,' 4.: . . . .  I(, ' . " ." r L :. 
. . 

The number of vessels impacted by this action is summarized in-Table .lo. 1 " . , .. 
... . .  , 

. .  . . .  . , ,  . , ' 5 1  . . 

. r .  
, 

. . . . ' .  . .  
- - ,  

Table 10.1. Number and type of vessels that may be impacted aS aresultof this acti6n. ' ; .~ i ' 
_ I  . . . . . .  . , . . . .  8. : , ' . .>: 

Vessels without I vessels ' iith 
, . 

, , 
. .  . .. , - 
AFA catcher/processors 

,. 

MA mothershim ' 

. .  . . .. . , 

Alternative I: (Status QUO) ~ o n o t  require AFA c a t c h e r ~ ~ r o ~ s s d r s  ormotherships t{heigh all catch;cari 
two observers or provide ai obser&r sampl&g station. . , . . . .  , .  . .,. , , . ,  , . . . ,  

< 

~p ~p p p - - p p -  

Non AFA trawl catcher/processors 

. i 
, . 

Alternative 2A. RZquire AFA listed catchei/processors to weigh d l  catch; cany two observers &d provide 
an observer sampling station. Do not expand these requirements to include AFA listed motherships. 

NMFS-approved 
scales or sitations*,, . 

8 
. . 

. . .~. 
-11  . 

, .. , . %_. .  . , .  , . .  *'. . .  
I : , .  . , . ., , , b l  (,. 

hernati;e 2B. (PfeferrdAlternative) Requlre A ~ A  listed catcherlpro~essors and &$herships to weigh all 
catch, carry two observiis A d  provide an observeisampling station. . , .  - ., . ... , . 

One of these vessels has an approved scale but does not have an approved +pling,station .. 
: . ,  - ' . . . 

21 
" 

Both alternative 2A and 2B would require AFA-listed catcher/processors to weigh total catch. Alternative 2B 
would ;equire AFA list& motherships to weigh total catch as well. Many ofthe.$FA-listedprqcessors already 
have N F S  aiprdved scales, in most cases because.they plan to parti+pate in CDQ fisheries-during 1,998.. 

. , 

N M F S - A ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  . . , 
scales or stations*, ., .. - . 

. , i  " . _. . .  . 
. . 

2 ,. . . 

. . 

. . . .  . , .  . . ' , I  
. . 

, . . ,  
An approved observer sampling sckle costs'approximkely $7,000 &id an appro"d total-catch weighing scale 
costs approximately $45,000. , .  Past , scale installations have, in , , ,  many . . .  cases, required factory alteratjons:, Most,. 
of these havk been done in conjunction with the iAtallation of an observer sampling station. If a station were. 
not being installed i t  the same t i e ,  thk cost to reconfigure the factory wh(re n d e d  and install a scale would .. . , 
range from 0 to $10,000. , .  . . . o I 

Total 

20 ' 

3 

9 130 I 

Vessels that ire required to wiigh total catch depelld on the cpntjnuid'operation of t h ~  scale. Ifthe sca!e bre& . 
down and cannot be repaired. or if the scale is unable to pass the daily'iest, thelessel must stop fishing and 
return to port.' The m a ~ t u d e  of this impact would be a function of the frequency,of scale b,+kdo\?lls that 
could not be repaired at sea. 'Durini pollock A I ,  there were 1 I reportedscali problems, 8 of these affected.. 
the scales ability to weigh accufately, but o h y  one could not be repairid at sea and w& repaired in Dutch 
Harbor. If this breakdown rate continues, and a repair trip to Dutch Harbor lasts 3 days, the AFA vessels can 



/ ' 

expect to lose about 17 days per year Both manufacturers have been responswe to problem as they develop 
and seem to be dong an excellent job of preventmg problem reoccurrence As boat operators learn how to 
operate and maintam the scales, and as manufacturers solve problem, the frequency of scale breakdowns 
should decrease 

Vessel operators are required to test the total-catch weighmg scales daily. This test can be done either with 
, fish or an alternative material supplied by the scale manufacturer. As part of the original PRA submission for 

the scales program, NMFS estimated that this test would require approximately 45 minutes per day. This 
estimate appears to be accurate for vessels testing scales with fish. Those boats that have chosen to use sand 
bags have reduced the test time to as little as 10 minutes. 

10.2 Expanded Observer Coverage Requirements 

All AFA listed C/Ps are currently required to cany at least one observer when fishing off Alaska. Processors 
vessels participating in CDQ fisheries and motherships taking deliveries of pollock from the CVOA during 
portions of the B season must also carry two observers. Alternative 2A would require the 20 listed 
catcherlprocessor vessels to cany 2 observers at all times. Based on data from 1998, the 20 listed 
catchedprocessors carried observers a total of 3,395 days. Assuming that these vessels were carrying two 
observers when participating in CDQ fisheries, two observers were carried during 486 of those days and one 
observer was carried during the remainiDg 2,909 days. If 1998 data are reflective of fishing patterns under the 
AFA, these vessels would be expected to require an additional observer during 2,909 days. At an estimated 
cost of $250 per observer day, this would cost the AFA cat~herl~rocessors $727,25O/yr. 

The preferred alternative would require the AFA listed motherships to carry 2 observers throughout the fishing + ,  

'year. Based on data from 1998, the 3 listed motherships canied observers a total of 489 days. Assuming that 
these vessels were canying two observers throughout the pollock B season and when taking CDQ deliveries, 
the motherships were canying two observers during 304 of those days and were only carrying one observer 
during 185 ofthose days. If 1998 data are reflective of fishing patterns under the M A ,  these vessels would 
be expected to require an additional observer during 185 days. At an estimated cost of $250 per observer day, 
this would cost the M A  motherships $46,25O/yr. 

Impacts of the preferred alternative are summarized in Table 10.2 
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Table 10.2 Summaly of the costs of the preferred altematwe for momtoring C/Ps and mothershps 
; , , '  . ' 

. 

- 

.I:, . January 2000 

. . 

, .  ' 

.. ~ , ' ., ' 

~latfokscale,pkchase : J :  

Total-catch weighing scale purchase- ' 

Scale installation 

~~ -- , .  , 
~ 

,Time,for annual scale . . inspection , 

Time for annual station in&ection 

Cost of second observer . 

Observer Sampling station installation 

. 8 .  ' 

Lost . . fishing days due to scale failure - , 

. 
1 , %  

Tinie for daily scale test ' ' .. .' 

I ' ' . : , . ' _ i _ . . ' I  . ,r . . 
, , ., . . 

.lo.; Cost to NMFS . . .  . . " -; 
_,  I .  

. .  , ..: , ' .> - \ ' * I . _ .  

The State of Aliskk, Division bf Measurement Standards .has a. contract Gth N M ~ %  t6. Sonduct scale 
inspections in Dutch Harbor and Seattle. Scale inspections are also conducted by NMFS staff. To date, 23 
total-catch weighmg scales have been inspected. To date, inspections have cost approximately $2,000 per 
inspection. Based on theses costs, the additioh'of AFA:catcher/processors that do not fish CDQ should 
increase the number of scales inspected by about 9 boats, or $18,00O/yr. The cost per inspection should be 
considerably lower in future years as NMFS gains eiperience with the program. Observer sampling stations 
are inspected by existing NMFS staff and the costs associated with inspecting an additional 10 vessels would 
not be expected to be significant. 

~p , 
8 hrdyr ,.: 

7hrs/); , 

$250/day - 

. . .  . , 
. -  A F ~  

'Mships 

. . 
$7.000, I .. 

$45,000 

$5,000 

cost per 
boat 

. $7,000 . . 

$45,000 

$Oto ... 
$10.000 

$4,000 to 
$12,000 

. . 

0.75 days- 
lost per 

-100days 
,. , 

0.75 ' .- 
hn/dav . 

: .. 160 hrdyr - , . 

140 hn/v 

$727,25O/yr . . . 

' ' @A c/Ps'.' 
with 

scaledstations 
, . ,  . . 

. . . .  0 , , 

o '  .!. , 

0 : I  . 

0 

24 hrslyr :. . 

21 hrdyr 

$46,25O/yr 

. . 
AFA CA . 
without 

scaledstations 
. . 

$56,000 , 

$360,000 . -' 

$40,000 

$72,000 $8,000 
' ' 1 ,  . . . . .  . . 

17 daydyr 1; 

. ~ .  

' 1208Wyr 
. . .  . . 

,~ 

1.5 dayslyr : 

. . 

~'191 hrdyr - ' ' 
. . ,  



11.0 COUNCIL'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

At the June 1999 Council meeting in Kodiak, the council identified their preferred alternatives for the AFA 
harvester sideboard provisions. Preferred alternatives for several other AFA related issues, such as the 
determination of inshore pollock catch histories, and clarification of definitions used in the AFA, were also 
identified (Section 11.5 contains the actual motion as passed by the Council). This chapter will provide a 
description of those alternatives as well asadditional information on their impacts. In some cases similar 
information can be found in other chapters of this document. Other required provisions of the Act, such as 
scale and observer requirements, cooperative structures, and crab processing sideboards were not the result 
of Council decisions, but were mandated by the AFA itself, or were clarified by Council action in October 
1999. Adjustments to some ofthe June actions, particulirly with regard to sideboard exemptions for catcher 
vessels. were made in December 1999. 

The Council elected not to finalize their preferred alternatives for groundfish processing sideboards. 
Groundfish processing sideboards will be considered by the Council in April 2000, along with alternatives for 
BSAI pollock excessive processing sharecaps. 

Two general statements were issued by the Council regarding sideboard harvest'caps. The first was a 
statement that the Council requested NMFS to manage all fisheries such that sideboard and PSC caps are not 
exceeded. Preliminary information on how NMFS intends to manage the caps is provided later in this chapter. 
The second directive was that all sideboard calculations for groundfish, crab, and scallops be basedon the best 
estimate of landed catch. Landed catch excludes all catch history where fish were discarded at-sea. Landed 
catch was used for all sideboard cap estimates included in this chapter. 

.. 
'11. I CatcherlProcessor Harvest Sideboards 

The Council preferred alternatives for catcher!processor sideboards differs from those in place for 1999. For 
1999 the catcher!processor sideboards were based on the total catch of all 29 catcher/processors in the non- 
pollock target fisheries, and were expressed as a percentage of the aggregate total allowable catch for the years 
1995-97. For 2000 and beyond, the sideboards are based on the catch of the 29 catcher!processors in 
all fisheries. This alternative does not give credit to catcher/processors for catch that was discarded, but - 
they are given credit for the catch of non-pollock species that was retained in pollock target fisheries. 

Section 2 11 of the AFA required the Council to protect non-AFA vessels from adverse impacts resulting from 
BSAI pollock cooperatives. Several methods were ch idered  to limit the AFA fleet's harvest in other fisheries 
to meet this mandate. After much debate over several meetings, the Council opted to use landed catch to 
represent the catcher/processors' catch history when determining sideboards. Obviously, using landed catch 
will result in smaller sideboard caps than had total catch been used. Using landed catch may also affect the 
number of directed fisheries that NMFS will open to the catcher/processor fleet. However, this will only occur 
in cases where the amount of aspecies that was discarded by the AFA catcher/processors would have provided 
enough additional history such that NMFS would deem the amount adequate to open a directed fishery for that 
species. 

The Council also felt that giving catch history credit for discarded fish would not set a good precedent. The 
Magnuson-Stevens Act mandates thatthe Council work towards reducing discards. This subject was debated 
as the Council made their final decision. Some members of the Council argued that discards may increase if 
the AFA vessel's sideboard caps were reduced. They basically argued that the AFA fleet had lower discard 
rates than the non-AFA fleet which would have increased TAC at their disposal under this alternative. 
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However, other members ofthe Council argued that discafds would deciease: Table 1'1: l'shows'a co'mparison 
ofthe discard rates ofthe AFAand non-AFA catcherlprocessor trawl fleets. The AFAcatcherIprocessors have 
lgyer discard rates. for most of the species in which"they will likely havedirected fisheries. - AFA 
catcherlprocessors generally have higher discard iates for species that will not be open to directed fishing. 
Because of the fisheries that will be open to directed fishing and NMFS management of AFA sideboards, it is 
likely that discards will not increase, and may decrease under this sideboard system. , . (I 

- 
The catcherlprocessors willstill have directed fisheries for species that they wele'targeting'in the even 
though the amount they will be allowed to catch under acap will be reduced. Table 1 1. I shows that the ~ a d f i c  
cpdgideboards will be reduced by 28 percent, yellowfin Sole 20 percent, rock sole 65 percent, and flat head 
sole.74 percent, relative to usingtotal catch.. The Atka mackerel fisheries in the Aleutian Islands arek will be 
based on the formula outlined in the MA, so landedcatch will not be used to determine sideboard caps in those 
fisheries. The higher hstoric discard rates in the other flatfish and rock sole fisheries may reduce the sideboard 
caps to a level that would not support a directed fiibery. It is also likely that they will not have directed 
fisheries for.other species they harvested, but mostly~discarded in the years 1995-97. , .. ' 

' 

Table 11.1: Trawl CatcherlProcessor Discard Rates in BSIAI, 19 . . . ,  . . , . . . . ,  . . . 

Species - Area 
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands . ' . 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian'Islands ' . 

Atka Mackerel -.Western Aleutian Islands 
. " .  

Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . ' . 

Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands . . 
Greenland Turbot -'Bering Sea , 

Other Species-Bering ~ e a & ~ d  Aleutian lblands 
Pacific cod (Trawl G k ,  Catcher Processor Vessels) - BSAI 

, . 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 
Pacific Oce& Perch - B& Sea . . . . 
Pacific 0cean.Perch - central' Aleutian Islands ' 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 
Pacific ~ c e a n ~ e r c h  - Westem Aleutian Islands 
Other ~ockfisli - Aleutian Islands . . *  . . 
Othei ~ o c & h  - Bdring Sea 

, . 
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . . . . , . .  
Sablefish (Trawi Gear) - Aleutian Islands . . 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) -Bering Sea 
Sharpchiaorthern ~ d q i i h  - Aleutian Islahds ' :, .- 
Squid - ~ e r i n g  Sea and Aleutian Islands 
ShomakerlRougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 
~eliolvfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 
Source: NMFS Blend data for 1995-97: 

' ,  , ., ,. , . . , 
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Reductions3 in net revenues to these vessels caused by changes in sideboardcaps cannot be determined with 
the data currently available. However, given the discard rates of species taken as bycatch, the revenue losses 
will likely result from reductions in the sideboard caps in the Pacific cod, yellowfin sole, rock sole, and flat 
head sole harvests. Any revenue losses by this group of vessels would be offset by gains by non-AFA vessels, 
in an overall.context. This assumes that the Non-AFA vessels would retain these "extra" fish at the same rate, 
or higher, than the AFA fleet would have. 

. . 

Several other alternatives were considered by the Council to represent the catcherlprocessor fleets' historic 
participation in the BSAI groundfish fisheries. These alternatives are described in Chapter 6. 

1 1.1.1 Estimates of CatcheriProcessor Sideboards 

Estimates of the catcherlprotessor sideboard amounts are provided in Table 11.2. Information on the total 
catch of these species, which includes catch that was discarded. can be found in Table 6.2 of Chapter 6, but 
is also repeated here. Table 11.2 shows that for some species (many of the flatfish species and squid are good 
examples) the amount of catch that waslanded is quite small when compared to the total catch. 

Estimates of the value of these fisheries were also provided in Table 11.2. Thbse estimates, based on 1997 
prices, indicate that the caps wouldbe valued at about $13 million ex-vessel. This value underestimates the 
total value of these fish to catcher/processors because the value they add to the fish through processing is not 
included. On the other hanki t  is unlikely that all of these fish would be processed. Determining what 
proportion would be processed is'difficult, especially given the structural changes in the pollock fishery. 
Therefore, an attempt to estimate'first wholesale value will not be included.. 

Based on these cap levels, it is likely that NMFS will only open directed fisheries for Atka mackerel, Pacific 
cod, and yellowfin sole. Perhaps directed fisheries will be openedfor flatheadsole, rock sole, and other flatfish. 
It is unlikely that there is an sufficient amount of any other species to open a directed fishery. However, the.- 
actual directed fisheries will not be determined until NMFS estimates the year 2000 sideboard amounts. Once 
that estimate is made, NMFS will calculate bycatch needs for other fisheries,'and if an adequate amount of a 
species is left over, a directed fishery for that remainder can be opened. Fisheries will not be opened if the 
entire sideboard cap is expected to be harvested as bycatcb in other directed.fisheries. 

%ate that these are only "potential" revenue changes, since these fish were not previously retained, when doing so was an 
option. The decision to "retain" or "discard" in the future. in the absence of this proposed action, would have turned on 
market and o p e r a t i o ~ l  decisions whch we have more way of assessing. It seems "unlikely" that 100% of the fish 
voluntaxily discarded historically,would not be ':retained". if the action so allowed. So the "potential" revenue loss is 
ceMlnl! lesc h a t  ihe cqulralenl \.slue of the (cou)  iorcgone h p t c t  of theze rpeclrs It Jocs not naccsunl) follow, 
ho \wcr .  that thc reducuons in ' rewinable" h$c3tch ir. the nfa sector \n!1 tnttrlate mto ru~~r 'olcnt  "samr" ~n rctlll:ad 

u ~~ 

catch in the non-afa sector. This seems to be 50 because, I) tlle afa boats will still bycatck (bu;may not retain) some of 
this fish, and 2) the non-afa boats were discarding these species at generally higher rates than the afa operations. before 
this action. 
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, Table 11.2: ,, Estimates of CatcherE'rocessor. Groundfish Sideboards Resultin 

SpeciedArea TAC Groupings 
Atka Mackerel - Central AI*. 
Atka Mackerel - & w ~ r n A l  
Atka ~ackere i  - Western AI* 
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 
Other Flatfish - BSAI 
Flathead.Sole - BSAI ,- 

Greenland Turbot - AI . , 

Greenland Turbot - BS : :I . 
~ t h k r  S p e c i e s ' - ~ ~ ~ ~  : , ' 

P. Cod (UPS)-BSAI (97 only) -. 
POP -Bering Sea. - ... . . . : 
POP - Central AI (96 & 97 only) 
POP - Eastern AI (96 & 97 only) 
POP -Western AI (96 & 97only) 
Other Rockfish - AI 
Other Rockfish - BS 
Rock Sole - BSAI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - A1 
Sablefish (TrawlGear) - BS , ' 

SharpchidNorthern Rockfish-Ai 
Squid - BSM . :L. . ' .  

Shortraker/RougheyeRocldish-A1 
Other Red Rockfish - BS . . 

, . .~ . Landed 
Available Total Landed Catchl 1999: 

TAC Catch Catch TAC TAC 
103,100 . -23,138 . 22,543 11.5% 10,36C 
55,200 . 803 .. 177 0.3% 7,784 
94.557 9,636 8,991 20.0% 12,487 
36,873 2,688 ,76rt .0.2% 114,201 
92.428 12,607 3,243 3.5% 130,900 
87,975 , . 7,435 - 1,925 2.2% : 65,705 
6,839 . ' 33 . ?23 . 0.3% ,2325 

16,911 ; . 265 .,. I21 ., 0.7% 5;126 
65.925 ' 5,599 . 553 ' ' 0.8% 27,931 
51,450 . 17.205 12,424 24.1% 38,475 
5,760 91: 12 0.2% - -  1,i90 
6,195 . . 112 . 31'. 0.0% 3,561 
$6.265 1 4 1  53 . 0.9% .' 3;173 

12,440. 356 1 2 6  1.0% 5,753 
. .1;924 - . 97.. ,I8 0.9% ' 5 6  

1,026 - . '  " 47 '. 5' .. 0.4% .; .' 314 

202,107 17,888 6,3 17 .3.1% 102,000 
1,135' 0 - . -6 ' 0.0% 293 

. , 

1,736.' 9' ' 8 ;  0.4% .569 
13,254 1:034 : 83 0.6% "3,913 
%3,670 '877' , 73 2.'0% 1.675 
2,827 . ' . 75. '  42 - 1.5% 625 

.3.034 174 8 ' 0!3% ' 227 
, . .  

Yellowfin Sole - BSAl ( 527,000 125.010 '100.192 '. 19.0%1176,783 
* Atka mackerel percentages defined in the AFA are included as opposed to the hi: 
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97 for catch and 1997 PACFIN reports for ex-ve! 

25 . $0.05 . $0.00 
2,497 $0.05 $0.29 

237 -. $0.04 , $0.02 
4,593 $0.09 $0.91 

. 1,438 S0.13 '$0.40 

. . 8 . $0.28 ' $0.00 
3 7  $0.28'. $0.02 

- 234 ' ~$0.03 . $0.01 

9,29.0 $0.21 $4.30 
. .;.i $0.07 ' j -  $0.00 
' " 2  ' $0.07 . $0b0 

'.27 $0.07 $O,OO . . 
.58 $o.o? . $0.01 
. 5 $0147 " ' $0.01 
. ' 1  ' '.$0.47 $0.00 

3,188 $0.15 $1.03 - .. 
' . 0 --$1.77.  $0.00 

3 $1.77 $0.01 

i' 
' : 25 ' ,$0.23 -$o.oi 

' . '33 , $0.04 $0.00 
9 $0.23 $0.00 

, , . . 
I ,,-$0.23 $0.00 

33,610 ::'$O.O~ ' $5.78 
ric catch ratio 
I prices (the most recent year 

;to1 
;se 

lcurrenfIy available. 

1 1.1.2 Management of Catcher/Processor Sideboards 

Though the h a 1  regulations have not yet been drafted, it is likely that NMFS will manage the caps through 
directed fishery closures. NMFS will evaluate the cap amohnts at the start of the fishing season to determine 
if adequate amounts of a species are available for a directed fishery. Should NMFS deterinine that sufficient' 
amounts are not available, . then the directed fisheries for those species will closed for the entire year. if a 
slificient q o u n t  of a specidsis available to the catcherlprocessor fleet, a directed fishery for that'species 
would be opened. Once the portion of a cap to be harvested in a directed fishery is readied, the directed fishery 
for that species will be closed. Directed fishery limits miiht be &nsiiie;ed "h&d3~: caps; in that when reached 
they close'a directed fishery. Species caught k bycatcti, .%hnot part bf:a AFA catcher~~rocessor directed 
fishery, will'likely'be m*ed as."soft" caps, me-g that reaching a sideboard cap for a bycatcli species 

, . , . ,  , .  
'I . - .  . . ' . . , . . . .. 'I 

r .. . 



(such as squ~d) m a betted fishery (such as pollock) would not close the drected fishery, so long as no other 
overfishmg levels were reached for the specles taken as bycatch 

NMFS is considering managing the sideboard fisheries in the above manner to prevent closures of all directed 
fisheries after reaching one ofthe s m d  sideboardcaps. Squid taken as bycatch in the pollock fishiry is a good 
example, but other species may also shut down the directed groundfish fisheries if reaching a bycatch species 
cap closes a directed fishery. According to Table 11.2, about 290 mt of squid were taken annually in the 
pollock fishery between 1995-97. Our estimate of the catcherlprocessors' squidcap is 33 mt, based on 1999 
TACs. Assuming that all of the squid is taken in the pollock fishery and similar squid bycatch rates continue 
into the future, only about 35 percent of the catcherlprocessors' pollock allocation would be harvested before 
they reach their squid cap. However, given the current understanding of how NMFS intends to manage the 
fishery, reaching the cap of 33 mt. would not close the directed pollock fishery or any other directed fisheries 
where squid is taken asbycatch by the AFA catcherlprocessor fleet. Instead NMFS would not open a directed 
fishery for squid at-thebeginning of the year, because insufficient amounts of that species would be available. 
Not opening a directed fishery for squid will have little economic impact on the fleet, because, at present, 
market conditions have not lead to the development of directed fishery for squid in the BSAI. 

11.1.3 CatcherProcessor PSC Sideboard Caps 

Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be established based on the percentage of PSC removals inthenon-pollock 
goundfish fisheries during 1995, 96, and 97. This information was presented in Table 6.13, and is how the 
AFA catcher processor fleet's PSC bycatch amounts were calculated for 1999: According to estimates 
published by NMFS in the March 11, 1999 Federal Register, the AFA catcherlprocessors will be capped at 

:: 8.4 percent of the halibut PSC available to'trawl vessels, 1.2 percent ofthe herring, 0.7 percent of the red king. 
-, crab, 15.3 percent of the C. opilio crab, 14.0 percent of the zone 1 C. bairdi crab, and 5.0 percent of the zonez 
'. 2 C bairdi crab. These percedtages will be multiplied by the 2000 and beyond trawl PSC caps to determine: 

f . the amount of each PSC species that the AFA catcher/processors will be allowed to harvest in the non-pollock* ., 

target fisheries. If the overall trawl PSC caps are not reduced substantially in future years, these PSC bycatch . . 

amounts should allow the AFA catcherlprocessors to harvest their directed fishery allocations, since they are 
' based on the historical catch rates. 

The Council also.provided the following direction on management of the PSC caps: . . 

I The Council requested that NMFS manage the PSC sideboard caps to allow for directed fishing of 
non-poliock species such that the total P S ~  removals do not exceed the PSC caps. 

2. The listed vessels' PSC caps will not be apportioned by fishery andwill be managed wider open access; 
season apportionment closures. 

Additional information on the management of the PSC caps can be found in the proposed rule for dus 
amendment package. 

The Council's preferred alternative does not change the PSC sideboard caps from those in place for the 1999 
f i s h i i  year. Catcherlprocessors will continue to be capped at the same percentage of each future year's PSC 
allotments, as they were in 1999. Given that they were able to successfully conduct their non-pollock fisheries 
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The GHLforthe 1998 BBRKC fishery was 16.4 million pounds. If this GHL level was A t a i n e d  in the 
future, the AFA fleet would be capped at about 2.1 million pounds. At the $2.60 per pound reported by 
ADF&G (from ADF&G commercial fisheries web page, August 27, 1999) for the 1998 fishing season, that 
equates to about $5.5 million. 

ADF&G intends to manage the AFA vessels based on the aggegate cap equally apportioned to each vessel. 
Specifically, they intend to set a trip limit for each vessel equal to the AFA sideboard cap divided by the 
number of AFA vessels registered to in the BBRKC fishery that year. Based on data presented 
earlier, the trip limit would be about 5 1,000 pounds or about $135,000 per vessel. A trip limit ofthat amount 
is more than the average vessel harvests in the years 1996 (42,000 pounds and $109,000) or 1997 (33,000 
pounds and $86,000). Equal trip limits will ease the in-season management burden on ADF&G, and will allow 
each vessel to know prior to fishing how much crab they are allowed to harvest. Specific measures dealing 
with overages and other management issues are still being developed, and cannot be reported at this time. 

11.2.1.2 C opilio Crab 

AFA eligible catcher vessels which are also LLP qualified for a Tanner crab endorsement may participate in 
the BSAl C. opilio crab fishery ifthey harvested opilio crab in more than 3 ofthe 10 yeais (88-97). If a vessel 
did fish for opilio crab in at least four years they are eligible to participate in that fishery without further. 
restrictions on the amount of opilio crab they can harvest h a year. Preliminary estimates indicate that five 
AFA catcher vessels fished at least four years in the opilio fishery, and are therefore allowed to continue 
participating in that fishery under the AFA sideboard restrictions. Appendix 111 to this document contains a 
separate analysis titled "Economic Reliance on Crab by AFA Section 208 Crossover Vessels: Implications for, 
Sideboards," which was prepared under contract to Dr. Scott Matulich of Washington State University. That : : 
report details the activities of vessels in the three major crab fisheries (opilio, bairdi, and Bristol Bay red king : 
crib) over 10 years (1988-97) with particular emphasis on the "crossover" vessels, i.e., those which are AFA 
qualified and also crab LLP qualified. The Council reviewed that information and considered the participation 
panems therein in structuring sideboards for all crab fisheries. 

11.2.1.3 C. bairdi Crab 

Sideboard restrictions on the C. bairdi crab fishery excludes AFA qualified vessels that receive an LLP Tanner 
crab endorsement from participating in the directed bairdi fishery, unless they had catch history in the bairdi 
fishery in 1995 or 1996. If eligible, these vessels will be allowed to participate in the fishery only after the 
bairdi rebuilding goal is reached. Preliminary data indicates that 2 1 vesselswould qualify to participate in the 
directed bairdi fishery based on their 1995 and 1996 history. These vessels will be capped at their aggregate 
historic catch levels based on the years 1995-96. Initial estimates indicate that the AFA catcher vessels would 
be limited to about 6.5 percent ofthe pre-season GHL once the fishery is rebuilt. The time frame for rebuilding 
tlus stock is difficult to predict. However the rebuilding plan outlined in Amendment I 1 to the BSAI crab FMP 
indicates that a reasonable rebuilding period to meet the minimum stock size threshold may be in the range of 
the years 2005 to 2010 (NPFMC, 19994). This time frame is after the current version of the AFA is scheduled 

' ~ o n h  Pacific Fishery Management Council (NPFMC). 1999. A Rebuildiig Plan for the Bering Sea C Stock. 
Environmental AssessmenVRegulatory Impact Reviewllnitial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for proposed Amendment I I 
to the Fishety Management Plan for the King and Tanner Crab Fisheries in the Bering SedAleutian Islands and a 
regulatory amendment to the Bering SealAleutian Islands Groundfish Fishery Management Plan. North Pacific Fishety 
Management Council. Anchorage. AK. 
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to expire, meaning it is likely that there will be no fishing for bairdi by any vessels prioito the expiration of "' - 
the AFA on December 3 1,2004. . . 

, , , . .  

AFA catcher vessels which hold an LLP Tanner crab endorsement may retain bycatch 6f bairdi, if retaining 
bairdi bycatch is allowed in the BBRKC fishery. Allowing the BBRKC vessels to retain bycatch amounts of 
bairdi has occurred in past years. when the fisheries were opened simultaneously. Such a provision will help 

... , , I . .  reduce the amounts of bairdi cribthat are discarded. # .  . - .  ' r , - 1 .  

. *  . . , . .7: ,.; 7's. 

11.2.1.4 St. Matthew Blue King Crab I :  , 
, . .. . .  

I .  ' . ,-I. . .  , - .  . , . 'I ,, . '  
AFA vessels which hold a LLP endorsement for the St:Matthiws king ciab fishery, and hid a landing in:that ' .  

fishery ip.1995,96 or 97, may participate in that fishery under the AFA sideboard restrictions. Only one vessel' , 

partiiipated in St. Matthew blue king crab fishery in any of the three quahfyhg years. Becauseonly one vessel, . 
is qualified, the catch history of that vessel cannot be reported under current confidentiality requirements. 

, . 

11.2.1.5 Pribilof Red and Blue King Crab 

AFA citcher vessels which hold an LLP endorsement for the Pribilof king.cqb fishery, andhad a landing in , 

that fishery in 1995, 96 or 9.7, may participate in that fishery under the AFA sideboard restrictions. Initial 
information indicates that four vessels will qualify to participate in this fishery under AFA sideboards. .The& 
vessels.yill be .allowed to .harvest about 1.2 percent of the .combined pre-season GHLs; according to 
preliminary information.. This would result in the four eligible vessels in the AFA fleet being capped at 15,600 
pounds ($32,700), based on the 1998 GHL and ex-vessel prices. On average the vessels participating in the .. 

Pribilof king crab fisheries averaged 17,200 pounds in 1996 and 23,900 pounds in 1997.. If the 15,600 pound 
cap were equally divided it would result in each vessels taking 3;900 pounds ($8,150). or about one-fifth what 
the average vessel harvested in the 1996 and 1997 fisheries. This is a loss of about $42,000 for AFA catcher . . 

vessels, however, that revenue will be redistributed to the Non-AFA crab vessels. 
- .  

11.2.1.6 Aleutian Islands Red aiid'~rown King Crab 
. . , .  , ~ . 

An LLP and AFA qualified catcher vessel which had a landing in the last two years the Aleutian Islands red 
king crab and brown crab fisheries were open may participate in those fisheries. According to preliminary daw , 

no AFA vessels met this criteria, and therefore, no AFA vessels will be allowed to participate inthese fisheries 
under the sideboard restrictions. -. 

r .  
. . , , 

11.2.2 scaCop sideboards , ' I  ' . . . . 
\ . .  , . . . . . 

Measures restricting AFA catcher vessels, which participate in a cooperative, to their aggregate traditional . 
harvest in the scallop fishery were developed by the Council. The grohdfish and crab sideboards applied to 
all vessels regardless of whether they participated in a cooperative. It was Gsumed that sCallop sidebo&ds ' . 
applied only to vessels that didjoin a cooperative because participation in a cooperative was explicitly defined 
by the Council. 

Participation in a cooperative is defined as any use of a vessel's catch history by a cooperative, whether by 
direct harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota. The preferred alternative would limit the one AFA catcher 
vessel that also participated in the scallop fishery to the 3.33 percent of the upper endof the statewide GHL. 
That percentage will be multiplied by the upper end of the state-w$le guidelineharvest level, in future years, 
to determine the actual amount of scallops it will be allowed to harvest uhder a cap. A projected 1,200,000 
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.pound GHL would result in the vessel behg capped at 41,292 pounds. At an ex-vessel value of $5.50 per 
pound (1998 average.from ADF&G web site), this equates to a cap of about $227,000 for the scallop vessel. 

! 

11.2 3 Bering Sea q d  Aleutian Islands Catcher Vessel Sideboards 

Sepaiate groundfish sideboard structures were developed for the BSAI and GOA. This section ofthe document 
will focus on the Council's preferred alternatives for the BSAI. Discussions of the GOA sideboard restrictions 
will follow in the next section.. . 

~. 
11.2.3.1 BSAI Groundfish Sideboard Caps 

. . 
BSAI sideboards shall be based on the AFA catcher vessel's catch history from 1995-97 (except Pacific cod 
which will be based on 1997 only and POP which is based on 1996-97). Sideboards will include non-pollock 
catchhistory in both the pollock and non-pollock target fisheries. The harvest will then be expressed as a ratio 
of the AFA vessels' catch to the total amount of TAC available those years. The resulting percentage.wil1 be 
multiplied by the TAC's set in future years to determine the actual amount of each sideboard species that can 
be harvested under the caps. 

The Council recommends NMFS to determine the bycatch needs for the pollock and non-pollock fisheries and 
allow for directed fishing of non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should not 
exceed the sideboard caps. A discussion of how NMFS intends to manage the caps was provided in the 
catchet/processor section'of this chapter.' 

The council intended that catcher vessel sideboard caps apply to all AFA vessels eligible under sections . ? ,  . . 
208(a)-(c) of the Act regardless of participation in a cooperative.. Any vessel determined by NMFS to be 
eligible to participate in a cooperative will be bound by the sideboard caps outlined by the Council, -if 
implemented by the Secretary of Commerce. The Council considered applying these caps only to vessels whi& .- 
participate in a cooperative. However, the Council felt that based on the direction given in section 2 1 l(c)( l)(A) 
of the Act, which states that the Council shall recommend measures to "prevent the catcher vessels eligible 
under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section 208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels 
of such vessels in other fisheries under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery 
cooperatives in the directed pollock fishery...", they should apply the sideboards to all eligible catcher vessels 
to afford protection to the non-AFA eligible vessels. A discussion of this issue in chapter 7 concludes'this 
decision will likely have the greatest impact on catcher vessels that had smaller pollock catches and were more 
diversified into other fisheries. TO mitigate some of the impacts on these vessels the Council provided an 
exemptionto the Pacific cod sideboard cap for catcher vessels <125' LOA that had less than 1,700 mt. of 
annual pollock history and made a t  least30 Pacific cod landings in the BSAI from 1995-97. However, 
underNMFS3 proposed implementation plan, vessels which 'opt out' of the BSAI pollock fishery entirely 
(i.e., do not apply for an AFA would not be subject to the sideboards. Sideboard exemptions will be 
discussed in greater detail later in this section and in the Regulatory Flexibility Act section of the document. 

Sideboard caps shall be applied at the AFA catcher vessel sector level (inshore delivery vessels, mothership 
delivery vessels, and catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors) in 2000. However, NMFS shall publish 
the proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each cooperative, and 
facilitate the formation of an inter-cooperative agreement to monitor the subdivision of the caps at the 
cooperative 1evel:NMFS shall also require each cooperative agreement to contain provisions that would limit 
its participants to their collective 1995-97 hamest in other fisheries. 
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,-Members of industry realized that NMFS is not in a position to monitor sideboard caps at the cooper&ive level 
&the y e q  2000; but requested that information on thecooperative level sidebdards be Published sothey could 
monitor and enforce caps at that level themselves. The inter-cooperative agreement may enable the inshore 
cooperatives to better rationalize their p'irticipatioh in hahesting sideboard speci6sfor wtiicKthey.will hive 
directed fisheries, such as Pacific cod. 

. . .  <**,,; . . .  . .: . . .  . . . . . . .V ' .., -1: ' ',' 

Sideboard caps will apply throughout .the year, except for two specific exemptions:; The fiist'exemptiodiitis 
the Pacific cod sideboard cap for vessels participating in the mothership sector,on.March 1 of each year. Ttie 
second exemption applies to catcher vessels less than 125' LOA with less than 1,700 mt. of annual average 
landed pollock catch history and at least 30 pacific cod landings from~l995-97:: Th&evessels shall bk i&niPt 
from the catcher vessel trawl Pacific cod sideboard cap throughout the entire year in the BSAI. Catch history . ofv$ssels that are exempt from the sideboards will not be included when calculating theherall sideboard caps, 
and their catch will not accrue against the cap when determining ivh.en the cap: . I 8 . .  f :  . .... . . , .  . ,  . > . , .  . r 1 , , . ' ,. .:. . , ..,:, ' , ,..,I ,, ,;;,, !.'?:r 

' . 
Tables 1 1.3 through.ll.5b represent estimates of the catckier vessel sidetioards in terms ofhistoric.lanhed catch 
from 1995-97, the percentage of landed catch relative to TAC,.an estimate of future sideboard amounts based 
on the 1999 ITACs, and an estimate of the ex-vessel value of those amounts, respectively: These tables do not 
include catch of Pacific cod by the vessels exempted from the Pacific cod cap. So, the entire Pacific cod catch 
history of vessels landing less than 1;700 mt: pollock annually ahd the.catch of catcher':vessels delivering't'o 

. . .  . . mothershipsafter March 1, have been excluded:- . . . . . . . .  c . ; . , i i ,  . I . 
... 

' ,  .< . . . . . .  , :. . . . : . I ' . ; 7  . !?' . C ,  . . :  .' . ' 

Ex-vessel value estimates reported in Table 1 1.5b indicate that if therdatcher.ves$els haniested, retained: and 
sold all of the sideboard caps they were projected to be issued in Table I1.5a, they would generate $17.7 . 
million per. year. This estimate assumes that'the catcheavessels.would.not have any discards and they could 
market.all.of their catch.. These assumptions are unlikely to occur. Therefore, the ex-ves'sel "slue &timat& 
likely overstate the amount of revenue that will be generated from the sideboard species. ; ... ! :. , ., 

. . , > ,  -. . . , . 
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Table 11.3: Landed Catch ofNon-ErernptlAFA Catcher Vessels inthe Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 

Species by TAC Grouping 
Atka Mackerel - Central AI 

Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel -Westem AI 

+owtooth Flounder,- FkAI 
Other Flatfish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI . 
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 

. Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 
': Other Species - BSAI 

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 
t'P. Cod (Trawl CVs)-BSAI (97 only) 

Pacilic Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 

* POP - Central AI (96-97 only) 

* POP - Eastern AI (96-97 only) 
- "  *POP - Western AI (96-97 only) :: 
,:. Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 
Rock.Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islandr 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 

. .  . ShqchdNorthern Rockfish - Al 

Squid -.Bering Sea and Neutian Islands 

Shortraker/Rougheye Rocffish - AI 

Other Red Rocffish - Bering Sea 
Yellowlin Sole - B S ~  . 

All Fisheries 

7 Inshore M/MS MS CVto CP 
(90 CVs) (I  1 CVs) (10 CVs) (7 CVs) 

All Vessels 
(1 18 CVs) 

17 

171 
- 

2,151 
5,155 
4,3,12 

14 

685 
1,867 

258 

47,72 1 
586 

7 

30 
- 
6 

39 
5,174 

69 

1 
19 

1,426 
3 

85 

37,507 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data for inshore deliveries; National Marine Fisherie: 
Service observer data for at-sea deliveries. I 
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. 
': The Pacific cod catch history from'vessels with less than 1,700 mt. of annual average landed pollock catch 
and at least 30 BSAI Pacific cod landmgs from 1995-97 are excluded from this table, because they are exempl 
from the Pacific cod sideboard cap. 
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Table lL4;Pereent of TAC that was Landed by Non-Exempt' AFA Catcher Vessels in t h " ~ e r i n ~  ~ ; a  - .- . 
'and Aleutiah Islands (1995-97) . .. .-. 

I .  

: 
i 

1 

: 

' 

, 

(10 Cvs) . (7 CVi) 
. . 

2 ,  - . 

d .-. ' 0.01% 
. , 
t , . , . ' Y Z  . , . -  

0:60%- .. 0.72% 

0.11% il.'0.31% 
0.39% 0.44% 
. . .  - .  0.15% 

0.05%. " 0.26% 
0.22% I' 0139% 

, . '. ! - . 0.05% 
* .  - .  . '4.00% i . .  s.oi.% 

.?:t'0.28% 0.16% 
- .  . . 

, .> . -  ,"! .. - 
, , ,- : 0 %  
. , . , :\, \ '  -? ,,: ' 

- ,, .b.21% .- 
0.10% * ,0.58% 
0.19% 0.36% 

. . 
> .  

I .. 
. . , -  ~~ ~ .- 

i .  
. . I ,  J > -  , >. 
2 I . . :  - , ) : I .  

sp.e;cies,by TAC Grouping. , . -  - -  ~ ~ 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI 
\ 

Atka Mackerel -Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel -Western AI 

Arrowtooth FIO-under - BSAI'. 
% e ~  Flatfish -:BSAI 
Flathead sol; : BSAI 

Greenland ~ b r b o t  - Aleutian Islands 
Greenland ~ k o t  - Bering Sea 
Other Species .:.BSAI 

Pacific Cod (~ ixed  Gear) - BSAI 
* . P.Cod . (TrawlCVs)-BSAI (97.only) 

Pacific O d  Perch - Bering Sea 
* POP - Central AI(96-97 only) 

I 
*POP -Eastern A1 (96-97 only) 
*POP -Western AI (96-97 only) 

Other Rockfish- Aleutian Islands 

Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 
RockSole - BSN 

(I I 8 'CVS)' 
. .  . 

- ,  " " 0.01% 

"0.3 1% 
_ ,  " < "  ' 
, . ,  - 
' 5:83% . - 

.. ! 5.58% 

':;4.9& 
I 

: 2'0!21% 
' A  '4:05% 

2.8'3% 

. &&% 
I 

- %  ,72:91% 

'1048% 
- b,i'l% 

. : - 0.48% .. - 
2 ,  . "  I ,  

: :?'0~3i% 

; ! ' '3.79% 

2:55% 
Sablefish (~ rdwl  Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - A1 
Squid - BSAI 

shortrakerlRdugheye Rockfish - AI 
Other Red RocMsh - Bering Sea 
Yellowfin Sole : BSAI 

. (90'CVs) 
0.01% 

0.28% 
- 
3.69% 
4.70% 
3,.51% 

0.06% 

3.60% 
1..83% 

0.01% 

55.06% 

9132% 

0.1 1 % 
0.43% 
- 
0.05% 

2.92% 
1.57% 

&d at least 30 BSAI pacific &d landings from 1995-97 are excluded.from this tabld, bec'auietiikjiarie;iimpt 
from the Pacific cod sideboard cap. , -, ~' <.' \ , I  ; - ,  

" ~ ~ 
~. -. 

! All Fisheries 

I 
5.64% 0.09% , -2,' - . . . . . ' - . 0.3 5% 
0.06% ,~.,;.,- .- . - .  - I ..,.. . 
0101% i 0.09% ! , .  :'0.05% 

36.49% l 4 4 %  ' . ': 20.54% 0.38% 
_ i . . . , ; . 0.11% . . , ,- . - 

1:88% 0.43% I - 0.13% '- 0:36% 
I 

5.94% 0.81% : 0.19%,:. '0,18%~. 

j 
.. 

- CV CV to CV to 
Inshoke :IN/MS ' CV to MS CP 

. 6.08% 

. 0.06% 
. ' ' :o: 15% 

. . 
' "  , 38.85%, 
. 

' 0 4 1 % .  
'- ! -'2.80% 

. 7.1%: 
Squrce{: ' ~ l G k a  ~ e ~ a r b n e i t  of Fish and Game fish tidket,data for~inshore.delive~es; National.MSri6e 

. . ~isheries service observer data for deliveries at-sea. ' I  :. . . . .. , . ,, . * .  

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period 1;;- . . 4 ! !  . :,' .. , !.,>,'! ..; 

':;The Pacific cod catch history from vessels with less than 1;700mt:oFann~al ajerage Ended pollock catch 

I 
Total Catch 

I 
, 8 

: 
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Table 11.5a: Catcher Vessel Sideboard Estimates in theBering Sea and Aleutian Islands Based on 1999 
ITACs Published in the March 11, 

Spec~es by TAC Groupmg ' 

Atka Mackerel - Central AI 
Atka Mackerel - Eastern AI 
Atka Mackerel - Western AI 

Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 

Other Flatfish - BSAI 
Flathead Sole - BSAI 

Greenland Turbot - AI 
Greenland Turbot - Benng Sea 
Other Spec~es - BSAI 

Paclfic Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 

*P Cod (Trawl CVs)-BSAI (97 only] 
Pacific Ocean Perch - Benng Sea 

* POP - Central AI (96-97 only) 

* POP - Eastern AI (96-97 only) 

* POP -Westem AI (96-97 only) 
Other Rockfish - Aleutlan Islands 

Other Rockfish - Benng Sea 
Rock Sole - BSAI 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - A1 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Benng Sea 

SharpcMor thern  Rockfish - AI 
Squ~d - BSAI 

ShortrakedRougheye Rockf~sh - AI 
Other Red Rockfish - Bemg Sea 
Yellowfin Sole - BSAl 

Inshore INMS cv to MS CP 
(90 CVs) (I l CVs) (10 CVs) (7 CVs) 

All 
Fisheries 

(1 18 CVs) 

2 

84 

6,658 

7,304 
3,220 

6 

208 
790 

50 

28,052 
121 

4 

14 
- 
2 

12 
2,601 

35 

0 
5 

65 1 

1 
6 

12,587 

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data for inshore deliveries; National Marine Fisherie: 
Service observer data for deliveries at-sea. 

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire 1995-97 time period. 



Table 11.5b: Catcher Vessel Sideboard Ex-vesselValue ($ million) Estimates in the BeringSea and 
Aleutian Islahds Based on 1999 ITACS Published in the March 11,1999 Federal Registei;?~nd-1997 

Other r _  Red , Rockfish , . . .  - Beringsea '. . 
~el1owtin:~ole - &AI - '  - . ' 

. 
~ o t a l  ' 

. 

' 

, '  

; 

PACFlN Ex-vessel PriEeG.: ' . .  
, . .  .- . . . . .  . . . . . . .  

. . 
. , I . . , . .  . . . . . .  , .. 

. $  / I :' 

Species 5y TAC Grouping -'- - 
Atka Mackerel - Central 

Atka ~ a c k e r d  - Eastern Al  
Atka Mackerel -Westem AI 
~ r roGoo th  Flounder - BSN 
&her Flatfish - BSAI , , 
 lathea ad sold BSAI 
d~eenland ~ ~ i b o t  - A1 , 

 ree en land ~ i r b o t  - ~ e r i n g  Sea 

~ t h k r  species - BSAI , . . 
Pacific Cod ( ~ 6 e d  Gear),- BSAI :, . 

*P. cod (Trawl C V S ) - B S ~  (97 only) 

Pacific Oceai perch - Bering Sea 

"OP - Central AI (96-97 only) 
* POP - Eastem AI (96-97 only) : P ~ P  -Westem AI (96-97 only) 

0 4 e r  Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 

Qther Rockfish -,Bering Sea 
~ o c k ~ l e  , , ,- - B:SM - 
Sablefish (Triwl Gear) - AI 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 

~hHlpchin/~o&em Rockfish - AI 
Squid - BSAI 
&rtraker/R6ugheye Rockfish - A1 

$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 i,$O.OO 
. . .  

. .  $1.81 $0.25. $0..06.: '$0.05 
$14.39 $1.01 . , . . $0.54 ;- $1.77 

... - . .  - .  

Source: AlaskaDepartment ofFish andGame fish ticket dati for inshoredeliveries; National Mirine Fisheries - . . . . .  .. ..... . a -  

Service observer data for deliveries at-sea. 
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend thoughout entire 1995-97 time period. 

, 
- ,  

All Fisheries 
CVto:. CV to 

CV Inshore M M S  . I . !  . CV I to MS .: .- CP 
(90 CVs) (I I CVs) (1-0 CVs) . ( 7 c . v ~ )  

$0.00 - , _  - .  , _ .  , - 
$0;02 $0.00 , . $0.00 

. .  - t - % - .- 
, . 

$0.33 $0107 . . .  , . ., . 
! 

$0.05 ;$0,07 

$1.22 $0.12 r ! $0.03 $0.08 
$0.64 $0.10' . , : . $0.71 $008 
$0.00 I , . ' $0.00 

$0.1.1 . . $0.00 $0.00 , $O:Ol 

s0.01 sol00 $0.00 . . , ,. $O:OO 
$0.00 - ,  8 . -  ., , , , , , $0.01. 
$9.81 $1.04 ., $0.71 . . $1.43 

$0.02 $0.00 
! 

$0.00 a , ,  . .. $0.00 
$0.00 , . . - L .  - , . 

$0.00 I < .  ,:::. - . . . .  $0.00, 

- - . . . . .  . - ,  

$0.00 $0.00 ,' - : $0.00 

$0,.OI $0.00, - $0.00 
$0.52 $0.14 $0.06 , $0.12 

$0.16 $0.0; , , . . . , , ,  . - . .  , $O:Oi 
- - _ I _ .  _ 

$0.00 $0.00 . 1 - $0.00 

$0.05 $0.00 I $O.,OO $0.00 I . I  

$0.00 .. .. - - ... ' a  - . 

' ! 

. .  $0.00:' 
:', $2.16 

; - i $17.71 

All 
' Fisheries 
(1 18 CVS) 

, . $0:00 
: ., $0.02 

'I 

: . -,.:$0.53 

. , ! $1.45 

. . .  $0.89 
I:, $0.00 

,- -$0.13 
! ::- -: $0.02 
; -. $0.02. 

, , !$12,99 
. , - $0.02 

$0.00 
, $0.00 

, . . . . , -  . 

, . - $0.00 

-, .,$0.01 
,$0.84 

. :$O.l8 
,. , .-, 

. - : $0.00 

. $0.05 
- $0.00 
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11.2.3.2 BSAI PSC Sideboard Caps 

BSAI PSC sideboard caps shall be based on the ratio of landed catch in each non-pollock target fishery to the 
PSC cap for that target, and shall represent an aggregate cap which is not subdivided among catcher vessel 
sectors: Based on this formula, preliminary estimates indicate that catcher vessels bound by sideboard caps 
will be allowed to harvest up to 34 percent of the halibut and crab PSC species allocated to the Pacific cod 
fishery, 7 percent of those allocations to the yellowfin sole fishery, 4 percent of those allocations to the rock 
soldother flatfislilflathead sole fisheries, and 1 percent of those allocations t o  the Atka mackereYother 
groundfish fisheries (after pollock has been excluded). Catcher vessels that were exempted from Pacific cod 
sideboard caps will not be bound by PSC sideboard caps. They will only be limited by the overall trawl PSC 
apportionments in the Pacific cod fishery. 

As with groundfish sideboards, PSC sideboards are caps, meaning that the AFA catcher vessel fleet is not 
gu&teed any specific amount of PSC bycatch. Instead they are limited to a fraction of the overall trawl 
allocation. If an overall trawl PSC cap is reached for any target fishery (or group of target fisheries), the 
directed fishery will close for all trawl vessels, regardless of whether the AFA vessels have attained their 
aggregate PSC sideboard cap. 

PSC sideboard caps will be $plementedonly for halibut and crab species. No PSC caps will be set for hening 
or the salmon species, since bycatch ofthose species occurs predominantly in the pollock fishery. Instead, AFA 
catcher vessels will be monitored as part of the overall trawl fleet under the herring and salmon PSC caps. 

11.2.4 ~ u l f  of k s k a  Sideboard Caps 

Like the BSAI sideboard caps, the GOA caps will be based on aggregate landed groundfish catch of AFA 
catcher vessels between 1995-97 (1 997 only for Atka Mackerel),.and will be expressed as a percentage of the 
iTAC that was available those years. These percentages will then be multiplied by the TAC set for each ;f' 

species, after the TACs are set in December prior to the start of the next fishing season, to determine the actual 
harvest amounts that will be available to .&A catcher vessels restricted by sideboard caps. 

NMFS w& requested to determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheries and allow for 
directed fishing such that the total catch of those species should not exceed the sideboard caps, meaning that 
NMFS will first determine bycatch needs for species that have a sufficient cap to allow for a directed fishery, 
and the remainder of the cap would be available as a directed fishery allowance. The result of this direction 
is to indicate the Council's intent that the caps are not intended to be only used as directed fishing caps, but 
they are also to cover bycatch needs in other directed fisheries. 

The sideboard caps shall apply to all AFA vessels participating in the GOA fisheries, regardless of whether 
the vessels joins a cooperative (unless they 'opt out' or are exempted). Sideboard caps shall be applied 
throughout the year except that vessels <125' with less than 1,700 mt. of annual average BSAI pollock landed 
catch history and 40 GOA groundfish landings from 1995-1997 shall beexempt from GOA groundfish 
sideboards. This exemption differs from the BSAI exemption in that it covers any directed fisheries. 

Sideboard caps will be applied at the AFA-eligible catcher vessel sector level in 2000. However, NMFS shall 
publish the proportion of the Cap represented by the aggregate catch history ofthe vessels in each cooperative, 
and encourage the formation of an inter-cooperative agreement to monitor the sub-division of the caps at the 
cooperative level. NMFS shall require each cooperative agreement to contain provisions that would limit its 
participants to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries. 
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11.2.4.1 Gulf of Alaska Groundfish Sideboard Caps . < I  _ ,: . 

Groundfish sideboard caps in the GOA are based on theamount ofgroundfish,labded by AFA eligiblb catcher 
.yessqls in all target fisheries andis expressed as a ratio relative totheTAC tliat'was available those years. The 
pollock portion ofthe sideboards will be apportioned seasonally, based on the percentage of the o v e d l  pollock 
TAC allocated to each quarter. W e n  a vessel is excluded f r i h  a cap through an exemption, their cat'ch of 
species cover4 under the exemption is,not included in the cap calculation, nor will its catch accrue toward the 

' . I 
. , 

cap..: . .  , : . . . . .  . . . . . ' .  1 , ' ,  . :  . 
. . , . ., 

I . . . . .  ( I  

..I . . . 9  
- - -  .. 

. !  2 '  . . , 
. , 

Note that the number of vessels listed in the column h&g is less in the GOA than it was in the BSM This 
is due to not all of the AFA vessels being qualified under LLP in the GOA. ..Another consideration is that not 
all vessels qualify in all areas of the GOA under LLP. Recall that licenses will be issued for the Western GOA, 
Central,GOA (including West Yakutat),,pd Southeast Outside areas.. ,'; ' ,  ~- ,. . , , ,  .i 

. - , . .  . . .  I " .  ' '  

The estigatesof catcher vessel sideboardcaps in the GOA presented in Table 1 1.8a (Table 14.8b reports.value 
estimates),provide insigh& into which species have adequate caps to support's directedfishe~y. .It id expectid 
that the directed fisheries should include pollock, Pacific cod, and shallow water flatfish. Necessary amounts~ 
of Pacific Ocean Perch, various rockfish species, sablefish, and deep water flatfish may be available in some 
areas, but NMFS will need to make this determination prior to tl$e.start of fishingeich year. . :., 

. ,  . . . .  . . . .  . . ' ,  . j' ; .  ;, , ,  ' .:. . ' .  ~, . 
~ollock sidebpard capsare to he subdivided on a seasoiial basis. These@on'dates published in the March 1 1;. 
1999 Federal Register ndtice indicate for 1999 the seasonal allocations will be 30 percent in the A season 
(opens January 20), 20 percent in the B season (opens June I), and 25 percent in both the C (opens September 
1) and D (opens five days after the C season closes) seasons. 

. . . -. . . . . . . . . .  . 
'. T i  

, . . . , . . # . . .  .,, . . . , L ,  . : ? .  . ,  . . 
. . ,  , . . ,  ' ,  . . , '. , q.. 

, , .  
' 1  , , .  . '.,. . , . , .  ' - .  - .  , .:. . . I . ::'A .. 

. . . . . .  7 . . .  
3 . . .  ! . 2  , . ? .  

< - -. . . . . .  , i '  , . . (  *' . . .  , , :, ,, , ' I  . . , . . 



Table 11.6: Landed Catch of All Eligible AFA Catcher Vessels in the Gulf of Alaska (1995-97), by AFA 
CV Sector 
Species by TAC Grouping 

Arka Mackerel - Central Gulf (95-96) 
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 
Atka Mackerel -Western Gulf (95-96) 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 
Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 
Deep Water Flaffish - Central Gulf 

Deep Water Flaffish - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole - ~entral'Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Flathead Sole -Western Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf 
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Paclfic Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 
Pac~fic Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 

Pac~fic Cod (Offshore) - Eastern Gulf 
Pac~fic Cod (Inshore) -Western Gulf 

Pac~fic Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 
Pelag~c Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Pelag~c Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 
Pelag~c Shelf Rockfish -Western Gulf 

Pollock - Chmkof D~stnct 
Pollock - Eastern Gulf 
Pollock - Kodak 
Pollock - Shumagm Distnct 

Pac~fic Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 
Pac~fic Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 
Pac~fic Ocan Perch -Western Gulf 
Rex Sole - Central Gulf 
Rex Sole - Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole -Western Gulf 
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 

AFA CV Harvests 
CV CV to CVto CVto Total 

Inshore N M O  MO CP 
1 
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Table 11.7: Percent O ~ T A C  Haryested by All Eligible AFA Catcher vessels in the Gulf of Alaska (1995- 

A h  Mackerel - Central Gulf (95-96) 
A h  Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1 997) I---- 
Atka Mackerel - Western Gulf (95-96) 

Arrowtooth Flounder -Central Gulf 

Arrowtooth Flounder -Eastern Gulf 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Deep Water Flaffish - Eastern Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 
Flathead Sole - Eastern Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 

Northern Rocldish - Central Gulf 
Northern Roc161sh - Eastern Gulf 

Northern Rocffish - Western Gulf 

Other Spec~es - Gulf of Alaska 
Paclfic Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf 

Paclfic Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf 
Paclfic Cod (Offshore) -Eastern Gulf 

Paclfic Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf 

Paclfic Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 
Pelagtc Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 

Pelagtc Shelf Rockfish -Eastern Gulf 

Pelagtc Shelf Rockfish -Western Gulf 
Pollock - Clunkof Dtstnct 

Pollock - Eastern Gulf 
Pollock - KO&& 

Pollock - Shumagin Dstrict 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf 

Pachic Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 

Pacific Ocan Perch - Western Gulf 

Rex Sole - Central Gulf 

Rex Sole -Eastem Gulf 

Rex Sole - Western Gulf 

Slope Rocldish - Central Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf 
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutr 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 

AFA CV Harvests 
CV Inshore CV to IN/MO CV to MO CV to CP All Fisheries 

0 23% 0.83% 1.06%( 
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Table 11.7 (Continued). 
Species ~ Y T A C  Grouping ~. 

Shallow-Water Flatfish : Western.Gulf 

. . ' AFA CV Harvests, . I 

CV Inshore CV to INRvlO CV to MO . cv to CP;. All Fisheiies 
- 2.24%. . . . 0.08% 0.04% . ' 0:24%. -2.60% 

' 

. . . .  . c -  , * Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. 
, , . ' . ' .  . 6te: Excludes catch of GOA exempt vesselk . . ., $ 

-. * - . ' . . ' I  . . '  .:,. 

Thomyhead - ~ u l f o f  Alaska 

Shortraker /~ougheye.- Central Gulf.. . . . 
Shoniaker / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf . 

Shortraker I Rougheye - Western Gulf 
. . 

0.41% 0.50% - , - 0.27% i k %  

' . 1.27% . ' 0:18% . , 
. 1.45% 

,. , 
.'-. 0.26% . 0.13% . - ' ' 0.66% 

, , .  . '1.05% 
i . , - . .  

Source: Alaska.DepaRment of Fish and Gime fish ticket data; ~at ionai  Marine Fisheries Service obsewir data . ' 



Table 11.8a: Estimated Gulf of Alask 
l~pecies by TAC Grouping 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Central Gulf 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Eastern Gulf 

Arrowtooth Flounder - Western Gulf 

Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 

Sideboards (in mt) Based on 1999 TACs . 
AFA CV Harvests 

. ,  

' 

CV Inshore CV to IN/MO CV to MO CV to CP All Fisheries 
47 47 

Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Central Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Eastern'Gulf 

Flathead Sole - Western Gulf 

Northern Rockfish - Cintral Gulf 

Other Species - Gulf of Alaska 
Pacific Cod (~nshor;) - central Gulf 

~ i i i f i c  cod  (Offshore) - Central ~ u l f  
Pacific Cod (Inshore) 1 Western Gulf 

pacific Cod (Offshore) - Western Gulf 

Pelagic ShelfRockfish -Eastern Gulf 

Pollock - Chirikof District 

Pollock - Eastern Gulf . 
Pollock - Kodiak . 
Pollock - Shumagin District, 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Gulf ., 

Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Gulf 

Pacific Ocan Perch - Western Gulf 

Rex Sole - Central Gulf 

Rex Sole -Eastern Gulf 
Rex Sole - Western Gulf 

, 
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf 

w able fish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western GuLf 

Sablefish (Trawl Gear)'- W Yakutat 
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf. 

Shallow Water Flatfish -Eastern Gulf 

Shallow Water Flatfish -western Gulf 

* Denotes TAC groups tlut do not extend throughout entxe ume penod 

Note Excludes catch of GOA exempt vessels 

Shortraker I Rougheye - Eastern ~ ; l f  
Thornyhead - ~ u l f  df kaska  
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11.2.4.2 . GOA PSC Sideboards Caps 

PSC sideboard caps for halibut in the GOA will be set equal to the percentage of groundfish landed, relative 
to TAC, aggregated by the deepS and sWow6-water PSC complexes. To calculate the halibut sideboard caps, 
first the overall trawl halibut allowances will be seasonally apportioned. Then the percentage of groundfish 
landed by the AFA fleet relative to the TAC, for the deep and shallow-water complexes seperately, will be 
multiplied by the seasonal apportionment of halibut to determine the tons of halibut they will be constrained 
by during that season. 

A preliminary estimate for the deep-water complex indicates that AFA catcher vessels will be capped a t  7 
percent of the seasonal halibut sideboards (Table 11.9). The shallow-water cap would be set at 34 percent of 
the seasonal halibut apportionments, if pollock is included in the calculation. Because pollock is not an AFA 
species in the Gulf, includingthose landings in the calculation may be appropriate. Had pollock been excluded, 
the shallow-water halibut cap would be approximately half (16 percent) of the original estimate. Reducing the 
halibut cap by half would likely leave little halibut available for the directed fisheries other than pollock in the 
shallow-water PSC complex. According to information presented in Table 1 1.8b. pollock accounts for about 
two-thirds of the overall sideboard value, $6.27 million. The remaining species account for the other $3.05 
million. 

Attaingent by the entire fleet of any PSC cap will close directed fishing to all trawl vessels, even if the AFA 
vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap. This is consistent with the concept that sideboards are caps 
and not allocations to the AFA fleet. 

, S~eep-water species complex is comprised of sablefish, all rockfish targets, deep-water flatfish. rex sole. and arrowtooth 
flounder 

. 6~hallow-water species complex is comprised of pollock. Pacific cod, shallow-water flatfish, flathead sole. A k a  mackerel, 
and "other species". 
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Table 11.9: Estimates of halibut PSC caps for AFA vessels in the G0A by season, based on 1999 
apportionments 

. 

Overall Tiawl Apportionment : , 

xi AFA Sideboard Caps . . . . .  8 ,  
, . . . ~  - 

, ,, , .,,; , .  ' . _ , .  . . . 
2 i  . .  ' 2 8  . .  . : ' .  I . 70* . . 

:,. 
. . . . ,.. . .,, . . . 

complex. . , I J & 2 0 - ~ a r 3 1  , . , A ~ ~ I ' ~ J U ~ ~  l u i ? ' - ~ e ~ 3 0 .  0 c t 1 - ~ e c 3 1  1 Tot$ . 

\ 

. . . 

1,000* ' 
. ?a 

1,000* 

Deep 

Shallow 

Note: The AFA vessels were capped at 7 percent of diedeep-water complex: trawl apportionmenjand 34 percent of the 
p,.. '1.. . sh~1ow;water complex trawl appoltionment. . ;: .,. , , . . . 

. . 
' >  8 .' - . , , . 

11.2.5 Summary of Catcher Vessel Sideboards 

,, . .> . , , .. ' .  

100 . . 3.00 .. . . 400 . ,  . ,. , 
400 . 

500 100 200 
, ,.. 

Total ' 

: 

The sideboard caps designed by the Council should effectively limit any adverse impacts caused by 
cooperatives on non-AFA vessels, as mandated by the Act. This was the overarching purpose of developing 
sideboard restrictions for the catcher/processors and catcher vessels in the AFA fleet. In general the non-AFA 
vessels were concerned that allowing the AFA pollock fleet to change their harvest strategies in the BSAl 
pollock fishery would allow them to concentrate more effort in other fisheries. This additional effort would 
he to the detriment of the other vessels that had trahtionally relied on those fisheries. 

, 
. . 

600 ' A.400.r  ... "'I' 600 ' b , 400,' . , 
I , . . 2,000 . . .. 

Using landed catch as a proxy for catch history will reduce the amount of every species available to the AFA 
fleets under the sideboard caps, relative to using total catch. Estimating the impacts ofusing retained catch 
versus total catch requires assumptions regarding future prices, discard rates, and harvests within the sideboard 
caps. Given the uncertainty associated with making these assumptions, the reliability of the estimates must be 
considered by the reader and should be treated as directional trends and not point estimates. However, it is very 
likely that using retained catch will reduce gross revenues for the AFA catcher vessels, since not all of the fish 
will be sold. 

:. . . 

* Assumes that the 400 mt of halibut in the 4' quarter is equally divided between the deep and shallow-watt 
Total . , 

A summary of the changes was provided earlier in this chapter. Species discarded at the highest rates will be 
most impacted in terms of overall sideboard amounts. Yet many of the species with high discard rates were 
not taken in directed fisheries by the AFA fleet, or at least the directed fisheries were mininial. Therefore it 
is doubtful NMFS would have opened directed fisheries for those species even had total catch been used to 
determine the sideboards, since they would need to be set aside for bycatch in other directed fisheries. 

. . 177. : i +  .. , 55. . : ; 96 , - 8 2 . '  :" ' ,410* 

- . . 
Species harvested in directed fisheries generally had the lower discard rates. This makes intuitive sense. If you 
are trying to catch a species you are less likely to'throu it back. Still there will be reductions in the amounts 
of species taken in directed fisheries that AFA vessels may harvest. Reductions in Girected fisheriks amounts 
of fish a particular sector can harvest may lead to reduced revenues, if prices are not affected, by allowing the 



other vessels to harvest the AFA fleet's catch history that was discarded at-sea. This .yill likely result in a 
redistribution of revenue among members of the AFA and Non-AFA fleets. 

It is difficult to determine if the overall benefits accruing to the AFA fleet from,having pollock cooperatives 
will out-weigh any net revenue losses resulting from the sideboard restrictions being imposed. However, it is 
known that these vessels h&e primarily fished the pollock and Pacific cod fisheries in the past and they will 
continue to have access to the BSAI pollock fishery and about 73 percent of the BSAI Pacific cod catcher 
vessel trawl allocation. They also will be allowed to harvest about I0 percent of the GOA Pacific cod (slightly 
higher or lower depending on the area) andl3 to 62 percent of the GOA pollock (again depending on the area). 
Those catcher vessels that had limited amounts of catch history in pollockwere exempted from Pacific cod 
sideboard restrictions in the BSAI, and Pacific cod, pollock, and other GOAdirected fisheries they participated. 
AFA vessels that historically fished opilio crab (fishedat lea$ four years from.1988-97) were also exempted 
from that cap. They were allowed to continue fishing for opilio with no catch limit restrictions. 

Calculating "net benefits to the Nation" resulting from these decisions is not possible. Net benefit calculations 
require data that are currently not available to the analysts. Additional information on costs and price/quantity 
relationships would be needed. However, it is reasonable to assume that the positive benefits resulting from 
the formation of cooperatives in the pollock fishery, where buyers and sellers share market power, and may 
exploit economic efficiencies not available in an "open-access" management setting, aregreater than any losses 
generated by sideboard restrictions. It is also true that gainesflosses in this case are primarily distributional 
in nature, and that "net" effects of sideboards will likely tend to be close to neutral overall (all other factors 
being equal). 

The Council decision to exempt certain vessels from the sideboards is not expected to result in the AFA vessels 
.:(both exempt and non-exempt) exceeding the overall catch historically accounted for by these vessels. The 
iequirements for the exemptions result a small number of vessels being exempt, and these vessels were 
traditionally involved to a greater extent in non-pollock fisheries than in the pollock fisheries. Finally, the '2 

council's recommended exemptions are also responding to Section 2.l3 of the Act, which allows management 
actions to mitigate adverse impacts on owners of fewer than three vessels. Without such exemptions these 
vessels would likely be adversely impacted to the extent they may not beable to barvest their historical share 
of the non-Pollock species. 

1 1.3 Non-Sideboard Decisions 

The Council also selected preferred alternatives for several non-sideboard issues. Included in this suite of 
decisions are compensation miasures for determining pollock catch history for inshore catcher'vessels, 
conforrpance m k u r e s  with'inshore-offshore 3-amqndment package, and clarification ofthe single geographic 
location' defmition for inshore processors. 

11.3 1 Compensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels m the Pollock F~shery 

Two compensation measures were approved by the Council. The first would allow catcher vessels that qualify 
for @e inshore sector to count BSAI pollock catch delivered to catcher/processors, as if it were delivered 
inshore, when determining the percentage of the inshore quota they are allowed to take into a cooperative. To 
qualifq. to. b ~ g  this catch history inshore, the vessel must have delivered at least 499 rnt. of pollock to 
catcher/processors &om 1995-97.. If that criteria is met, the catcher vessel c in  add that pollock catch to the 
pollock delivered inshore. that year. Preliminary estimates indicate that the catcher vessels that do not meet tius 
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.landing requiiement, i.e: receiving'no conipens?tion, ivould . , have , .  theirpol'lo& allddatibn r&ced by about fi;e 
. . .  ' t , , a : .  ' , '  , , ,, T . ' .  r ,I. . 1 .  " 7  I : percent. 

The second compensation ineisure allows idshdie catdit? vessels to use thsre best'&o'~ears 'df datch 
history, from 1995-97, to dktermink thei; percentagk of.the inshore $66. . The tiest rwb.+rs',wouid 6e 
determined after any cornpens&ion frdm deliveries h i d e  to catcher~~roce~sijfi in a year wai added'into that >,.. . 
years inshore d e l i v e ~  total.',.Smmjhg a.catchki veksel's besi:two 'year+ generates themverafor for 
.determininga vesiel's'jercentage of the. id id re  hubtic The ddndminatoi ii'calculated by &mining thebiit 
two years of catch. histo~y for all inshoik.catcher'vessels~ whether they are AFA;qualified oi  not: Once thjs 
. calculation is done, any portion of the inshore &itch history not aisighedto &.MA vessels would go into the 
''open access?portion of the insh'o& pollock fisher$' ~ieliminaj. e~timate~hdicate thit ?bok 0:4 percent of 
the inshore.allocation w&ld default to the "open  icei is" pool using this niethbd. ' f i i~igure IO.'I in chaster 
10 shows the distribution of"'winneri"&d "iofers'? by "shg the best h o  of tded yeai foimuli?' "."' '.'L 

. . . .. * 4 i . . ' \  

11.3.2 AFA and Inshore'Offshore 3 Co-nfoiin..de Mes~ures .  : ' ; . .. . . . , , , , . .  . , . . .  .' , .  : . , ... . ;. . - . r . !  ., ., I .  . . , i . . 
3 ,  

Several amendments were passed to make the A F ~ ~ a k d  Iishore-Offshore 3.prbgramsconsiitent:ln general, 
these amendments are minor decisions in that &ey aie required or thky are technid in nature: - '  '. ' ' . . . . . .  . . ,  

!. .::< I .'i i . , . .~ , 

The BSAI poll,ock~aUocation percentages +here ?hangeh , . t6 ,. thb~eiiikclatkd by the Act. AFA defied those 
allocations to'be 50 percent to the inshore;iectbr, 40 percent to the Cai~hei/~r&sso~ sectoi, 'aid 10 B&cent 
to the mothership sector, after accounting for bycatch tiekds in other directed fisheries and the 10 percent CDQ 
allocation. Other activities were primaril'y to achieve consistency in definitions contained in the AFA and-those 

. .  , inthe ~ ~ g d ~ ~ o ~ - ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  ~~t~~ existing+egulatio&. . '  . . . . ,' ': . , . I. , ' .  '. . , " .  . . 
, . 

, . .  . . ' 8  . ii . ~ ' ,  i! , . , , 8 ' '  ." . J r  
. . 

The original3nshore-Offshore directed fishing definitions kppliedequally in.66th'the BSAI and thiGOA.' The 
AFA definitions; however,'ipecifically apply only to inshore-Offshore fish hariested in theBSAI: Theiefore 
the Councilvoted toapcly the same directed fishing hahest dehtion: to pollock in thk BSAI and GOA; as' 
was used in the originai Inshore-Offshore program.. The substantive effet  ofthis alteniative would apply only 
to pollock harvests; not Pacific cod, liecause Pacific cod is an Inshore~Offshore species only'in the GOA: 
Pollock is an Inshore-Offshore species in both areas. Hence, the Inshore-Offshore definitio'ns v&ldapply t'o. 
pollock regardless of from which area it was harvested. 

.. I 3 .  
L . ,  , ' .  ,," .. * . .  . . 1 

The "shoreside processor" definition should apply to the processing of "groundfish," as that term is defined 
in th6 Magnuson-Stevehs Act;and groundfish implementing regulations. Thik"decision' should resoive i 
technical inconsistency between the. I-0:definitions usedby the AFA for theBSAI and those used by  the 
Federal groundfish:re&lations for'the GOA.: This dedision also'would faciliiatk single 1-0 definitlohs' &at 

, ' . .. . would be consistent in both areas. . . 

The AFA definition of "shoreside processor" is'sli&tly.differentfrom the one used in'the ~ederal  gioundfish 
regulations. This results in different meanings of the term being applied in the BSAI and in the GOA. The 
differences are that! the AFA definition refers to "fish while' existing groundfish regulatiind.refe;'tb' 
"groundfish:' in tiyo places: The ~agnuson-Stevens F i she j  ~onse&ation &d MinagGent Act (at sectio"' 
3) defines,"fish as including all fomis.of marine animal &d plant life other than maride rimmnals and birds. 
"Groundfish" on the other hand is.definid in thi regulations as including only thdse'fish f6r whith hihest  ' 
limits are annually specifiedpursuht to 50 CFR 679.20(a). .Hence, a processor &at pficesses onf) s&&m 
and crab harvested in-the BSAI, forexample, would be a."shoreside processor" under the AFA but not under 
the regulations at 50 CFR part 679. The effect of the Council choosing their preferred alternative should be 



to prevent the provisions of the AFA from applying to salmon and crab harvested in the BSAI, for example. 
The AFA section 208(f)provisions would be unaffected because pollock is both a "fish" under the Magnuson- 
Stevens Act and a "groundfish" under the Federal regulations. Consistent application of the term "shoreside 
processor" should enhance wnsistent application of the Inshore-Offshore provisions. 

11.3.2.1 Single Geographic Location 

The Council also voted to restrict inshore floating processors to operating in a single geographic location in 
State waters of the BSAI during a fishing year in which they process pollock from the directed BSAI pollock 
fishery. This is consistent with historic Inshore-Offshore requirements that limited inshore floating processors 
to a single geographic location each year in the BSM. They will be allowed to select a new location at the start 
ofthe next fishing year,' but they will be required to remain at that location for the entire year. This regulation 
will prevent the two AFA floating pro'cessors from gaining an economic advantage over shorebased processors 
that were restricted to process pollock at the same plants that they used to process pollock during 1996-97. 

The Council defined "shoreside processor", for purposes of implementing the AFA, to mean the physical plant 
of a shoreside processor, and limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AFA section 208(f) to receive 
pollock harvested in the BSAI only at the same physica1,location at which that shoreside proc&or's.plant 
processed pollock from the directed fishery during the qualifymg years of 1996 and 1997. This will prevent 
shoreside processors from moving pollock processing activities to plants that did not process pollock in 1996- 
97. 

Lastly, the Council approved extending the sunset date of the current pollock and Pacific cod allocations in the 
GOA FMP pastthe current sunset of December 3 1,200 1 to December 3 1,2004. This latter date conforms with 
the sunset date for Bering SealAleutian Islands pollock allocations mandated by the American Fisheries Act 
of 1,998 (Appendix V). Inshore/Offshore 0/0) allocations of the BSAI and GOA pollock TAC and GOA 
',Pacific cod TAC were originally established under Amendments 18123'(WOI) to the BSAl and GOA FMPs, ,.. 

respectively, for 1993-95. The allocations were extended by the Council in Amendments 38/40 (W02) to the 
respective FMPs for 1996-98. In June 1998, the Council recommended another extension of the GOA 
allocations under Amendment 5 1 (U03). AU three amendment packages contained "sunset" provisions; 
requiring the ~ o b c i l  to reexamine the allocations in three years, or see them expire. The Council'has l i e d  
the sunset dates for BSAI and GOA inshore/offshore allocations since 1992 under all three InshoreIOffshore 
amendments (GOA Amendments 23,40, and 51). 

The EAlRIRlIRFAs for GOA Amendments 23, 40; and 51 are included here by reference. The Council's 
preferred alternative to extend the GOA inshore1ofGhore allocations through December 2004 is within the 
scope of the E A N R  for Amendments 5 115 1. This action is also analyzed in the Public Review Draft of the 
EAIRIMRFA for Amendments 62/62 (NPFMC 1999) (now withdram). Upon advice by NMFS; the 
Council's preferred action for extending the GOA FMP sunset date for pollock and cod allocations is 
incorporated lnto this EA/RIR/IRFA because of the interrelatedness of these issues. 

Current and potential preemption of resourcesby one industry sector over aqother was a focal issue for the 
Council with regard to setting the original inshore and offshore allocations of eollock and Pacific cod in the 
GOA and pollock in the BSAI. Though not necessarily a problem at that time in the BSAI, it was apparent that 
the capacity of the offshore catcher/processor fleet posed a real preemption threat to the inshore processing 
industry, which relied heavily on the pollock resource. During a series of meetings beginning in 1989, the 
Council and industry developed analyses of various alternative solutions to the preemption problem and set 
allocations of pollock and Pacific cod in the GOA and pollock in the BSAI in three separate inshore/offshore 



amendment packiges described above. ,The inshore-offshore allocation issue.became ah in tegd ppart of the 
overall effort towards addressing overcapitalization in North Pacific groundfish fisheries beginning in 1992. 

, I  . . .  ; :  .... . . . , % .  .. ~ 

Two other management actions (BSAI pollock allocationsand vessel replacement restrictions) in thenow 
withdrawn draft EA/RIR/IRFA for Amendment 62/62 have also been incorporated into the current 
EAlRIlUIRFA for Amendment 6116 1 (Amendment 62162 is renamed and includedin Appendix V) and i i e  
addressed in the rulemaking associated with this amendment package. The Council approved changing the 
current inshoreloffshore directed pollock allocations in theBering SealAleutian Islands FMP toconform with 

-those allocations mandated by the AFA. At the same meeting, upon advice by NMFS that the proposed Co&cil 
action.for vessel replacementrestrictions may result in a conflict .between License.Limitation Program and 
American Fisheries Act requirements, the Council took no action'on changing the FMP language on this issue. 
NMFS is addressing vessel replacement requirements to conform.with the AFA in the rulemaking associated 

, : :  , . ..<, with this amendment package: .. 1 
' < ,  ... . , .  ; z  , ~ , ~ ?  , , 

. . ,, . . . . 
. . ' I .  I. a:, -. f . .  ~ 

I , , , ' . r -  . ,*.;,, . 1 " i 

11.4 Other AFA Requirements 
. . ,- , . r: 't: . :-i., r , , . -  . '. 1 ' .  - :, . . .  i ,  ' .  . .  ' . . 

To accurately monitor the removals of pollock aridn~n~pollock species by members of cooperatives;NMFS 
will be implementing the scale and observer requirements mandated for catcherlpr~cessors by the.AFA:' These 
requirements will be:irnplemented via regulation based on directiorrfroni Congress, sincethe Council took no 
formal action. Two observers will be required to be onboard a catcherlprocessor a t  all times whilegroundfish 
is being harvested, processed, or received from another vessel in any fishery underthe authority ofthe Council. 
CDQ trained observers will likely be required to work aboard AFA catcherlprocessors. Currently it is 
unknoyn if adequate nlimbers of observers with this specialized training are available. .NMFS ceitified scales 
were required for weighmg fish;onboard AFA catcherlprocessors~that harvest CDQ.pollock beginbhg on 
January 1; 1999. The remaining AFA catcher processors will be required'to use NMFS certified s&lb starting . , . . 

! - .. . , , . . , . I  . . . .  . * .  
on January 1,2000. , . . . . . .  . . , . . .  . , 

. . , ,  \ . . . . . . . ,  . . 
. . , .., , " ' .; , .... - - .  

NMFS also intends to implement the inshore pollock cooperatives forthe.yeak2000 accdrding to the structure 
prescribed in the AFA; which ties harvest vessels to deliver to specific processing plants. This issue is still 
beingreviewed by the Council. Further discussion of pollock cooperative structure alternatives is contained 

. . . .  in Chapter ,12, andin Appendix N.. . . .  , . : . v  . I  . ~ . <  - . . '  , ,,.. 
. . .  . s  . .  . . .  . . '  . <  ., .'" * ,y 

f ' ' 
Another issue for which a Council decision is pending is that of processor sideboards. For year 2000; NMFS 
intends to implement crab processing sideboards as directed by the M A .  Chapter 8 contains a detailed 
description of that mandate, as well as alternatives for crab andgroundfish processing sideboards, which may 
be approved by,the Council at a latter date. . : > , '  . . ' _ .  _ - . . I  .' . . . . . .  . .  : : . . .  , . . ) .  . . .  - ,  

, ., 
The Couqcil also provided,direction on the contents of cooperative"agreements :an&when theytare t'6 be' 
submitted. The direction given by the ~ounc j l  is as follows: . . , .' . . .  , . ' .  . . - 

, , . . . . 1 , ., i 

1) Cooperative agreements may be one to six years in duration, but must be review annually by the -.. , Council if they, are more than one year in duration. The Councills intent was that this was considered; 
. -; to be apost- season performancereview. . , ,I, , , . , t  . . 

. , . . . . *  . . : ! I .  , . .  . , + I  . . . .  
, . .  ,. , , , , .  

2 , . Cooperative agreements, regardless pf duration, must be submitted to the Councilby' December'l, of 
. .  . . . .  .. the year prior to the start of fishing.,. .y r j .  I . _  . . j I, . . . .. , - .  . ,, , . . 

. . ,,I . , . ;  . , .  . ,  . . 
.~ . . 

. , 
1 . 1  1 '  " ! ' ,  : . . 



3) Prohibit cooperative agreements &om requiring cooperative vessels to deliver species other than BSAl 
pollock to their AFA processor. 

4) Cooperative agreements shall require the disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics 

11.5 Final Motion as Passed by the Council (including actions thru December 1999) 

Previous sections described the Council's Preferred alternatives. The actual motion as passed is included here 
for reference. 

Council Actions on American Fisheries Act Issues 

General : (1) NMFS will manage all fisheries such that sideboards and PSC caps are not exceeded 
(2) all sideboard calculations will be based on best estimates of catch. 

Catcher Processor Sideboards 

Groundfish: 
1. Non-pollock groundfish caps (other than Atka mackerel in the central and western Aleutians) 

for listed vessels will be established onthe basis of the percent of landed groundfish catch 
relative to TAC (of the original 29 vessels) in the pollock and non-pollock fisheries in 1995, 
96, and 97 (for Pacific cod, 1997 only; for POP in the Aleutians, 1996 and 1997). 

2. NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheries and allow for 
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch ofthose species should 
not exceed the caps. 

PSC Caps: 
1. Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be established on the basis of percentage of PSC 

removals in the non-pollock groundfish fisheries in 1995, 96, and 97. 
2. NMFS will allow for directed fishing ofnon-pollock species such that the total PSC removals 

do not exceed the PSC cap. 
3.  The listed vessels' PSC caps will not be apportioned and will be managed under open access 

season apportionment closures. 

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

Catcher Vessel Sideboards 

BSAI Groundfish Sideboards 

1 Shall be based on vessel catch between 1995-97 (1997 for P cod) 
2 Shall be based on non-pollock catch in pollock and non-pollock targets, as a ratlo of the AFA 

vessels' catch to TAC. 
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3. ,. . NMFS will determine the bycatcb needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheriesand allow for 
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should 
not exceed the caps. 

4. Shall apply to, all AFA eligible vessels regardless of participation in a co-op: . , 
5. Shall apply at the AFA CV sector level in 2000. However,.NMFS shall publish the proportion 

of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op, and 
facilitate the formation of an interco-op agreementto monitor the subdivision of the caps at 
the co-op level. NMFS shall require each co-op agreement to contain provisions that would 

. . . .  . . .limit its pticipants to their. collective 1995-97;harvest in other fisheries. . . 
. . . . . .  

6 .  Shall be applied throughout the year, except: 
a. Mothership sector qualified AFA vessels' (21 vessels) CV trawl P. cod sideboards 

shall be lifted March I; . . . . . . 
b. Vessels with less than 1700 mt of annual average landed BSAI pollock catch Iustory 

. . . , andwith at least 30 BSAI 9. codlandings from 1995-1997, shall be exempt from the 
catcher vessel trawl P. cod sideboard cap. . . . . . . . . .  , -. 

. . 

BSN PSC Sideboard Caps 
. . I  ' . - . . .  

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

, .) . 2. A w e n t  by the entire fleet of any PSC cap in,any target fishery ivill close directed fishing 
. . .  to all trawlvessels, even if the AFA vessels have not attained theii aggregate PSC cap. 

3 P S ~  species limited to crab and halibut. . . . . .  . . 

. , . , .  - I '  . '  . . i - . ;  , . . . . .  . . 'I 
I . _  
1. Shall be based on vessel landed groundfish catch between 1995-97. 
2.  Shall be based on non-pollock landedgroundhh catch in non-pollock targets as a ratio of the 

AFA vessels' catch to TAC. 
_ . I  . . .  

,, , 3. . . . .  , . Shall be based on the landed pollock catch in thepollock target as a ratio of the AFA vessels' 
. . 

catch to TAC, and shall be apportioned seasonally.. . . .  . . ,  

. . 4. NMFS will d e t e m e  the bycatch needs for.pollock and non-pollock.fisheries and allow for 
directed fishing for non-pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should 

, . . , , , not exceedthe caps. I , . .  . . .. ., 
5. Shall apply to all AFA vessels. . . ,  

6. Shall apply at the AFA-eligible catcher vessel sector level in 2000. However, NMFS shall 
publish +e proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in . , ' 

. . , . each co-op, and &courage 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 harvei in other ' 
fisheries. 

7. Shall be applied throughout the year except vessels with less rhan.1700 mt of ~nnual 'avt ra~e 
BSAI pollock landed catch history and with at least 40 GOA groundfish landings from 1995- 
1997, shall be exempt from.GOA groundfish sideboards. . . *  i 

. . . . . . .  : > 
. ,: .. '.. . , . .  .: . A . . . . .  . . . , . 4~ , . 

, , 3 ,  ._, ' . 



GOA PSC Sideboards Caps 

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

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

. . 
3. Shall be apportioned s&onally. 

Scallop Sideboards 

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

2 .  Measures that would restrict pollodk co-op vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest in 
the scallop fishery in 1997 based on a percentage of the upper end of the state-wide guideline 
harvest. level. The cap would be this percentage applied to the upper end of the state-wide 
guideline harvest level established each year. 

Crab Sideboards 

A. Crab Sideboards shaU apply to all AFA vessels. 

B. BristolBav Red Kine Crab (BBRKC) 

1. Tliese AFA vessels that hold a BBRKC endorsemer ~t shall be capped at their 5-year (9!-97, 
94-95) weighted average share. These vessels shall be managed in the aggregate. 

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

C. @&I - AFA LLP Alternative 9 Tanner crab endorsed vessels may participate in the opilio fishery 
if they harvested opilioin more than 3 of 10 years (88-97). 

Bairdi D. - 
1. AFA qualified vessels that receive an LLP endorsement are excluded from participating in the 

directed baiidi fishery, except as follows: If and when the bakdi rebuilding goal is reached, 
the only M A  vessels allowed to participate would be those with catch h i s 6 6  in 1995 oi  96. 
These vessels would be capped at their aggregate historic catch for 1995-96. 

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

E. AFA LLP Alternative 9 vessels which hold a LLP endorsement for either the St. Matthews or Pribilof 
king crab, and had a landing in that fishery in 1995, 96 or 97, may participate in that fishery. For 
Adak red king crab and brown crab fisheries a qualified vessel which bad a landing in the last hvo 
years the fishery was open may participate in those fisheries. 

F. Prohibit the sale, lease, transfer or stacking of crab LLP licenses or endorsements by AFA-eligible 
catcher vessels. 
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; - 1  ' t ,  ,., 
Non-Sideboard decisions 

, . 
1. 'Provide comp&iition to ~essd"; with offshorehisto& greater than y99 t&(i;$'per Table,:10.5). 
2. Utilize thebest 2 of 3 y&rs to determine the share of &e inshore pollock allg&ti,on each vessel b ~ g s  

to a co-op. 
AFA Conformance Measures (Amendments 62/62) , . , . . .. ., 

Action I ,  Alternative 2 Change the current inshorefoffshore directed pollock allocati,op the BSAI FMP to 
.. . "  . Y -c6nfoh with those allotationi i a n d a t 4  bythe A&rich ~iiheries A'ct df 1998. 

, ,. . . , . . 
1:. . . 

Action 2, Alternative 2 Extend, the sunset &t{ of the current p@occ and~aclfic cod all&ati&$the GOA 
, ,I. .. . ._  ,1 ,:FMP to'&nfonn v"th the date handated]'for the B&&l~edAleutianIslai& area in 

,. I . .  . . ! ,  . 
I . . .the-~inerican ~ish'iries Act of 1998. . ,S.  . .. 

Action 3, Alternative 1 No action. Do not change vessel replacement restrictions in the BSAI FMP. . . 

Additionally: ., . . . ,  . . 
. . 

1. Conforming the definitions of directed pollock harvest in the GOAqc! BSAI so that . they , are I i 

the same. . -. 
2. Substituting the term "groundfish" for "fish" in the AFA defi?ition of "shoreside processor.", 
3: ' Applyingthe inshoreloffsh&e restrictions only to directed fishing for poll6ck ii the BSAI and 

..GOAi anddirehid , .. fib& . for P:cod ih the GOA.   ow ever, for thk of G w  catch.. 
,, . . 

accounting, all will be cateiorized "instidk" 0'; "offihoie." 
. .  , -  ; :  ~ , . .  . 

Clarify that "sho&ide processor" for puipdsds of section 208(f) of the e ~ . m e a n <  bdithe'physical fakility , 
or vessel which processed pollock in the qualifying yeais 1996 and 1997, zind "ot the e&e C O ; ~ O & ~  entity 
which owns or controls that facility or vessel. 

Single Geographic Location . ., : ,.. .* 
, . .  . .. , . , , . . . . .. 

8 ,  . / . ' , " . i <  . . J 
, . .  . 

C . ' .  1 
Restrict floating inshore processon'to operatkg in a single geograph&.locatidn in' state waters of the 
BSAI during a fishing year in ~h ich~they~iocess  polldck from the . diiectd . BSAl poI~@fishej (i.e.. ,, .' ... . ' 

can change location from year 6ye i r , bu t  11ot i k a s o n ) .  

. . . . . . .  .,.  , '~ 
AFA Processor Sideboards for Crab 1 , .  . . - . . . / /  ' .  . . .~ , . 

1. Adopt a single aggregate processing cap that would apply to all processing facilitjes,ov\ned by inshore 
or mothership sector AFA entities if they receive pollock from a cooperative. , . .~ , . . . > .  . . I  , 

, .  , . . . :,,. 
A. . NMFS will determine which prockssing facilities aie.own$ by &hori& moth'ership AFA .; 

: . I  , .  . . . . 
entities using the "limited 10% rule" 

' 

B. Owners of inshore or mothership AFA pollock facilities that process crab under the Council's . 
' , jurisdiction would -be'required to' identify'to NMFS as part  of their processing ; 

requirements any processing facilities in whch the owner has 10% or more interest using the 
limited 10% rule. 



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

3. Only the limited 10%. rile will be u s d  in determining AFA entities for purposes ofthehistoric' 
processing cap. 

4. AFA &her processors would not be subject to additional. processing sideboards 
4 .  

5. The historic processing cap would be determined adnually based on the average of the 1995-1997 
processing history ofUS documented processing vessels and processing plants owned by inshore and 
mothership AFA entities at the start of the fishing year. 

A. 1f aninshore or mothership AFA entity sells a crab processing facill&to a n 0 n - N ~  entity, 
or if a processing vessel is no [onger US documeked, 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 1995-19'97 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 6y +shore or mothership AFA entities. 

C. There would be no cap for undeveloped species or species without a current GHL. 
D. The cap would apply year around. 

. . 

AFA Processor Sideboards for Groundfish ." 
Action by the cduncil ongroundfish sideboards has been deferred to the April 2000 meeting, where 
they will also decide on BSAI pollock processing excessive share caps. 

Cooperative Agreements and Council Review 

I .  'cooperative agreements may be one to six years in duration, but must be review an&lly by the 
Council if they are mbre than one year k duration. The Council's intent was that this was considered 
to be a post- season performance review. 

2 Cooperative agreements, regardless of duration, must be submitted to the Counc~l by December I, of 
the year prior to the start of fistung. 

3.  Prohibit cooperative agreements from'requiring cooperative vessels to deliver species other than BSAI 
pollock to their AFA processor. 

. . 
. . 

1. Cooperative agreements shall require .the dsclosure of catch and bycatch statistics. 
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,, , ..,. . . , . . . . . . . .  ,. . . .  i . . .  > t , , ' ,  
12.0 CONSISTEN& WITH OTHER APPLICABLE . . . .  LAW . . .  : . . . . . .  s . ,  . , , ,  . 

12. I Regulatory Impact Review - Summary of,Analysis inchapters . . . .  4 thro,ugl? 1:I. ... . . .  , . . .  . . . . .  l : s ? ' .  . . i .  . . . . . . .  - 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) requires the preparation of a Regulatory'Impact Review (RIR) 
for all regulatory a c t i o n ~ ~ p t  either . . . . . .  implement a new FMP or significantly alferan existing plan,or regulations. 
The RIR is intended to brohdia  review of the changes in ;kt and distributi'onafbenefits to society associated 
with proposed regulatory actio3 as well as.a re,view of pe,prob!ems and policy objectivesprompting the: 
adion: ~e $poSe is to eFiIre j a t  .$k. regulatory agency considers all ~vailable(reasp&ble) alternatives 
so that public welfare can 6e enh&c&l in the most iffic/ent and,cost-effective way.‘ p e ~ ~ ~ : a d d r e s s ~ s  many 
of the items in the regulatory philosophy and printiple of ~4ecuti"e Order 12.%66. E.O. 12866 requires that 
the Office of Management and Budget (OMBjreview proposed-r?gulatory progr;ams ~. .  . that . -  are -. considered to be 
significant. A ~. 'iignificant"fe&laiory adtion . isone _ _ &at is'likely , td j  ... ' ..... - . ,r .$.I ,< , . \ .  ' . . ~. . . . , 

t i. . *  . . ;  ?,- , ;,, . . ; 
1.. Have an annual effect b" the economy. of $100 million or more, or adversely affect in a material way 

. .  , th&'economy, a sdctoy,bfthe economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the enviyme?t, public health 
or safety, dr st&; local: oitribal gove-ents or communiti&. ;,a. 

- , -  . ,  ., , . , ' ,: ,., - . ,I ' 
2. . .  d r e i t i a  serious inconsistency o; o$&ise . . . . . .  -+terf:re y i t h p  ac+n takenior.plaqed ., by another 

agency , , ,  ,..... . . t i - , i ! .  ..: . . .  a ,  . . ' 
. < ( r  - I ,?  ..... . . . . . . . .  , a  

3. Materially alter the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the rights 
and obligations of recipients thereof, or . I . ,  L. . .  . . . . . .  , . c .... ~, ) ' , ' ,  . . . .  

4. Raise novel.legal or policy issues arisingout qf . legal . mandates, . . . . .  the  president:^ priorities, or fhe ', 
principlks &t forth in th& ~ x e c u t i v ~ ~ r d e ; : .  .: . . -~ , . :a. ,, - . . . . . . .  . , 8 .;: .. <. . , . .  , . 

A statement ofthe problem andneed for action relative to the proposedactions is contained $ Chapter I, which 
describes the American Fisheries Act and its associated mandates. The bbjectives ofthe proposed actions &e 
to implement ". the . provisions of the AFA related to the BSAI pollock fisheries, while protectingother ..... fishing ! 
fleets that 'are not 'mkmbers in ,+e otI$r ggroundfish, scallop, and crab fisheries.under the, council's 
jurisdiction. The &&d fis6ehs'are described in ~ h i ~ t e ' r . 2  and t+e'des&iption of the fleet, and impacts of 
the proposed alternatives were detailed in Chapters 4 through I I .  ~hapte;  1 I is a description of the.Council3s 
preferred alternatives. . , . . . .  , ', 3,s ' ' - .  _ , _ . . ,  _ .  ~ . . . . . . . .  

, - I . '  -. . . : 

. - . ' . i I 'I, 

12 1 1 Qualmtwe Summary of Impacts 
. . . . , : ,, . :,~ ;., . , , . - , j ,  ., ,.?: : 

Estimating the m a ~ t u d k  of 'chanhe h net National bene&s was not attempted in this amendment package, 
because data necessary to make that calculation were not available. Cost i~&rmation, including fixed and 
variable operating cost statistics, is axucial element of an effective net benefit analysis. Cost inSonnation for . 
the BSAI and GOA proiu~df~sh and crab hibedtifig i d  processinisectors are currently not available to the 
analysts. Therefore, it will not be possible to complete a quantitative costbenefit analysis ofthe various AFA 
sideboard alternatives, nor derive comparative net benefit conclusions about the several competing alternatives. 

The total economic value of the fishery may increase as a result of the provisions of the AFA which allow 
pollock to be harvested under cooperatives. However, in general actions proposed within this amendment 
package are designed to limit the catch of AFA vessels in other groundfish, scallop, and crab fisheries in order 
to protect the vessels that participated in those fisheries from unwarranted, costly, and undesirable effects 

, ,?,- ,. , .. - ,', - ,. I . '  
r,, :. . 
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attributable tocompetitive efficiencies made possible by, for example, cooperative provisions of AFA . Overall 
,the catch of n ~ n - ~ ~ l l o ~ k  species by M A ,  vessels may be somewhat reduced by these amendments, because the 

' groundfish sideboirdi are based on landbd Catch history and the crab sideboar& are more restrictive than the 
c&ent LLP program in most cases. ye t  given the open access nature of these fisheries and the capacity that 
'exists inother fleets, any harvest forgone by &LAFA fleet will almost certainly be harvested by members'of 
the non-AFA fleets. '~ifferences' among the alternatives for effecting sideboirds do have the potential for 
distributional gains and losses; primarily these are trade-offs between the AFA and non-AFA vessels. While 

. . 
relative operating costs and other factors would affect the "net" results of such trade-offs, the basic intent of. 
the sideboards is to maintaid the status quo, in terms ofthe distribution of harvest between AFA and non-FA 
vessels, and therefore'intei-sectoral "net"&npa& would be expected to tend towards neutral. 

. . . - 
-Sideboard restriitions imposed by the Council's proposed action will l'ikely,cause some re-distributional 
impacts among the fleets, but the changes in net benefits to the US economy would not be expected to change 
by $1 00 million annually. However, based upon several of the other criteria articulated in the Executive Order, 
it appears likely that the proposed sideboard actions could constitute a 'significant' action, as this term is 
defined, under E.O. 12866. 

That  is, while none of h e  proposed sideboards result in economic chagge,s which approach the $100 million 
annual impact threshold (separately or in combination), several do diretly affect in a material way "a sector 
of the economy", . . "productivity", and "competition" (each identified as a criterion of concem in the.E.0.). 

. None is expected to (to the best of our knowledge) create a serious inconsistency or othenvise interfere with . 
an action a e n  or another agency; nor (based on the foregoing analpis contained in chapters 4 
through 1 I) materially alter the budgetary impacts of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the 
rights and obligations bf recipients thereof. The AFA-sideboards do, however, pbte'ntially raises novel legal 

*and policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the Piesident's priorities, or the principles set fonh in this 
~xecutive Order. 

After careful review, the suite of proposed AFA-sideboard actions has-been d e t e h e d  to be significant, as 
this term is defined in the Executive Order. 

Notwithstanding this finding (and, while it is notpossible to quantitatively measure the "net benefit to the 
Nation" attributable to this suite of actions), the information and analysis which are available (including the 
qualitative assessment of costs and benefits cited above) suggest that the National weifare is enhanced (i.e., 
benefits exceed costs) by adoption of these actions, which include proposed actions allowing the pollock fleets 
to.form cooperatives. This is further substantiated by adherence to the requirements and directives provided 
in the MA, as recently pass by the US .  Congress and signed by the President. 

12.2 Initial Regulatory ~ lex ib i l i t~  Analysis (I*A) 

12.2.1 Introduction, 
. . 

As described in Chapter 1, the M A  mandated the development ofsideboard measures to protect other fisheries 
from potential incursions whichcouldresult from the pollock allocations and fishery cooperatives in the pollock 
fisheries. Many of the participants in these non-AFA fisheries, as well as participant; in the AFA fisheries to 
be'regulated by the sideboard measures, are small, independently owned businesses. In certain cases the AFA 
was explicit with rega63 to the nature of those sideboards, while in other cases considerable latitude was given 
to the Council. While the general purpose ofthe sideboard measures is to maintain the status quo distribution 
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., . . , ; . , , . ,I . a , . ' : , ;  
of harvest aktivities'hthk vaiious fisheries, the Council developed a'i&i~i6erabl+&~e of altknatiqes to effect 

"that iiiient. 'ks describd ih detaii in chapters 6 and 7; the $ffiieniaite&ives , . . .  &d'dptjons'will havp differ$g 
kripacts'tb the particiljants'in'thefisheries. One pu&ose of this I ~ A  is ,@:&xibe P -  . , , ; , , .  tk differential . impa& .. , j 

to smallkntiti$s &suitink&oii t&e cduhcil's G a l  decisi&s On tiaivestlr sideboaids from June 1999 (piocessor 
sideb'bards i r e  thisdbject of the anal$es ;!.. .. , . ii . dhaiter 8?but &e ~$imci l  h;qs post$ned a deiision bn pr&e& 

; 7.. ' > I _ (  1 I '. i 1. . 
.sideboards). . . , .. . :  - .  1 %  ,1,1 , ~. - ,  . ... . ,. : . ,  . : . . . , 

,.,c,.. >:-. .. 
, . .  . , ..,. , . . ,  : . ,  'r:: .I... . , . .  , r .  

'In addition to sidebd&din'easures'the AFA preicrib;is ckitaid%e;qshreirelatedto, the'BS.41 pdllock~'fishefi&, 
includin; the list of visseli eligible to: pkicipate in thdie fish'eriei: , W e  ve$&~ e~i~idii i ty is one df the ite+ 

i ' . .. .- 
explicitly outside th2i~oundii's.pkview under the AFA;.Uidie are neCe&elb& implementing iegulatiods 
pursua# to this action which yill affect certain small entities in the fisheries., These are ,@scussed as paart of . . , .  .. . . . ,  . . . ,  , * _ l , / L  . . . . . , I  : t h i S , p ~ p ; : '  . 5 .". , . ~ , : I  . . <  .: . . .V 

, .: ' . !' , . .. , I - ' I  I .  1 ,, . ,  , ..>?- : . . . , .  . .  . . . 
. . .  . . 

. . .  
~ & l l y ,  the &A ipkcifies ' ihe 'sfru~tur~ under ?hi& . .'.:,.. '&hdrk"p&ck cd~j&$$~e< $,11 b e  fo&kb.l <This 
stnikturgis the subjict i f  wdsiderable debate &d is subject to pd&iblk'chaigi' by thi ~ i i c i l . '  In February 

I. .., 
1999 the Council requested development of an analysis of "the economic and policy Issues associatd wik the 
formation of processorlcatcher vessel (and mothership/catcher,vessel) cooperatives under the AFA, including 
the alt&nati~e~'outliied $the &depend& 'catcher vessel $oi&al with a re&t to h e  ~d$cil.ib 
'June of 1999 ind a 64 report in 0ctobkr 19991.' ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ i a f f d i s c ~ s s i ~ n s  ,? , . ,. ,. . . it became apparent thattl;is'jsiue 
was inte&dwiih both h*l&nedktion issues related to co-op structure &d with'&ndato iy c&isideratibns 
under the Regulatory.Flexibility Act (RFA). A contract h y  been . : .*.  initiated with economists from the Univers$y 
'of ~ a ~ & i g t o n  and Oregon state' iriiiv&ity to explore these issues. Thit,infdkition,'S:~ng yith-a re\;ieiof 
legal is$& associated with'w-op formation, will'be ieviewed by the ~ o u n c i i  &'& 1999 axid coul(.result'& 
actions which chanfecthe b o p  stru&e from that described in the AF$! ??&chapter con%& in/ti$, 
analysisa of thesd issue': related't6 co-di inf&re, &d 'the ~~re~detailed'contrabi'gnal~sis is ikchgd  as, 
~ p p e n &  IV. Barring fiirther ictidn by thi council,, ihe co-06s &ll be iin&nente'b ks p&cribed by &e &F$ 

: .  , , ...' 

12.2.2 Statement of Problem . , . ., . . , , - ',. .! - ' , t  , . - * I  .. , , .  . .  . L . ,  . ; , ' .  , . , .  . . ' . , .  . ' ,  
'P 

. , . *.. , .:,, l . . 8 : .. . t .- 
Several years followinp "~mericaniz&ion"of the commercial Bering Sea Pollock fishe j in US EEZ waters, 
a problem of over cipitalization materialized in the form of excessive fishing capacity., Ths,was assoc~at!d~ 

L ' ,  ' 

+ith expansion of domesti6 fishing effort,-d&i in pa&, to an dpen acceSsfiihery'mdagement polii$."ihe, 
' ' I. 

ensuing "rdce fdr fisti"'fost6red econd&c'inefficiebcies in botkthi; f i s h g  sec'toi spec~fically andthe nation' 
, j ,  ) ,  . * , _ . <  3 . ,- , 'Yt' 

genetally ih teims of 6ptimal bpirational &?ices sinh resource ut$izat~on, res$&tively. . , - . . , ,  .~ . . . , [ , ' . , . z  - . ; .  , , / .  ,,. ': - , . .ll/l.l. , _  . .  . , ,. , 3 .: 
...,,.. "'.. , . ' L I .  C :  ' I- , . ' ,  , . . " ' . .\ 

~o'address the pidbl&arid i l~o&itiod'~onfli~~'k tGs . .? fishery . ,..,. .&, 'Congr&s~pa$sed the &mi$.? Fisherie~ ,. .!. . . ~b A&' - ,,. 
in October 1998, which included ipbcific &ocatioiis of pollocli~li~iv '~S' t i~ &d p'r&essing'b+ &dustv sectors, 
and limitations on the participants in these sectors, as ye11 the author& tb f6ki fi&ry cooperatives. +IX~ 

! . - 3 .. , .<*'',-., 'h* , 
potential operational advantages associated with these me&i&could unpact other; *on-pollickiharvesters 
and processors. The Act mandates the Council to enact measures to protect those hapesters q d  processors, . " .  
by placing limits (sideboards) on the activities of the AFA-eligible harvesters a id  processors. Thke  sidehard 
measures , . are the focus of this amendment package. , . ~ 

f .- * ? a ,  . , >.'> . a ' , ! ' ' .  - > ! -, '3 , <, , I .  . . ..~. 
., , , . -. I . . ,,. 7 .  ,,, , 

1 2 2 3  Objectivb Stateiment'of Proposed'Action and its Legal Basis , . , . I . ! '  
. . . ,  . . < : _  , , .  . . - .  . . 

e .  > .  < .  . .: . . '! *I-: : . I  . . . . 
.' ,.,; , . ... i d 

W i d  regard to comkrcial f i ~ & ~ ' v d s s e l ~ ~ ~ e r a t 1 ~ ~ ' &  th& di&h pI,~dik &hery , ,y... in t h e ' ~ k k ,  . the'herican.. 
~isli&s Act of 1998 establishes the legal basis . - i f  for - &h.iviiig . .  , I the objeitive of reducing exckssi+kshing, 
capacity and mitna@&ent regulatory conditibns that could contribu'ie tothe&e%tionof& environment capable 



of fostering operational'inefficiencies in this fishery (Division C, Title I1 o f  P.L. 1052277); including co-op 
formation and development of sideboard measures; Mitigation of potential adverse impacts to non-AFA 
fishermen and processors is mandated by the Act. 

12.2.4 Description of each Action (non-mutually exclusive alternatives) 

The following actions implemented under authority of the AFA attempt to meet the objectives described above 

reduce harvest capacity through a vessel buyout program (AFA, Section 207), 
revise allocation of sector specific directed fishing allowances (AFA, Section 206), 
restrict legal eligibility to specific vessels and processors that may participate in the BSAI: 
commercial pollock fishery (AFA, Section 208 - eligibles, section 209 - ineligible vessels), 
and 
develop provisions for the establishment of fishery cooperatives (MA, Section 210) among 
participants in specific harvest allocation sectors (AFA Section 206), that are eligible to 
operate in the BSAl commercial pollock fishery through cooperative association in the follow 
cooperative groupings: 
a. Offshore catcher processor cooperative, 
b. Offshore catcher processor - catcher vessel cooperative, 
c. Mothership - catcher vessel cooperative, and 
d: Shoreside processor - catcher vessel cooperatives. 
Establish sideboard measures which restrict the activities of MA-eligiblg vessels in non- . . 
pollock fisheries. 

..' 
.: The primary focus ofthis amenhent  package is item 5 above (sideboardrestrictions on MA-eligible entities), 

,, , 
.and to a more limited extent, item 4 (co-op structure). The full list of alternativesand options is contained in 
.Chapter 1: 

12.2.5 Reasoning for, and focus of, an IRFA 

To ensure a broad consideration of impacts and alternatives, this IRFA has been prepared pursuant to 5 USC 
603, without first &g the threshold determination of whether or not this proposed action would have a 
significant economic impact on small entities. NMFS, interprets the intent of the RFA to address negative 
econ'omic impacts, not beneficial impacts, on small entities and thus such a focus exists in these analyses that 
are explicitly des ib  to address RFA compliance. 

In determining the scope, or 'universe', ofthe entities to beconsideredin an I*A, NMFS generally includes 
only those entities, both large ind small, that can reasonably be expected to be directly or indirectly affected 
by the proposed action. Ifthe effects of the rule fall primarily on a distinct segment, or portion thereof, of the 
industry (e.g., user group, gear type, geographic area),'that segment would be considered the universe for the 
purpose of this analysis. 

12.2.6 Requirement to preparean IRFA 

The RFA first enacted in 1980 was designed toplace the burden on the government to review all regulations 
to ensure that, while accomplishing their intended purposes, they do not unduly inhibit the ability of small 
entities to compete. The RFA recognizes that the size of a business, ulut of government, or nonprofit 
organization frequently has a bearing on its ability to comply witha federal regulation. Major goals, of the 
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RFA are: (I) t o  incie&e'agb& awareness ind understanding of thbimpict of their regidaiions on $inall 
b&ie$s, (2) to fLquirk that kencids cdr&unicate A d  expia@@eiifindings jo the pub&, and (3) to e&rage 
agencies to use flexibility and to provide regulatory relief to small klititiei! The'RFA emphasi&s pridiciig 
impacts on small entities as a group distinct from other entities and on $e,consideration of altematives that may 

. . . . .  
minimize the impacts while still achi&ngthe-&ed objective of the &tion. 

' 

- ,  ' .  . . . . ..; . .. 
On March. 29, ' 1996, '~r&deAt hinton signed the Small ~us ide s s  'kiguI&ory '~rifo&&t ~ai&esi '  ~ c i .  
Among other things, the new law amended the F A  to allow judicialrenew of an-~e?cy's compliqnce with 
the RFA. f i e  1996'amendinen&~ko updated the'rkqi$emknts fdr . . 'final're&latdj.flexibility analysis, 
including i'desiri$ion;of the steps i i l e n c ) ;  &$t'$&to &&ze+the  s&fi&nt economik impact on small 
entities.' ~ k j a l l ~ ;  die :f996 he&entkex$nd~d the a"&ority of the Chief Couniel fql: ~ d v b ' c a c ~  of the Small 
B u s i s s  ~dmini'stratir& (SBA) to fii; k c u s  brikfs in COLA pr&edihgs ikolving &'agelicy's violation of 
the RFA. . . . . .  . . .. 

. , . . .  3:: . !. . . .  ., : . . I  I ;. i . ' .. . .  . .  
, . .  

The ckntral focus of the IRFA shbuld tie.on the 6ualitative econvmik impiik,of a-regulation on small entities 
andbri the altirnatiles thit might &&e the imp'atts and still'accom~lish h e  stahitory objectives. The level 
ofdetail and sophistication ofthe analysis should reflect the significance ofthe imp&tbn s&ll entities. Under 

I .  - ,  .. 
5 U.S.C., Section 603(b) of the RFA, each 1 R F ~ ' i s  required to addfess: ' '  . . . , , 

I .  . I _ .  I. . . i .  . .;. -. 
A description of the reasons why action . . . . .  by the agency is bkmg considered; 

, . ..... .*' . . : t. , il 
, . . . . . , . . 7 .  

A succinct sbtirnint hf'the objectivei of, and thi lekal b&is 'foi, the piofiosed rule: .... 
A description of and, where feasible, an estimate of the number of small entities to whichthe proposed,. . ,. , - 

' rule will apply (including a profile of the &dustw diviiled into industj;segmei&,'if,a*'ijiopriatk), ~ . 
. . . .  , ' . ,  : ... I! , I .- . , .  ~ , .  ,: . . . _  t _ / . ' i  . ' . I .  

I .-. . A description of the projected reporting, recordkeeping and other compliance requirements bf the 
proposed rule, including an estimate of the classes of small entities that wjII be subject to the. . . . .  
requirement and the type of professional skills necessary for preparation of the'ripbrt or record, 

. ! , :  . . . .  . . .  _ . . .  ...,. . . 
. . . .  An'identification, to the eAent practicable, ofall rel'evany Federal Nles . w t  mi9 duplicatd, ovki~ap or 

' r .  i' . ' 
. . 

C '  :. . : :' . , . . ,  . ' .  s . . 
, " conflict 'with the proposed rule; . ! . . .  , -  ' , . : . _  .-. : . , .. . . . . . .  . . ' /  . . , . ., : .., : 1 , ,  :: , 2. ' ,  

. I I .",. - I : . .  , 
Xdescripti<n of any significant ilternatives t~th'~proljos$;i ~ N l e t h a t ~ c c p m p l i ~ h & e , d  &j&tives . 

of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and any other applicable"statutCsLand' &t' would minimize any ' 

significant economic .impact of the proposed rule . . . .  pn small entl:ties. , Consistent with the stated, ,, . . .  
:' ". objectives of ap&able's&iis, ... , the shall diicuss'si$ficantalt<rhatives, such&:, , , . . , . .  .. . . , , , .  . i: . I  . . . J  ' ' .  ' ( , .  ' F  . &  i 
~ . .  

. , !  ' - , .- .. , 
- ?. ' '.' Thk establishment of diffeAg ~orh~l iance or iiiorting re&emen& or t&tablek that t&e . . . . . . . .  . I  7 . r  . . . . . . . . .  " J b C ,  ... . . .  . . '  

lnto account the resources available to dial1 entities; 
! ,; , :., . 

2 .  The clarification, consolidation, or simplification of compliance, g d  reporting requirements - . . . . . .  
under the rule for such small entities; 

L .  . .  . , ; . . I :  . ': . I 
'3. ' " The u& bf perform&ce . . ratJi&:thin design si&iards; . ., , ,  , , , . . . . . . . . .  J ;  . . .  . . . . . .  . ,  :. . , ' ..... 

. . . . . .  . . . . .  ; .- 
4 ' . Ari~xkmption frdm iove'iige' of thk ' h e ,  pr h i p a r t  thei&f, for such smili'{ntities. ; 

I . . .  ! . . '  . .<'. . , , , .  . , .  I . . , 

3 , .  3 . :  . ' .  . 1  
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12.2.7 What is a Small Entity? 

The RFA recognizes and defines three kids of small entities: (I)  small businesses, (2) small non-profit 
organizations, and (3) and small government junshctions. 

Small businesses. Section 601(3) dfthe RFA defines a 'small business' as having the same meaning as 'small 
business concern' which is defined under Section 3 of the Small Business Act. 'Small business' or 'small 
business concern' includes any firm that is independently owned and operated and not dominate in its field of 
operation. The SBA has further defined a "small business concern" as one "organized for profit, with a place 
of business located in the United States, and which operates primarily within the United States or which makes 
a significant contribution to the U S .  economy through payment of taxes or use of American products, materials 
or labor ... A small business concern may be in the legal form of an individual proprietorship, partnerslup, 
limited liability company, corporation, joint venture, association, trust or cooperative, except that where the 
form is a joint venture there can be no more than 49 percent participation by foreig business entities in the 
joint venture." 

The SBA has established size criteria for all major industry sect& in the US including fish ha~est ing and fish 
processing businesses. A business involved in fish harvesting is a small businessif it is independently owned 
and operated and not dominant in its field of operation (including its affiliates) and if it has combined annual 
receipb not in excess of $ 3  million for all its affiliated operations worldw~de. A seafood processor is a small 
business if it is independently owned and operated, not dominant in its field of operation, and employs 500 or 
fewer persons on a full-time, part-time, temporary, or other basis, at all its affiliated operations worldwide. 
A business involved in both the harvesting and processing of seafood products is a small business if it meets 
the $3 million criterion for fish harvesting operations. Finally a wholesale business servicing the fishing 
.+dustry is a small'businesses if it employs 100 or fewer persons on a full-time, part-time, temporary, or other 
basis, at all its affiliated operations worldwide. 

The SBA has established "principles of affiliation" to determine whether a business concern is "independently 
owned and operated." In general, business concerns are affiliates of each other when one concern controls or 
has the power to control the other, or a third party controls or has the power to control both. The SBA 
considers factors such as ownership, management, previous relationships with or ties to another concern, and 
contractual relationships, in determining whether affiliation exists. Individuals or firms that have identical or 
substantially identical business or economic interests, such as family members, persons with common 
investments, or firms that are economically dependent through contractual or other relationships, are treated 
as one party with such interests aggregated when measuring the size of the concern in question. The SBA 
counts the receipts or employees of the concern whose size is at issue and those of all its domestic and foreign 
affiliates, regardless of whether the affiliates are organized for profit, in determining the concern's size: 
However, business wncerns owned and controlled by Indian Tribes, Alaska Regional or Village Corporations 
organized pursuant to the ' ~ l a s k a  Native Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1601), Native Hawaiian 
Organizations, or Community Development Corporations authorized by 42 U.S.C. 9805 are not considered 
affiliates of such entities, or with other concerns owned by these entities solely because o f  their common 
ownership. 

Affiliation may be based on stock ownership when (1) A person is an affiliate of a concern if the person owns 
or controls, or has the power to control 50% or more of its voting stock, or a block of stock which affords 
control because it is large compared to other outitanding blocks of stock, or (2) If two or more persbns each 
owns, controls or has the power to control less than 50% of the voting stock of a concern, with minority 
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. . 
holdings that are equal or approximately equal in size, but the aggregate of these &ority holdings is large as 
compared with any other stock holding, each such person is presumed to be an affiliate of the concern. 

. I  3 , .  . . . . 
8 , .  . , o .  . .*a . r .  . , . ' I  . \ i  

Affiliation may be based on common management or joint vekrearrbg&ents. '&iliation a&es where one 
or more officers, directors or general partners controls the board of directors and/or the management of another .. , 
concern::Parties to a joint-Venture,alsb ini? bd affiliates. A contractor and su@contractor,are treatedas joht . ,  - ' 

:venturers if the 6stensible subcontiactor will peifom primaly and'vital requirements of a contract o; if the 
prim; contractor is u~jusually'reliaiit upon the 'ostensible subwntractor."AI1 require&i$s.of the contract are 
considered in'reviewiiig such relationship, incluiiing cokldct management, technical ke~~onsibilitibs, and the . , I .  

. , .  
8 . . .  , . 8,. . . . .  percenQ'e of subcontracted work. - L" 

: ;  .... . . 
. . . .  : .  . 
, I I .  . . ' I  

. Small organizations.. :The RFA defines "small or&nkitions" as &y nodprofit &terprisethat is independently . . . . 
owned and operated and is not dominant'in'its field. . ,. 

. . 
. . I .  , . j .  , . 

l i '  : .  . . t . . . 
Small governmental iurisdictions. The RFA defines small governmental jurisdictions as governments of cities, 
counties, towns, townships, villages, school districts, or special djstricts with populations of less than50,OOO. 

* .  . . . . . . .  , . > ,  ., . . . .. . . .  

112.2.8.1. . Description of Fleet, Fishery~.&hdust~yDir~ct l~ and ~&.&abl~ . , . .  lndiiectly Ikpa&d'by 
. 1 : ' .  I > . : ;  . I . . .  *- ,  s , Proposed Action . . .  . . .  . . .  . , , ,  . 
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12.2.8.1. :: Inshore Processors ' 
I .  ." ,, * , . . ,.. ~. ' , ? , '  . ' .  - ,  , 

, . . . 
Four of the 8 inshbie processdrs opdiatig in the ~ ~ A I p o l l ~ c k  fishery aieBither'wholly'omed subs'ibiaries 
or close affiliates of Japanese niulti-national.co+orations. Due to their affi~iatiodivith~aige f~rei~n'entitie's 
with.more than 500 employees worldwide, none of these processors is a small entity. of the remainink 4 
inshore processors, 3 are owned by U.S. companies that employ more &&I 500 persons in all their affiliated 
operations, and therefore cannot be considered small entities. The rem;?ining inshore processor has been 
identified as cl&ely affiliated with its 5 delivering catcher-boa& and the'goss annual';eceipti of the affiliaied. 
entities, taken together (theprocissor and its 5 affiliated catchef-bats), exceedthe:$3 inillioh crit&ion.forfihi 
harvesting operations. Therefore, none of the inshore processors in t h e . ~ s ~ ~ ' p o l l o c k  fish4ry appear to meet .:. . 
the RFA criteria for small entities. t t :  :. . 

. . .  ,. . . . . . .  a . ,  .. , . . 'I . . .  
. . ' , : , I /  ;I . . I . . . .  . . ,., 

12.2.8.2 Pollock Catcher Boati . ' . 
' .  2 .  . :  . . 

. . . . .  . . .  . :  . - . ,  . 
. . 

The AFA.identifies 120 catcher boats which are eligible to harvest ~SAI.boli&k (7"ii;he offshore de i iv i j  
sector, 92 in the inshore skctor, 7 in the mothership sector;'and 14whjih are e!lgible & bbth thk *shore &d 
mothership sectors). This corresponds closely to the ll9,cat'cher b&ats active'+ th6 BSAI pollock.target" 
fisheries which were identified in the inshore/offshoie3 analysis:' 0 b e r s h i p  i;i'fom&n from thit analysis 
indicated that, of the'9I 'catcher boats thit op'eiated exclusivdy'or partly in the inshoie sector, the available 
ownership data ident~fy 26 vessels b k e d ,  in wholeoi in part, by inshore procesiors. These 26 vesgels may 
be considered to be affiliated wiih their respective inshore processor orhirs and c&dt therefore be cbnsideied 
small entities tiecause none ofthe inshore processors in the BSAI pollock fishery, themselves, are small entities 
for RFA purposes. An additional 5 catcher boats have been identified as closely affiliated with an inshore 
floating processor.: These 5 catcher boats. taken together withtheir affiliatd processor; eiceed thk $3 miilio? 
criterion for fish harvesting operations and are therefore not believgd to'be smali entities. . . . .  . . 

, , I -  , ' .  . . . . , . . . . .  . , . . 
Furthermore, an additional 20 catcher boats have o&ership affiIiatioiw&i'th other datcher boats or catcher 
processors. The gross annual receipts of each of these groups ofaffiliated catcher boats is believed to evceed 



the $3 million criterion for small entities, when all their fisheries earnings are taken as a whole. The remaining 
40 catcher boats operatinge~clusively or partly in the inshore sector are believed to qualify as "small entities". 
As earlier suggested, the number of catcher vessels which will be permitted to participate in future inshore 
pollock target fisheries in the Bering Sea management area is smaller than the totals identified above owing to 
provisions of the AFA. As noted in the RIR, in the initial 1999 A-1 and A-2 pollock fisheries in the Bering 
Sea, it is estimated that approximately 53 catcher vessels participated in the harvest of the inshore allocation. 
In subsequent 1999 Bering,Sea poll6ck openings, additional catcher vessels may choose to enter the fishery, 
since as many as 106 appear to be "eligible" under AFA criteria for inshore sector delivery. These numbers 
correspond relatively well with estimates provided to the Council by the Independent Catcher Vessel 
Association at the January Council meeting and summarized in Table 12.1. 

Twenty eight catcher boats operated in the offshore sector exclusively, while 22 operated in both sectors for 
a total of 50 offshore catcher boats. (As noted, this multi-sector operational pattern is precluded in the future 
for the seven boats affiliated with the CIP fleet, by provisions of the AFA.) Of the combined at-sea catcher 
boat sector, 13 have ownership affiliations with large inshore or offshore processors a n 4  therefore, do not meet 
the $3 million criterion for small entities. An additional 13 catcher boats have ownership affiliations with other 
vessels or operations that, taken together with their affiliated entities, are believed to exceed the $3 million gross 
receipts criterion for small entities. The remaining 24 catcher,boats operating exclusively or partly in the 
offshore sector are believed to qualify as "small entities" (and are among the same 120 total vessels described 
earlier). The number of catcher vessels which will be permitted to participate in future Bering Sea pollock 
target fisheries is restricted to a slightly smaller t&l by provisions of the M A .  

12.2.8.3 Affected Small Entities 

Establishment of inshore fishery cooperatives among predetermined groups of catcher vessels and a 
corresponding shoreside processor will establish distinct sets of entities, large and small, and their potential for 
inter-related economic affects resulting from such affiliation. An attempt to summarize these relationships and 
numerically identify the number of affected small entities is provide below in Table 12.1. 
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. . .  
Talile 12.1 . ~ 2 i m a t e d  number of ntities impacted' by establishing shbresid~.'processokatcher .. & s e l  

, .  . 

Companies 

.Westward, . , 

Tyson . . 

Northern Victor 

TOTAL 
Large Entity 
Small Entity . . .  

Approximately fifty-one (5 1) small entities, including forty-eight (48) independent catcher vessels delivering 
to shoreside processor and three (3) n e i g h b o ~ g  communities, are expected to be directly impacted by the 
establishment of AFA cooperatives within the inshore component of the BSAI directed pollock fishery. The 
significance of these impacts on small independent catcher vessel businesses will depend primarily on the 
contractual relationship between such vessel and their delivery processor as moderated by their collective 
cooperative agreement and cooperative by-laws. If conventional cooperative motives exist between processor 
and catcher vessel business members as to a foster mutually beneficial economic relationship, this cooperative 
action would not be expected to significantly impact a substantial number of these small entities. Indeed, the 
action would be a net gain for cooperative members and their neighboring communities. Conversely, if the 
processor associated with the cooperative choose to exploit its position as the sole- purchaser of pollock from 
cooperative co-members that operate as catcher vessels then it would be hghly probable that a substantial 
number of small entities would be significantly impacted by this action implementing such fishery cooperatives 

Source: Includes information provided by the Independent Catcher Vessels Association. J,anuary, 1999. 
' 

. .  . .. . . .. 
"Floating processor with no direct neighboring community impact. . ., . 

Catcher vessels linked to corresponding shoreside processor via partial ownership. ' , . . 

' Catcher vessels majority owned by corresponding shoreside processor 
There are two processing facilities associated with one parent corporation (Trident) and could be interpreted as one 

"shoreside processor" assuming "person" as defined in the Magnuson-Stevens Act. 
These companies are subsidiaries of one larger corporation and therefore could be considered as one single "shoreside 
processor". 
* CDQ community claiming no direct economic impact associated with neighboring shoreside plant. 
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as authorized under AFA. This could be partially offset by the transfer allowance established under AFA 
Section 210(b)(6) for up to 10 percent of pollock harvested under such woperative to be processed by another 
eligible shoreside processor as defined under Section 208(0 of the AFA. Until empirical data become 
available, likely after cooperatives have been in operation for two or more years, these questions cannot be 
definitively addressed. ' 

Communities and m o u ~ s .  

Three neighboring small government jurisdictions (communiies) that would be expected to have beneficial 
economic impactsassociated with establishment of AFA inshore fishery cooperatives are Dutch Harbor, Sand 
Point, and King Cove. Impacts on these communities would be linked with benefits that would result from such 
AFA cooperatives by the establishment of a stable long-term supply ofpollock to their neighboring shore-based 
processing plant. Such economic stability is expected to @slate positively to these three neighboring 
communities (noting that the Regulatoj Flexibility Act is designed to mitigate aderse impacts in any case). 
Insufficient data exists to substantiate any quantitative discussion on the impact AFA fishery cooperatives 
would have on small non-profit organizations that may be present in these neighboring communities. For these 
reasons, fishery cooperatives are not expected to create adverse economic impacts on a'kubstantial number of 
small entities categorized as small jurisdictions or smaII non-profit organizations. ' 

The community of Akutan is not identified as a small community that would be impacted by this AFA fishery 
cooperatives. This determination is b&ed on materials provided in 1995 to the North Pacific i'ishery 
Management Council,NMFS, and the State of Alaska by the Aleutian Pribilof Island Community Development 
Association on behalf ofAkutan. The Council, Stateof Alaska, and ~ ~ ~ ~ ; a ~ r e e d t h e s e m a t e r i a l s  sufficiently 
documented no significant impacts were accrued by the commukty of Akutan frbm the presence of the 
neighboring Trident Seafood processing facility. This claim of no significant economic linkage between the 
.Trident facility and the community of Akutan drectly resulted in a 1996 regulatory change that included 
h u t a n  as an eligible participant in the CDQ program. 

' 

,,. 

12.2.9 Discussion of the Potential Negative Effects of AFA Inshore Cooperatives on Independent Catcher 
Vessel Owners 

In the absence of sufficient corrective measures, potential will exist for adverse economic impacts to be 
incurred by independent catcher vessels participating in an AFA inshore cooperative. As currently designed 
under AFA, an inshore cooperative is established with only one shoreside processor operating as the primary 
pollock buyer. This shoresidiproceisoi may or may not be a member ofthe inshore co-op. The shoreside 
processor is & independent business concern and is not collectively owned by co-op member catcher vessels. 
Therefore, it is not assumed that profit-sharing wouldexist between the processor and catcher vessels in agiven 
co-op. Inshore cooperatives, which require catcher vessels to deliver to a single shoreside processor, can create 
an economic environment that reduces price competition for pollock harvested by co-op members. The risk of 
this kmd of biased pricing activitywithin a woperative association is reduced if co-op members are successful 
inlegally defending the clause that such an association is "operating for the mutual benefit of the members" 
as required under Section 1 ofthe June24, 1934 Act (15 U.S.C. 521). This is important because without a 
competitive ex-vessel market for pollock landed by catcher vessel members, an economic incentive is created 
for the processor to increase its own profits at the expense of catcher vessel co-op members. Specifically, the 
processor could increase profits by lowering its operating cost through offering catcher vessel co-op members 
a price lower than the going market price otherwise determined by conditions of supply and demand in the 
pollock ex-vessel market. The downward shift in prices is similar to what would occur if ex-vessel market 
demand werereduced. Offsetting this incentive for processors to exploit theirco-op catcher vessels may be 
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. . .  
' ' 

the potetkial"&d to renigotjate cp+p ;ems annually i d  p&sjons of the ~duncii 's \ * I  . sideboi* v+&h allow 
'chtcher v&els.tb 8 move be&& p'rbcessor &-ops, f5om yea<-to-year, if they so desire. ., ,~ 

. . 
9 ,..,, 8 : : , ~ ,  , . . . .  , . . . .  ., . - . . . .~ . - , . .  'A' 

Potential exist for &ifiixnt riegati;e &&ton small indep'endent catcher vissels if larger ve'ssel choose not 
to fish in co-op andcompete in the open-access directed pollock fishery. This would occur ifthe larger catcher 
vessel held a low catch history and the cost of co-op membership (e.g. high price of leasing sufficient pollock 
allocation from other co-op members) is greater than the perceived expense associated wih harvesting & 
equivalent amount in the open access fishery. I f  those c@cher,vessel operatofs who choose not to participate 
inheir  designaid coop&a$i.e happen t? possess ha~ei(cipac/ties that g e  significantly larger than other 
catcher vessel'that have substantial catch hikories,tui, for'one ieason,or Gother, choose,iot . , to enter int 8,. a co; 
ob, h e n  & ad op&.adcess setting, on an , .  initial; , trip by trip basis, the lakger vessels c'ould out compete the 
smaller '$dep&ent catcher &ssels.  h his could hrther peialize the independkt catch& ves&:&\;ners.that 
ihodie dot to jointheir disignated AF~~cooieii t ive. '  qerefore; even with'the optj9n b fiih in the open &ess 
fishdry as:& alternative tcjoininga'co-op't&t is hound to'a Iqy-pxjce proceiso;; the open access ?ption has 

. I  . I  - 
significant economic risk dik & theii idtentid &hility to compkte with the la~gercatcher "esseli on a trip by 
trip basis a$ a rbsult of a difference h haivist st&acitie&' If s$uld alsob'e noted that o f h e  largest 
Latchei vesskkin thk fishe'ry ark w h o ~ l ~ ~ w n ~ d b ~  , .  the , vei j  i n s , h o ~ e ' p r o c e s ~ d i ~ w ~ h  ivill be negotiati~,co-op 
agreements with the small independknt$essel operators. This'ivould negativily '&pactthe cdhpetitive position 
of the smaller ...dependent CV, because there. would $xist a lower quantity of pollock av+lable k. the open 
access fisKeikj. . The . ,. . effect . of reduced pollock harvest opportunity in the open access,fi$hery would be,a result 
from &e iiexistenck of other katcher ~@perati<~s.'h+ving ; , c  . :  mem$erships dfcatcher vessels ,that-retain legally 
defensible & , a  , ,  cat& alloLition~:created under , .  the , AFA hcti,?n',and thuscorres~ondingl~ reduced the open access 
p?ol:;~f &&able poll&k. 'me6 isnobbriot? rqeaispf q+hti.&$"ely predictilig if this outidme kill emerge; 

kubh less. hpw significant it 'might be;' if it do&. ' ~ ~ ~ & r , ' i t . & ~ y  requiie:tI$at the' 'Cou&il monito; this 
p b t e h t i a ~ ~ ~  o& . tinie,'to .. . &sure thatuhanti&i'pated idverse im$&ts on small . ,, entities do . ,  not result. . .'. . ~ .  

I .  * .  . . . . I 
. . , : -,,' , ", . 

12.2.10 Potential Actions to Minimize ~ e g a t i v e  Impacts bf ~ x k i n g  k ~ ' 1 n i h o r e  Co-op Structure 
, . , . . . , - . . , 

In tbc context of an RFA analysis, a fish harvesting t&irn' 'A a small'entky if it h& aimual receipts n& in 
excess of $3 million or it is not dominant in its field (defined in 13 CFR part 12 1, Standaid1nd;stnal Code 
categorizations). Previous sections of @s chapter addressed the.issue of defining a small entity specifically. 
An indi;iduai'&tch& vesiel oper&iig iri tl;e'bpen accesi,dire&ed p?llock fishery would   pic ally meet'thi? 
criteria.' ~e ie&l ly ,  speaking, a fishery cbbperative ksq is a small'entity if it meets thii, same' c6teria.. . . . .. 
However,in the case of AFA cooperative$;'both criteria would be exceeded and lbeiefore an AFA cooperative 
would not be tonsidered a small business concern (and ~ I I ' C O ~ O ~  parlicipant; could lose th&r 'small entity' 

!.. . , . t 

status for F A  purposes). < .  . ... . - 
, , + .  - .. .. . . . . .  - , . 

, ., . 
F O ~ F A  participa&; membershi; in a &perative could m&i& their pieviq"s small entity categorization into . . ,  

what 6idonies a large entity (theicoip) 'due to their collective org&zed &iliation, as  definkd by t& Small 
~~isihessAdn;&stfation. An AFA fishe jcooperative, and its co!lectiive mkmbership, is expected to havegross,, . . 
annual revekes . . in excess . . of $3 million and will bedominah in its field:' . . 

. I  i . . . , ,~ ., , . . . ,  . .. 
, . .  I ' 

. .  . . . 
Therefoie, once becoming a cb-dp member, k catcher veqel 'np~ lie longer hold,the !'small business'entity:' -, 

status in fie context of in hiiiial ~ e g u l d y  FleGbility Analysis., However, the AFA allows catcher <es;els 
to eptei%d exit acooperative.'As a re&, the type of coope&tive they leave and/or ehter ,wi~~im~acts  their , 

economic viability. It is in thii context that various types i f  fisherycooperiti&~ are reviewed for their ab;lity , 
tobrmnimize the negkive impacts on small entities asso&ted Wlm'this AFA action a s s ~ ~ i a t k d . , ~ i + ' i ~ s h o ~ ~  ' 

catcher vessels and proctssors (again'assuniing they retain thek s ~ t u s ' a s  small encties). 



12.2.10.1 Inshore Processor Co-op Member 

1f the AFA inshore co-op membership is required to included not only the designated catcher vessels but the 
AFA identified individual inshore processor as well, then the possibility of biased pricing practices between 
processor and catcher vessels may still exist in the short-term but could be significantly reduced or eliminated 
in the long-term. It is' possible that this would require such inshore cooperatives to have an exemption from 
US anti-trust laws similar to those established for the off-shore co-ops as articulated in Section 2 lO(d) of the 
AFA. Legal clarification is reipired fo determine the extent to which NPFMC authority would exist, if a t  all, 
to revise the AFA as under Section 213(c) to allow for such revision. 

Under this situation, assuming its possibility, it would still remain possible for the co-op member processor to 
only (or primarily) take into consideration the economic interests of those co-op member catcher vessels in 

' which it (i.e. processor) has full or p+al ownership. 'The co-op processor member could adjust ex-vessel 
price and re-apportion the consolidated catch allocations among such boats in a manner that would achieve cost 
efficiency among their own vessels but to the potential economic detriment of the other co-op member catcher 
vessels. However, if the processor is a member of the CV co-op, such biased behavior practiced within the 
association (co-op) would be in violation ofthe mutual beneficial clause in the Act of June 25,1934 authorizing 
the association's legal existence. For example, ifnot mutually agre+ upon by co-opmembers, defining mutual 
benefit in the context of actual versus potential ex-vessel price would likely be a product of a time-consuming. 
legal challenge between w-op member catcher vessels &d the processor. However, in the long-term at least, 
potential for such internal quity violations could be reduced if the shoreside processor were a member of the 
catcher vessel co0peratii.e and subject to cokp  mehbership authority ,and subsequent decisions. If inshore 
processors are not co-op members but only contract with catcher vessel cooperatives that are required under 
!he AFA to sell their desipatedcatch allocation(s) to a corresponding specific processor, then the potential for -I 

biased pricing exists. 
,' 

12.2.10.2 Establishment of Independent Catcher Vessel Cooperatives in the Inshore Sector 
. . .  

Members of the hdependent catcher, Vessel Association (ICVA) operate boats in the BSAI directed pollock 
fishery ICVA repies'entatives pkrceive their members will incur negative economic impacts as a result of 
constraints imposed imder the AFA. The AFA requires catcher vessels only to sell their pollock landings to the 
onshore processof associated with their fishery cooperative membership as defined under the AFA. ICVA has 
expressed concern about the negative economic impact on inshore catcher vessels that couldresult from such 
potential constraints on the competitive ex-vessel price of pollock landed and sold within the current AFA 
inshore cooperative design. . . 

At its F e b ~ a r y  1999 meeting in Anchorage, the Council heard public testimony from independent catcher 
. : vessel owriers recommending ~ o & i l  consideration of specific measures to reduce negative economic impacts 

ofthis action on their sector of small entities. Specifically the measure calls for Council action to change AFA 
language to allow independent catcher vessels to develop cooperatives among themselves. This modification 
would also eliminate the restriction on independent catcher vessel owners to sell their catch to a specific 
shoreside processor. The objective of such action is to allow independent catcher vessel owners the opportuluty 
to work collectively as members of a fishery cooperative to maximize the economic returns for the individual 
allowable catch of pollock established under the AFA. The objective could be realized with the proposed 
establishmknt ofgreater flexibjlity among catcher vessels to land and sell theirpollcck to a shoreside processor 

. .  ., . 
offering the highest available ex-vessel market price. 
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. . . , ' .  < 
The economic implications ofthis action on independent &her vksiil's &oddbe positive. 1t would also d l 0 6  
them to both retain the exclusive harvesting privileged associated with theirco-op's,~oU,ect~ve pollock allocation 
& well aS provide for their :..,. ability - to accept the highest ex-vessel $rit%-for'&&h p o ~ o c k l + ~ g s  as' offered'hy 
ah eligible'sh6residi proiessgr. Co~vers&l~,,&s option could iedl t  in u ~ t a b l i  sup~jlydf dollqckt6 ?horeside 
processors thic during cirtain t i e  periods, afe tinable io mkch'ki-&$;el p;i&bffers k&e by other shoreside 
process6rs. 'This kould occurwhen v & o u s v ~ l ~ e - a d d ~ ' ~ ~ o d ~ ~ t ~  different pr$it margins (e.g su&i 
vbsus fill&) are being pro&c$~for diffqent in&!& by diffeient shoreside proces&r vd &us enabling ti;tii 
offering a significant price differential to 'hdep$dent catchef Gebsels. .P ;c~ss  to '&is Frici differential (Sell&g 
to different plants at different times) w d d  benefit Gdlpependent &t'chei.vessel but'could impose direct iegati& 
economic impacts on shoreside processors and indirect negative +pa+ on smallentiti& depdndent on such 

.;:, , 
processors: ~ a s e d o n ~ ~ ~ d e b t i o n o f s m a l l  . . ,  . . , . . .  entities: shoreside , ~ , .  p~ocessors . are .- notco~ideredl$ely . .... . candidate: 
for consid&ati& undei the @A. with regard to h&ative'unpacqi2f t$ii pitikatmi measure. ,Hoyever,. an 
lindetirmineif'dihtkr of'shbre-based smili '&ties w h d  be' '$@rectly 'jhP,ic'+d by negative :ic&omic 
do"Se~uehces of this &ti&. Theyefore, consideration df esgblishirig'*dependkn$ +&her . ,  . , . ' . . I .  vessel . ~ooper$ives . 
is B measure mitigathg &a& n&gative impacts of +e c u i r e n t ' ~ ~ ~  legislatioi to some degree becomes i 

4: i 

trdde-of&&&ri red"tig direct &ect inchrred b i  such'&tch<r.~essels iuhile&reasing the pqt&?l for 
' j l  . . . . . -  . . ; ,  

indirect affects incurred by shoie-baied small entities; shoreside . pi&&ois , . .  n o t w i t h s p q h ~ .  
, . ,r I,' ' , . ! . 8 ' I  . . . .  . , . , , r '. ' . ' '  , , . .  , . ., 

% : 

P~tentidlysi~nificant e&&bmic and inititutioiai efficiknii+ +Id tie firtherichidimj . ,',.I . : '  if igstiore .- , ~,atcherv&d 
operators were allowed9o'establish cooperatives coinprised,of membkishps wFch:diey chodie,thems&is.': 
This is ihicOntrast to thi  existi$inshok%FA & - ~ ~ ' , b t & & ~ e  .I requirini'co-op,'dLinbers~p , ,. st"ct1y as a 
function o f  historical lkdingS to a given processor. EstabliShment,of , T , , .  moreefficieiii, s t - . . ,  1,ong-term , . , . . 
relationships would exist among menibersif they are based'oncommo$y k,l@red:objecti"ei a>-well as 0-". 

,:q..,: ' 2 . .  3,  
e~onbniibefficiknciii df scale create by 6usir;ess affiliition'dec~s~ons. Sales to 2 specific processor is a leis 
than optimal index of commonality in operational objectives among a sub-set of inshorecatcher vessels 
Freedom to establish group membership through independent choice is an important design characteristic for, 
establishing fishe j coopeiatives with pernbenke in a free-&rket system. The long-ternviability of co-ops 
has traditionally proven most successful whgn,they are naturally organized q o n g  members, who share 
cd-~ent  and lo$& based on 'their inherent coinm&alitiis.such & business focus, institutional stnkture, ' 

' 

opeiational philosophy, gibgr?phic relatidnship, or &dural.on&tation: 'Such fact~rsshould be, given due , 
consideiation wtieli manrigers seek to foster &e d&elopkent of iph6rekollock fistiej,coo@atives that will 
realize ~on~-term'b'efits '~td hot6 the fishery pkicipants specificall;, ahd to the hation,iq ipneral. . , . .  . 

. ' . '  -. . ~~ .' . ', 'i . .. . , : ..'. . . . .. ' 
! ' I  . 

Thecurrent AFA idlop stnibtire does n&t hiow a catch& k e l t o  change iti cooper&e affiliition fro? year ,: 
to year and retain its harvest allocation concurrently. To change co-op membership (and'exkessel buyer 
affiliation), the catcher vessel must fish in the openraccess fishery for one y.ear,(AFA Section,210(b)(5))., For . . . .. ,. . . 
this open-access year;&: AFA does'not allow tlie vessel to re& its harvest privilege of pollock "quota sh~re".  
It must'compete for its share'of pollqck in the race scenand of t'he open-access fishery. Should th vessel , 

owner chbdse to join an AFA co-op thk follow&g year and sell 6 the co-op's.designated shbriiide processor, 
the harvest privilege forthecitcher vessel would be reauthotiied. This open-access transition year requirement 
creates ecohomic and iesdurce inefficiencies associated wi& thi'catcher vessgl'i harGeg allocation amount. ~ . ., . 
It is prohableth&this sheainount  of pollock would be hirve'stdd , . ov$&sh?rter ',-. .. time period in the open-access 
fishkrythan if h a ~ e s t e d  un'der'i'co-op arrangement. AS a re&, open-access pollbck harvests yvould gene& . ., ' . 
yield lower rkcovery'rates'andiieate conditions for iess th& optimal markit prices du&btGe sprge in supply., , 
Furthermore, per unit operating costs would likely be higher forthe oljen-access opdrat'ion than what c o u l d b ~  
expected under a more flexible inshore cooperative structure. Gdhkrall~ i@d&g: the trhsitidn year'constraint - 

imposed by the AFA on inshore catcher vessel owners who seek to shift their vessel's membership between 



AFA co-ops, will create the potential for more, rather than less, inefficiencies in the inshore component of the 
BSAI directed pollock fishery." 

'The preceding d i scuss io~re~ard in~  alternative co-op structure is an initial attempt to define the parameters of 
thi; issue and provide some preliminary impact analysis: A separate and more thorough analysis of the issuq 
of co-op structure (and potential alternative structures) is provided &'~ppendix N. Additional .anaiys6~ are 
being prepared for Council review in Ape1 2000. At that time the Council may take action to alter the co-op 
ktkcture rules for 2001 and beyond. 

12.2.11 Evaluation of Sideboard measures as Approved by the Council 

12.2.11.1 objectives of the Sideboards 
. . 

The a A  mandates istablishmint of sideboard provisiohs to protect non-BSql-pollock harvesters and 
, processbrs from the potential impacts resulting from the AFA allocations of BSAI pollock and the ability to 
create pollock fishery co-ops. In cemin cases the AFA was very explicit regarding the nature of ihe sideboard 
provisions, but in general leftagreat deal of latitude to the Council in defining the specifics ofthdse measures. 
As such the list of alternatives arid options analyzed in Chapters 6, 7, and 8 represent B combination of 
Congressional intent 'and Council creativity in canying out Congress' intent. The basic purpose of ,the 
proposed measures is to maintain the 'status quo2-  i.e., to ma~n&m'essentialiy the current distribution of 
grou@ish ad crab catch (an'd processing) among competing user groups. More specifically, the intent of the 
measures is to prevent AFA pollock participants from increasing their share of the harvest and processing of 
non-pollock species under Council jurisdic'tion. 
92 . , ... 

$2 .  
12.2.11.2 Number and Description of Small Entities AfFected 

$ 2  

'';The number of entities affected bv the sideboard orovisions is not one and the same as the number of entities 
affected by the co-op struibre analyzed in previdus sections of this chapter. While Section 12.2.8 described 
affected entities, an additional discussion is provided here to specifically address the entities which would be 
directly and indirectly impacted by the sideboard restrictions in non-pollock fisheries. 

D~rectlv affected vessels. ulants. and comoanies 

The entities directly affected by the sideboard limits are a very well defined group i s  defined by the AFA. 
Harvesters and piocessors eligible for the BSAI pollock fisheries, and which may form pollock cooperatives, 
are either named specifically in the AFA or qualify by meeting specific criteria in the AFA. The kct  specifies 
by name 20 catcher processors (offshore sector), owned by nine different companies,' that are eligible to 
continue participat$g in the pollock fisheries. The Act further specifies three motherships-which are eligible 
to process the mothership allocation under t h e ' ~ c t ,  and lists 19 catchervessels which are eligible to fish and 
d;li"er that sector's ailbcatio"(2 others not specified are eligible through landings history). 

For the inshore sector, the Act does not list the eligible plants A d  catcher vessels by name; rather, it stipulates 
the landing/processin& h i s t o j  necessary for eligibility. For catcher vessels that is >250 rntdelivered onshore 
in 1996, or 1997, or 1998 through September I ,  o r240 mt for vessels under 60'. We estimate there are 113 
catcher vessels eligible in the mothership and inshore categories (92 for inshore delivery, 7 for mothership 
delivery, and 14 which qualifyfor both), and ah additional 7 vessels whch deliver to the offshore sector. A 
shoreside processor must haveprocessed >2,000 metric tons in both 1996 and 1.997 to be eligible, except that 
proce&ors who did less than 2,000 mt in both 1996 and 1997 would also be eligible, but restricted from 
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. - ,., + .  . . 
processing inore &.2,000-& in ~; ' f i i ture  year h d e r  the Att. ~d,es t ih i t ' i i&at  eght plants, o&kd b$7 

, ... L ., . . 
companies fall under these definitions. 

,, .. - - ,n, .,. , " . . .  , .v 
B&&i on info~tioh'fro~'s&ction"1212.8; & well'ii frbm . . . .  u;formation , . . codtained ,! ,: ..,. SAmendmenfs 51/~l;(the 

- inshorklbffshdie3 analysis) itapp&rs'thatth$od~dit'ectly affectedintities wh1chi;b;ld be classified , &i , -,s 'i$afl 
.Bntities7 wo~ild b i a  subset of the. 113 catch& ~e'ssel~'deg~"b6dabove.. ~ s s e n t i i l y  thisyo$d be the 

t :. , - ,  . , .. . I  ... > . 
appro&tkly 50:'batclier veskels thit.are predormnately iliiie$ndently oivned, as; dqsc"bed earlier. , f i e  
rernainingentities, includmgcatcher/processors, motherships, shore plants, & ~ d  Citchei vessel's owned by larger 
companies would exceed the criteria for defining small . ~ entities. 

- .  . ;,..,,,.. > . , ,  ,: . ' . I  " ,>'i ., . .: " ; .. d .  
s ; , - 7  

. , 

Indirectlv im~acted entities . . > , ~ .  . , . . : "  : ! J  :.: 

Depending on the specific sideboard alternatives chosen, a number of small, . ,  . coastal ,,. commugities in Alaska 
%odd bk'.hp&ted by!thk:bT9posed 'actions - &<tion 12.2.8 iddntified 3 ipecific, @jrnunjties.,$+eb&d 
.limitations ky indi&ly impkt  ict~astil communiti& in &ch vessels'are homeported, orto which tk+deli"?r 
fisfi for prodeisihg, and nduldbk&i@er, p0sitii.e orneiative d:ie&idg on the specifi<$ternativ& .. . chpieK;,~p .I 

to 60kommGnitie's apbear to meet . . the dkfit ioh of sniall ititi&'foi purpose . .  h f ' t h e , 1 ~ ~ .  . 
" 

,, , . 6 .  i . ;  .. t , , , ' . .  3 -  , , , ,, 8 .  , : ! ' :  , I r '  , a .  . : .  a ,  t , .: , . '  . . , . .. . .:, ..., J :, . . ,, .> 
hidirectly heacted intitities are a consid&ion relative d'the' proposed ict~otlon(s), smce it is'these ykssels that 
'ttie'sideboard measiir$s are'intknded to protect. These'are'vessels ivhich p&ci*ate I ,  , r-: . & fisherih 'i&er'&i 

. BS& f~ollock and iou ld  tie expected to benefit &om &e,pro'pdsed &deboaXm&ures, to'the &te?t.the 
sideboard measurei rire iestrictive'to(se a~proximat~ly 50 AFA vessels classified as small entkiis.' or, to & 

! ( I: 

extent less restrictive sideboard measures approved, these vessel; wduld be negativ&'hiacted', relati& to 
more restrictive sideboard measures. Essentially, sideboard measures were intended to protect the nonrAFA 
vessels, many of which are small entities :the k tu re  df hose sid&bo&d mea&es ikpresents a tradeoff b'ekveen 
AFA and non-AFA vessels. Taking BSAI and GOA groundfish and crab fisheries into account, there are as 

iI . .  
many as'~l;300'additibdal~,c~tcher &els which would likely 4 u k y  &'seal! entlt!es'and w&chkohd:tie 

' ,  , 2 3 , , , f  l . ~  . . 
bidirektly iinp&ted @rbiected to vahg.degrees)'by the proposed' &&res: "dis includes both 'fixed gear 
ar;d.trawl fishing vessels,.ranging from' 30' to over '100' in l&ngth'$+y of w@ch 2ri &diridependently'o$med and' . , 2 1 ,  " , .  .I.,. ' 

, ' : : . . . . . . 2y ,!. 
operated. 

, .  . . ,, . .,. , . . , 

12.2.11.3 Impacts of Approved Sideboard Measures I " ,  . :. <~ . -  . -. 

-1 7 ,, . . l ,  1 ... 1 3 1 '  

W l e  the sideboard; ate genCrilly desig;led to preiefie ihe &a& hub disiributibn of harvest in the fisheries,., 
i "  . .  

the Council conk'iderid and'analyzed a wide range of iltematives and options &effect s@Jisideb'oards. ~ h e s e .  
%re listed iiidhapter 1; d&iledandBnalyzed in cha$ters 4 thi6ughL8, add are s-arifed . . .  in Cbpter. 1 1 which I 
desciibes thecouikil'i final'Preferred Alterhati;;. The s'eopk and nature b i k e  proposed sideboardineasures 
is &tended to m&takstatus Guo catch and Soteising distrib~tions'of~iohndlish . tk: ,:; and , crabbet?;e& . . , &A &;id 
non-AFA dperati6n.i.' Thk small entitiks airectly affedtkd (limited)' by:the proposed actions wodd  likily.b$, 
better off without sidebokrd restrictib&'ii~ non-pollock fishe"es,%ut the Act 'do& not all& foi that alter&& 
(indeed the sideboards are legislated and 'mitigation' of th5 effects of these sideboards would counter the very . ' , .  .1 . I 

intent ofthe Act). On average, these kntities' shouldbe do worse'off withrde sideboard !&its, asiummg that . ,/; . , ,'; ,, . 
they i r e  structured tbaliow catch up to the amo&ts previd& enjoyed. Aitqng the sideboaid,; . , ,  . 
alternatives ahd options there ard certa&li somithat are more restrictive than oth&ar;d sqmk of those could, 
be expected to create significant inipacts rejative to ~ t h e ~ o ~ t i o n s w l i i ~ h  could be chosen.: ~or'example, thk use 

1 , -  1.  I 

of landed catch ody  (as opposed to total catch) will generally redike the ho"nt,df.thL~ideboard l i d t  ,. . for each , 
species, although for catcher v&els,(the only smill inti&? @lved).this ?e&iction is notas signific&t as for; 

,:: . I I. . , . , ,/" . ,I . . .:. " : . . .. 7 . % J  ' 5 . I 



the catcherlprocessor sector. Reductions in the level of the sideboard limit for AFA,vessels will be offset, as 
small entities in the non-AFA sector will realize that amount of gain in the amount ofharvest available to them. 

As another example, in the caseofsideboards to l i t  catcher vessels activity in crab fisheries there are options 
which.range frim limiting tho'se vessels to their past catch history, to denying them access to certain crab 
fisheries altogether. In this case, the differences among the options are very signifi&and in fact could 
impact some catcher vessels disproportionately. For catcher vessels which are AFAqualified, bu't rely to a 
great extent on fisheries other than BSAI pollock, restricting the overall catcher vessel sector to an aggregate 
historical limit will' disproportionately burden those operators, who would now have to compete with other 
vessels for a relatively smallerquotaapportionment. In the case of AFA vessels which have significant reliance 
on crab fisheries, losingtheir ability to fish crab at all would be expected to have a significant, negative impact, 
based on current definitions of significance related to gross revenue losses (and a substantial number of these 
vessels would be classified as small entities). 

More restrictive sideboard measures will generally create greater impacts to the directly affected entities (AFA 
vessels), which would be offset by greater benefits to the indirectly affected entities (the non-AFA vessels being 
protected). The proposed measures themselves are designed to protect one group of small entities from the 
impacts of a separate ~ o n ~ r & s i o n i l  action -the Act itself Within the suite of alternative sideboard measures 
there are a range of potential impacts to the directly affected small entities. In its deliberations, the Council 
recognized that certain choices from among those alternatives would serve to reduce impacts to those small 
entities relative to other options available. 

12.2.1 1.4 ~ e a s u r e i  to Mitigate Impacts of Sideboard Measures ' . 

: i' Examples of decision areas which could result in significant impacts were summarized above. The Council's 
: h a 1  Preferred Alternative generally serves to maintain the status quo and keep in place the current catch 

,;v 

iXstributions between &A and non-MA vessels. For catcher vessels in thegroundfish fisheries the Council's .. 
Preferred Alternative generally uses their aggregate proportion of catch from 1995 through 1997 as the basis 
for their allowable catch in fbture years, under the AFA. In order to mitigate unintended impacts to certain 
participants in these fisheries, the Council included an exemption to the basic sideboard limit - that is, AFA 
ves'sels with less than 1,700 mt of BSAI pollock catch, and threshold landmgs of nonrpollock species, are 
exempted from the sideboard limit, and will beallowed to continue unrestricted in tke other fisheries in which 
they are engaged (subject to overall quota and PSC closures). The group of vessels most impacted by this 
exemption are those which historically focused their efforts in the cod fisheries, but did enough pollock to 
qualify under the AFA. Without the exemption these vessels would have been disproportionately and 
negatively impacted by the sideboard limits. As structured they will be able to enjoy the benefits ofthe pollock 
fishery co-ops as well as continue their unrestricted involvement in other fisheries. 

In general the C~uncil  enacted similar restrictions forthe crab fisheries, with some important differences which 
further restrict the AFA vess&' but which also include some mitigating measures for small 
entities in that sector. For Bristol Bay Red King Crab (BBRKC), the Council's Pre'feired Alternative restricts 
the AFA eligible vessels to an aggresate amount based on historical participation. much as with groundfish. 
However, the Council included a wider range of years to define that participation (1991 through 1997 as 
opposed to only 1995 through 1997) which included years of larger haryest by those vessels, and which 
therefore increased the level of their sideboard limit (from about 9% up to nearly 13% of the available quota). 

As with the example given in groundfish. theie were some AFA vessels which actually had the majority of their 
income from fisheries other *an pollock - specifically there were three AFA vessels identified in the analyses 



T '  , . . . . . . . :, - .  . . . 
' . I j  

which hadsihficant and long-term participation in the opilib crab fishehei. SLbject6ithese vessels to an 
aggregate sideboard l i ' t  (;hired with the othkr AFA vessels) &odd have resulted & disp~op6rtionate'~d 
negative impacts to those vessels - essentially ~ e y w o u l d  lose their ability to continue their historical fishing 

'practices: T o  mitigate this hue,:the council chose a cbmijiokjse which kerierally-r&tricted AF-A vessels' 
particibatio" in opilio;but all'6wed tho>e'wi@a &gh'depeiddnce tb i--jinue. ' ~pecifiially the Council 
Preferred ~ t & n a t i v e  only a l l o ~ ~ , A ~ A  vessels td'fishbpilio if they fishedbpilib in at .. leait f o k  years between 
1988 and 1997; however, if tlkydb qualify they.6ay fishunrest+ct@aloni+,th other crab'vessels: The result 
of that action is that.5 i f the  39 potential 'crossovef \;esskls (~o&ly~smali&tie'S).wi11 . . .  . , be , hlowed . to . conthue 
in the opilio fishery. :". . , " . . - .  , : ! !'r 1' '5  . , I <  . . . . : , . 

I . . .  - 
~, . ,., ..; :- , .  . 

12.2.12 Vessels &luded . &om . the pollock fish{ries . . ' ' I. . . . .. ~ . . .  
I .  , .r 

. . 
. I .~ 1 .  , .  ' '9 i ,  , . . r  

Through analysis of thd eligibility requirements, combined with t&titnbny to the ~ou'n'cil from affected 
individuals, it has become apparent e a t  at least tyo  (possibly fhree) vessels with histoy . . -  . in . the BSAI pollock 
fish&& have been excluded from future participation in that fi~hery by the Gliiibility requirements contained 
in the &A. ~h i le ,&ese  vessels ha"e historical part&pati'oti, the);.did,n@t pa&ipate h'the recent'(l99611997) 
pe'riod required by tde Agt. a While these vc&ls do n;t,bpmprise a 'subitanti?i,iumber,. of small' entities 
(relative tb t6e total&chualifv'under the &re general liceke limitation bito h e  total numbir'of AFA- . 1,; 

- I .  . 
eligible .. . vessels), the'exclusi& could bd expected to have a ~ i ~ n i f i c ~ t , n e g a t i v e  . .. , .  impact .. on'their oper&ons, to 
the extent that pdllock fishing in'& B S ~  hiitorically c'6'n&but'kdalargepor&ion , .  . ?f . theirtoGl w e ,  fi+eriis income. . .. 

12.2.12.1 Measures to Mitigate lmpacts of this Exclusion, . . L * ' , . ~  l % .  

The list of eligible vessels is one of the two sections of the AFA that the Cpuncil cannot alter, The exclosio? 
qf the vessel; mentioned iboi;e, while of cdncem .to ,the council, is, not in issue for.&.hiGh:the ~ou&il-.~,+n 
ev&aie oi~~nside~'niitigkt&galtimatiles. ~ n l y ~ o n g r e s s ,  &rough amen$nentto the A~A,'could effectsuch 
a change: '&erefo;e;the , ,.,.. exclbsion is not being analyzed as'part of the Council's decision; it is being 
mentioned& part ofan overall pa'ckage, comprised of both Council ic t~6ns 'and~o"gress i~al  mandates, , . . . .  which 
will.be implemented though a reguliitory'package being pf6mulgat~d by NMFS. A potenti&y compensating 
factor is that @ei ,$ill. ti& be &bject ti, sideboard re&ctions in olher f i i h e r i q ~ d  cad therefore attempt tp 
make "p lost rk;;e~i'iies b) ipxeaskg participation inothei fisheries:, $her  mitigating a~te'm~tives are beybnd 

. , .. . s ... \ _  . / ' . ,  . . . . 
the'purview 6f ththk 'Co&il:. . 

.. !..' . . . . . :I. ti,, . 
' ~. > .: *;. . . . .  . , . . i'. 

~. . . . .  .., ., .. . .. , ,.. . C b . , . L  

12.2.13 :' ' ~5krdlieeping.mid ,. . .. . >epofting requirements (N)' .$ . L  .. .' . . .  . . . . , 
.' .. , - . .. I. ,;. * * .  I , - .  ... , ,,.., 

Additional rec6r&ekping and reporting rkquireyents would be ex6ectd& a result of the creation of several 
inshore cooperatives that each inde&nde"tly utilize its own unique quantity of pollock catch & an aggregate 
of the individual allocation of its member catcher vessels. The new recordkeeping ,and reporting,requirements . ., . , 

would be required tb be subhitted to NMFS by the fishe j'co~ipe'rativ~ manigement,,pot by,each,hdividual . .. ... 
citcher vessel 6peritidg &a boblp.4rative rkember. , heretore, this additiod . recdrdkeeping , . .. ., and reporting 
requirement ivould not adveisely impact &all intities. .Inshore AFA cooperatives would nit  qualify as small . . .  entities as defined ti9 the Small ~ u s i n e s i  . . .  Adrnini&ation. - ,  , .  . ,, . , . . , , , ? , .. . . .. . . . . - . . 8 , .  , ' I :  ' I :  . / . 
s e  proposed sidebbard $easures are tiot'ixpectedtb requjre additipnal reqordkeephg or reporting' for the 
small entities identified; 'rather; ihe burden of accounting"for 'the sideboard limits will fall to NMFS. 
Participation in pollock co-ops may necessitate additional paperwork , burdens for these entities w i t h  the, 
stiuhtuie'of the colop .&re&ents'ip teims of catch and 6ycatch'alldc~tions and.iccounting far those, 
allocations; howeve;, such pa'rhcipation would be voluntaj and is outside thescope of the sideboard 



provisions. Processor sideboardprovisions, dependingonthe level at which they are implemented, couldentail 
additional recordkeeping and reporting for those processors, but they are not defined as small entities for 
purposes of the IRFA, nor have decisions been made yet with regard to processor sideboards. 

12 2.14 Relevant Federal Rules 

This action is authorized by the AFA in conjunction with the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and 
Management Act as amended in 1996. 

12.2.15 Summary and Conclusions 

12.2.15.1 Co-op structure 

Independent catcher vessel operators participating in theinshore component of the BSAI directed pollock 
fishery will be affected, both positively and negatively, by the establishment of AFA fishery cooperatives. 
However, as currently designed, independent catcher vessels could be expected overall to be worse off under 
the AFA cooperative structure than compared with their experience under the open-access fishery of recent 
years. The primary benefit to catcher vessel participation as an AFA inshore co-op member is that the vessel 
owner receives some assurance for the option of catching a specific amount of pollock equal to the vessel's 
catch history as determined by NMFS. The primary disadvantage is that this allocation may not be optimized 
for its economic value given the absence of a competitive ex-vessel market with more than one potential buyer. 
Furthermore, the potential catch would likely be reduced for independent catcher vessels that do not join an 
AFA cooperative. 

NO catch allocation is granted to catcher vessels whose owners choose not to participate in an AFA co-op. 
Therefore, they must operate in the open access fishery that will, in all probability, be composed of a smaller 
"pool" of allowable catch. This reduction in allowable catch in the open access pollock fishery will occur in . . 

the amourit'equal to the reserved catchallocationsgranted by NMFS to citcher vessel operations that dochoose 
to join an AFA co-op. As a result, non-cooperative catcher vessels with smaller catch capacities may be 
disadvantaged in the open-access fishery. This conditibn could be exacerbated in the event that catcher vessels 
with small catch histories, but with large per-trip harvest capacity, choose not to join a co-op and intentionally 
target pollock in the open-access harvest "pool". Given the predicably shorter open-access fishery resulting 
from a reduced available catch, the smaller the per-trip harvest capacity of an inshore independent catcher 
vessel, the less successful its operation would be in the open access fishery created under the M A .  

Given their expected annual gross revenues of less than $3 million, many operators in the fishery impacted by 
the proposed action are small entities. For many of the catcher vessels operating in the inshore component of 
the directed pollock fishery, it may be assumed that these entities are independently owned and operated. in 
addition, there are numerous catcher vessels in h s  fishery that, to some degree or another, are a blend ofbeing 
partially-owned or fully-owned by shore-side processors. However, the ownership charactehstics of catcher 
vessels.operating in the fishery has not been thoroughly analyzed to determine what degree, if any, they are 
affiliated with a larger parent company. ~urthermore, because NMFS cannot quantify the exact number of 
small entities that may be indirectlyaffected by this action, or quantify the magnitude of those effects, NMFS 
cannot make a finding of non-significance under the RFA, with regard to issues of inshore co-op structures. 
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Sideboard limits h e  kskblished to limb the amdunt bf non-BSAI pollock w&h caii tie i e k t e d  by a ~ -  
eligible vessels. Generally these limits freeze in place the current distribution of catch between AFA and non- 
AFA vessels. More restrictive sideboard options considered wouldnegativel~imp&tthd sdlenti t ies inv&ed 
in the AFA fleet, relative to other options, though jt is uncertain whether such differences would be significant. 
More lenient sideboard bpiions would generally benefit t h e . A F ~  fl;et, though it woda bk'it some'expense to 
the remaining (non-AFA) fleet, many ofwhom are also small entities. Inessence,'the degree'of kideboard limits 
represents a trade-off in impacts to two sectors of small entities, as is the case wi@ most allocation-based - * .  , . . 
management actions. 

.. . . 
I 

While the differences insideboard options likely are not significant, particularly given th mitigating measures 
included, they do affect a substantial number of small entities. In combination with the co-op structure issues 
desc"bed inthis lection, it is.in@ossible tb makt a finding bfnoniignificance.with regard'toithe kollktive . . ! ' , actions intbis amendment package '' . '.. . . . .': ,, . > '  ., .T' I, . . , '  . ., , ., . , ?  

, '. 
12:3. . Section 303(a)(9) -~ishkries Impact Statement 

, . ' . , 
. . . , . . ~ , 8 ,  i . .  . , . .  . '  . . I  

).. ,  . 
This section of h e  Magnuson-Stevens Act requifis that &y maiiageme"t meisuf6 subi t ted by the Council 
take intosaccount impicts on the' participants inthefishenes, as well ai pa&ipants in adJacent 
fisheries. Chapters 6,7, 8, add 11 detailed'the expected impacts of,the &te&tives dd thepartici&ts (MA'  
eligible vessels and conversely,'thihon-AFA vessels): The AFA established d e  Kited harvesting &d 
processingentities, the allocations among the sectors, and the provisions for development of cooperatives. The 
AFA also established provisions for the development of sideboards, which are in fact.designed to add5ess 
impacts to other fisheries participants, and the focurgf this '&endmeit package is dgfhksi very ~ideboards; 
i.e., the whole scopeof the ~roposed measures is to'initigate +pacts on other fisherieq which' may arise as a 
result of the Act idelf. The very nature of Resideboaids is to presen;e the status quo, diereby,minimi~&~ the 
impacts of the Act add fishery coopeiatives on thi no;-AFA fleets. ~ h k  divelopmedt i f  these, sideboard 
measures, based on the'analyses in the preceding chapters, is not exiected to have significant impacGon other 
fisheries, other.than to protect their share of v&inus fisheries resburces. Basing the sideboard pr&isi&s on 
landed catch will increase the protection afforded td'othir fleets. Managemeit of @ g e  cabs $houldhow t h i  . 
AFA fleet to still bnduct.directed fisherieifor species which thki7targeted during the years 1995:%, tho;& 

/ , '  . 
perhaps at somewhat'reduced levels. 
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12.4 Section 303(b)(6) - Limited Entry Considerations .. . 
. . . .  , ... . . * ,  . ! , . ,  

' ~ . ,  . J  . . . , .. 

The AFA.prescribed a limited entry program for the BSAI pollock'harvest &d proceis+g s+& by naming ., 
the specific catchei processors, catcher vessels,'motherships, and'shoreside prqckssois ,Which are &ible:. 
Nothing in this proposed amendment package addresses or atiem&to [evise thai $!escribed set of plaf;ers. 
The sideboard measures are intended to limit harvest and by the AF~-&ible Participant's in non- 
pollock fisheries, and with the exception of alicinki\ies in the crab sideboards, do not '$r6iose to further limit 
entry in these fisheries. The notable exception is contained within certain alternati;es which would prohibit 
AFA vesSels from continuing to fisli in certain crab fisheries: wheie they are ~th<&se,~uaiified under the 

, ,  ' : . - , . I  . . 
Council's license limitation program:(LLP). . ' '  - " . ' .s 

In October of 1998 the Council revised its crab LLP by imposing additional recent participation requirements 
(had to have fished in 1996, 1997, or 1998 in addition to the original requirements). This action reduced the 
overall crab fleet from 365 to approximately 297 vessels. Ofthe remaining 297 vessels approximately 40 of 



those are also AFAeligible and are limited, for certain specieslarea endorsements, from Future participation 
in the crab fisheries. In some crab fisheries they are also limited to their historic portion of the crab GHL. 
The Bristol Bay red king crab fishery and opilio fisheries are good examples. In the ~ ~ R K ~ f i s h e r y ,  AFA 
vessels must be LLP qualified to fish. They will then be capped at their average landings history for the five 
years the fishery was open from 1991-97. The opilio fishery was treated differently. A vessel must have had 
landings in the opilio fishery in at least four years from 1988-97 to be allowed to participate in this fishery 
under the AFA sideboards. This action reduced the number of vessels eligible to participate in the fishery by 
about 35 when compared to the LLP program. In bairdi, no fishing will be allowed unless and until the 
biomass is rebuilt. 

A separate analysis was prepared which will be incorporated as part of the overall AFA amendment package. 
That analysis, prepared by Dr. Scott Matulich of Washington State University under contract to the Council, 
examined the issue of relative dependence on the crab fisheries of all participants, including the AFA vessels 
which could be most directly impacted. That analysis is included as Appendix 111 to this document. 

12.5 National Standards 

The following National Standards contained within the Magnuson-Stevens Act are addressed, where relevant 
to the actions taken by the Council under this amendment package. Most of these standards would not be 
affected by the proposed sideboard provisions -while fundamental in-season management changes are implied 
by some of the alternatives, they do not change the overall management structure relative to the National 
Standards. 

National Standard I - Conservation and management measures shall prevent overfishing while achieving, on 
aEontinuing basis, the optimum yield from each fishery. The Council's preferred alternative would not impact 
National Standard I. . . 

~ i t i o n a l  Standard 2 - Conservation and management measures shall be based upon the best scientific ' 

information available. Information contained in this amendment package was derived from the best sources 
of information available to Council and NMFS Staff. 

National Standard 3 - To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish shall be managed as a unit 
throughout its range, and interrelated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in close coordination. Nothing 
within thisamendmentpackage will impact how NMFS and ADF&G manage fish stocks in relation to National 
Standard 3. 

National Standard 4 - Conservation and management measures shall not discriminate between residents of 
different states. If it becomes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges among various U.S. fishermen, 
such allocation shall be (A) fair and equitable to all such fishermen, (B) reasonably calculated to promote 
conservation, and (C) carried out in such a manner that no particular, individual, corporation, or other entity 
acquires an excessive share of such privileges 

Specific limited entry and allocative measures were prescribed by the AFA, but those are not the focus of this 
amendment package. Allocation of pollock and associated groundfish among the co-ops will be required by 
NMFS, but that is also fairly prescribed by the Act. Within the possible sideboard measures there are 
alternatives which will impact the distribution of the groundfish sideboard allowances among sector or co-ops, 
although such sideboards are generally prescribed by the Act. The Act also contains provisions to limit shares 
of harvest and processing, though again those measures are not included in this amendment package. One 
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gspect ofthe sideboard which could further limit entry are options which would preclude @A catcher vesseb 
from furtherparticiljation in certain BSAI crab fisheries. . This exclusion is based on M A ,  LLP, and 
pakicipation history io the crab fisheries, not on any criteria of state residency. 

. .  . 

National Standard 5 - ~onse iva t i~"  and mah&emed measures.shal1, where practicable, conbide; efficiency 
in the utilization of fishery resources, except that no such measure shall have economic allocation as its sole 
purpose. The Council's preferred alternative; provided protections for non-AFA fishing fleets as -dated 
by the AFA. Within that system, efficient opefations (both AFA and non-MA) should cohinue to compete 

I , .  
for the non-AFA species. 

National Standard 6 - Conservati,oh and management measures shall take intdaccount and allow for variations 
among, and contingencies in, fisheries, fisheq resourcks, and catches. 5 

The passage of the AFA precludes most of the fishing flekt from future participati& in the ~ ~ i p o l l o c k  
fisheries. Conversely, the sideboard provisions developed by the Council are designed to limit the AFA vessels 
and processors in t e r n  of what they can do in the non-pollock fisheries. The combined effect of these actions 
will be to lock in place the relative catch distributions by sector and species. Relative.to the status quo 
fisheries, this 'will decrease the flexibility 'to enter and exit fisheries and decrease the ability to respond to 
variatidns and contingencies among fisheries, such as quota changes, price changes, and market fludtuations. 

. . . . 

~ a t i o n a i  standard 7 - Conservation and management measures shall, where p&cticable, minimize costs arid 
avoid unnecessary duplication. 

Primary costs associated with the proposedmeasures (other than op*ortunity costs discussed abbve) hill fhl  
on the NMFS as additional implementation, monitoring, and enforcement requirements are created. Dependjpg 
on the level at which sideboard limits are applied, these additional costs to the agency could be significant. 
Chapter 9 addresses these issues in some detail. 

National Standard 8 - Conservation and management measures shall, consistent with the conservation 
requirements of this Act (including the prevention ofoverfishing and rebuilding of overfished stocks), take into 
account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities in order to (A) provide for the sustained 
participation of such communities, and (B) to the extent practicable, minimize adverie impacts on such 
communities. 

, . 
While none of the proposed actions directly involve community level issues, some of the sideboard provisions 
could indrectly affect coastalcommunities to the extent that the vessels directly affected are homeported or 
deliver catch to those communities for processing No attempt has been made to 4&ntify those impacts as they 
are generally expected to be along the lines of status quo - i.e., the provisions are designed to maintain the 
current distributions of catch by species among the various fisheries participants. 

, . ,. . - 
, . ' ,  , '  ' . >  

National Standard 9 - Conservation and management measures shall, to the kxtent piacticable, (A) minimize 
bycatch. and (B) to the extent bycatch cannot be avoided, minimize the mortality of such bycatch. 

Sideboard caps were calculated based on landed catch hstory of the AFA fleet. The Council selected this 
option because they did ndt wish to give catch history credit for discarded fish. The extent to'bhich thehiscard 
rates of the fleets vary by species was provided inchapter I I .  ' 

* ,  



The Council may reduce the bycatch caps overall through the amendment process. One of the issues discussed 
in this analysis is the necessary bycatch associated with current fisheries, now that bottom trawling is banned 
for pollock. However, any savings in that area is likely to be small, since the pollock fisheries have historically 
accounted for a small portion of the crab and Mibut bycatch. 

National Standard 10 - Conservation and management measures shall, to the extent practicable, promote the 
safety of life at sea. 

The preferred alternatives selected by the Council should not have any negative impacts on the safety of life 
at sea. 
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