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To all Interested Government Agencies and Public Groups:

Under the National Environmental Policy Act, an environmental
review has been performed on the following action.

TITLE: Environmental Assessment for an Emergency Rule to
Implement Permit Requirements for Vessels,
Processors, and Cooperatives Wishing to
Participate in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Pollock Fishery Under the American Fisheries Act

LOCATION: Federal Waters of the Bering Sea and Aleutian
Islands
SUMMARY : This emergency rule would implement permit

requirements to authorize vessels and processors
to fish or and process pollock under the American
Fisheries Act and provide the opportunity for
inshore catcher vessels tco form cooperatives for
the 2000 fishing year. The emergency rule is
necessary due to the statutory January 2000
implementation requirement of the American
Fisheries Act.

RESPONSIBLE - Steven Pennoyer
OFFICIAL: Regional Administrator
Alaska Region
National Marine Fisheries Service
P.O. Box 21668
Juneau, AK 9%802
Phone: 907-586-7221

The environmental review process led us to conclude that this
action will not have a significant impact on the environment.
Therefore, an environmental impact statement was not prepared.
A copy of the finding of no significant impact, including the
environmental assessment, 1s enclosed for your information.

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

Sincerely,
St b oy
Director of the Office of Policy

and Strategic Planning
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Chapters 1, 2, and 3 of this document contain background information on the American Fisheries Act, the
Council’s list of alternatives for sideboard provisions (including the PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES), a -
summary of the status of stocks for all species, and a discussion of potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives. None of the alternatives under consideration is expected to result in 51gruﬁcant impacts relative '
to NEPA cons:deratlons

Chapter 4‘

This chapter addresses the inconsistencies in definitions between existing regulations and terms used in the
AFA. The Council is recommending that consistency be achieved by (1) having the same definitions of inshore
and offshore in the BSAI and the GOA: (2} use of the term groundfish (instead of fish) throughout the
.implementing regulations; (3) use of the terms inshore and offshore would apply only to directed fishing for
1/0 species (BSAI pollock and GOA Pollock and Pacific cod); and (4) the duration of the /O regulations
should be the same for the BSAI and the GOA

Additionally this chapter addresses an alternative related to processor sideboards which was raised by the
Council in February - the proposed option that floating processors be limited to a single geographic location
for purposes of processing 1/O species. Provisions of the AFA may negate the need for such a requirement due
to explicit BSAI pollock allocation in the AFA, though non-AF A processors propose that such a restriction be
in place. The Council did take action to restrict floating processors to a smgle geographlc location, and took
action to achleve cons1stencv among definitions, as recommended by staﬁ'

Chapter 5 -

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

* limit co-op agreements to specific duration (1-6 vears)
* prohibit linkages of membership to delivery of non-pollock species
* require contracts to be submitted by December | :

Although a brief discussion of the pros and cons of these proposals is contained in Chapter 5, they appear to
primarily be policy issues for the Council, for which direction to the industry will be necessary in order for the’
year 2000 co-ops to be negotiated and completed this summer and fall. The Council took the following action

“on these issues: (1) co-op agreements may be of any duration but must be reviewed annually: (2) co-op
agreements must be submitted for Council review by December | of the year prior to fishing; (3) prohibit co-op
agreements from requiring vessels to deliver species other i’.un BSAI pollock to their AFA-processor; and (4)
co-op agreements shall require the disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics.

Chapter 6

The Act specifies in section 211(b)(2) that “beginning January 1. 1999 caitcher/processors eligible under
paragraphs (1) through (20) of section 208(e) are prohibited from, in the aggregate - :
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(A) exceeding the percentage of the harvest available in the offshore component of any Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands groundfish fishery (other than the pollock fishery) that is equivalent to the total
harvest by such catcher/processors and the catcher/processors listed in section 209 in the fishery
. in 1995, 1996, and 1997 relative. to the total amount available 1o be haryested by the offshore,
'_component in fhefshery in 1995 1996, and 1997 . T
‘_(B) exceedmg the percentage of the prohrbzted specres avaz[able in the o]ﬁhore componem of any
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islapds groundfish fishery (other.than the pollock f sheijy) thatis equzvalem}
to the total af the prohzbzted species  harvested by such catcher/processors and - the
catcher/processors listed in section 209 in the fishery in 1995, 1996, and 1997 relative 10 the total
amount of prohibited species available to be harvested by the offshore component in the fi shery in
1995, 1996, and 1997 and

L) f shzng Jor Atka mackerel in the. eastern c area of the Bermg .Sea and Aleutzan Islana’s and ﬁ'om
exceedmg the fot‘lowmg percentages of the drrectta’ harvest avazlabt’e in the Bermg Sea and A leutran
Islands Atka mackerel fishery— . ;... ., S '

(r) 11 5pcrcent in.the cenrral area; and I :
{ii) 20 percent in the western area.” ' _ ] 1 . i?: .

IR

L 5|

The Act. was quite specific in how the catcher/processor sideboards were to be.structuréd as a result of
negotiations in Washington, DC. However the AFA s equally Spccnﬁc m statmg that the Council could change,
the sideboard’s structure to mitigate against the adverse impacts of cooperatwes s Section 213((:) authonzes
the Council to recommend additional conservation and management measures as. necessary 0 rrutlgate adverse
effects in ﬁshenes caused by the AFA or cooperatives in the dxrected pollock ﬁshery, so long as any such’
" measures take into account all factors aﬁ'ectmg the fishertes and are imposed fairly.and equltably to the extent
practtcable among and within the sectors in the directed po[lock fishery. Changes were made to the
“negotiated” sideboards for the 1999 fishing seasons, and further revisions are being considered as part: of thlSl
amendment package. -

Chapter 6 provrdes an. a.naly51s of the catcher/processor srdeboard caps Sldeboard caps set the max1rnum

amounts of BSAI non-pollock groundﬁsh that the 20 AFA catcher/processors hsted by name, can harvest n

future years. The caps are set as a percentage of TAC and not a set tonnage. - Settmg the caps as a percent of
limits and not allocations. Only BSAI pollock was dlstnbuted as, an allocatton under the AFA Once the

catcher/processors reach a cap they will be requlred to either stop ﬁshtng all together or stop ﬁshmg in the non-

pollock target fisheries, dependmg on how the Council structures this program.

Several optlons for developmg 51deboard caps were cons:dered by the Counc1l S:deboard caps could be based

on, the 199597 catch histories of the 20 eligible catcher/processors or the 20 ehglble catcher/processors plus

the nine mehglble catcher/processors After deciding which,vessel’s hxstory to include, the Council then had,
to decide whether to bage the hlstory on either their non-pollock target fishery catch or thelr catch in all target .

fsheries. These decisions. v1eld the numerator for . calculatmg the percentages of future TACs. | The

denommator for the calculation could use either total historic catch or the TAC avaxlable these years. Table '
1 provides a summary of the esttmated future sideboard caps under these alternatives. Onlv specles which are

e\pected to have adequate cap amounts for a directed fishery are included in the table. Atka mackerel Is,

constant as those caps are prescrtbed in the AFA,

xiy



Table 1: Percentage of future TAC available to 20 AFA catcher processois under various sideboard -
aptions for six possible directed fisheries. Tonnage range is derived by using the range of possible

percentages multiplied by the 1999 TACs.

Non-Pollock  All Targets

Non-Poliock

All Targets 29

Fishery (TAC dr catch} Targets 20 20 Targets 29
Yellowfin sole - TAC 19.7% 20.0% 233% 23.7%
Catch 23.8% 24.1% 28.1% 28.6%
Range (36,839 - 53,482 mt)
Pacific cod - TAC 12.8% 17.4% 26.3% 33.4%
Catch 13.7% 18.7% _ 282% 35.9%
Range (5.369 - 15,069 mt)
Atka mackerel W. Al TAC 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%
Catch 20.0% 20.0% 20.0% 20.0%
Range (4,590 mt)
Atka mackerel C. Al TAC 11.5% 11.5% . 1L5% 11.5%
‘ Catch 11.5% 115% - 11.5% 11.5%
Range (2,190 mt)
| Other flatfish TAC 11.0% 11.4% 13.1% 13.6%
, Catch - 16.5% 170% . " 19.7% 20.4%
Range . (8,362 - 15,508 mt)
Rock sole TAC 5.1% 6.0% 7.3% 8.9%
Catch "6.0% 7.2% 8.7% 10.6%
kange ' (4,335 - 9,010 mt)

Soﬁrce: NMFS Blend data 1995-97

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

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

PSC sideboard caps are also being developed. These caps are based on the amount of PSC that was harvested
by AFA catcher/processors from 1995-97. Table 2 reports the estimated percentage of future trawl PSC
apportionments. Note that these percentages are not broken out by PSC target fisherv. -
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Table 2: Percent of PSC Bycatch Harvested by the AFA Catcher Processors in the BSAI from 1995- 97
and Estimated Future PSC Caps Based on 1999 Apportionments

Source: National Manne Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS9SHALX, BS96HALX,

and BS97HALX)

.

-

Est1mates of historical bycatch in the pollock ﬁsherv were mcluded in Table 2, because the Councﬂ requested
an estlmate of how much bycatch would be needed if the pollock ﬁsherv was conducted in a pelagic mode. The

. _.Non-pollock Targets : Poliock Targets' ‘ AH -Target Fisheries Pl
.. |..._ aFraces _ AFACPs ‘] AFACPs
PSC Species ., | 20 CPs - 29 CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs ;
; B - _ Percent of Future PSC’ Apportlonments T o R
Halibut Mortality 5.60% c i 842%  2.22% O 54L% 782% .. 11.82%°
C. bairdi'(Zone 1) 12.68% 14.02%'5 “1.01% V26%  13.68% 16.28%|
C. bairdi (Zone 2) ©420% . 5.02% 0.12% ., 041%  432% 5.43%
Red King Crab (Zone'l)| = 0.63% °  "0.65%| = 0.70%  “L74%| " 1.33% T239%)|
Herring L 057% . 120%| .19.36% , 3185%  19.94% 23.05%
C: opzlzo 1140% 13.56% 0.98% 213%|  12.38% 15.69%)|
Chinook Salmon 1.39% 2.84%| . 17.10% . 2124%| . 18.48% °  24.09%|.
] ' Estimates of Future Caps Based on 1999 Trawl PSC Apportlonments R
Halibut Mortality (mt) © 206 309 : 82 125 288 434 |
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 93,000 102,000 7000  -16,000] 100,000 118,000] |
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 77,0000 © 93000 T 2,000 8000 79,000 101 .000] ~
Red King Crab (Zone 1) 1200 . . 13000 1400 . 3400 2,600 " 4700
Hérring (mt) 10 20 326 368 336 388
C.opilio . .. 496,000 . 590,000 . . 43,000 93,000 539,000 683,000
Chmook Salmon n/a n/a " 11,800 13,800 11,800 13,800

requested estimates indicate that halibut mortality could be reduced by 22 mt to as much as 74 mt, compared

to the numbers m_ the second sectlon of Table 2, depending on_the method used to calculate the reduction.

Reductions in the numbers of crab required were even more dramatlc with the largest reductions’ being -

calculated based on a pelagic definition of harvesting less than 20 crabs per tow as opposed to the gear based
definition. Itis unlikely that the estimates of PSC reductions-are appropriate for an orderly prosecution of the.

pollock fishery in a pelagic'mode, especially given the structural changes in the fishery brought on by steller -

sea lion concerns, However. some reductions may be p0331ble gwen hlstonc PSC bvcatch leveis in the pollock

! . -

fishery when non-pelagic: trawl gear was allowed. 0.0 ]

1 . H|'._ ot Ve ;l"-.,.;___,' . -'n ',,

LR ]

The Council also reviewed mformatlon n the analysis which- evaluated the historical levels.of Tetained 'vs .
discarded groundfish catch. The Council’s Preferred Alternatives for catcher/processor sideboards, as approved

in June 1999 -are detailed in Chapter 11 and ina later sectlon of this E\cecutlveISununarv
I T T HPU : Wl e

Chapter a af

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

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

While language in the Act refers to the aggregate traditional harvest levels of AFA catcher vessels as a basis
for determining sideboard levels, there is no further specification on measures of traditional catch nor is there
guidance on implementation outside of the time line for submitting the amendment packagé to the SOC. Since
the December 1998 meeting, the Council has developed a set of alternatives and-options and tasked staff with
developing the analysis. The Council has treated crabs and scallops independently of the general sideboard
rules being considered for non-pollock groundfish in the BSAI and GOA, and this chapter is organized
accordingly.

Crab

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

The first option would prevent AFA catcher vessels from participating in any BSAI crab fishery. A total of

+102 species/area gndorsements affiliated with 43 vessels would consequently be eliminated if the Council ~
iselected this alternative, and adopted measures to prevent their transfer to owners of non-AFA vessels. The -

~bulk of these endorsements are for the BSAI Tanner and Bristol Bay red king crab fisheries. Option 2 would

:;prohlblt AFA catcher vessels from fishing C. bairdi or C. opilio, resulting in the vessels forfeiting the nghts
‘touse 42 BSAI Tanner endorsements. A sub-option allowing vessels which made landings in 1995, 1996, and
1997 to continue their participation in the crab fisheries would exempt 10 vessels from options 1 and 2, and
reduce the number of forfeited endorsements by 23 and 10, respectively. A third option would allow AFA
crossovers to fish . opilio only if the vessel fished C-opilio in 1996 or 1997. Of the 42 vessels with LLP
endorsements for BSAI Tanner crab, only 7 have the requisite participation to qialify under this option.
Option 4 would disallow crossovers at the endorsement level, allowing the Council the flexibility to replicate
the restrictions of any of the other options as well as variations thereof. A fifth option would prohibit fishing
in any crab fishery except for Bristol Bay red king crab, reducing the number of eligible crab gndorsements
by 61. .

As an altemative or adjunct to the above restrictions, a sixth option would limit the crab harvest of AFA
- catcher vessels to their aggregate traditional harvest based on their percentage of the total catch in 1995, 1996,
and 1997. By itself, this option would allow AFA vessels to fish any of their crab LLP endorsements, subject
to a'cap based on historical averages. Traditional levels of harvest would allow AFA catcher vessels to take
up to 10 percent of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery, 2 percent of the C. opilio fishery, 1 percent of the
Pribilof fishery. and 0.5 percent of the St. Matthew fishery. A sub-option to this alternative would apply caps

to individual vessels instead of at the cooperative or sectoral levels, presenting potential disclosure problems

for analysis and enforcement should the sub-option be adopted.
Each of the optlons described above can be applied either to AFA catcher vessels that Have entered inte a

cooperative agreement. or to all AFA qualified catcher vesseis regardless of their cooperative membership
status. Among industry concerns with the latter are worries that individuals with less historic catch in pollock

xvii
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~have a reduced incentive to join a cooperative. However, they will still be bound by sideboard caps while in

the open access fishery. Competition for crab with vessels which have substantial pollock catch histories may
cause these individuals to reluctantly join cooperatives if they perceive enough bargammg power to improve
their share of the non-groundﬁsh caps. Similarly, decisions on whether, or not to Join cooperatives will be.
affeeted by the chosen duration of the sideboard caps relative to, the effectlve duration -of cooperatives.

. . ,o SRR WA I TER LA
Sldeboards for. scaIIOps are to be based ,0n an AF A catcher vessel S tradrtlonal catch Two optlons were
consrdered as qualrfymg time penods The first 1s the years 1996 and 1997, the second option is for 1997
alone Sldeboards will be apportioned according to the percentage of statewidg catch, or alternatively as a.
percentage of the PSC cap to limit scallop harvests according fo crab bycatch.- - - . -+ - .~ -7

e g

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 landings and statewide catch as the denominator, the Forum:
Star caught 3.95 percent of the 1996 and 1997 harvests and 7.63 percent of the 1997 catch. Based on
projected annual statewide scallop harvests of 860,000 pounds, the Forum Star’s catch could be limited to
either 34, OOO pounds or 65,600 pounds for each of the two optrons respectively. . - . L oo
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Apportioning srdeboards as.a percentage of PSC caps 1s not as stralghtforward since the 'GHL and-some crab
bycatch limits are set separately according to species and area, making 1t difficult to predict when and for what
reasons a fishery will close. Additionally, bycatch information is not reported at the vessel level. Adoption
of this sub-option could have highly.vanable results depending on the locatrons of the Forum Star’s fishing
actwrty and the spanai concentratlon of its bycatch - T ey e - o

BSAIGroundﬁsh. e .
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Groundﬁsh srdeboards for the vanous Speeles are to be set as a percentage of future TACs accordmg to the+
tradmonal catch of AFA catcher vessels, aggregated by either the individual cooperative or sector level. While,
the Act desrgnates three sectors in section 208, the eligibility requirements of two sectors overlap so that some .
vessels are ehgrble for both the catcher vessel inshore as well as the catcher vessel to mothership sectors. For
purposes of. analysrs these vessels were grouped into.a fourth sector since. it is unknown how qualifying
individuals will choose to,operate. Of the 120 catcher vessels eligible under the Act, 92 meet the criteria for™
dehvenng to the inshore sector, 7 are quahﬁed for delivering to mothershxps 14 can deliver to'both the mshore..
and rnothershlp sectors; and 7 can deliver to catcher/processors . v e e T
e
Various options revolve around the determination of traditional catch for both the numerator and the
denominator of the percentage calculation. There are two. base periods considered, one-for the years 1992..
_ through 1997 and a more recent option spanmng only 1993 through 1997 Problems associated with either
time period | mclude changes in the TAC groups over time, which affect how some species.have been accounted:
for in makmg those calculations, Naturall\f these inconsistencies are much more pervasive throughout the.
longer time perrod where some of the TAC groups of the earlier years bear little.resemblance to the species -
composrtlons of the present TAC groups on which future caps will be. based. - Distributional differences
between both time periods seem to favor the 1993 through 1997 period for the AFA catcher fleet as a whole. -;
perhaps because the contmgent of AFA quahﬁed vessels made up a lesser portion of the total pool of harvesters
in the carlier vears than it has in more recent times. Changes in pollock season length over.time and related
bycatch rates arc also.likely variables that may have had a role in the different outcomes. -+ i
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In addltlon to both time periods, the Council requested that tradltlonal catch be presented in terms of all catch
of a particular species, including amounts accrued as bycatch in the poliock fisheries, or solely those amounts
- caught when pollock was not targeted: Similarly, there is an opticn to determine the above catch amounts as
percentages of the total catch for each species or as percentages of cach species” TAC. Generally, the
combination that yields the highest sideboard caps results from using the groundfish catch in all fisheries as
apercentage of catch for the years 1995 through 1997, - As with catcher processor sideboards, the Council also
reviewed mformatzon on hlstoncal ievels of retained and dlscarded catch.
Table 3 provides-estimates of the future Paciﬁc cod sideboard caps under each of the three alternatives using
1995-97 data. The difference between the smallest and largest cap is over 5,700 mt, based on current TACs.
Table 3: Estimates of future BSAI catcher vessel Pacific cod caps under the various scenarios, based
on the years 1995-97 '

_ Species’by TAC Grouping - CV Inshore | CVto IN'MS [CVIoMS| CVito CP | All AFA CVs
. 92 Vessels | 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels 120 Vessels

: : Al targets / Total catch .
P_ercentquAC : 73.58% 7.80% = 2.46% 9.153% - 92.99%

Estimates of available cap (mt) 30,606 3,244 . 1,023 3,806 38,679
Non-pollock targets / Total catch '
Percent of TAC ‘ . 66.26% . 620%  2.03%  7.88% 82.37%
tEstimates of available cap (mt) .~ 25,281 2.400: 815 - - 2,937 31,4331
: ' Non-poliock targets / TAC . ‘
Percent of TAC SR 63.65%  5.96% 195%  7.57% 79.13%
' |Estimates of available cap (mt) . - 26475 2,479 IV 3,149 32,914

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

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

~ imposed on cooperatives. Some vessel owners will likely decide that the sideboard caps are too onerous, when
compared to the benefits derived from cooperative membership.-

Another sub-option applies the above sideboard limits separately to three classes of AFA catcher vessels
depending on their pollock catch averaged over 1995 through 1997 (vessels that caught less than 5,000 mt,
3.000 mt, or 1,000 mt, respectively). Assuming that vessels with lesser pollock catches and proportionately
higher catches of other species would be a disadvantaged minority in any cooperative where the main
bargaining chip is total pollock catch. this sub-option could leve! the playing field. Operating under a separate
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cap could allow these vessels to retain a more representative share of their traditional groundfish catch. The
resulting estimates show that for the inshore sector, 16 vessels with less than1,000-mt of annual pollock catch
would, be allowed;to harvest about 7.5 percent of the Pacific cod cap, 40 vessels with less than 3,000 mt of
pollock catch 27. 5 percent, and 57 inshore vessels with<3 ;000 mt of pollock history 34 percent Itis unknown
if the vessels in these categories would be better off under the sub-caps.. - L Lol

e ' PRI
- ° 1

i v- ,|->'-.' - L. -.'.‘-' s

y o AT S VI PR > ; N
There are srx alternatlves that could -govern the temporal assignment of groundfish SJdeboards 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 vear. Under this scenario, AFA catcher vessels would have no opportunity
to harvest at levels above their traditional catch histories. Alternatively; a second option stipulates that the caps
be apportioned quarter]y or semi-annually according to the times-of year they.were earned. Quarterly divisions
of catch history may be important for flatfish specres if prices are strongly influenced by the quantrty of product
reaching the market. - . . . . - . el s B S T S I AP
A third option would subdivide the Pacific cod cap among vessels that had, on average ﬁshed a majorrty of
pollock during ;the “A” seasons of 1995 through:1997, and vessels which. traditionally - targeted other:
groundfish The Pacific” cod cap.would be split according to cach group’s collectwe share and applied only:
prior to March 1 “of each vear, thus reapportioning some of this species to vessels which t tradrtlonally targeted
groundfish other than pollock: Sub-dividing the Pacific cod:cap in this way would likely benefit the nine
catcher vessels that harvested a greater proportion of catch in the non-pollock fisheries prior.to March I They

would have access to 4 - 5-times as much- Pacrﬁc cod as the other 1 l 1~vessels during ‘the early part of the year:
PR | [ R " B '
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A'fourth option would make groundﬁsh sideboards cffective only during * nonnal" pollock seasons,. deﬁned
either by 1998 open access dates or 1999 season dates mod1ﬁed by Stellar sea lion concerns, which are stilli
bemg developed. Proponents of this option claim that there would be no more impacts from cooperatwes
warrantmg special protection dunng the off seasons for polloek than there were historically, The sideboard.
caps would be based on amounts harvested when the pollock s¢ason was open. This option may. allow the AF A ’
catcher vessels to harvest amounts of groundfish in excess of their traditionalicatch. -** = "=+ *. - o
The fifth option,-which exempts-catcher vessels: that deliver to motherships from the sideboards prior t6
February:1, would allow this sector to také advantage 6f the time between’ the January 20th trawl géar opening
in the BSAI and the February | start'of their pollock “A” seasor- While the opportinity for these vessels to
exceed their traditional catch in‘other gmundﬁsh likelv ¢ ex1sts durlng this time wmdow there is msufﬁc:ent data '
on which to'base rellabiy estrmated catch rates . '

P " PR . - '
T P B U PR e SO L T ooy g

-

The sixth and final option would exempt-each catcher vessel sector from sideboard caps forthe number of days”
in-excess of five that a particular sector’s pollock season is closed during the month-of Fébruary .- Should the?
closure length between the Stellar séa lion modified poiloé* sedsonis-increase beyond five' days in February,”
this option - would allow the: AFA pollock fleet to compete. uth the rion-AFA fleet for non-pollock species.”

Agam the potennal w ould arise for the AF A ﬂeet to exceed its tradmonal catch of srdeboard SpeCIES R

. . .oie .
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Proposed alternatives.for the enforcement and momtonng of sideboards include optaons to do soby vessel class-
and sector or by individual cooperative. While logistical considerations dictate a preference for the forthier, -
applving caps on an almost fleet-wide basis may frustrate the efforts of cooperatives to fish rationally since
they would have to compete against-gach other for an overall*cap On the other hand there are 'i:onﬁderiti'alitx
issues ‘that would have to be addressed if the sideboards were applied at the- cooperatlve level Once the-
sideboards are reached fora. partlcular species, determmmn which ﬁshenes close asa result ml] hkeI\ depend:
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on the method employed for determining the caps. For example, if the sideboards are based only on AFA
catcher vessel’s non-pollock catch, then groundfish closures subsequent to attalmnent of the caps will likely
prevent AFA vessels from harvesting their pollock allocation.

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

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

g

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

vessels, for the vears 1995-97, by PSC target fishery definition

AFA Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries
PSC Target Categories CV Inshore |CV to [NfMS CVtoMS| CVto CP| All AFA CVs
92 Vessels | 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels 120 Vessels
. Percent of Future Year’s PSC Allocation -

Atka mackerel/Pollock/Other Groundfish? 32%. 7% 2% 3% 44%,

Yellowfin Sole ' 10% 1% 0% 1% 12%

Pacific Cod' 38% 4% . 1% . 5% 49%
-{Rock sole/Other flatfish 13% 2% 1% 1% 17%],
) Future Year’s Halibut Allocation {mt) based on 1999 PSCs and the Percentages Above
JAtka mackerel/PolIock/Other Groundfish? 80.0 - 17.5 5.0 75 110.0
‘|Yellowfin Sole 100.5 105 - 0.0 10.5 121.5
“IPacific Cod' 589.0 62.0 15.5 7715 744.0|

Rock sole/Other flatfish 103.5 16.0 8.0 8.0 135.5

Source: NMFS Blend data for Lhe years 1995-97 for denominator, and Fishtickets and NORPAC Qbserver data 1995-97
for the numerator. ;

Notes:

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

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

GOA Groundfish

Groundfish sideboards for GOA flatfish fisheries were developed separately. Those will be based on halibut_
PSC caps and/or historical flatfish harvests. For species other than flatfish, caps will be set according to AFA
catcher vessel’s traditional catch of each species. Traditional catch has been specified by the Council as the
percentage of total catch from 1995 through 1997, and as'in the BSAI sideboards, these values may be
appomoned quarterly relative to when they were caught. For Pacific cod, the AFA catcher vessels would be
capped at approximately 20 percent of the Central and Western GOA TACs. Pollock caps would be about 50
percent in all areas except the Shumagin District, where they would be close to 75 percent. Tvplcally all other
species caps would remain at less than 13 percent

PSC in the Gulf of Alaska would be allocated as sideboard caps only for flatfish, based on the altematives in

this analysis. The deep and shallow water flatfish complexes in the GOA have historically been limited by
halibut bvcatch. Therefore, limiting the amount of halibut that AFA catcher vessels can use in these fisheries
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should effectively limit their catch of the target species. Limiting only the halibut PSC for these fisheries, and
not the target catch, will allow the. AFA catcher vessels to harvest more flatfish than their historical average,
if they are. able 1o use the entlre PSC cap and reduce thelr ratio of hallbut to target, catch ‘This was not
considered t6 be a problem by some members of mdustry because tradltronallv a portion. of the ﬂatﬁsh TACs
in the Gulf goes unharvested. However, the Council also considered limiting GOA ﬂatﬁsh based on the
historical harvests of these specres R S S A S RN
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Initial esumates mdrcate that the catcher vessel srdeboard caps would equal about 10 percent of the halabut
allocated to the deep water compiex and about 20 percent of the shallow water complex allocation. These
rates equate to about 92 and 212 mt of halibut in those fisheries, respectively. ‘Releasing the halibut cap by
quarter, In proportion to the AFA- vessel s hrstonc catch, would result in about 11: percent of the deep warer
complex halrbut allocatlon being released in the first quarter 67 percent in the second quarter, 18 percent in
the third quarter and four percent in the final quarter. Distribution of the shallow water complex halibut.cap
would be approximately equal across all four quarters of the vear.

The Councrl s Preferred Alternatwes for catcher vessel srdeboards as approved n J ung 1999 are detzuled in
Chapter l 1 and ma later section of this Executlve Summarv '

M . ; . _:," N o

Chapter 8 examines the impacts of imposing limits on processing of groundfish in the GOA, crab iri the BSAL
and non-pollock groundfish in the BSAL The limits would affect processors eligible to participate in pollock
cooperatives authorized by the American Fisheries Act {AFA). The analysis presented in Chapter 8 examines’
the language-in the AFA, analyzes the current structure of the mdustrv and develops 10 specrﬁc ‘options for
implementing processing limits. “The analysis then calculates estimates of the limits based on the' structure-of -
the industry and the different options as specified. The analysis ends by drawmg conclusions regardmg the
effecnveness of the options in fulfilling the mandates of the AFA. L

'
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The AFA stipulates that the Council shall subrmt measures by July of 1999 to “protect processors not. ellgrble
to participate in the directed pollock fishery from adverse effects as a result of this Act or fishery cooperatives
in the directed pollock fisherv.” The AFA provides specific guidelines for crab processing llmrts and provrdes
the basis of the lO% Ownershlp Rule (below) wh:ch deﬁnes AFA entmes R R
. ¢ T U
If a company has a 10 percent or more ownership stake in an AFA-eli glble pro'cess'ing facility,l then alf other
processing facilities in which that company has 10 percent ownership will also be considered part of the AFA
entity. For purposes of the analysis. the lease of a facility will be considered ownership of that facility.
L . S
The analysrs of ownerstup develops orgamzatlon charts for the 15 entities that were found to encompass all |
of the | processmg facﬂmes that, accordmg the 1o AFA, w il be ellglble o process pollock in directed fisheries. .
The anal) sis used a literal mterpretauon of the 10% Ownershlp Rule to develop the entities. Orgamzatron
charts for several entmes that are riot associated with AFA facrhtles are also provlded mcludmg charts for four
of the six CDQ orgamzauons Currently, t“o of the CDQ orgamzanons antol Bav Economrc Development
Corporat:on and Norton Sound Econorrnc Development Corporatlon have ownershlp mterests in AFA facilities .
and are mcluded in the 13 AFA entmes The table be]ov& surtmarizes the. ﬁndmgs of the organlzatlonal

anal\Sls of AFA facilities, compames ‘and entities. . R
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Summary of Eligible Facilities, Companies, and Entities under the AFA

nshore atcher ota
Entities Companies | Facilities Processors Motherships  Facilities
AF A Facilities 13 18 9 21 3 33
Facilities in AFA Companies | 15 20 20 32 10 62

Notes:

1/ The row labeled AF A Facilities includes all of the processmg facilities are eligible under the AFA to process BSAI
pollock from directed fisheries.

2/ The row labeled "Facilities in AFA Comparues 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 AFA entities.
depending on the implementation of the 10% Ownership Rule. : _ -

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

3/ The table inciudes 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)(1)(B) of the AFA.

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

1. A single overall limit for each species
- ‘. .HJ‘.
= 2, Sector leve! limits for each species .
& 3. Individual limits for each species

Within each of these three levels there are at ieast three layers of the AFA eligibility:

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

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

Option 1: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All AFA Facilities

Option 2: Overall Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies

Option 3: Qverall Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Entities

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

Option 5: Sector-Level Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Companies
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Option 6: Sector-Level Processing Limits Applied to All Facilities in AFA Entities
Option 7: Individual Processing Limits Applied to Each AFA Facility

. Opt:on 8. Individual Processmg Lmuts Applied to All AFA Compames cee ==

Optlon 9: Indmdual Processmg Limits Applied to the AFA Famlmes within Each AFA Companv

Optxon 10: Indmdual Processmg Limits Applled to, All AF A Enutles

* o ll s A |.“ [N
The table below shows the TAC pcrcentages that would be allowed under the processing llmlt opt:ons The
table 1s based on processmg histories from 1995 through 1997 . . s LT

- RN o, -v' .

| Summag of Processmg Limit OBtlons Based on Proccssmg I—hstones from 1995 throuri’h 1997 '

Percent of Total Processmg

“

G

Bel;ing Sea and Aleutian Islands Groundfish

“ . . . 1

Atka Ftatfish Other Pacific Cod  Rockfish
' Mackerel = .. Species . oo -

Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly *  [3.04 33.73 - 2348 3875 - 18.74 O ¥
Limits on AFA Companies 13.93 36.82 26.09 4219 25.99
Limits on AFA Entities {5.0} 54.26 39.07 51.09 - - 4353
Gulf of Alaska Groundfish L. :

' Atka Flatfish Other  Pacific Cod  Polleck  Rockfish

Mackerel ~ Species | ot e -
Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly ~ 9.94 6.66 455 35.55 - 46.73 8.11
Limits on AFA Companies, = 16.86  21.87 . 848 4431 5827 . 23.03
27 67.10 37.20

Limits on AFA Entities '19.48 32.37 20.93 5]

t v

Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Crab : P '
Bairdi Blue King Brown King  Opitio Red King

Limits on AFA Facilitiesonly ~ 6].09 16.61 . 3508 197 - 3743

Limits on AFA Companies 65.15 74.05 5993 6167 69.37

Notes: -

1. 'Total processing limits for each species do not change regardless of whether limits: are applled as overall
limits, sector-level limits, or individual limits. If the number of affected facilities is expanded to include all -
processing within AFA companies, or to include ail processing within AFA entities, then the limits increase.
accordingly. .

2. All limits include the processing lustorv of the nine catcher processors listed in §209 of the AFA. - o

3. Entities limits include all documented linkages as well as facilities that would possibly be linked to AFA
entities. depending on the appiication of the 10 percent rule and further investigation. .+ . : ¢

4. The limits shown in the table do pot include 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)(1)(B)-of the AFA. - ¢ ' o

v
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Comparison of Overall Limits, Sector Limits and Individual Limits

As indicated above, the total amount of processing included under the limits doés not change if they are applied
as overall limits, sector-level limits or as individual limits. Therefore from the perspective of non-AFA
processors, there does not appear to be significant differences 1f the' processmg limits are implemented as
overall limits, sector l1rmts or individual limits.

If overall or sector-level limits are imposed, AFA processors are likely to' experience an intensified race for crab
and groundfish other than BSAI pollock. The intensified race for fish can be avoided if processing limits are
imposed at the individual level. Although individual limits will not constitute an allocation and individual AFA
processors will face continued competition from non-AF A processors, AFA processors will not need to compete
with other AF A processors. Individual limits will also allow AF A processors more flexibility (than with overall
or sector-level limits) to allocate their processing capacities and other resources, and allow them to realize more
of the potential benefits of the AFA.

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-sea.son process involving fines and
sanctions for those processors that exceed their imits.

‘Comparison of Limits Applied to- AFA Facilities, AFA Companies, and AFA Entities
Processing limits applied to AFA facilities will be restrictive, but not as restrictive as limits applied to
-~companies or entities. If limits are applied only to AFA facilities owners would not be constrained from using *
AFA profits to increase their non-pollock processmg shares at other facilities in which they may have an
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
appliéd to AFA entities; as defined by the 10% Ownership Rule, would appear to be more effective than limits
tmposed on AFA companies. Under the 10% Ownership Rule, AFA owners that wish to make new capital
investments 1 non-pollock processing would be limited to investments in salmon and herring fisheries, or to
investments that lead to an ownership interest of less than 10 percent of the processors in which they are
investing. In addition, because of the limits AFA processors would brmg, existing owners may not welcome
new mvestment associated with AFA proﬁts

Imposing processing limits on AFA entities will have some unintended and negative consequences. Processing
limits imposed on AFA entities will create significantly more paperwork for NMFS and the processing industry
than the other options. This additional burden will-be time-consuming and expensive. and may be viewed by
many as a significant intrusion of government into private affairs of industry. Imposing processing limits.on
entities will also create other unintended consequences by limiting the activities of processors that may not be
able to experierice any of the benefits of the AFA. These consequences are perhaps most easily understood
from ‘the perspective of non-pollock processing companies that have become equity partners with CDQ
organizations that. in perhaps unrelated actions, have also invested in AFA facilities.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, it appears that processing limits imposed on individuals offer.as much protection to non-AFA
processors as overall limits or sector-level limits, may not be any more costly to implement or enforce, and
would allow AFA processors to realize more of the benefits of the AFA, .Crab processing sideboards will be
rmplemented for' year, 20001as prescnbed by the AFA (and as recommended by the Counci! in'October 1999,
with minor. vanatlons) The Council de not take action on groundﬁsh processing sideboards in 1999, given
the possibility of ambiguous results if processing limits are applied to AFA entities, To fulfill its mandate to
protect non-AFA processors, the Council is continuing to study processor sideboards along with excessive
share caps for BSAI pollock processing, and is scheduled to.take-action on these issues in April 2000, Future
actions on groundﬁsh processing ., sideboards (or crab) would ‘be implemented by follow up regu]atozy
amendment T . . o L T T T e
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T"ms chapter discusses several 1mp1ementat10n issues which w1lI hkely be crrt1cal to the Councrl 5 dEClSlOl’lS on
overall co-op structure and sideboard momtormg Whlle many of these issues are not vet fully resolved, some
major pomts ofconsxderatlon ihclude: S Y T SRR APPSR TR L ST
. ' N [ : T Lo L e
* lmplementat:on of catcher vessel .cooperatives wrﬂ be srgruﬁcantly more compiex than the smgle offshore co-
op m 1999 for pollock allocatlons and partrcular!v for sideboard limits. ..~ . - . - s -
' L R
* Monitoring pollock catch based on directed fishing allocattons w111 requirea different management approach -
essentially, for catcher vessel inshore deliveries, that means.any catch-occurring during the open season will
be considered as directed harvest.
’ ; N ' * A ’ et V
* Allocatlon of pollock to specnﬁc co-0ps based on catch hlStOl"y of . partlctpatmg vesseis w1ll require
devclopment of an official catch record and an opportunity for appeal. Such a program likely, cannot be'in
place in time for year 2000 allocatrons and appeals and corrections to the official catch record may have to.

wait unti 2001.

. i ) s '
' . ‘-'.ua_‘:"!

* Catch data on groundﬁsh (specles composmon) dlscard and PSC spemes is msufﬁc1ent to-determine quota
allocat:ons (or catch limnits) to speclﬁc vessels in a complete and reliable manner. Catchhistory-information
for groundﬁsh may be sufﬂcrent particularly if groundﬁsh sideboards are managed in aggregate across CO-0pS.
Drscards hkelv cannot be mcluded PSC Irmrts should be based proportlonal to groundﬁsh catch.... -4

st b e

tlckets cannot be released to vessel owners in t1me for thelr use in vear 2000, co-op negotratlons

I P
* Regarding sideboard limitations for groundfish, crab, and PSC, it will be extremely difﬁcult for NMF Sto
manage at the.co-op level through traditional in-season management techniques. Responsibility for in-season.
management and closure will hkely be borne by the co-ops themselves.- Additionally, sideboard management,
at the co-op Ievel partlcularly for PSC species, will require the same the of monittoring and observer coverage
levels that are assoc:ated mth the rnult1 ~species-CDQ program...- o : R :
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This chapter also addressed the following issues:
AFA Catcher Vessel Lists

Chapter 9 includes hsts of the catcher vessels that are expected to be eligible under the AF A The vessels are
sub-divided into four classes dependmg where they are qualified to make deliveries.

Compensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels

A number of catcher vessels qualified under AFA to deliver to the inshore sector have accrued significant
amounts of their historical pollock catch from deliveries to offshore sectors. Since AFA does not preclude

“inshore sector catcher vessels from entering into the mothership sector, vessels meeting the eligibility criteria
can makeuse of their offshore pollock histories to the extent that these were delivered to motherships.
However, there is no mechanism that allows these same vessels te 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 210(b)(1)(B) that would allow each
inshore cooperative’s pollock pool to increase by the amount of pollock history that member catcher vessels
had delivered to'catcher/processors. Increasing the aggregate pool of pollock effectively compensates members
with a substantial share of their harvest to catcher/processors by taxing the rest of the cooperative. However,

_depending on ‘the catch histories of member catcher vessels, the burden of the compensation scheme may be
dlspropomonately distributed among the different cooperatives. ’

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

An option that would exclude a vessel from being compensated for deliveries to catcher/processors, based on
their inshore catch-history, was also included in this chapter. If the option that only compensated catcher

vessels with less than 2,000 mt of inshore catch was selected, onlv 12 vessels would be included and the total
adjustment would be just over 2 percent.

{sing Best 2 of 3 Years to Determine Pollock Catch History

A brief discussion of aiiow'mg 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 qualifving years, and reduce the amount of
poliock to catcher vessels that had consistent catches during the qualifving period.

AFA Loan Repaymem

The AFA requires that members of the inshore sector begm repaving the Federal lcan in the vear 2000,

mdependent of whether the inshore sector is fishing under cooperatives. The payments are based on the pounds
of pollock harvested. A payment rate of 0.6 cents per pound was established under the AFA.
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Chapter 10

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

Chapter 11~ |~ . . v e R < L O
The Council’s preferred alternatwe for harvestmg sndeboards and several cther non- s:deboard 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.
( 'fatcher/Processor Harvest Sideboards . . . . .. e Wi L AR

e e e .
Catcher/processors will be l1rmtcd to thc percentage of BSAI catch that was 1anded relative to the TAC by
the 29 vessels listed in sections 208(e) lines 1-20 and section 209.0f the AFA.: Sideboard caps based on landed
catch do not give catch history credit for dlscards which occurred at-sea. Atka mackerel.in the central and
wcstem Aleut:an Isla.nds are thc only exceptlons to this mlc Thelr sideboard percentages were cxphmtly

dcﬁnedmtheAFA o L

“ - el F e y
T A . . D oaiie v w omaet K] FRFY B . [

Pamﬁc cod 51deboard caps wcre estunated tobe 9, 290 mt ycllowﬁn solc 6 10 mt central Aleutlan IsIands
Atka mackercl 1, (9] mt., westem Aleutian Isiands Atka mackerel 2,497 mt., othcr flatfish 4,593.mt., rock sole,

3,188 mt., and flat head sole 1,438 mt., based on 1999 TACs These estxmatcs particularly. for flatfish
species, are reduced over those in place for 1999. Thcrcforc 1tis possnble that using landed catch may reduce
the caps on some species to a [evel that will not allow. for a directed fishery,-in 2000, even though directed.
ﬁshcnes were allowed under the 1999 stdeboard caps. . T

R ! 4 . [

PSC caps for the AFA catcher/processor ﬂcet wﬂl be calculatcd the same wav in 2000 as they were for 1999
The caps were calculated to be 8.4 percent of the halibut apportionment for trawl vessels, 0.7 percent of the
red king crab, 13,3 perccnt of the (. opr!zo 14.0 percent of the C. bairdi in zope 1, and 3.0 percent of the C.
bmrdrmzonel P T T IR RO . '
(f'atéhe}‘ Vessell’i’z’a"ebbards ' 1 ’ R
Catcher vessel sideboard caps were developed for the BSAI non-pollock groundfish species, GOA groundfish
species, BSAI crab species, scallops, and PSC species covered under the Council's FMPs. Two exemptions
were defined by the Council.. Both exemptions apply to vessels that landed,less than' 1700 mt. of poilock
‘ annually inthe BSAI Thcse vessels were exempted from the 51deboard caps in the BSAI Pacific cod fishery -
They were also cxcmptcd from GOA sideboard caps for Pacific cod, poliock,.and other groundfish fisheries
they partlcxpated in between 1995-97 sideboard cap restrictions. For purposes of this section of the analysis, -
the exempt vessels’ catch history was not included in the calculatlon of the sideboards for those species. Note
that additional Council action is scheduled for December 1999 relative to these sideboard exemptions. .

Crab sideboards were developed at the spemes/arca level, and differcnt qualification criteria were defined for
each ﬁsher’y The AFA vesscls were also prohlbltcd from sellmg leasing, transferring; or stacking crab LLP
licenses. A summar} of the crab 51deboard restrictions are prowded in the table below. . These restrictions will .
apply to all catcher vessels ehgtble to jOl[l cooperatwes
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Fishery . Qualification Criteria # of Qualiﬁed. % of
' Vessels GHL .
Bristol Bay red king crab Capped at their weighted average catch 41 128 o/
: from years 91, 92, 93, 96, and 97 : e
C. opilio. _ Must have fished C. opilio in at least four 5 a
years from 1988-97, :
C. bairdi* _ - Must have fished . bairdi in 1995 or 96 21 6.5 %
St. Matthew blue king crab ~ Made landing in this fishery in 95, 96,0r 97 i Conf.
Prib. red & biue king crab Made landing in this fishery in 95, 96,0r 97 4 1.2 %
Al red & brown king crab Made landing in at least one of the last two -0 W
years the fishery was open .

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

Scallop sideboards only apply to one vessel if it opts to join a pollock cooperative. That vessels will be capped
at its percentage of the overall scallop harvest in 1997. That percentage (estimated to be 7.6 percent) will be
applied to the upper end of the state-wide GHL.. At a projected GHL of 860,000 pounds, the cap would be

- 63,600 pounds. ] o &
BSAI groundfish catcher vessel sideboards will be based on the landed catch of AFA qualified catcher vessels, .

xand be expressed as a percentage of TAC available in those vears (1995-97). The caps will apply to all catcher *
vessels eligible to join a cooperative. Only the AFA catcher vessels that qualify for the exemption discussed

. earlier will be allowed to harvest Pacific cod outside of the cap. ' :

Estimates of BSAI groundfish caps are presented in Table 11.5. That table shows that Pacific cod is projected
to be capped at 24,628 mt., vellowfin sole 12,587 mt., other flatfish 7,304 mt., flathead sole 3,220 mt., rock

- sole 2,601 mt., and arrowtooth flounder 6,658 mt., based on 1999 TACs. NMFS will need to determine prior

to the start of the 2000 fishery, which of these species can support directed fisheries.

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

GOA groundfish sideboard caps apply to all FMP species, including pollock. Like in the BSAI the caps will
be based on landed catch as a percentage of TAC for the years 1995-97. All vessels eligible to participate in
a cooperative will be botind by the caps. except those specificallv excluded through the 1,700 mt. landings
exemption. Table 11.8 shows a complete list of the estimated caps. The largest caps are for pollock, Pacific
cod, and shallow water flatfish. The only other species projected to have more than a 1,000 mt. cap. under
1999 TAC levels, are POP and arrowtooth flounder.
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PSC caps in the GOA will be based on the ratio of groundfish landed to TAC in the deep and shallow-water
PSC groupings. Prelimmaryestimates indicate that the AFA fleet would be capped at 34 percent of the halibut.
appottioned to the shallow-water complex arid 7 percent of the deep-water complex. Given current PSC caps!
this equals approximately 4 10 mt. of halibut. ) L

(lompensation for Inshore Catcher Vessels in the BSAI Pol!f;ck.ﬂ':vhery

Two compensation measures were passed by the Council.: The first allows catcher vessels with more than 499
mt. of pollock deliveries to catcher/processors from 1995-97 to count that catch just as if it were deliveredi
- inshore. The second allows catcher vessels to use their best 2 of 3 3 years catch history, after addmg in’

compensanon from deliveries to catcher/processors. - . ;

Othér AFA Actions T R :
' . . - o . . S - ",.. r'-- - _.
The AF A mandated that catcher/processors carry two observers and use NMFS certified scales to weigh fish. |
Those requirements were included in this package. ‘This package also includes a discussion of the iterns the
Council will require to be contained within cooperative agreement packages submitted to the Counc:l and
NMFS each year, as well as cooperatlve reports from the: precedmg year’s ﬁshery T .

al
) B . . [P )

Chagter 12

This chapter addresses the proposed actions’ consistency with other applicable law, including E.O 12866, .
. Regulatory Flexibility Act; Magnuson-Stevens Act, and National Standards. Because the basic intent of the.
proposed sideboard measures is to preserve the status quo distributions of harvest and processing across:’
industry sectors, it does not appear that such actions would be inconsistent with any of the applicable laws.

_However, among the alternatives there are those that would have differential impacts-relative to both the

directly, affected entities (AF A harvesters and processors) and indirectly affected entities (non-AFA harvesters

and processors). Certain alternatives and options for sideboards would likely be considered to have s:gmﬁcant

impacts on small entities (under the Regulatory Flexibility Act) relative to other alternatives.

The Council’s Preferred Alternative represents a trade-off between impacts to directly affécted entities and.
indirectly affected entities: A conclusion of non-significance, relative to the IRFA, cannot be made based on- -
the available information; however, the Council’s actions included measures to mitigate impacts to sma[l :
entitics, including exemptions from the sideboard restrictions for-certain catcher vessels mvolvcd

(o, - . . C e

le w1
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
[.1 Purpose and Need for Action

In October 1998 Congress passed the American Fisheries Act (AFA) which, among other things, divided the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (BSAI) poliock fisheries among four sectors (Community Development Quota
(CDQ) program, inshore, offshore, and motherships) and stipulated the eligible harvester and processors which
would be allowed to participate in this fishery for the duration of the Act, scheduled to expire at the end of
2004. The AFA also included the retirement/buyout of nine vessels from the offshore sector to bé 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 provisions of the Act or from pollock fishery cooperatives. The basic intent of these
‘sideboard’ measures is to restrict the pollock harvesters and processors from using the operational advantages
pr0v1ded by the AFA (and co- ops) to mcrease their part:mpatnon in other, non-pollock fishenes. '

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. For the offshore sector, co-ops were formed for the 1999 fisheries and sideboards for 1999 for that
sector were approved by the Council in November of 1998, based on guidelines specified in the AFA. _.
“Sideboard provisions for this sector for year 2000 and beyond need to be established by the Council as part ~
“of this amendment-package. Additionally, the AFA provides for the formation of co-ops in the inshore and
“mothership sectors beginning in year 2000 and requires the Council to develop sideboard measures for those _
. “sectors (harvestmg and processing). Other provisions of the Act, including excessive share caps for harvesting ™
and processing, are being developed separately. '

1.2 Alternatives Considered and Approved

In December 1998 the Council-developed an initial list of sideboard measures for consideration, including
harvest sideboards for the offshore sector, harvest sideboards for the catcher vessels, and processing sideboards
forall'sectors. These sideboards would apply to all AFA-eligible haryesters and processors, or at least fo those
participating in poliock co-ops. Following review of an initial analysxs prepared by Council staff, the Council
finalized that list of alternatives and options for a fonna} analysis to be reviewed at the April 1999 meeting,
with final action scheduled for June 1999. While the AFA contains specific provisions for the calculation and
application of sideboards in some cases. it allows the Council to enact measures as it deems necessary to
protect other fisheries, including measures which go bevond the provisions contained in the Act. As such, the
list of alternatives incliides those listed by the AFA as well as additional alternatives submitted by industry and
approved by the Council for analysts. The full list of alternatives considered and approved is shown below.

This includes a description of the alternatives specified in April 1999 broken out by major section (catcher
- processor sideboards; catcher vessel sideboards for crab, scallop, and groundfish; processor sideboards; and
other AFA related actions), followed by the Council’'s PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE for each of these
sections. The suite of alternatives and options are analyzed in various sections of the document,-again broken
out by major category. Because the Council’s final decision included a wide mix of elements and'options from
the list of alternatives. Chapter 1 | provides an analysis specific to the Council's Preferred Alternatives which
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were approved at the June and October 1999 meetings. Note that the Council deferred action on groundfish
processor sideboards until April 2000, and the Council- may-also  consider changes: to :the inshore
‘cooperative structure in February 2000. Final action on portions of the catcher vessel sideboards
(exemptions from certain Gulf of Alaska sideboards for certain vessels) is scheduled for December 1999.

CATCHER PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS P T T S T

For the year 2000 and beyond the Counml mlttated an analy51s for the 20+ 9 vessels l1sted in, the AF A of thelr‘
bycateh n both the directed pollock and non—pollock fisheries (95, 96, 97) and.associated PSC levels.: The
catch histories of. the 20 lxsted vessels and the 9 vessels whrch are removed from the fishery and the- catch "
the pollock and non-pollock target ﬁshenes wnll be. treated separately -This will allow the Council to mclude
either all catch or only catch in the non-pollock target fisheries (for elther the 20 or 29 vessels) in the caps set.

for. 2000 and beyond e W e e et v
‘ Sub ogtlon . TR
L. The caps would close both the pollock and non- pollock groundﬁsh ﬁshenes when reached ;

2. The caps would close only the non-pollock groundfish fisheries when reached (only pelagic pollock
. . fisheries would remain gpen). ; .+« .. N S S e

3
e

Include a rev1ew of vessel specrﬁc PSC rates in addltxon to average PSC bycatch ratlo for the 20 +9 AFA
catcher/processors relatlve to non-AFA vessels. e e e _55 S R
Add to Table 6 9 a fourth column whlch 1llustrates a retrospectlve analysrs of PSC needs of the 20 + 9 AFA
catcher/processors \using a performance-based pelagxc definition.. T et e e A
Include dlSCUSSlon paper estabhshmg chmook PSC s1cleboard for co-op pools m pollock on a pro rata ba515 K
based on final Councll acfion on chmook bvcatch caps. (Note The chinook bycatch.option was mcluded in
the AP minutes only under catcher vessel sideboards. For con51steney, staffhas also mcluded this option under
the catcher/processor sideboard section).

. . - . . s i
. e . . Y
L o M Lo [

PREFERRED AL TERNATIVE

St LR S SR T o IR RN T b ! |

. |

Groundfsh T el e S N ]‘
-1 Non-pollock groundﬁsh caps (other than Atka’ mackerel m the central and westem Aleutlans) for!l

" - listed vessels wil] be established on the basis of the | percent of landed groundfish catch relative to;

.'TAC (of the original 29 vessels) in the pollock a_nd non-pollock ﬁshenes in 1995 96 and 97 (for‘
""" "Pacific cod, 1997 only: for POP in the Aleutians, 1996 and 1997).. , i

‘ 2 NMFS wrll detérmine the’ bycatch needs for pollock and non- pollock ﬁsherles and allow for
A . directed ﬁshmg for non-pollock target spemes such that the total catch of those spectes should not ‘
'e\ceed the caps U _ T l:

TP A oot i Rl L

- !
' PSC Caps: ,

s » Total PSC cap for listed vessels will be established on the bas:s of percentage of PSC removals !
in- the non-pollock groundfish fishenes in 1993, 96 and 97 . . ‘ :

i 2. * NMFS willallow for'directed ﬁshmg of non- pollock species such that the total PSC removals do.
DA note*cceed the PSCecap. . - . = . SR LU S DY : '

.- . ! L Lt - - L N
[ I - - T : AR . - T Ted . .

co L S
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3. The listed vessels” PSC caps will not be appomoned and will be managed under open access
season apportionment closures. : .

. |
Catcher processor sideboards for both groundfish and PSC caps arc a package and disapproval of anyl
|

component would be disapproval of the whole package and returned to the Council for further action.
CATCHER VESSEL CRAB SIDEBOARDS

Participﬁtion ina co-op is defined as ANY use of a vessel’s catch history by a co-op, whether by direct harvest,
lease, sale, or stacking of quota.

Initiate analysis of the following options to mutigate impact of poséible spillover effects of AFA on other . -
fisheries:

Options For Section 208 Vessels:

1. No crossover allowed into a.ny crab fisheries. - :

2. No crossover allowed in the Tanner crab fishery only (0p1110 and bairdi}.

3. No crossover allowed into opilio unless vessetfished 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 the red king crab ﬁshery (applied to #2 & #4 above) <
b. Only Section 208 catcher vessels that j join a co-op (applies to #1-5 above and #6 below).
c. Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three vears (1995, 96, and 97)
(applies to #1 and #2 above).
d. Prohibit any vessel participating in an AFA co-op from lease transfer, or sale of any license

limitation program (LLP) permit.

Duration sub-options:

a. Permanent, based on participation in a co-0p.
b.  Only for year vessel is involved in co-op.
3 Duration of AFA

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

Optidn a. ggregate traditional harvest including 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- bv vessel
basis.

Option c. No sale. lease, or stacking of vessel catch history in any crab fishery.
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Additionally. a committee will be formed to workout 1mplementat:on 1ssues relatmg to crab 51deboards Thns
committee will likely meet during July and is scheduled to'have a report avadable for the jOlHt Councrl/BOF
meeting to be held in August. :

e L

1. These’ AFA vessels that hold 2 BBRKC endorsement shall be capped at their 5-year (91-97

2. Thrs share of ﬁJture catch shall _apply to the pre-season BBR_KC GHIt

.harvested opilio i in more than 3 of 10 years (88-97).

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

P

Crab Sideboards shaH apply to all AFA vessels. ' S P 3

Bristol Bayv Red ng Crab, (BBRKC) R ST S N R ST IR

i ‘ . Loy L [} e '.I..

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

Ioooae g L‘.A:"'.'_-

'Opilio — AFA LLP Alternative 9 Tanner crab endorsed vessels may partlcrpate in the oprho ﬁsher} if they

Bairdi

‘. B .-f"r;"' - P

1. AFA qualified vessels that receive an LLP endorsement are excluded from participating in the
directed bairdi fishery, except as foﬂows If and when the bairdi rebuilding ‘goal is reached, the
only AFA vessels allowed to partrcnpate ‘would be those with catch-history in'1 995 or 96. These
vessels would be capped at'their dggregate historic catch for 1995 96 Sd B

o i ARV

2, If there is a BBRKC fishery where ba1rd1 bycatch is a[lo“ed the AF A Tanner crab endorsed
vessels may retain bycatch bairdi.

t, ' . [ '.,,. .;"_1 PR
AF A LLP Altematwe 9 vessels whrch hold a LLP. endorsement for elther the St. Matthews or Pnbilofking
crab, and had a landing in-that ﬁsherv m 1995;,96 or, 97, may -participate in that fishery. For Adak-red
king crab and brown crab flshenes a qualified vessel whichhad a la.nd.mg n the last two vears the ﬁshery
was open may partncrpate in those fisheries. T :

S - . T . L ot AR B A |

Prohibit the saIe, lease, transfer or stacking of crab LLP licenses or endorsefents by AFA-eligible catcher
vessels.

CATCHER VESSEL SCALLOP SIDEBOARDS

P

T - PO T s
i . L ! L T IR f B

Lol oam ey it e e Tk .'
Participation in a ¢o-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, ' _— :
Measures that would restrlct pollock €0-0p vessels to Lhelr aggregate tradmonal harvest in the scallop
fisherv in the vears®

Option a. 1996 and 97
Option b. 1997 only
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Sub-options;
a. Based on percentage of statewide catch
b. Based on percentage of PSC cap.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE'

' Partlc:pation ina co-op is defined as any use of a vessel’s catch h1story by a co-op, whether by dxrect

harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota

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

CATCHER VESSEL GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS

BSAI

Participation in a co-op 1s deﬁned as ANY use of a vessel's catch hnstorv by a co-op, whether by d1rect harvest
[ease sale, or stacking of quota. .

e

To Whom Restrictions Applv

_ Restrictions should apply to all non-poliock FMP fisheries.

Sideboards apply to all Section 208 eligible vessels.

e

Sub-options:

a. . Applies to Section 208 vessels only if they join a €0-0p. ‘

b. Create sub-sideboard cap for catcher vessels with average pollock landings from 1993 97, which
were less than:
l. 1,000 mt

3,000 mt

5.000 mt

h)FQ

When the CV_Restrictions Should Applv

Harvest levels should be restricted only during the same time pertods as the normal open access pollock
ﬁshery : _

Sub- op_tlon _
a. Use. 1998 open access season dates b\, sector as a base reference

b, - Use 1999 sea lion modified seaSOn dates.

E\empt those CVs that fish for motherships from BSAI groundﬁsh sideboards prior to February | each
\Cﬂf
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L)

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.
AL e e o o : - i .

4. Limit fishing to the season (er quarter - or half y“e;‘_a.r) in w:hi'ch the catch history was eamed.

57 At all times during the fishing vear.

Fl

6. AFA qualified pollock catcher vessels, that during pollock A season historically had a majonty of their
~ catch in pollock would be limited prior to March | of each vear to the collectivé Share'cf th]e ced fishery
that these same vessels collectively harvested historically (1993,.96, 97) prior to March T -

1. Apply and monitor by vessel class and sector
- "2.- - Apply and monitor'by individual co-op.:! R P PR S L P
iy (This would effectively subdivide the P cod cap between AFA vessels that harvested mostly poilock dunng _
' the A season and those that did not).” < :0 -t T. L o n T wtTo L Tl o

B Nature ef CV Restr_ictions T

SeiEr o, I T . . - LTI B 4 A
. - v v - LA ’ ‘

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

Determination of “Traditional Harvest Level”

R . . . . . - . - ;,}- R Lo -
S b e i n vl

5. The deﬁmtlon of “tradstlonal” in non-pollock ﬁshenes wnll be determmed by catch mstory

a. On basis of percentage of groundfish harvest in non-pollock fisheries by species by ﬁshery
b. On basis cf percentage of total groundfish harvest.by species by fishery.

c. On basis of percent of TAC in non-pollock ﬁshery by spec:es by ﬁshery

Option A: Apply one time frame equally to all groundﬁsh targets
Sub-option 1: Use average catch history in the years.1995, 96, and 97, - .. 'r-
Sub-option 2: Use catch history based on vears 1992-97.
Poliock: Initiate qualitative discussion on ability for Secretary to use the best,2 out of 3 yea,rmsﬂto- determine
overall denominator for total pollock pool and numerator for each co-0p. . . ." -, -, v

Determination of “Agsregate” [ : !

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

Cenl_giens-a'.tidr‘l"
. . . .. RO L ) Lo e
Further address ina dlscussmn paper optlons for compensatlon to mshore catcher vessels w:th catch history -
delivering to catcher processors that is no longer available to them under AFA. Addinonally, examine inserting
a clause replacing language in §210(b)(1) to add an option for determining catch history for catcher vessels
on the basis of the best two of three vears in 1995: 1996, 1997. P P I

3
I A "

As provided by Section 213(c)(3) of AFA, the AP recommeﬁds the following change to Section 2 10(b)Y(1){(B}
to,allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to, catcher processors that is otherwise lost!

-
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under AFA, to bring that catch history to the mshore sector cooperatwe while sharmg the burden among alI
members of the inshore sector. )

“.. . the Secretarjy shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners .
voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of the
directed fishing allowance under Section 206(b)(1) in the year in which the fishery cooperative will
be in effect that is equivalent to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested by such catcher
vessels (and by such catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph
(2)) in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component, together with the
amount harvested by such vessels for processing by catcher/processors in the offshore component
during 1995, 1996 and 1997, relative to the aggregate total amount of pollock harvested in the
directed pollock fishery for processing by the inshore component together with the aggregate total
amount harvested by all catcher vessels (excluding those eligible under 208(b}) for processing by
“catcher/processors in the offshore component during such years and shall prevent such catcher
vessels (and catcher vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) from
harvesting in rhe aggregate in-excess of such percentage of s'uch directed fishing allowance. ”

The analysis should breakout the 42 vessels by:
deliveries of 250 mt
* deliveries of 500 mt
deliveries of over 1,000 mt
delivenies of over 2,000 mt
deliveries of over 3,000 mt -
deliveries of over 5,000 mt
ﬁ(Vessels that do not meet these harvest requlrements may not be eligible for compensatlon in the inshore )
-sector.) :

he Ao o

-Management of Non-Po[loEk"ﬁsheries

Vessels limited to target ﬁshmg for non-pollock spemes during those times when the open access target fishery
tor the non-pollock species is open.

.Assigm_ing PSC Caps for Co-op Catcher Veseeis in Non-Pollock Fisheries

Determine PSC capls based on caté:h 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 pelaglc
pollock definition. -~ '

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

Include discussion paper establishing chinook PSC sideboard for co-op pools and/or sectors in pollock, on a
pro-rata basis, based on final Council action on chinook bycatch caps.
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GOA
l'. Applv the followmg s:deboards to AFA Sectlon 208 ehgrble catcher vessels. o . ; i ,
Sub-option: Applies only 1o vessels pamcrpatmg in a co-op.
6. Any non-pollock catch hmltatlons for AFA Sectron 208 vessels are aggregate caps not quotas or
allocations. s R I ey L e L
: T T ) "oy A N B A '
7. Vessel catch history consrsts of. the years 1995, ‘96 and 97 oy A; e
-1 Sub-option: . Fishery is released seasonally by quarter proportlonally to when caught durmg
I quahfymg YEAIS. ;o rs o e Dt et e
.s--'-v' Lt . . ‘:‘ [EEEN T o \ .lr'. o,
4. Guifof 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
1o AP A vessels. These amounts should be separated | between deepwater and shallow ‘water complexes
.. oo vy oo .
5. Gulf of Alaska groundﬁsh target ﬁshenes Target catch of each groundﬁsh spemes avarlable to AFA
Section 208 vessels should be limited to the average catch, by target species, based on the average catch

_ history. . L e L e
B | PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 17 o
‘ B S A |
BSAI Groundfish Sideboards | ST e
‘ 1 Shall be based on vessel catch between 1993-97 T e \ o
2. Shallbe based on non-pollock catch in pollock and non- pollock targets as a ratlo of the AFA

vessels” catch to TAC.

NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-poliock fisheries and allow for
directed fishing for nan-poliock target species such that the total catch of those specres should not
s exceed thecaps. - -, .4 -, :-- R A TSR _ ‘
Shall apply 10 all AFA ehg1ble vessels regardless of partierpatlon naco-op.: L. - P
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 cach ¢o-op, and facilitate the
formation of an 1nterco-0p agreement to monitor the subdmsmn of the caps at the co-op level.
NMFS shall require each ¢o-0p agreement to contain provisions that woild lindit its pammpants
to their collective 1995-97 harvest n other ﬁsherles ) l
6. ' Shall be applicd- throughout the year, except’ - e -
a. Mothershrp sector qualrﬁed AF A vess.: (2 l'y’és'se'ls) C‘_V trszl Pl._eod's:id;eboards shall§
S be'lifted March I ) o T . ,
b. Vessels with less than 1700 mt of annual average landed pollock catch hlstory shall be
.. exempt from the catcher vessel trawl P. cod s1deboard cap. . : C

W)

oo

. . 3 f : . .
] . Ve . [ e,
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BSAI PSC Sideboard Caps

1. Shall be based on the ratio of catch in each non-pollock target to the PSC cap for that ta;*get, 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 fisherv will close directed fishing to

all trawl vessels, even if the AFA vessels have not attained their aggregate PSC cap. |

(V3]

PSC species limited to crab and halibut. , . i

GOA Groundfish Sideboards L | T

k. Shall be based on vessel landed groundfish catch between 1995-97. _
2. Shall be based on non-pollock landed groundfish catch in non- pollock targets asaratio of the AFA
~ vessels” catch to TAC.
3. Shall be based on the landed pollock catch in the pollock target as a ratio of the AF A vessels 5
catch to TAC, and shall be apportioned seasonally. '
4, NMFS will determine the bycatch needs for pollock and non-pollock fisheries and allow for

directed fishing for non—pollock target species such that the total catch of those species should not
_exceed the caps. .
Shall apply to all AFA vessels. ) ' .
Shall apply at the AFA-ehglble catcher vessel sector level in 2000, I-Iowever NMEFS shall publish
the proportion of the cap represented by the aggregate catch history of the vessels in each co-op,
and encourage the formation of an inter-co-op agreement to monitor the sub-division of the caps
atthe co-op level. NMFS shall require each co-op agreement to contain provisions that would limit
its participants to their collective 1995-97 harvest in other fisheries. '
7. Shall be applied throughout the year except vessels with less than 1700 mt of annual average
poilock landed catch history shall be exempt from pollock and cod sideboards and from those Gulf
groundfish fisheries in which they participated in 1995, 1996, or 1997.

o Ln

i

GOA PSC Sideboards Caps

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

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

[PF]

PROCESSOR SIDEBOARDS (Crab and Groundfish)

{For review in April | 999) an analysis be initiated e\ammmg options to mmgate potent:al adverse impacts from
AFA on non-pollock processors including:

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

2. Measures to restrict pollock processor activity in non-pollock ﬁshcnes to no more than historic levels
including options using years 1993, 96 and 97. ‘
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In order to further the analysis mandated bv the AFA‘ |

4

. Analysis should evaluate impacts at both the facxhty and corporate level throughout the BSAI and GOA
2 Crab smleboard limits should include all Counml altemanves

- o ' ve.
B i 4 PR S R I I T e Caas S

T ‘.‘I' l

The a_nalysis should consider the foll'owing: "

e e -
i L - R . ' i

list the adverse effects that the measures afe dimed at protecting, -~ -
quantify how the measures will protect the non-eligible processor from-the adverse effects, and -
consider whether adverse effects have a high probability of occurring as opposed to being just percelved
as a possibility of occurrence, - . P R

L R —

before any protective measures are 'implernented. . i
1 . * v DT

.y . . . -
* e - - -

NOAA ‘GC has provided an’opinion that the Council is restricted under the Act from ‘!a;llo\.Ning additional
pollock processors except when the TAC increase by 10 percent over 1997 levels. or one’of the processors
suffers a total of.constructive loss (Section 208(H)(2)). The dlSCUSSlOl‘l prov1ded by NOAA GC will be mcluded

in the amendment package L a
A St i N LA e ' . Ca e o e

R . REFERRED ALTERNATIVE {Crab Processing Sldeboards!

e i

" mothetship sector AFA entmes if they recelve po!lock from a cooperatwe '

- H q -
- - . P T H .o
£ ) .- Pl . .- H ' . .l .‘ t -: 2

i

1

l

1. Adopta single aggregate processing cap that would apply to all processmg facximes oumed by inshore ori|
' i

|

A :' B NMF S vull determme whxch processmg fac111t1es are owned bv mshore or mothershlp AFA entme
o ‘using the “hrruted 10% rule” D : :
B. - Owners of mshore or mothershlp AFA pollock fac111t1es that process crab under the Council’ s

o Junsdxcuon would be requ1red to 1dent1fy to NMFS as part of their processmg pemut requirements
7 7 any processmg fac111tles in which the owner has 10% or more 1nterest usmg the llmlted 10% rule

‘2. A processing facility is any plant or US documented vessel that processes crab under the JUI‘ISdlCth[‘l ofl
{ the North Pacific Fishery Management Council.
\
|
|

3. Only the limited 10% rule will be used in defermining AF A éntities fog_pa;-ooses“o'f the historic _proc:essing;5

cap. T . .

.'..,! ot BRI D B AC S S PRV S : L ] (DAY,
. -

! S L T ' 1_"“’;“..' . I PR - !
‘4. AFA catcher processors would not be SUb_]CCt to additional p’r;oqessmg _sldeboards. L .

i3, The historic processmg cap would be determined annually based on the average of the 1995- 1997
. processing history of US documented processing vessels and processing plants owned bv inshore and
_.mothersblp AF A entmes at the start of the ﬁshmg year.

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

B. The histonie processing cap would be determined based on the percentage of the catch processed
by inshore or mothership AFA entities. -

C. There would be no cap for undeveloped spec:les or species without a current GHL.

|

D.  The cap would applv year around.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE (Groundfish Processing Sideboards) S :
Single Geogfaphic Loc:etion

Clarify that AFA eligible inshore processors may only receive BSAI pollock at the same physical locationé
at which that inshore processor received BSAI pollock during the qualifving vears 1996 and [997.

Additional action by the Council on groundfish processing sideboard alternatives has been deferred to the Apnl
2000 meeting, where they will also decide on BSAI pollock processing excessive share caps. Chapter 8 of this|
{analysis evaluates several alternatives for both groundfish and crab and has been retained as part of th15|

. |lamendment package.
9

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

BSAI Pollock Allocations

Altem_ative l: No action.

Alternative 2: - Chaﬁge “the current inshore/offshore directed pollock allocations in the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands FMP to conform with those allocations mandated by the' Amencan
Fisheries Act of 1998. (Preferred) - '

GOA Pollock Allocations Sunset Date

Alternative 1; No action.
Altemative 2; Extend the sunset date of the current pollock and Pacific cod allocations in the GOA FMP

to conform with the date mandated for the Bering Sea/Aleutian [slands area in the
American Fisheries Act of 1998 (Preferred)
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Replacement Vessels in the BSAI Directed Pollock Fishenes

Alt(e’rhatrive I "‘No‘acli:c'n’.‘ o ‘,; o . i'm“,f’; .'_ ,;. r‘ I
Alicmﬁtlye 2:": _ Change rcstnctions in. thc BSAI FMP to conform w1th replacement requlrements for
' ' o ellgible vessels under the Amerlcan Fishencs Act of 1998 (Preferred) ,

.
r L R

i cut

OTHER AFA ACTIONS (From June or October 1999) e "

While not part of thc overall rulemaking associated w1th this Amendment package the’ followmg additional
recommendations of the Council are included here for reference and context,

Compensation in Shoreside Sector Co-ops -. .

. Provide compensation to vessels with offshore history greater than 499 tons (as per Table 10.5).
(1) Utilize the best 2 of 3 years to determine the share of the inshore pollock allocation each vessel brmgs to’
a co-op.

v : o LT PRI

1999 Co-op Agreements’ *: [ S R T B R o L

Request that NMFS prepare a-preliminary report on the 1999 co-ops-for the October 1999: Council meeting
and a final report for the February 2000 meeting. Thc rcpor’t should specxﬁcally aSSess: : -

C - .
J B

1. The eﬁ'cctlvencss of pollock €O-Ops In rcducmg bycatch (all spec1es) -t .
The effectiveness of management measures to protect other fisheries from adverse impacts causcd by the
AFA or pollock co-ops.

r

3. A discussion of how transfers within co-ops may affect issues 1 and 2 above. - v L ¥
4. Utilization and recovery rates by species and product categories.
3. Method of monitoring and enforcement. R

The repoit should include the most specific catch and byvcatch information available Q‘nean individual vessel
level to help the co-op and the Council realize the public disclosure requirements for such information .
envisioned in Section 210(a)(1)(A) of the AFA.

. Vo .
4 LLC T D ) ot . Vot

Confidential Catch & Bvcatch

As described in the NMFS’ January 28, 1999, discussion paper, the Council requests NMFS to-begin to_
develop the regulatory infrastructure to provide disclosure of: T

1. Vessel identification.
2.. Harvest amounts by species including prohibited species and harvest rates of species.
Further. the Council initiated an analysis to consider 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)(1)(B) and Section 21 1(d) of the AFA.
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The Council urges NMFS to make testing of its new system to capture catch delivery information from
shoreline operation a top priority for implementation this summer. The Council will write a letter to the
Secretary of Commerce highlighting the need for NMFS to budget additional staff and resources to improve
our catch and bycatch reporting svstems in order to aid the Council’s ablhty to comply with the bycatch
reduction mandates that were included in the Magnuson- Stevens Act.

Co-op Discussion Paper

Initiate a qualitative analysis of the economic and policy issues associated with formation of processor/catcher
vessel (and mothership/catcher vessel) cooperatives under the AFA, including the alternatives outlined in the
independent catcher vessel proposal with a preliminary report to the Council in June 1999 and a final report
in September 1999. (Additional analyses pending for Council review in February 2000)

Performance Report on 1999 Cooperatives

The Council requests that cooperatives annually must prepare a report containing the information listed below
for the Council. A preliminary report covering activities through November 1 by December 1, with a final
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 s1deboarded fisheries by whatever method is

used to determine those sideboards.

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.

[#%]

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

1.3 Organization of the Document

This document is structured as follows: Chapter 2 provides a summary of the current status of groundfish,
herring, halibut, and crab stocks in both the BSAI and the GOA. Chapter 3 contains the Environmental
Assessment (EA) which discusses the proposed actions with regard to potential biological impacts and NEPA
compliance. Chapter 4 discusses the definitions of ‘inshore component™ and ‘offshore component” under the
AFA and the Magnuson-Stevens Act, and how those definitions affect the implementation of AFA sideboard
provisicns. as well as implementation of the sector allocations. Council decision points are raised in that
discussion. including the 1ssue of “single geographic location” as it relates to processor sideboard alternatives.

Chapter- 3 provides a discussion of co-op agreements, including required provisions of the AFA and four
specific alternatives raised by the Council which may require Council decisions or direction. Chapter 6 begins
the analvsis of the sideboard alternatives and is focused on the offshore {catcher processor) fleet. Chapter 7
deals with catcher vessel sideboards, and is further divided into two main sections - sideboard limits in crab
fisheries, and sideboard limits in groundfish fisheries. Chapter 8 1s devoted to the processor sideboard
_ measures and includes several Council decision points in addition to the basic alternatives outlined by the
Council in February. Foremost among these decision points is the issue of plant vs company vs sector level
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application of sideboard caps, and the issue of defining the ‘entity’ to which a particular sideboard applies (in
terms of ownership lmkages) These decisions. have been made with regard to crab processing, but have been
deferred to Apnl 2000 wrth regard to groundﬁsh processmg 7 e TN

-

» - s :
Chapter 9 1s a srgmﬁcant drscu531on of momtormg and 1mplementatron 1ssues related tothe formatron of co-ops.,
and the’ apphcatmn of sideboard limits. ThlS Chapter dlscusses the reguiatory mfrastructure necessary for co-,
op implementation and the in-season management considerations with regard to the level at which sideboards
can be managed. Many of the options being considered by the Council are potentially affected by. the ,
monitoring and implementation issues raised in this discussion. Following on that, Chapter 10 contains a
further analysis specrﬁc to [monitoring of the mothership a.nd offshore.sectors, including scale and observer .
requlrements .‘, . ae N G -y R '

. T e S - - . ta . L } - Y oo -

RPN

Chapter 11 details the Councrl ] recommendataons and prowdes a surnmary analysrs of the PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES identified by the Council. Most of the Council’s preferred alternatives and options are
addressed elsewhere in the document, while some are explicitly addressed in Chapter 11. Because the list of -
alternatives and options is lengthy and complex, they are brought together and evaluated collectively in Chapter

- . HE ' PR T . . ot b
e - e ! . ] - - : e H

= K I o N ey ‘.r‘;-
Chapter 12 summanzes the proposed actlons consrstencv wrth other apphcable laws mciudmg EO 12866 {a
Regulatory Impact Review summary); National Standards; Sections 303(2)(9)yand 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. N L
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2.0 STATUS OF STOCKS AND UNIQUE MANAGEMENT ASPECTS

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

-,

2.1 BSA] Commercial Groundfish Stocks

Pollock.

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

Abundance and Recruitment Trends

and abundance of these stocks are very different. The eastem 121
Bening Sea pollock stock increased to a peak in 1985, and has
since dechned 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 992000 mt,
" based on Model 2. Assuming median recruitment, the adjacent
time series of eastern Bering Sea pollock spawning biomass and e
ABCs are projected by Model | based on an F ., harvest strategy
(Ianelli et al. 1998). Biomass is expected to increase with
recruitment of a'strong 1996 vear-class.

3
L

suand IRy | sy

Age 3+ Bioiniaii In Milloa mt
- =

»
L

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

) ) X . X i rojected biomass and ABC (mt) of
eastern Bering Sea and Aleutian Basin stock. Biomass in the Aleutian | eastern Bering Sea pollack (Model 1),
area as estimated by the bottom traw] survey has declined drastically | based on F40% harvest strateay.

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

harvest strategy based on natural mortality (F=0.75M) resulted in an %’%‘.; %‘12.“5;“65(:) . % 000
ABC for 1999 of 23.800 mt. ‘However for 1999, the Council{,000 *©  2015.000 1.107.000
recommended that no directed fishing for pollock occur in the Al area | 2001 2.260.000 1.287.000

: ; 2002 2.351.000 1417,
given current jow abundance and the importance of pollock as prey for _ 000

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 declined from 2,400,000 mt in 1988
to only 34,000 mt in 1994. An increase was observed in 1995 and the projected 1999 exploitable biomass is
403,000 mt. This stock has historically contributed to the Donut Hole fishery, which provided catches of 1.0
to 1.4 million mt during the years 1986 through 1989. No directed fishing has occurred on this stock since
1991, ' :

The BSAI pollock TAC has been allocated among fishing sectors. The first inshore/offshore Amendment 18
allocated the pollock TAC 35% inshore and 63% offshore, with a catcher vessel operational area established
for the pollock ‘B’ season. Additionally, 7.5% of the pollock TAC was allocated to the community development
program of Western Alaska. These allocations were extended under Amendment 38. The Community
Development quota was increased to 10% of the pollock TAC beginning in 1999 under the American Fisheries
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Act. The American Fisheries Act also changed the pollock allocation to 50% catcher vessels delivering inshore,
40% to catcher processors offshore; and 10% to catcher vessels deliven'ng to motherships.

The pollock fishery has been affected by management measures designed to protect Stelier sea lions. In 1990,
roe-stripping of poliock was prohxblted and the Bering Sea pollock fishery was divided 1mnto roe and non-roe
fishing seasons. Beginning in 1998.. 100% retention was. reqmred for pollock. In December 1998, NMFS
issued a blologlcal opinion that the poliock fishery jeopardized the recovery of Steller sea lions. - In response
the Council took emergency action to prohibit potlock fishing within 10 nautical miles of numerous rookeries
and haulouts reduce the catch of pol!ock within critical habitat areas, prohlbit pollock ﬁshmg in the Alcuuan
Islands area, and create four pollock seasons in the Benng Sea to spread out effort over time.

Measures have also been implemented to reduce bycatch in the pollock ﬁshery Bycatch llmltS for chum
salmon (42,000), chinook salmon (48,000), and herring (1%) trigger hotspot area closures that affect-the-
pollock fishenes in particular. Regulations were recently adopted to prohibit the use of bottom trawl gear for
directed pollock fishing to reduce bvcatch of halibut and crabs. The bycatch limit for chinook salmon will be
incrementally reduced to only 29 000 salmon bv the year 2003, L e,

Al v e B : T
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- Pacific cod ‘ , .- . . ‘ . , oL T
The BSAI Pacific-cod stock increased to high levels inthemid | . o
1990's, then declined. The 1999 exploitable biomass was .| . Eastem Befmgfea Pacific Cod

- . Abundance and Recruitment Trends < .
projected to be 1,210,000 mt. An F,., harvest strategy g%, ‘ : ;
(F=0. 29) adjusted downward by. a risk-averse optimization é 24 z.
procedure, resulted in an ABC for 1999 of 177,000 mt. The cod 3. H
stock 1s projected to decline in the near term as a result of below g %
average year-classes in recent years. : £,

6.8 -
Under Amendment 46, two percent-of the BSAI Pacific cod . | . o o= oy v oy s
TAC is reserved for jig gear, 5[ percent for fixed gear, and 47, L -
percent for trawl gear.. The trawl apportionment will be split: . . . - .
betweel_’l catcher vesse}s and catcher_processors 50/30. Amendment 24 Projetied'age 3+ biomass and ABC (mt)
regulations allow seasonal apportionment of the Pacific cod TAC| of Pacific cod in the BSAL
allocated to vessels using hook-and-line or pot gear. Seasonal -
Year - Biomass © ABC
apportionments will be divided among trimesters and estabhshed 1995 =7 1.213.000 u e 177000
through the annual specifications process. Any unused TAC from the | 2000 1.072.000 [ 164.000
. - o NS e {2001 021,000 152,000
Jig gear quota will become available to fixed gear on September 13. | 550, 1.019.000 145.000
Flatfish e o o e
Flatfish speéies comprise a large proportion of groundfish vy - : - BS. Py
exploitable biomass in the BSAI. Dominant species include 1;;‘; specifications s (mt) for BSAI flatfish fisheries,
vellowfin sole. and rock sole.  Other abundant or
commercially important: BSAI flatfish species include Exploitable
arrowtooth flounder, flathead sole, Alaska plaice, and |Species Biomass ABC Tac
Greeniand turbot. Biomass of most BSAI flatfish stocks is yellowfin sole 3,180,000 212,000~ 207.980
latively high d h q. It of d rock sole - 2,320,000 305,060 120,000
rean_re_\ igh and has increased.as a result of good [, ounooth 819000 140000  .134.354

_ recruitment and low exploitation. For“many flatfish |fathead sole 636,000 , 77,300 +77,300

species. recruitment in more recent vears has been fow: |other flatfish c618.000- . 134,000 . 154,000
. : T y Greerland turbot 177,000 14,200 9,000
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consequently, - stock declines are
BSA! Rocksole expected in coming years. Fisheries | BSA! Yaliowdii Sole

Abunmane- and Racrumeant Tremay

© Abundance and Recryttmand Trends

have been unable to fully harvest the
exploitable biomass of any of the flatfish
species or complexes due to halibut
and “crab .bycatch limits and
conservative quotas. The current catch
specifications for BSAI flatfish stocks
1s summarized in the adjacent table.
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EBS Fiatresd Scie | Unlike biomass of other flatfish
Aouncanc 408 Ren 0o | species in the BSAI, biomass of
Em *% ™~ P 3 | Greenland turbot s at low levels and
; é declining. Biomass has declined due
i

B BESEE 2

to poor vear 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 ‘
BSAI Arrawiocth Figunider projected to continue declining due to poor recruitment, Greenland turbot
Apuncanes s Racnmen Transs were harvested almost exclusively (>90%) by trawl gear until the carly ;
1990's when longlines became the dominant gear type for this species.
No halibut bycatch has been apportioned for a directed trawl fishery since
1996, effectxvely prohibiting this gear type from targeting turbot. E

1@ 4

Age 1+ Blamasae In 1000 Tena

EL I LR - I R A T R L

L =2

Atka Mackerel

Atka mackerel are found in quantity along the Aleutian Islands,
and to a lesser extent in the western Gulf of Alaska. Biomass in .
the Aleutian Islands area i1s based on model estimates which Aleutians Atka Mackars!
incorporate the NMFS bottom trawl surveys. Biomass increased " Aaundance o9 Recniment Trends
from 1977 to a peak in 1992, and has since declined. Catches
increased from 15,000 mt in 1989 to 104,000 in 1996. The
projected 1999 BSALI exploitable biomass 15 595,000 mt, with an
ABC of 73.300 mt. The most recent assessment suggests that this
stock will continue to decline in the near term. Atka.mackerel in
the Gulf of Alaska are essentially from the same stock as the BSAL
- No reliable estimate of biomass exists for GOA Atka mackerel, but
the population is clearty significantly smaller than found in the
Aleutian Islands. The 1999 GOA Atka mackerel ABC was set at 600 mt.
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Amendment 34 established a gear allocation for Atka mackerel, beginning in 1998, A total of 1% of the
Eastern Aleutian Islands/Bering Sea subarea TAC is allocated to jig gear. Once the jig fleet takes i'[S 1%
allocation. their allocation will.increase to 2% for future vears : :
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Management measures have also been taken to reduce the impacts of an Atka mackerel fishery on Steller sea
lions. Atka mackerel are an important prey for}Steller sea lions.,.In June 1998, the Council adopted regulations
tO‘dlSperSB the Atka mackerel fishery, both temporallv and spatlallv to reduce localized depletions of Atka’
mackerel. The TAC will now be equally Spllt nto two seasons and the amount taken within sea lion critical
habitat will be limited. - e I o
Pacific Ocean Perch L i ' L

Sk o P : B—

Pacific ocean perch are the dommant specnes of recl rockﬁsh in, | 54 ,|fc, So oan Per"h _— '

the north. Pac1ﬁc and are caught pnmanly along the Aleutxan R SR A -
Islands, and to_a lesser extent in the castern Bering Sea and Gulf e o
of ‘Alaska. Biomass has greatly mereased following heavy 7. Aleutians

exploitation by foreign fleets prior to 1978. Above average year*
classes in the early 1980's has boosted the Al perch explortable
biomass from the early 1980's. though the late. 1990's.

Exploitation has ‘been relatively low dunng this period, wnth oo PR et
catches less than 10,000 mt per year - The ,projected, l999 R T IEIR o ¥
exploitable biomass 1s 236,000 mt, w1th an ABC of 13, 300 mt e i — —— f
Biomass of Pacific ocean perch in the Aleutlan Islands area is . . e .
prOJected to remam stable in commg years o o

[ i
FAE N . B -

OtherRockﬁsh R S "

A S . . R ot

Numerous specrcs “of rockﬁsh mhabtt the BSAJ and arc marlaged by spemes complex Shortraker and f
rougheye rockfish are managed as one unit in the Aleutian Islands. The pro;ected 1999 exploitable biomass ;
of shortraker/rougheve is 46,500 mt, with an ABC of 965 mt. Northern and sharpchin are. also managed |
together with a projected 1999 exploitable biomass of 94,000 mt, with an ABC of*4,230-mt! -In the eastern
Bering Sea, all other species are managed together as “other red rockfish.” The projected 1999 exploitable
biomass of other red rockfish is 11,600 mt, with an ABC of 267 mt. The “other rockfish? complex is -
composed of thornyheads and other Sebastes species. The 1999 ABCs for “other rockfish” are 369 mt in the
eastern Bering Sea and 685 mt in the Aleutian Islands area. Abundance trends for these species are not
available. ﬂ T L - |

i ' . i ‘

Amendment 53 allocated the Al shortraker/rougheve TAC between trawl and ﬁxed gear ﬁshenes Thlrty '

] é

fyre =

} L ot L. P - i

percent of the TAC i lS allocated to fixed gear ¢ and 70% to vessels usmg trawl gear ey "
| . * . . Sl pov ot . .‘ - ,
2. 2 GOA Commercial Groundﬁsh Stocks T T

l : : : by
Pollock in the Gulf of Alaska (GOA) are managecl asa smgle stock A‘::’:;f;f‘::::f:::;ﬁ';:f’ﬁ:ds T
that is- separate from-the Bering Sea and Aleutian Jsland. pollock '

stocks. For 1999 exploitable biomass (age 3+) in the GOA was
projected at 738,000 mt. Catch specifications were the followmg

ABC= lOO 920 mt (mcludes Westermn Central and Eastern Gulf
ABC) TAC 100, 970 mt Pollock ‘are of med:um relatwe
abundance dnd are harvested at 100% of ABC. Tho 1994 \car—class
is forecast to be above average. and has been observed pnmarth in

(suoingh
uawpnizay 7 aby

- Binrmss |M|I!mns ot

FTO79 31 8 45 87 ®9 M a3 45 97 499

Year
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% principally by trawls and smaller amounts by longlines, jigs, and - Abundanceand Recruffment Trends w0 |

% pots. A state water fishery for pot and jig gear began in 1997, with s w0 »

-a guideline harvest level set at 15% of the federal quota in the | 232
Western and Central areas and 25% in the Eastern area. The state | £ 503 2
fishery ramped up to 20% in the Western Area and Kodiak and | w0™ 3
Chignik subareas of the Central area for 1999, The state GHLs are | @ 0 2
allowed to ramp up to 25% of the federal quota when area guideline SRS
harvest levels are achieved. For trawl fisheries in the EEZ, cod Year

A

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

_ The poilock fishery has been affected by management measures designed to protect Steller sea lions. In 1990,

roe-stripping of pollock was proh1b|ted Beginning in 1998, 100% retention was required for pollock. In
December 1998, NMFS issued a biological opinion that the pollock fishery jeopardized the recovery of Steller -
sea lions. In response, the Council took emergency action to prohibit pollock fishing within 10 nautical miles

‘of numerous rookeries and haulouts, reduce the catch of poilock within critical habitat areas, and spread out

cffort over time. In 1993, the Council apportioned 100% of GOA- pollock to the inshore sector. Begmnmg in
1998, 100% retention was required for pollock

Pacific Cod

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

;biomass (age 3+) was projected to be 648,000 mt. The 1999 specifications were: ABC = 84 400 mt and TAC

= 67.835. The difference between TAC and ABC was that some TAC was set aside as the guideline harvest
level for State of Alaska pot and jig fisheries. Pacific cod are of medium relative abundance and are fully
exploited. The stock is projected to decline as a result of poor year-classes produced from 1990-1994.
Preliminary indications of the 1995 vear class indicate it may be above average, however.

The Pacific cod stock is -exploited by a multiple-gear fishery, GLLF OF ALASKA PACIFIC COD

harvests have been constrained by halibut bycatch [imits.

In 1993, the Council apportioned 90% of GOA Pacific cod TAC to the inshore sector and 10%to the offshore
sector. Beginning in 1998, the ITR/IU program was implemented, requiring full retentlon of all Pamﬁc cod
caught.

)

Flatfish

The flatfish assemblage has been divided into several ry— oo T

categories for management purposes. Catch limits for l;,;‘; specifications {mt) for GOA flatfish fisheries,

flatfish are specified separately for flathead sole, rex sole, . '

arrowtooth flounder, the deep water flatfish complex |Species Biomass ., ABC TAC

(Dover sole. Greenland turbot, and deep-sea sole), and [deepwater flats 78,000 6.050 6,050 .
_— : : rex sole 72,000 9,150 9,150,

; Tl v " : v B s

th? Shi}m}i“atfr.ﬂatﬁs}’ dco ﬂflexffro;khsole, ge.llo“ﬂn shallowwater flats 315,000 43150 18,770

sole. Alaska plaice, and other flatfish). - Summary |, eaq sole 206,000  26.110 9,040

information for the ﬂatﬁsh assemblages is provided in the |arrowtooth 2127000  217.110 35.000

adjacent table.
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Far and away the dominant flatfish species in the Gulf of Alaska is GLLF OF ALASKA ARROWTOOTH
arrowtooth flounder. Arrowtooth- flounder biomass in,the GOA.|- .  AbundanceandRecruimentTrends | ' -
appear to be at peak levels, but is lightly exploited.  Arrowtooth- | - sz vt Blomass']
flounder are presently of limited economic importance. Little tono |3 mf ' 'aa Z
effort is directed at catching this species, although commercial | ** 1835
interest is growing. . Prior to 1996, they frequently served as. Y 13
“ballast” against allowable retainable bycatch of other species. =~ [5°* ISt
B S S P "'—«\fn;un MmN oBom # owow @ % w ssojo'j‘
. e o e A T MR . 0 1. Year vt W
Rockfish | ... el 0o e ‘ '
¢ o T O S S Y S LTI PR T
At least 30 rockfish species of the genus Sebastes e —— — .
inhabit the Gulf. Since 1988, rockfish have been | Rockfish assemblages in the Gulf of Alaska.
divided into three management assemblages based on ) P e
their habitat and distribution: slope, pelagic shelf, ‘ Pelagic Demersal
Slope Shelf Shelf
and demersal shelf rockfish, In 1991, the slope | Rockfish + - '*'' ' Rockfish ' - 'Rockﬁsh
assemblage was dmded mto three management ; | Pacific Ocean Perck. " Duskv, - « - Canary ...-
subgroups: - Pac1ﬁc ocean perch .(POP),- .| Shortraker/Rougheye W‘do“’ - . .Chima
shortraker/rougheye rockfish, and all other specics of '(I\)I&rg:i?ckf‘ish Doy Yenomad e gi?ﬁg;ck' :
slope rockfish.,.In 1993, a fourth management- |, -harlequin- -~ - "o 7w’ Roséthorn
subgroup, northem,rockﬁsh was also created. In: |« -sharpchiny v -+l b0 o e U Tiger Ut
1997, black rockfish and blue rockfish were removed - redstripe Yelloweye
from thé pelagic shelf complex, and designa;ed‘for | -manyothers - - w0,

management by the State of Alaska. In ‘1998, a- e . - . . :
prohibition on trawling in the Gulf of Alaska east of : Y ’ -

140°.W, long;tude affected rockfish trawl fisheries that are now prohlblted in- the Elast Yakutat/Southeast
Qutside portion of the Eastern Area. Summary information for the slope, pelagic shelf, and demersal shelf

rockfish assemblages ts provxded belo“ AR T S ¥ RN

S’lope Rockﬁsh - The primary com_mefcial rockfish species in the 7 7 GULF OF ALASKAPOP. * | . |
Gulf of Alaska is Pacific Ocean Perch (commonly referred to by its |- -, , = APurdanceand FecrutmemTrend . |
acronym POP). For 1999, exploitable biomass was projected tobe _“*T - .- Teghe ot [ .-h.':
242,300 mt. Catch specifications for 1999 were the following: | g %o s iR
ABC = 13,120 mt, TAC = 12,590 mt. - POP are at medium | ol * ... .. L 7®EE
abundance- after reaching a low point in the mid 980's.~ A Em') L T =5
rebuilding plan for POP was implemented in 1993, and the stock la'f B P 11 ) H T: R

was considered rebuilt in 1997 Relatively strong recent year- = ° - "o T T T = % o7 o

classes appear to have contributed to increased abundance. | Year

'

Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - The pelagic shelf rockfish (PSR) assemblage in the Gulf includes three species: dusky
rockfish, widow'tockfish, and yellowtail rockfish. This assemblage was separated from slope rockfish in 1988
The PSR exploitable biomass for 1999 s pro_]ected at 54,220 mt, Catch spec:ﬁcataons were: ABC 4, 880 and
TAC = 4.880. L T

' . ' : 3
TR

Demersa! She{f Rockf ish - The demersal shelf rockﬁshes (DSR) aSSemblage 1s compnsed of seven species of
shallow, nearshore. bottom-dwelling rockfishes: canary rockfish, China rockfish, copper rockfish! quillback
rockfish. rosethorn rockfish. tiger rockfish, and velloweve rockfish. Yelloweve rockfish accounts for 90% of
all DSR landings. - Density is estimated using fine transect techniques in the Eastern Gulf. ABC/TAC
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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 23,031 mt for 1999 in Southeast Qutside. The
1999 ABC is 360 mt, determined by applying' F=M=0.02 to this biomass and adjusting for the 10% of other
DSR species. DSR were excluded from the Council license limitation program because ADF&G planned to
initiate an analysis for a separate DSR license limitation program. In February 1999, the Council adopted an
amendment requiring full retention of all DSR caught off Southeast Alaska. '

Thomvhead Rockfish

The thornvhead rockfish assemblage consists of two species: GLLF OF ALASKA THORNYHEADS |
shortspine and longspine thornyheads. The current assessment for Abndance and Recrultment Trends
thomyheads 1s based on a size-based, age-structured model. The
1999 estimate of exploitable biomass for thornyheads is 33,216
mt. Assuming average recruitment when fished at the F,,, rate,
thornyheads are expected to decline. For 1999, the ABC was
specified at 1,990 mt. The abundance of this complex is relatively.

8

Biormass
—

a

8

Blomass (10008 mt)
5
150003} sNnray § oy

=]

high and recent harvests have been between 50-90% of the ABC. T M B E NG s T s
Due to the long-lived nature of this species, the overall harvest _ Year

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

‘biomass.

_Sablefish

The sablefish resource of the Bering Sea, Aleutian Islands, and .
“Gulf of Alaska are considered one stock. However, the resource is _ mﬂmmmnm - 0.
“managed by discrete regions to distribute exploitation throughout
its range. Large catches of sablefish (up to 26,000 mt) were made
in the Bering Sea during the 1960's, but have since declined.
Smaller catches have been made in the Aleutian Islands area,
peaking at 3,800 mt in 1987. The projected 1999 exploitable-
biomass is 17.000 mt in the Bering Sea, with an ABC of 1,340 mt. - | B i
In the Aleutians. projected 1999 biomass is 26,000 mt with ABC neRESDEBESS ST
specified at 1,860 mt. The GOA ABC was set at 12,700 mt. = !
Biomass of the sablefish stock off Alaska is prc)]ected to decline
somewhat in coming vears.

Biohmss ’1‘ 500
T 40

F
B
[=3
[suoritn)
swpniday Z oy

Biomass (1000s mt)
-8 B E&8 B

It is important to note that the TAC for sablefish is apportioned among gear tvpes. In the Bering Sea, 50% of
the sablefish is allocated to trawl gear, and 30% to fixed gear. In the Aleutians region, 25% is allocated to
trawl gear, and 75% to fixed gear. Longlined pots are a lecal gear type for sablefish in the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands, but not in the Gulf of Alaska. Sablefiva in the Western and Central Gulf of Alaska is
allocated 80% to hook-and- line gear and 20% to trawl gear. In the Eastern Guif 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 1s managed under the IFQ program, which began in 1995. Twenty percent of the fixed gear allocation
is reserved for use by CDQ participants, Important state water sablefish fisheries occur in Chatham Strait,
Clarence Strait. Prince William Sound. and the Aleutians.
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2.3 Pacific Halibut Stock

. R

Large vear-classes p'i‘ocluced in the late 1970' and into the mid- . A

. 1980's resulted in a buildup of halibut bloma.ss to current high . Pacific Halibut .,
Ieveis _The 1999 total explmtable biomass was prcgected to-be | . | Asbundance and Recrunment 5

568.25 mxlllon pounds (258,000 mt). Over half of the biomass is
found in areas 3A and 3B (central and western Gulf of Alaska).
Recruitment of § year-olds appears to have fallen off after a strong
1987 vear-class recruited in 1995, Declines in halibut biomass
should be expected in the near term.

T,
{auop) § By 18 ey

The directed ’haliBat longline fishery 1s prolsecuted under the - )

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

began in 1995. The Pacific halibut stock is managed by the [ntcmatlonal Pac1ﬁc Halibut Commission (IPHC)
who sets the annual catch specxﬁcatlons The 1999 total IFQ TAC for all areas (2C to 4E) was established at
58.39 million pounds - _ o o N :

S s

leltS are placed on halibut takcn as bvcatch m groundfish target fi sherles ln the _Bering Sea 900 mt of
halibut mortality is allocated to longline fisheries as bycatch, and 3,775 mt of mortahty allocated as trawl.
~ bycatch. In 1998, the Council adopted a provision to rcduce trawl halibut mortallty by 100 mt as part of the,

regulation prohibiting the use of bottom trawl gear for pollock fisheries.

2 4 Pacific Herrmg Stock
‘ Bering Sea Herring
Pacific hemng fisheries are managed by the State of Alaska . Abundance ang Recnutment Trends :
Fishertes occur in spemﬁc areas of the Bering Sea and Gulf of [+ "™ ik e :::::: .
Alaska when fish come inshore to spawn. [n the Bermg Sea m_— B . /\ i e g
catches peaked dramatically in 1970 at more than 108,000 mt, A T o, e 2
then declined to about 19,000 mt in 1977. Since then, catches - r
have risen steadily to about 35,000 mt'per vear. In the Gulf of
Alaska, catches peaked at over 100.000 mt in 1936. Following
years of reduced catches in the late 1960's, herring catches have
mncreased in recent years.

Acooso
'

L wunn

PUOL 28 Y

200000 ~
- 40000
100008

" Buomass in Metric Tons

AL, -

Herring are also taken incidental to groundfish trawl fisheries, [
particularly in the pollock fisherv. In the Bering Sea, the herring fs
PSC limit for trawl gear is determined each year as part of the TAC
specification process. Bycatch of herring is limited to 1% of the. 'ﬁg\ataf o

estimated, eastern Bering Sea adult biomass, and the limit is further ) Summer
apportioned bv target fishery. If a ﬁsher) reaches its herring
apportionmient, then that fishery 1s prohibited from fishing in
spcclﬁed Hemng Savmgs Areas. These Herring Savings Areas are | - . . ,
depncted in the adJacent figure. _ o . e S LA Gulf of Aluska ]

Rering Sea
.
Summer

bt
L N -
* 17w 170w 145w 7 160 W
i - Lt r
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2.5 Major Bering Sea. Crab Stocks

Bristol Bav Red King Crab

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

Abundance and Catch

low during the years 1970-1972, recruitment to the Bristol Bay
red king crab stock increased dramatically. New all-time record
landings were -established in each year from 1977 to 1980.
Declining recruument 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.
Throughout the 1980s and 1990s there was little sign of a large year-class in this stock. Because the abundance
of female crab was below threshold, the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery'was closed in 1994 and 1995, as was
the fishery for Tanner crab inZone | east of 163° West longitude. The fishery reopened in 1996, and catches
have mcreased to 16.4 million pounds in 1998. A large year-class (presumably the 1990 year-class) is entermg
the ﬁsherv and should provide stable catches for the next couple of years. ‘

1Y SUOIIW 1 43eD

Logal Bale Abindance

Crab abundance affects groundﬁsh fisheries because bottom PSC-timits for Zone 1 red king crab.

trawl fisheries in specific areas are closed when prohibited {Crab Abundance  PSC Limit

species catch (PSC) limits of C. bairdi Tanner crab, C. opilio Be]o;v threshold o 14.5 million lbs 35000
- crab, and red king crab are taken. Amendment 37 established |  of effective spawning biomass (ESB) )

'a stairstep procedure for determining PSC limits for red king Ab‘;‘;en‘i,‘lfﬁi:ﬂ‘;g ';:;"S"édw .~ 100.000
-crab taken in Zone ] trawl fisheries. PSC limits are based on | Above 55 million Ibs of ESB 200,000
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 limit 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 prohxbmng the use of bottom trawl gear for -

pollock ﬁsherles

) Bering Sea

Oy :g@ ; _Several areas haye been closed to'trawling to reduce potential adverse
S Eamianaron revs « impacts on crab and other resources. The Pribilof Islands Conservation
' Area is closed to all trawling year-round to protect blue king crabs.
Fishing is prohibited with non-pelagic trawling in the Red King Crab
Savings Area (162° to 164° W, 56° to 57° N) vear-round This area
is known to have high densities of adult red king crab To allow some
access to productive rock sole fishing areas. the area bounded by 56°
to 56° 10" N latitude would remain open (with a separate bycatch limit)
during the years when the directed crab fishery is open. To protect juvenile red king crab and critical rearing
habitat, all trawling is prohibited on a vear-round basis in the nearshore waters of Bristol Bay, except for one
small area that remains open to trawling during the period Aprif | to June 13" cach year.

ot

e T ’ (Guif of Alaska

L I\ !
1TSW 170w 145W 60w

t
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Tanner Crab

Bering Sea Tannef Crad’ .
Abundance and Catch

The Bering Sea Tanner stock has undergone two large
fluctuations. Catches increased from 5 million pounds in 1965 ay
to over 36 million pounds in 1980. The 1980 peak catch was
followed by a collapse resulting 1n low landrngs (<0.5 million
Ibs) from 1981-1985, and.finally no fishery in'1986 and 1987
The fishery reopened in 1988, and landings tncreased to over 60
million pounds in 1990. A decline followed, and the ﬁshery has
been closed since 1996.

g 2.2

B x

T==r—T T t——71__1
-4
e aitornp A’ |

Lagal Male Aburdance
E

o .

Rt I '4,'. :

' I DU . ST R TR

This- stock is currently at very low abundance The 1998 ' Cpee s

estimates -of legal males and large females are the lowest in the hrstory of the NMFS bottom trau{l survev
Based on overfishing- definitions adopted ' 'under Amendment 7, the- ball'dl stock s below the establrshed
minimum stock size threshold, and consequently has been declared overﬁshed A rebutldlng plan has been
adopted by the Council. Although the near-terrn outlook for this stock 1 bleak some srgns of recrurtment are

begmmng to appear 1n the NMFS survey data T

- . ‘ - Vi - [ A | P ) A
FOI‘ ground_ﬁsh trawl ﬁShBI’lCS separate Tanner (C Amendmentd] PS( lu'mtsadopted I‘orbmrleannercrah ’
bairdi) crab PSC lrmrts are set for Zone | and Zone 2. Zome Ablmdance . P‘S( Lmt L
These limits may be further allocated arnong “the ' )

Zone 1 0-150 million crabs 0.5% of abundance

pollock/mackerel/other species, Pacific cod, rock sole, § -, 150270 million crabs . . 750,000,
turbot/sablefish/arrowtooth, rockfish, and yellowﬁn sole ., 1270-400 million crabs 850,000

fisheries. When a fishery exceeds its PSC limit in one ' .'w over 400 million'crabs L |
i r v R I R .

zone. trawling is closed for that zone for the rémainder of |zene2  0.175 million crabs ‘(: .1.2% of abundancs .
the year. Under Amendment 41, PSC limits for bairdi in | " 175:290 million crabs oo, Rmoot
Zones 1 and 2 are based ori‘total abundance of bairdi b o 3331%%’;“,’1‘1’,2‘,‘,2’;?,1 . _5'3332333 o
crab as indicated by the NMFS trawl survey. Bascd on

1998 abundance (156.5 mrllron crabs) the PSC limit for C balrdr u1 1999 was 750, 000 crabs in, Zone | and
1,878,000 crab in Zone 2. Note that in 1998, the Councrl adopted a provrslon to reduce bairdi crab bycatch .
by an addrtlonal 50, 000 crab as part of the regulatlon prohrbxtmg the use of' bottorn trawl gear for pollock'
ﬁsherres ' ' "

+

|

Snow Crab ‘
Catch of Benng Sea. snow crab (( aprlzo) mcreased from under l mrlhon pounds in 1974 to over 315 million
pounds n 1992, The l992 peak catch was followed bv reduced landmgs through 1996. The stock quickly
rebounded wrth good recruitment, however and landmgs increased 10,250 million pounds in 1998 The 1999
ﬁsherv opens on January 15.with a guideline harvest level of 196 .

mrllron pounds The abundance of thrs stock has peaked and - )
e\pected to declme raprdly in the comrng year or two The snow ‘ )
crab stock is belov» the estabhshed minimum stock 31ze threshold;
and consequentlv has been declared overﬁshed’ A rebuilding
plan has been adopted by the Council. Based on length frequency '
data’ from the NMFS trawl survey, there does not appear to be
any significant level of recruitiment forthcommg h

L Bering Sea Snow Crab

Apyndance and Catch

497 ol U yeD

Legu! Male Abutidunca
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Snow Crat Bycatch
Limdatlan Zons

arve

Under Amendment 40, PSC limits of snow crab (C. opilio) for
groundfish trawl fisheries are based on total abundance of opilio crab
as indicated by the NMFS survey. The snow crab PSC cap is set at
0.1133% of the Bering Sea snow crab abundance index, with a
minimum PSC of 4.5 million snow crab and a maximum of 13
million snow crab. Snow crab taken within the “C. Opilio Bycatch
Limitation Zone"accrue towards the PSC limits established for
individual trawl fisheries. Upon attainment of a snow crab PSC limit
apportioned to a particular trawl target fishery, that fishery is
prohibited from fishing within the snow crab zone. The 1998 survey
indicated a total population of 3.23 biliion 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 130,000 crab 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 constrained by crab bycatch limits. Recent landmgs

- have been in the order of 800,000 pounds

--Scallop stocks in ‘Alaska have been managed under a federal |

fishery management plan (FMP) since July 26, 1995, In June

1993, the Council adopted a 3-year vessel moratorium to restrict -

new entry into the scallop fishery while a more comprehensive

Weathervane Scallop
Alaska Landings

Catch {1000 pounds,
n B
o (=3
(=] o
M O T

plan was being developed. The moratorium was approved as Amendment 2,-and became effective August |,
1997. Amendment 3 deferred all management (except limited access) to the State. Regulations include permits,
registration areas and districts, seasons, closed waters, gear restrictions, efficiency limits, crab bycatch limits,
scallop catch limits, inseason adjustments, and observer monitoring. In February 1999, the Council adopted
Amendment 4, which will establish a permanent license limitation program for the scallop fishery.

2
n
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

An envrronmental assessment (EA) as descnbed by the National Envrronmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969
is used to detenmne whether the action considered will result in srgmﬁcant impact on the human environment.
If the actlon is determined not to be significant based on an analysis of relevant considerations, the EA and
resultmg finding ‘of no significant impact (FONSI) will be.the final environmental documents requrred by
NEPA. 1f the analysrs concludes that the proposal is a major Federal action s:gmﬁcantly affecting the human
envrronment an environmental, unpact statement (EIS) must be. prepared. ,

: 'I'he envrronmental u-npacts generally assocrat_ed with ﬁshery management actions are effects resulting from
(1) harvest of fish stocks which may result in changes iri food availability to predators and scavengers, changes
in the populatlon structure of target fish stocks ‘and cha.nges in the marine ecosystem community structure; (2)
changes in the physrcal and blologlcal structure of the marine environment as a result of fishing practices, e.g.,
effects of gear use and fish processing discards; and (3) entanglemenb’entrapment of non-target orgamsms in
active or inactive ﬁshlng gear. , s L e e,
An analysis of the effects of groundfish fishing on the ecosystem, social, and economic environment is
contained in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on the Groundfish Total Allowable Catch
Specifications and Prohibited Species Catch Limits (NMFS 1998a). Descriptions of the:affected environment,
are given in the SEIS (NMFS 1998a). Substrate is descnbed at section 3.1.1, water column at 3.1.3,
temperature and nutrient regimes at 3.1.4, currents at 3.1.3, groundﬁsh and their management at 3.3, marine
mamma[s at 3 4, seablrds at 3 5, benthlc infauna and epifauna at 3.6, pmhlbtted spec1es at 3 7, and the
and acceptable biological catch spemﬁcatlons are presented both in summary and in detatl 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 summarizes the
current status for the major speeles in both the BSAI and GOA. e I
This Environmental Assessment tiers oﬁlthe SEIS (NMFS 1998a) which analyzed the effects of groundfish .
fishenies being promulgated in the EEZ and displayed fishery induced impacts on all aspects of the ecosystem. -
NMES notes that in a July 8, 1999, order, amended on July 13, 1999 the court in Greeuce etal.v. NMFS: .,
etal. Civ No. 98-0492 (W. D Wash.) .held that the SEIS did not adequately address aspects of the GOA and-
BSAI g_roundﬁsh fishery management plans other than TAC setting, and therefore was insufficient in scope
under NEPA. In- -response to the.Court’s order, NMFS is currently preparing a programmatic SEIS for the
GOA and BSAI groundﬁsh ﬁshery management plans Nohwthstandmg the less expansive scope of the 1998
SEIS, NMFS believes that the discussion of impacts and alternatives in the SEIS is directly apphcable to the
proposed action to be analyzed in this EA. Therefore, this EA adopts the discussion and analysis in the SEIS
(NMFS 1998a), as well as in the emergency rule to implement reasonable and prudent Steller sea lion
protection measures in the pollock fisheries of the BSAI and GOA EA (NMFS 1999a), the regulatory
amendment to implement the revised and final reasonabie and prudent Steller sea lion protection measures in
the pollock fisheries of the BSAI and GOA (NMFS [999b), and discussion presented in the Revised Final
Reasonable and Prudent Alternatives for the Pollock fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf
of Alaska with Supporting Documents (NMFS, 1999¢).

Environmental i1ssues 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 Bening Sea and Aleutian Islands
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- and Gulf of Alaska (NMFS 1999¢). The conduct of the pollock fisheries under the pollock fishery cooperat:ves
authorized under the AFA will further promote the “objective of the revised RFRPAs to spatially and
temporally distribute the pollock fisheries. Impacts of this dispersion on issues typically considered for
groundfish fishery ‘management actions are discussed below.

A summary of the effect of the AFA on the poliock ﬁshery is excerpted from section II E. ofthe RFRPAs
(Nl\/[F S 1999c¢) as follows:

[mplemcntatlon of the American Fisheries Act {AFA) which began in 1999, ... has had a profound effect
on the conduct of the Bering Sea pollock fishery and a lesser effect on the Gulf of Alaska pollock fishery.
Under the AFA the catcher/processor sector was reduced from 30 to 21 vessels, a 30% reduction in
potential harvesting capacity relative to 1998. And, the catcher/processor sector has made further
reductions in fleet size through cooperative agreements. In 1999, only 16 vessels participated in the first
two seasons and only 12 vessels have participated to date in the third and fourth seasons which means that
the 1999 catcher/processor fleet was approximately half its pre-AFA size. The effect has been an
elimination of the Olympic-style race for fish and a dramatic moderation of daily catch 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 insbore and mothership sectors of the fleet will not be fully
implemented until 2000 and are expected té have a similar dramatic effect on the prosecution of the pol lock
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 mdustry If the inshore and mothership sectors of the industry are able to ,
successfully form cooperatives in 2000, we anticipate a 51gmﬁca.ntlv greater temporal dispersion of the”
fishery, especially during the summer and fall months as the Olympic-style race for fish is eliminated. The
moderation of aggregate daily catch rates is expected to be most dramatic during the summer and fall .

months because some inshore processors traditionally convert to salmon processing during the summer
months and will wish to delay pollock operations until late summer, after the salmon fishing seasons are

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

indicated an interest in begmmng their pollock operations much earlier in the summer. Consequently, the
formation of cooperatives in the inshore séctor is expected to provide for a more natural dispersion of
inshore pollock operations over time and space as the different mshore operations pursue different business
objectives and chose to fish at different tunes of the year.

To prevent a spillover of eﬁ'ort from the Bering Sea to the Gulf of Alaska, the AFA places limits on the
ability of Bering Sea vessels to fish in the Gulf of Alaska. Under the AFA, the Council has recommended
a complex suite of restrictions on Bering Sea catcher vessels in the Gulf of Alaska pollock fisheries. In
addition, under the Steller sea lion RPAs, the Council has recommended additional restrictions such as trnip

* limits and a prohibition on crossing between the Bering Sea and Gulf of Alaska during the same fishing

season. The combined effects of all of these measures is expected to significantly slow the pace of the Gulf
of Alaska pollock fisheries in a manner consistent with the RPA principle of temporal dispersion. While
it is difficuit to project with precision the effects these changes will have on the pace of Gulf of Alaska
pollock fishenies, 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 1s expected to discourage or prevent all but a few Bering Sea-based catcher vessels from continuing
to fish in the Gulf of Alaska. Historically (in 1995-1997) Bering sea-based catcher vessels have accounted
for approximately 75% of the pollock landings in areas 610 and 620 of the GOA, and more than 50% of

- pollock landings in area 630 and 640. If the bulk of this effort is removed from the Guif of Alaska due to
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. the combination of AFA and Steller sea lion measures, pollock seasons in the Wéstern half of the. Gulf of
Alaska (610 and 620) could last 2 to 3 times longer than in prior years and pollock seasons in- the eastem
half of the Gulf of Alaska (areas 630 and 640) cou]d double n length B SHPEL LRI

3.1 Food—web Interactions - |

AR [ R

The marine food-web of North Pac1ﬁc marine ﬂshes are complex (Lrvmgston and Gomey 1983) Numerous
species of plankton, phytoplankton, invertebrates, mollusks, crustaceans, forage fish, demersal, mid-water, and
pelagic ﬁsh, marine mammals, seabirds, and humans combine to comprise the food-web present in the BSAI
and GOA Env1ronmental changes as well as human exploitation. patterns can effect changes to trophic
mteractlons F1sh1ng causes direct changes in the structure of fish communities by reducing the abundance of
target or by-catch specres then these reductrons may lead to responses in non-target species, through changes
n eompetmve interactions and predator prey relatlonshlps Indirect effects of fishing on trophic interactions
in marine ecosystems may also oceur., Current debates on these toplcs mclude  comparing relative roles of ‘top
down ‘(predator)-or bottom up (envrronmental and prey) control in ecosystems and the relative significance
of ¢ ‘dofior controlled’ dynan'ucs (in wluch v1ct1m populatlons mﬂuence  enemy; dynamics but enemies.have no
srgmﬁcant effect on vrctun populatrons) m the food webs (Jennings and Kaiser 1998.) ., .- ‘

The Bering Sea ccosystem has been changmg throughout its.recorded history. Changes are recorded primarily
in terms of large and sometlmes sudden populatlon fluctuations (N atlonal Research Council 1996). The eastern
Benng Sea fish assemblage probably became pollock-donnnated in.the. late 19605 and early 19705 and a
srrmlar shift probably occurred n the western Bermg Seaaswell. : . .~ | e Ay
Dec1snons related to how much and what combmat:ons of ﬁsh are harvested each year are made dunng annual
total. allowable catoh (TAC) determmatlons Irnpacts assocrated w1th harvest quotas are evaluated i in separate
NEPA documients, most recently in the SEIS (NMF¥ S. l998a)¢and the 1999 TAG.EA (NMES. 1998b). This
EA assesses the lmplementatlon of AFA pollock allocations and, cooperatlves and considers rules affecting

allocatlon of the harvest These rules do not dn'ectly unpact or change total allowable harvest levels.
vy ” ) -*" '

However the BSAI pollock co-op structure authonzed under the AFA as well a.s suleboard harvest lumtatlons
proposed for other BSAI and GOA ﬁshenes under the AF A and the Steller sea lion RFRPAs would allow for
further temporal and spatlal distribution of exploitation rates of pollock and other species. . These effects are
supportive of the pnncrples and objectives developed by NMFS under Endangered Specxes Act consultations
on the Alaska pollock fisheries (NMFS 1998c) and ensuing RFRPAs (NMFS 1999¢). A basic premise of the
RFRPAs is to reduce competmon between the pollock fisheries and Steller sea lions for pollock; a predomihant
prey Species_ ml the Steller sea hon d:et Thls is accomphshed primarily, through a reduction in pollock
exploitation rates durmg tnne penods and in areas cntical or.important to Steller.sea lion foraging success.

Because the AF A'rules, could promote further reducuons in pollock and other fish species exploitation rates,
the proposed action and altematlves to it have the potentlal to positively impact marine troplc mteractlons to
the. extent these spec1es are major prey species in the ecosystem.. -i° .4 . - S SR
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The concept of brologreal leCI‘Slty is generally used to denote the vanety of hvmg thmgs man ecosystem The
most w1dely used deﬁmtron of b:ologlcal dlversny (Norse et al 1986) con51ders three levels: genetic, species,
and ecosystem dlvers1ty The proposed action and its various a]temat:ves affect allocation of harvest and not
total harvest The explortatlon rates of pollock under the AF A and the Steller sea lion RERPAs would be
managed to be more, reﬂectnve of polloek blomass drstnbutromthroughout the year and to reduce compétition
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with Steller sea lions for pollock. These dispersion effects on pollock exploitation rates lead to the conclusion
that the action would not be expected to negatively impact biological diversity. In fact, the preferred alternative
is e‘cpected 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.

3.3 Seabirds

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

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

-Seabird populatlons usually are llmlted by their food supply to a much greater degree than by other factors.

«If the management measures emploved cause a change in forage abundance or availability they could cause -

:a large-scale, long-term changes in seabird populations. - Not encugh information exists, however, to estimate -

;whether changes in seabird forage abundance or avaiability 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 p0pulations cannot be estimated from information currently available.

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

+
1

3.4 Prey Species

The following species groups are included'in the forage fish category established in 1998: Osmeridae (capelin,
culachon, and other smelts), Myctophidae (lanternfishes), Bathylagidae (deep-sea smelts), Ammodytidac
(Pacific sand lance), Trichodontidae (Pacific sand fish), Pholidae (gunnels), Stichaeidae (pricklebacks,
warbonnets, eelblennys, cockcombs, and shannys), Gonostomatidae (bristlemouths, lightfishes, and
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anglemouths), and the-Order-Euphausiacea (krill). -Only the species included in the new forage fish categorv
established'in 1998 in amendments 36. and 39 to the BSAI and GOA FMPs are discusséd'in this sectlon
UL T S K . ke e iy 3"

Bycatch amounts-of some of the forage specres have been recorded in BSAI and GOA groundfish fisheries in
previous years. Smelts have been recorded more regularly than some of the other groups, and no reportmg
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™ aré applicable to the proposed
management measures. The proposed action to prohibit use of nonpelag:c trawl gear in the BSAI directed
pollock fishery (FMP amendment 57) may result in a Slight increase in the “Pelagic Pollock™ catch proportional
to the reduction-in+‘Bottom Pollock” catch of pollock. Based on information'in'Tablés 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 in the directed fishery already is taken-with pelagic trawl gear
(NMFS 1999f), NMFS does not anticipate changes in the catch of forage species resulting frofh 2 anv spatial
or temporal cha.nge in the pollock fishenes resulting from this action or any of its aJtemattves
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The proposed action and alternatives to it would result in sumlar relative impacts to target speciesas the status’
quo fisheries. , That is, sea lion protective measures that will be unplernented under a separate action will
generally dictate when-and where pollock harvests may occur and the same amount of total harvest w1ll occur'
from the same management areas. Likewise, the same species of fish will be harvested at the eprortatlon levels-
determined in the TAC setting process and the sex ratio and size of fish harvested would be similar. However,
under fishery co-ops promoted under the preferred alternative, the spatial'and terporal locations from which
fish are harvested are expected to more closely reflect the biomass distribiition of pollock. This leffect’
assumedly reflects a positive influence on how fisheries are conducted felative to potential impacts on Bering
Sea pollock. Similar but less predictable effects may occur for. other species harvested by AFA vessels to the'
extent that fishery.co-ops-are able to promote a more rationalized approach to the harvest of sideboard Species -
for which directed fishing by AFA vessels would be 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 accrumg from AFA sndeboard limits m rattonaltzmg non pollock target fishenes lrkely will be lumted

s .- IR IR !
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The otter trawl 1S the pnnmpal gear used in the drrected pollock ﬁshenes in the GOA' and BSAIL ’Amendment
57 (to, the FMP for Groundfish' Fishery of the BSAI) prohibiting nonpelaglc trawl geéar was passed bythe:
Council and the new regulatton on-the fishery'is expected tobe effective by niid 2000. Begtnmng i+ 999
however, nonpelagic trawl gear is bemg prohibited in the BSAI pollock fishery through allocatton of zero mt
of pollock to nonpelagic trawl gear. Pelagic trawls may - however, be fished on the bottom and; in some cases,
may come in contact with and disturb substrate. No data are available'predicting the reduction'in amdunt of
contact with benthic substrates by use of only pelagic trawl gear or whether reducing contact with benthic _
substrate in the pollock fishery alone is enough to comprise a measurable reduction of impacts that have
accrued from other fisheries that thl continue to use bottom trawl gear e, the Pac1ﬁc cod rock sole yellowﬁn i
sale, and Atka mackerel fisheries. - o SO v " -

1 R P . L
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T"hg,;propo_sed action‘or ‘altematives to-the proposed action are not-expected to result'in eithér moré or less
habitat disturbance than accrues from status quo directed pollock trawl fishing excépt to'the extent that local *
disturbances become less intense as the pollock fishery becomes more dispersed temporally and spatially.
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3.7 Bycatch of Prohibited Species

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

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

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

3.8 Impacts to Marine Habitat

_An assessment of impacts to habitat described as Essential Fish Habrtat (EFH) 18 reqmred in the interim final®
- rule (IFR) (62 FR 66531, December 19, 1997) implementing the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens
«-Fishery Conservation and Management Act. These réquirements are;

1) 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 hlstory stages
3) the Federal agency's view of the action on EFH; and
4) proposed mitigation, if applicable. -

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

The proposed action is a complex of regulatory changes affecting dlstnbutlon patterns of harvest among
existing users. Descriptions of the action are in section |, 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 1s conducted under fishery co-ops authorized
under the AFA, fishing effort could be further dispersed in time and space relative to the status quo fishery.
Therefore, it is this federal agency’s view that this action is not expected to have an adverse impact on habitat
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described as essential to any fish species in these management arcas. Given this detérmination and the
assumption that dispersion of fishing effort could have a beneficial impact on marine habitat, this agency does
- not see a, need for additional management measures. directed toward mmgatmg marme habltat lmpacts In

connection with this action.” |, - Vet LU eS LWE U T R
Nt IR Vet b g Een ) L’« T A TR L L U AR N T R
3.9 Endangered Specres Act Consrderatrons oLt e o ". PR .
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: The Endangered Spec:1es Act of ] 973 as amended (16 U S C 1531 et seq ESA) provrdes for the conservation
of endangered and threatened species of fish, wildlife, and plants. - The program.is administered jointly by the
NMFS for most marine mammal species, marine and anadromous fish species, and marine plants specres a.nd

3

by, the USFWS for bird specres and terrestrial and freshwater wildlife-and plant specres P

- H l.( - ’ S 'i"‘ T, ,’ r : - - i - s .
The desrgnatlon of an ESA listed specres 1S based on: the brologrcal health of that-species:” The' statis
determination is either, threatened or endangered.. Threatened species are those' likely to become endangered
in the foreseeable future [16 U.S.C. § 1532(20)]. Endangered species are those in danger.of becoming extinct
throughout all or a significant portion of their range [16 US.C. § 1532(20)]. Species can be listed as
endangered without first being listed as threatened: The Secretary of Commerce, acting through NMFS; is
authorized to:list marine fish, plants, and mammals (except.for walrus and sea otter) and anadromous fish
species.. The. Secretary. of the Interior, acting through the USFWS, is authorized to llst walrus and sea otter

seabirds, terrestrial plants and wildlife, and freshwater fish and plant'speciesi: - Lo

In addition to listing species under the ESA, the critical habitat of a newly listed species.must be designated
concurrent with its listing to the "maximum extent prudent and determinable” [16 U.S.C. § 1533(b){(1){(A)].
The ESA defines critical-habitat as those specific areas that are essential to the:conservation of a listed species
and that may be in need of special consideration. -Federal agencies are prohubited from undertaking'actions that
destroy or adversely modify designated cntical habitat.. Somni€ species, pnmarily the cetaceans, which were
listed in 1969 under the Endangered Species Conservation Act and carned forward as endangered under the
ESA, have not recerved critical habitat desrgnatrons RRARLI AU CTE SIS I

: o " ' L SIS S PR ’ e S
Federal .agencies. have an affinnatlve mandate to conserve llsted species (Rohlf 1989) One:assurance of this
is Federal actions, activities or authorizations (hereafter reférred to as Federal action) must be in compliance
with the provisions of the ESA. Section 7 of the Act provides a mechahism' for consultation by the Federal
action agency with the appropriate expert agency (NMFS or USFWS). Informal consultations, resulting in
letters ‘of concurrence, are conducted. for Federal actions that-have no adverse affects on the listed ‘species.
Formal consultations, resulting in- biclogical opinions; are conducted for Federal actions that may have an
adverse affect on the listed species. Through the biological opinion, a determination is made as to whether the
proposed action poses 'jeopardy” or."no jeopardy” of extinction to the listed.species. If the determination is
that, the action -proposed -{(or ongoing) will cause jeopardy, reasonable and prudent :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 aiternatives miust be incorporated into the Federal action if'it is
to proceed. A biological opinion with the conclusion of no jeopardy may .contain a:series of management
measures intended to further reduce the negative impacts to the listed species. These management alternatives
are advisory to the action agency [50 C.F.R: § 402.24(j)]. 1fa likelihood existsof any taking' occurring during
promulgation of the action, an incidental take statément may be appended to a brologrca[ opinion to provrde‘
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. . . B ' ! T e PR H . -
-y Lt H [ L R . a " s PN 5 IR TR A A T SN [

. [ .
¢ i . 1T . . '.v

dye the term "take" under the ESA means "harass hartnspursue hunt shoot .wound krll trap, e
capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct” [16 U.S.C. § 1538(a)(1)(B)].
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for the amount of take that is expected to occur from normal promulgation of the action. An incidental take
statement s not the equivalent of 2 permit to take. :

Twenty-three species occur_ring in the GOA and/or BSAI groundfish managemcrif areas are currently listed as
endangered or threatened under the ESA (Table 3.1). The group includes seven great whales, one pinniped,
eleven Pacific salmon, three seabirds, and one albatross.

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

“Northem Right Whale — Balacna glacialis “Endangered

Bowhead Whale ' _ , Balaena mysticetus Endangered
Sei Whale Balaenoptera borealis Endangered
Blue Whale 'Balaenoptera musculus Endangered
Fin Whale Balaenoptera physalus Endangered
‘Humpback Whale Megaptera novaeangliae Endangered
Sperm Whale . Physeter macrocephalus Endangered
Snake River Sockeye Salmon Onchorynchus nerka Endangered
Short-tailed Albatross . - Phoebastria albatrus Endangered
Steller Sea Lion Eumetopias jubatus Endangered and
Threatened ?
Snake River Fall Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha . Threatened -
" Snake River Spnng/Summer Chinook Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
Salmon ‘ -
* Puget Sound Chinook Salmon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
» Lower Columbia River Chinook Salinon Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
2:Upper Willamette River Chinook Salmon. Onchorynchus tshawytscha Threatened
. Upper Columbia River Spring Chinook Onchorynchus tshawytscha Endangered
Salmon ‘ . :
Upper Columbia River Steethead Onchorynchus mykiss ‘ Endangered
Snake River Basin Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened
Lower Columbia River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened
Upper Willamette River Steelhead Onchorynchus mykiss Threatened
Middle Columbia River Steethead " Onchorynchus mykiss- Threatened
Spectacled Eider ' - Somateria fishcheri Threatened
Steller’s Eider Polysticta stelleri Threatened

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

In summary, species listed under the ESA are present in the action area and, as detailed below, some are
negatively affected by groundfish fishing. The NMFS is the expert agency for ESA listed marine mammals.
The USFWS is the expert agency for ESA listed seabirds. The proposed action, rule to the American Fisheries
Act must be in compliance with the ESA. ‘ .

Section 7 consultations relevant to promulgation of various aspects of the Alaska Groundfish Fisheries have
been done for 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). Sectlon 7
consultations prepared subsequent to the SEIS inchude:
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. National Marine Fisheries Service.: December 3, 1998 Biological Opinion'with amenidmént dated Decémber
16, 1998. Activities Considered: Authorization of an Atka mackerel fishery-under the BSAI Sroundfish
Fishery Management Plan between 1999 and 2002. Authorization of a walleye pollock fishery under the
Bering Sea-Aleutian Island groundfish Fishety Managéement Plan between 1999 and 2002, -and Authorization
of a walleye pollock fishery under the Gulf of Alaska groundﬁsh F 1shery Management Plan between 1999 and
2002 (NMFS 1998c). ' B B e L L I LA

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 GOA groundfish fisheries based on TAC.
specifications | reeomtnended by the North Pacific Fishery Management Coungil for 1999 (NMFS 1998d).; -
3. USDI Fish and Wlldhfe Semce March 19;71999 Blologlcal Opuuon Activities Con31dered Hook-and-
line groundfish fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska and Benng Sea/Aleutian Islands Areas on short-talled
albatrosses (USFWS 1999) e e - R
The proposed action and alternanves toit bemg consndered for lmplementatlon of the American Fisheries Act
regulations are not expected to have impacts on endangered or threatened marine mammal or bird species in
ways that have not already-been considered in the*previous Section 7 consultations. Notwithstandinig this
determination, NMFS has initiated consultation to'evaluate the effects of the proposed TAC specifications for
the 2000 BSAT and GOA fisheries on listed species and cntical habitat. This consultation will analyze the
BSAI and GOA groundfish- fishenes, other than the BSAI Atka mackere! ﬁshery and the BSAI and. GOA
pollock fisheries addressed in the December '3; 1998, eonsultation to determiiic’ whéther these fisheries are
likely to jeopardize listed species or modify their habltat This consuitation will.be completed pricr. to
December 31, 1999. A separate but related consultatlon on the i impacts of the Alaska groundﬁsh fishenes on
listed salmonid was mmated in response to the 2000 TAC specnﬁcauon process and also will be concluded.
prior to the start of the 2000 pollock fisheries.. Any influence of the AFA and associated pollock. eo-ops on
listed salmon species will be considered as part of that consultation. LR
' .."'“.-“ RIS R P n‘._’.

NMEFS aiso has taken steps to initiate a comprehensive consultation under sectlon 7 of the ESA on the
groundfish fisheries in the BSAl and GOA that will evaluate'the cumulative effects of the fisheries ever a‘multi-
year period on listed species and critical habitat (Programmatic ‘Groundfish Fisheries Consultanon) Thxs

Programmatic Groundfish Fisheries Consultation will" be ¢onducted in accordance with" the ESA and)

implementing regulations, and will analyze the individual and cumulative impacts of all activities relatmg to

the groundfish fisheries authorized and managed under the FMPs, and all améridments’ theréto, to détermine

whether the cumulative mpacts of the groundfish fisheries are llkely to Jeopardlze the contmued existence of .

listed species, including Steller sea lions, or adversely modxfy critical habitat. Generally, the Programmatic
Groundfish Fishenes Consultation will be prepared in coordination with a comprehensive programmatic

supplemental Enwronmental Impact Statement that will address ,activities authorized and managed under the .
groundﬁsh ﬁshery management plans and amendments thereto and that addresses the conduet ofthe GOA and.
BSAI groundfish fisheries and the FMPs as a whole. The schedule for completion.of ‘the Programmatic . -

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

as the mformatlon evaluations, and conclusions that are required for both documents will be similar in many -

respe‘:ts ) - g Te e : S A A L ot T
oY PO Lt el RIS S P
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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 inttially identified. For takers, further classification then proceeds on the basis of which marine
mammal stocks interact with a given fishery. Fisheries-that interact with a strategic stock at a level of take
which has a potentially significant impact on that stock would be placed in Category I. Fishenes 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 m Category [I. 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 I11.

Species listed under the Endangered Species. Act present in the management area were listed above. Marine
mammals not listed under the ESA that may be present in the BSAI and GOA management area include
-cetaceans, [minke whale (Balaenoptera dcutorostrata), killer whale (Orcinus orca), Dall's porpoise
-(Phocoenoides dalli), harbor porpoise (Phocoena phocoena), Pacific white-sided dolphin (Lagenorhynchus
obliquidens), and the beaked whales (e.g., Berardius bairdii and Mesoplodon spp.)] as well.as pinnipeds
[Pacific harbor seal (Phoca vituling), northemn fur seal (Callorhinus ursinus), Pacific walrus (Qdobenus
‘rosmarus), spotted seal (Phoca largha), bearded seal (Erignathus barbatus), rmg,ed sea (Phoca hispida) and
ringed seal (Phoca fasciata)], 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)
are classified as Category HII. Steller sea lion, harbor seal, northern elephant seal, Dall’s porpoise were species:
-recorded as taken incidentally in the Gulf of Alaska groundfish trawl fisheries.according to records dating back
to 1990 (Hill etal 1997 ) Steller sea lion, northern fur seal, harbor seal, spotted seal, bearded seal, nbben 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 (Hlll etal 1997 )

3 3

None of the altematives considered for implementation of the American Fisheries Act regulations are expected
to increase or decrease the partlcxpatmg fisheries rates of incidental takes or other dJrect interaction with marine
mammals. )

3.11 Coastal Zone Management Act i i A b, ‘ L

s -

3 o f:, ~I__ "y b ?‘i_'t;‘ f“* S R RN j - f‘s\ i .\g.“f,.
' Implementatxon of the emergency rufe would be conducted in a manner consnstent, to-the maximum extent
practicable, with the Alaska Coastal Management Program within the meaning of section 30(c)(1) of the

Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 and its implementing regulations.

o

3.12 EFH Impacts Analysis

The area included in this action includes EFH for all managed species in the BSAI. EFH for these species at
each life stage, to the extent that it is understood, is described and identified in four FMP amendments which
were approved January 20, 1999. These are: Amendment 55 to the FMP for the Groundfish Fishery of the
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands; Amendment 8 to the FMP for the Commercial king and Tanner Crab F 1shenes
in the Bering Sea/Aleutian Islands; Amendment 5 to the FMP for Scallop Fisheries off Alaska; and Amendment
5 to the FMP for the Salmon Fisheries in the Exclusive Economic Zone off the Coast of Alaska.
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The effects of the pollock fishery on EFH for pollock;iand.other. EMP: managed .spécies. were considered
comprehensively in the EFH assessment in the draft EA for the Proposed Rule to Implement Steller Sea Lion
Protection Measures for the Pollock Fisheries of the BSAl and the'GOA (NMFS-1999¢). ‘The éffects of other
-.groundfish fisheries on EFH were examined in the EFH assessment in the EA: for thé 2000:Groundfish Total
Allowable Catch Specifications Implemented Under the Authority of the Fishéry. Marniagetnent Plans for'the
.Groundfish Fishery of the:-Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Afea and Groundfish Fishery.of the Gulf of Alaska
Area (NMFS 1999d). Because:fishing for:pollock under:’AF A~endorsed fishing cooperatives would promote
«dispersion-of fishing effort in time and space:EFH impacts could actually be rediiced relative to the status 'quo
fishery. -Given this premise, nothing in:this;rule is expected to change in:a negatwe ‘manner the effects.of
fishing-on EFH in ways not considered in.previous assessments.i; i ", s o e 2D
l‘ R A S DA
This proposed rule authorizes certain vessels to fish for and process pollock in the BSAI and places restrictions
on the participation of such vessels in other groundfish and crab fisheries. “Pollock op-ops and AFA groundfish
and crab harvest sideboards and restrictions could change the conduct'of ‘theseifisheriestin a mannerthat
disperses fishery effort, reduces overall harvéstrates and potentially.increaséd season lengthiof Ifisheries. To
the extent these changes occur, they would be in the direction already assessed under the new:Steller seatlion
protection measures. The TAC amount harvestéd and the gear used are not expécted t6 change because of this
rule. . Taken in‘the context of the fishery as a.wholé, this rule is ndt expected-to have ad adverse effect-on EFH
for any managed species in the BSAI and in fact could have beneficial impacts to.the extent that:fishing effort
is further dispersed in time and space relative to the statusTquo alternative! 15 (vt v ioae N frse beoni

3‘1‘3ﬁ, + - Conclusions . ¢ . cir rrn o ent ’!1”“‘-" O e P NI L BT~ B B 2 P TIL TRER R T G A
ot e e owml s ey T e et e o R A0 Gy i Dunedd
For, the reasons. dxscussed above )1mplementatlon of the regulations to implement the*Américan Fisheries Act
would notrsignificantly affect the quality; of thé.human:environment” sTherefore, the preparation..of .an

environmental impact statement is not required by section.1 02(2)}(C) of NEPA or its imﬁlexhéfxting’ regulati (')ns.

Lamrt megel i A -kl shor T cmne i Twed e o Tl e e Tgnio s ot b
This~Environmental.;Asséssment - adopts..the, discusSion.and ianalyses in:.the SEIS#(NMFS .1998a), and
incorporates by reference the 1999 Groundfish Total: Allowable Catch Specification:EA:(NMES-1998b): the
draft 2000 Groundfish total allowable Catch Specifications EA (NMFS 1999d), the Emergency Rule to
Implement-Reasonable and Prudent Steller Sea Lion Protection Measures'in the Pollock Fisheriés:of the' BSAI
and GOA EA (NMFS:1999a), and-Revised Final Reasonable and Prudent:Alternatives for.the Pollock fisheries
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands and Gulf of Alaska with supporting Documents (NMFS 1999¢-and

NMFS4999%).
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4.0 DEFINITIONS OF INSHORE OFFSHORE, AND SINGLE GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION

Because certain sector deﬁmtlons in the AFA are inconsistent with existing definitions, under elther the
Magnuson-Stevens Act or the Council’s inshore/offshore regulations, clarification is required to ensure.
consistency in the implementation of the provisions of the AFA. Primarily these involve the definitions of

“inshore component” and “offshore component”, the use of the term “fish” vs “groundfish”, and the definition
of the term ‘shoreside processor’ in the 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 1s a decision point which needs to be resolved as
part of the overall AFA amendment package.

4.1 lssues

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

2, Differences in the definitions raise certain policy choices in synchronizing the inshore-offshore management
" regime between the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands area (BSAI) and the Gulf of Alaska (GOA).

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

4.2 Council.Decision Points o f

. The principal policy decision is whether consistency is desirable within and between the definition of “inshore

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

Decision point |: 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 pomt 2: Should the deﬁmtlons apply to directed fishing harvests of pollock or GOA Pacific cod
n the BSAI and GOA separately or combined?

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

Need. The original I-O definitions applied equally in both the BSAI and the GOA. The AFA definitions,
however, specifically apply only to I-O fish harvested in the BSAI Inthe GOA, those definitions apply to I-0
fish harvested in both areas. This inconsistency could be a source of confusion because different I-O
definitions would apply to pollock based on the area in which it was harvested.
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Effect. The substantive effect of this alternative wotild apply only to pollock harvests; not Pacific cod, because
Pacific cod is an I-O species only in the GOA. Pollock is an I-O species in both areas. Hence, the I-O
definitions would apply to pollock regardless of from which area it-was! harvested A

£ . ety
' . = iti,.‘ N et Ll

Dec:smn pomt 3 Should the shore51de processor”'deﬁmtlon apply to- the processmg 'of - “ﬁsh” or
“groundfish,”. as ‘those *terms ™ are: deﬁned in- the MSA and groundﬁsh 1mplementmg regulatlons
rESPBCthBl}I?* gl T P LRI LY no Wt

T TR ST A

Staff preference is for groundl' sh” This decision would resolve a techmcal inconsistenicy between the I:0
definitions used by the AFA for.the BSAI and those used by the Federal groundﬁsh regulatxons for the GOA‘
This decision also would facilitate single [-O definitions that would be consistent ini both-areas. "~~~ .

Need. The AFA definition of “shoreside processor” is slightly different from the one used in the Federal
groundfish regulations. This results in different meanings of the term being applied in the BSAI and in the
GOA. , The differences.are that the AFA definition’ refers to “ﬁsh” whﬂe exlstmg groundfish regulatlons refer
to “groundfish’ in'two places.. -. B . G : )
N LI TR e RIS oy, AN

Effect. The Magnuson- Stevens Flshery Conservation and Management Act (at section 3) defines “fish” as
including all forms of marine animal and plant life other than maririe mammals and birds. '“Groundfish ? on_
the other, hand is defiried in the regulations as mcludmg only-those fish for which harvest lirnits are annually
specified pursuant to 50 CFR 679.20(a). Hence, a processor that processes only salmon and crab harvested
in the BSA,.for example, would be a “shoreside processor” urider the AFA but not under the fegulations at
50 CFR part 679. The effect of choosing the staff preference would be to prevent the provisiofis of the AFA
from applying to salmon and crab harvested in the BSAL, for example. The AFA section 208(f) provisions
would be unaffected because pollock is both a “fish” under the MSA and a groundﬁsh” uiider the Federal
regulations. Consistent apphcanon of the term * shoresxde processor " would enhance consistent application
of the I-O provisions’s . ' . e T AT AR IR

; - t ' -
.o o T s A ~ K ' .. & oo o S IR T TR
Ty - . LT I

Dec:smn gomt 4 Should the “mshore and “offshore” deﬁmtlons apply to all ﬁshmg for groundﬁsh” or’
to directed fishing for pollock in the BSAI, directed fishing for poliock or Pacific cod in the GOA., of both?*

Staff preférence is to have the definitions apply only to pollock harvested ina directed ﬁshery for pollock
in the BSALor the GOA, or Pacific cod harvested in a directed ﬁshery for Pacnﬁc cod ify the GOA..' This
decision would resolve a technical point of confusion about whether the I-O prov131ons app ly to'all groundﬁsh
harvests including incidental catch amounts or to only directed fishing for the 1-O $pecies. Another potential
source of confusion stems from having the 1-O definitions apply comprehensively to all groundﬁsh but only
to'directed fishing harvests of pollock (or P:'cod in the GOA) that are dehvered to ﬂoatmg processors msrde
State waters. : -

Need. As explained below, this issue stems from an attempt to resolve: a{problem of accountmg “for mcxdental :
catches. of pollock in the BSAI to either the “inshore™ allocation or the “offshore™ allocation. The’ agency‘

solution was proposed in the proposed rule for 1-O 3 which was drafiéd before the AFA was signed into law.
The AFA drafters provided redundant solutions to this problem, first, by adopting the agency proposal to use
the term “groundfish” in the I-O definition; and second; by providing for an ¢ ‘incidental catch allowance ” The -

latter solutlon obviated the. need for the former. solutlon but it was ‘retained in the AFA anywav oo

. 4
R b T Tl e e IS T R o i

Eﬂ'ect The effect of the staff preference would be to restore the original 1-0 defimition language which fnakes -
the I-O provisions apply only to directed fishing harvests of pollock in the BSAI and the GOA, and directed
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fishing harvests of Pacific cod in the GOA. Also, this decision would restore consistency of applying the
“inshore” definition among all categories of the inshore component.

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

Decision gomt 6: Should the deﬁnmon of “shoreside processor” be refined, for purposes of implementing
the AF A, :

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

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

4.3 Background Discussion
The first inshore-offshore allocations of pollock in the BSAI and GOA and Pacific cod in the GOA were

established in 1992, pursuant to the partial approval of groundfish fishery management plan (FMP)
Amendments 18 (BSAI) and 23 (GOA). Amendments 18/23 resulted in part from the early closure of the GOA

poliock fishery in 1989, after several catcher-processor vessels harvested nearly half of the total allowable *
catch (TAC) for pollock early that year. Most of this TAC was being planned, but not officially reserved, for
use by catcher vessels that deliveréd fish to shore-based processing plants. This “inshore” sector of the =

industiy 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 inciuded a prohibition on pollock TOE Stripping, mshore-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 fesource. 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 1s due to the superior mobility of catcher/processor
vessels relative to catcher vessels. The latter are constrained to fish within a reasonable operating distance
from the plants to which they deliver while catcher/processor vessels have a larger potential operating range.
Hence, regardless of the open or limited access policy in effect, a catcher/processor vessel could compete with
a catcher vessel within that vessel’s operating range and then move on to harvest fish outside of the catcher
vessel's range. This mobility feature distinguishing the inshore and offshore sectors was then, and continues
to be central to the inshore and offshore component definitions which are basic to the practical implementation
of the inshore-offshore allocation policy. :

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

were used again in Amendments 38/40, which re-authorized the inshore-offshore allocation policy for the three-
- year period 1995-1998. The Council again relied on these definitions when it acted in June 1998, to adopt
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Amendments '51/51 to re-authorize a revised. inshore-offshore allocation policy for 1999 2001, ‘In October
1998, however, the AFA superceded Amendment 31 to the BSAI groundfish FMP with a different inshore-
offshore policy and different definition for “mnshore” and “offshore” components. Amendment 51 to the GOA
groundfish FMP was subsequently approved and nnplemented by regulatlons pubhshed January 25, 1999 (64

FR 3653) thch leads to issue | above oAl L R S A
Do R S SN A CPL R T A SR HETESR N
Deﬁmtlon Dlﬂ‘erenoes R B SR T v : N A

The inshore component.definition currently in effect for the BSAI pollock fisheries by regulation. at 50 CFR

679.2 is based on the definition at section 205(6) of the AFA and reads as follows: meh

“Inshore component in the BSAI'- (applicable through December N 2004) means “the followmg
|« categories that process groundfish harvested in the BSAI: - R T R | e
(1) Shoreside processors mcludmg those eltgvble under section 208@ of the Amerrcan Ffshenes
. Act; and - Co- i g R R R ES T e
‘ ' (2) Vessels less than ] 25 S(38. f m) LOA that process.less than 126 ‘mt per week in round-wezght
. equivalenis of an aggregate amount of pollock and Pacificcod.. "% . . u . T

By contrast, the inshore component definition currently in effect for the GOA pollock and Pacific cod fisheries,
also at 50 CFR 679.2, is based on Amendment 51 to the GOA groundfish FMP which was approved by the'
Alaska Reglonal Admlmstrator NMFS, on December 15, 1998 and reads as follows
N S T SV
Inshore component in, the G()A (applzcable through December 31, 2001 ) means the following: three ’
caregones of the U.S. groundfish fishery that process groundﬁsh harvested in the BSAI or the ( rOA
- (1) Shoreside processing operations; 1 - .. - IR S A '
_(2) Vessels less than 125 f.(38. I'm) LOA that process no more than'! 26 mt.per week in round—
. wnght equrvalents of an aggregate amount of pollock and Pacific cod; and .. - - .o v i 3
+ (3) Vessels that process pollock or Pacific cod, harvested in a directed ﬁshe)y for those speczes ‘

. atﬁa srngle geogroph:c location in Alaska State waters durzng a ﬁshzng year W :
P e

vy o0l t 5

e -
- ety i ; x.i'!(l ol

Also the current. deﬁnmons of ‘ioffshore component’’:as: they appear in regulanons at 50 CF R 679 2. aré-~

slightly different. Again, the definition for “offshore component in the BSATY is based on the AFA" defimtlon

of the term and “offshore component in the GOA” is based on the approved Amendment 51 for the GOA

groundfishFMP s AT RS T T PU T L B DT TN

' U HE S L T B D ’ : o

Oﬁ%‘hore component in, rhe BSAJ (apphcable through December 31, 2004).means all vessels not-

zncluded in the deﬁnmon of mshore component in the B.SAJ lhal process groundﬁsh inthe BSAI

O}fshore component in the- (rOA (applzcable through December 31, 2001 ) means all vesse[s riot
zncluded in the definition.of “inshore component in the GOA" that process groundﬁsh in the BLSAI or"'
(rOA I SR v L 1 Lo Lt A A T RS

n [ |
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Spectfic differences between the two “inshore component definitions and the two “offshore component”
definitions are summarized as follows: o

“In the BSAI” or ““in the GOA” is added respectively to each definition to distinguish its applicability.
These phrases- are not in the text of the AFA definitions or in the inshore-offshore proposed rule for
Amendments 51751, but are now necessary due.to other differences between the respective definitions.

« The “sunset dates” are different. Section 213 of the AFA provides for the duration of the BSAI inshore-
offshore allocations until December 31, 2004. Amendment 531 to the GOA groundﬁsh FMP, as proposed _
and approved however, ceases to have effect after December 31, 2001.

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

~+  “Single geographic location” (SGL) inshore processors are handled differently. The SGL provisions apply
only to processor vessels operating inside State of Alaska (State} waters (0 to 3 miles offshore). For the
BSALI the AFA refers to SGL processors indirectly in the definition by reference to section 208(f). This
section -of the AFA is not effective until Janwary 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 inthe AFA definition differs from the definition in 50 CFR 679.2 in that
(a) the AFA uses the word “fish” where the regulation uses the word “groundfish” and (b) the AFA
definition remains in effect until December 31, 2004, but the regulation remains in effect until changed by
subsequent rulemaking.:

*  Both inshore definitions use the term “groundfish™ but its use introduces confusion to both deﬁmtnons for

different reasons.

4 4 Discussion of Alternatives

The definition differences described above present policy choices that should be made for consistent
implementation of the inshore-offshore policy in the BSAI and the GOA combined. Due to these differences,

the current inshore-offshore implementing regulations rely on four definitions of “inshore” and “offshore”

component; two for the BSAI consistent with the AFA and two for the GOA consistent ‘with approved
Amendment 51, This mult:pllclty of definitions could confound enforcement or produce other iinintended
effects. A single definition of “inshore component” and of “offshore component” that could be apphed
consistently to the BSAI and GOA would obwviate the need for two definitions “in the BSAI” and two ‘in the
GOA”

Consistency can be realized by amending the BSAI and GOA groundfish FMPs or the AFA or both. Section
213(c)(1) of the AF A provides authority for the Council and NMFS to implement measures that supercede the
- AFA except for sections 206 and 208. The AFA definitions of “inshore component™ and “offshore component™
are in section 2035 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. . T . ‘ .t

{a) Make no change. The inshore-offshore provisions in the BSAI, under section 213(a) of the AFA would
be in effect through December 31, 2004, and those in the GOA under approved Amendment 51 would be in
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effect through December. 31, 2001. - This alternative would- prevent a common deﬁmtlon for' “inshoré

component” and “offshore component” in both areas. T P X UL SO

- (b) Amend the GOA- groundfish FMP. to extend inshore-offshore provisions in.the GOA'to match the
duration of those in the BSAL:- This would result in.the ihshore-offshore definitions for:both 'areas being
effective through December 31, 2004, Preferred - While two additional alternatives are discussed below;'_they
are both inconsistent with the provisions of the AFA; and the Council has.atready expressed its préference for
altematlve (b); and is scheduled to'take ‘final action:in June to extend the'inshore-offshore prov:slons in the
GOA to match the duratlon in the BSAI under Amendment: 62/62 R Tt L

BRI T . )
t’, A . 4 . PR ] 'r‘ Lo _;$..i A

(c) Supcrcede section 2 13(a) of the AF Ato ma.ke the rnshore-offshore provisions in'the BSAI to match the
duration of those in the GOA. - This would result in. the. mshore-offshore deﬁmtrons for both areas belng
effectlve through December 31, 2001. UL L e S

. -.LL,"T r ‘,‘\,,“‘, RE Coo, i e
(d) Amend the GOA groundﬁsh ‘FMP. and supercede section 213(3) of the AFA’ to remove the duration
hmrts in both areas: ;Thisiwould make the inshore-offshore provisions in both'areas’ consistent in that both
would remain effective until.changed by subsequent FMP amendments.“As part of this alternative, the Council
could state a policy of considering inshore-offshore changes at some specified date in the future but this date
would not have to take the form of a sunset date n regulatrons N " _*' -
) . VR v A P A PR PR
2. ApPllca.ﬂOn Of mShorezoﬂ'shore deﬁnitions to BSAI and GOA areas.” . li.siLo o
N
..{a) Make no change. - The. BSAI “inshore™and “offshore” definitions would continue to apply- only to °
groundfish harvested in the BSAI. The GOA “inshore” and “offshore” definitions would continue to apply to
groundfish harvested in the BSAI or the GOA. The substantive effect of this alternative would apply only to
pollock harvests; not Pacific cod. Only pollock harvests in the BSAI, not pollock harvests'in the GOA, would
be subject to the definition of “inshore component in the BSAL™ but pollock harvests in both areas would be
subject to the definition of “inshore.component in the GOA.™ The technical effect woild be to* prevent a-

common definition for § mshore component and * offshore component in both areas voti D

EL.
F

(b) Change the GOA definitions to match the BSAI definitions’ by deletmgr“the BSAI or” from the GOA
inshore and oﬁ'shore deﬁnmons Agam, the substantlve effect would appIy only to pollock harvests as above
Preferred. : . . .. .. 5. - ! Lo e FORPUNES BN

" 4 - - N " o !-" . Lo 0
AL I L S T IRy . . JiS L T e

(©) Supercede the AFA deﬁmtrons of “inshore component” and “offshore component In section 205 to
match the GOA deﬁnrtrons by addmg the phrase ‘or the GOA” to both deﬁmtlons
S R CL AR PO e

Shoresrde processor”deﬁmtlon panl RN O S ‘!'

(a) Make no change Thrs altematlve would continue this deﬁmtlon s- mconsrstency between the BSAL ¢
as it applies to the inshore-offshore provisions of the AFA, and the GOA and BSAI as 1t apphes to all other '
provisions of the regulations in 50 CFR part 679 : Crat oL g : L
(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 wrth record keeping and
reportlng requirements and with other regulatlons in'which, the term * shores:de processor is used
. xR T (T ST Y

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

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

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

(b) Change the inshore and offshore definition phrase “that process groundfish harvested in the BSAI [or
GOA]J” 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 functmnal due to the separate allowance for pollock bycaich in the BSAL

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

MA technical change n the pr()p‘osed rule for Amendments 51/51 (63 FR 57996, October 29, 1998) proposed

revising the inshore and offshore definitions to indicate that all groundfish processors operating in the BSAI
and the GOA must be identified as belonging to either the inshore or offshore component regardless of whether
they process pollock harvested in a directed fishery for pollock in the BSAI or GOA or Pacific cod harvested
in a directed fishery for Pacific cod 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 harvested in-a directed fishery for Pacific cod in the °
GOA, or both.” This definition caused a catch-accounting problem when bycatch amounts of pollock or GOA
Pacific cod were delivered because no third “bycatch™ allowance was provided under the Council’s original
inshore-offshore policy recommendation which applied only to directed fishing for these species. For purposes
of counting bycatch amounts of pollock and GOA Pacific cod to either the inshore or offshore allocations, the
technical change in the Amendment 51/51 proposed rule would have classified all groundfish processors as
either “‘inshore” or “offshore.”- Closures of either the inshore or offshore component would apply only to
directed fishing for pollock or GOA Pacific cod, however, as no mshore—offshore allocation exists for, say,
yellowfin sole. :

The AFA drafters adopted the same logic, but also provided for a separate allowance “...for the incidental catch
of pollock by vessels harvesting other species of groundfish...” (AFA section 206(b)). The AFA, therefore,
provides two solutions to one bycatch accounting problem. Clearly, the inshore-offshare 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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are, made unnecessarily broad.by using the term “groundfish:” For purposes "of implementing approved
Amendment 51 in the GOA, -the-proposed itechnical: change was adopted in the final mshore—oﬂ'shore
implementing regulations (64 FR 3653, .lanuary 25, 1999) b T s e T T e AT

) ’ Rhes, wre ’(11 Sty

In the GOA, the broader term groundﬁsh” may be needed because neither the AFA nor GOA Amendment 51
provide for a bycatch allowance of pollock and Pacific cod caught in the GOA: This-argumnent is weak,
however. The allocation of pollock is entirely to the inshore component in the GOA, and any bycatch by the
offshore component-in the GOA woiild have to be deducted from the inshore allocation.. No questron is raised
as to which allocation of pollock are poliock:bycatches to be deducted. !For Pacifi¢-cod in° the GOA, the 10
percent allocation to the offshore component-provides.an ability torcount-thetbycatch: of Pacific cod by the

offshore component against the offshore.allocation. Hence, the néed for the term “groundﬂsh” in‘the GOA

- . ; Fe o
mshore and offshore definitions!is.questionable. . . "= . . S R A -
. . Y e . | ST ce .
- N - L) . -.‘ R =0 N o A - T T

Fmally the term presents potentlal confusion in conjunction with the SGL category which is limited only'to
pollock or Pacific cod harvested in directed fisheries those species. The result is a definition of “inshore
component in the GOA’ that applies broadly to all groundfish harvested in the BSAT or GOA, but'o one part of
the definition pertaining to SGL processor véssels is limited to directed fishery. harvests “of 1nshore-offshore

\

species. ‘This internal inconsistency is potentially mrsleadmg and' confoundmg I its- applrcaucn e

I - (AR LT T IR o T R ¥ .’l
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3. Floatmg processors |

deﬁmtron of “mshore component in the BSAI” whrle explrcxtly mcludmg floating.' processors in the deﬁmtron

I ,wJ

of “inshore component in the GOA”, . v+ =0 Lo e

;. (b} Eliminate or change restrictions on floating processors... Cirrent implementing regnlatic'ins' ‘re‘qii‘ir‘e a
processor vessel operating inside State waters to be'at the same geographic location’ whenever it processes
pollock harvested in a directed fishery for that species in the BSAI or pollock and Pacific cod harvested in a

directed fishery for those species in'the GOA: Further, ‘regulations at'sec.-679.7(a}(7) prohlblt 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 of these restrictions would allow such-processor vessels

to move to different locations within State watefs to-process inshore-offshore” spécies. . Altematwely such -

vessels could be limited to-operating in State waters-adjacent to éither the BSAI or GOA: but rot: both during

the same fishing year: .In this event; a processor: vessel would not necessanly be lumted to processmg pollock ‘

.

or GOA Pacific.cod wherever it was located. . -

N e Voo P

Includmg State water processmg vessels in the ongmal mshore deﬁmtlon was designed to reccgnlze that, like

processing plants physically situated on'shore, catcher vessels delrvermg 10 processor vessels operanng in State

waters, were -limited in_ their scope of operation. State-waters processor vessels faced the same potential -
preemption by the.offshore catcher/processors and motheiships as did the' onshore plants. -A State-waters -
processor vessel, however, has more mobility than an onshore processing plant, and could have some advantage b

< i :
L.-“i;- v e i N -~ .

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

equity within the inshore sector, the Council recommended and NMFS implemented the single location ™
restrictions on State-waters processing vessels. Hence, the SGL term which was used also by drafters of the
AFA. Since 1992, the single location restriction-appliéd only to the processing of pollock, or GOA Patific cod, !

taken in directed fisheries for those species:! Processing bycatch amounts of those species when the mshore

dlrected ﬁshenes wereiclosed did not require a State-waters processor vessel to be in the sdime locatton as 1t i

was when it processed directed fishery harvests.of the inshore-offshore species? ™ %+ 4+ o 27
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Arguably, provisions of the AFA now make the SGL restrictions unnecessary. These provisions include
specified inshore-offshore allocations, the expressed authority to form co-operatives with catcher vessels, and
the processor limitations at AFA section 208(f). Together, these provisions suggest that each inshore
processing plant and SGL processor vessel will likely have a predetermined amount of the inshore pollock
allocation on which to operate during a fishing vear. Any processor within the inshore component would have
little opportunity to “preempt” another plant in the inshore component by virtue of its location, except with
regard to the ex-vessel price it could offer to independent catcher vessels. Removing all restrictions, however,

. may be short sighted with regard to State-waters processor vessels moving between the BSAI and the GOA
pollock fishenies.

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 (1) the corporate identity of the shoreside processor or (ii) the physical
location of the processmg plant

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

o . specify that “shoreside processor” means the physical plant on shore where fish processing is
. conducted and not only the corporate ldentlty of the shoreside processor, and ' :
(11 limit a shoreside processor that qualifies under AFA sec. 208(f) to receive pollock harvested inthe

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

The AFA definitions section (sec. 205) defines the term “shoreside processor” to mean *.._any person or vessel =
tthat receives unprocessed fish...” (emphasis added). The Magnuson-Stevens Act definitions section (sec. 3)
idefines “person” to mean “...any individual...corporation, partnership, association or other entity....” The "
squestion raised by the term “person” in the AF A definition of shoreside processor is whether Congress intended ™+
sthe 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, BSAlI-harvested pollock to

shoreside processors.other than those qualified to receive under section 208(f)(1). This section (208(f)(1))

effectively limits the shoreside processors who may receive pollock harvested in the BSAI for processing by
the inshore component to only those shoreside processors that processed more than 2,000 mt of pollock during

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

(sec. 208(f)(2)), however, provides for the delivery of pollock to an ungualified 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 tota! 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 corporauon say

by financial disaster. .

For this reason, the terms “shoreside processor” and “person” may be sufficiently vague to warrant

enhancement of the definition in the AFA implementing regulations. The Council could determine that only

the actual physical or constructive total loss of a processing plant, would be sufficient grounds to allow the
entry of an otherwise unqualified shoreside procéssor into the inshore component. In this event, the AFA

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

notwithstanding use of the term “person,” the term “shoreside processor” means a physical processing plant

for purposes of sec. 208(f}(2). On the other hand, the Council could determine to leave this term vague and
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to deal with.the issue as the need arises, The practical effect of clanfying the term “shoreside processor™ to
mean physical plant as opposed to the corporate owner of the plant is that petitions to,the-Council under AFA
sec. 208(f)(2) would arise only i in, the event of.actual or.constructive total loss .of the physical plant-of a
qualified shoreside processor :Not clarifying the term may open the Council-to petitions under sec. 208(0(2)
_ based on arguments that the corporate owner ofa plant suffered constructive total loss. ¢ 5t v v
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For database management reasons, NMFS currently issues separate F ederal processor permits, required under
50 CFR 679 4(f), to individual processing plants regardless of the fact that two or.more plants may have the
same corporate owner. NMFS staff would prefer to continue and clanfy this approach for purposes of.
implementing the AFA shoreside processor provisions for consistency in landings data collection, regardless

of the total loss implications at the corporate or plant facility level discussed above.” w5 0 o0 o

A separate but related question is raised also by lack of clanty in the term “shoreside processor. ™ This question
is.whether a qualified shoreside processor under sec. 208(f)(1)'could expand its scope of operations-as-a-
“person” under the “shoreside processor’” definition. For example, 2 qualified shoreside processor couid open:
a new plant at a location different from that at which it became qualified under sec. 208(f)(1). The new plant
location,could provide a competitive advantage over:other-shoreside processors in the processing of pollock
and non-pollock species. Without-further clanfying the definition of “shoreside. processor” however, the new
plant focation could:be-permissible because the corporate identity of the.qualified processor did not change.
To prevent such occurrence, the Council could enhance the “shoreside processor” définition by clarifyingithat,
for purposes.of implementing sec. 208(f); a qualified shoreside processor. may receive delivernieés of pollock
harvested in the BSAI for processing by the inshore component only at the same physical location at which that
shoreside processor plant existed during the qualifying years of 1996 and 1997. The practical effect of such
an action would .be to prevent a-qualified shoreside processor from receiving inshore component.pollock at
different locations during the effective period of the AFA: The Council, however, may also determine that such.
an action would be too limiting on the ability of shoreside processors to.receive and process poliock proﬁtably' g
In. thls event, the Councxl may, choose.to make no clarification of the .meaning of{'shoreside-processor” with,
respect to- physncal plant . or .corporate identity. . As indicated above, the staff has no preference or:
recommendat:on _on this aspect.of decision point 6(b) T L S I R e
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Thé Councnl and the Sccretary arguably have authonty to enhance or clanfy the deﬁrutlon of “shoreside -
processor” for purposes of implementing AFA section 208(f): . AFA section 213(c) provide$ authority to the -
Council to. recommend and to the Secretary to approve measures that. supercede thé provisions of Title II (the .
AFA) emcept for provisions-of sections 206 and 208.: The “shoreside processor™ definition that would be *
clanﬁed is in, AFA section-203 i+ The practical effect of the clarification, if approved, however,/would be to

hmlt the .application of:sec. 208(f) with regard to the identity of eligible shoreside. processors as specxﬁc

phys:cal plants, facnlmes or vessels;-as opposed to the;,companies that ownthem. , . 2 ph
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5.0 COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS AND COUNCIL REVIEW
5.1 Requirements of the AFA

The AF A stipulates that co-op contracts must be filed with the Council and the Secretary not less than 30 days
prior to the start of fishing. While the 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 mm:lmum will be made available to the
public by the Council. These minimums include the following: :

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

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

On December 20, 1998 the Council received copies of the contract agreements for the offshore sector co-op
participants, including the catcher vessels that deliver offshore. On December 29 the Council forwarded a letter

to the Secretary of Commerce which described apparent deficiencies in the co-op agreements, but
acknowledged that this is a first-year learning experience and that fishing under these initial co<op agreements
should proceed in 1999 .The issues noted in the letter centered on the lack of specifics with regard to the harvest
_of non-pollock species and PSC amounts, as well as how the distribution of catch among co-op members would <
-be affected by transfers within the co-op. In February 1999 the Council discussed these issues and, as part of
1ts overall action on AFA requested that NMFS prepare a report for review in October 1999 whlch would
descnbe the specific activities of the co- 0-0pS, mcludmg : -
The eﬁ‘ectwencss of the pollock co-ops in reducmg bycatch,
The effectiveness of management measures to protect other fisheries from adverse unpacts caused by the
AFA or pollock co-ops, :
A discussion of how transfers w1thm co-ops may affect issues 1 and 2 above.,

Utilization and recovery rates by species and product categories, and

Methods of monitoring and enforcement.

N

h o L

The report is also expected to in¢lude the most specific catch and bycatch information available on an
mdividual vessel level. In requesting this information, the Council recognized that the nature of co-op fishenies
would preclude definitive knowledge of all vessels” individual catch and bycatch until after the season is
completed. While much of the information required under the AFA can be included in the pre-season
agreements, and the Council can make that information avaiiable 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 Requireménts
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 mecting, these include: :
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*Limiting co-op agreements to 1-6 years” . <0 o 0 T 0 o
*Prohibitnig linkages of membership in co-ops to delivery of non-pollock specres .

*Requiring disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics o

*Requiring contracts be submitted by December 1 (as apposed to 30 days pnor to the start of ﬁshmg
stated mtheAFA) S e i e A

! - DTS IR et o r‘ 'U:.w : 1"!""1 T

It is unclear whether these requn'ements could ‘be tmplemented via regulations, or simply conveyed to ‘the’
mdustry 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 1ssues for which the Counc:tl needs to express direction.
Disclosure of catch and bycatch statistics is already listed in the’AFA as a requtrement for co-0p, ‘vessels (and
it allows the Council and SOC to make such information available to the public in a manner they deem
appropriate). Details of these provisions are being considered within the broader developrment of 2 discuission
paper already tasked by the Council - to examine disclosure of catchi arid bycatch pursuant to Seétion 211(d)
of the AFA as it relates to satisfying bycatch reduction provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act. This issug .
1s bemng-considered within the context of State and Federal data eonﬁdentrahty rules wtuch are bemg addressed
onaparalleltrack... ~~v.. e T e <

[ . T

Limiting duration of co-op agreements

J ) R LU E . - <0
The: Councrl s option inclided limiting the duration of co-op agreements to a speetﬁed time penod from’ one :
to six vears, with six years representing the full duration of the AFA. At present it appears that most eo-ops
envision an annual agreement, or an agreement thatis valid until supefcéded or altered. ‘An apnual agreement
has the: advantage from the Council’s perspective, to allow for an explicit revrew each’ year by ‘the Councrl

“prior to. the start of fishing under.such agreement. In the event of longer-term' agreements the Councnl may .
want to consider the degree to which such agreements could be altered internally, without coming up for formal |
review by.the Council; . Another. consideration related to duration of su¢h agreements is the ability of vesséls -
to enter and exit co-ops in mid-year, and thereby change the natire of the co-op and distribution of harvest
among remaining co-op participants. If co-ops are limited to one year duration, and must be revised or renewed

each year it may reduce the ltkehhood and magmtude of changes n co-op part1c1patron o .

- ey - BRIV P i wty o . n
. 4 ) s ¢J £ o '

This question seems to be pnmanly a policy call on the part of the Council and will hihge upon the Councrl s .
A desire to monitor the details of co-op-agreements and. potentlal chariges within the co-ops As siich, the Councnl '
will likely benefit more from the perspectives of co-op participants than from any atternpt at fonnal a.nalysrs

I . -
Prohibiting hnkages of membershtp to deIiveg of non-pollock sgecies o .
. AT L S SR LSRR VI '”’?'f'- :
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This proposal would pl’Othlt thesco-op from requiring dellvery of non-po]]ock specnes asa’ condztton of
membership in the pollock co-op:- This may be moot is that it will be the vessel’s decision whether to _]0111 a -
co-op, and the plants themselves will not likély be part of those negotlattons although as currently env:sroned
the vessels;will be required to deliver to a specific processor. - The | purpose of this’ pr0posal appears to: be to =
ensure the catcher vessels latitude in theu' markets for' non-pollock species. ¢ -

Qi LT Tl NP A

Require contracts to be submitted by December | '

In- order-to allow ample opportunity 1o feview co-op agreements prior to the start of ﬁs}ung under’ such
agreements, the Council is considering a requirement that to- op‘agreements be’ submttted to the Councﬂ and
Secretary of Commerce by December | of the vear preceding fishing undef the co-op (as opposed to 30 days
prior). This would allow the Council to review and discuss the co-op provisions during their annual December
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meeting. Under the current 30-day requirement the Council has little time, and rio Council meeting forum to
review and discuss the co-op agreements. Given the additional complexities expected with regard to the’
formation of catcher vessel co-ops, this additional time will have obvious advantages for the Council, as well
as allow time for any necessary industry responses to Council concerns.

Q .
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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 rule (forthcoming) are used to implement
the catcher/processor restrictions in 1999, Foliow-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 211(b)(2) a not-to-exceed formulation for protecting non-pollock groundfish
fisheries in the BSAI paraphrased as follows:

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

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

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

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

6.3 Emergency Actions for 1999

In response to the above provisions, the Council recommended various protections at its November meeting
as shown 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
catcher/processors. Table 6.1 (which is Table 3 of the interim specifications) lists the ratios of total catch to
available TAC for each species in accordance with the not-to-exceed formulation in the AFA. These ratios are
applied to the ITAC to calculate harvest limits for the 20 listed catcher processors. ITAC is essentially 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 vear so long as overfishing does not result,

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

: : 9
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the 20 vessels about 22% and 10% respectively, in the central and western Aleutians. Secondly, management
of a fishery may have changed during 1995-1997. For Pacific cod, the industry and Council agreed to use
solely 1997 as the base year because separate catcher-processor and catcher vessel allocations were made
beginning in 1997, as noted in footnote 6 to the table.” A similar problem exists in the BSAI Pacific ocean
perch fishery where area percentages are based only on 1996-1997 because in 1995 the TAC was allocated
for the entire Aleutians area. NMFS notes that under the second emergency rule, directed fishing by the listed
catcher processors was limited to Atka mackerel, Pacific cod, and vellowfin sole in 1999.

6.4 Non-pollock Groundfish Sideboards for 2000 and Beyond

The Council has selected several altematives for 2000 and beyond, all based - on 1995-1997. Principle
variations among the alternatives arise from..(1) using the catch’ histories of just the 20 eligible
catcher/processors versus all 29 listed catcher/processors (20 eligible and 9 ineligible), (2} basing the caps on
catch in just non-pollock target groundfish fisheries versus including catches in the pollock target fisheries, and
(3) using the total harvest versus the total available TAC. Items (1} and (2) affect the numerator in
determining the percentage of a species that will fished by the 20 catcher processors, and item (3) affects the
denominator, as will be shown below. Catch histories for 1995-1997 do not include activities in other than the
open access fisheries, 1.e., excluded are catches by catcher/processors not listed in the AFA, harvest vessels
delivering to a processor, CDQ operations, or any catch in the GOA .

6.4.1 _ Choosing Catch Histories for the Numerator

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

Tables 6.3 and 6.4 show the percentages of any future vear’s TAC for non-pollock target groundfish fishenes
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 géneral 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 mehglb]e vessels are mecluded.
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6.4.2.‘ , . -Choosing the Base for the Denominato'r- S L VL I DR
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The Counc;l selected two optlons for consnderatlon as.the base for calculating the: percentage of a species that
wnll be available for“harvest in future years by the 20, eligible catcher processors.i Option one would set the-
denormnator equal to, the total TACs for 1995-97. - Option two would use total catch. :The choice of *
denommators can have a-significant impact on the amount. of potential harvest, particularly if a. TAC is
underharvested due to. PSC constraints. For example; the yellowfin sole TAC summed over 1995-97'was ™
527,000 mt. The total harvest was 437,138 mt, limited by halibut bycatch. The 20 AFA-eligible vessels
caught 103,996 mt of yellowfin sole in the yellowfin sole target fisheries in 1995-97. Thus,. the.sideboard -
expressed as a percentage of the year 2000 yellowfin sole TAC, based solely on their 20-vessel catch hustory
in the target fishery, would be 19.7% based on TAC versits.23.8% based on actual harvést. . The difference
in percentages is'4.1%. The general decreases in percentage caused by using the: larger values of TAan the
denommator rather than the actual catches areshown im Table 6.7, .« 00" ws vyt 0 L
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Table 6 8 is a snapshot for specnes that may be able to support a dlrected ﬁshery for the 20 ehglble vessels
due to the hlghel_- percentage and/or. TAC tonnage.- The range of tohnages is'calculated using thenitial TACs .
in the NMFS specifications notice for 1999. Three-species, yellowfin sole, other flatfish; and rock sole; aré 1
. 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 vahies

for the numerator and denominator that result from the options being considered by the Councxl Values for

fisheries where the percentage is generally very small are available in tables 6.5 and 6.6.: IR
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" Table 6.1: Interim Historical Catch Ratio, 1999 Aggregate Catch Lxmlts, and 1999 Catch Limits for |
Vessels Listed Under Section 208 of the American Fisheries Act'

: 1995 - 1997 .| 1999 1TAC 1999
. Target species® Area “Total | ~ Available | Ratio’ | availableto | harvest
catch | = TAC trawl C/Ps limit*
" Atka mackerel® - Eastern AI/BS |- - - - - -
Central Al | - -1 0115 19040 [ 2,190
‘ Western Al - - 0.200 22,950 | . 4,590

* Arrowtooth flounder BSAI 788 36,873 0.021 - 13,600 ©291
Other flatfish - | BSAI - 12,145 | 92428 0.131 76,019 | 9,989
Flathead sole BSAI 3,030 87,975 0.034 85,000 2,927
Greenland turbot Al 3l 6839 | 0.005 |. 4,208 19
o - BSAI - 168 16,911 0.010 8,543 85
Other species BSAI 3,551 65,925 | “0.054 721,930 1,181
Pacific cod trawl® BSAI . 13,547 SL430 ¢ 0.263 | 41,948 |' 11,045

- Pacific cod perch"' | BSAI 58 5,760 0.010 1,150 12
Central Al 95 6,195 0.015 - 2,933 45
Eastern Al 112 |~ 6,265 0.018 2,610 47

Western Al 336 12,440 {  0.029 4,743 136
Other rockfish -+ | Al 95 1,924 [ 0.049 582 29
. BS 3 1,026 | 0.038 314 12
Rock sole BSAI 14,753 202,107 0.073 85,000 6,205
Sablefish trawl® Al 1 1,135 0.001 - o+~ 203 0
' BS 8 1,736 0.005 553 3
. Sharpchin/Northern | Al 1,034 13,254 (0.078 3,596 280
Squid BSAI ‘ 7 3670 | 0002 1,675 3
Shortraker/Rougheye | Al 68 . 2,827 0.024 | - 314 8
Other red rockfish BS 75 3,034 0.025.. 2271 . 6
Yellowfin sole BSAI 123,003 527,000 0.233 187,000 43,646

! The AFA specifies the manner in which the BSAI pollock TAC must be allocated among industry components and
prohibits catcher/processors listed under paragraphs 1-20 of section 208(e) from exceeding the historical non-pollock harvest
percentages by such catcher/processors and those listed under section 209 relative to the total available in the offshsore
component in BSAI groundfish fisheries in 1993, 1996; and 1997. Amounts are in rnefric tons.

* For further definitions of target species see Table 1.

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

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

°In section 211(b)(2XC) of the AFA, catcher/processors listed in paragraphs 1-20° of section 208(e) are prohibited from
harvesting Atka mackerel in excess of 11.5 percent of the available TAC in the Central Aleutian Islands and Bering Sea
subarea.

¢ For Pacific cod, 47 percent of the ITAC is allocated to trawl, and of that 50 percent is avaxlable for catcher/processors.
Separate calcher/processor and catcher/vessel allocations became eﬂ'ectwe in 1997, therefore only data from 1997 was used
to calculate the historic ratio.

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

#25 percent of the Sablefish [TAC is ailocated to traw] in the Al subarea 50 percent is a]located to traw] in the BS subarea.
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Note: Excludes CDQ harvests
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. Tablé 6:2: . Catch of the-Listed AFA Catcher Processors (El;glble and Inehg:ble) m the Bermg Sea and
Aleutlan Islands (1995- 97) ’ S
{ ... ' |Non-Pollock Targets- '.‘ -- Pollock Targets ~-—| All Target Fisheries
R | 'AFA CPHarvests | AFACPHarvests | AFACP Harvests.
Species by TAC. Gro’u;‘ai‘ng-’- e =+ | < 20-€Ps~ 29 CPs|.~ 20 CPs'- "29 CPs| “20 CPs ~. 29 CPs
Atka Mackerel- Central Al | ~ 8,305, ° EENE T 6] T 8310 123,138
Atka Mackerel-EastemAI’ ST ass ol 201 7, 202 659 803
Atka Mackerel - Western Al - . o535 L 9401 P 146 e 5357 9,636
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAL |+, 371 T 787 * 91047 " ‘1,901 1,280 " 2,688
Other Flatfish - BSAL Lo | 10,2020 112,145) 297 ' o462) 10,499 " 12,607
Flathéad Sole - BSAI o L1914 3,028 2,878 4408 4790 7435
Greenland Turbot Aleutlan lslanéi's e 29,0 31 p 2 o2 .. 30 33
GreenlandTurbot Bering Sea, -, | 4. =111} 168 : oo 96l o 182 7. 265
Other Species - BSAI IRV 2237s 3551} 1,295 ST 2,048 74 3,442 5,599
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI c T - 436} - - R 0 436
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI s, 4901 32,487 8072 132630 24522 45750
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI.‘ 6,573 | 13.544f | 2390 . 3661 . .8973. .17.205
Pollock (Offsh_ore).- Aleutian ls_lands_ it 68 '+ . 307| © 53,205 «.63,760 53,273 64,067
Pollock (Offstiore) - Bogoslof 7 . | .« .7 @ iy | 5320 70832l 53 s
Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea  * |1 17,082 ' 23,161 11,101,738 1,408,322 1.118,820°71,431.483
Pacific Occan Perch - Aleutlanlélands SN TV IOk 29 1 47l w444 661
Pacific Ocean Pérch - Bering Sea . | - 18 . 38 28 1033 46, . 9l
Pacific Ocean Perch -Central Al .u;.. 26 L. 95 9 el 3402 112
Pacific Occan Pérch - EasternAL -~ | . 35.0eTnz L 29 T a9l ted 14l
Pacific Ocgan Perch - Westem AL - ™' | * 163 « 356 . . __ . L1637 _.356
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands - [w.-' . 74 . 95| 20 e w2 76 97
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea "_“_ N . 3] , s_«.:-‘3-.9: .3 8 v 34 47
Rock Sole - BSAI 10,229 14,749 . 1978 73,139 * 12,207 - 17,888
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al o .. 0 .. 6. .o 0T 0
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea - |..1, .- ) 6 y E ) IR 0 R ) ‘ 9
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish- Al _ | 336 . 1.034™ " " 0" L1 7 D336 1,034
Squid - BSAI c Ay T e 8100 - se. 87 U814 877
Shomaker/RougheyeRockﬁsh Al L. 80 s8 6 T . 66 oS
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 69 . 8 97 w99 o166 v 174
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 103,996 123,003 1206 20007 105,203 * 125,010
Grand Total . Ul 1797957 263,180 1,175,713 1.505.068 1,355,508 1‘768 247
Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97. R R
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Table 6.3: Percent of TAC Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher Processors (Ehg:ble and Ineligible)
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands (1995-97)

Non-Pollock | Pollock Target All Target

Target Fisheries Fisheries - Fisheries

AFA CP Harvests]AFA CP HarvestsjAFA CP Harvests
Species by TAC Grouping - 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs 29 CPs|20CPs 29 CPs
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands | 8.06% 2244% 0.00% 0.01%| 8:06% 22.44%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands - . 0.83% 1.09% 036% 037%. 1.19% 1.45%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 0.57% 10.04%| 0.00% 0.15%| 0.57% 10.19%|
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 1.01% 2.13%| 247% 5.16%| 3.47% 7.29%
Other Flatfish - BSAI . 11.04% 13.14%| 0.32% 0.50%| 11.36% 13.64%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 2.18% 344%| 327% 5.01%| 5.45% 8.45%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 042% 045%] 0.02% 0.03% 0.44% 0:48%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 0.66% 1.00%{ 0.42% 0.57%| 1.08% 1.56%
Other Species - BSAI o 339% 3539% 1.83% 3.11%| 522% 849%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear)..-BSAI F 0.00% 0.11%| 0.00% 0.00%| "0.00% 0.11%|
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI 6.38% 12.59%| 3.13% - 5.14%| 9.50% 17.73%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 12.78% 26.32%| 4.66% 7.11%{ 17.44% 33.44%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 394% 5.84% 0.28% 0.45%| 4.22% 6.29%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea . 031% 1.01%| 048% 0.57%| 080% 1.57%

PaciﬁcOcean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands 041% 1.54%] 0.14% 0.26% 0.56% 1.80%
Raciﬁc Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleuttan Islands 0.56% 1.79%| 047%- 047%) - 1.02% 2.25%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 1.31% 2.86%| 0.00% 0.00% 131% 2.86%.

Other Rockfish ~ Aleutian Islands 3.86% 4.92%| 0.12% 0.12%| 397% 5.03%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 3.02% 3.83%| 033% 0.76% 3.35% 4.59%
Rock Sole - BSAI : 5.06% 730% 0.98% 1.55% 6.04% 8.85%)
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands -0.02% 0.04%J 0.00% 0.00%| 0.02% 0.04%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 0.35% 0.47%| 0.00% 0.03%| 035% 0.49%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands | 2.54% 7.80%| 0.00% 0.01% 2.54% 7.80%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0.10% 0.19%] 22.07% 23.72%| 22.17% 23.91%
{Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands| 2.11% 2.42%| 0.21% 0.24%| 232% 2.66%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 227% 2.47% 3.19% 3.28%| 5.46% 5.74%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI _119.73% 2334% 0.23%  0.38%j 19.96% 23.72%

Source: T\fational Marine Fisheries Service AKR Blend data for 1995-97.
Note: Excludes CDQ harvests:
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Table 6.4: Percent of Catch Harvested by the Llsted AFA Catcher Processors (Ehgnble and g

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests
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: L % LT ) .« [Non-Pollock Target Pollock Target All Target
e - A - Fisheries Fisheries Fisheries
- o ,.. :.....7 , . _,”i SRR ~ .| AFA'CP Harvests { AFA CP Harvests| AFA CP Harvests
Specnes by TAC Groupmg\ v, . v} 20CPs: 29CPs| 20CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs+ 29-CPs
Atka Mackerel-Central Aleutzan Islands | 27.99% 22.26% .0.00% 0.01% +8.00%- 22.27%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands'; : - £.0.78% 1.02%]|.0.0.34% 0.34%|71.12% 11.37%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands. 7 .. | .. [0.60% 10.69%] ~0:00% " 0.16%]: 0.60%-10.86%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI ‘ L09%  231%|  2.67% 5.59%|"°3.76% " - 7.90%
Other Flatfish - BSAI - .. Sy 16.54% 19.69% 0.48% 075%|17.00% 20.44%)
Flathead Sole - BSAI ;- . | 365% STT% 5.48% 8.40% - 9.13% 14.(7%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands,: . | ©" 0.61% 0.66%| 0:04% 0:04%| 0.65%° - 0.70%]|
Greenland Turbotf-Bering-Seaf,,H: i | L068% 1.03%| 044% 0.59%- 1-11% - 162%
.Other Species - BSAI o ' 3.26% 5.18% 1.76% 2.99%| “5.02% :8.17%
PaClﬁC Cod (Fixed Gear) BSAI ' - 0.00%' 0.11%| 0.00%:°0.00%| 0.00% 0.11%
Pacific €od (Trawl Gear).- BSAI | : ““.7.‘06%' 13.94%  3.46% " 5.69%| 10.52% *'19:64%|’
Pamﬁc Cod (Trawt: Gear {CPs) = BSAI ' ‘ 13.71%‘ 28.24%| 5.00% " 7.63%| 18.71% 35.87%|:
Pacnﬁc Ocean Perch - Aleutlan Islands i iy “4.02% 5.96% 0.29% 0.46%{ 4.31% ‘6.42%'_
{Pacific Ocean Perch - ‘Bering Sea: . ‘, S 0:38%. 124% 0.59% 0.69%| 10.98%.: - 1.93%,
Pacific Ocean Perch {Cen_j:ral Aleutian Islands' | | 0.45%; 1.67%f ...0.16% - 0.29%|+ 0.61% ~'1.96% :
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands. | . 0.57%! 181%] ~ 0.47% . 0.47%|. 1.04%. "2:29%
Pactﬁc Ocean.Perch - Western Aleutian Isla.nds 2 1.20%: 2:61%|. - 0.00%::0.00%)| -1.20%- 2.61%
Other Rockfish: - Aleutlan Islands - Looe 9.62%: 12.26%| 0.29%" '0.29%} 9.91% - 12:55%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea : il 521%; 661%  0.58% 131%[ 5.79% : -7.92%|
Rock Sole - BSAI . o . g C6.04% ., 8.71% 1.17% 1.85%| 7.21% “10.56%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 10.13% . 0.32%| - 0.02% 0.02%( 0.15% / 0:34%
Sableﬁsh (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea. .3} . 1:21% ' 1.64% 0.00%. 0.09%| 122%' . 1:73%)|
Sharpchm/Northem Rockfish Aleutian Islands 12.69% "' 8.25% ++0.00% 0.01% 2.69% - 8.26%
Squid - Bening Sea»a.nd Aleutian Islands '.- 0.14% ' 0.25%| ~30:20% 32.46%)| 30.34% - 32.71%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands| - 2:35%  2.69% -~0.23% .0.27%|-2.58%  2.96%]
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea et 9.03% . 9.80%)|  12.69% 13.02% 21.72% 22.:82%]
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI. . .+« 10 2379% 28.14%| 028% 0.46%| 24.07% 28:60%|
Source: National Marine Fisheries ServieeAKRBlend data for-1995-97.". .~ T v
vy T N I
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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 Sh

by Catch History

ow Trends in Options

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests.

: - | Non-Poliock Non-Poltock | All
Species by TAC Grouping Targets  [All Targets | * Targets Targets
’ : 20 - 20 29 29
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 8.06%  8.06%  2244% 22.44%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.83% [.19% 1.09% 1.45%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands 057%  0.57% 10.04% 10.19%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAIL 101%  3.47% 2.13%  7.29%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 11.04% 11.36% 13.14% 13.64%)
Flathead Sole - BSAI 2.18% 5.45% 3.44%  8.45%
Greenland Turbot - Alentian Islands 0.42% 0.44% 0.45% 0.48%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 0.66% 1.08% 1.00% 1.56%
Other Spécies - BSAI 3.39% 5.22% 5.39%  8.49%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00%  000% . 0.11% 0.11%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI® F 12.78% 17:44% - 26.32% 33.44%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea _ 031% 0.80% 1.01% 1.57%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands® 0.41% 0.56% 1.54% 1.80%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.56% 1.02%- 1.79%  2.25%,
_{Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 1.31% 1.31% 28% 2.86%
|Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands | 386%  3.97%  492% . 5.03%
1Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 3.02%  3.35%. 3.83%  4.59%
|Rock Sole - BSAI . _ 5.06% ' 6.04% 7.30% 8'85%f
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 0.02% 0.02% 0.04%  0.04%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 035% = 035% 047% 0.49%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 2.54% 2.54% 7.80% 7.80%
{Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands ‘ 0.10%  22.17% 0.19% 23.91%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 2.11% 2.32% 242% 2.66%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 2.27% 5.46% 2.47% 5.74%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 19.73%  19.96% 23.34% 23.72=VEJ

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

catcher vessels that vear.

3Central, Eastern, and Western Aleutian Islands POP percentages are based only on 1996 and 1997 catch
and TACs, because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area, -
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Table 6.6:  Percent of, Catch Harvested by the Listed AFA Catcher:Processors (Eligible
and lnehglble) in the Bermg Sea and Aleutian IslandSt(1995 97), Reordered to Show’ Trends

in Optmns by Catch Hlstory

PO

Source National Marine Fi 1shenes Service AKR Blend data for 1995 97.

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

I

LS TR EL

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

vessels that year.

P
FI I

et

Central Eastern, and Western: Aleutian Islands POP percentages are based. only on. 1996 and 1997+
catches because in ]993 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islafids area.
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e 'Non-ﬁon@ck Al [Non-Pollock| Al :

Specie'§ by TAC Groupi_ngr .. . | Targets Targets | Targets .. Targets B

- o { 20 ¢ 20 29 29 ) '.
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 7.99%  $:00%: . -.22.26%. -22.27%|* .
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.78%  LI2%. .102%. 5T L3I
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands v 0.60% 0.60% ..+ 10:69%7 - 10.86%)|. o+ =i -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI - - -+ 1L08%  376%  231% 1.7.90%| et
Other Flatfish - BSAI - - et el 1654%  17.02% 19.69%.:+ :20.44%( 't ."Cl
Flathead Sole - BSAI | Al 365%  9.13% 5.77% . 14AT%| i
Grecrﬂzincl_' 'Ifurbof‘-.Aleutian Islands. « FUIN 0.61;% 0.65% . 10.66% " - 0:70%][' i
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea o 068%  L11% - 1.03%C 1.62%|ae <
Other Species - BSAI - N 3.26;% 5.02% 5.18% < 8.17%| -+ .. °
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAL .. o 000%  0.00% .0.11%. 1 0.11%- '
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI* To1371%  18.71% - -128.24% ' 3587%f 0 . T
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea - ‘ ©0.38% 0.98% .o 1:24% -5 1.93% o
Pacific Qccan Perch;‘CentraI Aleutian,Islands® | - 0.45% . 061%.-.0 '1.67%  1.96%{% -
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands { ., 057% . 1.04% - - 181%  229%.': .
Pacific Ocgan Perch - Western Aleutian Islands | . 1.20%-  120%. * 2.61% (.2.61% 7}~
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands - f9.62% 991%  412.26%. '12.55%| "
Other Rockfish - Ber'mg Sea .. - .. 521% 579% 6.61%: T:92%
Rock Sole - BSAI . , o 604%  721%  871%  10.56%| . G
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) Aleutnan Islands L 0.13%  0d5% .. 1-0.32%, n034%[: .
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea . ey 1.21% 1.22% . ., L64% 1 0 173%| " - -+
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Alentian Islands| . 1. 2.69%-". 2.69% < -8:25% ' 18.26% ' .
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands -~ > |. » 0.14%  30.34% .10.25%.732.71%| + i«
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands|, : . 2.35% ", 1258%."" .2.69% - 2:96%} - ! Toh
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea - | 9.03%  2172%  : 9:80% 0 22.82%[ Lt
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI L 623.79%  24.07%  28.14% "‘2860%| " il
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Table 6.7: Difference in Percent of the 2000 TAC the Listed AFA Catcher/Processors
Would Receive Based on Calculations using TAC vs. Catch Reordered to Show Trends in

Options by Catch History

Non-Pollock All Non-Pollock All
Species b'y TAC Grouping. Targets Targets | Targets Targets
. o 20 20 29 29 |
Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands 0.07% 0.06% 0.18% 0. l’l"zﬂ
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.05% 0.07% 0.07% 0.08%)
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands i -0.03% -0.03% -0.65%  -0.67%)

.|Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI -0.08% -0.29% -0.18%  -0.61%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 550%  -5.66%.  -655%  -6.80%
Flathead Sole - BSAI _ \147%  -3.68% -2.33%  -5.72%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands 0.19% -021% -1.21% -0.22%
Greenland Turbot - Bening Sea -0.02%  -0.03% -0.03%  -0.06%
Other Species - BSAT  ~ ©0.13%  0.20% 021%  0.32%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BSAI 0.00%  0.00% 0.00%  0.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI® - T 093%  -1.27% -1.92%  -2.43%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 007%  -0.18% -0.23% -036%

‘[Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands”] ~ -0.04%  -0.05% . -0.13%  -0.16%]
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands 0.01%  -0.02% -0.02%  -0.04%)

{Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands 0.11% 0.11% 0.25% 0.25%

[Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands -5.76%  -5.94% -7.34% -7_520/1'

{Other Rockfish - Bening Sea 2.19%  -2.44% 2.78%  -3.33%)

‘[Rock Sole - BSAl 098% -117%  -141% -1.71%

. {Sablefish (Traw] Gear) - Aleutian Islands -0 11%  -0.13% -0.28%  -0.30%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea . 0.86%  -0.87%  -1.17%  -1.24%)
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Isiands -0.15% -0.15%  -045% -0.46%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 0.04%  -8.17% -0.06%  -8.80%;
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish-Aleutian Islands -0.24%  -0.26% <027%  -0.30%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 6.76% -1626%  -7.33% -17.08%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 4.06%  411%  -480%  -4.88%

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

Note: Excludes CDQ harvests

“Based only on 1997 catch, because the trawl TAC was split between catcl;er/pmces@ors and catcher

vessels that year.

TCeﬁu'al. East@rn, and Western Aleutian Islands POP percentages are based only on 1996 and 1997
catches. because in 1995 the TAC was allocated for the entire Aleutian Islands area.
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Table 6.8: Percentage of fature TAC avallahle to 20 AFA catcher processors under various
sideboard optlons for six possible directed fisheries. Tonhage range is denved by usmg the ,
range of poss:ble percentages multiplied by the 1999 TACs.. - ... . © *. ety

L
! : L ‘

A, : ' Non-Pollock All Targets Non-Pollock. All'Targets |-
Fisher‘y T (TAC or catch) Targets 20 20 Targets 29 29 ;

Yellowfinsole . TAC - Tvi97% ' 2000 ©-933 o003l
Catch. 4238 I 240 - 281 wT-'nge |

IR Range” . (36839°53482my)

i
| Pacificcod - r¢ TAC™ w7 128 17.4 263 "= 7334 17
' | Catch oo 137 18.7 282 M 359 T

v, N
o - 4

i Ramge Y (5.369715060mp T v T

Atkaniac]_ferelWAI e TAC & s 200 20.0 200 Fe - 2000
v wne Catehg 220004 2000 o 200 2005y

4590mt) - b

Atka mackerel CAL, |~ TAC. - '115 RIS L E S | K SRR T
o o Cath . . IL5 | 115, 115 L 115s

l_ wo o Range - RN : eis (2,190 mt) v ot Ll
Other flatfish Tac, Uno ! s B3, 136 | e

ST Catch =~ 165 . 170 197" . 204 ,

| .. .- .. Ramge.. ¢ 1 (8362-15508mr) . - ;
Rocksole ~ '~ " TAC 51 . 60 |, 13 '_' 39,

o <" Catch © 6.0 “;‘ 72 8T ', 106 |

7 7" Ramge . (4335 90010m) , - . <]

- N 1 - 1 ! L - '
oL S R . Y ' ) ,‘ 1": .
Discard Rates - =~ - == " T T T T "* ) |w‘-. Ty g

The Council also requested that information on the discard rates of AFA catcher procééébré 'be includéd in the
analysis. Those rates {discards divided by total catch) for the 29 listed catcher/processors are included in Table
6.9. Harvests from the CDQ fishery are not included in these estimates. Discard rates are generally lower for
the Atka mackerel, Greenland turbot, Pacific cod, pollock, sablefish, and vellowfin sole species, when

compared to other species in the Table. e o em e e e -
i e . ' o o -J:'. ’ T i . A RS ? [ i
o i vy - ' e ! t
vy ' . ' ' T' ' L [
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Table 6.9: AFA Catcher/Processors (all 29) Discard Rates in BS/AI, 1995-97

Targets Fisheries
Species - Area ' _ C Al Non-pollock
-{Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands =~ ‘ 3% 3%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands . ' 78% © 71%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands ' 7% © 3%
Arrowtooth Ficunder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands ' 97% 96%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 74% 75%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands o T4% 64%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands ' 30% 27%
IGreenland Turbot - Bering Sea ’ 54% 30%
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 20% 94%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, Catcher Processor Vessels) - BSAI 28% L 12%(
Pollock (Offshore) - Aleutian Islands NE 1%. . 36%
Pollock (Offshore) - Bering Sea A ' 5% 80% ‘
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands ' 43% 39%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea co- ‘ : 87% 98%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands : 97% 99%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Aleutian Islands B A 62% . ' 60%
' [Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands = - 65% 65%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands B 82% . 81%
|Other Rockfish - Bering Sea R 90% 89%
‘|Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands : 65% 60%
1Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands ) 61% 60%
Sablefish (Traw! Gear) - Bering Sea : 10% 6%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 92% 92%
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 92% §9%)
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands C 44% 40%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea: _ 96% 93%
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 20% 19%
All Fisheries 9% . 29%

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

Concemns have been expressed that setting sideboard caps on an annual basis will allow AFA vessels to change
the temporal distribution of their catchi 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 tn
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 aré reduced or it is
difficult to find a buyer. Venfyving the price elasticities of flatfish species is not possible in this analysis.
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However based on the quarterly distributions of catch presented in'Tables-6.9 and:6.10, this measure, would
spread the’AF A catcher processors Tlatfish effort ouf more evenly between the first and second quarters of the
vear. This would afford traditional flatfish producers at least some protection they are seeking. Applying:semi-
annual limits would appear to be much less effective, since “most’ of the AFA catcher/processor 5. ﬂatfish

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

Table 6.10: Dnstnbutmn of BSAI catch by Quarter for the 20 ¢ lﬁ:ble AFA CatcherfProcessors B

.':d.a :

A

T ..[

R

HAS122 NDOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd

- 64

P T . -Quarter of the year v
TAC Species Groups : I“"‘ Qtr. S Qe 39 Qtr 4"’ Qtr ‘Grand Total
Atka Mackerel.- Central Al . ! 81.70% 18.30%. 0.00% . 0.00%| --100.00%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern A " - 66.48% 33.41% . 0:11%...0.00%]| " '100.00%|
Atka Mackerel - Western Al . 0.00% 100.00%  0.00%., -0.00%{ - 100,00%|
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI - . 3266% 11.60% 41.24% 14.51%| - 100.00%|
Other Flatfish - BSAI ‘ 42.10% | _40 82% . 12. 95% vy 12% -\ 100 00% .
Flathead Sole - BSAI : 4152% 9. 31% 35. 4% '14.02%/. 100 00%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands : 23.37% 74.63%" 0.0Q% 0.00%| " '100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea - | 6.22% 6047% 2627% 7.04%| ¥ 100.00% ':
Other Species - BSAI 3 4031% 2721% 2531% - 7.17%]| -+'100.00%],
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI ; 37.82% 19.63% 17.84% .4.71%| 22100:00%|
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI | 75.95% ..12.83% .. 6.35%. " .4.87%( ;.- 100:00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands ". 10.86%  89. 14% 0.00% . 0.00%] .., 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea ' 62.29% . 3 l7% 11.22% 23, .32% . 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al - i 93.73% ' 627% " 0. 00% 0 00% .. 100.00%} ;
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern ‘Al ; 99.16% 0.02% 0700%" ‘ 0.82%]| " 100.00%)|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western-Al ; 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% “0.00%| --100.00%| .
Other Rockfish.- Aleutian Islands ! 82.57% 17:43% . 0.00%  0:00%{ ' 100.00%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea : 7837% 1480% . .674% (0.10%]|: :100700%
Rock Sole - BSAJ ot ! 4720% 4299% 8.63%  .1.17%| -+100.00%
Sablefish (Trawi Gear) - Al ! 15.28% . 84.72% . ;0 00% . ,0.00%| . 100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea . 0.88%  99.12% :,O 00% 0.00%|  100.00%

‘ Sharpchm/Northem Rockfish - AI C7248%  2752% O 00% 0.00%; 100, 00% -
Squid - BSAI * 91.57% - 0.30%° 5.42% ° 2.71%| '100.00%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish.- Al 930% 90.70% 0.00%  0.00%| - 100.00%]"
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 9528%  3199% 0.47% . _0.26%) .. 100.00,% .
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI ~  ~ .35 75% 46. 50% 926% _8.49%|  100.00%j
Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97. - T ) B R

, ‘ Lo A e ERTNE R Ter
. :"7 o, - T e [ 3
; ':;.\ 5 5 e SERAUERE k¢ -
N “ I o ' o [

' November-1999" -



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

Source: NMFS Blend data 1995-97.
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Quarter of the year
TAC Species Groups: *Qtr.. 2™Qtr. 37Qtr. 4" Qtr.| Grand Total
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 7091% 29.09% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%|.
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 7235% 27.55%  0.09% 0.00%( 100.00%|
Atka Mackerel - Western Al 16.19% 8381% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSAI 3247% 10.14% 46.25% 11.14%| 100.00%
Other Flatfish - BSAI 36.90% 43.06% 1627% 3.77% 100.00%
Flathead Sole - BSAI 36.96%  9.49% 41.73% 11.82% 100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands - "'30.56% 69.44%  0.00%  0.00%|  100.00%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 6.73% ~ 60.19% 27.42% 566% 100.00%)-
Other Species - BSAI : 38.54% 2625% 2850% 6.71%|  100.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear) - BSAI -~ 62.96% 19.02% 14.41% 3.60%| 100.00%
Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 78.55% 10.18% 6.28% - 4.99% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Aleutian Islands 10.97% 89.03% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea 66.21% 11.14% ~6359% 16.06% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch-Central Al 88.38% 11.62% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 78.04% 2158% 0.00% 037% 100.00%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al 11.20% 88.80% 000% 0.00% 100.00%
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 85.81% 14.19% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Other Rockfish - Bering Sea 75.28% 18.36% ~ 6.18%  0.18%|  100.00%
Rock Sol¢ - BSAI 4549% 38.83% 14.63% 1.05% 100.00%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 62.96% 37.04% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%{ -
|Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea 3.09% 9483% 2.07% 0.01% 100.00%| *
{Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al - 3230%  47.50% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%
Squid - BSAI . 91.82%  0357% 5.02% 259%| -100.00%
|Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 13.87% 86.13% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00%]| ™~
|Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 93.41%  442% 064% 153% 100.00%
Yellowfin Sole - BSAI 30.76%  48.31% 11.20%  9.73% 100.00%
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6.5 AFA Catcher/Processor. PSC Caps for 2000:and Beyond St ,
The same methodélogy used to: determme groundﬁsh srdeboards is used to estimate PSC bycatch. levels for
2000 and beyond. Again, this approach is based on 1995-1997 and does not include catches made in CDQ
flshenes bycatch from catcher vessels delivering fish, bycatch harvested by non-AF A catcher/processors or
bycatchharvestedmtheGOA 5 P NPT TIEE BRSO A

' Lo 4

[ e K . ! R
PSC amounts avallable to, AF A eatcher/processors would be caps and not allocatxons Because they are: not

guaranteed that amount of PSC bycatch, they must compete against other individuals operating in the open
access fishery. F or example rf the AFA catcher/processors were capped at 25 percent of the yellowfin halibut
mortahty aliowance the non—AFA vessels in the fleet could take all of the halibut mortality assigned to the
ellowfm sole fishery if the AFA processors decrded not to enter yellowfin sole at the start of the season.
However if the AFA catcher/processors reach their cap, they will be requlred to stop fishing eéven lf PSC
halibut. mortalrty is available to the non-AFA portlon ofthe fleet” - " ... o laarh i
P i T ! 2y, el T O
There at lea.st two ways that PSC caps couid be apporttoued among the AFA catcher/processors One method
would be to determine the entirc amount of PSC for each species and let the catcher/processors decide how to,
apportlon it among fisheries. Recall that trawl PSC bycatch is currently. divided among.the: Pacific cod;!
rockﬁsh pollock/Atka mackerel/other groundfish, rock sole/other flatfish, Greenland turbot/arrowtooth'
ﬂounder/sableﬁsh, and yellowfin sole fisheries. Under this option the Councilidéntifies a given percentage of ,
the. trawl hahbut PSC cap for the AFA catcher/processors and lets them decide in which fisheries'to use the ;
PSC. There may be advantages/disadvantages in allowing the catcher/processors to choose which fisheries to -
use thenr PSC . The ;second method- would apportion the PSC by target fishery. . For example, the

‘ catcher/processors would be allocated a-percentage of the PSC allocated to” the yel]owﬁn sole. fishery P
#. e voEa H TP ','.f‘
Estunates of PSC harvests are, provlded based on whether the catch was made by the 20 eltgrble or 29 listed ,
FA catcher/processors They also are calculated ;based on whether thetharvest occurred in the poliock o,
non-pollock target fisheries. Table 6.12 lists the bycatch of PSC species taken by.the AFA catcher/procéssors..-
Only hemng halibut, (“ barrdr Zone l C. bazrdr Zone 2, other Tanner crab, red king crab zonel, chinook ™
salmon, and cther salmon (pnmanly chum) are included. The other Tanner crab category may need to~be
treated differently from the other PSC species, because caps by individual fishery were not established until
1999. This analysis has assumed that the 1999 caps were in place from 1995-97, which may tend to skew the
resulting caps that are calculated, if the distribution of ‘other Tanner” bycatch from 1995-97 does not track

well with the target fishery caps established for 1999,

L

NMES excluded chinook and other salmon when they developed PSC bycatch caps for the AFA catcher/
processors in 1999. NMFS justified excluding chinook salmon because regulations under § 679 .21(e)}(7)(vit)
and (viii} do not provide for fishery specific management of salmon bycatch limits. However, the Council and
Advisory Panel have both expressed concerns over excluding chinook salmon from the PSC caps, especially
given the Council’s recent action to step-down the overall chinook cap from 48,000 to 29,000 fish between
1999 and 2003. The Council’s motion which outlined the scope of this analysis specified that only chinook
bvcatch 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 chinock cap applies only to the pollock fleets, and the cap would be divided among the pollock

industry relative to their allocation of pollock, any chinook savings achieved by a sector/cooperative will result
in overall chinook savings tn the pollock fishery. This means that everyone must harvest 100 percent of their
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individual caps for the fleet to harvest the entire cap. However, this does not automatically mean that chinook
bycatch will be less than the cap over all fisheries in the Bering Sea. It is possible that chinook bycatch in non-
pollock target fisheries would increase and makeup the difference, since they are not bound by a cap, but given
the relatively small historical bycatch levels in other fisheries, that likely will not occur.
An example at the sector level may help to illustrate why each group must harvest their entire chinook cap for
the overall cap to bé harvested. Assume that the caps are set at the sector level, and the overall cap is 48,000
fish. That means the inshore sector would be allowed to harvest up to 50 percent of the chinook bycatch cap
(24,000 fish), motherships 10 percent (4,800 fish), and the catcher/processor sector 40 percent (19,200 fish).
If the inshore sector only harvested 20,000 fish, the catcher/processors and mothership sectors would still only
" be allowed to catch their cap,- which 1s 24,000 chinook. Therefore, the remammg 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
species harvested as a percentage of the total bycatch cap, respectively, by the AFA catcher processors from
1995-97. Tables 6.14 and 6.15 then report the same information broken down by PSC target groups. This
more specific breakdown may be useful if consider';ltion“is given to apportioning PSC by fishery.

Table 6.12: PSC Byéatch by the AFA Catcher Processors in the BSAI from 1995-97

Non-pollock Poliock Targets : All Target

Targets Reported Catch Fishenes

AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
/PSC Species 20 CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29 CPs 20 CPs 29 CPs

[Halibut-Mortality . 634 952 251 3871 . 886 1,33

’: C. bairdi (Zone 1) 348,580 385,676 27,712 62,077 376,292 447,753
1C. bairdi (Zone 2) 340:017 406,846| 9,617 33352| 349,635 440,198
Red King Crab (Zone 1) | 2,963 ° 3,008 3335 8.240 6,297 11,338
Herring ' 30 62 995 1,122 1,024 1,184
C. Opilfo : 1,603,406 - 1,906,083 | 137,828 300,024 1,741,234 - 2,206,106
Chinook 1,893 3,879 23319 28,974 25,212 32,853
0. Salmon 79 222 51,926 60,391 52 006 60,613

Sources: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Naines BSQSHALX BS96HALX, and
BS97HALX)
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.Table 6:13: Percent of PSC Bycatch Harvested by the AF A Catcher Processors m the BSAI from 1995-

97 R R Lt ,i - Tt ; - .
A Non-pollock Targets 1 Pollock Targets ., " All Target Fisheries,
o AFACPs 'AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Species, - 20CPs . ., - 29 CPs| . 20CPsi... V29CPs |+ 20 CPs 29 CPs’
Halibut Mortality -~ - 5.60% - - 8.42% 222% ¢ 3A1%| 0 T 82% T 11.82%
- ] feof s 3 Ve L s PR I aha [ N
C.bairdi (Zone 1Y | ¥ 12:68% ‘fl 14 02% CULO0I% T 2.26%| - 13.68%., 16.28%
C. barrdt {(Zone ), " | 420%. s, oz%, L2 002% . 0.41%| - ¢ 4:32% e 5:43%)
R?d‘K_mg Crab (Zonel) G 063%. Lo 065% - 070% 5 174% 33%. "2.39%
[Herring 0.57% 120% - 1936%  21.85%| " 19994%  "723.05%
C, opilio 11.40%, 13.56%|  0.98%.  2.13%| .. 12.38%. .. 15.69%
Chmook ) 1 39% - 284% - - 17.10% « ~21.24%] . 18.48% .- 24.09%
lo: Salmon - L0.04% - 0.1M% " 24.64% 28.66%|  24.68% 28, 76%
Source: Natiohal Marine f’ish:riés Service AKR PSC'Bycatch Data (File' Namés BSOSHAL X, BS9SHAL'X, and |
BS9THALX) |
L St Pt 1 TP oL - ’m’ ‘;';‘._"'-' - X
T “ P T T . !
X (] ::, S i . | e '
. i * i i;- v l ! - %
L T STy i ‘ !
N :' ; , | | ,
| - A . Mo e R
T - T ";— T -'"- . ¥ o
T 3 ' N st v l: ‘ i ¢ ! ) :
' {re . I N ML ' . K
R t ; beos ) e - ’
i ' '1 l ] R ) .. KR ll
‘ : . o i - REN i "t
| f » ‘ .
: & " I i : ST g
PR - LTy ' P oY L tE
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Table 6.14: BS/AI PSC Bycatch by the AFA Catcher Processors from 1995-97 in each PSC Target
Grouping '

Non-Pollock Targets Poilock Targets  {All Target Fisheries
AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs

PSC Target - - |Species | 20CPs 29 CpPs| 20 CPs 29 CPs| 20 CPs 29 CPs
Pacific Cod h‘ons‘of Groundfish - 20,060 47,8381 - - 20,060 47.838
Halibut Mortality 34 219 - - 84 219
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 2973 24940 - - -l 29713 24940
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 7,774 18.304 - - 7,774 18,304

Red King Crab (Zone 1) - - - - - -
. Herring 2 15 - 2 15
(" opilio _ 5687 21917 - - 5687 21,917
Chinook o Ls6l 3517 - -1 1561 3,517
: 0. Salmon ' 32 120} - - 32 120
Rockfish '[Tons of Groundfish | 1.136 1136 - - 1,136 1,136
alibut Mortality 1 i - - b 1

C. bairdi (Zone 1) - - - - - - -

C. bairdi (Zone 2) T N - - - -

. [Red King'Crab (Zone 1) - - - S - -

T—Ierring : - - .- .- I .

(. opilio - ' - - - - - -

Chinook - 6 6- - - 6 6{-

. Salmon - - - - - - -
Pollock/ . [Tonsof Groundfish 9,955 35,878 | 1,175,718 1,505,074 1,185,673 1,540,953
IAtka Mackerel/ Halibut Mortality | 3 17 251 387 254 403
Other Groundfish  |C. bairdi (Zone 1) 70 70) 27,712 62,077| 27,782 62,147
C. bairdi (Zone 2) ‘ - - 9617 33352| 9617 33352
Red King Crab (Zone 1) - - 3.335 8.240 3335 8,240
Herring 0 0 995 1,122 995 1,122
(. opitio - . -] 137,828 300024 137,828 300,024
Chinook 316 346 ‘23319 28974 23635 29320
O. Salmon .47 54| 51926 60391| 51973  60.445
Rock sole/ . Tons of Groundfish 3,640 6.192 - S 3,640 6,192
Other Flatfish Halibut Mortality 38 64 . - 38 64
‘ C. bairdi (Zone 1) 52494 56,936 - - 52494 56936
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 258 5,976 - . 258 5,976

Red King Crab (Zone 1) 1370 - 1,370 - - 1,370 1370 |

Herring - o] - .- - 0
C. opilio 6,283 14,406 - - 6,283 14,406
 |chinook ' 1 . ; 1 1

O, Salmon - - - - - -
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|Table 6.14 continued| ... - - . s e R N o i»
Greenland Turbot/ Tons ofGroundﬁsh U8 83| o | 118 183

\" |Arrowtooth Flounder/'HaJlbut Mortality | ' 5 ) - - 5 32

+ [Sablefish: .- |C. bairdi (Zone 1) Sl T ss 34 PP A SO ¥
N o C ba.'rdr (Zone 2) e m e - - el e e
o] " ', Red King Crab (Zone*l) - L BRI SR e T e
K - Herring |- : N AT . L
. ol (. opilio 1149207 1,565 e :'j 1,492 1.565
j =% IChinook - I - oLt _J:; . .
: . |0 Salmon , . LI TS L ] :
‘; Yellowfin Sole . [Tons of Groundfish . '[ 144,887 171,461 - mvt] 144887 171,461
an “on-  [HalibutMormality | ' 504 © 618 oo soe 618

C. bairdi (Zone2) . ' | 331986 3825661 .. - i I:].331986 382566
[Red King Crab (Zone )~ 1,593 © 1729 ¢ - - i 1593 T L729)
'Herring - . 28 46 N 28 46
. | @ D] 1589944 1.868,195] = " --]1,589.944 1,868,195
i . |Chinook e T o9 9 RS ‘ ~ 9 9.
! 0. Salmon t - 49 " v LT - 49;
vSource National Manne Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data (File Names BS95HALX BS96HALX, and |
/BSOTHALX) : :

;Note: The tons of grc')undﬁsh field mcludes both target and bycatch species, since NMFS does not break that '
lmfonnauon out in these data sets. _ . RO i

.- [C.bairdi(Zone 1) '} 293,042 303,729 L7l 293042 303,729
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Table6.15: BS/AI PSC Bycatch by

the AFA Catcher Processors from1995-97 in each PSC Target

Grouping :
Non-Pollock Pollock Targets  }All Target Fisheried
Targets o
~ AFACPs AFA CPs AFA CPs
PSC Target Species 20CPs 29 CPs |20 CPs 29CPs] 20CPs 29 CPs
Pacific Cod Halibut Mortality | 173%  4.53%) 0.00%  0.00%| 173% 4.33%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) . 0.49% 4.10%| 0.00% - 0.00%f 0.49% 4.10%
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 1.09%  2.56%] 0.00% 0.00%| 1.09%  2.56%
Red King Crab (Zone 1)| 0.00%  0.00%} 0.00% 0.00%} - 0.00%  0.00%
erming 291% 22.98%| 0.00%  0.00%| 291% 22.98%
C. opilio 0.04%  0.16%]{ 0.00% 0.00%| 0.04%  0.16%
Chinook 1.14%  2.58%]| 0.00% 0.00%]| 1.14% 2.58%
0. Salmon 0.02% _ 0.07%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.02%  0.07%)
Rockfish fﬂaubu‘tMonamy - 0.33%  0.33%)] 0.00% 0.00%| 033% 033%
C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.00%  0.00%]{ 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%
Red King Crab (Zone 1)} 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% . 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%
Herring 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%
C. opilio 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% -  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%
|Chinook 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% ~  0.00%] 0.00%- 0.00%
, 0. Salmon 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00%  0.00%
[Pollock/ Halibut Mortality 0.22%  1.24%]|18.82% 28.96%| 19.04% 30.20%
|Atka Mackerel/ C. bairdi (Zone 1) 0.04%  0.04%]14.25% 31.93%| 14.29% 31.97%
|Other Groundfish _ [C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.52% 1.80%| 0.52%  1.80%)
’ Red King Crab (Zone 1)] 0.00%  0.00%]| 4.94% 1221%] 4.94% 12.21%
Herring 0.00%  0.00%{23.80% 26.85%| 23.80% 26.85%
C. opilio 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.98% 2.13%| 0.98%. 2.13%
Chinook 0.23%  0.25%|17.09% 21.23%| 17.32% 21.48%
_|o. Salmon 0.03%  0.03%]31.05% 36.11%| 31.08% 36.14%
Rock sole/ Halibut Mortality 1.73%  2.90%| 0.00% 0.00%| 1.73% 2.90%
Other Flatfish C. bairdi (Zone 1) | 4.39%  4.76%]| 0.00% 0.00%| 439% 4.76%
C. bairdi (Zone 2) 0.02%  0.43%| 0.00% 0.00%] 0.02% - 0.43%
Red King Crab (Zone 1)| 0.51%  0.51%] 0.00% 0.00%| 051% 0.51%
Herring S 0.00%  0.00%| 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  0.00%)
C. opilio 0.04%  0.10%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.04%  0.10%
Chinook 0.00%  0.00%]| 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
0. Salmon 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% . 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%
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Table6.15 continued| = " ; - _{.... - o | oo e T ot e
Greenland Turboy  [Halibut Mortality | 403%_ 27.01%{ 0.00%_ __ 0.00%| 4.03% 27.01%{ " 4
Arrofvtooth Flounder/|C. 'bairdi Zone 1) |, 0.00% - 0.00%/ 0.00% 0.00% '0.00% 0.00%|
Sablefish C. bairdi (Zone 2) L 0.00% - 0.00%] 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%{ i
N Red King Crab (Zone bl 1 0.00%  0.00%}. 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00%
Lot JHeming'l . | 0.00% --0.00%/'0.00% - - —-000%| 000% ~0.00%
L T e opilio® 1 001% 001%‘0.00%”' ©000%| 0.01% 001%|
i ‘Ch%nook'—’ #¢ | 000%  0.00%|'0.00% 7 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
foad "+ {0. Salmon “ 1 0.00%  0.00%] 0.00% c * 0:00%] 0.00%  0.00%
Yellowfin Sole -~ -lllalibut Mortality - 20.15% 24.73%)| 0.00%  T-0.00%|20.15% 24.73%| -
{0 w7 |C bairdi (Zotie 1) * [39.00%  40.43%) 0.00% 0.00% 3‘?.00% 40.43%
et e baz‘r‘di'(Zonez) 118.05%  9.27%{ 0.00% 0.00%| ‘8.05%  9.27%
(7. - [RedKing Crab (Zone )| '145% 1'57%| 0.00% 0.60%| '145%  1.57% E
L _-;'“;,ﬂ{emng oo T 308% 5.32%) 0.00% . 0.00% ' 3.18% - 5:32%| -,
CLT e, opitio™ C | 1131%  13.29%] 0.00% © 0.00%( 11.31% 13.29%|
"« |Chinodk « V0l 0.01%  0.01%|0.00% '~000% 001% 001%
© lo.saimon 7 ] 000% 0.03%|000% ' 0.00%| 0.00% 0.03%|

Sources:' National Marine Fisheries Service AKR PSC Bycatch Data'(File Names BS9SHALX, BS96HALX. and -
BS9THALX) for the numerator; and trawl bycatch mortallty tables (1995-97) from the NMFS AKR web page for the *
denominator., .. ,; -‘ o ; \ r . ,z '
4 . i
Amendment 57 to the BSAI Flshery Management Plan placed a prohlbltxon on, the use e of bottom trawl gear | i'
for harvestmg pollock The followmg dlscusswn of fishing gear ‘and target definmons is taken’ from that -
amendment . o , ' _ ‘ : .
¥ " S ‘ il'_- <f'.-‘ e “,“ LI 1 .y T i ' ""
Pollock fisheries have been' defined in different ways, and understanding thesé définitions is importaft 'fdf'
evaluatmg a proposal to ban non-pelagic trawling in directed pollock fisheries. To reduce confusion, standard '
deﬁmtlons are show'in the adjacent box. .Defining what exactly is non-pelaglc trawlmg for pollock will depend

on the dlstmctlon between gear and targers e, T . . '

4

B N S

K . . [

v ooy e R T R ' RS
Regulation on Trawl Performance Standard (679.7.14). i =  ar | e

H BT

! . 1 - .- N
Itis uniawfiil for any personto... use a vessel to participate in a directed fishery for pollock with trawl géar and have on board the vessel, at any
particular time, 20 or more ¢rab of any spec1es that have a width of more than 1. 5 inches (38 mm) at the w1clesl dlmensmn when directed fishing

for pollock with nonpelaglc trawl gear 1s closed, ‘ : !

e LR S ey [T

. . e IR RERTE S i o '
Gear is deﬁned n regulatlons the deﬁmtlon of a pelagic trawl is relatively complex, whereas non-pelagic '
trawls dre allother trawls not meeting the pelaglc trawl definition. Regulations that define pelagic trawl gear
are listed in the accompanying table. Note that a performance based standard for pelagic trawls kicks in when
non-pelagic trawling is prohibited due to PSC attainment. When the pollock fishery nears its allocation of
halibut PSC, NMFS closes that fishery to non-pelagic gear. This occurred in the Bering Sea on September 11,
1996 and on September 7 in 1997 It is the gear definition, together with the performance standard, that was

most important for the purposes of evaluating Amendment 57.
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Target fishery defimtions for pollock are used to

Definition of pelagic and nop-pelagic trawl gear. assign bycatch rates and PSC among the pelagic and
o 1(§ 672.2 Parts 1}51 and 7) ' non-pelagic trawl apportionments. It is the target
3 1 oth 1 N T ..
Gy Tompelagic sl means 3 vl othe than  pelagi iraw definition that NMFS uses to report catch and
(€ PcIaEJc trawl means a traw] that: T 1 ,
e ot oo s , | bycat.c'h_ in pollock fishenies. Unfortunately, ﬂle target
* {ii). Hasno chafe protecsion gear atuached to the foot rope or fshing line. definitions are less useful for regulating how
(i) Except for the small mesh allowed under.paragraph (7)(ix) of this st :
otnrion fishermen fish their gear. For example, to achieve a
(A) Has no mesh tied to the fishing line, head rope. and breast lines with midwater on]y ﬁshery, vessels targeting po]]ock
less than 20 inches (50.8 em) between knots. and has no stretched . =0 Ty ) ’
mesh size of less than 60 inches (152.4 cm) aft from all points on the would have to catch > 95% pollock. A vessel that-
fishing line. head rope. and breas lines and extending past the M o
fishing cirele for a distance equal t6 or grear.er than one half the tOO!( a majonty of pOllOCk’ bUt less than 95% WOUId
vessel's length overall: or be in violation of any regulation that mandated mid-

(B) Has no parallel lines spaced closer than 54 inches (162.6 cm). from

all points on the fishing line, head rope; and breast lines and . water . trawlmg based on target definitions.  This
extending afl to a section of mesh. with no stretched mesh size of ] would be impossible to regulate.

~

less than 60 inches {152.4 ¢cm), extending aft for 2 distance equal to
of greater than one half the vessel's LOA;
{iv) Has no stretched mesh size less than 15 inches (38.1 em) aft of the

mech described in paragraph (7)) of this definition for a distance Because of these difficulties, the management action .

equal to of greater than one half the vessels length overall, of Amendment 16a and Amendment 57 is to prohibit
w Contains no configuration intended to reduce the stretched mesh . .
sizes described in paragraphs (7)) and (iv) of this definition: the use of non-pelagic gear when engaged ina POUOCk
o T fi‘;’o‘“;'E‘;}ﬁfﬁ;ﬁfgﬁﬁ:ﬁfxﬁ up 10200 target fishery. While this still uses target fishery
nel-sounder device: definitions to define direct pollock fishery (dominant
p Ty
(vii) Has no more than one fishing line a.nd one foot rope for a total of no =~ : : > : . o
. more than two weighted lines on the botlom of the trawl between the SPECIES), it doesn’t require ﬁ_Shem\en to catch 95%
 wingtip and the fishing circle: poliock, One needs to recognize though, that pelagic
(viii} Has no metallic component except for conneetors (e.g.. hammerlocks . . . :
or swivels) or net-sounder device aft of the fishing ¢ircle and forward gear can still be fished on the bottom.

of any mesh greater than 5.5 inches (14.0 cm) stretched measure:
[¢3) May have small mesh within 32 feet (9.8 m) of the center of the head .
rope as needed for attaching instrumentation (e ¢.. net-sounder :

device): and
§ (x)  Mayhave weights on lhe wing tips:

Staff was requested to estimate the amount of PSC that would have been needed to conduct the 1995-97
pollock fisheries using only pelagic gear. To make these estimates, sampled hauls from the NORPAC Observer
data base were queried for the years 1995-97. Those hauls were then used to calculate a ratio of PSC bycatch
to target catch. Two separate ratios were calculated for comparison. The first was based on sampled hauls
when pelagic gear was used. The second method selected only observations where less than 20 crabs were
taken in the haul. These methods vielded very different resuits, as reported in Tables 6.16 and 6,17, espec:ally
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 ageregated by week. Results
using the two methods could be very different, although no comparison of the two was conducted. The method
used here would apply bycatch to different targets if a vessel was using a “topping off” strategy during a week.

The ratio of PSC to target catch was then multiplied by the catcher/processor’s total pollock harvest 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
this calculation. For example, the fishery will take place in different areas and at different times of the year
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under the new AF A and Steller sea lion measures “These factors have been shown to lmpact PSC bycatch rates !

of hahbut -crab, and salmon in past’ analyses - - T

-y
i . -~ T [ R .

.h ‘ al e B P - d v . [ ¢ ) . e e b, .. LN
B K i TN -'

Table 6 16: Estlmates of* CatcherfProcessor PSC bycatch had they harvested all BSAI pollock usmg
elag:c gear. over the three year time period- -

i m— e o

-2 "l Estimatesof reqmred PSC bycatch in Change in Pol!ock Flshery PSC bycatch 1f
‘pollock targets if only pelaglc gear was | - estimates.of required bycatch are'used |
A permnted to be used in I995—97 '{instead of historic reported levels, 1995- 97. ;
it" ) . Based on when B Based on when <20 |" Based on'when ' °| Based on when < 20 I

C pelagxc gear“ was_| crabs were harvested | pelaglc gear ) was crabs were harvested :
) .used S mahalulb J. - used - T . a mahaul !
AFA CPs AFA CPs; 'AFACPs ~ AFACPs i
PSC Species - 20 CPs' :'29 CPs {20 CPs - 29 CPs | 20CPs . 39:CPs 20 CPs: 29 CPs ;
Halibut Mortality | 111~ /159 '184 " Tt oT291| L1400 0 228fc e 67 o -96)
( ba:rdz o 4776"-'_' 12,965d 620°"‘ '_ -1,120% ‘-32,;353_ : -82 464/ . -36 709 -94,309 :
Red King Crab | - 113 . 485, .27 : - 431 -3222 -8197' 3308 8,197, !
Herring © -« '+.[' 954 . L075[° 949 ' 1,082 - -4l cal 46 40
C.opilic~ - 114,678 ' 36,700| |, 6075 " = '772-123,150 -263,324| -137,221'3299.302]
Chinook 21,205 26,540] 21,487 27,379 -2,114 -2434 ,:Q., -1,832 ° <1,595)
0. Salmon 45,582 51,415] 46,447 52751] 6344 8976 " :5479 7640

a) Extrapolated NORFPAC observed haut data. Only observed hauls, where greater that 50 percent of the haul was pollock, and
pelagic gear was used are included. For those hauls, the ratio of the PSC species divided by the amount of observed pollock was
muitiplied by these vessel total target pollock harvest to derive the estimate.

b) Extrapolated NORPAC observed haul data. Only hauls where less than 20 crab were observed are included. The ratio of the
PSC species to total pollock catch in duccted poIlocL ﬁshenes was mult1p11ed by the total amount of pollack han'estcd to determme

PSC estimates. -+ ~- .+« ™ T : A e
¢) For the crab specxes this, method tends to ynderesnmate the amount of crab that will: hkely be necessary. to-harvest the -,
catcherlprocessor sallocatmn of poliock AR T S A AT LR RN TR Yo
d) This estlmate is for both 2oné 1 and zone 2 combmed s . - e . G
H 'J 4 If “f-f : R o . a4 T ] e P t+
; v - o \ g : [ R SN
- c [ - ; ' t ) . R -y
IR I A
- - [- . H , F H I A “, B i )1_1 B . 4 0 l‘
LI . . 3 A i . At e B L
A L AR W P [ ] A i LR '"“’:..
“., = - POy o ! TS i j a2
' .t . i . v Tl 1o - r
* v - ¢ 2X " - iy T
- ' ¥ - + . .
- . o o Rt ' : oot PR !
Lo . N , e ;
. i Few & A : ' :

® NPFMC BSAI FMP Amendments 58, 41, 40, 35, and 21b are examples of a.nalyses where PSC
bycatch rates were examined at different times within a year.

AN

HAS1221\DOC\SecRevewlafaca wpd ' 74 ©T Y November 1999



penr bbb

.

Table 6.17: Estimates of the percentage of trawl PSC b;rcatgb_that Catcher/Processors would be capped
at based on the:r needs in the pollock target fishe ery. _
Estimates of required % of traw] PSC Change in the % of Future Years Trawl
bycatch in"pollock targets if only pelagic |PSC Allocation (Est. % of PSC Allotment-
gear was permitted to be used in 1995-97. Reported % of PSC Allotment)
Based on when | Based on when < 20'| When pelagic gear | When < 20 crabs’
pelagic gear® was | crabs were harvested | was used vs. total | were harvested m a

used ~inahaul® reported bycatch  |haul vs. total reported
' ' bycatch
AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs AFA CPs

PSC Species .~ [20CPs 29CPs {20CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29CPs | 20CPs 29 CPs
Halibut Mortality] 0.98% 1.40%| 1.62% ~ 2.57%| -124% -2.01%| -059% -0.85%

C. bairdi 0.04%  0.12%| 0.01% 001% -0.88% -195%| -099%  -223%
Red King Crab | 0.02%  0.10%| 0.01% 0.01% -0.68% -1.64%| -0.69% -1.73%
Herring 020%  0.23% 0.20% 0.23%| -0.80% -0.92%| -0.90%  -0.78%
C. opilio 011%  0.28% 0.00% 0.01%| -0.88% -1.87%| -0.98%  -2.12%
Chinook 15.55%  -19.46% 15.75%  20.07%| -1.55% -1.78%| --1.34% - -1.17%
0. Satmon 2163%  24.40%| 22.04%_  25.03%| 3.01%  -4.26% -2.60% - -3.63%

a) Extrapolated NORPAC observed haul data. Only observed hauls where greater that 50 percent of the haul was pellock, 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 tota] 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 pellock catch in directed pollock fisheries was multiplied by the total amount of polock harvested to determine -

PSC estimates.
7c) 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.
@) This estimate is for both zone | and zone 2 combined,

The Council also requested that PSC bycatch rates by individual AFA catcher/processors and an average for
non-AFA catcher/processors be provided. Tables 6.18 through 6.20 show those data for the years 1995-97.
Separate tables are provided for the pollock, Pacific cod, and yellowfin sole target fisheries. It is important
to note that targets were defined on a haul-by-haul basis., The same catch percentages were used to define a
target, but instead of using weekly catch by gear and area, only the catch from individual hauls were used.
These data were derived from the NORPAC observer files, and only non-CDQ hauls from the BSAI where
a species composition breakdown was provided by the observer were included.

The tables contain information on the PSC bycatch rates and the amount of target species that was harvested
and observed. Rates that were above the average for the entire catcher/processor fleet are bolded in each of
thcse tables.

Vessels in the list were numbered in random order, but they are consistent throughout these tables. So vessel
*0-1" will be the same vessel in the pollock, Pacific cod, and yellowfin solé tables. Vessels that start with 9
{for example, 9-1) are the nine pollock ineligible AFA catcher/processor and the vessels that start with 20 are
the 20 eligible catcher/processors. - :

B

Comparing the reported rates of various catcher/processors in the fleet will provide a better understanding of
amount of groundfish these vessels harvested.relative'to their PSC bycatch amounts. The actual amount of
observed PSC catch could be calculated by multiplying the rate by the amount of target catch. However it is
important to realize that such a calculation would underestimate that vessel’s total amount of PSC taken, by
the-amount of PSC catch in unobserved hauls.

HAS 122 1\DOC\SecRevewiataea. wpd 75 . © "November 1§99



B

Table 6.18:-.. PSC' bycatch rates' (PSC bycatch/target" spec:es catch) in the pol!ock i‘ shery from 1995 97, hy
catcher/processur vessels i e U L e
\ Vessel|  Halibut _ Herring - C opi[ia ; (.A. baira'i Red ng . Chinook- Other Salmon Pollock
L 9-1| 0.00012 000064 30.00102 "' 0.00809 000004 o'iszh 0.01355 22,819
t o 9-2[7.0.00050  0.00025.. ,001775 0. 00071 [t 2.10.00891 -;F'-"(_)f.'b‘zézz 11.243
: - 79-3] -0.00003 0.00077 0.00032 L - - 000872 "Jij;.‘92§4s 24,093
.17 9-4[" 0.00016 ."0_00042 _ 0.1.?:.331‘ 10.02303, '_"’:%qqszs' ‘ 000815 001374 44,849
S 950" 0.00007  0.00030 026908 . 0.00043 - 003640 004581 13,941 |
9:6{ "0.00022 000036  0.06818 ™. 0.09533 . =7 0.04483 :}*b.brflso 15.806
9.7 0.00019 000031 " 0.00142 008657 . 000066 , 0,01883 0.01742 _21,061‘
Lt 9ug|- 000027 000025 ~0.03037% 0.03920 — - ~_-; | 0:02398" TT002671°|77 724,384 1
3 ' “- 9-9] '0.00002 oooozs o‘.oo93'? .0.990§8 ; 002087 001249 J 1: 128
T 20-1 (0.00037 000025 - 001657 000577 0.04669 f 133,403
“ . 20-2f 000004 000001 0.0004i 000539 " . | 0.00737 000098 7833
20-3| 0.00002 0:00030"  0.00009 . 0.00052 T2t 000810 1 0.01598 43 825
{5 204f 000005 0:00012 011400 [l D 0.61793 ?J().ohm ‘10,838
. 1, 20-5 000010 0.00033  0.00429 "0.00324 - 0.01963 06‘5’2’50 éir 871
.- 20-6| D.00001 000043 . .veeo (000013 -0 001345 000!26 R 29956‘
© . 207 0.00009 0.00086 -0.00301 - 000788 ' - 0.02004." = 00STII| 7 45492
"+ 20-8] 0.00005 ' 000040  0.00253 012075 . 000594 0.02816 - -.‘:000576 4 1239
= .20-97 .0.00004 - 0.00081 . S R R 000(}48 000689' S Tg 317
20-10} '0.00004 0.00043° “0.00032 " o.ooié‘s . Cooa3ss” 003s00| 38805
. 20-11} 0.00002. 0.00108 .0.00033 - . = < 0.01080 - - 007672} - 63736
20-12| 0.00005 0.00466 002286  0.00169 . 001696 - 007934 ... 31387
20-13| 0.00012 0.00065  0.05901  0.00593 - 0.02101 0.03315 38,112
20-14] 0.00014 000017 0.14497 .  -t.d- 0L iv 0038490 110 0.02682 )40 33,669
*20-15|..0.00006 000119 .°0.00144 000065 A "0.028'7%* Y 0.065324'"""" 59345
20-16{ 000012 0/00045 " 0.00105" vo00116 ‘,' - 0.01489" 001923 | [ T33617]”
"‘2'0 -17 6_‘.00027 '0.00035 ooozso "0.00025 0. 00002 002644 _"0_:(_);6:90‘_ g sa820| ,
“20-18] 0.00005 000020 0. 00010, ", 0.00045", 7 0.00901, ‘_\-0;013,54 - 57,741 |,
20-i9) 0.00009 0.00158 . 0.00099" :¢0.0_()Q5_8 . h . 0_.01363 4, 0.04940° |+ 48710
20-20{ 0.00015 0.00152 0.00022 _ 0.00028 - 0.01615 0.04086 54,248
t . AFAl 000027 * 0.00073 - .0.16879" ‘0.05'790"_ 0.00344." -001868 ~ 0.03592 " "~ 957,688
Non-AFA| 0.00255 000034’ “2.80699 -~ 1.94940 "' 0.03555 “0.0258@ 0.01'199"' 78359
All CPsl 000044 0.00070  0.36196 _ 0.19640 _ 0.00579  0.01920 0.03416]  1.037.047]
AFACVs| 0.00023 0.00123 001507  0.01026 .. 0.00099  0.04617 . - 0.05637|. . .1:033.638]
Non-AFA CVs| 0.00016'6.00027. . 0.05854 0.00000 .. 0.00000  0:02242 . . 0.09699]. ' 843
AICVs ] 000023  0.00123 . .0.0IS11 _ 0.01025 .. 0.00099 _ 0.04615. .- 0.05640] 1034485

Source: Observed hauls in t.hcv NORP!;C Ob;.;erver Data Base for the vears 1995-97

Notes:

1) A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet’s average.

2) Herring and hahbut rates are PSC (mt) fFarget catch (mt)., Crab and salmon are PSC (ammals)/T arget' o

catch (mt)
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Table 6.19: . PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatch/target species catch) in the Pacific cod fishery from 1995-97, by
catcher/processor vessels

Vessel ‘ Halibut Herring Opilio Tanner Red King .- Chinook Sa?nt?:r: Pacific Cod
9-1 , 0.0275i 0.00144 1.58726 6.51348  0.00000. 0.13119 0.00239; = 2306
9-2 | 0.00146 0.00000 0.00000 0.01199 0.00038 0.00688 0.00034 3.806
9-3 0.00000 0.06000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000.  0.00000 0.00000 62
9-5 0.00004 0.00006 0.1‘:‘2‘24 0:00915  0.00000 0.01281 0.00000 546
96 0.01266 0.00000 0.00000 0.93846 0.13980 0.03092 ' 0.00000 3,064
9-7 f 0.01320 0.00347 1.97248 . 8.34954 0.00221 0.27481 6.10515 [.355 |
9-8 0.01458 0.00043 3.44880  10.04388 . 0.00000 0.18355 0.00000 2229
9-9 0.00000 0.00016  11.26791 3.38064 0.00000 0.00000 0:00000 33,
20-1 0.00000 0.00000 (.00000 0.00000 * 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 - 198
20-2 | 0.08576 0.00002  31.71026 0.75155 0.00000 0.00000 ' 0.00000 135
03 - 0.86337 0.00000 0.00000 €.00006  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0
20-4 ' 0.11262 0.00000 0.00000  7.10894 0.00000 0.24482 0.00000 © 269
20-6 - 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 - 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0
20-7 : 0.15539 0.06116 . 3.5544] 0.00000 0.00000 - 0.00000 - 0.00000 30
20-8 0.00285 0.00000 0.00818 0.03710 0.01120 0.11565 0.00098 3,057
20-10 0.00000. 0.00093 .. 0.00000 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 - 0.00000 113
120-11 0.00000 0.G0000 0.00000  -0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000‘ 15
120-12 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 ~ 0.00000 0.00000 . 0.00000 0.00000{ 561
i|20-13 0.03269 0.00000 0.31974 0.61217  0.00000 0.07771 0.00222 450
20-14 . 0.00932 0.00000  0.00000 - 0.00509 0.00000 0.14529 1 0.00255] 2,512
20-15 0.06349 0.00000 0.00000  29.12436 -0.00000 L 0.00000 % 0.00000]. 21
. |20-16 0.01176 0.00057 0.21778 1.12165 0.0004,6 +0.32874 0.00517 2,168
[20-17 0.12232 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000" 0.00000 0.00000 18
. {20-18 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 ~ 0.00000  0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 496
20-19 _ 0.00080 0.00000  10.91216 0.00000  0.60000 0.26416 0.00000¢4 - 21
20-20 0.03073 0.00000 . 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 -0.00000 - 8
AFA CPs 0.01197 0.00044 0.84046 2.43699 0.01994 0.11713 0.00713]  23.473
Non-AFA CPs | 0.04144 0.00008  11.44726 .- 9.32298 0.1227¢ 0.10535. 0.02346 16,753
All CPs 0.02424 0.00029 5.25799 5.3048% 0.06274 -~ 0.11223 ~ 0:01403 _ 402264
AFA CVs 0.02765 0.00002 " 1.04475 1.07042 0.00498 - 0.06583 0.00668 65,655
{Non-AFA CVs | 0.01703 . 0.00000 1.39923 0.60452  0.00059 0.07382 0.00059 1,699
All CVs 0.02739 0.00002 ~ 1.05369 1.05867 0.00487 0.06604 0.00653 67.354
Source: Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years1995-97
Notes:

1) A bolded number means that vessel was above the catcher/procéssor fleet’s average. ‘
2) Herring and halibut rates are PSC (mt)./Target catch {(mt), Crab and salmon are PSC (animals)/Target catch (mt).
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Table 6.20: PSC bycatch rates (PSC bycatch/target species catch) int the yellowfin sole fi shery from 1995 97

by catcher/processor vessels Lo

—

———— e mes |

= :
Vessel - |- ﬁahbut Herring~  Opilio  Tanner RedKing Chinook: * _L-*Sacl)rgl:r: . Yellowfin |.
91, ¢ .\0'65_249" 0.00022. 30:21579. 841740  0.09530: 0.00000 . 0.00000 543
9-2 - 10.00069  0.00002 - 60.05706 8.30551  0.00000 . 0.00000° ’0‘.00000? 1018
9-3. 1 0.03302  0.00000 © 38.352111 468335 013498 0.00000" " "0.00000 499 |,
9-5.. *:0.00000  0.00005 : 91.88153° 0.34229! 0.00000" 0.00000" +0.00000 237
9-6 ' .0.00607  0.00005 . 083059  3.01231' 0.00000" 0.00000- "~ - 000000, 2671
97 x 1002389 000031 1278647 . 0.00000. 0.03335 ! 0.00000 * '0:00765 131
98-+ '0.02015  0.00000  45.20464 . 22.11648 5 0.00000 ° 0.00000"+  0.00000] 1e |
9-9 110.00346 0.00140 © 126613 * 1.36635" 0.01562.." 0.00000 * ~ 0.00287 7990 |"
202 10.00825  0.00007 .. 543106 . 3.16128 001998  0.00000 ° +0.00000 11,556
2:0-4: ;0.00‘1151 0.00003 .1 36.29686 " 7:29047- 0.00000 .0.00000 ' ' -0.00000 2,883 \
2047 0.00304.  0.00045 : 55.83229': 18:95755 ¢ 0.00000- 0.00000 ' 0.00000 7024 "i
20-8 0.00855.  0.00000.:; 3.90634' % 2.43461  0.29519'% 0.00000 ' '0.00000} 572 “;
20-10 0.00000;  0.00000 L ©.000001. 0.00000 * 000000/ ~ 0.00000 -** '0:00000 26 |
20-12 0:00121:  0.00017 - 12.76300:: 2.66505" 0.01048: - 0.00000%" 0.00000 5.833
20:14 0.00000  0.00000° * 0.00000: 1 0.00000 * 0.00000- + 0.00000 % 0.00000 53
2‘,0-15 0.00252, 0.00001  2.51559, . 1.88193 . 0.03941- 0.00000 *. 0.00000 6,851
20-18 0.00000°  0.00000.  0.00000.- 0.00000 i 0.00000: 0.00000" ‘" 0.00000| 67|

. |20-19 0.00287°  0.00002.- 521463 544358 . 0.05789 ' 0.00000 7 0.00000|: 6,589 |
20-20 0.00279  0.00002. 832658 * 4.51906. 0.00000 " 0.00000 ' 0:00000 . 8.442
AFA. - | 000421, 000028 . 1472575 . 534276 1 002241 *0.00000 - 0.00039]: 60,693,
Non-AFA| 0.005160 0.00135 ' 24.89908 . 10.26026 . 0.04874 - 0.00022 - 0.00270) 127,237 '
AILCPs | 000485, 0.00100 2161354 867212 0.04024°. 0.00015 ~ - 000196 187 929"

Source Observed hauls in the NORPAC Observer Data Base for the years: 1995-97 - L §
Notes . ) I,,\,,," ¢
1)'Abolded number feans that Vessel was above the catcher/processor fleet’s average o !
2) Hemng and hahbut rates are PSC (mt)./Target catch (mt). Crab and salmon are PSC (ammals)/'l‘ arget catch (mt) i
" N . M 7 ! "

l

Dl

6.6." .. Reachmg caps will close whmh ﬁshenes e s , )

. A P C . roL

Once the groundﬁsh and PSC caps are established, then a-decision must be made regardmg the closures that _
occur-when the caps are “reached. ‘This decision may.be impacted by the method used to determine the caps..
For example 1f only. the catch in the,non-pollock target fisheries is included in the cap, the Council may feel

it is appropnate to only close the non-poliock target fisheries  upon attainment ‘of the cap!” After the ¢losure in *,
this scenario; only the pelagic poIIock fishery would rémain open. The pelaglc pollock ﬁshery would thenclose i
once the AFA catcher/processors harvested their. pollockbquota T I T
Caps established for the 1999 fisheries were based on the 1995-97 catch history.of all 29 listed. AFA i
catcher/processors in the non- poHock target ﬁshenes Once a spec:es cap is reached by these vessels in-1999, :
NMFS will close all but'thé pelagic poliock ﬁsherv for the 20 eligible AFA catcher/processors.
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Based on the 1999 groundfish caps, only the BSAI yellowfin sole, Pacific cod, and Atka mackerel fisheries will
 likely be opened to directed fishing by the AFA catcher/processor flest. The caps established for other

groundfish species were determined to be insufficient to open a fishery for those species. So if similar caps
are set for 2000 and beyond, it is likely that the only EEZ fisheries off Alaska that the AFA catcher/processors
will be allowed to fish are those three and pollock.

6.6.1  Only non-pollock fisheries clbse

When a sideboard cap is reached under this alternative only the non-pollock target fisheries will be closed to

" directed fishing by the AF A catcher/processors. This option provides the fleet a greater opportunity to harvest
their entire cap of non-pollock groundfish. The risk associated with reaching a cap is much less if the pollock
fishery remains open when a sideboard cap 1s reached. '

If the sideboard caps are based on the bycatch from non-pollock target fisheries, the AFA vessels will only be
able to harvest at their traditional levels in those fisheries. Any bycatch reductions in the poliock targets,
resulting from cleaner fishing under the co-op, would be forgone by the AFA catcher/processors. This may
- diminish their incentives to reduce bycatch of a valuable species like Pacific cod in the pollock target fishery,
if they are well above the 95 percent pollock threshold for the pelagxc fishery definition.

Allowing these vessels to coum; bycatch in all target fisheries towards their caps, but reachm'g 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 fishery they may actually increase -
:the percentage of the cod TAC that they harvest. Given that bottom trawling for pollock is no longer legal, this
‘may not be as much of a'problem in the future as it would have been in the past.

56.6.2  All fishing closes for the AFA catcher/processér fleet

Reachmg 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 barvested.

The management of bycatch under this scenario would be more difficult if the cap was based only on
participation in the non-pollock target fisheries. Given the historic catches reported in Table 6.2 it appears that
this would especially be true for the red rockfish, squid, POP, and other species groups. More bycatch of these
species was taken in the pollock fisheries than in the non-pollock targets. Therefore, unless the fleet was able -
to reduce their bycatch of squid, they may be forced to'forgo targeting non-pollock targets and 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 1n less danger of being closed down because of an inadequate cap for that particular species.
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6.6.3 Descnptlon of Current Catch and Bycatch Management in the BSAI e Tl

sy - L . f + AU T B PR
PR

Included as AFA sndeboard optlons are measures that would close poIlock ﬁshmg to pollock cooperatlves
whenever a sideboard species limit-is reached. This.approach would-be a departure from’t current catch and
bycatch management pl’aCtICES in the North Pacific fisheries (CDQ fisherigs afe a unique casé 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 fishieries 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. ‘Alteriiatively, the co-op sideboards could be managed as the open access ﬁshenes descnbed
below (as is the case for the 1999 ﬁshenes) ‘which- would more>l1kely allow for full harvest of the pollock
allocations. - S P o IR

[ ’ CREBERD FO

An addjtlonal dlscussmn specxﬁc to how the vanous polloek ﬁshenes are managed xs mcluded in Chapter 9

~

S R R CL NEREE S

For companson purposes current management of the open access, IFQ and CDQ ﬁsherles is meluded here.~

~- 4 u rr-',ﬂ... e, R

L. . | Y Y ‘ =

o U ' - e

_ann ACCCSS FlShCWl - et T B A TR [ R S I LA .
) : v NG B T L T
: DT R PO AT . - s .

Under the open access management reglme portions of the annual TAC for each groundfish species are set
aside at the beginning of the year to fund a'bycatch reserve. The bycatch reserve is ot divided-up by directed”
fishery or gear type. -If the directed fishery portion of a species TAC 1s consumed, the directed fishery for that
species is shut down. Whenithe directed fishery of a species’is"closed, that Species may only be retained as -
bycatch at;or below.the Maximum Retainable Bycatch (MRB) level established for each directed fishery.
When the bycatch reserve of that species is taken, retention of that species is- prohlblted and 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 1 below provides a basic illustration of this structure usmg BSA] Pac1ﬁc cod quotas as an
example B LR T SN B

Because the pollock fishery presently operates'as a mid-water fishery, there are no PSC species that completely
close the pollock fishery.- A crab performance standard is used to determiné whether pollock fishing is pelagic
or non-pelagic.. By regulation vessels‘can be fined if they exceed this standard: "Certain herring and ehmook,;"
savings areas close when PSC caps for those specres exceed estabhshed numbers however the ﬁshery remalns

open elsewhere, D TN SR UR I DRI UL DA S &
IFQ Fisherv - .. .. -+« fmsam -3 T T TPy S o S R ORI

Bt N ‘ : P TSI S "=.-'.‘.t.‘~fi'-""".
Bycatch, management of the hahbut and sableﬁsh IF Q. ﬁshenes is somewhat similar to the opén access regnne
The IFQ holder, must retain halibut anid sablefish as directed catchi or byeateh'untll theé IFQ holder’s quotats
reached.. After reaching the individual quota amounts, all halibut and sablefish caught by the IFQ holder must ‘
be discarded . The amount of discards.are. lumted only:by the ‘OFL, ©. s T

R -4 .- -‘ RIS S .;,“‘ ~ TR .;'; P R IV
Halxbut and sableﬁsh quota holders are not restneted in the amount of cod or other groundfish spec1es 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

‘.f Y . ,L' : ‘.r.ai.
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closure that could occur would be if the OFL were reached,'ér the*halibut PSC cap were reached in the open
access fishery. - ‘

CDQ Fisherv

In the MSCDQ program 10 % of the pollock TAC and 7.5% of all other species is allocated to the six CDQ
groups. Additionaily, PSC amounts and specific area apportionments of halibut and sablefish are allocated
to the program. The CDQ groups can allocate their quotas of non-pollock species as either directed fishing
quotas or as bycatch in other CDQ fisheries. However, any pollock taken as bycatch in non-pollock CDQ
fisheries is funded from the pollock bycatch reserve shared with the open access fisheries.

The CDQ groups can also elect to apportion their PSC and bycatch allocations to be used at specific times of
the year. For instance, many CDQ groups delay or forego high-bycatch, low-value flatfish fisheries until after
the poliock fishery concludes so that the pollock fishery will not be closed down because of insufficient bycatch
or PSC allocations. In this case, other fisheries would close down as a result of reaching a particular groundfish
allocation, hence the ‘squid box’ issue alluded to in this discussion. CDQ fishenies 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 cc;oper'atjves if, as proposed, their sideboard participation in
non-pollock 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 probiems with PSC and bycatch allocations,
- such as the “squid box,” which constrain the harvest of some MSCDAQ fisheries. ' K
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Figure 6.1. Under the open access groundfish ﬁshen'és, NMFS sets aside a "reserve" of each species” TAC
at the beginning of the year to fund bycatch needs in the groundfish fisheries for other species. For example,
7.5% of the cod TAC is set aside for bycatch in other groundfish fishenies. Cod fishermen then fish on the
92.5% of the cod TAC that is available for directed fishing. Once that 92.5% is consumed, the directed fishery
for cod shuts down. Other fisheries that have cod as bycatch continue, but are subject to the Maximum
Retainable Bycatch (MRB) standard established for cod. Cod bycatch in excess of the MRB standard must
be discarded. Once the bycatch reserve is exhausted, cod becomes a prohibited species and must be discarded,
however, the directed fisheries for other species are allowed to continue, even if they have a cod bycatch
component. Only when the total amount of cod taken reaches the overfishing level (OFL) are the directed
fishenes for other groundfish that have cod bycatch subject to closure. Under the proposed option, a pollock
co-op fishery would close once its sideboard cap of cod is reached, even if there is still an open access cod
fishery, the cod bycatch reserve is stil} available, and the OFL has not been exceeded. In short, non-pollock
groundfish fisheries are unrestricted by bycatch limits on other groundfish species, unless OFLs are reached.
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7.0 AFA CATCHER VESSEL SIDEBOARDS '

To mitigate the impact of AFA on the non-pollock fisheries, section 21 1(c) mandates that “by not later than
July 1. 1999 the North Pacific Council shall recommend for approval by the Secretary conservation and.
management measures to - (A) prevent the catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of
section 208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries
under the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock
Mshery”. This chapter describes the options selected by the Council for constructing sideboards, which are
harvest limits placed on AFA vessels for non-pollock species.” Sideboard caps are expected to keep AFA
- catcher vessels from exceeding their traditional harvest levels in the non-pollock groundﬁsh crab, and scallop
fisheries. as well as pollock in the Gulf of Alaska .

7.1 Altematives for Analysis -

To develop sideboard restrictions, several options were identified at the December 1998 Council meeting.
Those alternatives were then revised by the Council in February 1999. Options for analysis were divided by
whether they applied to the non-groundfish or groundfish fisheries. Non-groundfish restrictions focused on
limiting AF A catcher vessel participation in the BSAI crab and scallop fisheries. Groundfish restrictions apply
to AFA catcher vessel activity in both the GOA and BSAIl. The complete set of the altematives from the
February meeting is presented below: ,

CRAB SIDEBOARDS

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

Initiate analysis of the following Optlons to mmgate nnpacts of possible spillover effects of AFA on other
fisheries:

Options For Section 208 Vessels: -

1. No crossover allowed into any crab fishenes.

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

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

4. No crossovers at the endorsement level. .

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

Sub-options: ' -
a Vessels which qualified based on bycatch of bairdi in red king crab would be restricted to

bycatch of bairdi in the red king crab fishery (applied to #2 & #4 above). - _
Only Section 208 catcher vessels that join a co-op (applies to #1-5 above and #6 below). -

c. Allow crossovers for vessels with crab landings in each of the three years (1995, 96, and 97)
(applies to #1 and #2 above). ‘
-d. Prohubit any vessel participating in an AFA co-op from lease, transfer or sale of any license .

[imitation program (LLP) permit. _
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Duration of sub-options: L AV AP
a. Permanent based on participation in co-op
.. b, Only for year vesselis involved in co-op. =" .~ oo v oewethond
~¢. . Durationof AFA" v cuw w0 T R U S I L S
. . . . . . \ . : e w . s ‘.,__‘,\"‘- e i S N g
6. Measures whlch would restnct pollock €o-0p ;vessels to their: -~ tosi. L R
, - TITUR el - . RIS ..L’v\ oam s
S Option a.- .. Aggregate tradrtlonal harvest mcludmgarestnctmn to the percentage of crab harvest
‘ e e . in each species in'1995,96,and 97. - . TS e w0
. Option b. a . Average catch history- 1995, 96, and 97 oft an each Specres by each each specres and
" vessel-by-vessel basis. R R L "
" Optionc. No sale, lease, or stacking of vesseI catch hlstory in any crab ﬁshery y .
. “ -3‘ T Lttty i [
SCALLOP SIEROARDS ,
1 . . .' ‘t.. - oL . Y e Ly, K

.o Parttcrpatlon in a co-op is defined as any use of a vessel’s catch hxstory by a’ co-op, whether by direct -

.'.r

.-+, harvest, lea.se sale, or stackmg -of quota. . o Tt “
. UUUUEER R A T B/ Y- I SR UL (e A A
2, ,._Measures thch would resmct potlock co-op vesselsito their’ aggregate tradltlonal harvést in* the
scallop fishery in the years: - . [T ST
Option a. £996 and 97. CLo Tl LU
Option b. 1997 only
4 [ . . ¢ < Pt ,r_w f:“_.; IR ’ ALY
Sub—optlon T AR
a. Based on percentage of statewide catch i _
T Lkt o b ‘Based on percentage of PSC cap»: - ST LT e
GROUNDFISH SIDEBOARDS
v Pl W ! |:t
BSAI ‘
el s A

Participation in a co-op is defined as ANY use of a vessel's catch hrstory by a co—op whether by direct harvest
lease, sale, or stacking of quota. ;. v .- Lot oo T R EE

¢ - . - -+ . _ ToWhomdo Restrictions Apply =~ .z vrre

¥

Restrictions should apply to all non-pollock FMP ﬁsheries.

. I + S ;!1; Yah LT T e - .'-i
Sideboards apply to all Sectton 208 ehglble vessels T -
' * t - j‘x.,-‘ f. . ". : DR} ! .‘-"‘,i'..l-:[ R s TN . ‘:l“""'- ‘ i
. S b-OQthllS [ - CLe Y it I ;..‘A ST .‘*lk-‘;-. s
a. Applies to Section 208 vessels only if they joinaéoop: ' o lower o
..b:., .Createsub-sideboard cap for catcher vessels with average polloek landings i ini 995-97 which
were ]eSS than: Hiwe LIS S P "
1. 1,000 mt
2. 3,000 mt
3 5,000 mt
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When the CV Restrictions Should Apply

1. Harvest levels should be restricted only durmg the same time penods as the normal open access
pollock fishery. :

Sub-options:
a. Use 1998 open access season dates by sectoras a base reference

b. Use 1999 sea llon modified season dates. -

2. Exempt those CVs that ﬁsh for motherships from BSAI groundfish sideboards prior to February 1
cach year,

W

Exempt each CV sector from BSAI groundfish sideboards for the number of days in excess of 5 that
. each CV sector's pollock season is closed by regulation during the month of February.

4 Limit fishing to the season (or quarter - or half year) in which the catch history was eamed.
5 At all times during the fishing year.
6. AFA qualified pollock catcher vessels, that during pollock A season historically had a majority of their

catch in pollock, would be limited prior to March [ of each year to the collective share of the cod
fishery that these same vessels collectively harvested historically (1995, 96, 97) prior to March 1.
1. Apply and monitor by vessel class and sector

2. Apply and momnitor by individual co-op. :

(This would effectively subdivide the P. cod cap between AFA vessels that harvested mostly potlock
during the A season and those that did not). : :

Nature of CV Restnct:ons

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

Determination of “Traditional Harvest Level”

1. The definition of “traditional” in non-pollock fisheries will be determined by catch historv: .
1. On basts of percentage of groundfish harvest in non-polleck fishertes 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 equaily to all groundfish targets
Sub-option 1: Use average catch history in the years 1993, 96, a.nd 97.
Sub-option 2: Use catch history based on years 1992-97.

Pollock: Imtiate qualitative discussion on ability for Secretary to use'the best 2 out of 3 vears to determine
overall denominator for total pollock pool and numerator for each co-op. '
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.1 <Détermination of “Aggregate™.

Option A;, - . - Apply and monitor by the vessel class and séctor. * -~
Option B: Apply and monitor by individual co-op.

Compensation
Further address in a discuss-i‘onvpaper, options for corﬁpensation to inshore'catcher véssels with catéh history
delivering to catcher processors that is no longer available to them under AFA. Additionally, examine inserting
a clause replacing language in §210(b)(1) 1o add an option for determining catch history for catcher vessels
on the basis of the best two of three years in 1995, 1996, 1997. Coom

As provided by Section 213(c)(3) of AFA, the AP.recommends the following change to'Sectlo"ﬁ"Z 10(b)(1)(B)
to allow a catcher vessel with catch history, based on deliveries to catcher processors, that i is otherwise lost -
under AFA, to bring that catch history to the mshore sector cooperatwe whlle sharmg the burden among all
members of the.nshore sector. + «. ¢« o Tit ot a0 T IR

. the Secretary shall allow only such catcher vessels (and catcher vésselswhose owners
voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) to harvest the aggregate percentage of
.the. directed fishing allowance under Section 206(b)(1) in: thé year in- whzch the fishery
cooperanve will be in effect. that is equivalent to the aggregate total amount'of pollock”

" harvested by such catcher vessels-(and by such cdtcher vessels whose owners voluntarily
participate pursuant to paragraph (2}) in the directed pollock fishery for processing by the*
inshore component, together with the amount harvested by such vessels for processing by

. catcher/processors in the offshore component during 1995, 1996 and 1997, relative to the -
aggregate total amount of pollock harvested in the directed pollock fishery for processing
by the inshore component together with the aggregate total amount haryested by ali catcher
vessels (excluding those eligible under 208(b)) for processing by catcher/processors in the
offshore component during such years and shall prevent such catcher vessels (and catcher
vessels whose owners voluntarily participate pursuant to paragraph (2)) from harvesting -

in the aggregate in excess of such percentage of such drrected ﬁshmg allowance. ™
LI

WL ERT e

The analysis should breakout the 42 vessels by:

a. deliveries of 250 tons
©b. . . deliveriesof 500tons . .. . e b ‘
c. deliveries of over 1.000 tons AR TP v
d. delivertes of over 2,000 mt- © " .0 T s AT L -
e. deliveries of over 3,000 mt
f. deliveries of over 5,000 mt (fo' 't = 0Tl ke R S B

(Vessels that do not meet these harvest reqmremenr_s may ‘not’ be el1g1ble for- compensat:on in the inshore
sector.) A AR - i

Lt ste. ... 7 -Management of Non-Pollock fisheries - -

\ 3 : e v, .
[ I [ PR I N s T S |

- Vessels limited to target fishing for non-bollock species during those times when the open access target fishery
for the non-poliock species is open.
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Assigning PSC Caps for Co-op Catcher Vessels in Non-Pollock Fishenes

Determine PSC caps based on catch history ratios (1995, 1996, and 1997) rather than VIP rates.

a. A review of vessel specific PSC rates for eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels.
b. Average bycatch rates of eligible vessels, compared to non-eligible vessels. -
c. A retrospective analysis of PSC needs for eligible vessels using a performance-based pelagic
* pollock definition.
I PSC and non-pollock groundfish caps would apply to all fisheries as true caps (i.e., when reached
. these vessels would stop fishing for all groundfish species). -
2. The caps would only close the non-poliock target fishenies.

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

GOA
L Apply the following sideboards to AFA Section 208 eligible catcher vessels.
Sub-option: Applies only to vessels participating in a co-op.
g . Any non-pollock catch limitations for AFA Section 208 vessels are aggregate caps not quotas or
allocations. : . _
h. Vessel catch hlstory consists of the yvears 1995, 96 and 97 '
Sub-option: Fishery 1s released seasonally by quarter proportionally to when caught
during qualifying vears. :
~ 4. . Gulf of Alaska flatfish sideboards te be halibut bycatch driven. Historic target catch should be
’ multiplied by the average halibut bycatch rate and current mortality rate to determune 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:” 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 history,
72 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
poliock and the sideboard caps set for the non-pollock fisheries.
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7.3 Crab Sideboards® -+ "o . v R T U

The AFA requires the Council to develop sideboards for ‘catcher vessels that are licensed to'participaté in the
BSAI crab fisheries under LLP. Recommendations for restricting the fleet are required to be submitted to the
Secretary of Commerce, for all three catcher. véssel categories, by July 1,-1999.. Currently only the catcher
vessels that deliver to catcher/processors are operating under crab sideboard restrictions.” Those were mandated
by the-AFA:because that group .of. catcher vessels was allowed to form a- cooperative in* 1999. The crab
restrictions placed on catcher vessels delivering BSAI pollock to catcher/processors ‘are listed in section
211{c)(2)(C). That section of the AFA states that “cafcher vessels ehgzb[e under section 208(b) are hereby
prohibited from participating.in a directéd fishery for.any species of crab in the Bering Sea and Aleutian
© Islands Management Area unless the catcher vessel harvestéd crab in the directed ﬁshery for that specw

of crab in such Area during 1997 and is ehgzbte to*harvest such species of crab under the license Itm:tatzon
program . Staff interpreted the word “species” in that section of the AFA to mean either king or Tanner crab.

Based on that assumption, three'of the seven catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/processors were requ:red
to give up their rights to fish Tanner crab (C. opilio and C-bairdi) in 1999. When developing sideboards for
all catcher vessels, the Council may choose to either retain or modify section 211(c)(2)(C) of the AFA.

Therefore. all catcher vessel sectors have been included in this section of the anaiysn; .

7.3.1 Options to Mitigate AFA Spnllover Impacts on the Crab Flshenes Pt

R H L I

Several options to mitigate impacts of the AFA on BSAI crab ﬁshenes were 1dent1fied by the Council. A
complete list of those altematives was presented in the previous section of this analysis. Optlons ranged from
excluding AFA catcher vessels from harvesting any BSAI crab, to limiting the vessels as ‘a ‘group-to their
traditional harvest levels in all BSAI crab fisheries. In between these two options are alternatives that would
limit the AFA catcher vessels, either at or below- thelr h.lStOl'lC partmpatton levels in spec:ﬁc BSAI crab’
‘ﬁshenes SRR S TS AP e T ~.? E - g e

c L Clrra
Two of the opttons would not allow AFA vessels to use specific LLP endorsements on their crab license. The
first of these options would limit BSAI Tanner.crab endorsements held by AFA véssels. ' The second CoOvers’
all, species/area endorsements, .and would allow- the Counc:l to restnct 1the use, of any or ail species
endorsements held-by AFA catcher vessels.- BTN . T - : ST

N L I

Both of the alternatives that would restrict the use of specific endorsements mclude a subOptlon that would keep
vessels that qualified for a Tanper.crab endorsement, based on bycatch of C. bairdi in red kmg crab fisheries.
from harvesting more than bycatch amounts of .C. hairdi in future red king crab ﬁshenes The optlon
restricting vessels to their historic catch levels would have a similar impact if applied to . 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.¢., their bycatch of (. bairdi} in the future. <O e e '

As drafted, the options listed in ‘sections 7.3.1.1 through 3.1.5 would not allow-AFA- cdtcher vessels' to*
participate in. specrﬁc crab ﬁshenes ‘meaning that recent participation in those fisheries would not ensure their ™
right to, future participation. -The alternatives in'section 7.3.1.6 . would'allow AFA catcher vessels thiat hold

LLP nghts to participate in BSAI crab fisheries up to their historic levels of participation. e -

Two options were considered to determine historic participation. The first would set a harvest cap for the entire
fleet equal to the percentage of crab harvested in all spectes between 1995-97. The second option would use
the same years to determine catch history levels, but the caps would be placed at the LLP endorsement level
for each vessel. In other words, the caps would be monitored at the vessel level for each crab fishery.
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Recall that in section 208(b) of the AFA, catcher vessels that deliver to catcher/prockessolrs were allowed to
retain their rights to fish Tanner crab if they made landings of that species-during 1997. None of the seven
vessels met that requirement, so they were not allowed to fish Tanner crab in 1999. However, they will be
issued a Tanner crab endorsement according to the current LLP rules. That endorsement cannot be fished on

~ board an AFA vessel, but it could be fished if transferred to anon-AFA vessel. This same issue will also come
into play for each of the other catcher vessel sectors. Transferring and applying the LLP license to a non-AFA |
vessel would activate the license so it could fish any crab species for which it held endorsements, without being
limited by sideboard caps. For this reason, the Council also considered a sub-option that would restrict any

_ vessel participating in a cooperative from leasing, transferring, or selling any LLP license. That restriction
would keep the license from being fished more aggressively, but would also limit the license holder’s business
options. This is especially true if the caps apply regardless of whether a vessel joins a cooperative. ‘The
Council could also decide to issue inactive licenses/endorsements to AFA vessels, or siraply 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 quahﬁed for under the LLP.

7.3.1.1 Allow No Crossovers into any BSAI Crab Specnes

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 enidorsements presented in Table 7.1 could not be fished.
The number of vessels participating in the BSAI Tanner crab fishery would be reduced by 42, if the
-endorsements were not issued or they could not be transferred. If the licenses were issued and could be
~ transferred to a non-AFA vessel, the reduction in'licenses would be between zero and 42. The actual number
would depend on how many of these licenses were transferred away from AFA eligible catcher vessels. The*
" same is true for each of the other crab species/area combinations listed in the table. A maximum of nine’
" endorsements from the Saint Matthew and Pribilof fisheries would be impacted, as would one endorsement for
.Adak red king crab, and 41 endorsements for Bristol Bay red king crab. '

‘Table 7.1. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels

. AFA Catcher Vessels by -Deliven Mode
Species/Area Endorsement | CV to Inshore | CV to Inshore/MS | CV to MS |CV to CP| Total

~ "BSAI Taner 2 ] e I 3 42
Dutch Harbor Brown 0 0 0 OQ 0

St. Matthew Blue 3 4 0 2 9
Pribilof Blue/Red 8 1 0 0 9

Adak Brown 0 0 0 0 0

Adak Red 0 0 0 ] 1

Bristol Bay Red 31 6 1 3 41
Total Number 6f Endorsements 74 17 2 9 102
Number of Vessels 33 6 1. 3 43

Source: Council LLP data set derived from ADF&G Fishtickets,
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7.3.1.2, Allow.No Crossoversinto the C..bairdi or F oprho Frshenes Lok

170 ¥ ! l'A ' e .Ttll A |

S FITTRICI

AFA catcher vessels would not be allowed: to fisha BSAI Tanner crab endorsement under- this alternative.
From Table 7.1 we see that 42 endorsements for Tanner crabawould either not be issued or their use would be
restncted However,.any of the AFA vessels which held LLP endorsements fora king crab fishery would be
' allowed to continue fishing for. those specres Depending on the opnon selected they may be limited- to therr
lnstoncalcatchlevels ;';,-,,r AT TR L I rlL R U A

tl o P v

; N § . ‘--
P [ b

. .. Tk
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Alternatwes discussed in sectlons 7 3.1 l and 7.:3:1:2 also contain a's ubogno that-requiresia vessel to have
ﬁshed in each year 1995, 1996, and 1997 to retain. its. crossover rights.s Applying this: requrrement would
reduce the number of. endorsements the AFA vessels would retain. The estimated numbers of endorsemients
that would be retained are listed in Table 7.2: - The bottom line of Table 7.2 :shows that only ‘10 of the 43
vessels made BSAI crab landings in.all three years:: Nine of the-10 vessels.were'in the'inshore sector, and the
tenth vessel i Is in the catcher,vessel delivering to the catcher/processor sector. Note that thrs suboption is. less
restrrctwe tha.n the previous; i.¢., 33.vessels would lose their license.as opposed to 43 B

. Table 7.2. Crab endorsements held by all AFA vessels that made crab landings each yeéar 1995, 1996,
and 1997

oo RERE SV K4 vt AFA Catcher Vessel’s by ‘Delivery Mode ‘" ] |
. Species/Area'Endors’ement‘: CV to Inshore | CV to mshoréms’ CV o MS|CV o CP| Total -
BSAITa.nner o T PR R N N (.10
DHarbor Brown a. 0 SRR | BRI L0 SRR BE
St. Matt. Blue ™ [ 0 o
‘Prib. Blue/Red © . |7 2 E g ol ot L0 |
Ada.k Brown i J‘H r S0 ._.‘.“q b ,_16‘ i -;‘ o <0 Fo0r
Adak Red S0 0 0 0 0
Bristol Bay Red g . IR I 1~ |- 9
. Total Number ofEn'dorsements_ | .20 P04 oo 3 23 H
| " 'Number of Vessels * .+ . .9 0 K| Rl A RN R ¥
Source Councrl LLP data set derived from ADF&G Frshnckets e ' T /

l " oo ' BT SR 101 '
7 3.13 Allow No Crossovers mto the C. opzlm F ishery Unless the Vessel FlSth for (” oprlzo m 1996 or
1997 < . .
Implementanon of thrs 0ptron would requrre amending the crab LLP, or 1ssumg an AFA permit which would |
override a vessel's night to fish C. oprho under a LLP Tanner crab endorsement. Recall that a single
endorsement i 1 nssued under therLLP which allows a vessel to participate in both the (. opilio and ( barrdr .
ﬁshenes Thus. optron is-at a finer resolution than the LLP endorsement level. . T

'.\ ! i 3 \ o= d e et —

ADF &G Frshttcket data mdrcates that only seven of the AF A vessels wrth a Tanner crab endorsement would. '
qualifv'to fish both C” opilio and C. bairdi under this.option,. the: remaining 35 vessels would lose their . *
opilio harvest privileges. Six of the vessels fished C. opilio in 1996 and three of the vessels fished C. opilio
in 1997, so only two of the vessels fished C. opilio in both 1996 and 1997. The 35 AFA catcher vessels that
lose their C. opilio harvest rights would be limited to fishing for C. bairdi with their Tanner crab endorsement
n future years.

2 . [ . . .
i i S et L. f

e f v T e
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7.3.1.4 Allow No Crossovers at the Endorsément Level

As written this option could have the same result as any of the other options which limit crossovers, depending
on how it is implemented. The Council could apply this option to any species/area endorsement in the crab
LLP. For example, it could be applied only to the Tanner crabendorsement. That would have the same resuit
" as the no crossover into the C. bairdi or C. opilio fisheries option. Applying this option 10 all crab fisheries
except red king crab, would have the same result as only allowing crossovers into the red king crab fishenes.
This option provides the Council the flexibility to restrict crossovers for any crab LLP species/area
. endorsement combination. Recall that Table 7.1 shows the number of species/area endorsements held by AFA
catcher vessels that could be lost under this option.

©73.1.5 Allow Crossovers into the Red King Crab Fisheries Only

AFA vessels would only be allowed to fish the BSAI red king crab fisheries. In total, AFA catcher vessels
would be issued one endorsement for the Adak red king crab and the 41 endorsements for Bristo! Bay red king
crab. Tanner crab, blue king crab, and brown king crab endorsements for these vessels would either not be
issued or-their use would be restncted when attached to an AFA vessel

7.3.1.6 Restrict Cooperative to their Aggregate Trgditional Harvest Based on their Percentage of the Harvest
in 1995, 1996, and 1997

The final option would allow AFA vessels to fish their endorsements, but they would be capped at their a;verage
- 1995-97 harvest levels. Caps would be caiculated by dmdmg AFA vessel's total catch by the total catch of
all vessels.-at the LLP endorsement level. - 3

Information in this section would also allow the Council to select this option in conjunction with any of the no
crossover provisions discussed above. Forexample, a preferred altemative could be developed that would only
allow AFA vessels to crossover into red king crab fisheries, and they would be limited to thelr historic
part1c1patlon in those fisheries. :

ADF &G has expressed concemns over their ability to manage these fleet wide caps. Therefore, the ﬁability
of this option may require assurance from ADF&G that in-season management and enforcement of the caps
are possible. ‘ :

Estimates of the GHL percentages that AFA vessel§ would be allocated in future vears are shown in Table 7.3.
- AFA vessels have historically harvested relatively more of the Bristol Bay red king crab fishery than any other
. fishery reported in Table 7. 3 However, substa,ntlal amounts of Tanner crab were also harvested by AFA
vessels.
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Table 7.3 Percent of catch accounted for by AFA vessels ( 1995-_97'), and estimates of future catch caps

.. Species .| Number - AFA . AFA - AFA Vessel's., | Estimated .
S . ,'J ' of Vessels Vessel s Vessel s .| Future Harvest A_vg-..lj".uture
’ '_’: A N DR Catch (Lbs)_| . Percentage of . Based on. 1998 Catch per,
oo 199597 Total Catch N ' GHLs.., ,“ . ;Vessel -
ca L Cobairdi | e a2 | AT 363390 | T38% | o | r . va
AU B I N K e o e o ."'.'1 e
Copitio- .| 42| 4389218 | U 18% [ 3300 000 - v 83,000.
- 1 T ' TN '.-‘, . B [T
St. Matt. Blue King 9 68,518 0.6% 23 000 2,500
Prib. Red/Blue King 9 4583 |- Ym0 YTEaes| T 1500
- Bristol.B. Red‘ang, at | 1777416 ¢ - 10.2%-| 0 +0 1i700,000 {7 . 41,000°
"N! B T v .‘f"a«‘- LR Lo LT - !
CUAL Spedies ! 43| eleaassl | T 3a% | T5257,000.|, 122.000-
Source: ADF&G crab ﬁshtlcket data for 199597 - . R R LA AL IR T U I Sk 35 I TRL

Note: The percentages for C. opilic and the Ta.nner crab totals are both hsted as | 8% Thrs 15 srmply due to

I
| R EER '

A second option would apply caps to individual vessels. The results of those calculations cannot be presented
here, because the information is,considered confidential by 'the State’ of Alaska. However;from, the tables’
aboveit is possnble to deterrmne both the number of vessels‘involved and the aggregate cap.for the entiré sector!
For example, from Table 7.1 we know that 41 vessels could harvest Bristol Bay:red king crab, and Table-7:3.
indicates they would be allowed to harvest 10.2 percent of the GHL. If the GHL were 16.4 million pounds,
as it was.in 1998, then that would equate to an AFA vessel cap of-approximatéty. 1.7 million pounds. With that:
type of mformanon -it may not be necessary'to have individual catch records to make-an informed decision. -
However before tlns alternative could be enforced.-the individual caps would likely:need to be‘made:public.
: RN Law oo

It is also noted that the C. opilio and C. bairdi caps will be managed separately under a sideboard cap. There
is no optionto allow those ¢aps to be combined into a single Tanner.crab sideboard: This would have allowed’
vessels to carry over,any unused cap from the C. opilio into the C. bairdi fishery, and-that'is not the intent of

the Councrl

73.2 - To Whom the Restnctlons Would Apply Y D SRR SR O B R MAA v S
L PR < - I B ot
Two optlons are bemg consrdered regardmg to whom sideboard caps apply .The first Optlon would apply the-
caps to all catcher vessels that are eligible to join a cooperative under section 208 of the AFA. Catcher vessel
owners that decided not to participate in a cooperative, would stil! be subject to the sideboard caps (for their
AF A vessels). Allsix crab sideboard options listed above also contain a suboption that would apply these caps
to eligible AFA catcher vessels only if they joined a cooperative. Participation in a cooperative means any use
~ of'a vessel’s catch history in a pollock cooperative, whether by direct harvest, lease, sale, or stacking of quota.
If vessel owners choose not to join a cooperative, under this suboption, they would not be bound by the

sideboard regulations.

Several members of industry have expressed concem that some vessels qualify for the cooperative with
relatively small amounts of pollock history. If the owners of these vessels choose not to enter the cooperative,
and are still bound by the sideboards applied to the AFA group of vessels, they could be placed in a difficult
situation. They wouid not receive much benefit from the cooperative because of their limited pollock catch
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history and their participation in the crab fisheries would be limited. They would also be required to compete
against other AFA catcher vessels with substantial pollock catch histories for sideboard caps. Being bound .
by the sideboards may force these vessels to join the cooperative in order to have some bargatning power for
the non-pollock caps they are competing to catch. :

An option 1s also being con51dered that would allow vessels to decide whether to join-a cooperative each year,

for the duration of the AFA, or permanently. If vessel owners are not bound by the sideboard caps when they
are not m 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 fisheries and the prices
for those species. ‘

7.3.3 Duration of the Crab Sideboards’

- Crab éideboards could be implemented for one of three periods. First they could be pennanént and extend.
beyond the December 31, 2004 of AFA. Inactive licenses (or endorsements), issued to AFA vessels could
never be fished on an AFA vessel, but could be sold to a non-AFA vessel, so long as the AFA vessel was able
to obtain an appropriate replacement license for participation in the groundﬁsh fisheries.

Second, sndeboards could last as long as the AEA, whlch w1ll sunset on December 31, 2004, unless extended
by the Council 8

Third sideboards could apply only during the years a vessel participates in a cooperative. Vessels could decide
annually to join a cooperative, or be free of sideboard restrictions. A vessel is considered to have participated _
.in a cooperative if its quota is used by a cooperative. Giving vessels an annual choice would likely increase
‘the difficulty of managing the fisheries, because the sideboard caps may be revisited each year. It would
however, increase flexibility to respond to ﬂuctuatlons in relative TAC's or pnces

74 Scallop Sideboards

Sideboards must be established for scallops also. The F/V FORUM STAR i1s 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 hmltatlon
program adopted by the Council in February .1999.

In February 1999, the Council adopted ﬁnal alternatives for defining “traditional harvest level” for fisheries
under the American Fisheries Act. For scallop, that was to restrict pollock co-op vessels to their traditional
harvest in the scallop fishery in the years 1996 and 1997, or 1997 only. Sub-options being considered would
limit the F/V Forum Star’s catch based on a percentage of the statewide catch, or based on a percentage of
. the crab bycatch limits. Specifically, the Council’s motion included analysis of the following:

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

2. Measures which would restrict pollock co-op vessels to theif aggregate traditional harvest in the
scallop fishery in the vears:

Option a. 1996 and 97.
Option b, 1997 only
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Suboptlon A is a straightforward way to determine traditional harvest levels. The F/V Forum Star did not ﬁsh

for scallops in1996, but landed approximately 60,000 pounds of scallops in.1997,(Jim Chase, owner, personal

cormnumcatron 2/8/99). [note that an attempt was made to get actual data released from CFEC; but we.were
unable to contact both permit holders (the vessel captains) to sign release waivers!, So estimated landings from
the vesse]l owner were used instead] Total statewide catches of scallops in' Alaska were 732,424 pounds in

1996, and 786,043 pounds in 1997. Using these data, the average harvest for this vessel under Suboption A

would be as follows:

Option a = 30,000 pounds, equating to 3.95% of the 1996 and 1997 harvest -*- 4+ -
Option b = 60,000 pounds equating to 7.63% of the 1997 harvest
L e e T S ke s R EETI

Implementmg suboptron A would be more stralghtfonvard rf harvests from “this vessel.weré ‘litnited :to'

poundage. Due to crab bycatch lumts* -inseason adjustments, and other factors, harvests for. the coming:season’

are difficult to project. However, catches in the.last few vears have increased from about 730,000 poundsito

810,000 pounds. Given proposed changes to crab bycatch limits in the Bering Sea, annual harvests for coming

years have been projected to be about 860,000, pounds (see breakeven analysis for Amendment 4 to the scallop’
. FMP, February 1999). So, using the percentage harvests under option a and b, the F/V/ Forum Star could be

limited to the sca.l]op catch listed below:

B ) -
,_‘r‘fr-

Iy s N 2 SRR TR S IETN e, ST S ey

e Optlon a= 34 000 pounds ‘based on projected future statew1de catch of 860, 000 pounds
fa Optlon b = 65,600 pounds, based on prOJected future statew1de catch of 860,000 pounds :

o - - t o . g b . f t ,l.,‘,‘ts,gw'

Subopt1on B was proposed to limit harvests of scallops based on. crab bycatch Im'uts ‘but this is problematical *
for the scallop fishery. For each registration area, the state establishes a guideline harvest level (GHL), and
in some areas, crab bycatch limits for king crab. Tanner crab, and snow crab (in:the Bering Sea). Itis
unknown at the beginning of the fishing season whether or not the GHL for the registration area will be taken,

or whether the fishery will-be cut short due to reaching the crab bycatch limits.. Table.7.4 provides the PSC :
bycatch dumts from the, 1998 scallop fishery.  Vessel specific:bycatchinformation. is confidential and’
unavailable. Nevcrthelcss this: Suboption could potentially-allow a wide range of posmbrht:es for this'vessel. '

For example if the vessel fished in Area D and E in 1997, it would have nearly. no “bycatch history™;

alternatively, if the vessel fished in the Bering Sea, it could potentially have developed a djsproportionately
large “bycatch history”.. Note that about.67% of the crab bycatch.lirits are apportioned'to the'Bering Sea -
registration area: Suboption B appears to reward the vessel if it fished in the Bering Sea (or had high bycatch
levels in other a:eas) and would penalize the vessel if it did not fish in the Béring Sea (or had low bycatch
elsewhere). .. S e e AN, st ey e e st el

)
- o 4 - i -7
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-Table 7.4: Weathervane scallop registration areas, seasons, GHL's (pounds, shucked), and crab bycatch
limits established for the 1998 scallop fishery, by area

. - Crab Bvcatch Lumts .

GHL Fishing king Tanner Sunow

Area {pounds} Season crab crab crab
D - District 16 0-35000° ° Julyl-Febls ‘nfa na T nfa
D) - Yakutat 0 - 250,000 July 1 - Feb 15 n/a w/a n/a
E - Eastern PWS -0- 20,000 July | -Feb 15 na .- 500 n/a
Western PWS : exploratory July 1 - Feb 15 na . 130 n/a
H - Cook Inlet (Kamishak) 0 -20,000 Aug 15 - Oct 31 . 60 24,992 n/a
Cook Inlet (Outer area) ' combinedJan 1 - Dec 31 - o8 2,170 na
K - Kodiak (Shelikof) 0 - 300,000 * July 1 -Feb 1§ 196 33,500 na
. Kodiak (Northeast) combinedJuly 1 - Feb 15 21 46,500 n/a
M - AK Peninsula . 0-200,000 July t - Feb 5 900 48,500 nfa
O - Dutch Harbor 0-110,000 July 1'-Feb 13 ¢ 10,700 na

QQ - Bering Sea ~0-400,000 ¢ Julyl-Febls 500 215,000 130,000

R - Adak - 0-75,000 July 1 - Feb 15 50 10,000 " nfa

7.5 Groundfish Sideboards

Three classes of AFA catcher vessels are defined be whether they deliver to catcher processors, motherships,
or the inshore sector. For this analysis, a fourth class has been created, consisting of catcher vessels that.can
deliver to both the inshore and mothership sectors. Because it is uncertain whether they would be required to

deliver their non-pollock sideboard caps to the same sector Wthh thev dehiver their pollock ailocatlon they have

“_,been treated separateiy in the tables.

«This section contains summary tables for many of the alternatives being considered. Additional tables in
Append:x IT contain detailed, reference information from which the summary tables were created.

Catcher vessels that deliver to catcher processors formed a cooperative in 1999, and their cooperative

agreement restricted them, as a group, from exceeding their historic catch levels in fisheries other than pollock.
Formal recommendations that would implement effort limits for all AFA catcher vessels must be submitted
to the SOC by July 1, 1999, so the regulations can be in place for the 2000 fishing season. Language in the
AFA mandating these limits (Section 211(c)(1)(A)) states that the Council shall recommend measures for
approval by the SOC that “prevent the catcher vessels eligible under subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section
208 from exceeding in the aggregate the traditional harvest levels of such vessels in other fisheries under
the authority of the North Pacific Council as a result of fishery cooperatives in the directed pollock targe!
fishery”. This portion of the document will estimate the non- pollock groundﬁ sh harvest caps that AFA catcher
vessels will be allowed to harvest in future years.

7.5.1 Determination of Traditional Non-pollock Groundfish Harvest Levels in the BS/AI

Determining the level of catch at which these vessels will be caf)ped 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 fishenes or just non-pollock targets be
included, to whom do the restrictions apply, when do the sideboard caps apply, and at what level of aggregation
should they apply for management/enforcement purposes? Answering each of these questions will determine
the historical levels of non-pollock groundfish catch for the AFA catcher vessels.
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Historical catch data for-the catcher vessel classes will be presented in the followmg séctions. ADF&G
ﬁshttckets were used to determine a vessel’s catch history when deliveries were made to shorebased processors
and floating processors that operate in State waters. Fishtickets are requ1red for all catch delivered to
processors operating in State waters. Dlscards that occur at-séa are often not reported on fishtickets, nor are’
they required. Because the time frame for determining sideboard caps runs through 1997, and the Improved'
Retention/Improved Utilization (IR/IU) program did not go into place untit 1998 ‘the portion of BSAI Pacific

cod and pollock that was discarded at-sea is likely underesttmated for some vessels delivering, catch inshore.

Data for catcher vessels that delivered to'catcher DrocCessors and motherships operating in F ederal waters were

derived from the NORPAC observer data base Deliveries that were made ina CDQ fishery were not mcluded

from either source. s ; T . .
% . 1 H L
PRI |

The NORPAC data base prowdes haul- by-haul catch records for the catcher vessels that dehver at-sea' When '

the haul is sampled by the observer a detailed catch composntron is included in the database. However,-when
the observer is unable to sample a haul, the total weight of that catch is recorded with no species information
provided. NORPAC records from catcher vessel delivenies to catcher processors and mothership from 1995-
97, indicate that about 55 percent of the total catch was sampled. The remaining 45 percent of the catch data'
had no information on the species that were harvested, but did report an estimate of the total weight of fish

t

. L) .'. - . -
- W + - i

caught s T T TR R ;- BRI r U N ©oal

To provrde esttmates of a vessel s catch htstory at the specres level an assumptron regarding the unobserved -
catch had to be made Otherwrse catcher vessels, on average, would not be creditéd for-about 45 percent of
their at-sea deliveries which came from NORPAC. For this analysis, the f‘olIowmg methodology was used to
estimate the species composition for unobserved hauls.

1, ) - e m e s N
CEe - ' '«r T A TP

1) K A ﬂag was added to the data showmg 1f the pollock ﬂshery was open. thferences in-seasorn’ dates

between the BS and Al were accounted for when the flag was added.
2) . Observed catches by species were then summed for each catcher;vessel based oh whether the pollock
o ;ﬁsherywasopenorclosed R . T o REETIPS BERNR R R BTt :

3) J_ The catoh of each species (by catcher vessel and 1f pollock was open) was then divided by the vessel's °

total catch to determine the percentage of each species that catcher. vessel harvested dunng the tlmes -

‘ " ofyearwhenpollockwasopenorclosed L I T SV L TR
4y Those percentages were then multiplied by its. catch from unobservered hauls (agam separated based
on whether pollock was open or closed). The results are estimates of catch for the unobserved hauls. *

EELE

fapphed fo the unobserved hauls that day . I TR RU

This methodology for determining each vessel's catch.by. species. will: provide: estimates' that do not track -
exactly with the actual landmgs However when the pollock fishery was open, almost 96 percent of all sampled

catch was pollock, and over 93 percent of all, «catch from 1995-97 occurred when'the pollock fishery was open. -

When the pollock ﬁshenes were closei only 30 percent of the catch was pollock. . This percéntage seems high, -

5 _.Some vessels were never observed.  For those vessels, a percentage'was:calculated ‘based on the -
harvests of all observed catcher vessels on that day. Those percentages for each species were then -

+

but that 1S, because two vessels had observer reports of over 90-percent pollock when the pollock fishéry was -

closed.” Applymg a vessel’s own observed history helps correct for this problem...Overall when the pollock -
ﬁshery was olosed the methodology employed estimated that about 25 percent of the. unsampled catch'was
pollock Pacific cod accounted, for the Jargest portion-of catch, when this method was used, ‘at just ovet ™55
percent.
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For purposes of this analysis, the numbers resulting from extrapolating observed catch to unobserved hauls

may provide reasonable estimates of each vessel’s catch history for pollock. Estimates of the amounts of

bycatch that occurred by species and the amounts of other target species harvested are likely less accurate than
- the estimates for pollock. Unfortunately, the sideboard caps rely on our estimates of non-potlock harvest. *

Discard Rates

4

The Council also requested that information on catcher vessel discard rates be included in the analysis. Itis
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 Bermg Sea/Aleutian Islands -
(Table 7.5) and the Gulf of Alaska (Table 7.6).

Table 7.5: Discard Rates of Trawl Catcher Vessels in the BS/AI, 1995-97

Target Fisheries
Species - Area ' Al Non-Pollock
Atka Mackerel - Central Al ‘ 63%° T
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al _ 90% ' 100%
Arrowtooth Flounder - BSA] . - 93% o © 99%
Other Flatfish - BSAI B 40% 42%)|
Flathead Sole - BSAI : - 87% 93%|
Greenland Turbot - Al : - 90% 100%] -
_|Greentand Turbot - BS ' 31% - . 20%
IOther Species - BSAT ~ ° _ | 91% 92%
Pacific Cod (All Traw! Gear - 95&96) - BS/Al 13% 8%,

- |Pacific Cod (Trawl CV - 97) - BS/AI 6% . A%
(Pollock (Inshore) - Al : 1% 0%]-
Pollock (Offshore) - Al 0% -
Pollock (Inshore) - BS : - 5% - 92%
Potlock (Offshore) - BS 2% N2%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Al _ _ 4% -
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS : . 42% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al 17% ’ -
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al ' 10% 100%,
Other Rockfish - Al 100% 100%
Other Rockfish - BS 7 o _ 71% 55%
Rock Sole - BSAI 92% 92%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al . 100% -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 17% 6%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 99% 100%
Squid - BSAI 53% 4%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 39% -
Other Red Rockfish - BS 84% 92%
Yeéllowfin Sole - BSAL _ 6% 6%
Grand Total’ , 7% _36%
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Table 7.6: - Discard Rates of- Trawl Catcher Vessels in the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-97. COET e
T U RV S DT S Target Fisheries | R
Spemes Area-v C Coo! All* ° Non-Pollock|" ”’
Atka-Mackerel - Central Gulf (1995 through 1996) 1969, S 99%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Guif (1995 through 1996) 100% 100%) - L
Atka Mackerel - Gulf of Alaska (1997) 99% 100%|
Altk_a M_acl_c_:er_el__-‘W:_:s;c;m Gulf (1995 through.1996) c64% ¢ L 100%)
Arrowtooth Flounder 5 Central Gulf.: - . .. .- L TO%T e 68%[ T
Arrowtooth Flounder = Eastern Gulf ©+ = .« o L 06% U G6%|
Arrowtooth Flounder .- Western Gulf + -~ S95% T I00%)] T Y
Deep Water Flatfish - Central Gulf 1% T 1% i
Deep Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf e . 13% o 4l3%|
Deep Water Flatﬁsh Wcstem Gulf -~ - - < 100% - T 100%])
Flathead Sole - Central Gulf ~ ', } 18% 18% . .
Flathead Sole ~ Eastérn Gulf -+ ===~ = = = 0% T T 0% L
Flathead Sole Western Gulf '1 8% 4, 95%|
Northern Rockﬁsh Central Gulf ] - 11% LIS~ = -
Northern Rggkfish Eastemn Gulif ; 70% e 70%)0
Northern Rockfish - Western Gulf : 100% 100%(:" i
Other Species - Gulf of Alaska' - i 67% 65%f T
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Central Gulf ; 10% 0% T
Pacific Cod (Offshore) - Central Gulf | 1% ' 1%
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Eastern Gulf . 74% 4% h
Pacific Cod (Inshore) - Western Gulf | 2% J‘ _ _‘ % S
Pacific Cod'(Offshore) - Westem Gulf . 2% o 2%| .
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Central Gulf 17% LAT%|
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish (Nearshore) - Central Gulf 21% o 21% "
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Eastern Gulf 17% e 17%| s o
Pelagic Shelf Rockfish - Western Gulf 96% - 98%:
Pollock - ChmkofDlstnct . i 9% - "o - T B8%).
Pollock —Ealstem Gulf £ 2% a4 e '*f78% .
Pollock - Kodiak ; 12% 64%]| T
Poliock - Shumagin District j 4% 97%|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Guilf " 12% O 12%|
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Guif - i 12% . N% L
Pacific Ocean’ Perch Westem Gulf i 56% , . .!.4 o 55%. P
Rex Sole - Central Gulf _ ‘ 9% T 1e% LT
Rex Sole - Eastem Gulf ) i 12%- coo 12%)
Rex Sole - Westem Guif ; % 96% "4, - 199%) L i
Slope Rockfish - Central Gulf . | 88% L 88%| YT
Slope Rockfish = Eastérn Gulf™ .-~ = . T 777 1% L T%|
Slope Rockfisti - Western Golff =~ ] 100% 100%
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Table 7.6 continued . _ . _

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Central Gulf 29% 29%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) ~ Southeast : : 0% - 0%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Gulf _ 69% 69%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Western Yakutat : 66% 66%
Shallow Water Flatfish - Central Gulf , 18% 18%|
Shallow Water Flatfish - Eastern Gulf ' 26% 25%
Shallow Water Flatfish - Western Gulf 94% 99%
Shortraker / Rougheye - Central Gulf ' 46% C 46%
Shartraker / Rougheye - Eastern Gulf 38% 31%|
Shortraker / Rougheye - Western Gulf - ‘ 2% | 1%
Thomyhead - Gulf of Alaska < ‘ 40% -40%
All Fishenes’ 13% o 20%

Additional information on discard rates can be obtained from the 1995-97 discard report prepared for ADF&G’
- by Pacific Associates, Inc. and Fisheries Information Services. This document prowdes detailed bycatch rates
bv target fishery and dehvery mode.

'Base Years for Determining NUmerator

Calculating the percentage of the TAC that catch vessels would be capped at in future years requires estimating
a numerator and a denominator. This section will focus on the numerator. The next section will discuss the ¢
denominator. Many of the issues associated with determining each of these numbers have already been
discussed in the catcher/processor sideboard chapter (Chapter 6). The issues that will need to be addressed
for catcher vessels include changes in the TAC groupings over time, whether bycatch from the pollock target
fishery should be included, and the period on which catch history is based. ‘

Two periods are being considered for determining catcher vessel sideb‘dard caps. The options selected by the
Council are ¢ither the average caich from 1992-97 or 1995-97. The AFA is silent on this issue. Recall that
catcher/processor sideboards are based on the years 1993-97. After choosing the penod, the next question is
what catch within those years will be included? There are again two options. The first would include catch
from all target fisheries, and the second option would include only catch taken in non-pollock target fisheries.

Tables 7.7 and 7.8 report thé 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, e\cept for 1992-97.

®Alaska Department of Fish & Game, “Discards in the Groundfish Fisheries of the Bering
Sea/Aleutian Islands & the Gulf of Alaska, 1995-97", September, 1998. This document may be
downloaded from the ADF&G Commercial Fisheries Web Page.
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Table 7.7: AFA catcher vessel harvests m non-pollock target fisheries, 1995-97 (mt) e

Source: Alaska Department of Fish and Game fish ticket data:,'Na'tipnal Marine Fisheries Service- observer data;
* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period.
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; ‘ Non-Pollock Target Flshenes

Species by TAC Grouping . CVinshore CVtoINMS CVItoMS CVioCP~"' ‘Total” ;

T ol ‘ f 90 Vessels 11 Vessels 10 Vessels ‘7 Vessels 118 Vessels
AtkaMacl;erel-CentraIAI : - PRIV IO SO RPN ST |
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al * E i6 s R Y 10 v 34
Atka Mackerel - Western Al . : - L T S
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al . ‘ 1.741 137 - - 73 . 240 2,191
Other Flatfish - BSand AI = f 6,171 517 . in2257 563 ' . 7508
Flathead Sole - BS and Al . - 4.851 251 - 2197 - 444t N 5743
Greenland Turbot - Al O : 2 B U AR IR SRS |
Greenland :’[m-bot-Bs " ' 5318 10 4 39 -0 . 601
Other Species - BSand Al . ST 30500 206 138 338 _. 0 3942
P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al T os0 13 - 195 258
P. Cod (JigiGear) - BS and AL bors [ V7=t s o Lt m T T e
* P..C6d (Tratl, CVs) ~BSAI "(1997only)** - ~40)884 ~  *"3118 " 2057° " ‘4953 - 51016
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS . 8. 3 PR T 7
* POP - C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) - .- e e -
*POP -E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) 1 - - I B
* POP - W. Al . (1996 - 1997only)_-- o L b et ¢ - S E ARSI
Other Rockfish- Al, |, -« . -1 =2 e o] - P I g
Other Rockfish=BS =2 " 24 1 BT & 29’
Rock Sole-BSand Al ~ * © =7 -7 - 10963 ¢ U610 382 sss 15,539
[Sablefish (Fikéd Geary< AT T o T T PR
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS i - - - - -
Sableﬁsh (Traw] Gear) - Al ; e - IR 1 1 - 3, 4+ 58
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bs, . 1 e an U TEE DU B ¢
SharpchmfNorthem Rocldfish - AI T vl 11, + PR SO LI, 0 DO N K
Squid - BS and AL. -, Lo N . .- . T 7
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - AI ' -+« -1 foowe Y S
OtherRedRockﬁsh BS o e 49 L 10 p 7 ... 68
Yellowfin Sole “BSand Al ~ 7 * " " 33070 " 419 894 997 39157

by



Table 7.8: AFA catcher vessel harvests in all targgt fisheries, 1995-9'_.'-(mt)

Species by TAC Grouping

| Atka Mackerel - Central Al

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al

| Atka Mackerei - Western Al
Arrovnootﬁ Flounder - BS and Al
Other Fladish - BS and Al

Flathead Sole - BS and Al .
Greenland Turbot - Al

Greenland Turbot - BS

Other Species - BS and Al

P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al

P. Cod (Jig. Gear) - BS and Al

* P, Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAIL. (1997 only)
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS
*POP-C. Al (1996 - 1997 only)
|* POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only)
*POP-W. Al (1996 - 1997 only)
|Other Rockfish - Al '
‘JOther Rockfish - BS

IRock Sole - BS and Al

'|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al

| Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS f
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al
Squid - BS and Al '
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al
Other Red Rockfish - BS

Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al

© 90 Vessels

15

452 -

2,766
7,792
6,293

653
3,500

50°

45,449
" 717
7

- 27

1
51

13.250°

1,427
3

58
33,249

) All Target Fisheries

CV Inshore CVtoINMS CVtoMS CVio CP
Il Vessels 10 Vessels 7 Vessels
e - -

0 2 11

369 245 352

646 3356 T 607

613 483 668

- - ) - 10

24 12 44

3339. 229 416

137 .. 195

3,831 2,620 5,754

25 16 "9

- - 3

1 - 4

) 2 1 6
1,119 652 361
i - 4

12 - 6

53 20 14

13 4 11

4,402 1,043 1,036

Total
118 Vessels

17
475
3732 |
19,401
8.057
14
733
4.484
258
57.654
- 767
7
30

6

60
15,882

73

19
1,514

86
39,730

Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data-
* Denaotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period.
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Table 7.9: AFA catcher vessel harvests (mt) in non-pollock target fi fisheries, 1992-97! ~

T

[ [E— . ma e

I -

Specie_s by TAC, Grouéipg )

P

All Target Fisheries’

* Denotes TAC groups that do not extend throughout entire time period. - O
1) Target fisheries that include the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated.

HAS| %2 NDOC\SecRevew\afaea. wpd
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. =+ CVlInshore' CVto INMS “CV toMS 'CVto CP | Total -
DRt e e . . 190 Vessels © 0 11 Vessels 10 Vessels® 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
*Alka Mackerel-C Al (1993 - 1997 only) - 1 N B DL I
*Al}caMackerql-E.AI (1993 - 1997 only) - 31 15 2 ¢ o 1Tovb s 6S
* Atka Mackerel - W. Al (1993 - 1997 only) . . e AR SRR
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al ; 2,458 279 'AL1390 7 -39 C 3,195
OtherFlatﬁsh BSand AT - 10,195 1,285 472, L. 1,000 T 712,952
* Flathead Sole - BS and Al (1995 l997only) 4,851 251 19747 o 444 © 1.57743
* GreenlandTurbot Al (1994 - 1997) po2 - - A9 o1
* Greenland Turbot - BS (1994 1997) 771 10 5 i40i 8261
Other Species - BS and Al . v 4,548 360 306 fe . 597 . 5,811
* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 201 13 hLazTo0198 6 i 409
* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - . .-:-ai'-:‘ DRI |
* P. Cod (Trawl; CVs) - BSAL «(1997 only) 40,884' 3,118 " 2,057 04,957 151016
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS - ¢ P SR T 3 | A X ‘
*POP - C. Al _(1996 - 1997 only) Co- S e
# POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) | - IR 3 e
* POP - W. Al . (1996 - 1997 only) - - - ann il .
| Other Rockfish - A . ) - 1 ; g 5
Other Rockfish - BS [ 61 1 1 gl T 67
Rock Sole - BS and Al R 16,876: 1112 764 131457 19,897
S:ableﬁsh (Fixed Gear) - Al .. - - - S el <iL
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - . R
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al . .74 1 B I IR T
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS. . 1 . S A -
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al a .2 11 S L IRRRRNCENEY
Squid - BS and Al e 10 - . 2wl o
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al - - S SR T R
Other Red Rockfish - BS : .50 12 4 T T T8
Yellowfin Sole -BSand AI 46,211, - 4,696 1277 77 2,705 L .. 54,889.
Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service obseiverdata  + v
foeo P
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Table 7.10: AFA catcher vessel harvests (mt) in all target fisheries, 1992-97

: : All Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore CV1oINMS CVioMS CVtoCP  Total
90 Vessels 11 Vessels 10 Vessels 7.Vessels 118 Vessels
* Atka Mackerel - C. AI (1993 - 1997 only) 15 ‘ 2 - 1 18
* Atka Mackerel - E. Al (1993 - 1997 only) 564 9. 2 18 603
* Atka Mackerel - W. Al (1993 - 1997 only) - - - - -
Artowtooth Flounder - BS and Al - 3,998 647 430 491 5,566
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 13,575 1,857 914 1,238 17,584
* Flathead Sole - BS and Al (1995-1997 only) - 6,293 - 613 483 668 8,057
* Greenland Turbot - Al (1994 - 1997) 4 - - 10 14
* Greenland Turbot - BS (1994 - 1997) 903 26 15 45 . 989
Other Species - BSand Al T 55369 643 . s25 750 7.487
* Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 200 13 ) 195 409
* Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al ' . - - - - -
* P, Cod (Trawl, CVs) - BSAI * (1997 only) 45,449 3,831 2,620 5754 57,654
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS - 840 89 82 29 1,040
*POP-C. Al (1996 - 1997 only) . 7 - ; . 7
|* POP-E. Al (1996 - 1997 only) | 27 - - - 3 30
* POP-W. Al (1996- 1997 only) - - - - -
Other Rockfish - AI 1 1 - 4 6
Other Rockfish - BS o 99 3 2 8 112
Rock Solé - BS and Al 19.358 2,107 1.373 1672 . 24,510
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al ) - ’ - - - L.
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 93 3 3 - 104
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 1 - _— .- i
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 4 12 - 21 - 37
Squid - BS and Al o 2,001 82 33 17 2,133
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al ‘ 3 .- . - - 3
Other Red Rockfish-BS © 65 20 9 20 114
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 46,807 5.582 2,273 3,404 58,066

Source: ADF&Game fish ticket data; National Marine Fisheries Service observer data

*Denotes TAC groups that do net extend throughout entire time period.
1) Target fisheries that include the years 1992 or 1993 may be slightly underestimated.
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Choosmg the Base for the Denominator @ | -7~ .. L0 T A T I

1 Lo A ' |
Denominators for the. AF’A srdeboard calculatlons could be based on either total catch 6r TAC. Using TAC!
will generally result 'in smaller 51deboard eaps for the catcher vessels. Only when the average TAC was)-
exceeded during the-base timé penod ‘would this not be true. -In- many years trawl caught Pacific cod a.nd
flatfish fisheries weré closed because the halibut PSC cap is reached prior to harvestmg ‘the Cliltll’e TAC. For
thos€ species, using TAC will result in smaller catcher vessel srdeboard caps Smaller caps are srmply the

result of the denominator bemg larger (1 e, TACis greater than ¢atch); '+ = G TR e
v‘ . 1 "'." -v.‘l'z 3 R
I . o .

RV : '

TAC ﬁshery groupings change over time., Reading across the rows of Table 7. ll shows the extent of thesé !
changes Rows that have blank cells indicate that TAC has been restructured. For example, an important
change was the spht‘tmg of the BSAI Pacific cod TAC between.. trawl .catcher vessels .and trawl .
catcher/processors Priorto 1997 a single TAC was set for all trawl vessels Sphttmg out the trawl allocatlon |
betwéen catcher vessels and catcher Processofs makes it difficult to calculate a catcher vessel’s catch hlstory
"across the two time periods - ‘Because of this problem, 'thé catcher/processor’s Pacific cod sideboard cap ‘was
based solely on 1997 catch history. The table below shows the TAC's for BSAI groundfish fisheries bétween 1
1992-97. The problem is more pronounced when the years 1992-97 are used to detérmine a vessel's 51deboard
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Table 7.11: Final TACs (mt) in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands by Year

B ‘ , YEAR 1995-97 | 1992-97
Species by TAC Grouping 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996  1997] Total | Total
Atka Mackerel - Al 43.000 | 43000
Atka Mackerel - Central Al ' 27000 44,525 50,000 33,600 19,500( 103,100 ‘174,625
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 3.520 13475 13,500 26,700 15,000| 55200{ 72.195.
Atka Mackere! - Western Al 14,080 10,000 16,500 45857 32,200[ 94,557| 118,637
Arrowtooth - BS and Al 8500 8,500 10,000 10227 9,000 17.646] 36873 | 63,873
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 67,150 67,150 47,600 19,540 29.750 43,138| 92,4281 274328
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 25,500 25.300 36,975 87,975  87.975
Greenland ijbot - Al 2,333 2,331 1,983 2,525] 6,83% 9172
Greenland Turbiot - BS _ \ 4667 4669 3967 8275| 16911 21578
Greenland Turbot - BS and Al 5,950 7,000 ) ' - 12,950
Other Species - BS and Al 17.000 22,610 22432 20000 20.125 25800{ 65925 127,967
P. Cod (All Gear) - BS and Al 154.700- 164,500 ‘ ‘ -] 319200
P. Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and AI | 92,040 121,800 138,200 152,700 412,700 | 504,740
P. Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al T3.820 1000 1,000 400| 2,400 6.220
P. Cod (Trawl Gear) - BS and Al 95.140 127,200 130,800 258,000 353,140
- [P. Cod (Traw! Gear, CVs) - BSAI : ‘ " 65450] 65450] 65450
P. Cod (Trawl Gear, CPs) - BSAI 5 1.,450 51,430 51,450
Pacific Ocean Percli - Al 3,009 13,900 10,900 10,500, . 10,500 | 38,309
" [Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 9.945 3,330 1910 . 1850 1,530 2380 5760 20,945
|Pacific Ocean Pérch - Central Al 3,025 31701 6,195 6.195
Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al 3,025 . 3,240 6,265 6.265
Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al 6,050 © 6,390 12,440 12,440
Other Rockfish - Al 786 706 655 389 728 607 1,924 4,071
Other Rockfish - BS 340 306 310 329 380 317| 1026 1,982
Rock Sole - BS and Al . 34000 63,750 63750 60000 59,500 82.607| 202,107| 363.607
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al 1,913 1,950 2,100 1,320 720 7200 2,760 8,723
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS 505 638 270 640 440 440 1,520 3,023
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 638 630 700 3550 330 255 1,135 3.123
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS - 595 637 270 800 468 468 1.736 3.238
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 4820 5100 5670 5103 4445 -3.706 13,254 28,844
Squid - BS and Al L7000 1,700~ 2.+:4 850 830 1.970|. 3.670- 9.714
ShortrakerfRougheye Rockfish - Al 1.037 L 100 1.037° 933 936 938 2,827 6,001
Other Red Rockfish - BS 1190 1,200 1,190 1070 1,071 893 3.034 6.614]
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al _199.750 187,000 170,325 161.500 170,000 195.500| 527.000 | 1.084.075

Source: National Marine Fisheries Service AKR Webpage (for example - http:/fwww fakr.noaa.gov. 1993/gcatch93.1xt)
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The second option for the denominator is total catch. Tables 7.12 shows the total catch numbers that will be
used in BSAI fisheries. It is important to note that this includes all catch taken | in that particular TAC fishery
grouping. -Using Greenland turbot as the example turbot harvested by any gear type would be mcluded n the

total catch table since the TAC is not drwded by gear

h
- - 2 e aee =

O e

DR

~ Changes in the TAC groupmg also cause problems when using total cateh as the denommator “The problem

is basically the’same as discussed-above. Grouping or splitting TAC fisheries does notiallow consistent

estimates to be made over the entire time period. - Some of the TAC fishertes in Table 7.12 represent catch
histories that are limited toa subset of the overall time period where consistent data exists. For example, rows

representmg POP in the Aleutran Islands areas only contain data from the years 1996 97 The resultmg

numbers in Table 7.12 are ‘the’ same in both the 1992 97 and 1995 97 columns, because the years 1995 96

were used in both cases The same set Of years was used to determine the numerater in the sectlon ‘above.

i I . i“r o

it

Table 7. 12 Total Catch (mt) of BSAI Groundfish Specles by Year

1

1

Species Groupings - e .

Other Flatﬁsh - Benng Sea and Aleuuan Islands

pther Species = Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands

* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Aleutian Islands

* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Aleutian Islands
Other Rockﬁsh Aleutian Islands -

Other Rockﬁsh Bering | Sea .
Rock Sole Bermv Sea and Aleutian Islands
Sableﬁsh (Fl,\ed Gear) - Aleutlan Islands )
Sableﬁsh (leed Gear) - Bering Séa '
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea ‘
Sharpchin/Northérn Rockfish - Aleutian Islands
Squid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands -+
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea’ - oo

H

Yellowfin Sole - Benno Sea and Aleunan islands

(1996 - 1997 only)
* Pacific- Ocean Pereh' Eastern Aleutian Islands , (1996 - {997 only).
§l996 - 1997 only) |

-

Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - 'Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands

* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear. Catcher, Vessels) - BSAI (1997 only)
" |Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea’ . ©

*-Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only) .
* ‘Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian, Islands (1993_ - 1997 only} -.
* ALka Mackerel - Wéstern Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only)
Arrowtooth Flounder Bermg Sea and. Aleutlan Islands

* Flathead Sole Benng Sea zmd Aleutian Islands (1993 - 1997 only)

* Greenland Turbot Aleuuan Islands (1994 - 1997 onlv)
* Greenlard Tiirbot - Benng Sea (1994 - 1997 only)

l,"

ey

C———— e e

TA L e ot
o, .
199597} 1+ 1992-97

., 103,894]: 1 171,050
| 58,658 .. 76.500

. 88,749 , . 99,908

, 34015,‘ .- 69,282
‘_ 61670_;‘.. 154,416
" B4 52464
R 4674L1.' 7808
"16:359 23,497
68,562 151,335
396,400 ' *'490,157
fLo3e ¢ 1,769

L 62,877 1 V62,877
o 46977 .-t 13,381
e, 5693 Lo Al 5,693
6.173| 15 16,175
13,598, 13,598

b e 2,167

. 9 e L146
169, 356 .. 345361
2418 7383
oLy 3.088|"
s s
REE DI LT

12,522 - “T23.266};

RS X3y SRR X | §
25470 - 2T 6l088

L 763 T 2,585,

- 437,138 . .828:345)

Source: NMFS Blend data for the years 199297
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* Categories that are stared list the maximum range of years used to determine lustorrcal catch.
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Altemative Sideboard Cap Estimates ' o . B

Information presented in Tables 7.7 through 7.10 above allows several of the sideboard cap alternatives to be
calculated when used in conjunction with the tables included in the denominator section. Simply dividing the
numbers reported in the numerator tables by the appropriate numbers in the denominator tables will result in
the percentage of the TAC that AFA catcher vessels would be allowed to harvest up to in futuré vears. Six
specific alternatives will be presented in this section. They correspond to the three alternatives specified in the
“Determination 'of Harvest Level” section, with a separate table for each of the two time penods being
cons:dered

Comparing Tables 7.13 through 7.18 shows that, in general, catcher vessels would receive the largest sideboard
cap when catch in all target fisheries was included in the numerator, the denominator is based on total catch,
and the base years 1995-97 arc used. Several reasons could account for a shorter time period resulting in a
larger cap. The fleet’s structure tends to be more consistent over a shorter time period. It is well documented
that considerable entry and exit have occurred in the North Pacific groundfish fisheries over the vears. Some
vessels that have harvested pollock in the past are no longer fishing, which provides the current pollock fleet
a larger share of the pollock fishery and more non-pollock catch in the sideboard pool. As the time period ‘
" lengthens, vessels that harvested pollock in the past may not be AFA eligible, and therefore will not bring their
non-potlock catch history into a sideboard cap. Another reason that a shorter time period results in a larger
cap may have to do with pollock season lengths. Bycatch of other species is low in the pollock fishery, in
earlier years when the pollock season was longer, vessels would spend more of thetr year fishing pollock. This
likelv means they would have less. catch of non-pollock groundfish. e
“The most important BSAI non-pollock groundfish species for AFA catcher vessels will likely be Pacific cod.
. While there may be limited targeting of flatfish, rockfish, and sablefish, Pacific cod will be relied upon as an
important source of revenue. This will be especially true if strong Pacific cod prices continue into the future. *
Table 7.19 summanzes the amount of Pacific cod that would be available to each AFA catcher vessel sector
under the proposed cap structures. The difference between the smallest and largest cap is about 5,500 mt.
Recall that for Pacific cod only 1997 data were used, because the TAC was split between catcher vessels and
catcher/processors starting that vear (Amendment 46 to the BSAI FMP). The current allocation of BSAI
Pacific cod is 51 percent to fixed gear, 47 percent to trawl gear, and 2 percent to jig gear. The trawl portion
" of the TAC is then subdivided equally between catcher vessels and catcher/processors. Working through the
math results in traw] catcher vessels being allocated 23.5 percent of the TAC. If 1999 TACs were to continue
into the future, that percentage would translate into 41,595 mt. Those percentages are then multiplied by the
portion of the 1999 Pacific cod TAC available to AFA trawl catcher vessels (41,595 mt), to provide an
estimate of the amount of cod.that they could harvest under a cap. Table 7.19 is a summary table which
.compares the resulting percentages under the three basic altcrnatlves for Pacific cod onlv using 1995-97 catch
history.
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Table 7.13: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACS) using only harvest from the
non-poltock target fisheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1995-97 . ‘

Non-Pollock Target Fisheries” ™

Sources: ADF&G F:shtlckets for dehvenes thhm state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at—sea dehvenes from ’

1995-97. v T T -
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Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore| CV to INMS |CVtoMS | CV.to CP, | All AFACVs

ST o 90 Vessels s Vessels IO Vessels| 7 Vesse[s 118 Vessels
Atka’ Mackerel - Central AI " N A '.; ’ ;’1"6; . H-,'- .l
Atka Mackerel-EasternA.I N T 0.03% ooy 001% e - - 0.02%]- ,_r.,,0.06%],
@;ka‘Mack‘qrgl_ Western AI C _;' SR PRSP : o A AR P BEEURR PP
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and AI, . | + 5.12% 0.40%| - 021%]| s 0.71%]| - it 6:44%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 10.01% 84%|  0.42% 0.91% T12118%
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 9.25% 0 48% 0.38% 0. 85% . 10.96%{.
Gresnland Turbot- A '~ ™ =7 T 00a%f el 09%| T 0.23%|
Gréenland Turbot -BS B F220 0l06% Lo002%| 024l T 361%]
Other Specxes BS and AI L, C 4.45%0 . . 0 32% , 0.20% 049% L -5.46%)
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and, Al C001%| e el f-_‘0.0;% -0.06%/3
Pacific Cod (ng Gear) - BS and AL, s .- R L T LA
* P-Cod (Trawl,CV) - BSAL (1997 only)| -+ 65.02%| ( "4.96%|  3.27% 7.88%| - 81:13%
Pacific.Oceait Perchi - BS -2 v | " 0.17% 0.06% e 0.06%| " 029%)
* POB-'C. AT (1996 - 97 onll)” 7 R A e T LR
* POP - E. Al (1996 - 97 only) o - 0.02% oo - "3,;,!'659?% L 007%
* POP - W. AI (1996~ 97 only) I I D D o
Other Rockfish - Al ‘ - 0.13% - 0.39% 0.52%
Other Rockfish-BS. . . .. 4.04% 0.17%| . | 0 0.67%] . 1 .1 4.88%]
Rock Sole : BSand AT -~ . ol 7.06% 0.36%| *0.23%)| "~ -+ 0.34%| "7 4 7.99%]
Sablefish (Fiked Gear) - Al * -~ ‘ TR e T EEE - S B
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) -BS e ! AT A &
Sablefish (Trawl Gear)- AT " ©37330%| 069%) .| . 207, 40.05%|
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) -BS, ;.| - .0.20%| - S N L A
Sharpcluanothem Rgclkﬁsli}‘-LAI_‘, . - 0.01%] . 0.09% et 0.04%) 0 - 0.14%
Squid-BSand AI,. 7, - 0.26%| o AT, 0.26%)
Shortraker/Rougheve Rockflsh- S - Y R St
Other Réd Rockfish - BS. "+« "6142%| ' L31%] -0 026%| 7 -0192%| - 8.91%) "
Yellovifin Sole - BS dnd Al 7/ 7 757%| 0 96%| 7 0.20%) v 0.23%|" T "8.96%]



Table 7.14: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using only harvest from the
non-pollock target fisheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97

_ _ Non-Pollock Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Grouping . CV Inshore| CV to INMS |CV o MS| CVtoCP | Al AFA CVs
' 90 Vessels { 11 Vessels |10 Vessels| 7 Vessels 118 Vessels

*Atka Mackerel - Cent. AI (1993-97 only) - - - - -
*Atka Mackerel - East. AT (1993-97 only) 0.04% 0.02% - 0.02% 0.08%
* Atka Mackerel - West, Al (1993-97 only) - - - - -
Arrowtooth Fiounder - BS and Al 3.55% 040%|  0.20% 0.46%{ 4.61%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 6.60% 0.83% 0.31% 0.65% 8.39%
*Flathead Sole - BS and Al (1995-97 only) 9.25% - 0.48% 0.38% 0.85% 10:96%
*Greenland Turbot - Al (1994-97 only) 0.03% - -l 0.12% 0.15%
*Greenland Turbot - BS (1994-97 only) 328% T 0.04%]  0.02%|  0.17% 3.51%
Other Species - BS and Al _ 3.01% 0.24%; 0.20% 0.39% 31.84%
|Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al (.04% o - 0.04%|" 0.08%
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - ) - - - - -
* P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI (1997 only) 63.02% ‘-";.96% 3.27% 7.88% 81.13%
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 0.11% 0.02% 0.01% 0.02% 0.17%
* POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only) , - - - . -
* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 0.02% - - 0.05% 0.07%
* POP - W. AI (1996 - 97 only) - - - - -
|Other Rockfish - Al , - 0.05% - 0.18% 0.23%
Other Rockfish - BS 3.32% 0.09% 0.09% 0.35%]| 5.85%
'|Rock Sole - BS and Al 4.89% 0.32% 0.22% 0.33%] 5.76%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - . . .
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS y - - - - -
Sableﬁ'sli (Tréwl Gear) - Al C9.77% 0.13% - 0.40% 10.30%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 10.20% B - - 0.20%

" | Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0.01% 0.05% - 0.08% 0.14%
Squid - BS and Al 02i% - - - 0.21%
| Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al _ - - - - -
Other Red Rockfish - BS 1.93%] 0.46%|  0.15% 0.46% 3.00%
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 5.58%)| 0.57%|. 0.15% 0.33% 6.63%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC Observer datg for at-sea deliveries, from

1992-97.
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. Table 7.15: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using harvest from all target

ﬁshenes as the numerator and total catch as the denommatar, 1995-97 .

s

1995- 97

Sk

BT B T I

HAS8122 NDOC\SecRevew\afaea wpd
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Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for dehvenes w1th1n state waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea dehv-enes from

Novewmber 1599

L . _ Non-Pollock Target FlsheneSva . ¢
"~ Species by TAC‘Grbuping . CV Inshore | CV to INNMS'{CVto M| CV 1o CP | All AFA CVs
Ceme e - M 90-Vessels ¢ 11 Vessels -4 10 Vessels|. 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
Atka Mackerel - Céntral AT+ " ,."| . D01%| (. 5. - | - 0.01%
Atka Mackerel-Eastem AL T o T g% T LT T 0% T T 0.81%
AtkaMackerel-WestemAI ' -1 o EURREEEEL! OIS £ I
Arrawtooth Flounder - BS and Al 8.13%| ' 1.08%|  0.72%|..-. L03%| . 10.96%
Other, Flatfish - BS and Al ', | L 12.64%| 1.05% 0.58%_,_. f_fq_.gs% L 1525%
FlaLheadSole BS and Al | . v 1200%) - L7%| 0.92%) - 1.27% " 15.36%
Green!andTurbot Al . L009%| 1 o[ e 020%] L, o 0.30%]
Green]and Turbot BS, ‘. _3.9%%| . 0.015%| | 0.07%)¢ ey, 0.27% 5 .- 14.48%
Other Species - BS and Al ... S5 10%| - 0.49%|  0.33%] v 0.61%f ., - 16.53%
Pacific Cod (Fmed Gear) - BS and AL S0.01%| |, . - - 0.05% +,0.06%]|
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) BS and Al Y - I ey st
|*P. Cod (Traw! 'CV)-BSAl (1997 only)| = 72.28%| +  6.09%|  4.17%|,.. 22 9.15%| -, .- 91:69%(
Pacific Ocean Perch BS , 15.26%)| 0.53%|  0.34%| .- ~0.19% .;‘,.__-.‘ r16.32% ’
*POP C. AI(1996 97only) .. L 0.12% - - oy tehr e 10.12%
" POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) | 0.44%| - e Lo 0.05%] o 0.49%]
* POP - W. AL (1996 -.97 only) - ; - o T I
Other Rockfish tAI : 0.13%| ! 0.13% - 0.52%|. . 0.78%|
Other Rockfish - BS . 859%| . 034%[ 0.17% LO1%| , : - J0.11%}
Rock Sole - BS and Al | 782%| T .- 066%| 0.38% 0.51%| ,; 9.37%|-
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - AT . " - - - e 7l o e
§ableﬁs11 (Fixed Gear) - BS -l - o T T R
Sablefish (TrawliGear) - Al 4701%| | 0.69%| - 2.77%] - 0, 50.47%]!
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS |, 0.20% ' - e e 0:20%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - 'Al o 0.01%| 1, 0.10%] -l 0.05% .. 0.16%
Squid ; BS and AT , . i " £ 53.20%)| i o 1.98%|  0.75%| . .-0.52%( . 56.45%)|
ShonrakerfRougheye Rockfish * Al 0.12% : SR | - : - 10.12%|
OtherRedRockﬁsh BS . CT60%|  L70%| 0.52%| -, 144%| ., 11.26%
Yellowfin Sole -BSand AI ., |, .761% ' 101%[| 024% 0.24% 9.10%|



Table 7.16: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using harvest from all target
fisheries as the numerator and total catch as the denominator, 1992-97

Non-Pollock Target Fisheries

Species by TAC Grouping CV Inshore | CV'to INMS | CVto MS| CVto-CP | All AFA CVs
90 Vessels 11 Vessels |10 Vessels! 7 Vessels 118 Vessels
Atka Mackerel - Central Al 0.01% - e - 0.01%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 0.74% 0.02%| - - 0.02% 0.78%
Atka Mackerel - Western Al - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al 5.77% 0.93% 0.62% 0.71% 8.03%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al T .8.79% 1.20% 0.59% 0.80% 11.38%
Flathead Sole - BS and Al 12.00% L17%(. 092% 1.27% 15.36%
Greenland Turbot - Al 0.05% - - 0.13% 0.18%
Greenland Turbot - BS 3.84% 0.11% 0.06% 0.19% 4.20%
Other Species - BS and Al 3.68% 0.42% 0.35% 0.50% 4.95%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.04% - - 0.04% 0.08%
|Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - - T -
* P _Cod (Trawl, CV)-BSAI (1997 only)| -72.28% 6.09% 417%] 0.15% 91.69%)|
‘|Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 6.28%| 0.67% 0.61% 022% 7.78% .
* POP - C. AI (1996 - 97 only) - 0.12% - - - 0.12%
* POP - E. Al (1996 - 97 only) 0.44%| - - 0.05%| 0.49%
* POP - W. Al (1996 - 97 only) - - - - -
|Other Rockfish - AT - 0.05% 0.05% - - 0.18% 0.28%
{Other Rockfish - BS - - " 8.64% 0.26%| 0.17% 0.70% 9.77%
|Rock Sole - BS and Al 5.61% 0.61% 0.40%] . 0.48% 7.10%
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al - - - : - - -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 12.28% 0.40%|  0.40% 0.66%| 13.74%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS 0.20% - - - 0.20%
Sharpchin/Northern Rockfish - Al 0.02% 0.05% - 0.09% 0.16%
Squid - BS and Al 13.01% 176%{  0.71% 0.37% 45.85%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al 0.05% ; - - - 0.05%
Other Red Rockfish - BS 2.51% 0.77% 035% =~ 0.77% 4.40%
Yellowfin Sole - BS and Al 5.65%)" 0.67% 0.27% 0.41% 7.00%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within state waters and NORPAC QObserver data for at-sea deliveries; from

1992-97.
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Table 7.17: Estimates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using harvest from non-pollock

target fi shenes as the numerator and TACs as the depominator, 1995-97 . .. . IR
fa Non-Pollock Target: Fxshenes R
" Species by TAC Grouplng, R C}'/-Ipshore" CV®INMS |CViIoMS| CVito CP™ |"AlI'AFA CVs |.
oo L ,90 Vessels | 11 Vessels, |10 Vessels| .7 Vessels [. 118 Vessels ;
Atka Mackerel -pent_ral AI T L R s I - - -1
At Mackerel - Eastern AL .~ |1 T0.03%| o 001% T T 0% L 0:06%)
Atka Mackerel - Western AI B (. STy - ' ! I G AL B SR S
Arrowtooth Flounder - BS and Al - 4AT2%) T 037% 0.20%] 1. 0.63%] 1. 215:94%]
Other Flatfish -BSand Al & .~ | 6.68% "0.56%| 0.28%| . 10.61%]| .0 8.13%]
Flathead Sole - BS.and AI 1 - L e551%| o t0.29%|0 0.22%)  11050% 0. 16.52%]
Greenland Turbot - Al ; o L 003% - - c013%[0 . s 0:16%]
G_reenland Turbot - BS . v 3.18% 0.06% | 0.02% 0.23%}- - 3.49%]
Other Species - BS and Al s 14.63% . 0:33% 0.21% 0.51%| - v .:5.68%
Pac:lﬁc Cod (leed Gear) - BS and Al L 001%) L - ; - 0.05%) - .. 0.06%]:
Pac1ﬁcCod(h° Gear) -BS and-Al || N I | e (NPT
*P_Cod (Trawl, CV)-BSAl (1997only)| - 62.47%| . 4.76%| 3.14%l.  7.57%I . . 77.94%|
Pacific Ocean Perch = BS Cere [onssel o 005%| e sl o 005%] o 0.24%)
*POP = C. AI (199697 only) ! 1. . N L . D I I S
* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) | bo002% o - | |1 005%| 0 0.07%]
*POP W. AI (196 - 97 only). . - TR B SR
Other Rockfish - AI : | 00s%| 2l 0.16%]| 1. i70.21%)
Other Rockfish - BS g L.2.34%) 0 0.10%] - 0.39%| v - .2.83%
Rock Sole - BS and Al - T ©5.92%( ., 030%] 0.19% 0.29%] ; ° . 6.70%]
S:ableﬁsh_(Fixed(:}ear)—‘AI o I . : g -1 - ) S
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS . . | - . N
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al . ' 4.76%| 1 0.09%), - T 0.26%( - 05.11%)
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) -BS v, - o 0.06% Lt -1, - L bee o 0.06%
Sharpchianorthe'mRockﬁsh-AI | 001%| o 0.08%: A 0.04%] 4 L. 0:13%) -
Squid - BS and Al - ' C019% . | Al sl v n019%)
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al - - b - - N IR S
Other Red Rockﬂsh BS T LOL62%| . 033%| 0 0.07%] . - 0.23%]| v 2.25%
Yellowﬁn Sole - BS andsAl TN T 6.28% ' 0:80%). 0.17%] =~ 0.1%% : b T7:.44%) -
Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries wnhm state waters,and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea dehvencs from -’
1995 97 TACs for the denommator were taken from reports on the NMFS webpage. T 0 T T ‘.Q,“_T:
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Table7.18: Estlmates of catcher vessel sideboard caps (percent of future TACs) using harvest from non- pollock

target fisheries as the numerator and TACs as the denominator, 1992-97

Non-Pollock Target Fisheries

Species by TAC Grouping CViInshore | CVto INMS |CVioMS| CVito CP | All AFA CVs
‘ - 92 Vessels |~ 14 Vessels | 7 Vessels | 7 Vessels 120 Vessels -

Atka Mackerel - Central Al ‘ S - - , - ' .

Atka Mackerel - Eastern Al 0.04% T 0.02% - ©0.02% 0.08%
Atka Mackerel - Western A] o - - Co- -| -
Arrowtooth Flounder ~BS and Al 3.85% 0.44%|  022%] 0.50% 5.01%
Other Flatfish - BS and Al 372%| . 0.47%]  0.17% 0.36% 472%
Flathead Sole --BS and Al L ssil 0.29%) 0 0.22% 0.50% 6.52%
Greenland Turbot - Al 0.02% 0 el 0.10%] 0.12%
Greenland Turbot - BS ' 31.57% 0.05%|  0.02% 0.19% 3.83%
Other Species - BS and Al ‘ 355%| - 028%| 0.24%| - 047% 1.54%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - BS and Al 0.04%)| - - 0.04% 0.08%
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - BS and Al - - N - -
*P. Cod (Trawl, CV) - BSAI (1997 only)|  62.47% 176%  3.14% 7.57% 77.94%
Pacific Ocean Perch - BS 0.07%| - 0.01% S 0.02%| ~ 0.10%
* POP - C. Al (1996 - 97 only) : . - - - -
* POP - E. AI (1996 - 97 only) 0.02%) - . 0.05% - 0.07%
|* POP - W. AT (1996 - 97 only) - o [ . 1
| Other Rockfish - Al S - 0.02% : 0.10% 0.12%
+|Other Rockfish - BS 3.08% 0.05%(  0.05% 0.20% 3.38%
|Rock Sole - BS and AI . : 1.64% 031%[  0.21% 0.31% 5.47%

Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Al -1 " - Jd0 -
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - BS -t - - e -

Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Al 2.37% 0.03% - 0.10% 2.50%
‘|Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - BS ol 0.03% B . - 0.03%)|
Sharpéhianorther_n Rockfish - Al . 0.01% 0.04% R E 0.07% O 0.12%
Squid - BS and Al 0.10% - - - - 0.10%] -
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Al L : -l - - - -
Other Red Rockfish-BS . °| = 076%| * - 0.18%( 0.06%  0.18% 1.18%
Yellowfin Sole - BSand Al - 4.26% 0.43%|  0.12% ©0.25% . 3.06%

Sources: ADF&G Fishtickets for deliveries within stite waters and NORPAC Observer data for at-sea deliveries. from
1992-97. TACs for the denominator were taken from reports on the NMFS web page.
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Table 7.19: Estimates of future BSAI catcher vessel Pacnfic cod caps under the vanous scenarlos, based on the.
ears 1995-97 " - . L

S Spec:es by TAC Groupmg " -] GV Inshore CV o INMS |CVioMS| CViioCP | All AEACVs -i
v . . P KN V_essels 11 Vessels_ '.10 Vessels|! 7 Vessels | 118 Vessels l
P - e s e’ o Alltargets/ Totalcatch - - e—— - oo ol e ok
Percent of TAC .” | CoT08% 609%  417% U OUs% . 9169%]i
Estiin&itesofavailablecap my 50065 . 2533t Lms 3806 ! 38 138!

* Non- pollock targets / Total catch T r' | !
Percent ofTACT . 0 Tes02% | T496%:  327%  C788% T BL13%|'
Esumates ofavaxlable cap (mt), 27,045 L T 2063, 1,360 3378 '33,74‘6&
C Non-poilock targets/TAC b .‘ o ;
PercentofTAcl o ~ U 62.47% "4_76%1* 3.14% 757% 7794%7
Estimates of available cap (mt) | i 7045 2063 1360 327833746

Y ' [ULAEVINC St e YD
75.1.1 To Whom do the Sldeboarcls Apply ! : co e e
- Lo - : STy L Td ' :
Deterrmrung to whom the restrictions apply requires answermg the questlon are AF A eligible catcher vessels ;
that do not join a}. cooperative still required to abide by the sideboard restrictions? The language in the AFA -
is not clear regarding to whom the restrictions apply. The first part of the section 21 l(c)(l)(A) seems to.;
mdxcate that it is meant to apply to all AFA eligible catcher vessels. However, the phrase at the ‘enid of the !
quote indicates that the impacts resulting from fishery cooperatwes should be mitigated by this action. That
phrase could be lnterpreted to indicate that this section should apply only to AFA eligible catcher vessels’ that
actually join a coopefative. Because of the uncertainty in the language and the differing interpretations of this’ !

section of the AFAja decision will need to be made regardingito whom the 51deboard regulat:ons apply P

i

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

i

' ' [ i : . ' o

It is likely that vessels with relatwelv small amounts of pollock harvest in the mshore and mothershlp sectors
w1ll be most impacted by this decision. The seven catcher vessels fishing for the catcher/processor fleet have '
already shown that they are willing to join a cooperative and ab:de by the sideboard restrictions 1ncluded in the ;
AFA for 1999. Deterrrumng which of the inshore and mothershlp catcher vessels would joina cooperatlve is |
1mp0551ble at this point. However, members of mdustrv have mdxcated that ‘at least-one vessel asked to' be 3
‘ removed from section 208 when the bill was being drafted. The language in section 208(c) line 20; defining | 1
which catcher vessels not specifically listed are eligible to join a mothership:cooperative, would once again -
make that vessel eligible to _|0m ‘This vessel would be required to abide by the catcher vessel sideboards if the, ;
option thatall vessels eligible to join a cooperative is selected, even though they have already mdlcated that they; |

would rather forego jommg a cooperative than be bound by’ the stdeboards™™" 7 UL e T

Y i

) S em L5 St e s IR .o
Members of the AF A catcher vessel sector have asked, what negative impacts would be caused by AFA eligible
vessels that do not join a cooperative? They argue that these vessels would be competing in the apen access
fisheries just like non-AFA vessels, and they would be getting no benefits from the cooperatives. This is likely
true for the small independent catcher vessel owners. It is less clear that this would be true if a “person” owned
. more than one catcher vessel. In that case it might be possible to have one or more of their catcher vessels not
join the cooperative, giving the vessel which did not join the cooperative the freedom to participate without a
cap in the open access non-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. Ifthey

were the only vessel not joining 2 cooperative from a sector. they would be guaranteed their portion of the
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pollock quota, without being restricted by sideboard caps in the non-pollock fisheries. It may also be truc that -
if a small number of catcher vessels were in the open access portion of the pollock fishery, that they could form
an “unofficial” cooperative to rationalize their portion of the pollock allocation. This could occir since only
AFA eligible catcher vessels will be allowed to participate in the directed pollock fishery. o

Figure 7.1 below shows the BS/AI 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 resolution of the catcher vessels with an inshore pollock catch history of less than 8,000 mt. is provided
in Figure.7.2 below. . The information is broken:down by 200 mt. increments with the number of vessels and
the cumulatlve catch totals reported. That figure shows that 24 vessels had-less than 1,000 mt. of pollock

landin sdurm 1993 -97. ual;ﬁcat:on window. - . e T L Fae
g g} q )
TR UL Lo P
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A second sub-opnon would create separate 51deboard caps for catcher vessels that harvested over and under
or 5,000 mt of BSA! pollock, on_average from '1995-97. Separate caps are being

1,000 mt 3,000 mt |

I
¢

consldered because, it was presumed that catcher vessels with small amounts of pollock history had hkely spent
more time' ﬁshmg for other specnes If they must compete from the same cap as vessels with smaller histories
in non-pollock fisheries, the portlon ofthe sideboardcap they actually harvest may be less than thev contributed

to the cap. Competing against catcher vessels that are sirilarly situated may improve their bargaining position

and chances of harvestmg the historic levels of catch in these fisheries they enjoyed before the AFA. Table
7.20 shows the percentages.of the overall sxdeboards that, would be aIIocated to the catcher vessels under each .

pollock hxstorv threshold, and the number of vessels which could harvest from the sub -cap. |

i
;
[
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Table 7.20: Number of vessels and the percentagé of the cap that the sub-group of catcher vessels would

be eligible to harvest, based on their annual average catch history in the 1995-97 pollock fisheries

. < 1,000 mt of Pollock | < 3,000 mt of Pollock <5,000 mt of Pollock
Species/Sector #of | %ofTotal | - #of | %ofTotal Hof | %of Total
Vessels Cap Vessels Cap Vessels Cap
7 Paciﬁc Cod .
Inshore 18 7440 . 40 34.62% |- 55| 61.35%
Inshore/MS ,0‘ na | .0 n/.a | 3| . conf
Mothership 0 nfa’ 2 conf. 6 conf.
Catcher Proﬁéssor . 0. na | ! conf. | 5 éonf.
Other Species - |
‘Inshore 18 3.81% 40 11.49% 55 22.42%
Inshore/MS 0 wal- 0 n/a 3] conf
Mothership 0 /a 2 co_nf.“ 6 _conf.
Catcher Processor 0 n/a - | 1 corif. 5 conf.
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7.5.1.2 When do the Sideboards Apply
.o " ., 4 ; ‘
The questnon of when srdeboard caps applv o the AF A catcher vessels also needs to be answered The Councr]
considered six alternatives : These alternatives can be grouped into three separate categones The first cateégory
is the optlon that applres throughout the year, and does not contain sub-caps’ The second category also applies
call year but those optlons contaln sub-caps durlng parts of the vear. F mally the third categoty would apply
the caps only during specrﬁc times of the year’ At other ttmes of the vear catcher vessels would not be bound *

by a cap,.and therefore, possrbly not limited to. hrstoncal catch levels. e

I

The first option would-apply the cap at all times dunng the fishing year. " Thisis the only option in the ﬁrst
category and would prevent the AFA catcher vessels from parttcrpatmg in gon- pollock fisheries above their 1
hrstorlc Iévéls on an annual basts. Once they reach a cap' in the non- pollock ﬁshenes ﬁshmg by vessels
operatmg under that cap would be halted until'the following vear. -The results of this optlon were presented
in Tables 7.12 ; 7.17. A separate discussion is provided in the. “Determination of Aggregate section of this |
chapter which speaks to whether-the-caps will ‘be enforced: at a ‘sector or cooperatlve level” The NMFS
1mplernentat10n and morutonng sectlon of thlS document will also speak to th1s ISSUE. J S
T t
!
Two options are included under the second category Sldeboard caps.in this.category would.limit.catcher -
vessels to their historic catch 1evels but the caps would be sub-divided by either quarter or by vessel class !
(Tables 7:21 -7.24). Applymg the caps by quarter ‘would restnct catcher vessels to'harvesting their capin the .
samé quarter of the year as it was’ 'earned. The ‘Council also has-the information necessary to drvrde the caps .
semi-annually, gfrom these tables. For examplé, if the inshore catcher vessels harvested 68 percent of the {
Pacific cod used to determine the cap during the first quarter of the year. and 30 percent in the second quarter
they would be limited to harvesting 98 percent of the Pactﬁc cod cap during the first half of the year in the i
future. This would prevent catcher vessels from ta.kmg more of the cap during the first quarter, (half) of the vear ;
than they traditionally harvested. It would also prevent them from taking more of the halibut PSC cap.
assuming that the PSC caps are also apportioned based on the percentage of groundfish harvested in a quarter.
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Table 7.21; Quarteriy catch distribution of catcher vessels qualified for the inshore sector only, 1995-97-

. ) Inshore Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries
Species by TAC Grouping CdlstQtr 2ndQtr 3rdQtr  4th Qur  Total
Atka Mackere! - Central Aleutian Islands : 100% 0% - 0% 0% 100%
Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands - 1% 7% 91% 2% 100%
Atka Mackere! - Western Aleutian Islands i - - - - -
Arrowtooth Flounder Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 41% 42% 1% 6% 100%
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands S 40% 42% 7% 11% 100%
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 61% W% . 1% 8% 100%
Greenland Turbot - Aleutian Islands - 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea 5% 79% 11% 5%  100%
Other Species - Bering Sea and Aleutian [stands 51% - 40% 4% 5% 100%
Pacific Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 17% 30% 0% 53%  100%
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CV) - BSAL (1997 only) 68% 30% 1% 1% 100%
Pacific Ocean Perch - Bering Sea _ 1% 1% =~ 70% 28% 100%
" |* Pacific Ocean Perch - Central Al (1996 - 1997 only). - | 100% 0% 0% 0% 100%| .

* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 only) |- 100% 0% 0% T 0% 100%
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) ' - - - . - -
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Islands . T 100% 0% 0% 0%  100%
Othier Rockfish - Bering Sea 24% 39% 35% 2% 100%)
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 63% 35% 1% [% * 100%|

|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands - - - - R

‘|Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea IR ‘ - - - - -
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 1% 78% 14% . 6% 100%,
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bering Sea - Co- - - . -
Shampchin/Northern Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 100%° 0% 0% 0% 100%
Squiid - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . 5% 0% - 77% 18% 100%
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleutian Islands . 100% - 0% 0% 0%  100%
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea %1% 7% 8% 3% 100%
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Istands 36%  62% 2% 1% 100%

Source: ADF&G Fishtickets and NORPAC Observer data for the years 1995-97, -
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Table7.22; Quarterly catch distribution of catcher vessels qualified for the inshore/mothership sectors, 1995-97

o s Mnshore/Mothership CVs.- All Target Fisheries - |-
Species by TAC Groupmg Cot T v T1EQE 2nd QT 3rd'Qtr T #th Qe Total |
Atka Mackerel - Central’ Aleutlan Islands P 100% 0% 0%, 0% 100%].
Atka Mackerel - Easterfi Aleutian Islands =~ " T UBA%. 9% TS 37% . 0% T 100%
Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands I PR TR O TR
Arrowtooth Flounder Bering Sea and Alentian Islands 41%: - 4% . - .37%:. 18%.. 100%]°
Other Flatfish - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands '  35%  46% 11% ., 9% - 100% r
Flathead Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands . 3% ., 13% . ~25% ;9% 1 100%)
Greenland Tm‘bot Aleutian Islands ' Co T T ';-_ RSO SR
Greenland Turbot - Bering Sea. - ooy 19%  35% .. . 42% . 4% 100%|
Other Spec:es Bering Sea and Aleunan Islands . 50% 23%, -¢ 21% . 6% 100%]
Paelﬁc Cod (Fixed Gear) - Bermg Sea and Aleutian Islands v 0% 190% | . 0%~ . 0%, ,100%)
Pacific Cod (Jig Gear) - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands, - T T PU EERR T e
* Pacific Cod (Trawl Gear, CVs) - BSAT (1997 only) . 47~%, L o46% ey o 3%, 1% 100%
PaC1ﬁc Ocean Perch - Bering Sea . 27% 0% o 70% 00 3%, 100%)
* Pac1ﬁc Ocean Perch Central Al (1996 - 1997 only) o - ;- G eem L . P
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Eastern Al (1996 - 1997 °n,1ﬂ : W R e - -
* Pacific Ocean Perch - Western Al (1996 - 1997 only) . |- v . . - T T SR
Other Rockfish - Aleutian Istands - 100% 0% 0% . 0% 100% .
Other Rockﬁsh Bering Sea 0% 0% ., 50% 0%-,., 100%
Rock Sole - Bering Sea and Aleuuan Is[ands 68%,. - - 21% .« 9%, ,,.2% _.53‘100% :
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Aleutian Islands U TR S S -l
Sablefish (Fixed Gear) - Bering Sea - cm e L AV R
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Aleutian Islands 50% .. 50% 0%, 0%. 100%
Sablefish (Trawl Gear) - Bening Sea . i - LA T - =k
S'haxpchin/Northem Rockfish - Aleutian Islands 92% .. 8% - 0%- . 0% ,100%
Squld Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands 22% 0% -, 10 73%, . 5% . 100%;. -
Shortraker/Rougheye Rockfish - Aleuuan Islands s S T R R
Other Red Rockfish - Bering Sea 69% 3% 23% ., 0%,., 100%] !
Yellowfin Sole - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands - 40% .. . 36% 23% . 1% . 100%
Source:"’ADF&G Fishtickets aind NORPAC Observer data for the years-1995-97:-, 7 7 "o
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Table 7. 23 Quarterly catch dlstnbutlon of catcher vessels nalified for the mothership sector, 1995-97

Species by TAC Grouping

Mothership Catcher Vessels - All Target Fisheries

| L1st Qtr

3rd Otr

4th Qtr

Total

Atka Mackerel - Central Aleutian Islands

" |Atka Mackerel - Eastern Aleutian Islands

" |Atka Mackerel - Western Aleutian Islands _
Arrowtooth Flounder - Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands